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The Planning Commission,
City and County of San Francisco.

Re: Application No. 2018.0524.0036 (DBI), 269 Avila St.

We are homeowners and residents of Avila Street, and we hereby request that you deny
the above application to add a THIRD dwelling unit to a non-conforming 2-unit building
on our RH-1 zoned street for the following reasons:

| ¥

a third unit would intensify the use of a non-complying structure, contrary to
Planning Code sec. 181(c)(4) which prohibits the intensification of use of such
a structure;

a third unit would result in the change of use of a non-conforming structure, in
that this would constitute a change from a single family (with a subsidiary unit
attached) residential dwelling within an RH-1 residential district into a 3-unit
rental apartment house; this is contrary to Planning Code sec. 182(a);

a third unit would open the door to speculators to acquire these RH-1 single
family residential dwellings on our street for conversion into commercially
marketed 3-unit apartment houses, thus endangering the affordability of the
present occupants to be able to continue to live in them;

the addition of a third unit is not within the contemplation or intent of the
legislation which allows for the addition of a SECOND unit as subsidiary or
secondary to what is effectively a single family home in an RH-1 district;

the introduction of 3-unit apartment houses on our street will resultin a
change in the existing housing and neighborhood character to the detriment of
the neighborhood, contrary to the mandate of the City’s General Plan.

For these reasons, we respectfully request that you deny the developer’s application for
addition of this third unit.

We thank you for your consideration.
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EXHIBIT F:
PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE



PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE:
SUPPORT



From: gloriart8003@sbcglobal.net

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: 1600 Jackson hearing November 8
Date: Friday, November 02, 2018 10:23:30 AM

— x = rm— . — - - v e

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

Dear Nicholas Foster,
I live at 1650 Jackson and request that the Planning Department approve this project!
Gloria Allen

Sent from my iPad



From: Robert Bluhm

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

Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:13:52 PM

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

Re: 2016-000378CUA
Dear Planning Commissioners,

I’m writing once again to relay my strongest support for the WF365 application, especially in
light of the recent changes to the proposal.

The provision of 8 housing units, in particular with inclusion of two-bedroom units, seems to
me very positive and shows a serious, good faith effort to respond to the Commission’s
direction over the past several months.

I live on Russian Hill about 6-7 blocks northeast of the proposed grocery. The community
through multiple surveys has indicated a clear desire for this grocery store, and the long lines
at neighboring TJs and the Whole Foods on Franklin St reinforce a strong demand.

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 your patience and perseverance in considering this.
Robert Bluhm
74 Macondray Ln

Sent from my iPhone



From: Trattratt
To: commissions.secretary@sf.qov.org

Cc: richhillisSF@amail.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); Peskin, Aaron
(BOS)

Subject: 1600 Jackson Street Whole Foods 365 CUP

Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 11:00:28 AM

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

1650 Jackson Homeowners Association
1650 Jackson Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Case No. 2016-000378CUA
1600 Jackson Street

Dear Commissioners:

We at 1650 Jackson Street, a condominium building adjacent to 1600 Jackson Street consisting of 68
residential units and two retail units, support the proposed Whole Foods 365 project with 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.

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. We already have numerous vacant retail sites on Polk Street between
Broadway and California Streets and believe that this project would greatly boost all retail on Polk
Street and would bring much needed foot traffic to the neighborhood in addition to supplying us
with an affordable grocery store within walking distance of our neighbors. Having a full-service
grocery would complement the offerings of the small retail businesses in the neighborhood such
as Cheese Plus, Bel Campo Meats, and The Jug Shop. which are not on everyone's budget nor are
they appropriate for everyday shopping.

We would also like to reiterate the fact that the building at 1600 Jackson is a viable one and a perfect spot
for this project. We believe it is wasteful to destroy a building such as this and goes against all that San
Francisco stands for. Our neighborhood has increased in density and will continue to do so for the
foreseeable future. We need to keep up with the requirements of a growing neighborhood with a full
service grocery and anchor store such as Whole Foods 365. This store will also improve walkability for
our neighborhood and will work along with the Transit First requirements of San Francisco.

Finally, we object to the many forces outside of our neighborhood who are vehemently opposed to this
project. We believe the neighbors should carry weight in their own neighborhood. We also object to the
stance of the MPNA who has taken no poll in the neighborhood to verify their stance.

Please listen to the voices of the people who actually live in this neighborhood ard approve this project so
that we can finally see some progress on this issue.

Thank you.



Best regards,

Frank Burkatzky, President
Dick Wayman, Vice President
Lindsey Kotterman, Secretary
Bob Kamm, Treasurer

Karen Dold, Member-At-Large



From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

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

sources.

Trattratt

commissions.secr: sf.qov.or

RichHillis@SF@gamail.com; Melaar, Myrna (CPC); pianning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel

Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nichclas (CPC); Peskin,

Aaron (BOS)

1600 Jackson Street, Case No. 2016-000378CUAVAR

Tuesday, November 06, 2018 10:12:47 AM

QOctober 6, 2018

FROM:

Karen and David Dold
1650 Jackson Street
Units 503 and 504

San Francisco, CA 94109

Case No. 2016-000378CUAVAR
1600 Jackson Street

Dear Planning Commissioners:

We are owners of two units at 1650 Jackson
Street, directly adjacent to the property at 1600
Jackson Street. We have lived at this address
since 1991 and are directly adjacent to 1600
Jackson Street. We would like to add our support
to the mixed use project being proposed at 1600
Jackson Street for a Whole Foods 365 store and
residential rental units. We believe that this
compromise with our neighborhood is a good
one and we applaud both Whole Foods and
Village Properties for sticking with our
neighborhood and supporting our desires as
well as the desires of the Planning
Commission. The property in question has
been vacant for about three years. This is a
viable building suitable for this project
without much alteration and this is the most

sustainable option for this property.

During the last few years, our neighborhood has
come together, along with the Russian Hill
Neighborhood Association, (and despite the
Middle Polk Neighborhood Association which
has not listened to the desires of the
neighborhood. has not taken a vote, and has
not performed due diligence by neighborhood
outreach to verify their view like The Russian
Hill Association has) to work with Whole Foods
and the developer to have our needs met. We



believe that both the Whole Foods 365 team and
the developer have continued to meet our
demands and have been open to discussions and
meetings. We have all put in a great deal of time
and energy on this project and feel that we should
be listened to. We thoroughly object to the
many non-residents who have voiced their
opinions against this project - including some
of our local merchants and the Merchant
Association. It is our feeling that the opinions
of those who live here should be given weight
as to what our neighborhood needs. We
support our merchants and they should in
turn support us.

We would hope that the Planning Commissions
would put aside their own prejudices which were
very obvious two hearings ago and look at all of
the correspondence written in favor these last
couple of years of this project. We would also
like to remind the Commission that this
neighborhood did not vote for a ban on
formula retail and that a Whole Foods 365
would be welcomed here.

During the last few years, our neighborhood
density has increased overwhelmingly. There are
many other large scale projects which will be
coming up in the next few years. One is already
being proposed across the street from us at 1641
Jackson which is now on the market for sale. We
have had large multi-unit residential projects built
recently on Pacific and Washington Streets in this
neighborhood. We will definitely need a full-
service, walkable grocery store in which to shop
which is not a small, expensive specialty store
such as The Cheese Shop, Bel Campo Meats, or
The Jug Shop. These are not full-service stores
where one could shop every day.

Right now, there are numerous vacant retail
spots on Polk St. between Broadway and
California St. We believe having a Whole
Foods 365 store on Polk would boost

business for everyone.The addition of an
anchor store such as Whole Foods 365 would

be a welcome addition to our neighborhood
and would most assuredly boost foot traffic

on Polk Street to help Polk get back on track.

Formula retail has certainly not adversely
affected Chestnut Street which is a lively,
viable street. Polk Street certainly deserves
more than another coffee retail spot, nail salon,
gym or massage establishment. We can
guarantee that this would be a successful spot in
the neighborhood.




Reply Reply All Forward

In closing, | would like to remind you that one of
the commissioners complained about not liking
the Whole Foods any longer on California Street
because the lines were too long and it was not as
friendly. We believe the lines are too long and
the store crowded because the neighborhood

has grown and that we need another full-
service store.

Please vote to approve this project. The life

and health of our neighborhood depends on
it.

Sincerely,

Karen and David Dold

1650 Street Units 503 and 504
San Fracisco, CA 94109



From: Secretary, Commissions (CP!

