
From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson St Whole Foods proposal
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:24:33 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: Robert Bluhm [mailto:robertbluhm84@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:19 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson St Whole Foods proposal

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Re: 2016-000378CUA

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I’m writing to reiterate my strongest support for the WF365 application.

I live on Russian Hill about 6-7 blocks northeast of the proposed grocery. This is well within walking distance for
me. My current options usually require a drive for me, either north to the Safeway and TJs at the Northpoint Center,
or south to the Whole Foods on Franklin or TJ’s on California St.

The frequent very long lines at both the Franklin St WF and TJs suggest exceptionally strong demand for the
proposed WF365 store.

The WF365 store would be the single most beneficial action in years to boost foot traffic and make Polk St a really
vibrant neighborhood business district.

Thank you again for considering this.

Robert Bluhm
74 Macondray Ln

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:robertbluhm84@yahoo.com




From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:24:30 AM
Attachments: Fwd Letter in Opposition to CU for 1600 Jackson Street Item 18 on 100418 Agenda.msg

Opposition to AmazonWhole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson.msg
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Fwd: Letter in Opposition to CU for 1600 Jackson Street, Item 18 on 10/04/18 Agenda
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		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joell.koppel@sfgov.org; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); johnrahaim@sfgov.org; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		richhillissf@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joell.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; johnrahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
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Ladies and Gentlemen, Attached is a letter in opposition to the CU  requested for 1600 Jackson Street to operate a formula retail grocery store at that location.


Paul Webber


A North Beach Resident








Lombardi Talking Point, v8,.docx

Lombardi Talking Point, v8,.docx

                                                                         Paul Webber


                                                                 A North Beach Resident 


                                                                      October 3, 2018 


 


San Francisco Planning Commissioners





Re: Suggested “Peer Review for Lombardi Sports Site 





Ladies and Gentlemen,


 This letter is submitted in opposition to the CU request being considered tomorrow for the Lombardi Sports site at 1600 Jackson at Polk to open a Formula Retail Whole Foods related market in the now vacant building. I and many others are opposing it. I have appeared previously on this matter and mentioned two points, first, the lack of need and related traffic impact, and secondly the prospective long-term impact to the City if housing is not built on the Lombardi site.  I will focus primarily on the second point in this letter as others are focusing on need and traffic.   





    As I previously mentioned, through the enormous efforts of many from San Francisco and elsewhere, State Senate Bill 827, sponsored by Wiener and Ting, was barely defeated. That bill unilaterally up zoned land use around transit-centric locations, which would have included Polk Street, by the way, and removed major land use decisions from local government.  The principle sponsors believed that the State needed to take over that function, because the locals weren’t doing the job.   A new version of 827 is likely to emerge again early in 2019 along with a new round of other housing bills.   


[bookmark: _GoBack]     So here sits the Lombardi site at a perfect location to build, with no loss of existing housing and at a transit centric location, multi-family housing, which could house, in whole or in part, seniors or low to middle income families, in a neighborhood in which multifamily buildings abound, so it would fit right in.  


      You will be advised by others at the meeting tomorrow that “housing on that location is not before the Commission”.  While that may technically be true, I ask that you please consider that individual local land use decisions cannot be made in individual silos, not with local housing needs being such a prominent topic at the state legislative level. Particularly in the face of no compelling need for a high-end grocery store when its close-by sister store will deliver, granting athe CU could have significant consequences far beyond just a new market for the neighborhood.  It could also contribute to SF losing control of local land use decisions, and it may even be Exhibit A that the City is not “getting it.” So what should done then?? 


     Well, according to staff, apparently based upon information provided by the Lombardi CU seeker, housing doesn’t “pencil out” on that site.  It is unclear whether that referred to units tacked onto the existing building or a completely new building devoted primarily to housing, perhaps with ground floor retail.   So, I would urge you to have a “peer review” done of that conclusion, emphasizing new housing for the site.  You cause peer reviews to be done in other contexts, so why not here? Some will say, peer review is only done when tangible “risk” is involved.  Well, there is a significant risk to the City involved in granting the CU, it just isn’t as tangible.


     A good place to start could be with the Jug Shop site just a half block away where preliminarily at least, 42 or more multifamily units are planned for the site.  Why does it pencil out there, where I understand higher land costs were involved?   Let that developer consider Lombard’s calculations.  There can’t be that many differences in cost considerations.  Both sites should be entitled to density bonuses in return for various levels (up to 100%) of affordable/senior housing. 


     Please let this dialogue develop so as to provide what the City really needs right now and that is housing, especially for low to middle income families and seniors.  


Thank you


Paul Webber





CC: John Rahaim


Nicolas Foster, Project Planner


   










Opposition to Amazon/Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson

		From

		Teresa Nittolo

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		HillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

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



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Commissioners,





I am writing you today as small business owner on Polk Street for 29 years...I have written before and spoke at the last hearing.


I am so disappointed that this is still up for discussion, for years we have been fighting to keep big corporations out of small business corridors.. Why are we are considering a project such as this?


San francisco has claimed to be in support for small businesses and this would be a disaster for local merchants and businesses for many reasons...It is a known fact that many businesses have had to shut down due to not being able to compete with Amazon. Some neighbors have complained this empty space is a blight, what will happen when there are many smaller spaces vacant because they cannot compete?





When I attended the last hearing I hoped this proposal would be denied but tomorrow is yet another meeting. I am sure you would like this discussion to end as well. 


I heard that the Amazon committee is coming back with the same proposal nothing less than before. It was presented to them to make provisions with some affordable housing and it would be considered. If this is true, what a sense of entitlement and a slap in the face to all. This is corporate bullying with no regard to any rules or regulations. What is there to ensure us if this is passed without any housing, that they will follow any guidelines? What would stop them from doing whatever they want in space?  I know there would be restrictions but they have the dollars and force to fight anything that comes their way. I mentioned at the last meeting that the richest man in the world has no place in our neighborhood and stand behind this. 





The argument has been we need a grocery store, this is not true... as a merchant and resident in this neighborhood there is no shortage. I do not drive and am able to walk a short distance with many options, Real Foods, Traders Joes, Molly Stone, just to mention a few plus all the mom and pop stores that this would affect in the most negative way...





What we need is more affordable housing... If i myself did not live a rent controlled apartment I would be forced to move and probably have to close shop. I've had many employees over the years commute  because there is no options for them to live here in the city. Please consider this and all of the above in your decision...affordable housing is the best solution to an ongoing problem in San Francisco. It was mentioned it doesn't pencil in at the last meeting, a lame excuse go get some new pencils...I support affordable housing!!! Community over convenience!!!





 I feel like this is a ploy to test all of our strength. You have the power to stop this if no housing is put into play, I respect your positions and hope the right decision will be made...









Thank you for your time and consideration.





Teresa Nittolo


owner of Belle Cose and Molte Cose


2036-2040 Polk Street


415-474-3494












 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 11 Gladys Street (Case No. 2015-004717-VAR/DRA)
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:22:13 AM
Attachments: Dec. of Michael Garavaglia - with exhibits.pdf

Dec. of Larry Mansbach - with exhibits.pdf
Variance DR Letter 10.03.18.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: Sarah Hoffman [mailto:sarah@zfplaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 5:36 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Christensen, Michael (CPC)
Subject: 11 Gladys Street (Case No. 2015-004717-VAR/DRA)
 

 

Good afternoon,
 
Please see the attached correspondence and supporting declarations, submitted by the
Discretionary Review requestor in relation to 11 Gladys Street for the above-captioned case. Hard
copies will follow by messenger tomorrow.
 
Best regards,
 
Sarah Hoffman
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
sarah@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
 
This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole
use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are

mailto:commissions.secretary@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.zfplaw.com/
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4 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012


1. The map must show all properties within 
300-feet of the EXTERIOR boundaries of 
the property; a 300-foot radius map, drawn 
to a scale of 1 inch to 50 feet, either the 
original on TRACING paper or a blueprint 
copy (no photocopy accepted) is required 
for submittal with applications under 
the Planning Code, including variance, 
reclassification (rezoning), large project 
authorization, conditional use, and certain 
subdivision applications.


2. Submit two lists of the names and 
addresses, including the block and lot for 
each one, of all owners of the properties 
within 300 feet of the subject property and 
self-adhering labels with the same data. 
The latest Citywide tax roll is available 
at the Office of the Treasurer and Tax 
Collector, City Hall Room 140, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Pl., San Francisco, 
CA 94102, for the preparation of this list. 
The labels will be used to mail notice of 
the time and place of the public hearing 
required.


EXAMPLE OF MAILING LABEL


 
Block # / Lot # #9331 / #07


Name JOHN DOE
Address 123 South Street #2 


San Francisco, CA 94100


3. If you wish to prepare the materials 
yourself, block maps may be traced at the 
office of the Assessor, 81 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 190.


 The width of the public right-of-way for 
the streets separating the blocks may be 
determined at the Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, 
875 Stevenson Street, Room 460, 554-5810.


4. You may, for a fee that varies by firm, 
have a private drafting or mailing service 
prepare these materials.


NOTE: THIS EXAMPLE IS NOT TO REQUIRED SCALE


300-foot Radius Map Instructions


The following businesses have indicated that they provide 
professional notification services. This listing does not 
constitute an endorsement. Other professionals can also 
perform this work and can be added to this list upon request.


Build CADD
3515 Santiago Street 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
(415) 759-8710


Javier Solorzano
3288 - 21st Street #49
San Francisco, CA 94110 
(415) 724-5240 
Javier131064@yahoo.com


Jerry Brown Designs
619 - 27th Street, Apt. A
Oakland, CA 94612 
(415) 810-3703 
jbdsgn328@gmail.com


Notificationmaps.com
Barry Dunzer
(866) 752-6266
www.notificationmaps.com


Radius Services
1221 Harrison Street #18
San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 391-4775 
radiusservices@aol.com


Notice This
(650) 814-6750


Ted Madison Drafting
P.O. Box 8102
Santa Rosa, CA 95407
(707) 228-8850 
tmadison@pacbell.net







Application for Variance
CASE NUMBER: 


For Staff Use only
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1. Owner/Applicant Information
PROPERTY OWNER’S NAME:


PROPERTY OWNER’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:


(           )
EMAIL:


APPLICANT’S NAME:


Same as Above 
APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:


(           )
EMAIL:


CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:


Same as Above 
ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:


(           )
EMAIL:


2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:


CROSS STREETS:


ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT:        LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:


                                /


3. Project Description


( Please check all that apply )


  Change of Use


  Change of Hours


  New Construction


  Alterations


  Demolition


  Other  Please clarify:


ADDITIONS TO BUILDING:


  Rear


  Front


  Height


  Side Yard


PRESENT OR PREVIOUS USE:


PROPOSED USE:


BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED:


APPLICATION FOR


Variance from the Planning Code 
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Robert Oliver
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11 Gladys StreetSan Francisco, CA
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415  412.3664  



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text

Rob Oliver
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Gabriel Guerriero
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301 Bocana StSan Francisco, CA 94110
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415   867-5357
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51.5' x 25'



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text

1287.5	



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text

RH-2 			40-X



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text

X



masonkirby

Typewritten Text



masonkirby

Typewritten Text

X



masonkirby

Typewritten Text

Single family residence
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Two family residence
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8 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012


4. Project Summary Table
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates. 


EXISTING USES: EXISTING USES  
TO BE RETAINED:


NET NEW CONSTRUCTION 
AND/OR ADDITION: PROJECT TOTALS:


PROJECT FEATURES 


Dwelling Units


Hotel Rooms


Parking Spaces 


Loading Spaces


Number of Buildings


Height of Building(s)    


Number of Stories


Bicycle Spaces


GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF)


Residential


Retail


Office


Industrial/PDR  
Production, Distribution, & Repair


Parking


Other (Specify Use)


TOTAL GSF


Please describe what the variance is for and include any additional project features that are not included in this 
table.  Please state which section(s) of the Planning Code from which you are requesting a variance.  
( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )
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Lot dimensions and orientation create a substandard buildable area.  The existingnon-complying structure covers the entire lot.  This variance is for the rear and frontyard set backs.Applicable code sections:Section 242.2 Bernal Heights Special Use District, Rear Yards.Section 132.  Front Setback Areas.Section 134.  Rear Yard Setback Areas.   
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Variance Findings
Pursuant to Planning Code Section 305(c), before approving a variance application, the Zoning Administrator needs 
to find that the facts presented are such to establish the findings stated below.  In the space below and on separate 
paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to establish each finding.


1. That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property involved or to the  
 intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other property or uses in the same class  
 of district; 


2. That owing to such exceptional or extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified   
 provisions of this Code would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or  
 attributable to the applicant or the owner of the property; 


3. That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the  
 subject property, possessed by other property in the same class of district; 


4. That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially  
 injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity; and 


5. That the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and  
 will not adversely affect the Master Plan. 
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 1.  The exceptional circumstance is the restrictive size of the lot, being substantially smaller that of typical lots of the same zoning district in the Bernal Heights neighborhood.  The front and rear yard setback requirements render the existing structure non-compliant and result in a practical difficulty for development. 2. This exceptional circumstance does not allow for adequate modification or a reasonable addition to be designed as specified by the regulations of the planning code.3. The variance will allow the subject property to develop practical terms for the preservation and enjoyment of the property.  Adjacent properties of the same class district are of typical lot sizes in Bernal Heights.  4.  The granting of the proposed variance will not be detrimental to public welfare.  Nor will the the proposed project be injurious to the subject property or improvements in the vicinity. 5.       The proposed rehabilitation of the single-family dwelling at 11 Gladys Street is intended improve the quality of housing to moderate and middle income families and remain compatible with the neighborhood community and bring the property up to it's intended use of R-2 zoning.   
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10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012


Priority General Plan Policies Findings


Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed 
projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the City Planning 
Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy. 
Each statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have 
a response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT DOES NOT.


1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for resident 
employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;


2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural 
and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;


3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;


4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;
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The project would not be effecting existing neighborhood retail uses.
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The project preserves and enhances one single-family dwelling and creates an additional second unit.
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The project would have no effect on transit, but would be decreasing the amount of off-street car parking spaces from two spaces to one.
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The project would be increasing the amount of housing and conserve the neighborhood characterto preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
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5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement 
due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in 
these sectors be enhanced;


6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake;


7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and


8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.
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The project would have no effect on the local economic base, therefore this item does not apply.
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The project would improve the City’s earthquake preparedness by enhancing the structural and seismic capacity of the building.
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The project would have no effect on landmark buildings or historic resources, therefore this item does not apply.
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The project would have no effect on local parks and public open space, therefore this item does not apply.







12 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012


Estimated Construction Costs


TYPE OF APPLICATION:


OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION:


BUILDING TYPE:


TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: BY PROPOSED USES:


ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:


ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:


FEE ESTABLISHED:      


Applicant’s Affidavit


Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c: The other information or applications may be required.  


Signature:   Date:  


Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:


     
       Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)
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Variance Application
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Application Submittal Checklist


Applications listed below submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and 
all required materials.  The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent and a 
department staff person.


APPLICATION MATERIALS CHECKLIST


NOTES:
 


 Required Material. Write “N/A” if you believe 
the item is not applicable, (e.g. letter of 
authorization is not required if application is 
signed by property owner.)


 Typically would not apply. Nevertheless, in a 
specific case, staff may require the item.


 Two sets of original labels and one copy of 
addresses of adjacent property owners and 
owners of property across street.


Application, with all blanks completed 


300-foot radius map, if applicable 


Address labels (original), if applicable 


Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 


Site Plan 


Floor Plan 


Elevations 


Section 303 Requirements 


Prop. M Findings 


Historic photographs (if possible), and current photographs 


Check payable to Planning Dept. 


Original Application signed by owner or agent 


Letter of authorization for agent 


Other: 
Section Plan, Detail drawings (ie. windows, door entries, trim), Specifications (for cleaning, 
repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new elements (ie. windows, doors)





After your case is assigned to a planner, you will be contacted and asked to provide an electronic version of this 
application including associated photos and drawings.


Some applications will require additional materials not listed above.  The above checklist does not include material 
needed for Planning review of a building permit.  The “Application Packet” for Building Permit Applications lists 
those materials.


No application will be accepted by the Department unless the appropriate column on this form is completed.  Receipt 
of this checklist, the accompanying application, and required materials by the Department serves to open a Planning 
file for the proposed project.  After the file is established it will be assigned to a planner.  At that time, the planner 
assigned will review the application to determine whether it is complete or whether additional information is 
required in order for the Department to make a decision on the proposal.


For Department Use Only


Application received by Planning Department:


By:   Date:  







FOR MORE INFORMATION:  
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department


Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103-2479


TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415 558-6409
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org


Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479


TEL: 415.558.6377
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.  
No appointment is necessary.
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1. Current Owner / Applicant Information
PROPERTY OWNER’S NAME:


PROPERTY OWNER’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:


(           )
EMAIL:


APPLICANT’S NAME:


Same as Above 


APPLICANT’S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:


(           )
EMAIL:


CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:


Same as Above 


ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:


(           )
EMAIL:


2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:


CROSS STREETS:


ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:


OTHER ADDRESS / HISTORIC ADDRESS: ( if applicable ) ZIP CODE:


3. Property Information
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: ARCHITECT OR BUILDER:


IS PROPERTY INCLUDED IN A HISTORIC SURVEY? SURVEY NAME: SURVEY RATING:


Yes No 


DESIGNATED PROPERTY:   Article 10 or Article 11 CA Register National Register 


SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR


Historic Resource Determination 


September 2015 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
1







6 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.01.2012


4. Permit History Table


PERMIT: DATE: DESCRIPTION OF WORK:


1.


2.


3.


4.


5.


6.


7.


8.


Please describe any additional projects or information about a particular project(s) that is not included in this 
table:


( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )


5. Ownership History Table


OWNER: DATES (FROM - TO): NAME(S): OCCUPATION


1.


2.


3.


4.


5.


6.


7.


8.


Please describe any additional owners or information about a particular owner(s) that is not included in this 
table:


( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )De


September 2015 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
2







Supplemental Information for 
Historic Resource Determination 


CASE NUMBER: 


For Staff Use only
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6. Occupant History Table


OCCUP: DATES (FROM - TO): NAME(S): OCCUPATION


1.


2.


3.


4.


5.


6.


7.


8.


Please describe any additional occupants or information about a particular occupant(s) that is not included in 
this table:


( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )


7. Property / Architecture Description
Please provide a detailed narrative describing the existing building and any associated buildings on the property. 
Be sure to describe the architectural style and include descriptions of the non-visible portions of the building. Attach 
photographs of the building and property, including the rear facade.


( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )


September 2015 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
3







8 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.01.2012


8. Adjacent Properties / Neighborhood Description
Please provide a detailed narrative describing the adjacent buildings and the buildings on the subject block and 
the block directly across the street from the subject property. Be sure to describe the architectural styles. Attach 
photographs of all properties. 


( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )


Applicant’s Affidavit


c. I understand that other applications and information may be required.


Signature of Applicant Date


Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)


September 2015 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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For Department Use Only


Submittal Checklist


The Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination must be complete before the Planning 


CHECKLIST           REQUIRED MATERIALS NOTES


Form, with all blanks completed


Photograph(s) of subject property: Front facade 


Photograph(s) of subject property: Rear facade


Photograph(s) of subject property: Visible side facades


Building Permit History (Question 4), with copies of all permits 


Historic Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps 


Ownership History (Question 5)


Occupant History (Question 6)


Descriptive narrative of subject building (Question 7)


Photos of adjacent properties and properties across the street along with a descriptive 
narrative of adjacent properties and the block (Question 8)


Historic photographs, if applicable


Original building drawings, if applicable


Other: Periodical articles related to the property, for example, articles on an owner or occupant of 
the building or of the architect; historic drawings of the building; miscellaneous material that will 
assist the Preservation Planner make the historical resource determination under CEQA.


NOTE: Please note that some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material needed for CEQA review of other 
impacts and is solely limited to historic resource analysis. For further information about what must be submitted for CEQA review, please refer to the Environmental Evaluation 
Application.


September 2015 Historical Research by Tim Kelley Consulting
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1. Current Owner / Applicant Information


See primary form 


2. Location and Classification


See primary form 


3. Property Information


See primary form 


4. Permit History Table


See primary form 


5. Ownership History Table


Owner Dates (From - To) Names Occupation 


1 4/10/1941-1/8/1945 Fred Isaacson 


2 1/8/1945-12/5/1946 Andy & Pearl Storsved 


3 12/5/1946-10/30/1950 Pearl Sattenberg 


4 10/30/1950-4/22/1963 Dick & Dorothy Mangels Grocer 


5 4/22/1963-3/10/1965 Michael & Toby Perlas bookkeeper 


6 3/10/1965-8/14/1967 
Roy P. Cunningham & Earlene 
Brown 


7 8/14/196711-11/15/1973 William H. & Naomi Eagleson 


8 11/15/1973-1/18/1977 David T. & Fay Belmonte 


9 1/18/1977-9/2/1977 
Reynaldo C. & Leticia Arrendondo 
& Jose & Esperanza Holowaty 


10 9/2/1977-12/16/1993 Samuel C. Jackson 


11 12/16/1993-8/25/1999 Samuel C. & Mary Jackson 


12 8/25/1999-present Robert OIiver 


6. Occupant History Table


Occup: Dates (To - From) Name(s) Occupation 


1 1943 Andy Storsved 


2 1945-46 George Sattenberg 


3 1951-1962 Dick (Dorothy) Mangels Jr grocer 


4 1963-1967 Toby Perlas assistant bookkeeper 


5 1968-1972 Mrs. Amanda Scott 


6 1973-1975 vacant 


7 1976-1977 Manuel Luez baker 


8 1978-1982 SG Jackson 


6
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7. Property / Architecture Description


7
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8. Adjacent Properties / Neighborhood Description


8
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2 October 2018 


Ryan J. Patterson, Esq. 
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson PC 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94104 


Re: 11 Gladys 
Variance Application Concerns - case #: 2015-004717VAR/DRA 


Dear Mr. Patterson: 


After reviewing the project plans and visiting the site we have several concerns about the 
project proposed for 11 Gladys Street, primarily related to the blockage of views of downtown 
skyline and privacy. 


View Issues 
For 21 Gladys the proposed addition would create a complete blockage of the downtown 
skyline. For 19 Gladys the proposed addition would reduce the existing view from their living 
room to a fraction of the visible downtown skyline. From the front patio of 19 Gladys the 
proposed addition would completely block the view of the downtown skyline, a view that is 
also shared by 21 Gladys through their living room window. In addition the Bernal Heights 
Special Use District considers protection of views (242(e)(2)(C)(iv). 


Privacy Issues 
The proposed project also introduces a bedroom balcony that will face the front patio of 19 
Gladys. This open space is used for outdoor gathering and currently has an open view to the 
downtown skyline. The current scheme for 11 Gladys would have a the bedroom window and 
bedroom balcony face the open patio of 19 Gladys  


Parking Issue 
The garage appears to be a tandem condition where one vehicle would always need to be 
moved for the other to enter or exit the garage. Per Sec 242 Bernal Heights Special Use District 
of the planning code tandem parking is not allowed. Since any work that involves usable floor 
area of 1,301 to 2,250 sq. ft. requires two parking spaces this design is not compliant. 


A tandem parking space is a space where a car must be moved from one parking space in order 
to access another parking space.  The Project plans depict two “parking spots” – a 9’ x 18’ space, 
and a 9’ x 20’ space. Due to the size and placement of the garage door, it is only possible for the 
larger space to be accessed by driving over the smaller space. That is, if two cars were parked in 
the garage, the car closest to the garage door would need to be moved for the second car to exit 
– this is tandem parking, and is not permitted by § 242(e)(4). In addition it is unclear how the
buried space can even be accessed as the car would have to be able to move mostly sideways to
get into that space.


582 MARKET ST. SUITE 1800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 


T: 415.391.9633 
F: 415.391.9647 


 www.garavaglia.com
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The granting of the variance should not be approved and the project should consider 
alternatives that would not block the existing view to the extent proposed as well as reconsider 
the having the private balcony face onto the adjacent deck area. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Michael Garavaglia, A.I.A., LEED AP BD+C 
President, Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. 
 
Attachments 
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971) 
SARAH M.K. HOFFMAN (SBN 308368) 
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94104 
Tel:  (415) 956-8100 
Fax: (415) 288-9755 
 
Attorneys for Variance Opponent /  
Discretionary Review Applicant 
David Donofrio 


 
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 


 
 
DAVID DONOFRIO 
 
 Variance Opponent /  
                         Discretionary Review                    
                         Applicant, 
 


 vs. 


 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT, and SAN FRANCISCO 
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR 


 DECLARATION OF LAWRENCE 
MANSBACH  
 
Variance Case No.: 2015-004717VAR/DRA 
Subject Address: 18 Gladys Street 
Hearing Date: October 11, 2018 
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I, Lawrence Mansbach, declare as follows: 


1. I am the principal of Mansbach Associates, Inc. I make this declaration based on 


facts personally known to me, except as to those facts stated on information and belief, which facts I 


believe to be true. 


2. I am a real estate appraiser and broker, licensed to practice in the State of California. 


3. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of a memorandum prepared by my 


office. It states my opinions and facts, based on my investigation, which I believe to be true and 


correct. 


4. Attached as Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of my CV, stating my qualifications. 


I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 


foregoing is true and correct. 


 
Dated: October 3 2018 


 
 Lawrence Mansbach 


 
 


 







EXHIBIT A 







M   A   N   S   B   A   C   H      A  S  S  O  C  I  A  T  E  S,    I  N  C. 
 


        
    Real Estate Consultation 
    Arbitration 
    Valuation 
 
    582 Market Street 
    Suite 217 
 
    San Francisco 
    California 94104 


October 2, 2018 
    Phone 415/288-4101 
    Fax      415/288-4116 


Ryan J. Patterson, Esq. 
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson PC 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 


RE:  Impact On Value On 19 Gladys Street 
Variance Application - Proposed Height Expansion to 11 Gladys Street  
San Francisco, CA  


 
Dear Mr. Patterson: 
 
At your request, this letter presents my research and findings concerning the impact on 
value on the residence at 19 Glady Street caused by the height addition proposed for 
construction on the adjacent property at 11 Gladys Street.  The properties are located in 
the Bernal Heights neighborhood of San Francisco. 
 
I have conducted an inspection of 19 Gladys Street, including the observation of views 
as they now exist. Such views are highlighted by the downtown  
skyline, and extend on the northwest to Noe Valley.  I reviewed the plans for the 
proposed height addition to 11 Gladys Street prepared by Architect Mason Kirby Inc.   
 
I have also reviewed the photomontage prepared by Garvaglia Architecture Inc of the 
view blockages from 19 Gladys Street. which would result from the proposed height 
addition to 11 Gladys Street. 
 
The permit approval for the 11 Gladys Street height addition would necessitate the 
granting of multiple variances from the San Francisco Planning Code.  Section 305 (c) 
(4) of the Planning Code requires that the granting of a variance not be “materially 
injurious” to property or improvements in the vicinity. 
 
Detrimental impacts on 19 Gladys Street caused by the proposed height expansion at 
11 Gladys Street are at summarized as follows: 
 


• Views 
 
Complete blockage of views of downtown skyline from patio and partial blockage 
from living room. 
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• Privacy 
 
A bedroom window and balcony at 11 Gladys street would face the existing open 
patio at 19 Gladys Street. 


 
As will be demonstrated below, significant home pricing differentials exist in the Bernal 
Heights marketplace based on presence or absence of views. 
 
Market Data 
 
To determine the price impact of views in Bernal Heights, market research was 
conducted on recent home sales in Bernal Heights of San Francisco.  Pairs of recently 
sold homes with similar square footages were identified, but with differences in their 
views.   
 
Table 1 displays this paired sales data.  Sales 1 and 2 are located on opposite sides of 
Samoset Street. They are similar homes with respect to square footage and date of 
construction.  But 44 Samoset Street faces north and has downtown skyline views while 
21 Samoset is located on the south side of the block and lacks views.  Both properties 
sold in April 2018. 44 Samoset had a higher degree of renovation at the time of sale.  
The price differential is $525,000. 
 
Next are Sales 3 and 4.  Sale 3 is the same as Sale 1, but is shown a second time in 
the table to contrast it with Sale 4.  The address of Sale 4 is 236 Holladay Street. It is 
similar in square footage to Sale 3.   It was constructed in the 1960’s, but sold in 
unrenovated condition.  It also lacks a view. Both properties sold in April 2018. The 
price differential between the two properties is $495,000. 
 
Sales 5 and 6 are slightly larger properties, containing 1,350 square feet and 1,430 
square feet respectively.  Sale 5 is a renovated property located on the northwest side 
of Bernal Heights.  It offers panoramic views including the downtown skyline.  Sale 6 is 
located ion Bosworth Street in a transition area between Bernal Heights and Glen Park.  
It sold in renovated condition.  Views are to the south and include the Interstate 280 
freeway.  The view is less desirable than the view of the downtown skyline. The price 
differential between the two properties is $380,000. 
 
Analysis 
 
The paired sales were selected to isolate the price impact of views on pricing in the 
Bernal Heights single family market.  The results show an impact of from $380,000 to 
$525,000.  The appraiser attempted to relate this differential to views only.  But the price 
impact likely also reflects differences in home characteristics such as interior features 
and degree of renovation, among others.   
 
 







Table 1


Ref. Type Address 
Year
 Built


Sale 
Price


Sale
 Date BD/BA


Home 
Sq. Ft.


Price Per 
Sf. Ft. View


1 View 44 Samoset Street 1949 $1,625,000 4/6/2018 3BD/1.5BA 1,100 $1,477 Downtown
Twin Peaks


2 No View 21 Samoset Street 1949 $1,100,000 4/13/2018 4BD/2BA 1,136 $968 None


Difference $525,000


3 View 44 Samoset Street 1949 $1,625,000 4/6/2018 3BD/1.5BA 1,100 $1,477 Downtown
 Twin Peaks


4 No View 236 Holladay Ave. 1965 $1,130,000 4/24/2018 4BD/2BA 1,050 $1,076 None


Difference $495,000


5 View 70 Prospect Ave. 1950 $1,805,000 4/25/2018 3BD/2BA 1,350 $1,337 Downtown
Twin Peaks


6 Partial 407 Bosworth Street 1911 $1,425,000 6/29/2018 3BD/2BA 1,430 $997 South View
I - 280


Difference $380,000


SUBJECT 1906 3BD/2BA 1,581 Downtown
Noe Valley


Source: Mansbach Associates, Inc., Multiple Listing Service


BERNAL HEIGHTS


VIEW IMPACT
HOME SALES











  
 
Ryan J. Patterson, Esq. 
October 2, 2018 
Page 3 
 
 
Degree of renovation clearly influenced the price differential between  
Sales 1 and 2 which otherwise would have consisted of an ideal paired sale as they are 
located on opposite sides of the same block with one side having views and the other 
lacking views.  Sales 3 and 4 also differed in degree of renovation. 
 
Sales 5 and 6 offer the strongest evidence of the impact of views on pricing.  Sale 5 has 
excellent views, while Sale 6 has a southerly, less desirable view.  Both properties sold 
in renovated condition and are of similar square footage.  The view influence is 
highlighted by these two paired sales. 
 
Findings 
 
The research shows a range of view impacts from $380,000 to $525,000.  Weighting is 
given to the low end of the range, given the evidence provided by Sales 5 and 6.  Of all 
of the paired sales presented above, the view differential is the most distinguishing 
characteristic in the Sale 5 and Sale 6 price variance.    
 
In conclusion, as of October 2, 2018, based on a review of the proposed height addition 
at 11 Gladys Street which requires a variance, the impact on value to the 19 Gladys 
Street property would be: 
 


FOUR HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
($400,000) 


 
If you have any questions on this matter, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
MANSBACH ASSOCIATES, INC. 


 
Lawrence L. Mansbach, MAI 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Qualifications of Lawrence L. Mansbach 
Photos 
Certification 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF LAWRENCE L. MANSBACH, MAI 
 
Lawrence L. Mansbach is an independent real estate appraiser and consultant and president of the firm of 
Mansbach Associates, Inc.  Following is a brief resume of his background and experience: 
 
EXPERIENCE 


 
MANSBACH ASSOCIATES, INC.      San Francisco, CA 
President 
 
Mr. Mansbach is president of Mansbach Associates, Inc., a San Francisco-based real estate consultation, 
market research and valuation firm.   
 
Mr. Mansbach has over 30 years of experience in the real estate consulting and appraisal field.  His 
current focus is on arbitration and litigation support including expert witness testimony.  He also provides 
a wide range of valuation services for purchase and sale activities, lending decisions, tax matters, and 
public sector functions. 
 
Property types appraised include office, retail, apartment, industrial/R&D, hotel, condominium, vacant 
land and high end single family residences. 
 
EDUCATION 
 
1980-1982 University of California – Haas School of Business   Berkeley, CA 
  Master of Business Administration.  Concentration in real estate and finance. 
 
1974-1976 University of Washington      Seattle, WA 
  Master of Arts 
 
1970-1974 University of California      Berkeley, CA 
  Bachelor of Arts – Highest Honors 
 
PROFESSIONAL 
 
Member of the Appraisal Institute (MAI) 
State of California- Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 
California Real Estate Broker 
California State Board of Equalization – Appraiser For Property Tax Purposes 
 
EXPERT TESTIMONY 
 
Qualified as an Expert in Superior Court – San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
and Napa. 
United States Tax Court. 
American Arbitration Association, JAMS, ADR Services. 
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CAREER HIGHLIGHTS 
 
Recent accomplishments include: 
 


• Arbitrated 400,000 square foot office lease transaction 
• Arbitrated telecommunications lease in Contra Costa County 
• Arbitrated ground lease for highest volume store of national supermarket chain 
• Served as a consultant on largest private school tax-exempt Bond issues in San Francisco. 
• Served as the consultant to the estate of Dean Martin for estate tax purposes. 
• Represented client on property tax appeal of Bank of America World Headquarters. 
• Served as appraiser on tax-exempt bond issue for Mission Bay development in San Francisco. 
• Served as appraiser and consultant for expansion of the San Francisco State University campus 
• Appraised General Dynamics campus in Mountain View 
• Appraised Hunters Point Shipyard 
• Appraised portions of Golden Gate National Recreation Area 


 
Mr. Mansbach began his career as an analyst with the planning consulting firm of John M. Sanger and 
Associates in San Francisco.  From 1977 to 1980, his was an economic development planner with the San 
Francisco Department of City Planning.  He was the principal author of the Central Waterfront Plan 
which was an early precursor to the Mission Bay development.  During the 1980’s, Mr. Mansbach worked 
at the real estate appraisal and consulting firm of Mills-Carneghi, Inc., eventually becoming a partner. 
 
Mr. Mansbach established his own firm, Mansbach Associates, Inc. in downtown San Francisco in 1990.  
He has worked with a variety of clients on valuation and consulting matters concerning property types 
ranging from vacant land to high rise office buildings.  Mr. Mansbach also was associated with GMAC 
Commercial Mortgage Corp. in the late 1990’s where he worked on the design of a technology/data base 
driven commercial appraisal product. 
 
Mr. Mansbach has been a guest lecturer at classes at the University of California, Berkeley and Golden 
Gate University in San Francisco.  He has been quoted on real estate matters in the San Francisco 
Chronicle and Examiner, and has published in the Northern California Real Estate Journal.  He was also 
interviewed on KCBS radio. Speaking engagements include the Annual Conference of the Northern 
California Chapter of the Appraisal Institute, the Society of Municipal Analysts, and the Tax Section of 
the California State Bar.  Mr. Mansbach has addressed various municipal government bodies in the Bay 
Area as well as the Moody’s and Standard and Poor’s rating agencies.  He also served as the chair of the 
Experience Review Committee for the local chapter of the Appraisal Institute. 
 
Mr. Mansbach is active in local community matters, particularly in school financing mechanisms.  He 
devised a parcel tax strategy which generated a nearly $3,000,000 windfall for a Bay Area school district. 







PHOTOGRAPHS 


            
Subject Property – View of Downtown Skyline            


          


              
            Subject Property - View Toward Noe Valley 


 


             
            View of 19 Gladys Street Residence 























PHOTOGRAPHS 


   


   
                Sale 1 – 44 Samoset Street                  Sale 2 – 21 Samoset Street    
       


  
                    Sale 3 – 44 Samoset Street           Sale 4 – 236 Holladay Avenue 
                


                  
            Sale 5 – 70 Prospect Avenue                        Sale 6 – 407 Bosworth Street         







CERTIFICATION:


I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:


1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.


2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, unbiased professional analyses, 
opinions, and conclusions.


3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and I 
have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved.


4. My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined value or direction 
in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment 
of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event.


5. This appraisal was not based on a requested minimum valuation, a specific valuation, or the 
approval of a loan.  


6. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared in 
conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.


7. I have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.


8. No one provided significant professional assistance to the person signing this report.


9. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics of the 
Appraisal Institute.


10. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to 
review by its duly authorized representatives.


11. As of the date of this report, Lawrence Mansbach has completed the requirements of the 
continuing education program of the Appraisal Institute.