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC}

Subject: FW: 1600 Jackson Street 2016-000378CUA
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 9:19:36 AM

Jonas P. lonir,
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: Judith P. Roddy [mailto:jproddyl1@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 5:17 AM

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)

Subject: Re: 1600 Jackson Street 2016-000378CUA

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

Good morning,

On the eve of yet another hearing for the proposed Whole Foods Market 365 at 1600
Jackson Street, | am left wondering what eise | can do to show my support for the
project.

Does this email matter? | do not know. Will my having spoken at prior hearings

matter? | do not know. Did the fact that | had to work and could not attend the
October hearing matter? | do not know. Will my being at the hearing tomorrow
matter? | do not know.

And yet, in light of how | feel about how our country is faring right now, to sit back
and do nothing does not seem like the right thing to do.

Below is my email dated October 2 that | would ask you to skim. | will not bore you
with my two or three preceding emails.

So, at the risk of taking your time unnecessarily, all | can do is repeat:

« | love my neighborhood.

» My neighborhood has problems: Empty storefronts, lack of vitality, lack of
anchor destinations to attract foot traffic.

e My neighborhood is dense, and its density requires services.

o We do not have a full-service grocery store in our neighborhood. We have



smaller shops that are great for special occasions but that | find unaffordable
for routine shopping.
| wish the local merchants so in opposition of Whole Foods Market 365 had
embraced Whole Foods Market 365 as an opportunity rather than as a threat.
| wish the Planning Commission would continue to listen to those of us who
actually live in the neighborhood.
The MPNA does not speak for me.
| admire Whole Foods Market 365 and Village Properties for continuing to
believe in the viability of their vision that was first presented to the
neighborhood in 2015.

| thank you for your time.
| do not know what else | can say, except | hope you think of what is best for OUR
neighborhood and that you think of us who live in and love our neighborhood and

approve the Whole Foods Market 365 at 1600 Jackson Street as it is presented
tomorrow.

Thank you.

Judi

Judith Roddy

1591 Jackson Street

No. 11

San Francisco, CA 94109

On Tue, Oct 2, 2018 at 9:16 AM Judith P. Roddy <jproddy1l@gmail.com> wrote:

October 2, 2018
Supervisor Peskin, Commissioners and Mr. Rahaim,

My name is Judith Roddy, | am 64 years old and | have owned a condominium at 1591
Jackson Street at the corner of Jackson Street and Polk Street since 2000. Repeating

what | wrote you in April, 2018, if (and that's a big if) | can afford to, | 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 | 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 | recall)
Commission President Rich Hillis: “If | 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 | think Whole Foods and Village Properties would put one more
penny or one more minute into thair 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 | write this, | 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 | am
concerned that no matter how much housing is built, the evidence | see every day in the
neighborhood in which | work (SOMA — Mission Street between 7th Street and 8th Street)
supports San Francisco is suffering from a medical crisis — not merely a housing crisis.

| 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 | 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 | was in line. Having
timed my experience just for the fun of it and because | found in incredible that the line
was so very long, | confidently replied, “14 minutes and 27 seconds.” On countless
occasions | have experienced similar long lines at Whole Foods at California Street and
Franklin Street. | 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.

| 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. | understand their fear as more and more of us are buying items online. Foot
traffic will help them! (Personal story: | 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 | do Sunday afternoon? | 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 | ate!)

| 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 | am a member and | have never been asked my opinion
about Whole Foods Market 365) would prefer housing with small, ground floor retail units.
| 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 | 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. | 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, | am disappointed | cannot be at Thursday’s hearing
because | must be at work; however, | 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



From: Secr mmissions (CP!

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent {CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
{CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Whole Foods hearing--November 8th

Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:18:58 AM

T W— | S A————— - — e —— - - s —— - oo,

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Paula Bruin [mailto:paulabruin@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 08, 2018 10:12 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Whole Foods hearing--November 8th

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

To all the commissioners:

[ fully support the use of the former Lombardi’s building for a full-service grocery (Whole
Foods Market). 1 believe the Polk Street corridor has too many empty buildings and is
presently in a very shabby condition. | am a resident/owner at 1650 Jackson St.

Paula Bruin

RichHillsSF@gmail.com
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org

planningrodneyfong.com
milicent.jonhson@sfgov.org

joel.koppel@sfoov.or
kathrin.moore@sfgov.or
dennis.richards(@sfgov.or
John.Rahaim@sfeov.com

Nicolas.Foster@sfgov.org

Aaron.Peskin@sfeov.or



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: Eeliciar.o, Josephine (CPC); Focter, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: FW: YES on Whole Foods 365 at Polk and Jackson

Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 1:41:05 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

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: Sloat Van Winkle [mailto:sloatvw@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 12:20 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: YES on Whole Foods 365 at Polk and Jackson

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

Hi

I’'m a resident of the neighborhood and live 2 blocks away from the too-long empty
Lombardi Sports Store. We very much need a grocery akin the the proposed 365, much
more than yet another bland expensive condominium building.

| feel that the opposing view is unrealistic to suggest that value-priced housing
can be constructed at that location and at this time of our real estate cycle.

it is a detriment to he neighborhood for this large building to sit vacant for
another long period of posturing. Please approve the 365.

Thank you

Frederick Sloat Van Winkle
1426 Jackson St



From: Alexis Coddington

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

Cc: "Commission President Rich Hillis"; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); "Commissioner Fong"; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: 1 support the Whole Foods 365

Date: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:25:28 PM

o m——. ot oz

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

The neighborhood needs a store where we can walk to and park when needed. Please do your job
and vote yes to allow Whole Foods 365 to proceed.

Alexis Coddington
1101 C]reen Strcct
SF,CA 94109



From: Michael Scheu

To: michaelrscheu
Subject: in support of the WF project at 1600 Jackson Street
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 11:32:46 AM

e - - o s — e i - o — -

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

To whom it may concern,

I am writing in support of the pending Whole Foods 365 project at 1600
Jackson Street. This store will fill a void in the neighborhood and actually
draw more foot traffic to the area, potentially boosting the revenues of local
merchants.

I have attended presentations by Whole Foods, held at the proposed site last
year, and was impressed with their vision and willingness to work with and in
support of our local merchants.

The current abandoned building is an eyesore and a magnet for homeless. It
has been vacant for several years, and is in need of attention. We are eager for
action.

Thank you for your consideration,

Mike Scheu
1426 Jackson Street, SF CA



From: Carla Schlemminger

To: Secretary, Commissions (CP
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Commission President Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner Fong;

Johnson, Miticent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC):
Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: Please vote for the Whole Foods 365 store on Polk

Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 2:59:51 PM

I

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

Dear Commissioners,

Please vote YES to approve the proposed Whole Foods 365 store on 1600 Jackson at Polk Street in the old
Lombardi’s space.

The quality of the produce, store concept, and price point are all appealing. I often walk to Polk from Pacific
Heights and this would be another positive reason to go there. I don’t see it competing with other local stores on the
block, or even the current WF store on Franklin which is super crowded.

Last, this is a great tenant for that large, long-vacated space!

Thank you,

Carla Schlemminger

SF native

Sent from my iPad



From: AMY SHERMAN

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC
Subject: Support for the conditional use application of Amazon/Whole Foods at 1600 Jackson

Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 5:39:39 PM

[ — e s - i SSESE—— —— v

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

Nicholas Foster,

I live on Russian Hill at Larkin and Green. Since the closing of Big Apple grocery store I have relied more heavily
on delivery services because there is NO full service grocery store that I can walk to and carry my groceries home
from. Big Apple was just 2 block away from the proposed Whole Foods 365. Our neighborhood is densely
populated and needs a real grocery store. The other stores in the neighborhood are not anywhere near adequate,
shop at them so I know this to be true.

I understand the need for housing, but those demanding it and those in opposition to Whole Foods 365 don’t live in
this neighborhood and aren’t impacted by the lack of a grocery store trhe way I am. I will continue to shop at the
other local stores, but I also believe that 365 will complement their selection.

Right now we have 4 coffee shops in 3 blocks—Saint Frank, Peet’s, Starbucks, and Royal Grounds and soon there
will be a Philz. This is ridiculous and does not serve the locals who live in the neighborhood. If more housing is
added, where will everyone shop? Will they survive on coffee? No. There will be even more need for a grocery
store. I implore you to serve the people who live on Russian Hill. WE NEED A GROCERY STORE.