12. I have not provided professional services regarding the subject property in the past three 
years.


______________________   
Lawrence L. Mansbach, MAI
SCREA #AG004175
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not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated,
nothing in this communication should be regarded as tax advice.
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed 365 in Lombardi"s
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:18:59 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: Michelle Callarman [mailto:mcpolkadot@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 5:38 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); HillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John
(CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Proposed 365 in Lombardi's

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear commissioners,

I work in a small business just a
block from the site of the old Lombardi's. I cannot afford to live near my job. I commute from Oakland, which is
expensive and time-consuming and very stressful. I know my story is not unusual, I am not asking you to feel sorry
for me. But I am asking you to take this rare opportunity of available space in SF to build affordable housing.

I do not want Amazon in the neighborhood that provides my livelihood and provides individuality, warmth and
color to SF. Make no mistake, Amazon is the Death Star and has its destructive force pointed directly at already
struggling small business.

BUT...if Amazon is opening a 365 in Lombardi's, they must compromise with us (for aren't we compromising by
allowing them this foothold in SF?) Amazon must split the building with affordable housing. They will not be
allowed to open a 365 if they do not make this compromise. Please stand strong! Stand up to the Death Star! Protect
out beautiful city from looking like every other place!

Thank you for considering my heartfelt plea!

Sincerely,
Michelle Callarman

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:mcpolkadot@gmail.com


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: core power
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:18:56 AM
Attachments: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg
The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Heather Gamberg

		To

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com

		Recipients

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor at 1133 Fell St concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion. 





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues: 


-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women. 


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage -$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community 





The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! We already have many local providers in this area.





Thank you.





Heather Gamberg








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		susan prentice

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Please deny permits / permission for Core Power Yoga .I prefer a local business .






They have poor business practices and the neighborhood does not want them .





Thank You





Susan Prentice





1015 Masonic . Ave #1


SF CA 94117






	 Virus-free. www.avast.com 	











The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Gray Wright

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com






This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.














Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,








Sent from my iPhone









 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:17:45 AM
Attachments: oppose.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: Peter Maggs [mailto:pmaggs2003@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 8:25 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter written by the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association
(MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and
Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street.
 
I think it clearly outlines the opposition against the Conditional Use application and I
would like to voice my opposition as a resident of Russian Hill.
 
Please DO NOT Approve this CU.
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Peter Maggs

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://maps.google.com/?q=1600+Jackson+Street&entry=gmail&source=g



September 24, 2018, 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   


At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   


(1) No Housing -> No Approval  


The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   


We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  


UFCW
Local 648


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







Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    


(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 


It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    


To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   


(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 


Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 







paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 


(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   


Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 


It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 


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







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:17:19 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: Anne Marie Donnelly [mailto:shortie102000@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:14 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with
integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.
It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,
Anne Marie Donnelly
821 Broderick St. Apt 1

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:shortie102000@yahoo.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Against 2601 Van Ness plans record no 2018-000908CUA
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:15:40 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: Lynn [mailto:ferrante.lynn@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:30 PM
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Against 2601 Van Ness plans record no 2018-000908CUA
 

 

I do not support approval of the current plans for RECORD NO. 2018-000908CUA
2601 Van Ness Avenue
The plans as they exist today are a drastic departure and will have a significant impact on the
neighborhood which does not seem to be adequately addressed.  Also, inadequate notice was
given to the surrounding neighbors.
 
Lynn Ferrante 
1335 Union  St
Apt 7
San Francisco CA 94109

mailto:commissions.secretary@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:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
x-apple-data-detectors://0/


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Hearing Oct. 4th re proposed Whole Foods 365 Every Day Value store in former Lombardi"s location
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:15:20 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: Liza Reavis [mailto:lizareavis@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 11:44 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Hearing Oct. 4th re proposed Whole Foods 365 Every Day Value store in former Lombardi's
location
 

 

To the Commissioners and to whom it may concern: 
 
I have learned, with considerable dismay, that the former Lombardi's store, a
family-owned store for 66 years, and a wonderful supporter of the Polk
neighborhood, of which it was a vital contributor, might be turned in to
another Whole Foods store.  Why?  The supposed benefit is to feature their
current line of 365 Every Day Products.  This is supposed to be the rationale
for another location, given that another Whole Foods - and a major store - is
situated not a mile away from the proposed new site.
 
This Polk neighborhood, where I have met and made friendships with family-
owned businesses and independent proprietors, has been very dear to me and
the reason I have frequented these stores for over 10 years, even though I
live in West Portal on the other side of town.
 
From reviewing the proposal, I see that the Commissioner refuted the initial
proposal by Whole Foods, requiring the company to offer affordable housing in
this building, which has limitations to its possible renovations.  As I
understand it, Whole Foods is now including 5 units - each of 450 square
feet?!?!  Are you kidding?  That is the most ridiculous housing proposal I've
heard of lately!  A mockery in answer to the dire housing shortage this city
currently faces.
 
The tiny houses in Oakland (of different dimensions in square footage) being
constructed offer far more than what this multi-billion dollar company, now
owned by Amazon, is proposing.  In addition, Whole Foods/Amazon, whether
operating under the corporate name, or under the 365 Everyday Value brand,
carries a VERY large footprint, which threatens the very character and charm
of this neighborhood.
 
I not only seriously disapprove of the project, but I am also quite dismayed
the Commissioners have not pushed harder against Whole Foods' initial
rebuttal to offer a more thorough and serious proposal.  If Whole Foods truly
wanted to become a part of this neighborhood, it would have proposed options
that fully addressed the concerns of the neighborhood.

mailto:commissions.secretary@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/


 
Please deny the application as it currently stands.
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Liza Reavis
415-665-4950 (home)
415-298-7106 (cell)



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: core power
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:15:02 AM
Attachments: Disapprove CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg
The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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Disapprove CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Maria Schulman

		To

		Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,





I am a San Francisco resident and Yoga Instructor, and I am very concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our city.  I want the city to support community-oriented businesses that prioritize diversity, integrity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





*	Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


*	Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


*	$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


*	We want a business where we will feel welcome!





These are not San Francisco values. Please oppose this proposal. 





Thank you,





Maria Schulman





1000 1/2 Dolores Street SF CA 94110











The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Janice Myint

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission, I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values
 of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion. CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  -Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women. -Labor issues including settlement for backwages
 and minimum wage -$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community -We want a business where we will feel welcome! We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither
 necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! Thank you, 





Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Sten Rudstrom

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you, 





Sten Rudstrom



stenr@aol.com

Sten Rudstrom
918 Broderick St.
San Francisco, CA
94115-4420 
Tel: +1 415 928 2578
Mobile: +1 415 351 9860


www.stenrudstrom.com

Germany:
Parkstrasse 15 A
13086 Berlin
Germany
Tel: +49(0)30 69 59 88 48
Mobile: +49(0)160 106 2309
stenr@aol.com
www.stenrudstrom.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; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO OPEN 1,000 NEW BEDS FOR

HOMELESS RESIDENTS
Date: Thursday, October 04, 2018 10:07:12 AM
Attachments: 10.4.18 Shelter Beds.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: Thursday, October 04, 2018 9:30 AM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO OPEN 1,000 NEW
BEDS FOR HOMELESS RESIDENTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, October 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO OPEN

1,000 NEW BEDS FOR HOMELESS RESIDENTS
Initiative represents the largest expansion of shelter bed capacity in San Francisco in 30 years
 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced that San Francisco will
open 1,000 new shelter beds for homeless residents, the largest expansion of shelter in the City
in 30 years. Mayor Breed plans to have half of the beds open by this coming summer with a
goal of having all 1,000 open by 2020.
 
The beds will become available through a combination of new Navigation Centers and a new
type of facility called SAFE Centers, which stands for Shelter and Access For Everyone.
SAFE Centers will be larger capacity facilities that incorporate important supportive features
from the Navigation Center model. This expansion will meet the temporary shelter bed need
as determined by San Francisco’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. 
 
“We need to push ambitious solutions to give people safe options to sleep inside if we are
going to see a difference on our streets,” said Mayor Breed. “Allowing people to spend the
night outside without shelter is inhumane and unacceptable. This major expansion of new beds
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TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, October 4, 2018 


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


  


  


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO OPEN 1,000 


NEW BEDS FOR HOMELESS RESIDENTS 
Initiative represents the largest expansion of shelter bed capacity in San Francisco in 30 years 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced that San Francisco will open 


1,000 new shelter beds for homeless residents, the largest expansion of shelter in the City in 30 


years. Mayor Breed plans to have half of the beds open by this coming summer with a goal of 


having all 1,000 open by 2020.  


 


The beds will become available through a combination of new Navigation Centers and a new 


type of facility called SAFE Centers, which stands for Shelter and Access For Everyone. SAFE 


Centers will be larger capacity facilities that incorporate important supportive features from the 


Navigation Center model. This expansion will meet the temporary shelter bed need as 


determined by San Francisco’s Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing.   


 


“We need to push ambitious solutions to give people safe options to sleep inside if we are going 


to see a difference on our streets,” said Mayor Breed. “Allowing people to spend the night 


outside without shelter is inhumane and unacceptable. This major expansion of new beds will 


give us an answer for those who need a place to get off the streets.” 


 


Of the 1,000 new beds, 700 are planned to be available through the development of three SAFE 


Centers. SAFE Centers will incorporate elements of San Francisco’s Navigation Centers, which 


allow residents to bring their partners, pets, and belongings with them as well provide support to 


connect residents with services and permanent housing. SAFE Centers will offer a larger 


capacity than Navigation Centers, while still maintaining many important features such as being 


open 24 hours per day, providing case management for residents, and allowing them to bring 


their partners and possessions.  


 


“Mayor Breed is taking action to help meet the need for shelter in our community,” said Jeff 


Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We are glad 


that the City will provide the resources that the data shows are necessary to help more people get 


off the streets. The Mayor’s data driven decision making will ensure that we invest our resources 


wisely.”         


 


SAFE Centers will be less capital-intensive on a per-bed basis than Navigation Centers due to 


their larger capacity and specific service offerings, allowing the City to take in more homeless 


residents on a nightly basis. The remaining 300 beds will be created in Navigation Centers that 


are currently either in the planning or development stage.   
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Mayor Breed is working to open the first 500 beds by Summer 2019, with the remaining 500 


beds coming by the end of 2020. Funding for these new shelters will come from already 


allocated funding in the current year’s budget, new funding in the upcoming two-year budget, 


and a reprioritization of existing funding. 


 


This Fall, the City will open the first two Navigation Centers supporting this effort – Bayshore 


Navigation Center (128 beds) in the Bayview and Bryant Navigation Center (84 beds) in SOMA.  


   


The City, through the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, currently offers 


temporary shelter to 2,500 people per night through traditional shelters, stabilization beds, 


Navigation Centers and transitional housing. The largest component of these beds are the 


approximately 1,400 traditional emergency shelter beds. 
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will give us an answer for those who need a place to get off the streets.”
 
Of the 1,000 new beds, 700 are planned to be available through the development of three
SAFE Centers. SAFE Centers will incorporate elements of San Francisco’s Navigation
Centers, which allow residents to bring their partners, pets, and belongings with them as well
provide support to connect residents with services and permanent housing. SAFE Centers will
offer a larger capacity than Navigation Centers, while still maintaining many important
features such as being open 24 hours per day, providing case management for residents, and
allowing them to bring their partners and possessions.
 
“Mayor Breed is taking action to help meet the need for shelter in our community,” said Jeff
Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We are glad
that the City will provide the resources that the data shows are necessary to help more people
get off the streets. The Mayor’s data driven decision making will ensure that we invest our
resources wisely.”        
 
SAFE Centers will be less capital-intensive on a per-bed basis than Navigation Centers due to
their larger capacity and specific service offerings, allowing the City to take in more homeless
residents on a nightly basis. The remaining 300 beds will be created in Navigation Centers that
are currently either in the planning or development stage. 
 
Mayor Breed is working to open the first 500 beds by Summer 2019, with the remaining 500
beds coming by the end of 2020. Funding for these new shelters will come from already
allocated funding in the current year’s budget, new funding in the upcoming two-year budget,
and a reprioritization of existing funding.
 
This Fall, the City will open the first two Navigation Centers supporting this effort – Bayshore
Navigation Center (128 beds) in the Bayview and Bryant Navigation Center (84 beds) in
SOMA.  
 
The City, through the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, currently offers
temporary shelter to 2,500 people per night through traditional shelters, stabilization beds,
Navigation Centers and transitional housing. The largest component of these beds are the
approximately 1,400 traditional emergency shelter beds.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 3:01:43 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Pauli Ojea [mailto:pauli.d.ojea@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 2:48 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com
Subject: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with
integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.
It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,
Pauli Ojea, neighbor
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor living on the same block as and concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. I already wrote you once about this, and understood they would not be permitted to open in this neighborhood following massive outcry from local residents and merchants. I feel it should be unnecessary to have to write you again and re-state my arguments, but here we are. Once again:





I agree 100% with the Affordable Divis neighborhood group's points:





"CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!"





Additionally, it will compete directly with nearby small locally-owned businesses of the same type — note how the Buy-Rite chain a block away and "Farmer's Market" drove the former small health-food store, a valuable neighborhood business, out of that same space.





Finally, they are already opening a CorePower location 3/4 mile away at Church and Duboce. We do not need two of them 3/4 of a mile apart, that's too many for such a small area. Even one is too many, when we have so many affordable local businesses offering the same service already in the same neighborhood.





I thought this was decided already. Please do NOT allow this corporate bully to muscle their way in to harm our neighborhood and our valuable locally-owned small businesses for their out-of-town chain's private profit. 





Stopping companies like this is the exact reason for the law requiring major chains to get special approval before being allowed to open new locations in SF. 





Thank you,
Michael E. Kupietz
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Dear Planning Commission,

I am a long time neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  





There are plenty of other yoga studios in the neighborhood that are long standing businesses that support our  community. There is also ANOTHER Core Power opening nearby at Duboce, which is just a short ride on the 24 away. We dont need two in such close proximity. 





More importantly, CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community (obscene!) 
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,



Amelia 
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,





Cara Palomino
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,





Jocelyn Ho
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





I live across the street from the Yoga Garden, an established small local yoga studio that is already serving our neighborhood. Down the road is YogaWorks, a formula chain from LA that is also already serving our community. This CorePower Yoga is not needed or wanted.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,


Kim A. Quinones


285 Divisadero, Apt 4


San Francisco





Sent from my iPhone
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero, residing at 2130 Fell St. in San Francisco. I used to frequent the Yoga Loft studio on Divisadero before it was closed by rising rents. The few remaining locally-owned studios in the area are similarly threatened and rely on community support, which includes carefully monitoring the amount of formula retail in the area. In these local stores, the owners have direct contact with customers and often provide barter or trade for low-income members.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Formula Retail Law in San Francisco empowers residents to help make these decisions. We have made our position clear. Don’t let SF become rife with chain stores that suppress our vitality and character.





Thank you,





Julie Napolin
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Russian Hill / Polk St Whole Foods 365
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 2:35:36 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: Kristen Giacobbe [mailto:kmgiacobbe@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 12:03 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: Russian Hill / Polk St Whole Foods 365
 

 

Hi,
 
I have lived at Van Ness and Washington St for 8 years and I support the proposed addition of
a Whole Foods 365 at Polk & Jackson wholeheartedly. The Franklin Whole Foods and Trader
Joe's nearby are so crowded already and the entire neighborhood could benefit from a new
grocery store. I do shop at many of the mom and pop places like Cheese Plus and Belcampo
often in addition to Trader Joe and the existing Whole Foods, but for things like household
basics and fresh produce, nothing would be more helpful than a Whole Foods 365 within close
walking distance of my home. The two nearest Safeways are too far to walk, and Real Foods
doesn't offer nearly the selection that any of the other local grocery stores offer (even smaller
mom and pop places like Cheese Plus offer a better variety than Real Foods, most often). 
 
Plus, the deterioration of that street corner since Lombardi Sports closed has had a very
negative impact on my neighborhood experience - for over a year there were homeless people
living in the former doorway of Lombardi's until that was boarded shut, but we need to start
re-opening businesses in the many, many abandoned storefronts on Van Ness, Polk St and
other areas.
 
I am disappointed that the Whole Foods approval process was delayed by 6 months to undergo
a housing review for a location that never had housing to begin with. We need to work with
what we have and focus on improving Polk Street and re-opening abandoned lots to the public
with businesses that all of us in the neighborhood will use.
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Best,
--
Kristen Giacobbe
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Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor who lives a few blocks from Divis and I'm opposed to CorePower Yoga's Divisadero location proposal.  





We don't need another yoga studio on Divis, and certainly not a chain establishment with a poor record of diversity, inclusion, affordability, and community values. 

Thank you,



Tatiana Howell
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Dear Planning Commission, 





 I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion. 





 CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues: 


 -Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women. 


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage 


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community 


-We want a business where we will feel welcome! 





 We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! 





 Thank you,  Kirsten Kruse
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Dear Planning Commission,






I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues: 

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!




Thank you, Vanessa
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Dear Planning Commission,

As a long-time SF resident and a resident of NOPA, it is highly disconcerting to see that CorePower Yoga is trying to circumvent San Francisco processes to open a location on Divisadero when the community and the Commission opposed it.  






Surveys conducted by all three neighborhood associations - Divisadero Merchant Association, North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association and Alamo Square Neighborhood Association - showed that a majority of neighbors and businesses do not want CoreYoga. 






CoreYoga is showing that it does not hold the same values - community, inclusivity, and diversity - as we do: 


- it has no desire to build or bridge community


- pays their mostly female staff low wages


- paid a $1.65 million class-action settlement (for not paying minimum wage), and 


- offers very expensive membership dues ($189/month). 






Additionally, it threatens the already struggling locally-owned yoga studios in the neighborhood.







Like so many other chains, CoreYoga is expanding at a rapid rate and will do anything to expand into neighborhoods - even ignoring communities' desires. This is not the type of business we want on Divisadero. 



Thank you for your time.






Kind regards,


Ellisa 






Ellisa Feinstein


NOPA Neighbor

















 	Sender notified by 
Mailtrack 10/03/18, 2:07:26 PM 		









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: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter concerning 3939 24th St on Agenda October 4
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 2:34:53 PM
Attachments: 393924thSt.docx

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: Susan Kroll [mailto:kroll.susan@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 12:30 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Letter concerning 3939 24th St on Agenda October 4

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Mr., Ionin,

Attached is a letter I have written regarding the 3939 24th St. property on the October 4 agenda for the Planning
Commission members. I live at 3953 24th St and would appreciate if my letter could be reviewed by the
Commission Members. Should you have any questions or concerns please contact me at 415 4234578.

Thank you

Susan Kroll

mailto:commissions.secretary@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:Gabriela.Pantoja@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:kroll.susan@gmail.com

Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission:



My name is Susan Kroll and I live with my husband Ed O’Neill at 3953 24th St. I regret that I am out of town and unable to attend the hearing on October 4 , 2018 regarding 3939 24th St.

We have lived in our home  address since 2009 and am pleased to live in such a wonderful community as Noe Valley. I also work at the Folio Bookstore next door to my home. 



Along with the entire neighborhood we have waited many years for the Real Foods Building to be occupied again. We have also observed many stores on our block go out of business. Therefore, it was with mixed feelings that we saw construction begin at the Real Food building at 3939 24th St. Pleased because it would no longer be vacant but disappointed when we read that it would only be commercial property. This neighborhood desperately needs additional housing. 



Working at the local bookstore I have heard so many stories from seniors and families who cannot find housing in our area. Anytime we have the opportunity we should consider adding housing on top of a commercial property to create a mixed-use property. The building I live in is mixed use and is a wonderful example of commercial owners and residents working together.



[bookmark: _GoBack]I would appreciate if the members of the San Francisco Planning Commission would consider supporting a mixed-use concept for the 3939 24th St property.



Respectfully submitted





Susan Kroll

3953 24th St

Unit 3



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:49:52 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: Kate Chase [mailto:katechase@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 7:22 AM
To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rich Hillis;
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Mayor London Breed (MYR)
Subject: Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to you today to reiterate my opposition to having a Amazon/WholeFoods 365 store at 1600 Jackson
Street.

As someone who has lived and shopped on lower Polk for going on 25-years, I continue to believe that using this
location for mixed use with small retail and housing will be of far greater benefit to the neighborhood vs. allowing
the giant that is Amazon to come in and change the whole dynamic of one of what we all know is San Francisco’s
very last unique neighborhood, and not for the better.

I was in attendance as well spoke at the April Conditional Use hearing and was very heartened to witness your
debates around the idea that it would be remiss to not use this opportunity to include housing at this location — a
decision that would be of greater benefit to more people than just a giant box of a store, and one that will threaten
many of the food stores that currently provide jobs and our community with food and grocery.

I appreciate you taking the time to read and consider this letter.  I recognize that your job is to think about the city
and its needs long term; and with that said, I am hopeful you will deny anything short of a robust mixed use
proposal.

Thank you in advance for all your care and consideration to this vote.

Sincerely,

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:katechase@me.com


Kate Chase

1335 Filbert Street, #204
SF  CA 94109
415-987-3764



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: whole foods
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:49:07 AM
Attachments: Case No. 2016-000378CUA HEARING DATE 10-04-2018 WHOLE FOODS 365 1600 JACKSON AT POLK

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION -- OUTSIDE OPPOSITION.msg
Re 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods project.msg
Whole Foods.msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

Case No. 2016-000378CUA HEARING DATE 10-04-2018 WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION -- OUTSIDE OPPOSITION

		From

		Richard Cardello

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); zoning@rhnsf.org; Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@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; zoning@rhnsf.org; Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Commissioners:





I am extremely offended that one neighborhood organization is actively campaigning for a full-service grocery in its neighborhood, while simultaneously working to prevent another (non-contiguous) neighborhood from getting a full-service grocery in its neighborhood.





Please refer to RHN's letter of support dated 09-10-2018 in your packet.





Please refer to HVNA's letter of opposition dated 09-24-2018 in your packet.





This is NOT fair!





If the Planning Commission votes against the WF365 at 1600 Jackson, it should also disallow any future market in Hayes Valley.





However, I genuinely do feel that each neighborhood would benefit from have a full-service market and should be able to have one.





 





***************************************************************************************************************************************************





The following is copied from a Hoodline posting 12-27-2016:





https://hoodline.com/ 





by Teresa Hammerl 
@colazionearoma 
website 





Neighborhoods





Fillmore, Hayes Valley, Western Addition





Tue. December 27, 2016, 3:26pm





 





Why 555 Fulton—And Hayes Valley's Grocery Store—Has Been So Delayed





Photo: Google Maps





The condo development at 555 Fulton St. in Hayes Valley has been in the making for years, but it's still not ready yet—which is also delaying plans for the neighborhood's first full-service grocery store. 





Last December, we broke the news that Portland-based New Seasons Market was eyeing the large, vacant retail space on 555 Fulton's ground floor. The grocery store chain, which offers a mix of organic and standard products, is primarily based in Oregon, but has slowly been opening stores in California. Its first, in San Jose, debuted last year, and there are two more on the way in Sunnyvale and Emeryville. 





But 555 Fulton continues to face delays, as the Chronicle reported this weekend. According to the city, that's because Fulton Street Ventures, the project's developer, introduced changes to the building without city approval. The planned glass exterior was changed, and the developer also eliminated the landscaping and streetscape improvements for which it had gotten approval. 





After negotiations with the Planning Department, Fulton Street Ventures agreed to go back to its original plans. But that meant a new glass curtain wall system had to be ordered, causing further delays.





The delays have cost the development residents: 30 of the 80 people who originally signed up for a unit have reportedly walked away. 





Nonetheless, New Seasons is still interested in the location, as they confirmed to us earlier this month. However, it's not clear if the store has signed a lease. 





One hurdle for the potential grocery has already been cleared: in 2014, the Board of Supervisors voted to approve District 5 Supervisor London Breed's legislation allowing a large grocery store to be built at 555 Fulton. Due to its formula retail restrictions, Hayes Valley does not typically permit such stores, but the legislation allows for an exception.





Gail Baugh, president of the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association, told the Chronicle that she is still hopeful New Seasons will sign a lease, as soon as the skinning of the building is complete.





*******************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************





The following is copied from SF Weekly 01-17-2018:











New Seasons Market Abandons Lease in Hayes Valley





The decision is a major blow to the neighborhood, which is growing rapidly — but doesn't have a grocery store.





*	Nuala Sawyer


*	Wed Jan 17th, 2018 12:23pm


*	NEWSTop Stories





 





 





A rendering of 555 Fulton St., complete with a ground-floor grocery store. (Courtesy Image)





A long-anticipated grocery store set to open on the border of Hayes Valley and Western Addition hit a major bump in the road this week, when grocer New Seasons Market canceled its lease for a 29,000 square-foot space on the ground floor of a building on Fulton and Laguna streets. The Portland-based chain had been in talks with the neighborhood, Acting Mayor and District 5 Supervisor London Breed, the Planning Department, and the owner of a new development at 555 Fulton St. since 2015. 





“After years of hard work with the community, the developer, and New Seasons Market leadership, I was devastated to learn that New Seasons Market will no longer occupy the ground floor space at 555 Fulton,” Breed tells SF Weekly. “Though this is a big loss to our community, I remain committed to searching for healthy, affordable and accessible options for this space. The Western Addition and Hayes Valley neighborhood deserves a market that reflects it’s incredible diversity and community values, and we will not let up until we find the perfect fit.”





The decision is a major blow to a neighborhood, which is undergoing enormous residential growth. Parcels of land formerly occupied by the highway, which came down after the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, are being turned into massive housing developments. The nearby Hub, at the intersection of Van Ness Ave. and Market Street, will see as many as 9,000 units of housing constructed in the next decade. But once residents move in, they’ll face a very basic problem: nowhere to buy groceries.





It’s something that Breed has spent considerable time working on during her time as supervisor. She flew out to Portland with several members of the neighborhood to tour New Seasons in 2016, before deciding that its mix of inexpensive brands and commitment to organic, healthy food was a perfect choice for a mixed-income neighborhood like the Western Addition. A lease was signed by the grocery store in March of last year. 





But the development has long been plagued by delays. A temporary lift on a neighborhood-wide formula retail ban had to be approved by the Planning Commission in order for the grocery store to be allowed to open up. The design of the building oddly changed during construction, pushing things back even further. And the Chinese developer has even undergone name changes during this process, switching from Fulton Street Ventures to Z & L Properties.





Nevertheless, if Breed and the Hayes Valley Neighborhood Association has their way, a grocery store will still open up in the space. 





“There will be an affordable grocery store there,” says President Gail Baugh. “That was our commitment to the community from the beginning, two supervisors ago. The Planning Department agreed that this is what would happen, and it will happen. We can’t have a vacuous 30,000-square-foot empty hole in the middle of the Western Addition.”





UPDATE: New Seasons Market responded to our requests for comment with the following statement:





“As a part of our annual evaluation for our store growth strategy, New Seasons Market has decided to terminate the lease in Hayes Valley. It’s a wonderful neighborhood, and there were multiple reasons for this decision (operational complexities, construction delays, other considerations) which was not made lightly. Today’s retail and grocery landscape is vastly transforming. We’ll continue to assess how to best meet the changing needs of potential customers and keep this area on our radar for the future.”





******************************************************************************************************************************************************************************************





Please follow the recommendation of the Planning Department staff and approve the Conditional Use Application for WF365 at 1600 Jackson.





Please do not be influenced by outside opposition.





 





Thank you,





 





Richard Cardello





999 GREEN STREET NO. 903





SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94133





 





T 415.923.5810





WWW.CARDELLODESIGN.COM





richard@cardellodesign.com 
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Re: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods project

		From

		Yvette Cuca

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

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



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





P.S. Please keep the murals!





On Monday, October 1, 2018, 11:41:11 AM PDT, Yvette Cuca <ycuca@yahoo.com> wrote: 








Dear Planning Commission,





I am writing in favor of the proposed Whole Foods 365 project at 1600 Jackson Street, at the corner of Polk. I am in favor of the proposal for a number of reasons.





First, this building has been empty for a number of years already. Although there have been several proposals for the space, none have been found to be acceptable to everyone in the neighborhood. Instead, we now have a huge empty space that is dragging down the entire area around it. 





Second, housing is obviously an important consideration for the city, but there have been more than a few new, large apartment buildings that have been built in the surrounding area in the past couple of years. The existing housing needs supporting services, including grocery stores. 





Third, I believe the rationales for not building on top of the existing building, and not tearing down the building to create something new are reasonable. No one in the neighborhood wants more years of construction on Polk Street right after the entire block has undergone extensive and disruptive renovation (and not with all the current construction on Van Ness). In addition, this site is on the top of the hill, and I don't think we should build a tall apartment building on the top of a hill, where it will tower over everything around it.





Third, the other food stores nearby are generally specialty stores (The Cheese Shop, The Jug Shop). Even Real Foods is relatively specialized in comparison to what the Whole Foods 365 stores will sell. I completely understand the concern from the owners of these businesses, but I believe that even though a Whole Foods may initially take business from some of the smaller stores, it will ultimately raise the entire neighborhood, and bring in more people and more shoppers for everyone. For my family, having the Whole Foods will mean not driving my car to Safeway.





Thank you for your consideration.





Sincerely,


Yvette Cuca


ycuca@yahoo.com


1425 Vallejo Street (between Polk and Larkin)














Whole Foods

		From

		Stan Adler

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Commissioners:





I am writing to express my support for the proposed Whole Foods 365 Market at 1600 Jackson Street. I’m a Russian Hill resident, and believe that quality grocery options on Polk St. are currently insufficient. I also believe that rehabilitating an existing building that fits in with the character of the neighborhood is preferable to tearing it down and replacing it with something new.





Because this proposed project is to be undertaken by Amazon, there is no doubt that financing for this project will be secure, which cannot necessarily be said for other possible developers of this site.





All of my friends and acquaintances in the neighborhood are in favor of the Whole Foods 365 Market, and I’m encouraging them to express their support in writing. 






Sincerely,








Stan Adler





1853 Jones Street









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

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support Whole Foods 360
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:47:54 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: Barbara Conwell [mailto:barbara.conwell@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 4:49 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Letter of support Whole Foods 360

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

I am writing a letter in support of the WF 360 slated for the of Lombardi Sports building on Polk St. I hope it passes
soon! We need more grocery stores in the neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Barbara Conwell
1230 Clay ST APT 101
SF

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:commissions.secretary@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:barbara.conwell@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3939 24th Street; 2018-009337CUA
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:47:02 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: Bruce Bowen [mailto:bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 10:28 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Carolyn Kenady
Subject: 3939 24th Street; 2018-009337CUA
 

 

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC) opposes a Conditional Use Authorization
(2018-009337CUA) for 3939 24th Street unless the project is modified to include needed
housing.

Authorizing retail-only space on a site zoned for mixed-use commercial and residential
buildings, on a street filled with mixed use buildings, is inconsistent with City actions and
policies that encourage greater density.  This site can support numerous residential units
and even some BMR dwellings. It would be wasteful to squander the opportunity for
developing more housing on this site. Moreover, this is a rare opportunity for adding more
homes without displacing current residents.

The Conditional Use Authorization for this project, very near to Dolores Heights, should be
rejected unless housing is included on this site.

 
Sincerely,

 
Bruce Bowen

Planning and Land Use Committee

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


Dolores Heights Improvement Club

 
cc: Carolyn Kenady, Chair, DHIC

 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Please vote NO on 1600 Jackson Street Conditional Use
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:46:31 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: JJ Hanley [mailto:jj@filigreen.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:35 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster,
Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Please vote NO on 1600 Jackson Street Conditional Use
 

 

Hi,
 
I'm writing in opposition to the proposed Whole Foods/Amazon at the old Lombardi's located
at 1600 Jackson St. The city is managing a housing crisis not a grocery crisis. As an SF
resident for 12 years I urge you to Vote NO on the Conditional Use Application.
 
Thank you,
 
-JJ

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


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:46:28 AM
Attachments: I support having a Whole Foods at 1600 Polk St..msg

Letter of SUPPORT - Whole Foods 1600 Jackson CASE 2016-00378CUA.msg
1600 Jackson Street 2016-000378CUA.msg
wf365.msg
Whole Foods 365.msg

 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

I support having a Whole Foods at 1600 Polk St.

		From

		Lindy Luoma

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

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



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Hello Commissioners, 





I would like you to know that I very much support having a Whole Foods at 1600 Polk St. That building has been empty for years and it's a darn shame.





Nob Hill/Russian Hill has a dearth of markets and it's about time that we have more choice in the neighborhood. Many of us don't have a car and we need grocery stores we can walk to.





Thank you.





Lindy Luoma


1520 Taylor St. Apt. 601


SF, CA 94133














Letter of SUPPORT - Whole Foods 1600 Jackson CASE 2016-00378CUA

		From

		D Mac

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Commissioners: 






I've lived in this neighborhood for 2 decades. I walk that stretch of Polk Street about 5 times a week and although there are many nice little shops, I still have to leave the neighborhood to get to a full-service grocery store. 







And it's a hassle. I do NOT have a car, and MUNI is unreliable and requires several buses to get to and back from Trader Joe's, Whole Food on California & Franklin, or Safeway on Bay Street. Which is a struggle with heavy shopping bags. 







A Whole Foods in the old sports shop space would be so wonderful! I've been dreaming of it for the past couple of years. :-)  It would be a boon to the hundreds of neighborhood residents and don't we count? 







Enough with the delays -- Please PLEASE vote YES to APPROVE the Whole Foods! 







Thank you in advance, 







Deborah McIntyre


1159 Union Street 




















1600 Jackson Street 2016-000378CUA

		From

		Judith P. Roddy

		To

		Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		aaron.peskin@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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October 2, 2018






 





Supervisor Peskin, Commissioners and Mr. Rahaim,






 





My name is Judith Roddy, I am 64 years old and I have owned a condominium at 1591 Jackson Street at the corner of Jackson Street and Polk Street since 2000. Repeating what I wrote you in April, 2018, if (and that’s a big if) I can afford to, I hope to retire and live the rest of my life at 1591 Jackson Street. 





 





Here are three things that struck me at the April 26, 2018 hearing:





*	My neighbors and I are passionate about our neighborhood;



*	Many people and organizations from outside our neighborhood who had probably never visited our neighborhood showed up and spoke in opposition of Whole Foods Market 365;



*	There was an emotional, frustrated outburst when Whole Foods Market 365 was not given the green light: Frustrated because those of us who live in the neighborhood are merely trying to work with you to get what we feel our neighborhood needs and we felt our needs were not being understood.






 





Or, maybe the Commission DID understand. Quoting (more or less, as I recall) Commission President Rich Hillis: “If I walked around the neighborhood and asked 100 neighbors if they wanted the Whole Foods Market 365 at the corner of Polk and Jackson Streets, 99 of them would say YES.” 





 





As the April 26 hearing started to wind up, members of the Whole Foods Market 365 and Village Properties teams were asked by the Commission to incorporate housing in their project.





 





Did my neighbors and I think Whole Foods and Village Properties would put one more penny or one more minute into their project? Absolutely not!





 





Kudos to Whole Foods and Village Properties for NOT abandoning our neighborhood, for coming up with a plan that meets the Commission’s request for housing and for maintaining a plan to bring a badly-needed, full-service grocery store to our neighborhood.





 





Please vote to approve Whole Foods’ and Village Properties’ proposal for their viable mixed-use alternative for the site. The life and health of our neighborhood depends on it.





 





More months have passed and the former Lombardi Sports building is still vacant. Polk Street is still lined with vacant storefronts.





 





Does the neighborhood need more small shops and boutique convenience stores? In my opinion, no. As I write this, I have heard of at least two mixed-use projects in the pipeline in the immediate vicinity that will unlikely result in housing above small commercial parcels on the ground floors. Does the City need more housing? Probably, although I am concerned that no matter how much housing is built, the evidence I see every day in the neighborhood in which I work (SOMA – Mission Street between 7th Street and 8th Street) supports San Francisco is suffering from a medical crisis – not merely a housing crisis.





 





I am becoming involved with the newly-formed Discover Polk Community Benefit District and recently attended a meeting where a neighborhood business owner said, “What our neighborhood needs is more foot traffic.” 





 





Indeed, our neighborhood needs open, vibrant and well-kept storefronts that provide goods and services to its neighbors and that attract people.





 





The addition of Whole Foods Market 365 is a welcome addition to our neighborhood and would most assuredly boost foot traffic on Polk Street to help Polk Street get back on track. Neighborhoods are not neighborhoods without businesses to support its residents.





 





When I got to the head of the line at Trader Joe’s (at California Street and Hyde Street) last night at 6:20 PM, the young lady behind the counter, perhaps having dealt with a lot of cranky customers, smiled sheepishly and asked me how long I was in line. Having timed my experience just for the fun of it and because I found in incredible that the line was so very long, I confidently replied, “14 minutes and 27 seconds.” On countless occasions I have experienced similar long lines at Whole Foods at California Street and Franklin Street. I believe these long lines demonstrate a need for the Whole Foods Market 365 in my neighborhood that will not only attract foot traffic to our neighborhood but will also serve my neighbors and my Russian Hill neighbors.





 





I understand why neighborhood businesses such as Cheese Plus, The Jug Shop and Belcampo Meat Co. are concerned about Whole Foods Market 365 taking away their business. I understand their fear as more and more of us are buying items online. Foot traffic will help them! (Personal story: I am ADDICTED to the Brown Butter Cookie Company’s Brown Butter Sea Salt cookies. 12 cookies on its website: $13. 12 cookies at Cheese Plus: $14. What did I do Sunday afternoon? I marched to Cheese Plus and bought a box for $14. What is the likelihood of Whole Foods Market 365 having these cookies on its shelves: None. (Please do not ask me how many cookies I ate!)





 





I have written the following to you before: It is my understanding the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (an organization that says it represents our neighborhood which confuses me because I am a member and I have never been asked my opinion about Whole Foods Market 365) would prefer housing with small, ground floor retail units. I do not understand this because of the many vacant commercial spaces on Polk Street and surrounding streets. Why demolish a perfectly good building to add housing and small retail when Whole Foods is ready to step in, pretty much guarantee an ongoing business for many, many years and solve a neighborhood need? Although I understand the need for housing in San Francisco, 1600 Polk Street is an existing building that has been in place for decades, is not displacing residential units or well-established local businesses and, architecturally, is appropriately scaled for the neighborhood and Polk Street. I find it illogical to add to the neighborhood’s population density by adding housing when the population’s basic service needs are not already met.





 





Having attended both prior hearings, I am disappointed I cannot be at Thursday’s hearing because I must be at work; however, I will be with you in spirit and in support of Whole Foods Market 365 and Village Properties.





 





Thank you for your time and for all you do for San Francisco.





 





Judith Roddy





1591 Jackson Street, No. 11





San Francisco, CA 94109





415.819.4360












By email to:





Supervisor Aaron Peskin (by email to Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org)





John Rahaim, Director of Planning (by email to John.Rahaim@sfgov.org)





Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission (by email to richhillissf@gmail.com)





Myrna Melgar, Vice President, Planning Commission (by email to myrna.melgar@sfgov.org)





Rodney Fong, Commissioner (by email to planning@rodneyfong.com)





Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner (by email to milicent.johnson@sfgov.org)





Joel Koppel, Commissioner (by email to joel.koppel@sfgov.org)





Kathrin Moore, Commissioner (by email to kathrin.moore@sfgov.org)





Dennis Richards, Commissioner (by email to dennis.richards@sfgov.org)





Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
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		Recipients
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Planning Commissioners,





I am writing in opposition to the Whole Foods 365 receiving a CUP for the Polk Street location. There are three reasons for my opposition to Amazon/Wholefoods 365:





 





1.       Housing is in desperate supply in San Francisco and with the resources Amazon and the landlord bring to the project it is imperative that they bring something needed to the community as opposed to just taking revenue out of the city and away from small local businesses and also changing the landscape of an NCD.





2.       The possibility that the neighborhood could end up with gridlock problems and congestion has not been adequately addressed. Locating on a two lane thoroughfare increases risks of gridlock and creates unsafe conditions for pedestrians and cyclists. I know people like to sight the other wholefoods locations (24th st and Stayan) as examples of how it hasn’t negatively impacted businesses and traffic but those locations were grocers prior to wholefoods so it is disingenuous to make this comparison. Look at the impact of traffic on Franklin from Wholefoods and also on Masonic from Trader Joes and those are multiple lane roads, this location would have a greater negative impact on traffic and the environment. 





3.       The Polk Street is an NCD and is not meant for formula retail and stores of this size. There are numerous other areas in San Francisco that could use a grocer far more than Polk Street. I would hardly call the area a food desert. There are a multitude of businesses that offer all the categories that Wholefoods would be selling and would be negatively impacted by their presence. When you add in the Amazon component with the lockers and the uncertain use of the space there is an unknown factor as to how much this use could hurt small businesses with the possible end result being more empty store fronts, less employment and less money staying local and supporting small, local merchants and manufacturers.





 





In conclusion if Amazon/Wholefoods 365 is given a CUP it should be contingent on building housing. Amazon/Wholefoods should have to bring something positive to the community if the community is going to take the risk involved in allowing such a potentially negative formula retailer to locate on Polk Street.





 





Sincerely,





Mitchell Bearg





 











Whole Foods 365

		From

		joyce@kucharvy.com

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc
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Commissioners:





 





Please, we need and want Whole Foods 365 in our neighborhood on Polk Street. We live here. We shop here. We want it. We need it. Listen to us, not those who do NOT live in this area.  Listen to us and get this passed. We responded to a survey sponsored by the Russian Hill neighbors Association and overwhelmingly, we…who live and shop here...want this. This has gone on way too long. Why are you continuing to procrastinate on a decision. Let’s get this done in my lifetime.





 





Vote yes and let’s get on with removing an empty storefront as we already have  too many empty store fronts on Polk Street. Let’s put the needs of the people above the politics. Vote yes.





 





Joyce





 





Joyce Kucharvy  





_____________________________





 





415-931-4391 (Pacific Coast)





617-504-4227 (cell, Pacific Coast)





 





Follow our food, wine and travel adventures at www.ActiveBoomerAdventures.com





 





 












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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Polk Street Project Lombardi Sports Building
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:44:19 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: Jo-Ann McDevitt [mailto:jomcdevitt@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 11:43 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Polk Street Project Lombardi Sports Building

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

I am writing to voice my huge concern on the Polk Street project in the =
space formerly Lombardi Sports.
It will be a detriment  to the  neighborhood and small business  to have =
the entire building for Amazon.
I very much oppose this and hope you will consider the idea  proposed of =
Amazon having just the bottom floor and the rest of the building for =
affordable housing.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jo-Ann McDevitt
1770 Broadway=20
San Francisco=
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:44:10 AM
Attachments: Yes on Whole Foods 365 on Polk St.msg

RE 1600 Jackson Opposition.msg
1600 Jackson Letter of Opposition for hearing on 104.msg
1044 Jackson amazon Whole Foods .msg
Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St.msg
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Yes on Whole Foods 365 on Polk St

		From

		David Wright

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org






This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.














Dear Commissioners,





As a resident of Russian Hill/North Beach, I strongly urge your approval of the proposed Whole Foods 365 grocery. The neighborhood is underserved for a food store of this ilk. Although there are specialty stores nearby, they serve a different purpose and, I feel, should welcome the proposed store as a help, not a hinderance for their business.


My wife and I, both retired, would plan on making good use of this grocery, and welcome it as a positive addition to the neighborhood.





Sincerely,





David Wright








RE: 1600 Jackson Opposition

		From

		Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS)

		To

		lynne newhouse segal; Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); StefaniStaff,  (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Gallagher, Jack (BOS)

		Cc

		Middle Polk Neighbourhood Association; Greg Scott; jmohanna@me.com

		Recipients

		lynnenewhousesegal@gmail.com; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; jonas.ionin@sfgov.org; stefanistaff@sfgov.org; catherine.stefani@sfgov.org; jack.gallagher@sfgov.org; moe@middlepolk.org; lgscpa@icloud.com; jmohanna@me.com



Hi All – 





 





Lynne – thank you for you for forwarding this to our office. I have Jack copied here from our office who is our lead on all matters related to Lan Use. He will make sure to pass this message to Supervisor Stefani and is available for follow up. 





 





Please let us know anything you need from our end in the meantime. 





 





Best, 





 





Ellie Miller Hall





Legislative Aide to District 2 Supervisor Catherine Stefani





City & County of San Francisco





415-554-7752





 





From: lynne newhouse segal [mailto:lynnenewhousesegal@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 3:18 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; jonas.lonin@sfgov.org; StefaniStaff, (BOS) <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS) <ellie.millerhall@sfgov.org>
Cc: Middle Polk Neighbourhood Association <moe@middlepolk.org>; Greg Scott <lgscpa@icloud.com>; jmohanna@me.com
Subject: 1600 Jackson Opposition





 





 





This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Pacific Heights Residents Association (PHRA) joins Mid Polk Neighborhood Association and Polk District Merchants Association in opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for formula retail use by Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.  PHRA supports more housing at this address.  





Thank you for your consideration.





Lynne Newhouse Segal





VP, PHRA





 





 











1600 Jackson: Letter of Opposition for hearing on 10/4

		From

		Roy Chan

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





To Commission Secretary:





 





Regarding the proposed project at 1600 Jackson, please distribute the attached letter of opposition to Planning Commissioners for the hearing this Thursday, 10/4.





 





Regards,





 





___________________





Roy Chan





Community Planning Manager
Chinatown Community Development Center





(415) 984-1447





rchan@chinatowncdc.org





 










CCDC_1600Jackson_Oct2018.pdf

CCDC_1600Jackson_Oct2018.pdf
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Properties professionally managed by Chinatown Community Development Center do not discriminate based on race, color, creed, 
religion, sex, national origin, age, familial status, handicap, ancestry, medical condition, physical handicap, veteran status, sexual 
orientation, AIDS, AIDS related condition (ARC), mental disability, marital status, source of income, or any other arbitrary status. 



 
October 2, 2018 



 



 



San Francisco Planning Commission Planning Commission 



San Francisco Planning Department 



1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 



San Francisco, CA 94103  



 



Re: 2016-000378CUA - 1600 Jackson St 



 
To Planning Commissioners: 
 



I am writing on behalf of Chinatown Community Development Center to restate our opposition to the 



proposed 365/ Whole Foods store at 1600 Jackson St. While this site is ideal for housing, the project 



sponsor with its abundant resources, is returning to the Commission with the exact same project– a stand-



alone grocery store with the inability to include housing. The allowance of a formula retail owned by 



Amazon at this site would greatly disrupt and threaten the independent retail ecosphere that has defined 



this part of Polk Street and even neighboring communities, including Chinatown.  



 



As a key transit oriented development site with easy access to numerous bus lines, this location is ideal 



for housing, particularly a housing mix affordable for all residents. Given the previous and current 



Mayor’s executive directive to prioritize the need to build housing, we must go beyond the project 



sponsor’s limited vision and profit-driven approach for this site. We simply must not let this opportunity 



site become just another formula retail store without a more concerted, collaborative effort to make 



housing work at this key location.  



 



With a forty year history of maintaining quality of life and neighborhood character, Chinatown CDC 



understands well the negative impact of formula retail moving into established commercial corridors 



traditionally well served by small, independent grocery stores and businesses that are key to cultural 



vitality and diversity in the area. A 365/ Whole Foods store could further fuel the gentrifying trends we 



see of increasing rents and displacement of long-time tenants/ merchants in nearby neighborhoods where 



low-income immigrants historically live, work, and contribute to the unique cultural identities that makes 



this City great. 



 



Approving this conditional use authorization would send the absolute wrong message to the public that 



we would allow a huge corporation like Amazon to build a 365 grocery store without housing in a 



neighborhood and city that desperately needs affordable housing more than ever before. We stand with 



our neighbors at Middle Polk Neighbors Association in opposition to this Conditional Use Authorization 



at 1600 Jackson Street. 



 



Sincerely, 



 



 
 



Roy Chan 



Community Planning Manager 













1044 Jackson amazon Whole Foods 

		From

		Polk Merchants

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org






This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.














Hello commissioner





My name is Parker Austin and I’m the president of the Polk District Merchants Association.





I’m writing to you on behalf of our association to urge you to vote no on the proposal by Whole Foods/Amazon for 1044 Jackson.  The last time we spoke about this issue it was made abundantly clear that housing needed to be added to this site. Yet after 5 months of delays and continuances we stand before you with the same exact project. This is insulting to say the least. San Francisco is in a housing crisis and it has been demonstrated and time and time again that this is a prime location for mixed use. However, WholeFoods and amazon refuse to budge saying it just can’t be done. If it can’t be done here than what other location would be suitable?





Amazon has also refused to explain what they want to do with the top floor stating that they want to use it for equipment and office space. That’s a lot of office space and equipment. It seems more like an attempt in commissioner Richards own words “to be a Trojan bourse”.





We can express this enough, a real housing solution should be on that table.





Take care,


Parker Austin


President


Polk District Merchants Association











Letter of opposition - Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St
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		Ray Bair
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		Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
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Dear Commissioners,





My name is Ray Bair, and I am the owner of Cheese Plus on the corner of Polk and Pacific.  I have written to you previously and spoken at the April hearing stating my opposition to Amazon Whole Foods 365 at 1600 Jackson St.  I am writing this letter today stating not only my opposition to Amazon Whole Foods 365, but also my sincere belief that housing with small retail is the best use of the space at 1600 Jackson St.  





 





I have watched the footage of the April Conditional Use hearing for Amazon hearing countless times, and it is clear you all feel tremendous pressure to provide housing at this location as well.  I applaud your candor in discussing the need for housing and the importance that unlike the Safeway site on Market and Church you mentioned you’ll never be able to convert to mixed use housing and retail, you do have a unique opportunity before you to make a decision that would displace no residents or businesses and have a lasting positive impact on our local Polk St neighborhood and greater San Francisco community.  





 





I heard at the hearing that you believe the residents of the neighborhood overwhelmingly support the project.  But that may not be entirely true, nor does answer other very important questions.  Why do these residents support Amazon?  Is it simply the convenience of a store 1 block away from their apartment rather than 5 blocks away?  Is it the really large parking lot they can drive to?  Is it a desire to see the space occupied quickly? Is it a desire to not endure months of construction at the site should it become housing?  Is it possible those in favor are absolutely against the idea of more housing?  





 





It’s entirely possible you may support their desire for Amazon to open at 1600 Jackson St based on your belief these residents only want a 365 store at the site, while dismissing your own true belief that housing is the best use of the space.  In essence, you may be being asked to support anti-housing advocacy under a false premise of a desire for a grocery store, specifically Amazon’s grocery store.  I want to repeat that statement again and ask you, are you absolutely sure you are not being asked by anti-housing advocates to approve this project so that no housing can be built on this site for decades and decades?  





 





You may believe it is your obligation to support this store because you are under the impression the neighborhood is lacking fresh grocery options. But this is no food desert, nor is it an impoverished neighborhood.  Many in our community have the good fortune of high mobility and the means to travel within the local area for their shopping.  Whole Foods’ most successful store in their company (sales/sq ft) is located just 5 blocks away from the proposed location on California Street.  Also located on California St is a thriving Trader Joe’s.  Nearby there are countless other stores including the newly revitalized Real Foods on Polk and Broadway, LeBeau on Leavenworth and Clay, and Golden Veggie on California and Polk. Expand the circle and you have both a Safeway and a Trader Joe’s on Bay St, closer to the heart of Russian Hill than 1600 Jackson St.  Mollie Stone’s on California and Fillmore provides free shuttle service for its patrons in addition to its parking lot.  With so many stores within the area, would it not be a reasonable assumption that anyone driving to the proposed 1600 Jackson St location also has the ability to drive to any number of grocery stores nearby that have parking, too? 





 





Online shopping and home delivery are a thriving reality of modern grocery retailing. From Amazon to Instacart, Good Eggs, Sun Basket and more, San Francisco residents have no shortage of options for their grocery budgets.  I should know, my business supplies cheese to Good Eggs for its customers, which are delivered direct to your door along with fresh vegetables, dry goods, meat, seafood, and everything you traditionally find in a high-quality full-service grocery store.





 





Commissioners Richards, Moore, and Koppel - you are right to be suspicious of Amazon’s desires with the location.  The site is often referred to as if it would be a traditional Whole Foods Market similar to the one just 5 blocks away on California Street.  Yet this is a 365 store, a brand still in its infancy, with few stores to visit in the area to understand the yet to be proven concept.  Whole Foods is only as good as your best memory of them, and this is not a Whole Foods, it’s a discount prepackaged store similar to the Trader Joe’s also on California St.   





 





But it’s not even a 365 store anymore, and the game changer is Amazon.  As commissioner Richards, Moore, and Koppel stated in the April hearing, the changes to Whole Foods Market are not positive. The joyful spirit and people-forward practices of product selection, merchandising, and friendly familiar customer service have been cast aside to make room for industrial fixtures, Amazon products in the produce aisle, delivery bins, and long lines.  Just read the headlines, workers now want to unionize at Whole Foods because of poor pay and benefits, while analysts believe the 365 concept is flawed and unproven.  It is hard to believe this is what the supporters of this project really want at 1600 Jackson St.  Surely this isn’t what you believe is the best use of this space, is it?





 





I appreciate commissioners Johnson and Fong graciously offering the project sponsor time to reach out to the community to create a proposal that “meets the needs of The City and gives the neighbors something they would like”.  Unfortunately, we have heard nothing as the project sponsor has not attempted to provide any updates, not even a pencil sketch on a napkin, of any housing or other alterations at the location, despite an additional 60-day continuance added to the initial 90-days.





 





Commissioners Hillis and Richards, you were quite generous in offering Amazon the opportunity to explore housing, even suggesting an opportunity to fast track approval of housing plans with higher height limits, as well as offering they could practically “leave a stick” of the old façade to meet the demands of no outright demolition at the site.  Again, unfortunately it appears Amazon had no intention to meet your generous suggestions.





 





If you deny the CU for Amazon at this site, it is entirely possible Village Properties would pursue a more traditional, locally owned grocer to move in requiring no CU process.  It is also possible they will pursue their original vision to build housing above small retail at the location.  And as was mentioned, the developer may try to out bluff you and leave the space vacant and/or underdeveloped for a while.  This is a hard decision for you I know. I also know you don’t want a lifetime of regret that you allowed a single store with a parking lot taking up a prime corner in our small neighborhood when this could be valuable housing for our community. 





 





Finally, as a small business owner I feel absolutely threatened by Amazon moving to our small neighborhood.  Yes, the small local businesses along 24th St, Haight St, and near Castro St where a Whole Foods has emerged have not all gone out of business. Yet as you know, many have suffered permanent loss of sales as the convenience of parking and large shopping carts trump the well-intentioned convictions to shop local and independent.  Rick Karp of Cole Hardware is correct, Amazon 365 is a Trojan Horse stacked to attack and conquer all manner of traditional retail.  It would be a shame to consider you may willfully choose to potentially endanger the livelihood of numerous small businesses like my own, just so a corporate giant with a retail manifest destiny mission can become even wealthier and more prominent in our society.  





 





Honestly, I find it insulting that the project sponsor has done so little to meet your concerns and significant opportunities presented at the April hearing. You gave them the opportunity for a true win-win and they just don’t care.  Developer Rob Isackson and Amazon are frustrated with your requests, suggesting cancelling their lease, and any housing they may offer to add would be a token to the commissioners, not a commitment to our neighborhood. You have every right to be insulted too because they really don’t take housing and our community seriously. 





 





I urge you to deny this CU for Amazon Whole Foods 365 if no significant housing alternatives are offered at the site location.  Jim Rueben, representing the developer, made it clear he expects you will deny this CU if they can’t come back with housing.  You said it and he heard you loud and clear.  I heard you. We all heard you, quite clearly.  Please keep your word and deny this CU if no significant housing is offered.  





 





I appreciate you taking the time to read and consider this letter.





 





With tremendous respect,





 





Ray Bair
















Ray Bair

Cheese Plus
Best 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
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
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1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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President Hillis and Commissioners – Attached and below is the Russian Hill Community
Association’s request that this project be further refined and defined because of its significant
impact on what could and still can become the historic Van Ness Corridor.  Thank you. 
Kathleen
-----------------------------------------

 
Russian Hill Community Association

1166 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com
 

October 2, 2018
 
President Rich Hillis and
Planning Commissioners of the
City and County of San Francisco
 

Re:         Hearing Date: October 4, 2018 Items 17a and 17b  

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



Russian Hill Community Association 
1166 Green St.   San Francisco, CA 94109   510-928-8243    rhcasf.com 


 
October 2, 2018 


 


President Rich Hillis and 


Planning Commissioners of the 


City and County of San Francisco 


 


Re:     Hearing Date: October 4, 2018 Items 17a and 17b    
  NO. 2018-000908CUAAHB/ 2018-000908AHB 


2601 VAN NESS AVENUE 
 
President Hillis and Planning Commissioners: 
 
 Developments on the Van Ness Corridor should be of interest and concern for all San Franciscans.  The 


Corridor being created now will define San Francisco for a century or more.   


 
For this reason the fact that “The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent with the 


Objectives and Policies of the General Plan” (emphasis added) is an insufficient explanation of the Department’s 


recommendation.  Our City and the Corridor require and deserve more than an “on balance” vote. 


 


Therefore, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue review of the proposed 


development or require the Planning Department address the following points before the project receives 


approval.  This is a mammoth project and its impact needs to be refined and defined: 


 


1) Bulk Exception: 1800 Van Ness provides a model for better integration with adjacent buildings and 


setbacks and sculpting. The corner should be more prominent after the setbacks are added. 


2) Lack of Loading Dock: A loading dock should be added to prevent on-street congestion due to 


moves and deliveries given the proximity to 101, commuter shuttles, etc. 


3) Parking layout and ratios: First, the accessory parking has stackers which makes no sense for 


commercial use. The so called commercial parking is not segregated from the residential 


parking which also makes no sense if intended for patrons of the commercial spaces. Thus, if 


the commission should approve the project a condition of approval should be a limit of 1-3 


accessory parking for the business owners only.  


4) Replace commercial space with residences. Given that this is a primarily residential 


neighborhood, filling these commercial spaces may be challenging whereas loft style 


residential units will be occupied. 


5) Consider 65 foot Home SF.  An alternative scheme with 23% bmr now possible under recently enacted 


legislation may be more feasible because it can take advantage of wood frame construction  rather 


than construction. 


 


We respectfully request that you acknowledge the significance of this proposed project and that it 


requires additional review and refinement.  Please instruct the Planning Department to work with the developers 


on such an initiative and continue your review until the above issues have been addressed. 


 


Sincerely, 


Kathleen Courtney 


Chair, Housing and Zoning Committee 
 


Cc: Commissions Secretary; Commissioners Myrna Melgar, Rodney Fong, Milicent A. Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin 
Moore, Dennis Richards; RHCA Jamie Cherry, Jeff Cheney  
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President Hillis and Planning Commissioners:
 
               Developments on the Van Ness Corridor should be of interest and concern for all San
Franciscans.  The Corridor being created now will define San Francisco for a century or more. 
 

For this reason the fact that “The Department finds that the Project is, on balance, consistent
with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan” (emphasis added) is an insufficient explanation
of the Department’s recommendation.  Our City and the Corridor require and deserve more than an
“on balance” vote.

 
Therefore, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue review of the

proposed development or require the Planning Department address the following points before the
project receives approval.  This is a mammoth project and its impact needs to be refined and defined:

 
1)      Bulk Exception: 1800 Van Ness provides a model for better integration with adjacent
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3)      Parking layout and ratios: First, the accessory parking has stackers which makes no
sense for commercial use. The so called commercial parking is not segregated from
the residential parking which also makes no sense if intended for patrons of the
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of approval should be a limit of 1-3 accessory parking for the business owners only. 

4)      Replace commercial space with residences. Given that this is a primarily residential
neighborhood, filling these commercial spaces may be challenging whereas loft
style residential units will be occupied.

5)      Consider 65 foot Home SF.  An alternative scheme with 23% bmr now possible under
recently enacted legislation may be more feasible because it can take advantage of wood
frame construction  rather than construction.

 
We respectfully request that you acknowledge the significance of this proposed project and

that it requires additional review and refinement.  Please instruct the Planning Department to work
with the developers on such an initiative and continue your review until the above issues have been
addressed.
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Kathleen Courtney
Chair, Housing and Zoning Committee
 

Cc: Commissions Secretary; Commissioners Myrna Melgar, Rodney Fong, Milicent A. Johnson, Joel
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The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		McKenzie Coonce

		To

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com

		Recipients

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission, 





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion. CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues: -Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women. -Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage -$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community -We want a business where we will feel welcome! We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! 





Thank you, 


Mack





-- 



McKenzie Coonce 





www.mckenziecoonce.com


650.279.4774








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		John Stair

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,






John Stair


626 Masonic Ave.








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Heidi Marshall Booth

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com
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Dear Planning Commission,


Please read.


I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. We already have multiple yoga and fitness studios, many of which are women owned and local. My neighbors and I believe in small businesses and in trying to preserve the quality of life we used to know. The overcrowded streets and aggressive behavior regarding parking and public space will only be exacerbated with this large chain.


Enough is enough.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,











The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Jackie Hasa

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor living at Hayes and Divisadero concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!




Thank you,


Jackie









No core power yoga on Divis!

		From

		Marie Cartier

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,





 





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





 





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





 





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  





 





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.





-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage





-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community





-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





 





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





 





Thank you,











-- 



Marie Cartier











The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Carolyn Hanrahan

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.

CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:  

-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!

We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you, 


Carolyn Hanrahan



sent by Android ☎








Supporting Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson St.

		From

		Peter Foller

		To

		Rahaim, John (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Peter Foller

		Recipients

		foller@comcast.net; john.rahaim@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; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org






This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.














     Consistent with the majority of actual residents within easy walking distance of 1600 Jackson, I support Whole Foods' application for a conditional use permit.  I have done so for perhaps 2 1/2 years now?  (The elapsed time is amazing… SF’s motto used to be “The City That Knows How”… what an anachronism in our current environment!)


     Please bear in mind that a good deal of the opposition to this project comes from outside the immediate neighborhood or from neighborhood businesses that are attempting to stifle competition.  The latter control the MPNA, which certainly does not speak for the interests of residents.


     That in the current free-fall of retail along the Polk corridor the city would reject a stable "anchor tenant” defies logic.  New street lights, bike lanes, and palm trees in no way counter the blight of boarded store fronts.


     Yours sincerely,


                                —Peter C. Foller (an actual tax-paying Middle Polk resident)








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		katya

		To

		planning@rodneyfong com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues: 





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.
-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage
-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community
-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,
Katya George











Thank you for standing with the community - No CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Gus Hernandez

		To

		Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		dennis.richards@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Commissioners, 





Thank you for your vote on September 6 with intent to disapprove CorePower Yoga's proposal on Divisadero.  As you know, the community responded to a neighborhood survey with over 60% opposed, which including Divisadero Merchants, Alamo Square, and North of Panhandle.  





Our Formula Retail laws were written so that the community can have a voice on which chains will fit with the neighborhood.  





We ask that on October 11, you vote to disapprove CorePower Yoga's proposal for Divisadero.





Thank you,








Gus Hernandez


Co-Chair, Affordable Divis


President, Alamo Square Neighborhood Association














The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Allyson Eddy Bravmann

		To

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com

		Recipients

		affordabledivis@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Planning Commission, I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion. CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues: -Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women. -Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage -$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community -We want a business where we will feel welcome! We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! Thank you, 








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Julie Napolin

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero, residing at 2130 Fell St. in San Francisco. I used to frequent the Yoga Loft studio on Divisadero before it was closed by rising rents. The few remaining locally-owned studios in the area are similarly threatened and rely on community support, which includes carefully monitoring the amount of formula retail in the area. In these local stores, the owners have direct contact with customers and often provide barter or trade for low-income members.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Formula Retail Law in San Francisco empowers residents to help make these decisions. We have made our position clear. Don’t let SF become rife with chain stores that suppress our vitality and character.





Thank you,





Julie Napolin








The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Kim Quinones

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com
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Dear Planning Commission,





I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.





I live across the street from the Yoga Garden, an established small local yoga studio that is already serving our neighborhood. Down the road is YogaWorks, a formula chain from LA that is also already serving our community. This CorePower Yoga is not needed or wanted.





CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. We want a community-oriented business with integrity, one that values diversity and inclusion.





CorePower Yoga has a history of employee issues:





-Low pay for their workforce that is 85% women.


-Labor issues including settlement for backwages and minimum wage


-$189 per month membership is unaffordable to our diverse community


-We want a business where we will feel welcome!





We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!





Thank you,


Kim A. Quinones


285 Divisadero, Apt 4


San Francisco





Sent from my iPhone









 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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)
Subject: FW: 3140 16th hearing continuance
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:36:49 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

Commissioners,
Please be advised that we have received a request to continue this matter from your Agends this Thursday to

Nov. 15th.
 
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: Vu, Doug (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 9:36 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: 3140 16th hearing continuance
 

Hi Jonas – at the sponsor’s request, can we continue 3140-3150 16th Street from this Thursday to
November 15?
 
Thanks,
Doug
 

From: Jody Knight <jknight@reubenlaw.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 5:53 PM
To: Vu, Doug (CPC) <doug.vu@sfgov.org>; Horner, Justin (CPC) <Justin.Horner@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3140 16th hearing continuance
 

 

Doug, please continue the matter to November 15 for renoticing of both restaurant and nighttime
entertainment CU approval. Justin, I believe your analysis always contemplated an events use in addition
to restaurant use. However, if you need anything additional from us please let me know. Thanks both.
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Jody Knight
Partner
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.
 
 
 

mailto:jknight@reubenlaw.com
http://www.reubenlaw.com/
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); McKellar, Jennifer (CPC)
Subject: FW: Errata to the CPE Certificate and CPE Checklist for 1245 Folsom Street (Case File 2015-014148ENV)

memorandum
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:31:34 AM
Attachments: Errata to CPE Certificate and Checklist_1245 Folsom St_2015-014148ENV.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: McKellar, Jennifer (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 9:07 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Jardines,
Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Errata to the CPE Certificate and CPE Checklist for 1245 Folsom Street (Case File 2015-
014148ENV) memorandum
 
Good morning,
 
Would you please distribute the attached Errata to the CPE Certificate and CPE Checklist for 1245
Folsom Street memorandum to the Planning Commissioners as supplementary documentation to be
included in the Commission packet submitted on September 27, 2018, for the proposed project at
1245 Folsom Street (Case File 2015-014148ENV). This case will be heard by the Commissioners on

Thursday, October 4th, 2018.
 
Please note that the attached errata memorandum contains two text revisions. These revisions do
not constitute a modification of the proposed project at 1245 Folsom Street nor do they alter the
analysis or conclusions described in the CEQA documentation (CPE Certificate and CPE Checklist)
submitted as part of the Commission packet.
 
Thank you for your assistance,
 
Jennifer Barbour McKellar, Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8754| www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Memo 


 


 


DATE:  October 2, 2018 


TO:          Planning Commissioners and Case File 2015-014148ENV 


FROM:    Jennifer McKellar, Environmental Planning 


CC:   Richard Sucre, Current Planning 


   Esmeralda Jardines, Current Planning 


RE:          Errata to the CPE Certificate and CPE Checklist for 1245 Folsom 


Street 
 


The Planning Department published a packet for the subject project on September 27, 


2018, which was provided to the Planning Commission on September 27, 2018. Minor 


changes to the Certificate of Determination Community Plan Evaluation (CPE 


Certificate) and Initial Study Community Plan Evaluation (CPE Checklist) are required 


(i) to correct language in the CPE Certificate describing why mitigation measures M-CP-


1b: Oral Histories and M-CP-1c: Interpretive Program do not apply to the proposed 


project and (ii) to correct the proposed construction duration from a “16-month 


construction period” to a “35-month construction period” in one instance in the CPE 


Checklist. 


 


The changes described below would not alter the analysis or conclusions in the CPE 


Certificate and CPE Checklist for the following reasons. Mitigation measures M-CP-1b 


and M-CP-1c would continue to not apply to the proposed project because the proposed 


project would not demolish a historical resource. Moreover, the Planning Department 


reviewed the potential physical environmental impacts of the proposed project 


assuming a 35-month construction period, not a 16-month construction period; the 


reference to a 16-month construction period is a typo that occurred once in the CPE 


Checklist. 


As such, the following pages and sections in the CPE Certificate and Checklist have 


changed: 


Certificate of Determination Community Plan Evaluation (CPE Certificate) 


• Pages 5-6, Table 1: Western SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures, Applicability - As 


shown below, in an abridged version of Table 1, the original text describing why 


mitigation measures M-CP-1b and M-CP-1c are not applicable to the proposed 


project is deleted (depicted as strikethrough text) and replaced by revised text 


(depicted as double underline text).  







October 2, 2018 


2015-014148ENV – 1245 Folsom Street 


Page 2 


 
2 


Table 1 – Western SoMa PEIR Mitigation Measures 


Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance 


D. Cultural and 


Paleontological Resources 


  


M-CP-1b: Oral Histories Not Applicable: The proposed project would 


demolish a contributor to a California 


Register–eligible SoMa LGBTQ historic 


district. However, Planning Department 


preservation staff have determined that the 


subject property is one of many such 


contributors and its demolition would not 


result in a significant impact to the SoMa 


LGBTQ district.not demolish a historical 


resource. 


Not 


Applicable 


M-CP-1c: Interpretive Program Not Applicable: The proposed project would 


demolish a contributor to a California 


Register–eligible SoMa LGBTQ historic 


district. However, Planning Department 


preservation staff have determined that the 


subject property is one of many such 


contributors and its demolition would not 


result in a significant impact to the SoMa 


LGBTQ district.not demolish a historical 


resource. 


Not 


Applicable 


 


Initial Study Community Plan Evaluation (CPE Checklist) 


• Page 19, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, Topic 5: Noise -  The reference to “16-


month construction period” is changed to “35-month construction period.” 







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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INVESTMENT TO MAKE NEW HOUSING

DEVELOPMENT MORE AFFORDABLE TO VERY LOW-INCOME SENIORS
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:25:40 AM
Attachments: 10.2.18 88 Broadway.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, October 02, 2018 12:09 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INVESTMENT TO MAKE NEW
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT MORE AFFORDABLE TO VERY LOW-INCOME SENIORS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, October 2, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INVESTMENT TO

MAKE NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT MORE
AFFORDABLE TO VERY LOW-INCOME SENIORS
Mayor commits funding to make more units affordable to low-income seniors

 
San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today announced an investment of $1.5 million
to make an affordable housing development in the City’s Northeast Waterfront more
affordable to very low-income seniors.
 
The 88 Broadway project is a 125-unit family building serving very low-, low-, and middle-
income families and the 735 Davis project is a 53-unit building serving formerly homeless,
low-income and middle-income seniors. However, the original affordability plan didn’t serve
another serious need—housing for seniors earning only 30% of area median income (AMI),
which is around $24,000 per year. This additional funding will cut rents in half for 13 units of
senior housing, lowering the monthly rent for a one-bedroom apartment from $1,421 to $710.
 
“When we talk about affordable housing we need to take into account that what is affordable
to San Franciscans is often very different depending on the neighborhood they live in,” said
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, October 2, 2018 


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


  


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES INVESTMENT TO 


MAKE NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT MORE 


AFFORDABLE TO VERY LOW-INCOME SENIORS 
Mayor commits funding to make more units affordable to low-income seniors  


 


San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today announced an investment of $1.5 million to 


make an affordable housing development in the City’s Northeast Waterfront more affordable to 


very low-income seniors.  


 


The 88 Broadway project is a 125-unit family building serving very low-, low-, and middle-


income families and the 735 Davis project is a 53-unit building serving formerly homeless, low-


income and middle-income seniors. However, the original affordability plan didn’t serve another 


serious need—housing for seniors earning only 30% of area median income (AMI), which is 


around $24,000 per year. This additional funding will cut rents in half for 13 units of senior 


housing, lowering the monthly rent for a one-bedroom apartment from $1,421 to $710. 


 


“When we talk about affordable housing we need to take into account that what is affordable to 


San Franciscans is often very different depending on the neighborhood they live in,” said Mayor 


London Breed. “In this case, more than half of seniors living in District 3 make 30% or less of 


the area median income. With this investment, we can serve very low-income seniors who would 


otherwise be unable to afford what would still be considered ‘affordable’ housing to others with 


higher incomes.” 


  


88 Broadway Street and 735 Davis Street are located on adjacent, publicly owned parking lots. 


The family building is located on Port-owned land and the senior building is located on Public 


Works-owned land that was transferred to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 


Development (MOHCD) as surplus. MOHCD is contributing approximately $50 million total to 


develop the affordable housing at these two sites. The developer was selected in April 2016 and 


is a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation and the John Stewart Company.  


 


“I’m grateful for this collaborative effort with BRIDGE Housing, the John Stewart Company, the 


Port of San Francisco, and the Department of Public Works to make this unique and deeply 


affordable project possible,” said Kate Hartley, Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 


Community Development. 


 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


Both projects include active ground floor commercial uses, including a childcare facility, café 


and restaurant. The sites will be connected by a “mid-block” pedestrian passageway that will be 


open to the public. Construction is expected to begin in the spring of 2019. 


 


“We're proud to be partnering on these developments, which are a rare opportunity to bring a 


much-needed range of affordability to the neighborhood,” said BRIDGE Housing President and 


CEO Cynthia Parker. “The City's additional commitment will help some of our most vulnerable 


community members, effectively preventing homelessness and, for the seniors, enhancing their 


ability to thrive independently." 


 


“The John Stewart Company is thrilled to be part of this important project,” said John Stewart, 


Founder and Chairman of the John Stewart Company. “When we learned that District 3 has a 


higher number of low-income seniors than other San Francisco districts, we worked with the 


Mayor’s Office to ensure that more very low-income seniors could be accommodated. With a 


mix that now better reflects the needs of the community, from the very lowest incomes to the 


missing middle, we are excited to be working towards a 2019 construction start.” 