Thank you,

Amy Sherman

Amy Sherman

2201 Larkin St #4

San Francisco CA 94109

415.729.5114



From: John J. Riley

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Commission President Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Commissioner Fong;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis {CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC);
Foster, Nicholas {CPC)

Subject: Whole Foods, Polk and Jackson

Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 10:03:27 AM

= . e e e c— e -

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

Dear Members of the Planning Commission, and Staff:

I am writing in support of the proposed Whole Foods project at Polk and Jackson (Russian Hill), in San Francisco.
As a resident of the neighborhood for many, many years, I think the project provides the neighborhood with
something it desperately needs: A reliable place to shop for organic foods. (Real Food Company used to be that
place, but has neglected its duty to the neighorhood for about 5 years by bleeding its Filmore/Filbert location to a
slow death, while cocurrently understocking its shelves on Polk.) We need a place we know we can go to that won’t

be out of milk, butter, whatever. And more, a good grocery store to which we can walk.

P’d also like to point out that we need to fill that space with a thriving market that will generate foot traffic on Polk
Street, which will inure to the benefit of other merchants. It’s a dead zone now.

A final comment: I don’t understand why this is taking so long when the need is so apparent. The market should
already be up and running. (Out of respect, I'm tempering my frustration with the delay.)

Thank you for your consideration.

John Riley
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Please do not approve the Amazon 365 stere on Polk St at Jackson. Amazon does not fit into
the scale of our neighborhood and would hurt the local businesses here.

Allowing Amazon to open here is a privilege. Amazon should give something back to San
Francisco and the Polk St community if approved. What is Amazon going to do for our
neighborhood?

Amazon will hurt the small businesses and clog our street with traffic congestion from their
customers and deliveries.

Please do not approve the Conditional Use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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| am opposed to the Amazon 365 store opening on Polk St at Jackson. This would be a
disaster for our local businesses, creating traffic and gridlock in our beautiful neighborhood.
Amazon has a reputation of destroying businesses and will hurt our locai businesses on Polk St

San Francisco needs more housing. The location could include housing above and retail space
on the ground floor. | believe this is the best option for our neighborhood.

Please do not approve the Conditional use Permit for Amazon 385 at 1600 Jackson St.
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I am opposed to the Amazon/365 Whole Foods Market at 1600 Jackson St. The Polk St business
corridor is almost entirely made of family owned small businesses. A big box retailer giant such
as Amazon/365 Whole Foods does not fit within the scope of our community and is a threat to
all retailers in our community.

Housing is the best use for the space at 1600 Jackson St, and | urge you to deny the Conditional
Use Permit at 1600 Jackson St, so the developer will follow through on their original plans to
build more than 60 units of housing at the location with small retail on the ground floor.

I believe the property at 1600 Jackson could provide a forever after benefit to San Francisco if it
were developed into housing. Why should you grant the privilege of allowing a chain retailer as
large and controversial as Amazon to open on our street with nothing significant in return? How
can they expect to occupy that space on our street with no long-term benefit for San
Franciscans? This is the best opportunity to take your greund and choose the highest and best
use of the space. 8 units of housing on the second floor of a Grocery store is an insult to the
neighborhood and the greater needs of San Franciscans for decades to come.

Please deny the CUP at 1600 Jackson.

Sincerely,
7L




| am opposed to the Amazon 365 store opening on Polk St at Jackson. This would be a
disaster for our local businesses, creating traffic and gridiock in our beautiful neighborhood.
Amazon has a reputation of destroying businesses and will hurt our local businesses on Polk St.

San Francisco needs more housing. The location could include housing above and retail space
on the ground floor. | believe this is the best option for our neighborhood.

Please do not approve the Conditional use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.




Please do not approve the Amazon 365 store on Polk St at Jackson. Amazon does not fit into
the scale of our neighborhood and would hurt the local businesses here.

Allowing Amazon to open here is a privilege. Amazon should give something back to San
Francisco and the Polk St community if approved. What is Amazon going to do for our
neighborhood?

Amazon will hurt the small businesses and clog our street with traffic congestion from their
customers and deliveries.

Please do rot approve the Conditional Use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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Please do not approve the Amazon 385 store on Polk St at Jackson. Amazon does not fit into
the scale of our neighborhood and would hurt the local businesses here.

Allowing Amazon to open here is a privilege. Amazon should give something back to San
Francisco and the Polk St community if approved. What is Amazon going to do for our
neighborhood?

Amazon will hurt the small businesses and clog our street with traffic congestion from their
customers and deliveries.

Please do not approve the ConditionakUse Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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| am opposed to the Amazon 365 store opening on Polk St at Jackson. This would be a
disaster for our local businesses, creating traffic and gridlock in our beautiful neighborhood.
Amazon has a reputation of destroying businesses and will hurt our local businesses on Polk St.

San Francisco needs more housing. The location could include housing above and retail space
on the ground floor. | believe this is the best option for our neighborhood.

Please do not approve the Conditional use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.

N

[ =6 - zo(® Dcﬂ\wv@&\ (s \Zuql\w««
Je1] e St




Please do not approve the Amazon 365 store on Polk St at Jackson. Amazon does not fit into
the scale of our neighborhood and would hurt the local businesses here.

Allowing Amazon to open here is a privilege. Amazon should give something back to San
Francisco and the Polk St community if approved. What is Amazon going to do for our
neighborhood?

Amazon will hurt the small businesses and clog our street with traffic congestion from their
customers and deliveries.

Please do not approve the Conditional Use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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I am opposed to the Amazon/365 Whole Foods Market at 1600 Jackson St. The Polk St business
corridor is almost entirely made of family owned small businesses. A big box retailer giant such
as Amazon/265 Whole Foods does not fit within the scope of our community and is a threat to
all retailers in our community.

Housing is the best use for the space at 1600 Jackson St, and | urge you to deny the Conditional
Use Permit at 1600 Jackson St, so the developer will follow through on their original plans to
build more than 60 units of housing at the location with small retail on the ground floor.

| believe the property at 1600 Jackson could provide a forever after benefit to San Francisco if it
were developed into housing. Why should you grant the privilege of allowing a chain retailer as
large and controversial as Amazon to open on our street with nothing significant in return? How
can they expect to occupy that space on our street with no long-term benefit for San
Franciscans? This is the best opportunity to take your ground and choose the highest and best
use of the space. 8 units of housing on the second floor of a Grocery store is an insult to the
neighborhood and the greater needs of San Franciscans for decades to come.

Please deny the CUP at 1600 Jackson.
Sincerely,
/ lac k
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| am opposed to the Amazon 365 store opening on Polk St at Jackson. This would be a
disaster for our local businesses, creating traffic and gridlock in our beautiful neighborhood.
Amazon has a reputation of destroying businesses and will hurt our local businesses on Polk St.

San Francisco needs more housing. The location could include housing above and retail space
on the ground floor. | believe this is the best option for our neighborhood.

Please do not approve the Conditional use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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I am opposed to the Amazon/365 Whole Foods Market at 1600 Jackson St. The Polk St business
corridor is almost entirely made of family owned small businesses. A big box retailer giant such
as Amazon/365 Whole Foods does not fit within the scope of our community and is a threat to
all retailers in our community. '

Housing is the best use for the space at 1600 Jackson St, and | urge you to deny the Conditional
Use Permit at 1600 Jackson St, so the developer will follow through on their original plans to
build more than 60 units of housing at the location with small retail on the ground floor.

I believe the property at 1600 Jackson could provide a forever after benefit to San Francisco if it
were developed into housing. Why should you grant the privilege of allowing a chain retailer as
large and controversial as Amazon to open on our street with nothing significant in return? How
can they expect to occupy that space on our street with no long-term benefit for San
Franciscans? This is the best opportunity to take your ground and choose the highest and best
use of the space. 8 units of housing on the second floor of a Grocery store is an insult to the
neighborhood and the greater needs of San Franciscans for decades to come.

Please deny the CUP at 1600 Jackson.
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| am opposed to the Amazon/365 Whole Foods Market at 1600 Jackson St. The Polk St business
corridor is almost entirely made of family owned small businesses. A big box retailer giant such
as Amazon/365 Whole Foods does not fit within the scope of our community and is a threat to
all retailers in our community.

Housing is the best use for the space at 1600 Jackson St, and | urge you to deny the Conditional
Use Permit at 1600 Jackson St, so the developer will follow through on their original plans to
build more than 60 units of housing at the location with small retail on the ground floor.

| believe the property at 1600 Jackson could provide a forever after benefit to San Francisco if it
were developed into housing. Why should you grant the privilege of allowing a chain retailer as
large and controversial as Amazon to open on our street with nothing significant in return? How
can they expect to occupy that space on our street with no long-term benefit for San
Franciscans? This is the best opportunity to take your ground and choose the highest and best
use of the space. 8 units of housing on the second floor of a Grocery store is an insult to the
neighborhood and the greater needs of San Franciscans for decades to come.

Please deny the CUP at 1600 Jackson.

Sincerely,
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| am opposed to the Amazon/365 Whole Foods Market at 1600 Jackson St. The Polk St business
corridor is almost entirely made of family owned small businesses. A big box retailer giant such
as Amazon/365 Whole Foods does not fit within the scope of our community and is a threat to
all retailers in our community.

Housing is the best use for the space at 1600 Jackson St, and | urge you to deny the Conditional
Use Permit at 1600 Jacksan St, so the developer will follow through on their original plans to
build more than 60 units of housing at the location with small retail on the ground floor.

I believe the property at 1600 Jackson could provide a forever after benefit to San Francisco if it
were developed into housing. Why should you grant the privilege of allowing a chain retailer as
large and controversial as Amazon to open on our street with nothing significant in return? How
can they expect to occupy that space on our street with no long-term benefit for San
Franciscans? This is the best opportunity to take your ground and choose the highest and best
use of the space. 8 units of housing on the second floor of a Grocery store is an insult to the
neighborhood and the greater needs of San Franciscans for decades to come.

Please deny the CUP at 1600 Jackson.
Sincerely,
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Please do not approve the Amazon 365 store on Polk St at Jackson. Amazon does not fit into
-the scale of our neighborhood and would hurt the local businesses here.

Allowing Amazon to open here is a privilege. Amazon should give something back to San
Francisco and the Polk St community if approved. What is Amazon going to do for our
neighborhcod?

Amazon will hurt the small businesses and clog our street with traffic congestion from their
customers and deliveries.

Please do not approve the Conditional Use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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I am opposed to the Amazon/365 Whole Foods Market at 1600 Jackson St. The Polk St business
corridor is almost entirely made of family owned small businesses. A big box retailer giant such
as Amazon/365 Whole Foods does not fit within the scope of our community and is a threat to
all retailers in our community.

Housing is the best use for the space at 1600 Jackson St, and | urge you to deny the Conditional
Use Permit at 1600 Jackson St, so the developer will follow through on their original plans to
build more than 60 units of housing at the location with small retail on the ground floor.

I believe the property at 1600 Jackson could provide a forever after benefit to San Francisco if it
were developed into housing. Why should you grant the privilege of allowing a chain retailer as
large and controversial as Amazon to open on our street with nothing significant in return? How
can they expect to occupy that space on our street with no long-term benefit for San
Franciscans? This is the best opportunity to take your ground and choose the highest and best
use of the space. 8 units of housing on the second floor of a Grocery store is an insult to the
neighborhood and the greater needs of San Franciscans for decades to come.

Please deny the CUP at 1600 Jackson.

Sincerely,
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Please do not approve the Amazon 365 store on Polk St at Jackson. Amazon does not fit into
the scale of our neighborhood and would hurt the local businesses here.

Allowing Amazon to open here is a privilege. Amazon should give something back to San
Francisco and the Polk St community if approved. What is Amazon going to do for our
neighborhood?

Amazon will hurt the small businesses and clog our street with traffic congastion from their
customers and deliveries.

Please do not approve the Conditional Use Permit for Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson St.
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From: Mitchell Bearg

To: i mmissions (CP

Cc: RichHillisSF@amail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Miticent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: 1600 Jackson set

Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:14:49 PM
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
SOUrces.

Planning Commissioners,

I am writing in opposition to the issuance of a CUP for the WF365 at Polk and Jackson. It is my
understanding that the property owner has figured out a way to bring the housing to 50% on the
upper level after claiming it could not be done. This is the same person that claims they cannot build
anymore housing above the existing structure. It would appear that the property owner is dictating
what is and is not possible according to what he is or is not willing to do. This is an opportunity to
create housing. Amazon and the property owner have the resources to help the community with its
housing shortage and should be called upon to give back in order to receive a CUP. The risk to the
neighborhood and merchants is high and to justify the risk they need to called upon to mitigate the
impact with some benefits beyond those of their mere existence in a neighborhood that is already
adequately served by the multitude of business within walking distance including Trader Joes and
Wholefoods. Polk Street is a two lane street and a merchant of this size will likely result in a negative
impact to the quality of life for those in the immediate area due to the gridlock and other
environmental challenges it will create. The risks to the neighborhood are great and the justification
for the CUP without an adequate investment in housing isn’t worth it.

Sincerely,
Mitchell Bearg



JOSHUA S. DEVORE
jdevore@dpf-law.com

November 8, 2018

Nicholas Foster
Senior Planner, Northeast Team
Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Commission
c/o Jonas P. lonin
Planning Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

VIA EMAIL: nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
richhillissf@gmail.com
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
planning@rodneyfong.com
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
dennis.richards@sfgov.org

RE: 1600 JACKSON STREET - 365 BY WHOLE FOODS

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

With apologies for the last-minute communication, we write on behalf of Tony Vargas and the
Polk District Merchants Association to express serious concerns regarding the propriety of the
proposed project. This letter supplements and incorporates our prior concerns, expressed in our
letters of April 18 and 25, attached hereto, which remain almost entirely unaddressed, and
highlights certain remaining and new shortcomings of the project.

The CEQA Exemption Remains Suspect

Our prior submissions discuss numerous shortcomings in the CEQA analysis of the project.
The Draft Motion still proposes to adopt the project under the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA") Class 32, in-fill exemption. At the same time, the Project Sponsor requests a
variance from SFPC Section 134 “Rear Yard Modification,” and Section 135 “Open Space.”

1455 FIRST STREET | STE 301 | NAPA, CA 94559 | T:707.261.7000 DPF-LAW.COM



San Francisco Planning
November 8, 2018
Page 2

On one hand, Class 32 exemptions are granted in the situation where, among other cumulative
requirements, “the project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all
applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15332).

On the other hand, a variance may be granted only when “because of special circumstances
applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings, the strict
application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges enjoyed by other
property in the vicinity under identical zoning classification.” Cal. Gov. C. §65906.

A variance and Class 32 categorical exemption therefore cannot be granted for the same
project. The exemption requires the project to be compliant with applicable zoning regulations;
whereas the variance grants an exception to the compliance with the zoning regulations.
Therefore, a proper Class 32 exempt project should not also be requesting a variance from
applicable zoning regulations.

The Variance Request Is Improper

Moreover, a variance must only be granted “because of special circumstances applicable to the
property, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings.” Cal. Gov. C. §65906. The
Project Sponsor argues that a variance from the requirement of a rear yard should be granted
because the project building is a legal non-conforming structure. While there is no dispute that
the required yard cannot be accommodated by the current structure, the same cannot be said of
the property. Preserving yards at residential levels is an express and primary purpose of the
Polk Street NCD zoning controls. (S.F. Planning C. § 723(b)(1) (“The building standards monitor
large-scale development and protect rear yards at residential levels.”) The original plans for a
residential building on the property submitted by the applicant had no such shortcomings. The
applicant is not being deprived of privileges enjoyed by others — it is requesting a privilege to
which others are not entitled, in direct contravention of the purpose of the Polk Street NCD
controls.

The Use Has Changed

The Neighborhood Commercial District zoning allows both residential and commercial uses.
The project building prior to this proposed project was used for retail of sporting goods. This use
was allowed under Section 723 of the San Francisco Planning Code. The Draft Motion,
however, asserts that “the proposed general grocery store does not constitute a change of use
as the previous use (d.b.a. “Lombardi Sports”) and the proposed general grocery store are both
considered Retail Sales and Service Uses under the Planning Code.” (Draft Motion p. 3.) As we
noted previously, that remains incorrect. The proposed use is now Formula Retail, which
requires a conditional use permit. That is a change of use; or at the very least, a significant
intensification of the prior use. Legal non-conforming uses cannot be intensified or expanded
and retain their LCN status. Much of the analysis that depends on there being no change of use
is undermined. Further, the use of the building is now proposed to change from single
commercial Formula Retail use to a mixed use building. That change in use goes largely
unaccounted for in the project’s analysis.
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The Use Is Too Big

The proposed Formula Retail use is far too large for the proposed location. Polk Street NCD has
a limit of 4,000 square feet which cannot be exceeded for Non-Residential Uses. The project is
more than eight times too large. Yet the Draft Motion suggests a determination that the use size
limit is not in violation of this applicable strict limit. (Draft Motion p. 5-6.) There is no record of
any authorization for such excess size, and the prior use has been abandoned for several
years. As discussed in prior submissions, such abandoned uses cannot be resumed in a non-
conforming manner. Thus, it is not clear that the size of the commercial use is or was ever
legally non-conforming, previously permitted, or permissible. Further inquiry in that regard
appears to be required.