 







Mayor London Breed. “In this case, more than half of seniors living in District 3 make 30% or
less of the area median income. With this investment, we can serve very low-income seniors
who would otherwise be unable to afford what would still be considered ‘affordable’ housing
to others with higher incomes.”
 
88 Broadway Street and 735 Davis Street are located on adjacent, publicly owned parking lots.
The family building is located on Port-owned land and the senior building is located on Public
Works-owned land that was transferred to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development (MOHCD) as surplus. MOHCD is contributing approximately $50 million total
to develop the affordable housing at these two sites. The developer was selected in April 2016
and is a joint venture between BRIDGE Housing Corporation and the John Stewart Company.
 
“I’m grateful for this collaborative effort with BRIDGE Housing, the John Stewart Company,
the Port of San Francisco, and the Department of Public Works to make this unique and
deeply affordable project possible,” said Kate Hartley, Director of the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development.
 
Both projects include active ground floor commercial uses, including a childcare facility, café
and restaurant. The sites will be connected by a “mid-block” pedestrian passageway that will
be open to the public. Construction is expected to begin in the spring of 2019.
 
“We're proud to be partnering on these developments, which are a rare opportunity to bring a
much-needed range of affordability to the neighborhood,” said BRIDGE Housing President
and CEO Cynthia Parker. “The City's additional commitment will help some of our most
vulnerable community members, effectively preventing homelessness and, for the seniors,
enhancing their ability to thrive independently."
 
“The John Stewart Company is thrilled to be part of this important project,” said John Stewart,
Founder and Chairman of the John Stewart Company. “When we learned that District 3 has a
higher number of low-income seniors than other San Francisco districts, we worked with the
Mayor’s Office to ensure that more very low-income seniors could be accommodated. With a
mix that now better reflects the needs of the community, from the very lowest incomes to the
missing middle, we are excited to be working towards a 2019 construction start.”
 
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Opposition
Date: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 10:22:02 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: Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 3:41 PM
To: lynne newhouse segal; Rahaim, John (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;
Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); StefaniStaff, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Gallagher, Jack
(BOS)
Cc: Middle Polk Neighbourhood Association; Greg Scott; jmohanna@me.com
Subject: RE: 1600 Jackson Opposition
 
Hi All –
 
Lynne – thank you for you for forwarding this to our office. I have Jack copied here from our office
who is our lead on all matters related to Lan Use. He will make sure to pass this message to
Supervisor Stefani and is available for follow up.
 
Please let us know anything you need from our end in the meantime.
 
Best,
 
Ellie Miller Hall
Legislative Aide to District 2 Supervisor Catherine Stefani
City & County of San Francisco
415-554-7752
 

From: lynne newhouse segal [mailto:lynnenewhousesegal@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 3:18 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; jonas.lonin@sfgov.org;
StefaniStaff, (BOS) <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Miller Hall, Ellie (BOS) <ellie.millerhall@sfgov.org>
Cc: Middle Polk Neighbourhood Association <moe@middlepolk.org>; Greg Scott
<lgscpa@icloud.com>; jmohanna@me.com

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Subject: 1600 Jackson Opposition
 

 

Pacific Heights Residents Association (PHRA) joins Mid Polk Neighborhood Association and Polk
District Merchants Association in opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for formula retail use
by Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.  PHRA supports more housing at this address. 
Thank you for your consideration.
Lynne Newhouse Segal
VP, PHRA
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: PLEASE APPROVE 365 MARKET ON POLK STREET!
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 3:25:59 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: Judi Basolo [mailto:jbasolo@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 3:10 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPC)
Subject: PLEASE APPROVE 365 MARKET ON POLK STREET!
 

 

I live in the neighborhood at Jones and Clay  and I also work in
the neighborhood at California and Van Ness and we really
need a real amazing supermarket in our area like 365 can offer
us.  Been hoping this project would culminate for years now.
 The last time you vetoed this project so many people who
don’t reside in our neighborhood showed up at the commission
meeting  and I’m concerned that they should not be intruding
on what WE neighbors want or don’t want in OUR
neighborhood. Please listen to us, the people who reside/work
in this neighborhood, the people who are desirous of this great
365 store to be in our neighborhood, the people who are the
ones who support our neighborhood.
 
Thank you and if I were not on a business trip this Thursday
I’d be at the Thursday meeting to expound my 2 minutes on
why this project should go forth.
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Sincerely,
Judi Basolo
1247 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA  94109
 
415-730-5111
 
 
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2016-000378CUA HEARING DATE 10-04-2018 WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK,

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 2:54:35 PM
Attachments: 2018-10-01 RC TO SF PLANNING COMM RE WHOLE FOODS CONDITIONAL USE.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: Richard Cardello [mailto:richard@cardellodesign.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 2:40 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); zoning@rhnsf.org; Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com
Subject: Case No. 2016-000378CUA HEARING DATE 10-04-2018 WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON
AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
 

 

October 1, 2018
 
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94103
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
 
RE: Case No. 2016-000378CUA HEARING DATE 10-04-2018
WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
 
Commissioners:

I am in support of the above captioned Conditional Use Application.

I have long been impressed by the Planning Commission’s commitment to serving
the citizens of San Francisco, which is why I am appealing to you to consider their
needs and wishes regarding the proposed Whole Foods 365 hoping to occupy the
existing vacant former Lombardi Sports building at Jackson and Polk Streets.

My friends and neighbors overwhelmingly want this neighborhood-serving market. 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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October 1, 2018 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94103 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org  
 
RE: Case No. 2016-000378CUA HEARING DATE 10-04-2018 
WHOLE FOODS 365, 1600 JACKSON AT POLK, CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION 
 
Commissioners: 


I am in support of the above captioned Conditional Use Application. 


I have long been impressed by the Planning Commission’s commitment to serving the 
citizens of San Francisco, which is why I am appealing to you to consider their needs 
and wishes regarding the proposed Whole Foods 365 hoping to occupy the existing 
vacant former Lombardi Sports building at Jackson and Polk Streets. 


My friends and neighbors overwhelmingly want this neighborhood-serving market.  It 
seems that most of the opposition is from outside of the area that would be served by 
this store. 


In addition to comparing the numbers of supporters versus the number of opponents, I 
urge you to consider the implications of the decision you will make: I believe in CHOICE 
– if you approve this project, customers will have the choice to either patronize this store 
or not.  If you deny the CU, then the public is denied that choice.  Approving the CU 
puts the responsibility on WF365 to be truly NEIGHBORING SERVING if it is to be 
successful.  I believe Whole Foods has demonstrated that they are fully committed to 
doing so.  If they fail in that, they will close. 


I have attended several Planning Commission hearings and have watched very many 
of SFTV.  The dedication of you Commissioners to serving the people of San Francisco is 
clear.  You tirelessly struggle with housing issues, competing interests, codes, etc.  I am 
sure you were not fooled by the disingenuous proposal by the opposition to “build a 
new building with a market below and housing above” since recent legislation would 
make that impossible.  Prior proposed legislation to ban formula retail at this location 
met with tremendous protest by impacted neighbors and has been tabled.  I believe 
we have this unique opportunity to provide a much wanted market at this location and 
the Planning Commission would best serve the public by approving the original CU 
Application. 
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My understanding is that WF365 and the building’s owner clearly heard the Planning 
Commission’s desire for a housing component on the site.  If WF365 and the property 
owner are able to accommodate some housing using the existing building, even at the 
expense of the optimum potential of the market, I believe the Planning Commission will 
be compelled to approve this CU application WITHOUT THE NEED FOR FURTHER 
PROCESS. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
RICHARD CARDELLO 
 
CCS: 
John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 
john.rahaim@sfgov.org  
 
District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org 
 
SF Planner assigned to this project  
Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org  
 
RICH HILLIS  
Commission President 
richhillissf@gmail.com  
  
MYRNA MELGAR 
Commission Vice-President 
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org  
  
RODNEY FONG  
Commissioner 
 (415) 202-0436 
planning@rodneyfong.com  
  
MILICENT A. JOHNSON 
Commissioner 
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org 
 
JOEL KOPPEL 
Commissioner 
joel.koppel@sfgov.org  
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KATHRIN MOORE 
Commissioner 
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org  
  
DENNIS RICHARDS 
Commissioner 
dennis.richards@sfgov.org  
 
AARON PESKIN, SUPERVISOR DISTRICT 3 
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org 


RUSSIAN HILL NEIGHBORS 
zoning@rhnsf.org  
 
Rob Twyman 
Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com  







It seems that most of the opposition is from outside of the area that would be
served by this store.

In addition to comparing the numbers of supporters versus the number of
opponents, I urge you to consider the implications of the decision you will make: I
believe in CHOICE – if you approve this project, customers will have the choice to
either patronize this store or not.  If you deny the CU, then the public is denied that
choice.  Approving the CU puts the responsibility on WF365 to be truly
NEIGHBORING SERVING if it is to be successful.  I believe Whole Foods has
demonstrated that they are fully committed to doing so.  If they fail in that, they will
close.

I have attended several Planning Commission hearings and have watched very
many of SFTV.  The dedication of you Commissioners to serving the people of San
Francisco is clear.  You tirelessly struggle with housing issues, competing interests,
codes, etc.  I am sure you were not fooled by the disingenuous proposal by the
opposition to “build a new building with a market below and housing above” since
recent legislation would make that impossible.  Prior proposed legislation to ban
formula retail at this location met with tremendous protest by impacted neighbors
and has been tabled.  I believe we have this unique opportunity to provide a much
wanted market at this location and the Planning Commission would best serve the
public by approving the original CU Application.

My understanding is that WF365 and the building’s owner clearly heard the
Planning Commission’s desire for a housing component on the site.  If WF365 and
the property owner are able to accommodate some housing using the existing
building, even at the expense of the optimum potential of the market, I believe the
Planning Commission will be compelled to approve this CU application WITHOUT
THE NEED FOR FURTHER PROCESS.
 
Very truly yours,
 
RICHARD CARDELLO
 
CCS:
John Rahaim
Director of Planning
john.rahaim@sfgov.org
 
District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
 
SF Planner assigned to this project
Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org
 
RICH HILLIS
Commission President
richhillissf@gmail.com
 
MYRNA MELGAR
Commission Vice-President
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
 

mailto:john.rahaim@sfgov.org
mailto:Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:myrna.melgar@sfgov.org


RODNEY FONG
Commissioner
(415) 202-0436
planning@rodneyfong.com
 
MILICENT A. JOHNSON
Commissioner
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
 
JOEL KOPPEL
Commissioner
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
 
KATHRIN MOORE
Commissioner
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
 
DENNIS RICHARDS
Commissioner
dennis.richards@sfgov.org
 
Rob Twyman
Rob.Twyman@wholefoods.com
 
RHN DZLU
zoning@rhnsf.org
 
 
 
RICHARD CARDELLO
999 GREEN STREET NO. 903
SAN FRANCISCO  CA  94133
 
T 415.923.5810
 
richard@cardellodesign.com
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 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: FW: Call to Action - 1600 Jackson 10/4 Planning Commission Meeting
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 1:41:37 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: Todd David [mailto:todd@sfhac.org] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 12:29 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); HillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John
(CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Cc: Corey Smith; Moe Jamil
Subject: Fwd: FW: Call to Action - 1600 Jackson 10/4 Planning Commission Meeting
 

 

Dear Planning Dept Commissioners and Staff:
 
The communication below incorrectly states that the SF HAC is opposed to Whole Foods
moving in to 1600 Jackson Street.  While we originally opposed this project, we moved to a
neutral position after extensive discussions with the project sponsor where it was demonstrated
to HAC that housing does not pencil at this sight given the current inclusionary levels and
impact fees.  I stated our neutral position during public comment the last time this project was
before the Planning Commission.  
 
While we would love to see housing on the site, we do not believe forcing groups to agree to
economically infeasible projects makes any sense.  Given the current costs of building housing
in SF (ie construction costs, financing, inclusionary, impact fees. . . ), we are discovering that
many housing projects are economically infeasible.  
 
Given that housing is not an economic option on this sight, HAC has no opinion as to whether
Whole Foods or any other use is appropriate.  As previously stated, we are neutral on this issue.
 
Feel free to reach out to me with any questions or clarifications.
 
Todd David
 
 

 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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1600 Jackson Update - Housing
not Amazon/Whole Foods

 
DATE: THURSDAY, OCTOBER 4TH 

TIME:  COMMISSION MEETING
BEGINS 1:00PM

10/4/18 Planning Commission
Agenda

 
LOCATION: CITY HALL, ROOM 400

MPNA along with several other well-
respected neighborhood, merchant, and
community organizations have called for
Housing over Retail at 1600 Jackson
Street and not an Amazon/Whole Foods
which represents an antiquated land use
and will destroy our unique merchant
corridor. 

These organizations include: 

Polk District Merchants Association
 
Lower Polk Neighbors

Council of District Merchants 

Coalition of San Francisco
Neighborhoods

Chinatown Community Development
Center

San Francisco Housing Action Coalition 
 
Van Ness Corridor Neighborhoods
Council

Local 648 United Commercial Food
Workers

The Jug Shop

Le Beau Market

http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001oyo5HWml9d73PHi-vWdsvBhJ1A4yToe94Irw8exRew2re1TmKmrNkxdO2j1aNemUXaMD868XFy2Yuaon7rJ_KpKE_vpvi7aeRRhssg-0Yxg1RxZgh-R7Z86fdfdWxbgGCYRqDV6my9tckU3pHeq_VfPdRcfIDG8SR0VquYJ_rxA=&c=uI7MPOT8O48C_IbjalTQwOuxx1pLj6kJYr05ahQVl2foXPflS5fdEg==&ch=gdRztBdxDSv_CyR1D6gm2SWW6YaU624B69OHy_rzBHZpeNwCZaRG8Q==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001oyo5HWml9d73PHi-vWdsvBhJ1A4yToe94Irw8exRew2re1TmKmrNk4W7QRTCeocoQh3sk_6wjdc4SFPU7oU5GhCo1mNvGoYtYwLR1ZZLTnE3yW-ugJJ_z1IrWSwGgH3KpUrAFN8NnD2UFEA7qj04lCKro0f3etcILOh6nlFPriOZnQi-RYPzHzlk1V3WT2kn&c=uI7MPOT8O48C_IbjalTQwOuxx1pLj6kJYr05ahQVl2foXPflS5fdEg==&ch=gdRztBdxDSv_CyR1D6gm2SWW6YaU624B69OHy_rzBHZpeNwCZaRG8Q==
http://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?f=001oyo5HWml9d73PHi-vWdsvBhJ1A4yToe94Irw8exRew2re1TmKmrNk4W7QRTCeocoQh3sk_6wjdc4SFPU7oU5GhCo1mNvGoYtYwLR1ZZLTnE3yW-ugJJ_z1IrWSwGgH3KpUrAFN8NnD2UFEA7qj04lCKro0f3etcILOh6nlFPriOZnQi-RYPzHzlk1V3WT2kn&c=uI7MPOT8O48C_IbjalTQwOuxx1pLj6kJYr05ahQVl2foXPflS5fdEg==&ch=gdRztBdxDSv_CyR1D6gm2SWW6YaU624B69OHy_rzBHZpeNwCZaRG8Q==


<image002.jpg>

Real Foods Company

Cheese Plus 

Cathedral Hill Neighborhood Association
 
North Beach Business Association
 
Sierra Club 

SF Transit Riders 

and many more... 
 

 
DATE: THURSDAY, OCTOBER

4TH 
TIME:  COMMISSION

MEETING BEGINS 1:00PM
 
We still need your help please
stand up for our local merchants
and for smart housing policy by
letting the Planning Commission
know that you OPPOSE the
conditional use application of
Amazon/Whole Foods at 1600
Jackson.
 
We will really need a big turn out
at public comment and continue
to send your letters of opposition
to: 
 
Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org 
Commission President Hillis -
HillisSF@gmail.com
Commissioner Melgar
- myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
Commissioner Fong -
planning@rodneyfong.com 
Commissioner Johnson

<image002.jpg>

mailto:Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:HillisSF@gmail.com
mailto:myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
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-  milicent.johnson@sfgov.org 
Commissioner Koppel -
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
Commissioner Moore -
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org 
Commissioner Richards -
dennis.richards@sfgov.org
Director Rahim -
John.Rahaim@sfgov.org
Planner -
Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org 
 
 
Thank you,
MPNA Board of Directors
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association,
PO Box 640918, San Francisco, CA 94164-0918

SafeUnsubscribe™ stellarca3@aol.com

 
Forward this email | Update Profile | About our service provider

 
Sent by chris@middlepolk.org in collaboration with
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--
Todd David  杜德偉
Executive Director | San Francisco Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103

mailto:milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
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Office (415) 541-9001 | Cell (415) 373-8879
Email: todd@sfhac.org | Web: sfhac.org
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 1:41:25 PM
Attachments: MPNA.PDMA.UFCW Letter.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Drakari Donaldson [mailto:drakaridonaldson@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 1:05 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: RichhillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter written by the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association
(MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and
Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street.
 
I think it clearly outlines the opposition against the Conditional Use application and I
would like to voice my opposition as a resident of Russian Hill.
 
Please DO NOT Approve this CU.
 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
--
Drakari Donaldson
General Manager
Bullitt Bar & Grill
1859 Larkin St
Apt 201
 

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://maps.google.com/?q=1600+Jackson+Street&entry=gmail&source=g



September 24, 2018, 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   


At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   


(1) No Housing -> No Approval  


The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   


We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  


UFCW
Local 648


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







Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    


(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 


It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    


To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   


(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 


Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 







paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 


(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   


Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 


It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 


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







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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FROM FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

TO HOUSE 99 CHRONICALLY HOMELESS SAN FRANCISCANS
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 1:15:43 PM
Attachments: 10.1.18 Affordable Housing Vouchers Funding.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, October 01, 2018 12:27 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FROM FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT TO HOUSE 99 CHRONICALLY HOMELESS SAN FRANCISCANS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, October 1, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FROM
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO HOUSE 99 CHRONICALLY

HOMELESS SAN FRANCISCANS
San Francisco Housing Authority awarded $1.78 million, the largest allocation of any region

in the country
 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced that San Francisco has been
awarded $1.78 million for housing vouchers by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), which will house 99 chronically homeless adults with disabilities.
 
The funding is part of $98.5 million that was awarded by HUD to 285 housing authorities
nationwide to provide permanent affordable housing to nearly 12,000 additional non-elderly
people with disabilities. San Francisco received the largest allocation of any of the authorities
receiving funding.
 
“This funding is an incredible opportunity to bring 99 San Franciscans with disabilities off of
our streets and into housing,” said Mayor Breed. “We are in the midst of a housing crisis that
is having a dramatic effect on our low-income population and increasing homelessness in our
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, October 1, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FROM 


FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO HOUSE 99 CHRONICALLY 


HOMELESS SAN FRANCISCANS 
San Francisco Housing Authority awarded $1.78 million, the largest allocation of any region in 


the country  


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced that San Francisco has been 


awarded $1.78 million for housing vouchers by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 


Development (HUD), which will house 99 chronically homeless adults with disabilities. 


 


The funding is part of $98.5 million that was awarded by HUD to 285 housing authorities 


nationwide to provide permanent affordable housing to nearly 12,000 additional non-elderly 


people with disabilities. San Francisco received the largest allocation of any of the authorities 


receiving funding.  


 


“This funding is an incredible opportunity to bring 99 San Franciscans with disabilities off of our 


streets and into housing,” said Mayor Breed. “We are in the midst of a housing crisis that is 


having a dramatic effect on our low-income population and increasing homelessness in our City. 


Funding like this is critical to providing paths out of homelessness for people who need help.” 


 


The housing assistance is provided through HUD’s Section 811 Mainstream Housing Choice 


Voucher program, which provides funding to housing agencies to assist non-elderly persons with 


disabilities who are transitioning out of institutional or other separated settings; homeless; or at 


risk of becoming homeless.   


 


”We are excited to partner with the Housing Authority to help end homelessness for some of the 


most vulnerable individuals experiencing homelessness in our community,” said Jeff Kositsky, 


Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We look forward to 


working closely with the Housing Authority to quickly deploy these vouchers and get them into 


the hands of the people who need them most.” 


 


The San Francisco Housing Authority will administer the vouchers. The Department of 


Homelessness and Supportive Housing will work to identify participants through the 


Coordinated Entry System and will be contracting with a non-profit to provide housing locator 


services to ensure that voucher holders are housed quickly. The Coordinated Entrance System 


has signed up 2,114 individuals since August, surpassing its initial goal of 2,000 sign-ups by the 


end of October. 


 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


“The San Francisco Housing Authority is grateful to have received the largest Mainstream 


Voucher award in the Nation from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development,” 


said Barbara Smith, Executive Director of the San Francisco Housing Authority. “As a result of 


developing a strong application in partnership with our City and nonprofit partners, we will 


collectively move 99 San Franciscans who are currently homeless, at-risk of homelessness, 


leaving institutional settings or at risk of institutionalization into their own stable homes.” 


 


The application for this funding was submitted by the Department of Homelessness and 


Supportive Housing and the San Francisco Housing Authority. 


 


### 







City. Funding like this is critical to providing paths out of homelessness for people who need
help.”
 
The housing assistance is provided through HUD’s Section 811 Mainstream Housing Choice
Voucher program, which provides funding to housing agencies to assist non-elderly persons
with disabilities who are transitioning out of institutional or other separated settings; homeless;
or at risk of becoming homeless. 
 
”We are excited to partner with the Housing Authority to help end homelessness for some of
the most vulnerable individuals experiencing homelessness in our community,” said Jeff
Kositsky, Director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “We look
forward to working closely with the Housing Authority to quickly deploy these vouchers and
get them into the hands of the people who need them most.”
 
The San Francisco Housing Authority will administer the vouchers. The Department of
Homelessness and Supportive Housing will work to identify participants through the
Coordinated Entry System and will be contracting with a non-profit to provide housing locator
services to ensure that voucher holders are housed quickly. The Coordinated Entrance System
has signed up 2,114 individuals since August, surpassing its initial goal of 2,000 sign-ups by
the end of October.
 
“The San Francisco Housing Authority is grateful to have received the largest Mainstream
Voucher award in the Nation from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development,”
said Barbara Smith, Executive Director of the San Francisco Housing Authority. “As a result
of developing a strong application in partnership with our City and nonprofit partners, we will
collectively move 99 San Franciscans who are currently homeless, at-risk of homelessness,
leaving institutional settings or at risk of institutionalization into their own stable homes.”
 
The application for this funding was submitted by the Department of Homelessness and
Supportive Housing and the San Francisco Housing Authority.
 

###
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods project
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:51:39 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: Yvette Cuca [mailto:ycuca@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:41 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillisSF@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards,
Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods project
 

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
I am writing in favor of the proposed Whole Foods 365 project at 1600 Jackson Street, at the
corner of Polk. I am in favor of the proposal for a number of reasons.
 
First, this building has been empty for a number of years already. Although there have been
several proposals for the space, none have been found to be acceptable to everyone in the
neighborhood. Instead, we now have a huge empty space that is dragging down the entire area
around it. 
 
Second, housing is obviously an important consideration for the city, but there have been more
than a few new, large apartment buildings that have been built in the surrounding area in the past
couple of years. The existing housing needs supporting services, including grocery stores. 
 
Third, I believe the rationales for not building on top of the existing building, and not tearing down
the building to create something new are reasonable. No one in the neighborhood wants more
years of construction on Polk Street right after the entire block has undergone extensive and
disruptive renovation (and not with all the current construction on Van Ness). In addition, this site
is on the top of the hill, and I don't think we should build a tall apartment building on the top of a
hill, where it will tower over everything around it.
 
Third, the other food stores nearby are generally specialty stores (The Cheese Shop, The Jug
Shop). Even Real Foods is relatively specialized in comparison to what the Whole Foods 365
stores will sell. I completely understand the concern from the owners of these businesses, but I
believe that even though a Whole Foods may initially take business from some of the smaller

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


stores, it will ultimately raise the entire neighborhood, and bring in more people and more
shoppers for everyone. For my family, having the Whole Foods will mean not driving my car to
Safeway.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
Yvette Cuca
ycuca@yahoo.com
1425 Vallejo Street (between Polk and Larkin)
 
 



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: CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); PEARSON, AUDREY (CAT);

Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: RE: CPC Calendars for October 4, 2018
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:35:12 AM
Attachments: 20181004_closedsession_corr.pdf

20181004_closedsession_corr.docx

Commissioners,
Please disregard the previous email. The right CORRECTED Agenda is attached. Apologies for any confusion.
 
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: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:14 AM
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); PEARSON, AUDREY
(CAT); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: RE: CPC Calendars for October 4, 2018
 
Commissioners,
Attached is a CORRECTED Agenda for your Closed Session.
 
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: Ionin, Jonas (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 1:32 PM
To: Dennis Richards (dennis.richards@sfgov.org); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Myrna Melgar; planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT) (Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org); JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT); PEARSON, AUDREY (CAT); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: CPC Calendars for October 4, 2018
 
Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for October 4, 2018.
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Audrey.Pearson@sfcityatty.org
mailto:mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org
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Corrected – Notice of Special Hearing 
 
 
 
 
 


Commission Chambers, Room 400 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 


San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
 


 
Thursday, October 4, 2018 


12:00 p.m. 
Closed Session 


 
Commissioners: 


Rich Hillis, President 
Myrna Melgar, Vice President 


 Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,  
Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards 


 
Commission Secretary: 


Jonas P. Ionin 
 


 
Hearing Materials are available at: 


Website: http://www.sfplanning.org 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 


Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422 
 
 


Commission Hearing Broadcasts: 
Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org 


Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78 
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26 


 
 
 
 
 
 


Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance. 
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http://www.sfgovtv.org/
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the 
City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City 
operations are open to the people's review. 
  
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the 
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents. 
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. 
  
Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at 
www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday 
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at 
the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in 
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


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


1.         Public Comments on Matters to be discussed in Closed Session. 
  
2.         Consider Adoption of Motion on Whether to Assert the Attorney-Client Privilege Regarding 
the Matters Listed Below as Conference With Legal Counsel. (San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 67.10(d).)   
  
THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL GO INTO CLOSED SESSION TO DISCUSS THE FOLLOWING: 


  
3.         Conference with Legal Counsel - Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
54956.9(d)(2) and (e)(1) and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10(d)(2), a point has 
been reached where, on the advice of legal counsel, based on existing facts and circumstances, 
there is significant exposure to litigation with the City as defendant.  (Kristen Jensen, Audrey 
Pearson, Kate Stacy) 
  
4. Conference with Legal Counsel - Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
54956.9(d)(1) and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10(d)(1), the Commission will 
discuss with legal counsel existing litigation with the City as plaintiffdefendant in RRTI, Inc. vs. 
City and County of San Francisco (San Francisco Superior Court No. CPF-18-516301). (Kristen Jensen, 
Audrey Pearson, Kate Stacy) 
 
FOLLOWING THE CLOSED SESSION, THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL RECONVENE IN OPEN 
SESSION. 
  
5.         Following the Closed Session, the Planning Commission will report on any action taken 
during the Closed Session and will consider a motion regarding whether to disclose any part of the 
discussions during Closed Session. 
 


ADJOURNMENT 





		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...
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Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689





Thursday, October 4, 2018

12:00 p.m.

Closed Session



Commissioners:

Rich Hillis, President

Myrna Melgar, Vice President

 Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26













Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.



Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review.

 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

 

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE:

規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 



RUSSIAN:

Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





ROLL CALL:		

		President:	Rich Hillis 

		Vice-President:	Myrna Melgar; 

		Commissioners:                	Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, 

			Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



A.            CLOSED SESSION:

 

1.         Public Comments on Matters to be discussed in Closed Session.

 

2.         Consider Adoption of Motion on Whether to Assert the Attorney-Client Privilege Regarding the Matters Listed Below as Conference With Legal Counsel. (San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10(d).)  

 

THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL GO INTO CLOSED SESSION TO DISCUSS THE FOLLOWING:

 

3.         Conference with Legal Counsel - Pursuant to California Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(2) and (e)(1) and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10(d)(2), a point has been reached where, on the advice of legal counsel, based on existing facts and circumstances, there is significant exposure to litigation with the City as defendant.  (Kristen Jensen, Audrey Pearson, Kate Stacy)

 

4.	Conference with Legal Counsel - Pursuant to California Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1) and San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.10(d)(1), the Commission will discuss with legal counsel existing litigation with the City as plaintiffdefendant in RRTI, Inc. vs.

City and County of San Francisco (San Francisco Superior Court No. CPF-18-516301). (Kristen Jensen, Audrey Pearson, Kate Stacy)



FOLLOWING THE CLOSED SESSION, THE PLANNING COMMISSION WILL RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION.

 

5.         Following the Closed Session, the Planning Commission will report on any action taken during the Closed Session and will consider a motion regarding whether to disclose any part of the discussions during Closed Session.



ADJOURNMENT
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Please note, that the Closed Session will begin at noon.
 
Enjoy the weekend,
 
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
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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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Whole Foods
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:18:20 AM
Attachments: Support for Whole Foods on Jackson and Polk Streets.msg

Fwd Whole Foods 365 Conditional Use Permit Meeting October 4 2018.msg
SUPPORT for Whole Foods 365 Polk St..msg
104 Hearing Whole Foods 365.msg
Whole Foods store at 1601 jackson st. .msg
Whole food 365.msg
Whole Food 365- support.msg
Whole Foods CUP Hearing 10418.msg
Whole Foods 365 - support.msg
Whole Foods CUP Hearing 10418.msg
Oppose Whole Foods on Polk St. .msg
Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU.msg
2016-000378CUA 1600 JACKSON STREET.msg
Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU.msg
Fwd Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU.msg
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Support for Whole Foods on Jackson and Polk Streets

		From

		John Addeo

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients
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FROM:












John and Barbara Addeo





1650- Jackson Street apt # 705





San Francisco, CA 94109





September 28, 2018





 





Dear Planning Commissioners;





We are totally IN SUPPORT of the Whole Food “365” housing and retail store as now proposed for the Corner of Jackson Street and Polk Street. 





We believe that our opinion and support for what is right next door to our building should strongly be considered. Many people who spoke at your last hearing did NOT live anywhere near Jackson and Polk, and so would not be as impacted either  positively or negatively as we are, and we Support this Project. We all live in San Francisco and our many separate Districts are designed so that locals in a district have an important and valued voice for what impacts their district and their neighborhood. I did not feel at the last hearing that the Commissioners were sensitive that those of us will be most impacted by this project. 





We were also very pleased to see that this new proposal before you complied with your specific request, ‘… to come back with housing as part of the project’, and that is what Whole Food has done.





We have lived at 1650 Jackson Street since 1992, and over the years, MANY new high rise, multi unit building have been built within five square blocks of the corner of Jackson and Polk. You have the numbers, and without my knocking on doors of these many buildings, it would be fair to guess that there have been HUNDREDS of new units both rental and Condominium added to the City inventory in this small area alone since 1992. Many MORE residential high rise building have now been approved and projected for development within this same five square blocks. We are not a Housing desert.





Please give your valued consideration to those of us that live directly in this neighborhood.  Thank you for your efforts in keeping Polk Street alive and well, by approving the Whole Food, “365” project.





 





Sincerely, 





John and Barbara Addeo





1650-Jackson Street apt# 705








See this letter, also attached below
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John and Barbara Addeo


1650- Jackson Street apt # 705


San Francisco, CA 94109


September 28, 2018





Dear Planning Commissioners;


We are totally IN SUPPORT of the Whole Food “365” housing and retail store as now proposed for the Corner of Jackson Street and Polk Street. 


We believe that our opinion and support for what is right next door to our building should strongly be considered. Many people who spoke your last hearing did NOT live anywhere near Jackson and Polk, and so would not be impacted either as positively or negatively as we are and we Support this Project. We all live in San Francisco and our many separate Districts are designed so that locals in a district have an important and valued voice for what impacts their district and their neighborhood. I did not feel at the last hearing that the Commissioners were sensitive that those of us who will be most impacted by this project. 


We were also very pleased to see that this new proposal now before you, also complied with your specific request, ‘… to come back with housing as part of the project’, and that is what Whole Food has done!


We have lived at 1650 Jackson Street since 1992, and over the years, MANY new high rise, multi unit building have been built within five square blocks of the corner of Jackson and Polk. You have the numbers, and without my knocking on doors of these many buildings, it would be fair to guess that there have been HUNDREDS of new units both rental and Condominium added to the City inventory in this small area alone since 1992. Many MORE residential high rise building have now been approved and projected for development within this same five square blocks. We are not a Housing desert.


Please give your valued consideration to those of us that live directly in this neighborhood.  Thank you for your efforts in keeping Polk Street alive and well, by approving the Whole Food, “365” project.





Sincerely, 


John and Barbara Addeo


1650-Jackson Street apt# 705










Fwd: Whole Foods 365 Conditional Use Permit Meeting October 4, 2018

		From

		Karen Dold

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 











Sent from my iPhone





Begin forwarded message:







From: Trattratt <trattratt@aol.com>
Date: September 28, 2018 at 2:21:07 PM PDT
To: commissions.secretary@sf.gov
Cc: RichHillisSF@gmail.com, myrnamelgar@sfgov.org, planning@rodneyfong.com,  milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, joel.koppel@sfgov.org,  kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, dennis.richards@sfgov.org,  John.Rahaim@sfgov.org, nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
Subject: Whole Foods 365 Conditional Use Permit Meeting October 4, 2018



















1650 Jackson Street Condominium Owners' Association


1650 Jackson Street


San Francisco, CA  94109





Case No. 2016-000378CUA


Case No. 2016-001823PCA








Dear Commissioners:





We at 1650 Jackson Street, a condominium building adjacent to 1600 Jackson Street consisting of 69 residential units and two retail units, support the proposed Whole Foods 365 project with 5 residential units on Jackson and Polk streets. A poll of our residents voted overwhelmingly in favor of this project.  We are very pleased that Whole Foods 365 and Village Properties have not given up on our neighborhood and have worked diligently with the Planning Commission to come up with a solution that everyone could be satisfied with.





As we have written before, the former tenant at 1600 Jackson Street brought a vitality to Polk Street which is now missing.  Since this building has been vacant, we have had increased crime and homelessness in our neighborhood which has affected the residents at 1650 Jackson Street in adverse ways.  We know that Whole Foods and the developer are proposing a solution which could be realized in a short time which would greatly benefit Polk St. and its neighbors.





We would like to remind the commissioners that our neighborhood turned down a proposal for a ban on formula retail and we have no objection to a store such as Whole Foods 365 being a part of our neighborhood. Our area has been undergoing a huge transformation in the last few years with the construction of many multi-unit buildings with many more to come.  We need a full-service grocery store to keep up with the demands of the neighborhood.  Specialty stores such as The Cheese Shop, Bel Campo Meats and The Jug Shop are wonderful additions to the neighborhood but are definitely not full-service stores and are not affordable for every day use for our neighbors.  A Whole Foods 365 at this location is consistent with the idea of San Francisco as a Transit First policy.  





Foot traffic generated by an anchor store such as this (which Polk St. currently lacks and which is reflected in the many vacant store fronts) would also expose new customers to local businesses as well.


We believe this building is a viable one and has a life of many, many years.  We applaud the efforts of Whole Foods and Village Properties to come up with a solution agreeable to both neighbors as well as the Planning Department and the Commissioners.  Using the building in this way, we believe, is the most sustainable, non-wasteful solution.








Best regards,


Frank Burkatzky, President


Dick Wayman, Vice-President


Bob Kamm, Treasurer


Lindsay Kotterman, Secretary


Karen Dold, Member at Large














SUPPORT for Whole Foods 365 Polk St.

		From

		Lynn Jacobs

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); RichHillisSF@gmail.com

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Dear Commissioners:





I am writing to express my support for the proposed Whole Foods 365 Market at 1600 Jackson Street. I’m a Russian Hill resident, and believe that quality grocery options on Polk St. are currently insufficient. I also believe that rehabilitating an existing building that fits in with the character of the neighborhood is preferable to tearing it down and replacing it with something new.





Because this proposed project is to be undertaken by Amazon, there is no doubt that financing for this project will be secure, which cannot necessarily be said for other possible developers of this site.





All of my friends and acquaintances in the neighborhood are in favor of the Whole Foods 365 Market, and I’m encouraging them to express their support in writing. 






Sincerely,






Lynn Jacobs


1853 Jones Street








10/4 Hearing Whole Foods 365

		From

		gloriart8003@sbcglobal.net

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		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; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
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Dear Commissioners,





I reside at 1650 Jackson Street adjacent to 1600 Jackson Street and again request


that you approve the Whole Foods 365 plan which will improve the quality of life


in our neighborhood.





Thank you for your support.





Sincerely,





Gloria Allen


Apartment 603


1650 Jackson Street resident/owner since 2001





Sent from my iPad











Whole Foods store at 1601 jackson st. 