The Draft Motion attempts to justify this noncompliance by making reference to an unspecified
25-year-old interpretation document; but that reference is to a discussion involving conditional
use. While conditional use permits can allow excess sizes in some areas under Planning Code
section 121.2(a), this particular project is located in the Polk Street NCD — which is excluded
from section 121.2(a). Rather, it falls under the rubric of 121.2(b), which does not provide for
conditional use oversizes at all: “Non-Residential Uses that exceed [4,000 sq.ft] shall not be
permitted....” (S.F. Planning C. § 121.2(b) (emphasis added).) There is only one exception in
the Polk Street NCD: movie theaters. Moreover, Section 186.1 provides that a nonconforming
use that was discontinued cannot be reestablished if it is discontinued fcr only 18 months. There
is no ambiguity that oversized uses in the Polk Street NCD were intended to be phased out after
only 18 months of inactivity: both provisions were added by the same ordinance. (SF Ord. 205-
17.) This property’s oversize use has been discontinued since 2014, and cannot be reinstated,
even with a use permit.

Traffic Issues Persist

In our April 2018 comment letters, we highlighted the profound lack of traffic and parking
analysis supporting the project. Despite the passage of six months, The newly submitted
loading and transportation management plan (dated October 2018) submitted by the Project
Sponsor do not address any of the concerns we previously raised and are similar, if not
identical, to the two Loading and Transportation Management Plans submitted in April 2018. In
these two new documents, the Project Sponsor barely accounts for the issues raised by the
addition of eight dwelling units in the project building, and when issues are accounted for,
provides a very superficial level of analysis.

For example, in the October 2018 Transportation Management Plan, the plan states “For move-
in/move-out activities and passenger loading, residents of the proposed 8 dwelling units will
utilize spaces available on nearby streets. This may include use of the proposed 100-foot
loading zone on Jackson Street that will serve the 365 Store. 365 Store receiving staff will
coordinate with residents regarding use of the Jackson Street loading zone when residents
engage in move-in/move-out loading activity.” (Emphasis added.) This unrealistic measure does
not take into consideration all of the hazards related to the moving of vehicles and persons in
such a busy environment and does not account for conflicts that will arise between residents,

grocery store customers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and trucks when using the loading zone.
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Additionally, it seems unlikely that residents and receiving staff will ever coordinate as to the
timing of their move-in/move-out schedules. The Loading and Transportation submissions
suggest near-constant usage of the loading zones by Whole Foods. This lack of adequate
analysis and the provision of an unrealistic measure by Project Sponsor highlight the deficiency
and superficiality of the conducted analysis. If adopted by the Planning Commission as such,
the project will greatly jeopardize the safety of the residents, the 365 store staff as well as the
safety of the cyclists, drivers and pedestrians commuting through this very busy area.

As discussed extensively in our April 2018 submissions, and the accompanying comment letter
of traffic engineer Keith Higgins, the lack of traffic and parking studies does not allow the
Planning Commission to adequately evaluate the GHG, traffic and noise impacts related to the
project.

In the proposed categorical exemption, Staff states without citation that the project will not
“double traffic.” There is no evidence to support such conclusion. Without adequate support, the
Staff's statement is mere speculation. The project building is currently vacant and therefore
does not generate any traffic — although the parking garage is in use and heavily occugied. By
replacing all of those vehicles with new grocery store customers — who will doubtlessly have
short-duration stays and result in dramatically increased vehicle turnover — traffic volumes at the
garage entrance will far more than double. The displaced vehicles will need to circle looking for
parking. The additional truck traffic will create substantial conflicts. Thus, any unstudied
speculation that traffic volumes at the Polk/Jackson intersection would lack substantial (or
indeed any) evidence.

Because of the extreme difference in use and related impacts, a traffic study should be provided
by the Project Sponsor.

Noise Impacts Remain Speculative

In addition to the above, the Staff Report provides that “The Project will not include any uses
that would emit noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust or odor.” This
determination is unfounded as the Project Sponsor failed to provide any analysis related to the
noise generated by the project. In its October 2018 Transportation Management Plan, the
Project Sponsor states that simply prohibiting truck loading activities between 10 pm and 7 am
is sufficient to comply with the San Francisco’s “quiet hours” and Noise Ordinance. Without a
proper supporting noise study, this assertion is mere speculation.

Section 2909 (b) of the San Francisco Police Code (“SF Pol. C.”) provides the following
limitations to commercial and industrial property noise limits: “No person shall produce or allow
to be produced by any machine, or device, music or entertainment of any combination of same,
on commercial or industrial property over which the person has ownership or control, a noise
level of more than eight dBA above the local ambient at any point outside of the property line.”

Additionally, Section 2909 (a) of SF Pol. C. provides the following limitations for residential
property: “No person shall produce or allow to be produced by a device, music or entertainment
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or any combination of same, on residential property over which the person has ownership or
control, a noise level more than five dBA above the ambient at any point outside of the property
plane.”

Article 29 of the SF Pol. C. defines “ambient” as the lowest sound level repeating itself during a
minimum ten-minute period. To measure outdoor sounds, articles 1, 11, 29 and 49 provide a
450 feet threshold distance for trucks in motion and a 250 feet threshold distance from the
periphery of attendant audience for stationary trucks.

In the October 2018 Loading memo, the Project Sponsor states deliveries will only be
authorized for 10 hours per day, outside of the San Francisco “quiet hours” and that from
Monday to Friday, on a typical weekday, two 65-foot trucks, four 30-to-48-foot trucks and three
vans would deliver products, for a total estimated delivery time of five hours and a half.

On maximum days, the Project Sponsor states that four 65-foot trucks, six 30 to 48 foot trucks,
and eight vans would conduct deliveries, for a total delivery time of eleven hours.

The Project Sponsor concludes that “This would equate to a demand for one commercial freight
loading space per hour on a typical day, and two spaces per day on a maximum day.”

Considering the low noise limits standards provided by the SF Pol. C. and the considerable
amount of delivery trucks and traffic generated by the project, the Project Sponsor should have
provided a noise study showing compliance with the above noise limits.

Adopting the project as such would greatly undermine the quality of living of existing residents of
the vicinity as well as degrade the future project tenants’ quality of living. The project should
therefore not be adopted, absent an adequate noise study.

Housing Remains The Paramount Need

The recent adoption of Measure C is a timely reminder of San Francisco’s lack of affordable
housing, and the drastic need to address the housing crisis. The property should therefore be
dedicated to residential use, as originally proposed in 2014:. “demolish the two-story with
basement retail building (Lombardi's Sports) and construct a six story residential building with
ground floor retail and basement parking.” Amazon has instead inserted itself into the property,
in place of the intended new residential building. The Project Sponsor submitted a Formula
Retail survey in early 2018. The survey concluded that the concentration of formula retail uses
within the Polk Street NCD amounts to approximately 7.8% and 9.9% if measured by linear feet.
The survey further concluded that the concentration of formula retail uses in the vicinity amounts
to approximately 19.7%. This figures show the preeminence of retail in the Polk Street
Neighborhood.

As the Commissioners noted at the original hearing on the project in April 2018, this is a unique

opportunity to develop a prime residential lot. A smart planning decision should not be passed
over to appease Amazon in exchange for a handful of units with no yards.
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The Project Is Inconsistent With The General Plan

As a last point, the San Francisco General Plan “Neighborhood Commerce”, Objective 6
provides to “maintain and strengthen viable neighborhood commercial areas easily accessible
to city residents.” As discussed extensively at the April hearing, the arrival of a new general
grocery store will have an undeniable negative impact on the merchants’ community currently
operating in the vicinity of the project. The project will not comply with Objective 6, as the project
will undermine the existence of the local 'mom and pop,” upon which the residents currently rely.
If the project is adopted, it will deprive local merchants of their existing clientele and further
redirect potential future clients, instead of enticing new clientele to shop at the existing local
shops. This contradicts Objective 3 of the Commerce and Industry Element of the San
Francisco General Plan as well.