		From

		andrew nelson

		To

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

		Recipients

		RichHillis@gmail.com; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Dear Sir, Madame,


I am a 20 year resident to the adjacent building 1650 Jackson.  I fully approve of Whole Foods moving in.   We are underserved in this area for a grocery store.  I also believe it would lower the cost of grocery shopping and keep cars off the road that now travel to buy their groceries.


Sincerely,


Andrew Nelson


1650 Jackson St. #602


415 320-9878





Sent from my iPad








Whole food 365

		From

		denniseblum

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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I am a long time Russian Hill resident, residing at Union and Polk, writing to indicate my support for the Whole Foods 365 at the former Lombardi site.


Thank you,





Dennis Blum


1434 Union St.


Sent from my iPhone








Whole Food 365- support

		From

		Diane Josephs

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc
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		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillisSF@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; john.rahaim@sfgov.org; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
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Dear Commissioners:





I strongly support issuance of the permit for construction of Whole Food 365. As a longtime resident of Russian Hill, I feel it is a needed addition to the neighborhood. 





Sincerely, 





Diane Josephs


1436 Union St. 








Whole Foods CUP Hearing 10/4/18

		From

		Trattratt

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc

		RichHillis@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); kathrinmoore@sfgov.org; Richards, Dennis (CPC); JohnRahaim@sfgov.org.; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; RichHillis@gmail.com; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrinmoore@sfgov.org; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; JohnRahaim@sfgov.org.; nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
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1650 Jackson Street Condominium Owners' Association


1650 Jackson Street


San Francisco, CA  94109





Case No. 2016-000378CUA


Case No. 2016-001823PCA








Dear Commissioners:





We at 1650 Jackson Street, a condominium building adjacent to 1600 Jackson Street consisting of 69 residential units and two retail units, support the proposed Whole Foods 365 project with 5 residential units on Jackson and Polk streets. A poll of our residents voted overwhelmingly in favor of this project.  We are very pleased that Whole Foods 365 and Village Properties have not given up on our neighborhood and have worked diligently with the Planning Commission to come up with a solution that everyone could be satisfied with.





As we have written before, the former tenant at 1600 Jackson Street, brought a vitality to Polk Street which is now missing.  Since this building has been vacant, we have had increased crime and homelessness in our neighborhood which has affected the tenants at 1650 Jackson Street in adverse ways.  We know that Whole Foods and the developer are proposing a solution which could be realized in a short time which would greatly benefit Polk St. and its neighbors.





We would like to remind the commissioners that our neighborhood turned down a proposal for a ban on formula retail and we have no objection to a store such as Whole Foods 365 being a part of our neighborhood. Our area has been undergoing a huge transformation in the last few years with the construction of many multi-unit buildings with many more to come.  We need a full-service grocery store to keep up with the demands of the neighborhood.  Specialty stores such as The Cheese Plus, Bel Campo Meats and The Jug Shop are wonderful additions to the neighborhood but are definitely not full-service stores and are not affordable for every day use for our residents or  neighbors.  A Whole Foods 365 at this location is consistent with the idea of San Francisco as a Transit First policy.  





Foot traffic generated by an anchor store such as this (which Polk St. currently lacks and which is reflected in the many vacant store fronts) would also expose new customers to local businesses as well.


We believe this building is a viable one and has a life of many, many years.  We applaud the efforts of Whole Foods and Village Properties to come up with a solution agreeable to both neighbors as well as the Planning Department and the Commissioners.  Using the building in this way, we believe, is the most sustainable, non-wasteful solution.





Our association and residents have written many letters to the Commission before and we hope that the Commissioners refer back to how much support there has been in this neighborhood.  We believe and hope that this is a valuable upgrade to our neighborhood and want you to know that we support this project 100%.





Best regards,


Frank Burkatzky, President


Dick Wayman, Vice-President


Bob Kamm, Treasurer


Lindsay Kotterman, Secretary


Karen Dold, Member at Large








Whole Foods 365  - support

		From

		L Ferrante

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Commissioners:

I strongly support issuance of the permit for construction of Whole Food 365 at the upcoming Oct 4 meeting . As a longtime resident of Russian Hill, I feel it is a needed addition to the neighborhood.

Sincerely, 

Lynn Ferrante
1335 Union St #7
San Francisco, CA 94109 








Whole Foods CUP Hearing 10/4/18

		From

		Trattratt

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 





Dear Jonas, 


Sorry to bother you, but I have sent two letters to the commission in the last couple of days regarding this meeting and keep having them returned to me.  Please check to see that you have received a letter from the 1650 Jackson Street Condominium Owners' Association and one from myself and husband, Karen and David Dold to the commission.  I really want these letters to be included in the folder to the commissioners regarding this subject.





Thank you and hope all is well. 





Best regards,


Karen Dold








Oppose Whole Foods on Polk St. 

		From

		Jan Blum

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



 	 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.





 








Subject: Oppose Whole Foods on Polk St. 







Please distribute to the individual Planning Dept.  Commmissioners.  Thank you 





Subject:   Oppose Whole Foods at the former Lombardi Sports location 





 Commissioners: 








 We desperately need to address the shortage of affordable housing - especially close to mass transit access.





Please refuse the Whole Foods/ Amazon, private label development.   We do not need yet more food stores in this area as there are already numerous mom and pops, a Le Beau, Trader Joe’s,  and,  yes, even a Whole Foods store within a mile of this location.  





What we  desperately do need is thousands more affordable apartments to house people struggling to continue to live here  especially teachers, EMT, first responders and people who can fill jobs in retail, restaurants and all manner of service occupations. The former Lombardi Spirts location should be utilized for affordable housing.  Additionally, It has great mass transit access in a walkable neighborhood.  We do not need a car centric, cut rate  destination store in the congested Polk Street corridor.  





Without adequate affordable housing, even Whole Foods  will be unable to fill local jobs to ring up private label food purchases and to deliver those same groceries to purchasers  -as the cost of living in San Francisco is too high and service wages are insufficient.





Thank you


Jan Blum








--“Only plastic escapes mortality”,  Lisa Appignanesi, British writer, 2018.  Sent by IPhone with apologies for typos. .  














Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU

		From

		duncan ley

		To

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Cc
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Dear Planning Commissioners, 






Please see the attached letter written by the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street.







I think it clearly outlines the opposition against the Conditional Use application and I would like to voice my opposition as a resident of Russian Hill.






Please DO NOT Approve this CU.









Kind Regards, 










-- 



Duncan Talento Ley 


1655 Hyde St


415.722.6520


duncan@tngsf.com


SF . CA





-- 



Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient and received this in error, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and you are hereby notified that the copying, use or distribution of any information or materials transmitted in or with this message is strictly prohibited.










MPNA.PDMA.UFCW Letter.pdf

MPNA.PDMA.UFCW Letter.pdf




September 24, 2018, 



RE: 1600 Jackson Street 



Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   



At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   



(1) No Housing -> No Approval  



The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   



We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  



UFCW
Local 648



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











Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    



(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 



It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    



To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   



(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 



Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 











paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 



(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   



Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 



It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 



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













2016-000378CUA 1600 JACKSON STREET

		From
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission





Dear Planning Commissioners:





We urge your approval of the mixed-use housing/Whole Foods 365 store proposed for the former Lombardi’s building at the corner of Polk and Jackson streets for the following reasons:





*	Residents of the immediate and nearby neighborhoods, particularly Russian Hill, would greatly benefit from a full-service, affordable grocery store at this location. In the last several years, many multi-residential properties have been developed in the area and many more are being planned. The closest full-service grocery store—the Whole Foods at Franklin and California streets—is becoming increasingly crowded and does not appear adequate to serve the area’s growing population.





*	No other viable use for the old Lombardi’s building has been identified. Since Lombardi’s left, in 2014, the vacant building has been a magnet for street encampments and criminal activity and has depressed the commercial vitality of Polk Street. If you deny the Whole Foods 365 proposal, the building may well remain vacant for years to come.





*	The most environmentally and economically sustainable opportunity for use of the existing building and its site is conversion to a Whole Foods 365. The building is structurally sound and could have many years of usefulness ahead, although its large size severely limits its potential uses. If you deny this opportunity to make good use of the building, its future demolition may become the only economically viable choice.





Opposition to the proposal has primarily been based on San Francisco’s need for new housing and an antipathy for Amazon. Regarding housing, as noted above, many residential developments have been completed in the immediate area and many more are in the works. The site does not offer a unique opportunity to increase housing in the area, as alleged by opponents, although it does offer a unique opportunity to serve the existing and future residents of an ever-growing neighborhood. Regarding Amazon, the proposal only calls for locating a popular and well-regarded brand of grocery store in a now-vacant building. Although retailers’ loathing of Amazon might be understandable, Amazon’s principal business as an online retailer would have little, if anything, to do with the operation of a Whole Foods 365 at this location. Instead, the grocery operation would greatly complement the retail environment of Polk Street, which is now struggling.





Whole Foods Market and the property owner, Village Properties, have made a good-faith effort to incorporate housing into the design for use of the building, as requested by commissioners. We urge you to respect this effort, respond to the needs of neighborhood residents, and approve the conversion of 1600 Jackson Street to mixed-use housing and a Whole Foods 365.





Sincerely,





Patricia Sonnino and Richard Wayman


1650 Jackson Street #604


San Francisco








Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
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Dear Planning Commissioners, 






Please see the attached letter written by the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street.







I think it clearly outlines the opposition against the Conditional Use application and I would like to voice my opposition as a resident of Russian Hill.






Please DO NOT approve this CU.





Kind Regards, 





Lucia Camarda 
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September 24, 2018, 



RE: 1600 Jackson Street 



Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   



At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   



(1) No Housing -> No Approval  



The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   



We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  



UFCW
Local 648



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











Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    



(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 



It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    



To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   



(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 



Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 











paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 



(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   



Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 



It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 



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













Fwd: Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
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		Susannah Bard
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		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Dear Planning Commissioners, 






Please see the attached letter written by the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association (MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street.




Please do NOT approve this CU. 
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September 24, 2018, 



RE: 1600 Jackson Street 



Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   



At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   



(1) No Housing -> No Approval  



The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   



We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  
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Local 648



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











Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    



(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 



It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    



To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   



(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 



Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 











paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 



(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   



Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 



It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 



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














From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1418 Diamond Street - Bldg Permit App 2012.07.31.6173 - Response to DR - for 10.4.18 Meeting
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:13:42 AM
Attachments: 1418 Diamond St Drawings Public Hearing 10-4-2018.pdf

1418 Diamond DR Response Form 092418.pdf
Response to Discretionary Review.pdf
1418Diamond_LtrtoHelenSong.pdf
1418Diamond_LtrtoLorraineAiken.pdf
2012-07-31-6173 NOPDR4 Resp Drawings 5-17-2018.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Jason Kaldis [mailto:jason@jkaldisarchitect.com] 
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 6:18 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 1418 Diamond Street - Bldg Permit App 2012.07.31.6173 - Response to DR - for 10.4.18 Meeting
 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Jonas Ionin,

I just became aware of the policy to include you in the email (below) that I sent to each Commissioner earlier this week by email (9.25.18) to send to you so it becomes part of the packet/public record.

Also, the revised plans, at this writing may have been inadvertently omitted from the packet preparation by planning staff.

I don't know if including them here corrects the omission or is appropriate to distribute in this manner.

If the Commission needs hard copies (15), we can FedEx them to you on Monday for a Tuesday receipt so that you can distribute them per your procedure.

The packet number is 2015-009945DRP for 1418 Diamond Street (a single family Discretionary Review hearing.

Sincerely,

Jason Kaldis, Architect
Agent for the Project sponsors/owners: Rita and Dennis Shamlian, 1418 Diamond Street

Begin forwarded message:

> From: Jason Kaldis <jason@jkaldisarchitect.com>
> Subject: 1418 Diamond Street - Bldg Permit App 2012.07.31.6173 - Response to DR - for 10.4.18 Meeting
> Date: September 25, 2018 5:56:35 PM PDT
> To: 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: "David.Winslow@sfgov.org Winslow" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>, "Natalia (CPC) Kwiatkowska" <natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org>
> Bcc: "matt@jkaldisarchitect.com Wong" <matt@jkaldisarchitect.com>, "Dennis E. Shamlian" <drdshamlian@gmail.com>
> 
> Dear Planning Commissioner Members:
> 
> My apologies. I inadvertently missed the publishing deadline yesterday for the following documents (attached herein) to be distributed as part of your PC packet for the 10.4.18 Planning Commission meeting:
> 
> Response To Discretionary Review Form 5.24.18
> 
> 
> Attached statement to DR form 5.24.18
> 
> 
> 3D images of original RDAT reviewed proposal - 5.8.18
> (see end of email for 3 attachments)
> 
> 3D images of revised RDAT proposal following RDAT meeting - prepared for 8.22.18 mediation per appellant concerns
> (see end of email for 3 attachments)
> 
> Following the 6.11.18 public notice, we became aware of a neighbor's objections that we had not previously been aware nor considered since this neighbor had not attended the Neighbor Meeting (we later
learned she had been in hospital during that time frame) and the neighbor's lot is not contiguous to the subject lot. We called and spoke with the neighbor to understand her concerns and address them and later
texted and emailed her the entire project plans and a 3D image of the project from her vantage point, prepared by us, using a photograph she provided to us by text.  Our outreach and explanation of the plans did
not relieve her objection.
> 
> The appellant's principle objection stems from her intensely held belief and insistence that the request for an elevator to serve the existing roof and a proposed improvement of roof deck is a prelude to an
addition of a 4th story of living space.  The appellant is mistaken. The applicant has no plans, no designs, no application for a 4th story addition. The application clearly presents what IS being applied for (which
has taken a very long time to arrive at, addressing concerns of the two immediate neighbors, using story poles to preview the addition to the rear, and receiving no objections from them as a result) and it does not
include any enclosed usable area above the roof of the existing 3rd story.
> 
> Letters to the immediate neighbors that record and outline the revisions we made (prior to the public notice of 6.11.18) to the design to address their concerns are attached herein:
>
> 
> 
> Neither immediate neighbor had any objections when the project was finally publicly noticed on 6.11.18.
> 
> I have contacted the neighbor to the south in 2 emails to alert her to the reduction in scope of the roof appurtenance and the request for the usable roof deck and alteration and legalization of the existing
accessory dwelling.  She has not made any objections to these further revisions at this writing.
> 
> We met with the appellant in an attempted mediation at the City Planning offices with David Winslow hosting, and in spite of further proposed modifications to minimize the elevator enclosure and associated
roof appurtenances, the appellant's objections remain.  Nevertheless, we pared the roof appurtenance down to the minimum that would enclose an elevator that could provide universal access to each level of the
home, including the roof.  As a result of those modifications, the RDAT team leader again recommends approval of the application as modified and submitted in your PC packet for the 10.4.18 meeting.
> 
> The attached Response to Discretionary Review PDF (that didn't make it into the packet) provides detailed answers to the three questions posed by the DR form.
> 
> The enclosure of an elevator to serve the roof level is permitted by Planning Code Section 260(b)(1)(B) by exemption from the height limit since the proposed elevator area is both less than 20% of the roof area
AND the entire height of the 9'-6" elevator shaft enclosure is less than the allowable 35 feet height limit at the location proposed. This Section allows the elevator enclosure to EXCEED the allowable height limit
(exempting the top 10 feet of the feature), although this application does not propose or require such.  Further Section 260(b)(1)(B) Interpretation from 10/89 clarifies that the exempted elevator shaft enclosure
shall not include any usable floor area.
> 
> The elevator is situated about mid-depth of the existing house footprint front to back and has been minimized in height to the practical limit that would accommodate the winding drum equipment above the cab
and below a flat, wood framed roof and minimized the footprint to provide an elevator shaft clear hoistway of only 48" square.
> 
> The elevator provides universal access and reasonable accommodation for the owners, their guests, and a potential future tenant of the proposed accessory dwelling to have access to the roof as usable open
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JASON KALDIS 
ARCHITECT, INC. 


1250 ADDISON STREET - STUDIO 210 
BERKELEY CA 94702 


PH (510) 549-3584 FX (510) 549-3574 
JASON@jkaldisARCHITECT.COM


job address              


                                                      


date 


sheet 
 


 


 


 


 


 


of                           


job number


drawing title


drawn by


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
PROJECT DATA 
SHAMLIAN RESIDENCE 
DENNIS & RITA SHAMLIAN 
1418 DIAMOND STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94131 
 
APN: 6588/003      NO. OF DWELLINGS: (E) = 2; (N) = NO CHANGE 
LOT AREA: 2500 SQ. FT. (100’ x 25’)   CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 
ZONE: RH-1        V-B, FIRE SPRINKLER PROTECTED 
AREA: SOUTHWEST TEAM     T24 CLIMATE ZONE: 3 
HT. & BULK: 40-X      NO. OF STORIES: (E) = 3; (N) = NO CHANGE 
OCCUP. GROUP: R-3     HOUSE BUILT IN: 1950  
 
    EXISTING  PROPOSED  REQUIREMENT 
 
MAXIMUM WALL HEIGHT: 8’-0”   8’-0”   - 
MAXIMUM  
ROOF HEIGHT:  28’-10 1/2”  28’-10 1/2”  40’ MAX. 
 
FRONT SETBACK:   19’-1”   17’-1”   NONE 
SIDE SETBACK (NORTH):  NONE   NONE   NONE 
SIDE SETBACK (SOUTH):  NONE   NONE   NONE 
REAR SETBACK:   47-3”   35’-2”   30’ MIN. 
 
FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS 
 
    EXISTING  NET CHANGE TOTAL 
CONDITIONED AREAS: 
 
GROUND FLOOR LEVEL 
COMMON AREAS: 
  UNDERSTAIR CLOSET- 0   +41 S.F.  41 S.F. 
  ENTRY HALL & STAIR- 0   +123 S.F.  123 S.F. 
 
SEOND FLOOR LEVEL 
PRIMARY DWELLING- 0   +784 S.F.  784 S.F. 
ACCESSORY DWELLING- 697 S.F.  -64 S.F  633 S.F. 
COMMON AREAS: 
  ENTRY HALL & STAIR- 103 S.F.  +1 S.F.   104 S.F. 
  ELEVATOR & HALL- 0   +43 S.F.  43 S.F. 
 
THIRD FLOOR LEVEL 
PRIMARY DWELLING- 1221 S.F.  +197 S.F.  1418 S.F. 
  (ELEVATOR INCL.) 
 
TOTAL CONDITIONED: 
 
PRIMARY DWELLING- 1221 S.F.  +981 S.F.  2202 S.F. 
ACCESSORY DWELLING- 697 S.F.  -64 S.F.  633 S.F.* 
  * [ PERCENTAGE DECREASE: -64 S.F./697 S.F. x 100% = -9.2% ] 
 


COMMON AREAS-  103 S.F.  +208 S.F  311 S.F. 
TOTAL CONDITIONED- 2021 S.F.  +1125 S.F.  3146 S.F. 
 
UNCONDITIONED AREAS: 
COVERED ENTRY-  63 S.F.  -17 S.F.  46 S.F. 
GARAGE-   589 S.F.  -204 S.F.  385 S.F. 
GAR. FL. UTILITY-  108 S.F.  -25 S.F.  83 S.F. 
2ND FL. UTILITY-  99 S.F.  -99 S.F.  0 
BIKE/TRASH STOR.-  0   +80 S.F.  80 S.F. 
ELEVATOR-   0   +19 S.F.  19 S.F. 
EXTERIOR STAIR-  37 S.F.  +47 S.F.  84 S.F. 
 
TOTAL UNCONDITIONED: 896 S.F.  -199 S.F.  697 S.F. 
 
TOTAL GROSS FLOOR 
(CONDITIONED/ 
UNCONDITIONED):  2917 S.F.  +926 S.F.  3843 S.F. 
 
LOT COVERAGE 
 
(E) LOT COVERAGE (EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT ÷ LOT AREA) 
1284 SQ. FT. ÷ 2500 SQ. FT. = 51.3% 
 
(N) LOT COVERAGE (NEW BUILDING FOOTPRINT ÷ LOT AREA) 
1641 SQ. FT. ÷ 2500 SQ. FT. = 65.6% 







JASON KALDIS 
ARCHITECT, INC. 


1250 ADDISON STREET - STUDIO 210 
BERKELEY CA 94702 


PH (510) 549-3584 FX (510) 549-3574 
JASON@jkaldisARCHITECT.COM


job address              


                                                      


date 


sheet 
 


 


 


 


 


 


of                           


job number


drawing title


drawn by


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
PROJECT DATA 
SHAMLIAN RESIDENCE 
DENNIS & RITA SHAMLIAN 
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    EXISTING  PROPOSED  REQUIREMENT 
 
MAXIMUM WALL HEIGHT: 8’-0”   8’-0”   - 
MAXIMUM  
ROOF HEIGHT:  28’-10 1/2”  28’-10 1/2”  40’ MAX. 
 
FRONT SETBACK:   19’-1”   17’-1”   NONE 
SIDE SETBACK (NORTH):  NONE   NONE   NONE 
SIDE SETBACK (SOUTH):  NONE   NONE   NONE 
REAR SETBACK:   47-3”   35’-2”   30’ MIN. 
 
FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS 
 
    EXISTING  NET CHANGE TOTAL 
CONDITIONED AREAS: 
 
GROUND FLOOR LEVEL 
COMMON AREAS: 
  UNDERSTAIR CLOSET- 0   +41 S.F.  41 S.F. 
  ENTRY HALL & STAIR- 0   +123 S.F.  123 S.F. 
 
SEOND FLOOR LEVEL 
PRIMARY DWELLING- 0   +784 S.F.  784 S.F. 
ACCESSORY DWELLING- 697 S.F.  -64 S.F  633 S.F. 
COMMON AREAS: 
  ENTRY HALL & STAIR- 103 S.F.  +1 S.F.   104 S.F. 
  ELEVATOR & HALL- 0   +43 S.F.  43 S.F. 
 
THIRD FLOOR LEVEL 
PRIMARY DWELLING- 1221 S.F.  +197 S.F.  1418 S.F. 
  (ELEVATOR INCL.) 
 
TOTAL CONDITIONED: 
 
PRIMARY DWELLING- 1221 S.F.  +981 S.F.  2202 S.F. 
ACCESSORY DWELLING- 697 S.F.  -64 S.F.  633 S.F.* 
  * [ PERCENTAGE DECREASE: -64 S.F./697 S.F. x 100% = -9.2% ] 
 


COMMON AREAS-  103 S.F.  +208 S.F  311 S.F. 
TOTAL CONDITIONED- 2021 S.F.  +1125 S.F.  3146 S.F. 
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COVERED ENTRY-  63 S.F.  -17 S.F.  46 S.F. 
GARAGE-   589 S.F.  -204 S.F.  385 S.F. 
GAR. FL. UTILITY-  108 S.F.  -25 S.F.  83 S.F. 
2ND FL. UTILITY-  99 S.F.  -99 S.F.  0 
BIKE/TRASH STOR.-  0   +80 S.F.  80 S.F. 
ELEVATOR-   0   +19 S.F.  19 S.F. 
EXTERIOR STAIR-  37 S.F.  +47 S.F.  84 S.F. 
 
TOTAL UNCONDITIONED: 896 S.F.  -199 S.F.  697 S.F. 
 
TOTAL GROSS FLOOR 
(CONDITIONED/ 
UNCONDITIONED):  2917 S.F.  +926 S.F.  3843 S.F. 
 
LOT COVERAGE 
 
(E) LOT COVERAGE (EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT ÷ LOT AREA) 
1284 SQ. FT. ÷ 2500 SQ. FT. = 51.3% 
 
(N) LOT COVERAGE (NEW BUILDING FOOTPRINT ÷ LOT AREA) 
1641 SQ. FT. ÷ 2500 SQ. FT. = 65.6% 
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TYPICAL EXTERIOR BUILDING MATERIALS  
(E) WOOD SIDING @ TOP FLOOR @ EAST ELEV. 
     & @ NORTH & SOUTH ELEVATIONS 
(E) STUCCO @ BOTTOM FLOORS @ EAST ELEV. 
(E) VINYL SIDING OVER (E) WOOD SIDING  
     @ WEST ELEVATION 
(E) FLAT GRAVEL ROOF  
(E) VINYL WINDOWS 
(E) EXTERIOR WOOD DOORS 
 
 
TYPICAL EXTERIOR BUILDING MATERIALS  
(N) WOOD SIDING @ (N) BAYS & WEST, SOUTH 
      & NORTH ELEVS. 
(N) STUCCO @ EAST ELEV. & (N) PENTHOUSE 
(E) FLAT GRAVEL ROOF  
(N) VINYL WINDOWS 
(N) EXTERIOR WOOD DOORS 
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REMODEL FOR:
DENNIS & RITA SHAMLIAN
1418 DIAMOND ST.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131


M.D.Y


14021


PROJECT PHASE MM.DD.YY


3


13
'-1


"


(E) STUCCO


1412 DIAMOND
@ FOREGROUND


GRADE @
1412 DIAMOND


1412 DIAMOND
PROPERTY LINE


709 27TH ST.
PROPERTY LINE


(E) FENCE


(E) FENCE


(E) FENCE


(E) RET. WALL


(E) RET. WALL


(E) RET. WALL


(E) RET. WALL


(E) RET. WALL


(E) TERRACE 1
GRADE


(E) TERRACE 2
GRADE


(E) TERRACE 3
GRADE


(E) (E) (E) (E)


(E)


(E) SIDING


1412 DIAMOND
@ FOREGROUND


24'-11"


2
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'-1
0


1/
2
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9
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3
/4


"
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'-0
3
/4


"
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(E) WOOD SIDING


(E) STUCCO


(E) STUCCO


(E) METAL
GRILLE


(E) METAL
RAIL


(E) (E)


(E)(E)


(E) GRADE


(E) 1ST FLOOR


(E) 2ND FLOOR


54'-1"


(E) LIGHT WELL(E) VINYL SIDING OVER WOOD SIDING


(E) GRADE @
1424 DIAMOND ST.


(E) FENCE


GARAGE/BASEMENT LEVEL


 UPPER FLOOR LEVEL


(E) TERRACE 2 GRADE
@ 1418 DIAMOND ST.


(E) TERRACE 1 GRADE
@ 1418 DIAMOND ST.


(E) GRADE @
1424 DIAMOND ST.


MAIN FLOOR LEVEL


1424 DIAMOND
@ FOREGROUND


24'-11"


(E) VINYL SIDING


1424
DIAMOND
ROOF LINE


1412
DIAMOND
ROOF LINE


(E) (E)
(E) (E)


(E)


(E) FENCE


(E) FENCE


TYPICAL EXTERIOR BUILDING MATERIALS  
(E) WOOD SIDING @ TOP FLOOR @ EAST ELEV. 
     & @ NORTH & SOUTH ELEVATIONS 
(E) STUCCO @ BOTTOM FLOORS @ EAST ELEV. 
(E) VINYL SIDING OVER (E) WOOD SIDING  
     @ WEST ELEVATION 
(E) FLAT GRAVEL ROOF  
(E) VINYL WINDOWS 
(E) EXTERIOR WOOD DOORS 
 
 
TYPICAL EXTERIOR BUILDING MATERIALS  
(N) WOOD SIDING @ (N) BAYS & WEST, SOUTH 
      & NORTH ELEVS. 
(N) STUCCO @ EAST ELEV. & (N) PENTHOUSE 
(E) FLAT GRAVEL ROOF  
(N) VINYL WINDOWS 
(N) EXTERIOR WOOD DOORS 
 


SCALE: 1/4"   =    1'-0"


EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/4"   =    1'-0"


EXISTING EAST ELEVATION


SCALE: 1/4"   =    1'-0"


EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/4"   =    1'-0"


EXISTING WEST ELEVATION


EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
@ 1/4" = 1'-0"
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SHAMLIAN RESIDENCE
1418 DIAMOND ST.


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131


ROUGH OPENING
TYPE &


(HANDING)
ANDERSEN 100 


SERIES 
FINISH NOTES


1 5'-0" x 5-0"
 TWIN CASEMENT


(LEFT/RIGHT)
100CD-
2650


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


INTEGRAL MULL
EGRESS QUALIFYING


2 1'-0" x 5-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-


CUSTOM SIZE
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX


3 8'-0" x 5'-0"
PICTURE W/ 


FLANKING CSMT.
(LEFT/STAT./RIGHT)


100CFP-
20-4050-20


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


INTEGRAL MULL


4 1'-0" x 5-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-


CUSTOM SIZE
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX


5 2'-11" x 3-10"
(FIELD VERIFY)


REPLACEMENT
SASH KIT
(RIGHT)


CUSTOM SIZE ORDER
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX
•1 HOUR RATED SPECIALTY GLASS


•EGRESS QUALIFYING


6 2'-6" x 1'-3"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100AS


CUSTOM SIZE
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX


•1 HOUR RATED SPECIALTY GLASS
•OBSC. GL.


•HD. @ 7'-8 3/4" (FIELD VERIFY GRADE)
•SPLAYED SILL PER INT. ELEV.


7 3'-0" x 3'-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-
3030


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•MULLED WITH WINDOWS #18A-F
(SEE EXT. ELEVATION)


•TEMPERED GLASS


8 3'-0" x 6'-0"
CASEMENT


(RIGHT)
100CS-
3060


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•TEMPERED GLASS                   
•EGRESS QUALIFYING


9 2'-0" x 3'-6" FIXED
100CS-
2036


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


10 5'-0" x 5-0"
TWIN CASEMENT


(LEFT/RIGHT)
100CD-
2650


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•INTEGRAL MULL
•EGRESS QUALIFYING


11 1'-0" x 5-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-


CUSTOM SIZE
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX


12 8'-0" x 5'-0"
PICTURE W/ 


FLANKING CSMT.
(LEFT/STAT./RIGHT)


100CFP-
20-4050-20


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


INTEGRAL MULL


W I N D O W   S C H E D U L E


13 1'-0" x 5-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-


CUSTOM SIZE
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX


14 2'-11" x 4'-4"
(FIELD VERIFY)


CASEMENT
(LEFT)


100CS-
CUSTOM SIZE


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•1 HOUR RATED SPECIALTY GLASS
•OBSCURE GLASS


•FIELD MULL TO WINDOW #15


15 2'-11" x 4'-4"
(FIELD VERIFY)


CASEMENT
(RIGHT)


100CS-
CUSTOM SIZE


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•1 HOUR RATED SPECIALTY GLASS
•OBSCURE GLASS


•FIELD MULL TO WINDOW #14


16 3'-0" x 3'-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-
3030


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•1 HOUR RATED SPECIALTY GLASS 
•FIXED PANEL


•OBSC. GL.
•HD. @ 7'-0"


17 2'-0" x 4'-0" SINGLE HUNG
100SHS-


2040
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX
TEMPERED GLASS


17A 3'-6" x 5'-0"
FIXED


(STAT.)
100CS-
3650


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


TEMPERED GLASS


18A FIXED
(STAT.)


100CS-
3040


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


TEMPERED GLASS


18B FIXED
(STAT.)


100CS-
3040


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


18C FIXED
(STAT.)


100CS-
3040


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


18D FIXED
(STAT.)


100CS-
3030


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


TEMPERED GLASS


18E FIXED
(STAT.)


100CS-
3030


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


TEMPERED GLASS


18F FIXED
(STAT.)


100CS-
3030


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


•TEMPERED GLASS
•MULL WITH WINDOW #7
(SEE EXT. ELEVATION)


19 2'-0" x 3'-0"
CASEMENT


(RIGHT)
100CS-
2030


PREFINISHED IN A 
COLOR FIBREX


TEMPERED GLASS


20 1'-0" x 3'-4"
CASEMENT


(RIGHT)
100CS-


CUSTOM SIZE
PREFINISHED IN A 


COLOR FIBREX
•TEMPERED GLASS


•HD @ 7'-0" (MATCH ADJ. DOOR)


9'-10" x 7'-3"
(FIELD VERIFY RO. 


OPENING & CONFIRM 
VERTICAL MULL 


SPACING W/ MFR.)


SHAMLIAN RESIDENCE
1418 DIAMOND ST.


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131


PANEL SIZE
(W x H x TH.)                    


STYLE MATERIAL FINISH HARDWARE REMARKS


A 3'-0" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4"


INSWING 
ENTRY DOOR 


W/ 1 D.G. LITE & 
PR. SIDELTS


ANDERSEN 
100 SERIES


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


•TEMP. GL.
•MATCHING SIDELITE


EA. SIDE
(67" W. MAX. R.O.)


B 3'-0" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4"
INSWING 


ENTRY DOOR
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


PROVIDE WEATHER 
STRIPPING


C 2'-4" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PASSAGE


D 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PASSAGE


E 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


F 2'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


G 2'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


H 5'-0" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8"
BYPASS 
SLIDING


SOLID CORE 
WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


RECESSED 
PULLS


J 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8"
LOUVERED 


DOOR
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PASSAGE


LOUVERED DOOR PER 
COMBUSTION AIR RERQ. SEE 


SHEET 1.1 #___


K 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


L 2'-4" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PASSAGE


M 2'-4" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8"
POCKET 
SLIDER


SOLID CORE 
WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


RECESSED 
PULLS W/ 
PRIVACY 
LATCH


N 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


O PAIR OF                  
2'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" 


SINGLE PANEL 
W/ 1 D.G. LITE 


EA.


SOLID CORE 
WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY •TEMP. GL.


P 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4"
INSWING 


ENTRY DOOR 
W/ 1 D.G. LITE


ANDERSEN 
100 SERIES


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


•TEMP. GL.
•PROVIDE WEATHERSTRIPPING


P1 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


P2 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


P3 2'-10" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


D O O R     S C H E D U L E 


* NOMINAL FRAME 
SIZE


OPERATON 
TYPE


FRAME/ 
GLAZING


1 8'-3" x 5'-10" SL-FXD-SL VINYL


2 2'-4 1/2" x 6'-8"        
x 1 3/8"


OUTSWING WOOD


3 1'-1 1/2" x 2'-8"          
x 1 3/8"


OUTSWING WOOD


4 2'-8 1/2" x 6'-8"        
x 1 3/8"


OUTSWING WOOD


5 2'-8 1/2" x 6'-8"        
x 1 3/8"


OUTSWING WOOD


6 8'-3" x 5'-10" SL-FXD-SL VINYL


7 8'-3" x 5'-10" SL-FXD-SL VINYL


8 2'-11" x 4'-4" DOUBLE HUNG VINYL


9 3'-5" x 3'-10" DOUBLE HUNG VINYL


10 2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" OUTSWING WOOD


11 2'-5" x 3'-4" DOUBLE HUNG VINYL


12 2'-5" x 4'-4" DOUBLE HUNG VINYL


13 2'-5" x 4'-4" DOUBLE HUNG VINYL


14
2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 


3/8"
OUTSWING WOOD


15
PR. 2'-5" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" 


BYPASS CLOSET 
SLIDING


SLIDING WOOD


16
1'-10" x 6'-0" x 1 


3/8"
OUTSWING WOOD


 REMOVED EXT. 
WINDOWS/DOORS


17
2'-8" x 6'-8" x 1 


3/8"
OUTSWING WOOD


21 1'-2 1/2" x 3'-0 1/2"
(FIELD VERIFY)


FIXED CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
(CUSTOM SIZE)


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.
FIXED W/ FLASHING KIT


22 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


23 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


24 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


25 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


26 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


27 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


28 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


29 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


30 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


31 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


32 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


33 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


34 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
SOLAR POWERED


VENTING CURB 
MOUNTED SKYLIGHT


VELUX SKYLIGHT
VCS 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


SOLAR POWERED FRSH AIR & 
REMOTE CONTROL W/ FLASHING 


KIT


FIXED W/ FLASHING KIT


FIXED W/ FLASHING KIT


SOLAR POWERED FRSH AIR & 
REMOTE CONTROL W/ FLASHING 


KIT


35 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


36 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


37 2'-1 1/2" x 2'-1 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2222


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.


38 1'-10 1/2" x 2'-6 1/2"
FIXED CURB 


MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VELUX SKYLIGHT


FCM 2230


ALUM.  CLAD @ EXT. 
PTD. WHITE WD. @ 


INT.
FIXED W/ FLASHING KIT


The architect is not responsible for the ordering of windows and skylights. Contractor, owner, window supplier, and 
skylight supplier are to verify all window and skylight rough openings and verify coordination between manufacturer's model 


number, window and skylight size, safety glazing, finishes and accessories.  


FIXED W/ FLASHING KIT


Q 2'-4" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PASSAGE


R 2'-4" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


S 4'-0" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8"
BYPASS 
SLIDING


SOLID CORE 
WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
RECESS PULLS


T 2'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4"
& 6"± H. TRANSOM 


PAIR INSWING 
ENTRY DOOR 


W/ 1 D.G. LITE & 
VENTING 


TRANSOM 
ABV.


ANDERSEN 
100 SERIES


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


•TEMP. GL.
•PROVIDE WEATHERSTRIPPING


U 1'-9" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


DUMMY KNOB 
& BULLET 
CATCH


V 2'-4" x 6'-8" x 1 3/8" SINGLE PANEL
SOLID CORE 


WOOD


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
PRIVACY


W 3 PANEL EA.
3'-0" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4" 


OUTSWING 
EXTERIOR 
TRIFOLD 


SLIDER W/
1 D.G. LITE EA.


LA CANTINA
PAINT EA. 


FACE & ALL 
EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


•PROVIDE WEATHERSTRIPPING
•INSTALL HEAVY DUTY TRACK, 
BEARING WHEELS, & GUIDES 


PER MFR. INSTRUCTION


X PAIR OF
3'-0" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4" 


EXT. SLIDING 
W/ 1 D.G. LITE 


EA.


ANDERSEN 
100 SERIES


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


ENTRY LATCH
& DEADBOLT


•TEMP. GL.
•PROVIDE WEATHERSTRIPPING


EL1 3'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4" SINGLE PANEL
ELEVATOR 


DOOR


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


PROVIDE WEATHER STRIPPING
SWING: R.H.


EL2 3'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4" SINGLE PANEL
ELEVATOR 


DOOR


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
SWING: L.H.


EL3 3'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4" SINGLE PANEL
ELEVATOR 


DOOR


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES
SWING: R.H.


EL4 3'-6" x 6'-8" x 1 3/4" SINGLE PANEL
ELEVATOR 


DOOR


PAINT EA. 
FACE & ALL 


EDGES


PROVIDE WEATHER STRIPPING
SWING: R.H.


The architect is not responsible for the ordering of doors. Contractor, owner, and door supplier are to verify all 
door rough openings and verify coordination between manufacturer's model number, window size, safety glazing, 


finishes and accessories.  
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V. 5/27/2015  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 1  |  RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING


Project Information


Property Address: Zip Code: 


Building Permit Application(s): 


Record Number: Assigned Planner: 


Project Sponsor


Name:  Phone:  


Email:   


Required Questions


1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed 
project should be approved?   (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR 
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application.)


2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the 
concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?   If you have already changed the project to 
meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before 
or after filing your application with the City.


3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel 
that your project would not have any adverse effect on the surrounding properties.  Include an explaination 
of your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes 
requested by the DR requester.


RESPONSE    TO  
D I S C R E T I O N A RY
R E V I E W  ( d r p )







V. 5/27/2015  SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENTPAGE 2  |  RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW - CURRENT PLANNING


Project Features


Please provide the following information about the project for both the existing and proposed features.  Please attach an additional 
sheet with project features that are not included in this table.   


EXISTING PROPOSED


Dwelling Units (only one kitchen per unit - additional kitchens count as additional units)


Occupied Stories (all levels with habitable rooms)


Basement Levels (may include garage or windowless storage rooms)


Parking Spaces (Off-Street)


Bedrooms


Height


Building Depth


Rental Value (monthly)


Property Value


I attest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge.


Signature:  Date:  


Printed Name:  
    Property Owner
    Authorized Agent


If you have any additional information that is not covered by this application, please feel free to attach 
additional sheets to this form.



Jason

*The proposed legalization of the accessory dwelling unit results in one bedroom with a closet and one room the applicant had labeled Den, which per CRC 2016 standards would qualify as a habitable room since greater than 7 feet in any direction, and would be larger than the FHA minimum standard of 7 feet by 10 feet for a bedroom and there would still be room to provide a means to store clothing and qualify it as a second bedroom. Before the 2nd floor was used as an in-law unit, the house had 4 rooms that were used as bedrooms (two on each level), although the original plan for the home showed three private bedrooms.  The fourth existing bedroom was used as the family room at times during the Shamlian Family's residency and later as a living room. The original Den was converted to a kitchen.  One reading might be that the original house had 4 bedrooms, and the proposed will have 5 (between the two dwellings).

**The existing maximum building height above grade occurs at the front property line where it currently is  28'-10 1/2"
The proposed height of the top of the elevator shaft enclosure above the interpolated natural site grade is 32'-2 1/4"
The relative height of the top of the elevator shaft enclosure above the existing roof parapet/curb is +9'-6"
and is fully below the allowable height limit of 35'-0" at that location.  Planning Code exempts the top 10 feet of the elevator shaft enclosure from exceeding the 35 feet height limit providing that no usable floor area is enclosed, which in this case means the entire elevator shaft height is exempt since it is below a line 35 feet from the interpolated natural site grade.

***The unauthorized existing accessory dwelling is not currently rented and has not had a tenant since March 2018. The primary dwelling is not rented and has never been rented since the house was originally built in 1950. The proposed legalization of the accessory dwelling will result in a 633 SF dwelling made largely from within the existing dwelling and in the current rental market, that accessory dwelling might result in a monthly rental value of $3000/month.

****The home has not been sold since it was originally built by the applicant's parents. The County Assessor values the property (land and structures) at $86,181.00



Jason





Jason





Jason

*



Jason





Jason







		Printed Name: Jason Kaldis, Architect

		Building Permit Application: 2012.07.31.6173

		Record Number: 2015-009945DRP

		Assigned Planner: Natalia Kwiatkowska

		Property Address: 1418 Diamond Street

		Project Sponsor Name: Jason Kaldis, Architect

		Zip Code: 94131

		Project Sponsor Phone: (510) 549-3584

		Project Sponsor Email: jason@jkaldisarchitect.com

		Question 1: 

See attached response

		Question 2: 

See attached response

		Question 3: 

See attached response

		Dwelling Units Existing: 2

		Dwelling Units Proposed: 2

		Occupied Stories Existing: 2

		Occupied Stories Proposed: 2

		Basement Levels Existing: 1

		Basement Levels Proposed: 1

		Parking Spaces Existing: 1

		Parking Spaces Proposed: 1

		Bedrooms Existing: 3

		Bedrooms Proposed: 5*

		Height Existing: 28'-10 1/2"

		Height Proposed: 32'-2 1/4" **

		Building Depth Existing: 54'-1"

		Building Depth Proposed: 66'-1"

		Rental Value Existing: not rented***

		Rental Value Proposed: TBD

		Property Value Existing: Zillow$2.3M****

		Property Value Proposed: TBD

		Signature Date: 24 September 2018

		Property Owner Checkbox: 

		Authorized Agent Checkbox: On








Response	to	Discretionary	Review	
	
Property	Address:	 1418	Diamond	Street	
Zoning:		 	 RH-1	(Ht.	&	Bulk	40-X)	
3	story	House	Built:	 1950	
	
Project	Sponsor:		 Rita	and	Dennis	Shamlian,	Owners,	1418	Diamond	Street	
Project	Architect:		 Jason	Kaldis,	Architect,	Jason	Kaldis	Architect,	Inc.	
Record	Number:		 2015-009945DRP	
	
Response	to	required	questions:	
	
1.	The	appellant	(Susan	Shalit,	a	neighbor	residing	at	718	Duncan	Street)	objected	to	the	originally	
proposed	passive	solar	column	vent	and	elevator	shaft	rising	above	the	existing	roof,	to	serve	the	
roof,	and	erroneously	characterizes	the	application	as	resulting	in	a	4-story	building.		
	
The	appellant,	in	her	statements	to	the	project	architect	and	planning	staff	and	building	owners,	
mischaracterized	the	27.5%	grade	upslope	lot	at	1418	Diamond	Street	as	“flat.”		This	
misunderstanding	has	led	her	to	believe	that	there	are	other	solutions	to	altering,	adding	to	and	
otherwise	improving	the	house	that	have	not	been	explored	that	don’t	result	in	something	she	objects	
to.	
	
The	appellant	lives	at	718	Duncan	Street,	to	the	south	and	uphill	from	the	subject	property,	a	street	
that	itself	is	sloped	greater	than	25%	grade,	and	whose	rear	yard	grade	elevation	is	higher	than	the	
elevation	at	the	rear	of	the	subject	property.	
	
The	appellant	incorrectly	believes	that	the	proposed	elevator	serving	the	roof	is	a	precursor	to	a	
request	for	a	4-story	building	or	a	penthouse	on	the	roof.	
	
In	phone	communications,	texts,	and	in	person,	the	appellant	has	repeatedly	expressed	distrust	of	the	
applicant,	architect,	and	City	planning	staff	on	the	facts	of	the	application	and	will	not	take	the	time	
to	accurately	review	and	understand	the	plans	or	accept	the	application	at	face	value.	
	
The	current	proposed	improvements	do	not	include	an	enclosed	usable	floor	area	at	the	roof	level	
and	consist	solely	of	a	27.5	sq.	ft.	elevator	shaft	enclosure.		The	proposed	elevator	shaft	enclosure	
is	9’-6”	tall,	when	measured	from	the	top	of	the	existing	roof	parapet/curb,	the	overall	height	of	
which	is	lower	than	the	35	feet	allowable	height	limit	at	that	location,	measured	from	the	
interpolated	natural	grade	(a	line	connecting	the	existing	grade	at	the	sidewalk	level	to	the	grade	
at	the	rear	of	the	subject	property,	at	the	property	line	shared	with	719	27th	Street	(the	property	
uphill	and	to	the	west	of	1418	Diamond	Street).	
	
Section	260	(b)(1)(B)	of	the	Planning	Code	exempts	the	top	10	feet	of	elevators	from	the	35	feet	
height	limit,	suggesting	that	an	even	taller	elevator	shaft	would	be	permitted	by	right.		Our	request	
for	a	9’-6”	tall,	27.5	sq.	ft.	elevator	shaft	enclosure	meets	the	exemption	standards	even	if	it	
protruded	beyond	the	height	limit.		
	
The	proposed	elevator	shaft	height	takes	into	consideration	the	space	required	for	the	winding	
drum	equipment	above	the	cab	at	the	roof	level	station.	







	
The	elevator	to	the	roof	provides	reasonable	accommodation	for	the	owners,	Rita	and	Dennis	
Shamlian,	and	their	family	and	guests.	Rita	possesses	a	DMV-issued	DP	Placard	for	parking,	uses	a	
walker,	struggles	to	use	stairs,	and	is	a	knee	surgery	candidate.	The	elevator	provides	universal	
accessibility	to	the	367	sq.	ft.	roof	deck	from	each	level	of	the	house.	
	
The	elevator	to	the	roof	provides	access	for	maintenance	of	3	roof	drain	outlets	(and	their	3	
overflow	drain	outlets),	18	photovoltaic	panels,	and	19	skylights.	
	
Additionally,	the	elevator,	roof	deck,	and	narrow	catwalk	to	a	ship’s	ladder	at	the	rearmost	façade	
of	the	3rd	floor	provides	access	for	a	gardener	to	maintain	the	rear	garden	while	by-passing	the	
primary	dwelling	and	accessory	dwelling	from	the	security	code	accessed	garage	to	the	roof	by	
way	of	a	pin	code	elevator	access.	
	
The	elevator	to	the	roof	provides	access	for	the	future	occupants	of	the	proposed	2nd	story	633	sq.	
ft.	accessory	dwelling	that	otherwise	would	not	have	access	to	usable	open	space	or	the	rear	
garden	(which	will	be	separately	controlled	and	used	by	Rita	and	Dennis).	
	
The	proposed	accessory	dwelling	that	is	being	legalized	through	the	Screening	Form	process	from	
an	existing	unauthorized	dwelling	had	been	at	first	an	in-law	unit	for	Dennis’s	grandparents	when	
he	was	growing	up	in	the	house	from	1951	and	into	the	1970’s,	and	then	after	the	death	of	his	
father,	used	as	a	caretaker’s	residence	when	Dennis’s	mother	lived	there	by	herself,	until	she	
moved	out	when	requiring	more	care,	when	at	that	time,	the	2nd	floor	became	a	rental	unit.	No	
tenant	currently	resides	in	the	house	or	in-law	unit.	
	
2.	Although	the	passive	solar	venting	column	was	originally	carefully	designed	based	on	passive	
solar	principles	to	vent	excess	heat	on	hot	days	out	north	facing	vents,	and	absorb	heat	from	clear	
glass	skylights	and	redistribute	solar	heat	gain	from	mass	heat	stored	in	interior	tiled	walls	by	way	
of	ducted	in-line	fans	on	cold	days	to	other	parts	of	the	home	(supplementing	and	instead	of	using	
the	forced	air	heating	system	on	those	days),	the	appellant	objected	to	the	“unsightly	and	bulky”	
mass	of	the	passive	solar	venting	column,	so	at	first,	we	refined	the	exterior	appearance	of	that	
element,	reducing	the	interior	and	exterior	height	of	the	element,	and	sloping	the	south	facing	wall	
similar	to	a	light	monitor	or	inclined	skylight,	less	resembling	a	penthouse	and	not	containing	any	
usable	floor	area.	Since	the	appellant	still	objected	to	the	form	and,	since	its	appearance	did	not	
please	her,	we	removed	the	passive	solar	feature	entirely	from	the	application	as	part	of	an	
attempted	mediation.	
	
Since	the	appellant	still	objected	to	the	overall	massing	of	the	elevator	shaft	and	landing	enclosure	
and	planning	staff	shared	those	concerns,	we	proposed	removing	the	enclosure	of	the	elevator	
roof	level	landing	entirely.		The	result	is	that	the	exterior	door	of	the	elevator	shaft	will	open	
directly	to	the	roof	deck	with	no	enclosure	of	usable	floor	area	(as	exempted	and	allowed	by	
Planning	Code).	
	
The	proposed	slender	metal	guardrail	posts	with	cable	railing,	setback	5	feet	from	the	side	yard	
property	lines	and	more	than	16	feet	from	the	front	property	line,		are	very	transparent	and	
present	no	bulk	or	mass,	no	blockage	of	view	and	have	minimal	visual	impact	when	viewed	from	
uphill	properties.		The	deck	and	guardrails	cannot	be	seen	from	the	sidewalk	across	the	street	







from	the	subject	property	or	even	from	some	distance	north	or	south	from	across	the	street	at	
pedestrian	eye	level.	
	
When	viewed	from	uphill	properties,	the	deck	and	guardrail	system	will	be	visually	minimal	and	
appealing.	The	use	of	naturally	durable	wood	decking	(such	as	ipe,	batu,	and	redwood)	provides	a	
visual	improvement	over	the	general	appearance	of	mineral	capped	and	ballasted	low	slope	built	
up	roofs	that	make	up	much	of	the	neighborhood.	
	
While	planning	staff	and	Planning	Code	do	not	consider	view	preservation,	views	across	the	
existing	property	from	homes	situated	at	elevations	above	the	subject	property	are	preserved.	3d	
model	images	show	two	views	from	the	appellant’s	property,	one	superimposed	on	a	photograph	
provided	by	the	appellant,	taken	from	the	northeast	corner	of	her	property,	standing	from	grade	
with	camera	held	above	a	6	feet	high	fence	pointing	toward	the	subject	property,	and	a	second	
image	that	we	created	from	a	vantage	point	roughly	commensurate	with	the	upper	story	rear	deck	
of	the	appellant’s	home	at	718	Duncan	Street.		The	appellant	had	not	seen	the	second	image	at	the	
time	of	this	response	and	was	given	an	earlier	iteration	of	the	first	image	at	the	mediation.		
	
The	appellant	still	objected	to	the	elevator	shaft	following	the	reduction	in	mass	and	rooftop	
building	footprint.	
	
In	NOPDR	#4,	dated	April	26,	2018,	Planning	staff	cited	the	Planning	Code	Section	260(b)(1)(B)	
and	an	Interpretation	from	10/89	that	exempts	penthouses	that	do	not	enclose	any	usable	floor	
area	–	and	as	a	result	of	the	changes	we	proposed	for	the	mediation	with	the	appellant	and	
subsequent	refinements,	Planning	Staff	recommended	approval	of	the	application	as	currently	
revised	with	an	elevator	shaft	of	27.5	sq.	ft.	and	with	the	roof	deck	that	has	been	designed	in	
accordance	with	the	City’s	policies	for	roof	decks	set	back	5	feet	from	side	property	lines	and	at	
least	5	feet	from	the	front	property	line	(in	this	case	16	feet).	
	
We	request	Planning	Commission	do	the	same.	
	
3.	The	applicant	has	changed	the	design	numerous	times	in	response	most	recently	to	the	
appellant’s	concern	about	the	appearance	and	bulk	of	the	rooftop	appurtenances,	as	well	as	
concerns	expressed	by	other	neighbors	prior	to	our	submittal	of	the	design	that	received	the	
NOPDR	#2	and	NOPDR	#3	and	NOPDR	#4	comments,	through	interactions	that	began	with	the	
Neighborhood	Meeting	and	later,	were	made	one	at	one	at	neighbors’	homes.	
	
The	appellant’s	concerns	were	unknown	to	the	applicant	until	after	the	public	notice	of	the	design	
that	responded	to	NOPDR	#3	that	was	submitted	in	late	February	2018.		The	appellant	disclosed	
that,	at	the	time	of	the	Neighborhood	Meeting	in	2016,	she	had	been	in	hospital.	
	
The	architect	and	owner	had	previously	installed	story	poles	for	the	additions	to	the	rear	(but	not	
the	rooftop	appurtenances)	on	April	2017	for	the	design	that	was	proposed	at	the	time	that	had	
been	presented	at	the	Neighborhood	Meeting	of	March	2016.		The	story	poles	remain	installed	to	
this	day.	They	were	useful	in	working	with	the	two	immediate	neighbors	who	laterally	adjoin	the	
subject	property	and	in	initially	talking	to	the	appellant,	they	were	useful	in	establishing	that	she	
had	no	objection	to	the	rear	yard	additions	since	they	were	well	screened	by	existing	landscaping	
that	exists	between	her	property	and	the	intervening	adjacent	property	and	the	subject	property.		







Photos	of	the	story	poles	were	submitted	to	Planning	Staff	at	the	time	of	the	request	for	RDAT	
review.	
	
From	the	time	of	the	first	Neighborhood	Meeting,	the	architect	worked	closely	with	neighbor	
Lorraine	Aiken,	to	the	south,	at	1424	Diamond,	to	observe	the	subject	property	from	within	her	
property	and	from	her	deck	to	the	rear,	to	consider	mitigations	–	such	as	attractive	fence	design	at	
the	property	line,	evergreen	landscaping	that	would	screen	each	property,	that	would	result	in	
mutual	privacy.		
	
Revisions	to	earlier	proposed	designs	in	response	to	Lorraine’s	concerns,	eventually	included	the	
removal	of	a	rear	yard	facing	balcony	that	would	have	resulted	in	a	42”	high	solid	parapet	at	the	
property	line	that	would	have	half	peeked	over	the	existing	fence	line	(the	height	due	to	minimum	
fire	code	requirements	at	zero	setback),	use	of	obscure	and	art	glass	on	the	south	facing	group	of	
windows	that	admit	light	to	the	breakfast	room	from	the	south	and	to	the	below	grade	portion	of	
the	addition	beneath	the	breakfast	room	where	light	is	otherwise	difficult	to	access,	and	lowering	
the	roof	height	of	the	breakfast	room	addition	to	a	point	one	feet	lower	than	the	existing	roof	
height	of	the	house.		As	a	result	of	these	revisions	and	interactions,	Lorraine	had	no	objections	to	
the	design	that	we	submitted	and	the	appellant	appealed.	
	
The	architect	also	worked	with	the	neighbors	Helen	Song	and	Dariusz	Tarasewicz,	to	the	north,	at	
1412	Diamond	Street,	a	key	lot	that	enjoys	the	maximum	allowed	(for	RH-1)	75%	of	the	lot	depth	
in	building	coverage.	The	story	poles	proved	to	be	very	helpful	in	that	the	roof	over	the	breakfast	
room,	when	lowered	one	feet	from	what	had	been	story	poled,	would	allow	for	my	sky	view	when	
looking	from	the	upper	floor	window	of	one	of	the	bedrooms	in	the	southwesterly	direction.		The	
existing	fence	already	screens	one’s	view	of	the	proposed	low	and	flat	roof	over	the	6	feet	deep	
kitchen	addition.		These	neighbors	were	also	concerned	about	the	methods	and	practices	that	
would	be	employed	during	construction	and	we	memorialized	our	interaction	with	a	letter	dated	
8	June	2018.		As	a	result	of	these	revisions	and	interactions,	Helen	and	Dariusz	had	no	objections	
to	the	design	that	we	submitted	and	the	appellant	appealed.	
	
Although	the	neighbors	at	709	27th	Street	expressed	no	concerns,	nor	attended	the	Neighborhood	
Meeting	in	2016,	we	reached	out	to	them	several	times	to	see	if	we	could	work	on	a	mutual	plan	to	
trim	the	large	pine	tree.		This	effort	was	on	behalf	of	the	applicant,	as	well	as	the	neighbors	at	
1412	Diamond,	because	the	pine	tree	had	grown	strongly	to	the	south	and	east	and	drops	a	lot	of	
pine	needles	and	duff	on	both	1412	and	1418	Diamond	Street.	For	the	neighbors	at	1412	
Diamond,	the	pine	tree	also	blocks	a	lot	of	afternoon	light	and	as	a	result,	their	deeply	sunken	back	
yard	is	dark.	We	are	still	hoping	to	work	with	the	owners	of	709	27th	Street	on	a	tree-trimming	
agreement	but	will	wait	until	after	construction	of	the	approved	plans	has	been	completed.		The	
house	at	709	27th	Street	enjoys	75%	lot	depth	for	the	structure,	leaving	a	smallish	back	yard	with	
two	trees	(a	Japanese	Maple	and	a	Monterey	Pine)	and	a	nearly	continuous	hedge	of	evergreen	
camellias.	
	
The	genesis	of	the	overall	project	at	1418	Diamond	Street	stems	from	the	house	lacking	a	few	key	
things	that	the	owners	need	in	order	to	retire	here:	principally	the	elevator	serving	garage,	second	
floor,	third	floor	and	roof	deck	levels;	a	contemporary	social	kitchen	and	breakfast	area	with	a	
direct	connection	to	outdoor	open	space	(food	is	the	center	of	the	Shamlian’s	home	universe:	the	
architect	has	been	fed	at	every	meeting,	a	smorgasbord	of	tasty	tapas);	a	proper	master	bedroom	
with	a	small	master	bathroom	(the	house	only	has	one	bath	on	each	level);	a	properly	arranged	







laundry	room;	and	a	street	level	entry	with	a	stair	that	serves	each	level;	and	finally,	creating	a	
solution	that	does	not	require	a	4	story	building	on	a	steep	uphill	sloping	lot.	
	
To	do	all	of	that	(to	avoid	a	4-story	outcome),	the	project	requires	excavation	at	the	rear	and	
under	the	house,	and	that	will	be	accomplished	by	accessing	that	work	area	at	the	back	of	the	
garage	and	digging	from	that	point	west	and	uphill,	and	hauling	excavation	spoils	through	the	
garage,	out	to	containers	at	the	street	in	front	of	the	house	as	allowed.	
	
Other	extra	design	efforts	to	make	this	result	possible	include	the	use	of	a	significant	amount	of	
skylights	for	daylighting,	a	large	grouping	of	south	facing	windows,	broad	doors	to	the	patios	to	
the	north	and	west,	and	the	use	of	structural	glass	panels	at	the	breakfast	floor	to	admit	light	to	
the	underground	media	room	beneath	the	breakfast	room.	
	
Since	there	is	no	opportunity	for	a	tradesman’s	alley	up	a	27.5%	slope	site	through	the	house,	the	
bypass	of	garage-elevator-roof	deck-ship’s	ladder	to	the	rear	yard	creates	an	effective	way	for	a	
gardener	to	maintain	the	rear	yard	without	requiring	access	to	either	the	primary	dwelling	or	the	
accessory	dwelling.		The	current	access	from	the	garage	to	the	rear	yard	is	by	way	of	a	non-
conforming	concrete	stair	with	diminished	head	height	that	arrives	at	a	doorway	to	the	laundry	
room,	and	then	another	diminished	head	height	stair	that	arrives	at	a	Hobbit	door,	and	arrives	in	
an	areaway	along	the	south	property	line	with	a	non-conforming	concrete	stair	to	the	rear	yard.		
This	circuitous	path,	while	clever,	never	met	any	standard,	and	required	the	locking	and	unlocking	
of	two	doors	to	the	laundry	room	and	traversing	a	passageway	with	diminished	head	height	and	
steep	riser,	shallow	tread	stair.	
	
An	elevator	to	the	roof	and	a	ship’s	ladder	at	the	rear	façade	of	the	house	provides	a	substantially	
improved	access	to	maintain	the	rear	yard.	
	
The	elevator	shaft	enclosure	has	been	minimized	in	footprint	and	in	height	to	exactly	what	
elevator	manufactures	of	winding	drum	equipment	require,	and	that	form	can	hardly	be	seen	from	
the	public	way,	and	is	fully	below	the	elevation	of	all	neighbors	who	live	behind	the	property,	to	
the	west	and	uphill,	whether	south	or	north	of	the	subject	property.	
	
Access	to	the	roof,	by	an	enclosed	stair	that	pops	up	above	the	roof	plane,	as	found	throughout	the	
City	and	in	other	current	project	applications,	was	studied	and	not	pursued	because	the	proposed	
stair	serving	the	house	is	located	east	of	the	light	well	and	to	extend	that	stair	to	the	roof	resulted	
either	in	a	stair	enclosure	that	would	be	very	visible	and	incongruous	when	viewed	from	the	
street	if	arriving	facing	east,	or	if	arriving	to	the	roof	facing	west,	would	strike	across	the	existing	
south	facing	area	way	light	well	interfering	with	the	existing	windows	at	the	area	way	light	well	
that	provide	light	and	air	to	the	bathroom,	stair,	and	laundry	and	the	plumbing	and	exhaust	vents	
for	the	water	and	space	heating	system	located	at	the	garage.	In	each	case,	the	enclosure	of	the	
stair	above	the	roof	plane	would	be	very	visible	from	the	south	and	east.	
	
We	hope	that	you	will	take	the	time	necessary	to	understand	the	correlation	between	the	
applicants’	design	goals	and	the	site	constraints,	and	those	constraints	placed	subjectively	on	the	
project	by	surrounding	neighbors	that	don’t	all	share	the	same	interests	or	have	the	same	
concerns	and	see	a	very	fine	effort	on	the	applicant’s	part	to	compromise	and	still	yield	a	design	of	
quality.	
	







There	isn’t	one	aspect	of	the	currently	proposed	project	that	creates	any	adverse	affect	on	a	
neighboring	property	nor	is	there	any	granting	of	a	special	privilege	or	benefit	that	thousands	of	
other	residential	properties	in	San	Francisco	already	enjoy.	
	
Planning	Staff	has	recommended	approval	twice	now.	
	
We	ask	that	you	affirm	the	latest	staff	approval	for	the	design	as	submitted.	
	
If	the	Planning	Commission	suggests	further	modifications	to	the	application	in	order	to	uphold	
the	Staff	Approval,	we	request	the	opportunity	to	consider	them	and	be	given	an	opportunity	to	
respond	during	the	Discretionary	Hearing.	
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8	  June	  2018	  
	  
Helen	  Song	  and	  Dariusz	  Tarasewicz	  
1412	  Diamond	  Street	  
San	  Francisco	  CA	  94131	  
	  
Dear	  Helen	  and	  Dariusz,	  
	  
We	  have	  filed	  for	  the	  public	  notice	  of	  the	  revised	  design	  for	  adding	  to	  and	  remodeling	  1418	  Diamond	  Street	  
for	  Dennis	  and	  Rita	  Shamlian.	  You	  should	  receive	  a	  notice	  in	  the	  mail	  with	  a	  mini-‐set	  of	  plans	  any	  day	  now.	  	  
We	  will	  post	  the	  orange	  Notice	  of	  Building	  Permit	  Application	  on	  Monday,	  June	  11,	  2018	  and	  the	  posting	  
period	  lasts	  until	  July	  11,	  2018.	  	  If	  you	  have	  any	  comments	  or	  concerns,	  please	  call	  us	  at	  510-‐549-‐3584	  (and	  
ask	  for	  Jason	  or	  Matt)	  so	  that	  we	  can	  help	  you	  understand	  the	  revisions	  we	  made	  to	  the	  plans.	  	  
	  
Per	  Jason’s	  meeting	  with	  you	  on	  June	  10,	  2017,	  we	  have	  made	  the	  following	  changes	  to	  the	  plans:	  
	  


1. We	  lowered	  the	  height	  of	  the	  roof	  over	  the	  breakfast	  room	  addition	  so	  that	  it	  is	  one	  foot	  lower	  than	  
the	  existing	  roof	  (and	  one	  foot	  lower	  than	  the	  story	  poles)	  as	  agreed.	  


2. Jason	  discussed	  all	  of	  your	  procedural	  concerns	  about	  the	  course	  of	  construction	  with	  Dennis	  
Shamlian,	  owner,	  and	  his	  builder,	  Michael	  Murphy.	  	  Both	  Dennis	  and	  Michael	  will	  communicate	  
with	  you	  the	  schedule	  of	  various	  preparation,	  demolition,	  and	  construction	  activities	  prior	  to	  
mobilizing	  on	  the	  project.	  	  


3. They	  are	  likely	  to	  begin	  with	  removing	  plants,	  plant	  debris	  and	  some	  at	  grade	  concrete	  flatwork	  and	  
soil	  from	  the	  back	  yard	  that	  does	  not	  require	  any	  permitting,	  other	  than	  the	  use	  of	  a	  debris	  box	  at	  
the	  street.	  They	  will	  give	  you	  advance	  notice	  of	  that	  activity.	  	  	  


4. The	  fences	  at	  the	  property	  line	  will	  remain	  during	  construction	  until	  such	  time	  that	  they	  can	  be	  
replaced	  with	  something	  new	  at	  Dennis’s	  cost.	  Dennis	  and/or	  Michael	  would	  notify	  you	  prior	  to	  
that	  activity.	  


5. Michael	  will	  follow	  the	  required	  procedures	  for	  dust	  control,	  Best	  Management	  Practices,	  and	  will	  
observe	  the	  City’s	  Noise	  Ordinance	  and	  the	  Hours	  and	  Days	  of	  Construction	  Operation.	  	  You	  will	  be	  
provided	  with	  his	  contact	  information	  should	  you	  have	  any	  concerns	  once	  he	  mobilizes.	  


6. Michael	  would	  seek	  your	  permission,	  in	  advance,	  for	  any	  use	  of	  your	  yard	  or	  airspace	  to	  perform	  
installation	  of	  two	  replacement	  window	  sashes,	  and	  to	  clean,	  repair,	  replace	  or	  paint	  existing	  siding	  
and	  trims.	  We	  propose	  removing	  the	  vinyl	  siding	  and	  repairing	  painted	  wood	  siding	  as	  needed	  to	  
improve	  the	  appearance	  from	  your	  vantage	  point	  and	  provide	  weather-‐resistant	  surfaces,	  on	  the	  
north	  façade	  of	  1418	  Diamond	  that	  faces	  your	  property.	  	  	  


7. The	  existing	  zero	  property	  line	  windows	  that	  face	  your	  property	  in	  the	  narrow	  light	  well	  will	  be	  
replaced	  in	  their	  existing	  frame	  so	  that	  they	  provide	  contemporary	  energy	  efficiency	  and	  fire	  safety	  
for	  egress/rescue	  –	  as	  the	  Planning	  and	  Building	  Code	  allows.	  	  


8. New	  zero	  property	  line	  foundation	  work	  and	  exterior	  wall	  framing	  and	  finish	  work	  would	  be	  
installed	  from	  Dennis’s	  side	  of	  the	  property	  in	  what	  is	  called	  blind-‐wall	  construction	  so	  that	  activity	  
does	  not	  disturb	  anything	  along	  your	  property	  line.	  


9. With	  your	  permission,	  a	  temporary	  scaffold	  suspended	  from	  Dennis’s	  roof	  (or	  supported	  from	  the	  
wall	  or	  from	  grade	  below)	  could	  be	  used	  to	  install	  that	  work	  and	  would	  also	  enable	  dust	  control	  by	  
use	  of	  debris	  netting	  (1/16”	  mesh)	  or	  other	  approved	  dust	  control	  barrier	  to	  be	  installed	  as	  part	  of	  







the	  temporary	  scaffold.	  The	  details	  of	  this	  can	  be	  subject	  to	  your	  input	  and	  refinement	  prior	  to	  the	  
work	  being	  performed.	  


10. Two	  new	  fixed	  fire	  glass	  windows	  –	  one	  for	  the	  remodeled	  kitchen	  and	  one	  for	  the	  new	  bathroom	  –	  
would	  be	  installed	  facing	  your	  property.	  	  The	  proposed	  fixed	  fire	  glass	  kitchen	  window	  will	  be	  
smaller	  than	  the	  existing	  double	  hung	  kitchen	  window.	  The	  other	  new	  proposed	  window	  will	  be	  a	  
very	  small*,	  fixed,	  obscure	  fire	  glass	  window	  for	  daylight	  for	  a	  new	  bathroom	  at	  the	  lower	  level.	  	  
The	  window	  would	  be	  adjacent	  to	  your	  zero	  property	  line	  concrete	  stair	  and	  mutual	  privacy	  would	  
be	  assured	  by	  the	  use	  of	  fixed,	  obscure	  fire	  glass.	  (*frame:	  30”	  wide	  by	  16”	  high;	  the	  glass	  area	  
would	  be	  yet	  smaller	  once	  the	  metal	  frame	  were	  taken	  into	  consideration).	  


11. Changes	  to	  the	  front	  façade	  of	  the	  house	  would	  be	  made	  following	  Best	  Management	  Practices,	  
including	  dust	  control,	  to	  minimize	  the	  disturbance	  to	  adjacent	  properties	  and	  occupants.	  Michael	  
would	  notify	  you	  prior	  to	  that	  work	  commencing.	  


12. Dennis	  and	  Michael	  will	  secure	  all	  required	  permits	  prior	  to	  performing	  work	  that	  requires	  permits.	  
	  
In	  consultation	  with	  Lorraine	  Aitken,	  1424	  Diamond	  Street,	  we	  made	  the	  following	  changes	  to	  the	  plans	  
that	  we	  don’t	  think	  affect	  you	  or	  your	  property,	  but	  list	  them	  here	  so	  you	  are	  aware	  of	  our	  efforts	  to	  
mitigate	  each	  neighbor’s	  concern	  as	  we	  refined	  the	  plans	  for	  final	  City	  review	  and	  approval:	  
	  


13. Deletion	  of	  the	  previously	  proposed	  balcony,	  balcony	  roof,	  and	  balcony	  parapet	  side	  wall	  off	  the	  
southwest	  bedroom	  and	  instead,	  an	  in-‐swinging	  door	  with	  a	  side	  lite	  and	  an	  exterior-‐applied,	  rear-‐
facing	  guardrail.	  


14. Commitment	  to	  use	  art	  glass	  and	  obscure	  glass	  at	  the	  south	  facing	  windows.	  
15. Commitment	  to	  work	  together	  on	  a	  new	  fence	  design	  and	  planting	  between	  properties	  to	  create	  


mutual	  privacy.	  
	  
In	  consultation	  with	  Sophie	  Park,	  709	  27th	  Street,	  we	  have	  discussed	  removal	  of	  the	  pine	  tree	  in	  place	  of	  
another	  tree.	  Her	  preference	  is	  for	  a	  second	  Japanese	  Maple.	  	  We	  understand	  your	  concern	  over	  the	  leaves	  
that	  fall	  from	  any	  tree	  but	  there	  isn’t	  control	  of	  or	  a	  prohibition	  on	  types	  of	  trees	  or	  tree	  planting.	  	  We	  hope	  
the	  removal	  of	  the	  large	  and	  messy	  pine	  tree	  is	  viewed	  favorably	  by	  you.	  In	  the	  long	  term,	  a	  deciduous	  tree	  
admits	  more	  daylight	  to	  your	  backyard	  across	  Sophie’s	  property	  than	  you	  currently	  enjoy	  with	  the	  
evergreen	  pine.	  	  The	  tree	  would	  not	  be	  removed	  until	  the	  end	  of	  the	  construction	  project.	  The	  thick	  screen	  
of	  camellia	  tree/shrubs	  between	  Dennis’s	  property	  and	  Sophie’s	  property	  will	  get	  pruned	  in	  consultation	  
with	  an	  arborist,	  also	  at	  the	  tail	  end	  of	  the	  construction	  project.	  
	  
In	  consultation	  with	  the	  Shamlians	  and	  the	  City	  Planning	  Staff	  and	  Residential	  Architectural	  Design	  Team,	  
we	  also	  made	  some	  changes	  to	  the	  plans	  that	  we	  don’t	  think	  affect	  you,	  but	  list	  them	  here:	  
	  


16. Altered	  the	  height	  and	  form	  of	  the	  rooftop	  enclosure	  of	  the	  elevator	  shaft	  and	  elevator	  landing	  and	  
modified	  the	  remainder	  of	  the	  enclosure	  into	  a	  solar	  venting	  column	  (an	  inclined	  skylight	  with	  
vents	  that	  can	  provide	  passive	  cooling	  in	  the	  summer	  and	  solar	  gain	  in	  the	  winter)	  –	  resulting	  in	  
less	  volume	  –	  and	  improving	  the	  appearance	  of	  the	  roof	  appurtenance	  to	  address	  recent	  policies	  
about	  making	  roof	  appurtenances	  more	  attractively	  designed	  when	  viewed	  from	  neighboring	  and	  
uphill	  properties.	  