The True Impact Of The Project Has Not Been Studied

There has been no analysis of the Project's economic impacts that could result in physical
environmental impacts, such as, urban decay and blight. The impact of large corporate retail
establishments on local small and medium sized businesses i3 well documented and is the
basis for case law requiring this analysis.

Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App. 4" 1184
discusses the envirnomental impact of “urban decay.” It clearly defines the impacts caused by
large sophisticated retail corporations that have refined their businesses into a science with a
proven track record of out-competing all competitors, including many larger corporate retailers
with much greater resources and buying power than the small to medium sized local businesses
that are most impacted. These smaller businesses many times lack the resources to deal with
this increased competition by adapting to the changed market conditions. This line says it ail:
“experts are now warning about land use decisions that cause a chain reaction of store closures
and long-term vacancies, ultimately destroying exiting neighborhoods and leaving decaying
shells in their wake.” (Id. at p. 1204.) This is a significant impact that has not been properly
studied or analyzed.

Therefore, for the reasons above and mcere fully set forth in our letters of April 18 and 25, the
project is inconsistent with the San Francisco General Plan and controlling law, and should be

rejected.
Sincerely,
DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY
=
Joshua S. Devore
JSD:bab
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Joshua 5. Devore
jdevore@dpf-law.com

April 18, 2018

Nicholas Foster
Senior Planner, Northeast Team
Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Commission
¢/o Jonas P. lonin
Planning Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

VIA EMAIL:  nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
richhillissf@gmail.com
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
planning@rodneyfong.com
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
dennis.richards@sfgov.org

RE: 1600 JACKSON STREET - 365 BY WHOLE FOODS

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

Our firm represents Teny Vargas, a resident of San Francisco, and we are submitting these
comments on his behalf with respect to the proposed 1600 Jackson Street Project to create a
365 by Whole Foods grocery store. Mr. Vargas has a number of serious concerns regarding the
proposed Project (the “Project”), all of which suggest that the Project should not be approved
at this time.*

! The following comments are based on the information we received pursuant to our November 14, 2017 Public
Record Requests as well as the information available on the planning department’s websites. On March 1, 2018,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Given that a “Class 1”7 exemption is plainly unavailable, we understand it is now being
considered whether the project should nonetheless be exempt from CEQA analysis by the use
of a “Class 32” exemption for an in-fill development project. However, the project does not
meet the standard required for such an exemption.?

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

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

* The Project Description in the Notice of Public Hearing dated March 27, 2018 (the “Notice”) claims that the
“proposed project does not constitute a change of use.” This is wrong and indeed inconsistent with the Amended
Application for Conditional Use produced to us yesterday dated April 3, 2018 which checked the ‘Change of Use”
box under ltem 3, Project Description.

* We note that the notice of public hearing directs the public to the www.sfplanning.org website for project
information on the “Exemption Map.” The ‘More Details’ button on the Exemption Map for the parcel at issue links
to the Accela records for the parcel, indicating a Class 32 exemption, and a description of the Whole Food project.
See http://sf-planning.org/ceqa-exemptions-map; search “1600 JACKSON ST” (last visited April 17, 2018). (No
record supporting such decision has been made public nor notice of such exemption been provided, despite our
specific request in November 2017). Yet the ‘Documents’ button for the parcel provides only the plans for the
now-abandoned residential project at the site. See https://sfplanninggis.org/planningdocs/?RecordID=2016-
000378ENV&RecordName=1600%20Jackson%20Street%20%28Whole%20Foods%29 (last visited April 16, 2018).
As such, if an exemption determination has actually been made, the Notice of Public Hearing was defective, and
the project cannot be decided based thereon.
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Use of the Class 32 exemption also requires that “the Project would not result in any significant
effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.” CEQA Guidelines § 15332(d). The
Project also falls far short of this Class 32 exemption requirement as set out further below and
in the Higgins Report.

Moreover, CEQA Guidelines § 15300.2 excepts usage of the exemptions, including Class 1 or
Class 32 exemptions, under certain circumstances. Under § 15300.2(b), “[a]ll exemptions for
these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same
type in the same place, over time is significant.” And under § 15300.2(c), “A categorical
exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the
activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.”
“Whether a circumstance is ‘unusual’ is judged relative to the typical circumstances related to
an otherwise typically exempt project.” Santa Monica Chamber of Commerce v. City of Santa
Monica, 101 Cal. App. 4™ 786. Here, again as discussed further below, the cumulative impacts
and unusual nature of the Project render an exemption unavailable.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* htto://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/General Plan/2014HousingElement-AllParts ADOPTED web.pdf
> http://default.sfplanning.org/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-city/family-friendly-
city/Housing for Families with Children Report-011717.pdf
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community,” nor “in conformity with the stated purpose of the applicable Use District.” SFPC
§ 303(c)(1), (4).

B. The Project Fails to Comply with General Plan Requirements

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

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

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

In sum, there are a vast number of conflicts between the Project and the City’s long term plans.

® http://investsf.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/Neighborhood-Profile-MIDDLE-POLK-STREET.pdf
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C. The Project Fails to Comply with Zoning Regulations

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

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

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

7 Section 155(r)(2)(GG) also prohibits “garage entries, driveways or other vehicular access to off-street parking or
loading” on “development lots” on Polk Street “[i]n order to preserve the pedestrian character ... and to minimize
delays to transit service”; however, the existing garage driveway would not appear to be impacted by this
prohibition.

® A “tracked changes” version of the Loading Management Plan produced to us yesterday appears to show further
modifications proposed to this schedule by planning staff based on the City’s “quiet hours” provisions. Yet even
still it suggests large truck unloading to occur up until 10:00pm immediately adjacent to a residential zone. It is
unclear what the project is actually proposing, and the proponent should be required to submit a full and complete
application that actually describes the terms of the project prior to any action being taken by the Planning
Commission.

? Further, the code provides that “[a]ccess to off-street loading spaces shall be from Alleys in preference to Streets,
except where otherwise specified in this Code.” SFPC § 155(c). However, there is no alley at the property.
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would intrude into the sidewalk. The Project proponent concedes as much. Thus, the Project
proponent does not actually intend to do its freight loading in its off-street loading space, nor
do so in an enclosed building: the on-street loading “solution” is inconsistent with the zoning
regulations.

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

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

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

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

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

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

issues:

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

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

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

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

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

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

that:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The significant issues found by the Higgins Report include:
e Afailure to conduct a Traffic Impact Study to address:
o Anincrease in traffic generated by the Project
o Changes in traffic patterns from upcoming street projects
o Cumulative traffic impacts from upcoming land development project

o Traffic operations Issues

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

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

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

e A full truck access and freight management plan is needed
e The proposed Project does not meet transportation code requirements

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

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

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

. The Project Applicant Failed to Address Adverse Environmental History

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

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

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

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

B. The Prior Phase | ESA Was Flawed

The 2014 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment has a number of errors and analytical
shortcomings. It indicates there is no basement, despite the obvious subterranean parking
structure (and includes pictures thereof); it conducted a shallow and insufficient review of
earlier permits; and its analytical conclusions regarding contamination seem to rely only on
contamination found decades earlier. Underground storage tanks and hydraulic lifts were
removed in 1992, and the only testing in the Phase | ESA comes from a report from that time.
Yet the ESA does not clearly identify that it is relying on 25-year old data; rather it just vaguely
references that “TRC Environmental Consultants did not recommend further investigation.”
TRC did the 1992 work. Moreover, no testing appears to have been done for toxic substances
like MTBE.

Given that the site is now proposed to be used to sell food such as fresh produce, that the site
is potentially contaminated but no up-to-date ESA was performed is highly significant. In
addition, the ESA notes several action items that are needed including:

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

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

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

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

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

e No sampling for any toxic materials was done.
e No radon test was performed although parking is in a subterranean garage.

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

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

V. A Full CEQA Analysis is Required

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

VI. The Notice of Hearing is Defective

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

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

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

We also note that there is pending for consideration by the Board of Supervisors a Formula
Retail ban that would apply to the Polk Street area, including the Project location. See
Resolution No. 19655. While the Planning Commission did not recommend its adoption, that
decision ultimately rests with the Board of Supervisors. Given that such a ban would prohibit
the Project in its entirety, that proposed Ordinance should be fully heard ard considered before
any steps on the Project should proceed. Rushing the Project through before that Ordinance is
fully resolved would undermine the intent of the Ordinance, and suggest favoritism towards
this particular Project and its proponent to the detriment of the neighborhood residents whom
the policies discussed herein and if passed, the Ordinance, are intended to protect.