17. Added	  an	  overhanging	  awning	  at	  the	  rear	  facing	  door,	  that	  is	  2	  feet	  lower	  than	  the	  proposed	  roof	  
and	  cannot	  be	  seen	  from	  your	  property	  from	  any	  vantage	  point.	  	  This	  provides	  doortop	  protection,	  
shading	  and	  weather	  protection,	  and	  architectural	  interest	  when	  viewed	  from	  the	  rear	  and	  from	  
uphill	  properties	  and	  addresses	  an	  earlier	  planning	  staff	  comment	  about	  articulating	  the	  rear	  
façade.	  


	  
Finally,	  to	  circle	  back	  to	  a	  very	  early	  concern	  voiced	  by	  you	  when	  we	  met	  the	  very	  first	  time	  at	  Dennis’s	  
house:	  the	  solar	  panels	  that	  will	  be	  installed	  on	  the	  roof	  are	  required	  to	  be	  set	  a	  minimum	  of	  3	  feet	  from	  the	  
edge	  of	  the	  roof	  in	  all	  directions.	  	  This	  allows	  for	  the	  safe	  maintenance	  of	  the	  panels	  but	  also	  avoids	  creating	  
a	  situation	  where	  the	  inclination	  of	  the	  panels	  creates	  any	  new	  shading	  of	  your	  roof	  or	  skylights.	  







	  
If	  you	  have	  any	  comments,	  questions	  or	  concerns,	  you	  can	  call	  Jason	  or	  Matt	  at	  the	  office	  at	  510-‐549-‐3584	  
or	  email	  us	  at	  
Jason@jkaldisarchitect.com	  or	  
Matt@jkaldisarchitect.com	  
	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Jason	  Kaldis,	  Architect	  for	  Rita	  and	  Dennis	  Shamlian	  
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11	  June	  2018	  
	  
Lorraine	  Aiken	  
1424	  Diamond	  Street	  
San	  Francisco	  CA	  94131	  
	  
Dear	  Lorraine,	  
	  
We	  have	  filed	  for	  the	  public	  notice	  of	  the	  revised	  design	  for	  adding	  to	  and	  remodeling	  1418	  Diamond	  Street	  
for	  Dennis	  and	  Rita	  Shamlian.	  You	  should	  receive	  a	  notice	  in	  the	  mail	  with	  a	  mini-‐set	  of	  plans	  any	  day	  now.	  	  
We	  posted	  the	  orange	  Notice	  of	  Building	  Permit	  Application	  earlier	  today	  (Monday,	  June	  11,	  2018)	  and	  the	  
posting	  period	  lasts	  until	  July	  11,	  2018.	  	  If	  you	  have	  any	  comments	  or	  concerns,	  please	  call	  us	  at	  510-‐549-‐
3584	  (and	  ask	  for	  Jason	  or	  Matt)	  so	  that	  we	  can	  help	  you	  understand	  the	  revisions	  we	  made	  to	  the	  plans.	  	  
	  
Per	  Jason’s	  meeting	  with	  you	  on	  May	  23,	  2017,	  we	  have	  made	  the	  following	  changes	  to	  the	  plans:	  
	  


1. Deletion	  of	  the	  previously	  proposed	  balcony,	  balcony	  roof,	  and	  balcony	  parapet	  side	  wall	  off	  the	  
southwest	  bedroom	  and	  instead,	  an	  in-‐swinging	  door	  with	  a	  side	  lite	  and	  an	  exterior-‐applied,	  rear-‐
facing	  guardrail	  with	  no	  balcony	  at	  all.	  


2. Commitment	  to	  use	  art	  glass	  and	  obscure	  glass	  at	  the	  south	  facing	  windows.	  	  Recall	  that	  there	  is	  no	  
floor	  level	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  the	  windows.	  	  The	  stair	  from	  the	  lower	  level	  will	  ascend	  
adjacent	  to	  these	  windows	  and	  mutual	  privacy	  will	  be	  maintained	  by	  the	  use	  of	  obscure	  and	  art	  
glass	  and	  rolling	  blinds.	  


3. Commitment	  to	  work	  together	  with	  you	  on	  a	  new	  fence	  design	  and	  planting	  between	  properties	  to	  
create	  mutual	  privacy	  –	  at	  Dennis’s	  cost.	  


4. We	  lowered	  the	  height	  of	  the	  roof	  over	  the	  breakfast	  room	  addition	  so	  that	  it	  is	  one	  foot	  lower	  than	  
the	  existing	  roof	  (and	  one	  foot	  lower	  than	  the	  story	  poles).	  	  This	  came	  about	  in	  conversation	  with	  
Helen	  Song,	  when	  we	  met	  with	  her	  on	  June	  10,	  2017,	  after	  meeting	  with	  you	  last	  year.	  	  This	  further	  
reduces	  the	  impact	  of	  new	  building	  mass	  on	  adjacent	  properties.	  


5. Jason	  discussed	  your	  general	  procedural	  concerns	  about	  the	  course	  of	  construction	  with	  Dennis	  
Shamlian,	  owner,	  and	  his	  builder,	  Michael	  Murphy.	  	  Both	  Dennis	  and	  Michael	  will	  communicate	  
with	  you	  the	  schedule	  of	  various	  preparation,	  demolition,	  and	  construction	  activities	  prior	  to	  
mobilizing	  on	  the	  project.	  	  


6. They	  are	  likely	  to	  begin	  with	  removing	  plants,	  plant	  debris	  and	  some	  at	  grade	  concrete	  flatwork	  and	  
soil	  from	  the	  back	  yard	  that	  does	  not	  require	  any	  permitting,	  other	  than	  the	  use	  of	  a	  debris	  box	  at	  
the	  street.	  They	  will	  give	  you	  advance	  notice	  of	  that	  activity	  sometime	  after	  July	  11,	  2018.	  


7. The	  fences	  at	  the	  property	  line	  will	  remain	  during	  construction	  until	  such	  time	  that	  they	  can	  be	  
replaced	  with	  something	  new	  –	  in	  consultation	  with	  you	  -‐	  at	  Dennis’s	  cost.	  Dennis	  and/or	  Michael	  
would	  notify	  you	  prior	  to	  that	  activity	  and	  Jason	  will	  likely	  be	  involved	  in	  the	  design	  effort.	  


8. Michael	  will	  follow	  the	  required	  procedures	  for	  dust	  control,	  Best	  Management	  Practices,	  and	  will	  
observe	  the	  City’s	  Noise	  Ordinance	  and	  the	  Hours	  and	  Days	  of	  Construction	  Operation.	  	  You	  will	  be	  
provided	  with	  his	  contact	  information	  should	  you	  have	  any	  concerns	  once	  he	  mobilizes.	  


9. New	  zero	  property	  line	  foundation	  work	  would	  be	  installed	  from	  Dennis’s	  side	  of	  the	  property	  in	  
what	  is	  called	  blind-‐wall	  construction	  so	  that	  activity	  does	  not	  disturb	  anything	  along	  your	  property	  
line.	  The	  concrete	  foundation	  that	  is	  along	  the	  property	  line	  in	  the	  rear	  yard	  would	  remain.	  







10. Changes	  to	  the	  front	  façade	  of	  the	  house	  would	  be	  made	  following	  Best	  Management	  Practices,	  
including	  dust	  control,	  to	  minimize	  the	  disturbance	  to	  adjacent	  properties	  and	  occupants.	  Michael	  
would	  notify	  you	  prior	  to	  that	  work	  commencing.	  


11. Dennis	  and	  Michael	  will	  secure	  all	  required	  permits	  prior	  to	  performing	  work	  that	  requires	  permits.	  
	  
In	  consultation	  with	  Helen	  Song,	  1412	  	  Diamond	  Street,	  we	  made	  the	  following	  changes	  to	  the	  plans	  that	  we	  
don’t	  think	  affect	  you	  or	  your	  property,	  but	  list	  them	  here	  so	  you	  are	  aware	  of	  our	  efforts	  to	  mitigate	  each	  
neighbor’s	  concern	  as	  we	  refined	  the	  plans	  for	  final	  City	  review	  and	  approval:	  
	  


12. Improving	  the	  appearance	  of	  the	  siding	  facing	  her	  home	  and	  the	  reduction	  of	  the	  breakfast	  room	  
roof	  height	  by	  an	  additional	  foot	  as	  compared	  to	  the	  story	  poles	  	  (ie.,	  one	  foot	  lower	  than	  the	  
existing	  roof	  line	  of	  the	  main	  house)	  and	  what	  we	  had	  previously	  presented	  to	  you	  and	  others.	  


	  
In	  consultation	  with	  Sophie	  Park,	  709	  27th	  Street,	  we	  have	  discussed	  removal	  of	  the	  large	  pine	  tree	  in	  place	  
of	  another	  tree.	  Her	  preference	  is	  for	  a	  second	  Japanese	  Maple.	  The	  tree	  would	  not	  be	  removed	  until	  the	  
end	  of	  the	  construction	  project.	  The	  thick	  screen	  of	  camellia	  tree/shrubs	  between	  Dennis’s	  property	  and	  
Sophie’s	  property	  will	  get	  pruned	  in	  consultation	  with	  an	  arborist,	  also	  at	  the	  tail	  end	  of	  the	  construction	  
project.	  We	  don’t	  think	  any	  of	  this	  work	  affects	  your	  property,	  although	  you	  may	  favor	  a	  vegetative	  screen	  
between	  Dennis’s	  property	  and	  Sophie’s	  to	  avoid	  seeing	  Sophie’s	  house	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  is	  possible.	  	  
Dennis	  and	  Sophie	  are	  interested	  in	  maintaining	  a	  mature,	  dense	  evergreen	  screen	  between	  properties	  to	  
the	  extent	  that	  they	  can	  be	  maintained	  entirely	  on	  Sophie’s	  property	  (from	  whence	  they	  originate).	  
	  
In	  consultation	  with	  the	  Shamlians	  and	  the	  City	  Planning	  Staff	  and	  Residential	  Architectural	  Design	  Team,	  
we	  also	  made	  some	  changes	  to	  the	  plans	  that	  we	  don’t	  think	  affect	  you,	  but	  list	  them	  here:	  
	  


13. Altered	  the	  height	  and	  form	  of	  the	  rooftop	  enclosure	  of	  the	  elevator	  shaft	  and	  elevator	  landing	  and	  
modified	  the	  remainder	  of	  the	  enclosure	  into	  a	  solar	  venting	  column	  (an	  inclined	  skylight	  with	  
vents	  that	  can	  provide	  passive	  cooling	  in	  the	  summer	  and	  solar	  gain	  in	  the	  winter)	  –	  resulting	  in	  
less	  volume	  –	  and	  improving	  the	  appearance	  of	  the	  roof	  appurtenance	  to	  address	  recent	  policies	  
about	  making	  roof	  appurtenances	  more	  attractively	  designed	  when	  viewed	  from	  neighboring	  and	  
uphill	  properties.	  


14. Added	  an	  overhanging	  awning	  at	  the	  rear	  facing	  breakfast	  room	  door,	  which	  is	  2	  feet	  lower	  than	  the	  
proposed	  roof	  and	  cannot	  be	  seen	  from	  your	  property	  except	  from	  one	  of	  your	  uphill	  terraces.	  	  This	  
provides	  doortop	  protection,	  shading	  and	  weather	  protection,	  and	  architectural	  interest	  when	  
viewed	  from	  the	  rear	  and	  from	  uphill	  properties	  and	  addresses	  an	  earlier	  planning	  staff	  comment	  
about	  articulating	  the	  rear	  façade.	  


	  
Finally,	  to	  circle	  back	  to	  a	  very	  early	  concern	  voiced	  by	  others	  when	  we	  met	  the	  very	  first	  time	  at	  Dennis’s	  
house:	  the	  solar	  panels	  that	  will	  be	  installed	  on	  the	  roof	  are	  required	  to	  be	  set	  a	  minimum	  of	  3	  feet	  from	  the	  
edge	  of	  the	  roof	  in	  all	  directions.	  	  This	  allows	  for	  the	  safe	  maintenance	  of	  the	  panels	  but	  also	  avoids	  creating	  
a	  situation	  where	  the	  inclination	  of	  the	  panels	  creates	  any	  new	  shading	  of	  adjacent	  roofs	  or	  skylights.	  	  All	  of	  
these	  panels	  are	  proposed	  east	  of	  the	  new	  elevator	  shaft.	  	  You	  might	  be	  able	  to	  see	  them	  from	  the	  
uppermost	  terrace	  of	  your	  rear	  yard,	  but	  they	  should	  have	  no	  practical	  effect	  on	  your	  property	  or	  its	  
enjoyment.	  	  The	  Solar	  Acts	  of	  CA	  allow	  them	  categorically	  and	  they	  are	  not	  subject	  to	  Planning	  Review.	  
	  
If	  you	  have	  any	  comments,	  questions	  or	  concerns,	  you	  can	  call	  Jason	  or	  Matt	  at	  the	  office	  at	  510-‐549-‐3584	  
or	  email	  us	  at	  
Jason@jkaldisarchitect.com	  or	  
Matt@jkaldisarchitect.com	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Jason	  Kaldis,	  Architect	  for	  Rita	  and	  Dennis	  Shamlian	  
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SCOPE OF WORK  


!
GENERAL: 
!


• APPROXIMATELY 378 SQ. FT. 2ND & 3RD STORY ADDITION/REMODEL TO 
INCLUDE (R) KITCHEN, (R) BEDROOM, (N) BREAKFAST NOOK, (N) 
BATHROOM, & (N) STAIR 


• MAIN FLOOR REMODEL TO INCLUDE (N) MASTER BEDROOM, (N) MASTER 
BATHROOM, (N) MASTER CLOSET, (N) LAUNDRY, (N) FAMILY ROOM, & (N) 
STAIR  


• DEMO (E) INTERIOR WALLS AS SHOWN ON FLOOR PLANS 
• (N) STUCCO @ MAIN FLOOR TO MATCH (E) & AS NECESSARY TO PATCH 


REMOVED EXT. WINDOWS & EXT. DOOR  
• (N) WD. DECK PER PLAN & EXT. ELEVATIONS 
• (N) 35’-2” WEST SETBACK 
• (N) 17’-1” EAST SETBACK 
• (N) ROOF AT ADDITION 


 
DEMOLITIONS: 


• DEMO (E) LAUNDRY ROOM AT MAIN FLOOR 
• DEMO (E) EXTERIOR STAIR @ LAUNDRY ROOM 
• DEMO (E) CLOSET @ BEDROOM #1 
• DEMO (E) LAUNDRY ROOM AT UPPER FLOOR 
• DEMO (E) DECK @ UPPER FLOOR 


 
(N) MAIN FLOOR REMODEL (2ND FLOOR): 
 
(N) MASTER BEDROOM  


• 1 (N) INT. FRENCH DOOR, 1 (N) OUTSWING CLOSET DOOR, 1 (N) INT. INSWING 
DOOR 


• (N) WALK-IN CLOSET W/ 3 SHELVES & 3 POLES  
• (N) HARDWOOD FLOOR 
• (N) RECESSED LED LIGHTS W/ DIMMER SWITCHES 


 
(N) MASTER BATHROOM 


• DEMO (E) LAUNDRY ROOM WALLS 
• 1 (N) FIXED FIBERGLASS WINDOW AS MFRD. PER PLAN AND EXT. ELEVATIONS 
• 1 (N) INT. POCKET SLIDER DOOR,  
• ALL NEW FINISHES, FIXTURES, FITTINGS, TRIMS & CABINETRY (SINK BASE 


CABINETS, COUNTERTOP, AND 2 UNDERMOUNT SINKS W/ FIXED MIRROR 
ABOVE + TALL CABINET @ CORNER 


• 1 (N) TOILET 1.28 GPF W/ HALF HT. WALL W/ COUNTERTOP TRIM @ TOP  
• (N) TILE BATH FLOOR PER PLANS 
• (N) TEMPERED GLASS ENCLOSURE @ BATH/SHOWER 
• (N) SHOWER HEAD, SHOWER CONTROLS, SHOWER VALUE (PRESSURE 


BALANCED & THERMOSTATIC TYPE) 
• CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE BLOCKING FOR ALL WALL MOUNTED BATH 


ACCESSORIES, OWNER TO PROVIDE BATH ACCESSORIES  
• LIGHTING & ELEC. INCLUDING (N) WALL SCONCE LIGHTS WITH VACANCY 


SENSOR/SWITCH, (N) EXHAUST FAN W/ ELECTRONIC TIMER CONTROL, & (N) 
RECESSED LED LIGHTS 


 
(N) LAUNDRY ROOM  


• 1 (N) INT. FRENCH DOOR  
• (N) TILE FLOOR 
• NEW CABINETRY (COUNTERTOP & 1 UPPER CABINET @ WASHER/DRYER) 
• (N) RECESSED LED LIGHTS WITH VACANCY SENSOR/SWITCH 
• (N) LAUNDRY HOOKUPS W/ REC. WATER SUPPLY, REC. GAS SUPPLY, & 


RECESSED DRYER BOX FOR EXHAUST VENT DUCT 
• G.S.M. OVERFLOW PAN @ WASHER 


 
(N) FAMILY ROOM 


• DEMO (E) EXTERIOR STAIR PER PLAN 
• 1 (N) CASEMENT & 1 (N) FIXED WINDOW PER PLAN & EXT. ELEVATIONS 
• 1 (N) 8’ L. EXTERIOR DOOR PER PLANS & EXT. ELEVATIONS 
• (N) HARDWOOD FLOOR WHERE NECESSARY 
• (N) RECESSED LED LIGHTS W/ DIMMER 
• (N) WD. TRIMS @ INTERIOR 
• (N) CASED BEAM @ CEILING BTWN. (R) KITCHEN & (N) FAMILY ROOM 


 
 
ADDITION (389 SQ. FT.)/REMODEL @ UPPER FLOOR (3RD FLOOR) 
 
(N) STAIR 


• 15 RISERS & 14 TREADS + 2 MID LANDINGS 
• FINISH FLOOR: HARDWOOD 
• (N) GUARDRAILS, (N) HANDRAILS, (N) NEWEL POSTS, (N) BALUSTERS 
• 2 (N) CASEMENT & 3 (N) FIXED WINDOWS PER PLAN & EXT. ELEVATIONS 


 
(R) KITCHEN 


• DEMO (E) WALLS PER PLAN 
• 1 (N) FIXED WINDOW 
• (N) VELUX SKYLIGHT 
• (N) HOOD, (N) RANGE, & (N) BASE CABINETS PER PLAN 
• ALL (N) COUNTER TOP OVER NEW, (N) BASE CABINETS, & (N) BASE CABINETS 
• (N) TALL REFRIGERATOR CABINET & FINISHED END PANELS PER PLAN 
• (N) ISLAND W/ BASE CABINETS PER PLANS 
• 1 (N) SINK PER PLAN 
• (N) RECESSED LED LIGHTS W/ DIMMERS + (N) PENDANTS @ ISLAND & DINING 


TABLE AREA 
 
(N) BREAKFAST NOOK 


• (N) HARDWOOD FLOOR 
• (N) WD. TRIMS @ INTERIOR 
• (N) EXTERIOR SLIDING DOOR  
• 2 (N) STRUCTURAL GLASS FLOOR PANELS 
• 3 (N) VELUX SKYLIGHTS 


 
(N) BATHROOM #1 


• DEMO (E) WALLS PER PLAN 
• 1 (N) CASEMENT WINDOW AS MFRD. PER PLAN AND EXT. ELEVATIONS 
• 1 (N) INT. INSWING DOOR 
• ALL NEW FINISHES, FIXTURES, FITTINGS, TRIMS & CABINETRY (SINK BASE 


CABINETS, COUNTERTOP, AND 1 UNDERMOUNT SINK W/ FIXED MIRROR ABOVE  
• 1 (N) TOILET 1.28 GPF W/ HALF HT. WALL W/ COUNTERTOP TRIM @ TOP  
• (N) TILE FLOOR PER PLANS 
• LIGHTING & ELEC. INCLUDING (N) WALL SCONCE LIGHTS WITH VACANCY 


SENSOR/SWITCH, (N) EXHAUST FAN W/ ELECTRONIC TIMER CONTROL, & (N) 
RECESSED LED LIGHTS 


 
(R) BEDROOM #1  


• DEMO (E) CLOSET 
• (N) CLOSET W/ (N) SHELF & (N) POLE 
• 1 (N) CASEMENT WINDOW PER PLAN & EXT. ELEVATION 


 
(N) WATERPROOF ROOF DECK 


• (N) WATERPROOF WOOD DECKING 
• (N) STAIR  


 
 
 


DRAWING INDEX 
 
SHEET 1: SITE PLAN (W/ ROOF PLAN) @ 1/8” = 1’-0” 


PROJECT DATA  
PARTIES INVOLVED 
CONTEXT MAP @ 1” = 50’-0” 
VICINITY MAP 
SCOPE OF WORK  


SHEET 1.2: SITE PLANS (W/ ROOF PLAN) @ 1/8” = 1’-0” 
  SECTION FACING EAST @ 1/8” = 1’-0”  
SHEET 2: (N) PENTHOUSE, UPPER & LOWER FLOOR PLANS  


@ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 2.1: (N) GARAGE & BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN  


@ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 2A: (E) THIRD FLOOR PLAN @ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 2B: (E) SECOND FLOOR PLAN @ 1/4” = 1’-0” 


(E) GARAGE & BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN  
@ 1/4” = 1’-0” 


SHEET 3: (N) EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS @ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 3.1: (N) EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS @ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 3A: (E) EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS @ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 4: BUILDING SECTIONS @ 1/4” = 1’-0” 
SHEET 5: REMOVED WINDOW SCHEDULE  


WINDOW SCHEDULE 
 


 


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
PROJECT DATA 
SHAMLIAN RESIDENCE 
DENNIS & RITA SHAMLIAN 
1418 DIAMOND STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94131 
 
APN: 6588/003 
LOT AREA: 2500 SQ. FT. 
ZONE: RH-1 
AREA: SOUTHWEST TEAM 
HT. & BULK: 40-X 
OCCUPANCY GROUP: R-3 
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: V-B, FIRE SPRINKLER PROTECTED 
T24 CLIMATE ZONE: 3 
NO. OF STORIES: 3 
HOUSE BUILT IN: 1950 
 
    EXISTING  PROPOSED  REQUIREMENT 
 
MAXIMUM WALL HEIGHT: 8’-0”   8’-0”   - 
MAXIMUM  
ROOF HEIGHT:  28’-10 1/2”  28’-10 1/2”  40’ MAX. 
 
FRONT SETBACK:   19’-1”   17’-1”   NONE 
SIDE SETBACK (NORTH):  NONE   NONE   NONE 
SIDE SETBACK (SOUTH):  NONE   NONE   NONE 
REAR SETBACK:   47-3”   35’-2”   30’ MIN. 
 
HABITABLE & CONDITIONED FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS 
 
    EXISTING  PROPOSED (+) TOTAL 
GROUND FLOOR/ENTRY 0 SQ. FT.  176 SQ. FT.  176 SQ. FT. 
MAIN FLOOR   928 SQ. FT.  622 SQ. FT.  1550 SQ. FT. 
UPPER FLOOR  1223 SQ. FT.  268 SQ. FT.            1491 SQ. FT. 
 
TOTAL HABITABLE  
& CONDITIONED 
FLOOR AREA  2151 SQ. FT. 1079 SQ. FT. 3217 SQ. FT.* 
 
NON-HABITABLE & NON-CONDITIONED FLOOR AREA CALCULATIONS 
 


EXISTING  PROPOSED           TOTAL 
GROUND FLOOR/ENTRY 723 SQ. FT.  -167 SQ. FT.  556 SQ. FT. 
PENTHOUSE/ROOF ACCESS 0 SQ. FT.  99 SQ. FT.  99 SQ. FT. 
 
TOTAL NON-HABITABLE  
& NON-CONDITIONED 
FLOOR AREA  723 SQ. FT. -68 SQ. FT. 655 SQ. FT.* 
 
*SEE FAR CALC DIAGRAMS ON COVER SHEET 1  
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GENERAL NOTES 
 


1 .  SITE CONDITIONS: BIDDERS SHALL VISIT THE SITE 


AND FAMILIARIZE THEMSELVES WITH ALL EXISTING 


LIMITATIONS.  ALL FEATURES OF CONSTRUCTION NOT 


FULLY SHOWN SHALL BE OF THE SAME TYPE AND 


CHARACTER AS THAT SHOWN FOR SIMILAR 


CONDITIONS.  FOR SPECIAL CONDITIONS OR 


DISCREPANCIES, NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT BEFORE 


BIDDING OR PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. 


 


2. PERMIT FEES AND INSURANCE: THE CONTRACT 


SHALL INCLUDE ALL PERMIT FEES UNLESS 


SPECIFICALLY NOTED IN THE BID AND CONTRACT.  THE 


CONTRACTOR SHALL CARRY LIABILITY, PROPERTY 


DAMAGE, AND WORKERS COMPENSATION INSURANCE, 


AND PROVIDE OWNER CERTIFICATES FOR THESE 


POLICIES. THE OWNER SHALL CARRY FIRE INSURANCE. 


 


3. BUILDING CODES: ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO 


ALL APPLICABLE CURRENT CODES AND ORDINANCES.  


THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT OF 


ALL MODIFICATIONS REQUESTED BY THE BUILDING 


DEPARTMENT, THE OWNER, CONSULTANTS, AND 


OTHER PARTIES. 


 


4.  TRADE STANDARDS: WORK SHALL BE COMPLETED 


SKILLFULLY AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH ACCEPTED 


TRADE STANDARDS.  STANDARDS FOR CARE AND 


WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE AS DEFINED AND OUTLINED 


BY THE NATIONAL TRADE BODY SUCH AS SMACNA, 


TILE COUNCIL OF AMERICA, NWMA, NRCA, LATHING 


AND PLASTER INSTITUTE OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA, 


ETCETERA. 


 


5. MANUFACTURERS’ INSTRUCTIONS: FOLLOW THE 


MANUFACTURERS’ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.  


INSTRUCTIONS AND WARRANTIES SHALL BE GIVEN TO 


THE OWNER UPON SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION. 


 


6. SUBSTITUTIONS:  SUBSTITUTIONS WILL BE 


CONSIDERED, BUT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT 


SUBSTITUTE EQUIPMENT, MATERIAL, OR METHODS 


WITHOUT SPECIFIC APPROVAL BY THE ARCHITECT. 


 


7. SCHEDULE:  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INFORM THE 


OWNER AND ARCHITECT OF THE CONSTRUCTION 


SCHEDULE PRIOR TO STARTING WORK.  THE 


CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO 


MINIMIZE DISRUPTION TO OCCUPANTS AND NEIGHBORS 


DURING CONSTRUCTION.   


 


8. COORDINATION OF WORK:  THE CONTRACTOR 


SHALL COORDINATE WORK BETWEEN 


SUBCONTRACTORS, TRADESPEOPLE, AND SUPPLIERS 


AS SHOWN IN THE DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS, AND 


CONTRACT. 


 


 


 


 


 


9. CHANGE ORDERS: ALL CHANGE ORDERS SHALL BE 


AGREED TO AND IN WRITING PRIOR TO EXECUTION 


OF WORK. 


 


10.  DIMENSIONS: CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL 


DIMENSIONS IN THE FIELD.  WRITTEN DIMENSIONS 


HAVE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED DIMENSIONS.  


DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE ROUGH FRAME UNLESS 


OTHERWISE NOTED.  ANY DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN 


THE DRAWINGS AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS MUST BE 


BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT FOR 


CLARIFICATION PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH WORK. 


 


1 1 .  NOTCHES, BORES AND CUTS TO THE 


STRUCTURE:  DO NOT NOTCH, BORE OR CUT 


MEMBERS FOR PIPES, DUCTS OR OTHER REASONS 


EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON DRAWINGS WITHOUT THE 


SPECIFIC ADVANCE APPROVAL OF THE ARCHITECT. 


 


12. DEMOLITION:  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXECUTE 


DEMOLITION WORK TO ENSURE THE SAFETY OF 


PERSONS AND ADJACENT PROPERTY FROM DAMAGE 


BY SETTLEMENT, FALLING DEBRIS, AND OTHER 


CAUSES IN CONNECTION WITH THIS WORK.  WHERE 


EXISTING CONSTRUCTION IS CUT, DAMAGED, OR 


REMODELED, PATCH OR REPLACE WITH MATERIALS 


THAT MATCH THE KIND, QUALITY AND PERFORMANCE 


OF ADJACENT SURFACES. 


 


13. ASBESTOS:  IF THE CONTRACTOR ENCOUNTERS 


ASBESTOS, HE OR SHE SHALL WARN ALL EMPLOYEES, 


SUBCONTRACTORS, OWNER, OCCUPANTS, AND 


ARCHITECT PRIOR TO DEMOLITION AND 


CONSTRUCTION.  ALSO, IF DURING DEMOLITION OR 


CONSTRUCTION, MATERIALS CONTAINING ASBESTOS 


BECOME DISTURBED OR AIRBORNE, THEY MUST BE 


REMOVED.  REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL MUST CONFORM 


TO THE LATEST REQUIREMENTS OF THE EPA, OSHA, 


CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICE AND 


LOCAL AUTHORITIES.  ASBESTOS REMOVAL IS THE 


RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR. 


 


14. CLEANUP:  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL 


CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AT THE END OF THE JOB AND 


DISPOSE OF IT LEGALLY.  CLEAN ALL NEW WINDOWS 


AND LEAVE THE JOB BROOM CLEAN. 


 


15. WARRANTY:  CONTRACTOR SHALL WARRANT ALL 


WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A PERIOD OF 


ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF SUBSTANTIAL 


COMPLETION OR FROM THE COMMENCEMENT OF 


SPECIFIC WARRANTIES, AND MAKE CORRECTIONS TO 


THE WORK DURING THESE PERIODS. 


 


 
LOT COVERAGE 
 
(E) LOT COVERAGE (EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT ÷ LOT AREA) 
1223 SQ. FT. ÷ 2500 SQ. FT. = 49% 
 
(N) LOT COVERAGE (NEW BUILDING FOOTPRINT ÷ LOT AREA) 
1563 SQ. FT. ÷ 2500 SQ. FT. = 62.5% 
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GENERAL NOTES 
 


1 .  SITE CONDITIONS: BIDDERS SHALL VISIT THE SITE 


AND FAMILIARIZE THEMSELVES WITH ALL EXISTING 


LIMITATIONS.  ALL FEATURES OF CONSTRUCTION NOT 


FULLY SHOWN SHALL BE OF THE SAME TYPE AND 


CHARACTER AS THAT SHOWN FOR SIMILAR 


CONDITIONS.  FOR SPECIAL CONDITIONS OR 


DISCREPANCIES, NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT BEFORE 


BIDDING OR PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. 


 


2. PERMIT FEES AND INSURANCE: THE CONTRACT 


SHALL INCLUDE ALL PERMIT FEES UNLESS 


SPECIFICALLY NOTED IN THE BID AND CONTRACT.  THE 


CONTRACTOR SHALL CARRY LIABILITY, PROPERTY 


DAMAGE, AND WORKERS COMPENSATION INSURANCE, 


AND PROVIDE OWNER CERTIFICATES FOR THESE 


POLICIES. THE OWNER SHALL CARRY FIRE INSURANCE. 


 


3. BUILDING CODES: ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO 


ALL APPLICABLE CURRENT CODES AND ORDINANCES.  


THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT OF 


ALL MODIFICATIONS REQUESTED BY THE BUILDING 


DEPARTMENT, THE OWNER, CONSULTANTS, AND 


OTHER PARTIES. 


 


4.  TRADE STANDARDS: WORK SHALL BE COMPLETED 


SKILLFULLY AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH ACCEPTED 


TRADE STANDARDS.  STANDARDS FOR CARE AND 


WORKMANSHIP SHALL BE AS DEFINED AND OUTLINED 


BY THE NATIONAL TRADE BODY SUCH AS SMACNA, 


TILE COUNCIL OF AMERICA, NWMA, NRCA, LATHING 


AND PLASTER INSTITUTE OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA, 


ETCETERA. 


 


5. MANUFACTURERS’ INSTRUCTIONS: FOLLOW THE 


MANUFACTURERS’ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.  


INSTRUCTIONS AND WARRANTIES SHALL BE GIVEN TO 


THE OWNER UPON SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION. 


 


6. SUBSTITUTIONS:  SUBSTITUTIONS WILL BE 


CONSIDERED, BUT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT 


SUBSTITUTE EQUIPMENT, MATERIAL, OR METHODS 


WITHOUT SPECIFIC APPROVAL BY THE ARCHITECT. 


 


7. SCHEDULE:  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INFORM THE 


OWNER AND ARCHITECT OF THE CONSTRUCTION 


SCHEDULE PRIOR TO STARTING WORK.  THE 


CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO 


MINIMIZE DISRUPTION TO OCCUPANTS AND NEIGHBORS 


DURING CONSTRUCTION.   


 


8. COORDINATION OF WORK:  THE CONTRACTOR 


SHALL COORDINATE WORK BETWEEN 


SUBCONTRACTORS, TRADESPEOPLE, AND SUPPLIERS 


AS SHOWN IN THE DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS, AND 


CONTRACT. 


 


 


 


 


 


9. CHANGE ORDERS: ALL CHANGE ORDERS SHALL BE 


AGREED TO AND IN WRITING PRIOR TO EXECUTION 


OF WORK. 


 


10.  DIMENSIONS: CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL 


DIMENSIONS IN THE FIELD.  WRITTEN DIMENSIONS 


HAVE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED DIMENSIONS.  


DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE ROUGH FRAME UNLESS 


OTHERWISE NOTED.  ANY DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN 


THE DRAWINGS AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS MUST BE 


BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT FOR 


CLARIFICATION PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH WORK. 


 


1 1 .  NOTCHES, BORES AND CUTS TO THE 


STRUCTURE:  DO NOT NOTCH, BORE OR CUT 


MEMBERS FOR PIPES, DUCTS OR OTHER REASONS 


EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON DRAWINGS WITHOUT THE 


SPECIFIC ADVANCE APPROVAL OF THE ARCHITECT. 


 


12. DEMOLITION:  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXECUTE 


DEMOLITION WORK TO ENSURE THE SAFETY OF 


PERSONS AND ADJACENT PROPERTY FROM DAMAGE 


BY SETTLEMENT, FALLING DEBRIS, AND OTHER 


CAUSES IN CONNECTION WITH THIS WORK.  WHERE 


EXISTING CONSTRUCTION IS CUT, DAMAGED, OR 


REMODELED, PATCH OR REPLACE WITH MATERIALS 


THAT MATCH THE KIND, QUALITY AND PERFORMANCE 


OF ADJACENT SURFACES. 


 


13. ASBESTOS:  IF THE CONTRACTOR ENCOUNTERS 


ASBESTOS, HE OR SHE SHALL WARN ALL EMPLOYEES, 


SUBCONTRACTORS, OWNER, OCCUPANTS, AND 


ARCHITECT PRIOR TO DEMOLITION AND 


CONSTRUCTION.  ALSO, IF DURING DEMOLITION OR 


CONSTRUCTION, MATERIALS CONTAINING ASBESTOS 


BECOME DISTURBED OR AIRBORNE, THEY MUST BE 


REMOVED.  REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL MUST CONFORM 


TO THE LATEST REQUIREMENTS OF THE EPA, OSHA, 


CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICE AND 


LOCAL AUTHORITIES.  ASBESTOS REMOVAL IS THE 


RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR. 


 


14. CLEANUP:  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL 


CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS AT THE END OF THE JOB AND 


DISPOSE OF IT LEGALLY.  CLEAN ALL NEW WINDOWS 


AND LEAVE THE JOB BROOM CLEAN. 