VIll. Conclusion

We thank the Commission for its attention to these numerous issues, and would welcome the
opportunity to provide any additional information that may be desired on the issues discussed
above.

Respectfully submitted,

DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY
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Keith Higgins
Traffic Engineer
February 16, 2018

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

Subject: 365 Store, 1600 Jackson Street, San Francisco
Dear Joshua,

Per your request, this is a review of potential traffic and parking issues associated with the Whole
Foods 365 supermarket that is proposed to reuse the former Lombardi’'s sport and recreation store at
the intersection of Jackson and Polk in the Polk Street Neighborhood commercial zoning district. The
project would reuse the existing building that is vacant except for the operation of a 66-space parking
garage that received a new permit to operate as a commercial garage in March 2017 from the San
Francisco Police Department (Permit 110371). The existing three-story structure covers the entire lot
(22,250 square feet). There is a receiving gate with a very small footprint; however, there is no loading
dock of the scale and type needed to support a supermarket. No on-site parking is proposed in
addition to the existing public parking garage. The Jackson Street and Polk Street frontages of the
property are lined with metered public parking spaces, new curb and gutter, new landscaping, and one
(1) accessible metered parking space (on Jackson at Polk, northwest corner). Polk, Pacific, Jackson
and nearby Van Ness all have bus transit lines. A bicycle lane and streetscape improvements were
completed along Polk Street very recently.

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

1. Project Description

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

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




Joshua Devore, Esq.
February 16, 2017

2. Lack of Traffic Impact Study
a. Increase in Project Traffic Generation

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

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

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

Weekday Weekday PM
Daily Trip Peak Hour
ITELand Rate per 1,000 Trip Rate per
Land Use Use Code S.F. 1,000 S.F.
Auto Repair 943 16.28 2.26
Sporting Good 861 28.75 2.02
Superstore
Supermarket 850 106.78 9.24
(Suburban)
Supermarket 850 154.55 10.94
(Dense Multi-
Use Urban)

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

b. Changes in Traffic Patterns from Upcoming Street Projects

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

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

d. Traffic Operations Issues

A traffic study needs to be prepared to review the following potential impacts:

1. Queuing at the intersection and the entrance to the parking garage.

2. Delays and emissions caused by customers searching for parking.

3. Delays to Muni buses (Lines 10,12 and 19).

4. Safety conflicts between trucks and bicycles, pedestrians, handicapped and transit buses along
all site frontages and truck routings.

5. Diversion of traffic, changes to traffic distribution and assignment due to the Van Ness Bus
Rapid Transit Project and diversion of traffic.

6. Cumulative traffic impacts.

3. Vehicle Miles of Travel and Transportation Impacts Assessment

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is the new state-mandated measure of a CEQA traffic impact rather than
Level of Service (LOS). VMT is an important metric for determining the environmental impacts of the
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project because VMT correlates with air pollution impacts: the more miles traveled, the more air
pollution results. In San Francisco, the “Align Program” was introduced in March 2016 and the City
now defines a CEQA significant traffic impact as an increase in VMT by land use category and traffic
zone. For retail uses, the urban VMT is estimated at 12.6 miles per 1,000 square feet of use. With an
increase of 400 new peak hour trips compared to the prior use, even if they are each only 1/2 mile-long
and 30 percent by auto, this would be an increase of 60 VMT per 1,000 sq. ft. in the peak hour which is
significant relative to the 12.6 VMT baseline per 1,000 square feet of retail. The significance threshold
for VMT growth needs to be addressed in a Traffic Impact Study.

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

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

4. Vehicle Miles Traveled, Air Quality and Noise Analysis

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

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

There are many currently unanswered questions that must be answered and evaluated in order to
properly analyze the project’s impacts and to provide the required disclosures to the public who will be
directly impacted by the project’s impacts on traffic, parking, noise, and air quality. Is the existing public
parking garage use to cease? Where will the cars now using this garage park? How much additional
VMT will be created by the increase in the intensity of use and as people search for more limited
parking? Does that amount of additional VMT trigger greenhouse gas and PM 2.5 emissions analysis
under BAAQMD guidelines? Will noise mitigations be needed for adjacent residents due to traffic
deliveries and vibration impacts of large trucks?

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

The impacts will be as follows and have not been studied in the City’s environmental review:
. Interference with Muni operations on lines 10, 12 and 19,

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

. Potential VMT impacts due to increased parking shortage and secondary induced travel
. Loss of parking and secondary air quality, safety and noise impacts
. Loss of extremely short supplies of on-street, metered parking and subseguent increase in

greenhouse gases and VMT as people search the neighborhood for parking.
5. Parking Impact Analysis Needed

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

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

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

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

6. Truck Access and Freight Management Plan Needed

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

Three access alternatives were reviewed in the memo and three sizes of trucks were assumed. The
memo compares truck trips from three, suburban southern California supermarkets and the Whole
Foods at California/Franklin and claims that the data show “notably lower” truck trips on a daily and
weekly trucks. The numbers of truck deliveries are not “notably lower”; they are in fact, about the
same. This is because the City does not allow tractor-trailers to use public arterial streets for loading
and unloading. One difference is the Whole Foods at California/Franklin has more van deliveries.
While no formal count was taken, over six van deliveries/pick-ups during the hour traffic were observed
at the Whole Foods at California/Franklin. In addition, at that time, there were two small delivery trucks
parked on California and one delivery underway in the oversize space on the surface lot?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

+ develop and enforce specific limits or prohibition on the use permit to restrict catering vans and other
ancillary deliveries.

In addition, the existing accessibility and complete availability to pedestrians of the wide sidewalks
needs to be preserved as called for in the Polk Streetscape Plar and the Transportation Sustainability
Plan as well as the Transportation Element of the General Plan. If the “receiving gate” on Jackson is
used, it will block sidewalk access for the handicapped. it is likely there is a handicapped resident on
the block because there is a handicapped metered parking space on Jackson at Polk. How will the
users of this parking space be affected by the new loading area along Jackson and the potential loss of
use of their parking space? How will pedestrian and handicapped safety be affected by having to use
Jackson Street rather than the sidewalk when goods are delivered to the “receiving gate”? These types
of considerations need to be taken by the Planning Department and developer consistent with the
City’s Vision Zero traffic safety program.
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The total demand for delivery trucks per the loading memorandum is 10 per weekday. However, an
hourly analysis was not done. This estimate is optimistically low given current experience of the four
“peer stores” compared in Table 1 of the memorandum. Peer stores had 15, 10 and 16 daily truck
deliveries. It is unclear what justifies a daily truck estimate of 10 trucks per day at the proposed store.
Also, the loading memorandum does not make a specific estimate for the number of van deliveries per
day. These deliveries would be substantial and space will be needed to accommodate the loading and
unloading of vans for caterers, food delivery applications and inter-store deliveries. Table 1 of the
memorandum shows a daily van total of 20 vans loading and unloading at the Whole Foods at the
California/Franklin store. Where will these vans and small trucks load and unload? Catering and
delivery trucks will no doubt be used similarly to the Whole Feods store at California/Franklin. There
is no estimate of their number or proposed location for them to load and unload their goods in the
transportation management memorandum. There is a vague reference to some deliveries using the
receiving gate; however, it is unclear what, when or how this gate would be used and no analysis as to
whether it is properly sized. .

7. Transportation Code Requirements
a. Large Semi-Trailer Trucks only allowed with appropriate loading docks

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

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

The project needs to provide evidence supporting a variance in the City’s standard restrictions in truck
sizes. We do not see an instance where the size, shape or topography of the site warrant any
variance from the Code.

b. Public street space is not allowed to be used for non-public usage



Joshua Devore, Esq.
February 16, 2017

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

8. Transportation Element of the General Plan

Policy 40.2 of the Transportation Element of the General Plan calls for discouraging access to off-
street loading and service facilities from transit preferential streets, pedestrian oriented streets on the
Bicycle Route Network. In this case, the project would provide access to loading using the Potk Street
frontage (a Transit Preferential Street and a Bicycle Route) and along Jackson (a Transit Preferential
Street). The types of backing maneuvers called for in the developer’s Transportation Management
Memorandum would interfere with bicycles, buses, passengers, pedestrians and other auto traffic and
create a pedestrian and bicycle safety hazard. The maneuvers proposed in the transportation
management memorandum are inconsistent with the General Plan,

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

9. Other Plans Not Considered

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

. The Polk Streetscape Project

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

. The Van Ness BRT

. Vision Zero Street Safety Program

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

. The Transportation Sustainability Plan.