 


15. WARRANTY:  CONTRACTOR SHALL WARRANT ALL 


WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A PERIOD OF 


ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF SUBSTANTIAL 


COMPLETION OR FROM THE COMMENCEMENT OF 


SPECIFIC WARRANTIES, AND MAKE CORRECTIONS TO 


THE WORK DURING THESE PERIODS. 
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space.
> 
> The elevator provides a secure by-pass access from garage to roof for a gardener to maintain the rear yard by way of a ship's ladder from roof  to rear patio and garden without requiring entry to either primary
dwelling or accessory dwelling.
> 
> There is no possible adverse impact from this very small roof appurtenance.  There are thousands of roof appurtenances throughout the residential districts of the City that enclose stairs, elevators, light wells,
and small penthouses.  The footprint and height of the elevator shaft enclosure has been minimized to receive a winding drum, 4 stop elevator.  If the appearance of the elevator shaft enclosure requires
modification, the applicant would consider any suggestions.
> 
> We offered the appellant the opportunity to suggest exterior treatments of the elevator shaft enclosure during the mediation, including living green wall, integrally colored cement fiber board, and in the end,
when no preference was stated, we opted to present a smooth, stucco finish that would match other elements of the remodel and addition, and present the most texturally neutral appearance that would stand out
the least during the day, when viewed from uphill properties.
> 
> The remainder of the design-reviewed application has no objections from neighbors or the appellant.  We addressed other neighbor concerns over a rather protracted design development calendar and that
design effort resulted in no other objections or objectors - and as a result, has been recommended for approval by the RDAT team leader, David Winslow.
> 
> We ask that you uphold the Planning Staff approval.
> 
> 
> 3D images of original RDAT reviewed proposal - 5.8.18
>

> 
>

> 
>



> 
> 
> Design following 5.8.18 RDAT meeting with a passive solar venting column with south facing skylights and north facing exhaust vents
>

> 
>



> 
> 
>

> 
> 
> For your reference, the attached below were the 5.17.18 plans that were associated with the public notice of 6.11.18 that the appellant objected to:
> 
> 
> The project plans were subsequently modified as a result of planning staff comments and in consideration of the objecting neighbor, and those plans, including context photos and 3D images, are in your PC
packet for the 10.4.18 meeting.
> 
> I understand the agendas for your meetings are VERY long. I appreciate your public service and hope that the graphic and narrative submittals help you understand the project that has been recommended for
approval by the RDAT Team Leader.
> 
> If you have any questions before the Public Hearing, I can be reached at the below contacts.
> 
> 
> Sincerely,
> 
> Jason
> 
> JASON KALDIS, Architect (Lic. C22085)
> Jason Kaldis Architect, Inc.
> 1250 Addison Street, Studio 210
> Berkeley CA 94702
> 510-549-3584 phone



> 510-549-3574 fax
> jason@jkaldisarchitect.com                                                                                                                                                                              
> 
> 
>



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 11:05:12 AM
Attachments: MPNA.PDMA.UFCW Letter.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Susannah Bard [mailto:shbard@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2018 9:56 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Letter Opposing 1600 Jackson St CU
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Please see the attached letter written by the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association
(MPNA), Polk District Merchants Association (PDMA), and United Food and
Commercial Workers (UFCW Local 648) regarding 1600 Jackson Street.
Please do NOT approve this CU. 

mailto:commissions.secretary@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/
https://maps.google.com/?q=1600+Jackson+Street&entry=gmail&source=g



September 24, 2018, 


RE: 1600 Jackson Street 


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission 
 
MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648, urge the commission to deny this Conditional 
Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods Market 365.   


At the conclusion of the last hearing, this commission was clear that a stand-alone 
grocery store without housing that would preclude future housing development on this 
key transit oriented development site was unacceptable.  Notwithstanding clear 
commissioner comments and directions, the project sponsor now returns to the 
commission with the exact same project a stand-alone grocery store with no housing.      
It must be disapproved.   


(1) No Housing -> No Approval  


The commission noted that large stand-alone uses preclude future housing on some of the 
most obvious sites for housing in the city.  Several commissioners cited, the Whole Foods 
Market on 24th Street in Noe Valley and the Safeway store on Church and Market as 
specific examples noting that the City is not likely to see housing at either location 
because the tenant is not likely to make it happen.  More recently, Safeway balked at 
partnering with Emerald Fund to redevelop their Excelsior store to a new store with 
housing above, an ideal proposition that would deliver a new store and new housing.  
Now Safeway will continue to operate that store with a large surface parking lot 
indefinitely and no housing will be built on the site.   


We cannot let this happen to 1600 Jackson Street by approving this formula retail use for 
Amazon/Whole Foods 365 and losing the opportunity to build housing at this site.  Doing 
so would go against everything this commission has been working to do to alleviate the 
housing crisis and diligently pursue former Mayor Lee and now Mayor Breed’s executive 
directive on housing.  


UFCW
Local 648


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







Any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil out” at this site is false.  
According to the San Francisco Chronicle, the site was acquired in 2014 for $7,000,000.  
Village Properties, the acquirer submitted a prior housing plan for a 62- unit project in 
2015.  Although construction costs and inclusionary housing requirements have increased 
since Village Properties acquired the property, the economics of building in the 
neighborhood remain strong.  This commission should not reward the property owner the 
benefit of high formula retail rents that will forever preclude housing development on the 
site given the state of our housing crisis.    


(2) The Polk Street Neighborhood is Not a Food Dessert -> Polk Street is Ground 
Zero for the Housing and Displacement Crisis 


It has been noted in public testimony that the proposed Amazon/Whole Foods 365 store is 
located a mere 5 blocks away (2 minute drive, less than 10 minutes on foot) from another 
Amazon/Whole Foods store on California Street and Franklin Streets.  The Polk Street 
neighborhood has several grocery options including, Trader Joes, Real Foods Market, 
Golden Veggie Market, and Le Beau Market along with a several specialty shops like the 
Jug Shop and Cheese Plus.    


To call Polk Street a food dessert or lacking in grocery options is insulting to 
neighborhoods of San Francisco that are true food desserts such as the Tenderloin or 
Bayview-Hunters Point and is insulting to the people of these neighborhoods that are 
primarily low income communities and communities of color.  We are not in a grocery 
crisis; rather, the Polk Street community is ground zero for the housing and displacement 
crisis with the 2nd highest eviction rate behind the Mission in the City – we need housing.  
And we need housing on sites that do no displace business and merchants such as 1600 
Jackson.   


(3) Amazon/Whole Foods 365 Does Not Support Good Paying Jobs for Polk Street -
> Building Housing Does Support Good Paying Jobs 


Our coalition is very disturbed by the track record of Amazon/Whole Foods with respect 
to providing good paying jobs with a career path for employees.  The company appears to 
want to automate as much as possible and eliminate as much labor as they can.  This is 
not the type of company we welcome on to the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 
District where we celebrate our workers and employees as being a part of our greater 
community.  We are proud to have the support of our brothers and sisters at Unite Here – 
Local 2 as well as UFCW – Local 5 to oppose this project.  What workers need in 
addition to good paying jobs is housing, and ideally 100% union built housing with good 







paying jobs for workers and that is what we hope to see at 1600 Jackson after this 
conditional use is disapproved. 


(4) Any Future Use May Be Subject to Discretionary Review by This Commission 
even if the Proposed Use is Principally Permitted   


Rest assured our coalition will file a discretionary review for any future project that does 
not include housing at this site even if such a proposed use is principally permitted.  This 
commission should not feel compelled to approve this project for fear that the property 
owner would simply lease out the property for some other use that is less desirable such 
as giant gym.   In such a scenario, our coalition would file a discretionary review and this 
commission could deny a building permit for such a project. 


It is for these reasons honorable commissioners that this project should be 
disapproved today. 


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







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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE VETO OF AB 186
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 10:33:50 AM
Attachments: 9.30.18 AB 186 Vetoed.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: Sunday, September 30, 2018 8:35 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE VETO OF AB 186
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Sunday, September 30, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE VETO OF AB 186

 
Today Governor Jerry Brown vetoed Assembly Bill 186, which would have allowed San
Francisco to open safe injection sites under a three-year pilot program. The bill was authored
by Assemblymember Susan Eggman (D-Stockton) and co-authored by Senator Scott Wiener
(D-San Francisco).
 
“I’m disappointed that the Governor has vetoed this important public health bill. Safe injection
sites save lives. If we are going to prevent overdoses and connect people to services and
treatment that they badly need to stop using drugs in the first place, we need safe injection
sites. If we are going to stop the drug use we see in public every day and get the needles off
our streets, we need proven public health solutions. We have seen these sites work in cities in
other countries, and we know they not only save lives, but they can save our city money by
reducing costs for health care and emergency services. Despite this veto, we will still continue
to work with our community partners on trying to come up with a solution to move this effort
forward. I want to thank Assemblymember Eggman and Senator Wiener for their leadership in
pushing this through the Legislature, and we will continue to work together on fighting the
opioid crisis in our city.”
 
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Sunday, September 30, 2018 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** STATEMENT *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE VETO OF AB 186 


 
Today Governor Jerry Brown vetoed Assembly Bill 186, which would have allowed San 
Francisco to open safe injection sites under a three-year pilot program. The bill was authored by 
Assemblymember Susan Eggman (D-Stockton) and co-authored by Senator Scott Wiener (D-San 
Francisco).  
 
“I’m disappointed that the Governor has vetoed this important public health bill. Safe injection 
sites save lives. If we are going to prevent overdoses and connect people to services and 
treatment that they badly need to stop using drugs in the first place, we need safe injection sites. 
If we are going to stop the drug use we see in public every day and get the needles off our streets, 
we need proven public health solutions. We have seen these sites work in cities in other 
countries, and we know they not only save lives, but they can save our city money by reducing 
costs for health care and emergency services. Despite this veto, we will still continue to work 
with our community partners on trying to come up with a solution to move this effort forward. I 
want to thank Assemblymember Eggman and Senator Wiener for their leadership in pushing this 
through the Legislature, and we will continue to work together on fighting the opioid crisis in our 
city.” 
 
 
 


### 
 
 







 
###

 
 
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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

(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Subject: FW: Casa dei Bambini School, 2401 Taraval Street, September 27, 2018 Meeting, Item B.8
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 12:07:18 PM
Attachments: LET to Planning Commission re Case dei Bambini.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: Alex Merritt [mailto:amerritt@sheppardmullin.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 11:27 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Carlos Balzaretti
Subject: Casa dei Bambini School, 2401 Taraval Street, September 27, 2018 Meeting, Item B.8
 

 

Attached is correspondence on behalf of Casa dei Bambini related to item B.8 on today’s Planning
Commission agenda. Please forward this correspondence to the Planning Commissioners and include
it in the file for the project. We will bring hard copies to distribute at the meeting.
 
Thank you.
 
Alexander L. Merritt
415.774.2976 | direct
415.403.6089 | direct fax
amerritt@sheppardmullin.com | Bio
 

SheppardMullin
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94111-4109
415.434.9100 | main
www.sheppardmullin.com
 
 
Attention: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or
confidential. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail
and delete the message and any attachments.
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Carlos and Sandra Balzaretti 
72 Robinhood Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94127 


September 26, 2018 


San Francisco Planning Commission 
c/o Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400  
San Francisco, CA 94103 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org  


 


Re: Casa dei Bambini School, 2401 Taraval Street 
September 27, 2018 Meeting, Item B.8 


Dear Planning Commissioners: 


We are the applicants for the proposed Casa dei Bambini 
preschool at 2401 Taraval Street. We write to request your support for 
this important and much-needed child care facility and to respond to 
the letter from the “Westside = best side!” community group. 


Casa dei Bambini is a family-owned business that runs a highly 
popular and successful Montessori preschool program. We have been 
operating in Palo Alto and Menlo Park since 1992, and numerous 
parents, teachers, and community members have submitted letters in 
support of our application. We also have close ties to San Francisco, 
having lived here since 1999, and we have long wanted to bring our 
educational program to the City. Last year, with the help of the Small 
Business Administration, we purchased the property at 2401 Taraval, 
with the goal of opening a new preschool in the underserved Sunset 
District. The two teachers who will work at our new Taraval location 
have also lived in San Francisco for more than 10 years. 


“Westside = best side!” opposes our project on grounds that it 
includes a dwelling unit removal. We would like to clarify two 
important points in this regard. 
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First, the project will not displace any residents. The existing 
single-family home at 2401 Taraval is vacant, and nobody has lived 
there on a permanent basis for years. The previous owner died on 
April 30, 2016, and since that date, the property has been vacant. In 
addition, even before she died, the previous owner did not live at 2401 
Taraval on a permanent basis. Instead, in her later years, she spent 
most of her time at her second home in Redding, California. Thus, 2401 
Taraval has not been used for housing by Sunset residents in recent 
memory. (This information was confirmed by the previous owner’s 
probate lawyer and is documented in the enclosed materials, 
previously submitted to the Planning Department.) 


Second, the project will preserve the existing single-family 
home for future residential use. The project does not include 
demolition of the home or any significant structural changes. If the 
preschool closes in the future, the home will immediately become 
available for use again as a dwelling unit. 


“Westside = best side!” suggests that we abandon our project 
and develop six or more new homes on the property. This is not 
realistic. There is no evidence that the site could accommodate that 
level of development, and in any event, Casa dei Bambini is in the 
business of education, not real estate development. “Westside = best 
side!” accuses us of “predatory behavior” and of letting the property 
sit vacant. But this is simply untrue. Since acquiring the property in 
2017, we have been making seismic, fire, and building code upgrades 
so that the property is safer for our students and for anyone who might 
reside there in the future. 


We fully support the mission of “Westside = best side!” to 
relieve the housing shortage and address the affordability crisis. But 
our preschool will not displace any Sunset residents, nor exacerbate 
the City’s housing problems. We are simply repurposing a vacant and 
long-underused building for another, equally-needed use. As 
recognized by the General Plan and the recently-adopted Child Care 
Facilities Ordinance, the City has a “severe shortage” of child care 
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facilities and a “critical” need to open new child care facilities like this 
one in our residential neighborhoods.  


We ask you to vote in support of our project. 


Very truly yours, 


/s/ Carlos Balzaretti 
 /s/ Sandra Balzaretti 


Carlos and Sandra Balzaretti 


 
cc: Gabriela Pantoja, Planner, gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org  
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Alex Merritt


From: Alex Merritt
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:10 PM
To: 'Carlos Balzaretti'; gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org
Subject: RE: 2401 Taraval Street_2018-007452CUA


Hi Gabriela, 
 
Carlos and I wanted to follow-up on a couple of items for the 2401 Taraval project. 
 
First, have you had a chance to review the updated application materials, and is there anything else you need to find the 
application complete? 
 
Second, after submitting the vacancy history, I got a call from the probate lawyer. He confirmed that the previous owner 
died on April 30, 2016, so the property has been completely vacant since that date. In addition, the previous owner had 
another property in Redding, and she was spending most of her time there in the years leading up to her death. (This is 
the reason the probate was in Shasta County.) So even before April 30, 2016, the Taraval property was mostly vacant, 
and nobody lived there full time. 
 
Thanks, 
Alex 
 
 
Alexander L. Merritt 
415.774.2976 | direct 
415.403.6089 | direct fax 
amerritt@sheppardmullin.com | Bio 
  
SheppardMullin 
Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111-4109 
415.434.9100 | main 
www.sheppardmullin.com 
  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Carlos Balzaretti [mailto:carlos@casadeibambini.net]  
Sent: Thursday, July 5, 2018 4:51 PM 
To: gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org 
Cc: Alex Merritt <amerritt@sheppardmullin.com> 
Subject: 2401 Taraval Street_2018-007452CUA 
 
Hi Gabriela, 
I dropped off today the package today addressing your comments. 
 
please let us know if you have questions. 
Regards, 
Carlos  
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2401 Taraval Street 


Vacancy and Acquisition History 


 To the best of our knowledge, the 2401 Taraval property has been vacant 
since the death of the previous owner, Mary Elizabeth Bernie Miller. Based on 
probate records, Ms. Miller died in or before May 2016. Accordingly, we believe 
the property has been vacant for at least 26 months. 


 The following chronology and supporting materials detail the known 
vacancy and acquisition history for the property: 


 Before 19 May 2016—Previous owner of the property, Mary 
Elizabeth Bernie Miller, died. 


 19 May 2016—Probate initiated for Ms. Miller’s estate. We have 
unsuccessfully attempted to contact the estate’s executor for further 
details about the property. If we reach him in the future, we will 
supplement this summary. (See Exhibit A, Register of Actions, Civil 
Probate, Estate of Bernie, Shasta County Superior Court, Case No. 
SC RD CB-PB-16-0028715-000.) 


 9 Sep 2016—Property listed for sale. (Multiple listing service (MLS) 
records, MLS #449961, accessed via www.redfin.com; C. Balzaretti, 
pers. comm.) 


 23 Sep 2016—Property under contract with applicant, with 
contingencies. (MLS records, MLS #449961, accessed via 
www.redfin.com; C. Balzaretti, pers. comm.) 


 31 Oct 2016—Executor of Ms. Miller’s estate authorizes applicant to 
apply for building and planning permits for the property. (See 
Exhibit B, Letter of Authorization from George R. Sullivan, Executor 
for Estate of Mary E. Miller Bernie.) 


 8 Nov 2016—Sale of property pending. (MLS records, MLS #449961, 
accessed via www.redfin.com; C. Balzaretti, pers. comm.) 


 3 Feb 2017—Sale of property closed. (MLS records, MLS #449961, 
accessed via www.redfin.com; C. Balzaretti, pers. comm.) 







 


SMRH:486931662.1 -2- 
  
 


Exhibit A  







                             SHASTA COUNTY COURTS                    PAGE    1
DATE 2018-06-28       CASE#: SC RD CV-PB-16-0028715-000             TIME  9:44


TYPE: CIVIL PROBATE                      STATUS: CLOSED                4/24/17
      EST OF BERNIE


         -----------JUDGE -----------
CURRENT: MCKEE, MONIQUE D.
                                            ------------ATTORNEYS-------------
ER 002: SULLIVAN, GEORGE R.                 SULLIVAN, GEORGE R.
               VS.


DC 001: BERNIE, MARY ELIZABETH              NONE
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
FILING                             PROCEEDINGS
DATE       EVENT           COMMENT                 EVENT DATE


 5/19/16 INITIATE PROBATE


 5/19/16 PET/FOR PROBATE


 5/19/16 NOT ALL PRPOSE ASSGN


 5/19/16 ASSIGN JUDGE TO CASE


 5/19/16 DUTIES AND LIAB P.R.


 5/19/16 NOT PET ADMIN ESTATE                         6/20/16 14:30
  DISPO DATE.:  06/20/16
  DISPOSITION: GRANTED
  EVENT JUDGE: MCKEE, MONIQUE D.


 6/08/16 PROOF OF SERV-MAIL


 6/08/16 PROOF OF SERV-MAIL


 6/15/16 PROOF OF PUBLICATION


 6/20/16 CONFIRMATION HEARING                        10/24/16 14:30
  DISPO DATE.:  10/24/16
  DISPOSITION: TENTATIVE DECISION
  EVENT JUDGE: MCKEE, MONIQUE D.


 6/20/16 STATUS CONFERENCE                            6/26/17 14:30
  DISPO DATE.:  06/19/17
  DISPOSITION: VACATE
  EVENT JUDGE: MCKEE, MONIQUE D.


 6/20/16 ORD FOR PROBATE


 6/20/16 LAST WILL/TESTAMENT


 6/20/16 LETTERS FOR PROBATE


10/20/16 INVENTORY/APPRAISAL







                             SHASTA COUNTY COURTS                    PAGE    2
DATE 2018-06-28       CASE#: SC RD CV-PB-16-0028715-000             TIME  9:44


 3/10/17 FIRST & FINAL ACCTG


 3/10/17 INVENTORY/APPRAISAL


 3/10/17 INVENTORY/APPRAISAL


 3/10/17 INVENTORY/APPRAISAL


 3/10/17 INVENTORY/APPRAISAL


 3/10/17 AGREEMENT


 3/10/17 AGREEMENT


 3/10/17 AGREEMENT


 3/10/17 CONSENT


 3/30/17 RECEIPT


 3/30/17 NOT HG - PROBATE                             4/24/17 14:30
  DISPO DATE.:  04/24/17
  DISPOSITION: GRANTED
  EVENT JUDGE: MCKEE, MONIQUE D.


 3/30/17 NOTICE


 4/24/17 CONFIRMATION HEARING                         8/07/17 14:30
  DISPO DATE.:  08/07/17
  DISPOSITION: ORDER
  EVENT JUDGE: MCKEE, MONIQUE D.


 4/24/17 ORD FINAL DISTRIBUTI


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/10/17 RECEIPT







                             SHASTA COUNTY COURTS                    PAGE    3
DATE 2018-06-28       CASE#: SC RD CV-PB-16-0028715-000             TIME  9:44


 7/10/17 RECEIPT


 7/25/17 DOCUMENTS RETURNED


 7/31/17 DOCUMENTS RECEIVED


 8/07/17 EX PARTE PET/FIN DIS


 2/15/18 DOCUMENTS RETURNED
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Exhibit B 













		PC Letter

		Property Vacancy History

		2401 Taraval--Vacancy & Acquisition History

		2401 Taraval--Vacancy & Acquisition History

		Exhibit A

		2401 Taraval--Vacancy & Acquisition History

		Exhibit







 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to 2918 Mission Street"s use of State Density Bonus
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 12:06:41 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: Gus Hernandez [mailto:gushernandez1@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 12:47 PM
To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to 2918 Mission Street's use of State Density Bonus
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Where is the Base Density Calculation for this project?
 
2918 Mission is a state-analyzed density bonus project, meaning that it is receiving a density
bonus.  However, the state density bonus was never meant to apply to zoning districts where
there are no density regulations to begin with, like NCTs.  This is a double dip in density
deregulation.

In San Francisco, we have the Planning Code to guide us on how to calculate a density bonus
for a state-analyzed project. This calculation was never included in the application for
2918 Mission.

Planning Code Section 206.5 gives specific instructions on how to demonstrate that you
qualify for a height bonus under the Analyzed State Density Bonus program.

SEC. 206.5.  STATE RESIDENTIAL DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM:
ANALYZED. 

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


(5)   Waiver or Modification of Height Limits. Analyzed Projects may request a waiver
of the applicable height restrictions if the applicable height limitation will have the
effect of physically precluding the construction of a Housing Project at the densities or
with the Concessions or Incentives permitted by subsection (c)(4). Analyzed Projects
may receive a height bonus as of right of up to twenty feet or two stories, excluding
exceptions permitted per Section 260(b), if the applicant demonstrates that it qualifies
for a height waiver through the following formula:

         Step one: Calculate Base Density and Bonus Density Limits

         Calculate Base Density (BD), as defined in Section 206.2.

         Bonus Density Limit (BD): ED multiplied by 1.XX where XX is the density bonus
requested per Section 206.5 of this Code (e.g. 7%, 23%, 35%), not to exceed 1.35, the
maximum density bonus available by this Section.

 

SEC. 206.2.  DEFINITIONS.

   “Base Density” is lot area divided by the maximum lot area per unit permitted
under existing density regulations (e.g. 1 unit per 200, 400, 600, 800, or 1000 square
feet of lot area). Calculations that result in a decimal point of 0.5 and above are rounded
to the next whole number.

How State Density Bonus would work under density regulations
 
Prior to the rezoning of Mission Street into an NCT, it was an NC3 district.  NC3 districts
have density regulations, generally, 1 unit per 600 square feet of lot area.  The lot area for
2918 Mission is 11,653 sq ft, and under the previous NC3 zoning, the formula would
be 11,653 / 600 = 19.4216667 or 19 units.  That would be the base density.

The bonus density would then be calculated:
19 x 1.35 = 25.65 = 26 units 

This would be the bonus density limit - you couldn't build more than 26 units under the
previous zoning (the state density bonus is 7 units in this example).

However, NCT districts do not have density regulations, so you can't even begin to calculate
base density per the San Francisco Planning Code.



11,653 / 0 = ?
The hypothetical "base density" project has 55 units.
 
Where is the calculation for base density for this project.   How was the bonus density
determined?
 
We have a prescriptive Planning Code that defines how to calculate base density.  Why should
any project be exempt from following the Planning Code to determine the actual density
bonus?  If any project can use the state density bonus, then the Planning Code must be
amended to provide a way to calculate the bonus density limit.
 
Thank you,
 
Gus Hernandez
Co-Chair
Affordable Divis
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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: Weissglass, David (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Public Comment Re: Agenda Item #2 (619 DIVISADERO STREET)
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 12:06:30 PM
Attachments: AAGA - Public Comment 2_9-27-18.docx

 
 
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: Arab American Grocers Association (AAGA) [mailto:ArabGrocersAssn@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 3:30 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Public Comment Re: Agenda Item #2 (619 DIVISADERO STREET)
 

 

Planning Commission
September 27, 2018
 
Re: Agenda Item #2 (619 DIVISADERO STREET)
Honorable Commissioners,
We are writing today in support up the Naser Family and their seeking lease of the space at
619 Divisadero st. The Naser family immigrated in the 1970s, and began their work I the retail
food business.  They served the community of Divisadero Street since 1992 and for over 25
years. They brought healthy food to an area that did not have many healthy food options at the
time and have committed their lives to serve the community and watch it evolve. Thety
worked every day of the week without any days off and developed lifelong friendships with
community members. Almost two and a half years ago they were forced to close their
business, Health Haven, due to the opening of boutique full scale grocery stores that they were
not able to compete with. Three families depended on our business for survival. After closing
their business, they were hoping to retire and lease the building. Instead they have dealt with
the stress of no income and no stability while depleting what is left of our savings waiting on a
viable lease.  This has lasted two and a half years while paying the mortgage, taxes, insurance
and home association fees for our empty space. They have tried leasing the space to numerous
tenants, including local retailers but have faced difficulties due to demand of high cost tenant
improvements i.e. commercial kitchens, etc.  Finally, CorePower Yoga responded amicably to
the offer to rent the space the Naser family grew excited as they wanted to continue their
legacy of providing nourishing services to the corridor.
This sheds light on a bigger problem of lack of resources to support small businesses and
small property owners in hard-to-reach, immigrant communities who are looking to transition
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Planning Commission

September 27, 2018



Re: Agenda Item #2 (619 DIVISADERO STREET)

Honorable Commissioners, 

We are writing today in support up the Naser Family and their seeking lease of the space at 619 Divisadero st. The Naser family immigrated in the 1970s, and began their work I the retail food business.  They served the community of Divisadero Street since 1992 and for over 25 years. They brought healthy food to an area that did not have many healthy food options at the time and have committed their lives to serve the community and watch it evolve. Thety worked every day of the week without any days off and developed lifelong friendships with community members. Almost two and a half years ago they were forced to close their business, Health Haven, due to the opening of boutique full scale grocery stores that they were not able to compete with. Three families depended on our business for survival. After closing their business, they were hoping to retire and lease the building. Instead they have dealt with the stress of no income and no stability while depleting what is left of our savings waiting on a viable lease.  This has lasted two and a half years while paying the mortgage, taxes, insurance and home association fees for our empty space. They have tried leasing the space to numerous tenants, including local retailers but have faced difficulties due to demand of high cost tenant improvements i.e. commercial kitchens, etc.  Finally, CorePower Yoga responded amicably to the offer to rent the space the Naser family grew excited as they wanted to continue their legacy of providing nourishing services to the corridor. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]This sheds light on a bigger problem of lack of resources to support small businesses and small property owners in hard-to-reach, immigrant communities who are looking to transition their business, succession planning or need vacancy/leasing support. 

We encourage you to support this item. 

Best, 

The Arab American Grocers Association (AAGA)



Arab American Grocers Association (AAGA) - 200 Valencia St, San Francisco, CA 94103
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their business, succession planning or need vacancy/leasing support.
We encourage you to support this item.
Best,
The Arab American Grocers Association (AAGA)



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support of 2918 Mission St project
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 12:06:00 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: Patrick _ [mailto:patrick_m_public@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:06 PM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Support of 2918 Mission St project
 

 

Commissioners,

I live less than a block away from 2918 Mission St. Although I'll never be able to afford to
buy one of them, these condos are vitally important to increase the housing supply. This block
of Mission St has numerous businesses that will benefit from an influx of new residents.
Additionally, since the location is near BART and numerous bus lines, many of the new
residents will be able to use transit instead of driving.

I urge you to approve this project today.

PH
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 3939 24th Street
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 12:05:34 PM
Attachments: 3939 24th Street - NNC Opposition to CUA.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: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2018 11:03 AM
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC); Noeneighborhoodcouncil
Info
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 3939 24th Street
 

 

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,
 
Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the
proposed project at 3939 24th Street
 

 
Sincerely,
 
Ozzie Rohm
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NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL 
Fair Planning for Noe Valley 


 
 


 
September 28, 2018 


 


President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission: 


On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), I am writing to express our opposition regarding 


the Conditional Use Authorization for 3939 24th Street for the following reasons: 


• Authorizing retail-only space on a site that is zoned for mixed-use commercial and 
residential buildings stands contrary to the much-touted densification policy of the 
Planning Department.   


• The site can support numerous residential units and even some BMR dwellings.  It will 
be wasteful to squander the opportunity for developing more housing on this site.  


• This is one of the few opportunities in the City where adding more homes would not 
result in displacing current residents.   


• With so much volatility in our commercial corridors these days, it is far from certain that 
this site could attract suitable merchants who can operate on a long-term basis.  Why 
not include housing on the site to at least make use of the building in case the ground 
floor retail stays vacant indefinitely.   
 


That is why we urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this project unless they 


include housing on this site.   


Sincerely, 


Ozzie Rohm  


For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 


 


 







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: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** GOVERNOR JERRY BROWN SIGNS SB 1045 INTO LAW ALLOWING SAN

FRANCISCO TO STRENGTHEN CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 10:49:57 AM
Attachments: 9.27.18 SB 1045 Signing.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: Thursday, September 27, 2018 3:16 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** GOVERNOR JERRY BROWN SIGNS SB 1045 INTO LAW ALLOWING
SAN FRANCISCO TO STRENGTHEN CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, September 27, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
GOVERNOR JERRY BROWN SIGNS SB 1045 INTO LAW

ALLOWING SAN FRANCISCO TO STRENGTHEN
CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS

Mayor Breed vows to move quickly to implement new legislation, help severely mentally ill
and addicted San Franciscans receive the care they need

 
San Francisco, CA – Governor Jerry Brown today signed SB 1045 into law, which allows for
strengthened conservatorship laws in San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego counties in
order to better treat individuals suffering from severe mental illness and addiction issues.
 
Following the signing, Mayor London N. Breed announced plans to move forward
implementing the legislation in San Francisco.
 
“The status quo is unacceptable—it is not humane to allow San Franciscans struggling with
severe mental illness and addiction to continue to suffer on our streets,” said Mayor Breed. “I
have been a longtime supporter of strengthening our conservatorship laws and I look forward
to moving quickly to implement this legislation at the local level so we can start providing
care to those in need. I want to thank Senator Wiener for his steadfast leadership on this issue
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


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


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, September 27, 2018 


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


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


GOVERNOR JERRY BROWN SIGNS SB 1045 INTO LAW 


ALLOWING SAN FRANCISCO TO STRENGTHEN 


CONSERVATORSHIP LAWS 


Mayor Breed vows to move quickly to implement new legislation, help severely mentally ill and 


addicted San Franciscans receive the care they need 


 


San Francisco, CA – Governor Jerry Brown today signed SB 1045 into law, which allows for 


strengthened conservatorship laws in San Francisco, Los Angeles, and San Diego counties in 


order to better treat individuals suffering from severe mental illness and addiction issues. 


 


Following the signing, Mayor London N. Breed announced plans to move forward implementing 


the legislation in San Francisco. 


 


“The status quo is unacceptable—it is not humane to allow San Franciscans struggling with 


severe mental illness and addiction to continue to suffer on our streets,” said Mayor Breed. “I 


have been a longtime supporter of strengthening our conservatorship laws and I look forward to 


moving quickly to implement this legislation at the local level so we can start providing care to 


those in need. I want to thank Senator Wiener for his steadfast leadership on this issue and 


Governor Brown for signing this important bill into law.” 


 


SB 1045 creates a five-year pilot program allowing for strengthened conservatorship laws that 


focus on providing housing and wraparound services for people suffering from mental health and 


substance use issues. Individual counties can choose to vote to opt-in to the program. In order to 


be considered for conservatorship, an individual must be suffering from both mental health and 


substance use issues that have resulted in multiple 5150 holds, in which they are held for 


psychiatric evaluation.  


 


“San Francisco needs every tool we can get to help people who can’t help themselves get off our 


streets and into care,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “I want to thank Governor Brown and 


our statewide leaders for pushing ahead with this important legislation, and I look forward to 


leading on local implementation with the Mayor and working with my colleagues on the Board 


to change our conservatorship laws here in San Francisco.” 


 


Under SB 1045, County officials must go before a judge to prove that an individual is in need of 


conservatorship. Provided there are no other viable alternatives, the individual can be placed 


under conservatorship for up to one year, with the ability to petition monthly for a hearing for 


release. 


### 







and Governor Brown for signing this important bill into law.”
 
SB 1045 creates a five-year pilot program allowing for strengthened conservatorship laws that
focus on providing housing and wraparound services for people suffering from mental health
and substance use issues. Individual counties can choose to vote to opt-in to the program. In
order to be considered for conservatorship, an individual must be suffering from both mental
health and substance use issues that have resulted in multiple 5150 holds, in which they are
held for psychiatric evaluation.
 
“San Francisco needs every tool we can get to help people who can’t help themselves get off
our streets and into care,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “I want to thank Governor
Brown and our statewide leaders for pushing ahead with this important legislation, and I look
forward to leading on local implementation with the Mayor and working with my colleagues
on the Board to change our conservatorship laws here in San Francisco.”
 
Under SB 1045, County officials must go before a judge to prove that an individual is in need
of conservatorship. Provided there are no other viable alternatives, the individual can be
placed under conservatorship for up to one year, with the ability to petition monthly for a
hearing for release.

###
 
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

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)
Subject: FW: Support Letter for Happy Vape, 1963 Ocean Avenue - Case# 2018-001018CUA - 10-4-18
Date: Friday, September 28, 2018 10:46:02 AM
Attachments: President Richard Hillis.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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:31 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Support Letter for Happy Vape, 1963 Ocean Avenue - Case# 2018-001018CUA - 10-4-18
 
 
 

From: Ronald Xie [mailto:xie.ronald@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5:22 PM
To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Subject: Support Letter for Happy Vape, 1963 Ocean Avenue - Case# 2018-001018CUA - 10-4-18
 

 

Hello Katy,
 
Please accept this support letter written by me on behalf of Happy Vape SF and their
application for the extension of operational hours. 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
-Ronald Xie
Store Manager
415-816-7712
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
To: Butkus, Audrey (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; "richhillissf@gmail.com"; Melgar, Myrna (CPC);

"planning@rodneyfong.co"; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com

Subject: RE: Follow-Up on Affordable Housing in SALI District from 9/27 CPC Hearing
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 4:55:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Just as further clarification, only amendment 2 required re-referral back to the Planning Commission.
 
Thanks,
 
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

            
 

From: Butkus, Audrey (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 3:48 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>;
'richhillissf@gmail.com'; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org>;
'planning@rodneyfong.co'; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel
(CPC) <Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>
Subject: Follow-Up on Affordable Housing in SALI District from 9/27 CPC Hearing
 
Dear Commissioners,
 
This afternoon, Aaron Starr briefed you on some changes that have been introduced to the
Ordinance which will allow 100% affordable housing on undeveloped and surface parking lot parcels
in the SALI District (Board File No. 180364,  Case # 2018-006287PCA/MAP). Below is a summary of
 these two changes and their purpose in more detail:
 
Change 1: Remove the term “structure” where quoted and replace with the term “building”. It came
to our attention that the word “structure” can include billboards and general advertising signs. As

written when you considered this legislation on July 12th, this would prevent any lot with a billboard
or general advertising sign to be considered for 100% affordable housing, even if the rest of the sight
is undeveloped.
 
Change 2: 100% affordable housing would be allowed on any parcel in the SALI which is over 15,000
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square feet in size, which contains a surface parking lot use, and has a building on the site that does
not exceed 800 square feet in size.  The reason for this new exemption is to allow one particular site,
which Tipping Point is considering for this program, to remain eligible. The site is currently a surface
parking lot with a billboard and a small bail bonds building. The building is not a historic resource.
There are only two parcels total in the district to where this may apply, and the site described above
is one of them.
 
 
If you have any questions or concerns please let me know. I will be out of the office this Friday and
next Monday therefore Aaron Starr can also be available for your inquiries.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Audrey Butkus
Senior Planner, Legislative Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9129 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/


From: Butkus, Audrey (CPC)
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; "richhillissf@gmail.com"; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); "planning@rodneyfong.co";

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com

Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Subject: Follow-Up on Affordable Housing in SALI District from 9/27 CPC Hearing
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 3:48:13 PM

Dear Commissioners,
 
This afternoon, Aaron Starr briefed you on some changes that have been introduced to the
Ordinance which will allow 100% affordable housing on undeveloped and surface parking lot parcels
in the SALI District (Board File No. 180364,  Case # 2018-006287PCA/MAP). Below is a summary of
 these two changes and their purpose in more detail:
 
Change 1: Remove the term “structure” where quoted and replace with the term “building”. It came
to our attention that the word “structure” can include billboards and general advertising signs. As

written when you considered this legislation on July 12th, this would prevent any lot with a billboard
or general advertising sign to be considered for 100% affordable housing, even if the rest of the sight
is undeveloped.
 
Change 2: 100% affordable housing would be allowed on any parcel in the SALI which is over 15,000
square feet in size, which contains a surface parking lot use, and has a building on the site that does
not exceed 800 square feet in size.  The reason for this new exemption is to allow one particular site,
which Tipping Point is considering for this program, to remain eligible. The site is currently a surface
parking lot with a billboard and a small bail bonds building. The building is not a historic resource.
There are only two parcels total in the district to where this may apply, and the site described above
is one of them.
 
 
If you have any questions or concerns please let me know. I will be out of the office this Friday and
next Monday therefore Aaron Starr can also be available for your inquiries.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Audrey Butkus
Senior Planner, Legislative Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9129 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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