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

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

10. Conclusions

6.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely.

Keih B. ;A/W

Keith B. Higgins, PE, TE



DICKENSON PEATMAN @3} HOICTNSAE 1455 First Street, Suite 301 T: 707.252.7122
i e o SRR S0 : Napa, CA 94559 F:707.255.6876

JOSHUA S. DEVORE
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April 25, 2018

Nicholas Foster
Senior Planner, Northeast Team
Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Commission
c/o Jonas P. lonin
Planning Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

VIAEMAIL:  nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
richhillissf@gmail.com
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
planning@rodneyfong.com
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
joel.koppel@sfgov.org
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
dennis.richards@sfgov.org

RE: 1600 JACKSON STREET - 365 BY WHOLE FOODS

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

With apologies for the last-minute communication, we write on behalf of Tony Vargas and
further to our April 18, 2018 letter with additional serious concerns regarding the attempt to
force through approval of the 1600 Jackson Street project despite its clear failure to follow
applicable rules and regulations. This letter supplements our prior concerns, and highlights a
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few of the largest failures of the project revealed in last-minute submissions that dictate it must
be rejected.

The critical environmental study, traffic management plan, and loading analysis for the project
were not provided until after the period for written comments to be submitted to the Planning
Commission passed. We have not had sufficient opportunity to fully analyze all of the
submissions provided yesterday afternoon, nor has Keith Higgins, the traffic engineer that
provided his comments on the earlier drafts. As noted previously and discussed further below,
we respectfully submit that the hearing scheduled for tomorrow should not go forward under
the present circumstances, and any action taken thereat would be illegal.

The packet of materials provided to the Planning Commission and provided to the public after
close of business on Friday, April 20 contains a draft motion adopting findings approving the
Project (the “Draft Motion”). The Draft Motion attempts to address or deflect some of the
patent deficiencies of the project. One of its conclusions is that the off-street freight loading
space’s deficiency is a lawful preexisting condition. (See Draft Motion at 7, citing Planning Code
Section 150(c)(1).) That is incorrect. That conclusion ignores the full language of Planning Code
Section 150(b), which directs the opposite conclusion. That provision provides that:

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

The draft motion’s analysis focuses solely on the “existing building” but ignores that there is a
new use proposed. (Draft Motion at 7, Packet page 20.) Indeed, the very next page of the Draft
Motion acknowledges that the proposed “General Grocery store” is a “new use.” (Draft Motion
at 8.) The updated application submitted and provided with the Planning Commission packet
admits as much, checking the “Change of Use” box under Item 3.1 The failure to acknowledge
that Section 150(b) requires new uses to comply with the loading requirements is fatal.

Even giving the largest benefit of the doubt that the pre-existing nonconforming loading zone
was a legal nonconforming feature, and even if the “use” of the general grocery project is the
same “use” as the abandoned Lombardi’s sporting goods store, that deficient off-street loading

! We note that the revised application provided with the public notice and planning commission packet is unsigned
and as such appears defective on its face.

www.dpf-law.com
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zone was abandoned in December 2014 when the store closed.” Any legal nonconformance
that is “discontinued for a continuous period of three years” is forfeited and future use “shall
be in conformity with the use limitations of” the Planning Code. (SF Planning Code § 183(a).) In
short, planning staff’s conclusion that the off-street loading zone’s deficiency is a legal
nonconformance is wrong.

Further, as noted above, numerous key analysis that dramatically alter the scope of the project
were not provided in advance of the notice of hearing or written comment deadline, nor
included with the hearing packet. Only on the afternoon of April 24, 2018, less than 48 hours
before the scheduled hearing, were the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination,
Transportation Analysis, or Transportation Management Plan provided. Because these
documents are critical to even the most basic understanding of the project and provided less
than 72 hours before the hearing, the hearing cannot proceed and must be renoticed for a
future date after concerned parties have had a proper opportunity to consider the project’s
true scope and impact. (See SF Admin. Code §67.1-1(b) (“The notice should inform the
residents of the proposal or planned activity, the length of time planned for the activity, the
effect of the proposal or activity....”)) There is not even a “brief general description” of the on-
street loading zone provided in the notice of hearing. (Ca. Gov’'t Code § 54954.2(a).)

Indeed, as to the on-street loading zone that now appears to be planned, but not included in
the notice, the documents finally provided less than 48 hours before the hearing actually show
a proposed taking of 128 % feet of public street space for private use: the Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) that has finally been provided (and claims only 100-feet of taking in its
text, see TMP p. 3) eventually reveals:

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

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

? The building owner also evidenced “a clear intent ... to abandon a nonconforming use” when it previously put forth plans
to raze the structure and build a residential building in its place. SF Planning Code § 183(a)

www.dpf-law.com
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The reason for this additional previously undisclosed conversion of public street space to
private use stems from the recognized deficiencies in truck movements, and highlights further
shortcomings of the analysis — or lack thereof — of truck movements. The project’s consultant
has only analyzed three turns at the intersection of Jackson and Polk, and concluded that one-
third are incompatible with the project’s plans. Rather than expand the analysis or conduct a
full traffic study, the TMP instead proposes a truck route through a smalil residential street
more than 300-feet away (and thus outside the noticing of the hearing provided by the project).
Without doing any apparent analysis of the feasibility of its proposed truck route, the Loading
Analysis Memo (at p. 10) falsely claims that:

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

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

ookigsodt J:r-n-
Little credibility can be given to an analysis which has such a glaring shortcoming. A full analysis
of the entirety of the transportation management plan’s truck routing is required at a

minimum. At best, the project’s consultant — who plainly never visited the location proposed
for this extensive truck traffic — thought that Larkin was one-way-southbound because it knew

www.dpf-law.com
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that no trucks over 3-tons were permitted on Larkin between Broadway and Pacific:

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

But that hardly makes the Project’s plans better to route trucks to a residential street where
truck traffic is already restricted. In short, the Project, its consultants, planning staff, and the
Planning Commission have no idea whether trucks can actually follow the proposed route
because it was not studied.

As discussed above, the hearing scheduled for tomorrow should at the least be postponed, or
the project should be rejected in its entirety. We thank the Commission for its attention to
these numerous issues, and remain available for any questions you may have.

Respectfully submitted,

DICKENSON, PEATMAN & FOGARTY

/s/ Joshua S. Devore

Joshua S. Devore
Thomas S. Adams

www.dpf-law.com



From: lebeaunobhill@gmail.com
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Richhillissf@gmail.com; Melaar, Myrna (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC);

Planning@rodn ng.com

Cc: Moe Jamil; Ray Bair
Subject: AMAZON 365 1600 Jackson st.
Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 8:00:30 PM

e e - — - -

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

At a time with all municipalities, counties and states finding themselves dealing with an obvious shortage of
housing, I find it amazing that this project continues to be presented with the least amount of housing possible? As
members of the planning department, I would think that any project of this scope would require a maximum use of
the property to provide as much housing as is feasible . Just look across the street where Belcampo meat co is, that
project maximized the use of the property footprint.It provides necessary housing and commercial space on the
ground floor.

What the city, county and state needs more than anything is more HOUSING, not more food options. We don’t have
a shortage of food options in our city, what we have is a shortage of housing,whether it be “affordable” or high end.
This project started with Whole Foods being the sponsor , now that AMAZON has taken over, we all have to ask if
we want to have this chameleon of a corporate disruptor come into our community. They are already in our
everyday life as it is. We need to say NO to this project. Thank you Joseph Omran Lebeau Nob Hill Market
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Chinatown Community FAX 415.362.7992
Development Center TTY 415.984.9910
g2 g0 www.chinatowncdc.org

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

Properties pi jonall by Chis Ci D Center do not discrimii based on race, color, creed,
( religion, sex, national origin, age, familial status, handicap, ancestry, medical condition, physical handicap, veferan status, sexual
orientation, AIDS, AIDS related condition (ARC), mental disability, marital status, source of incoms, or any other arbitrary status. e



From: Michelle Callarman

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); HillisSF@amail.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: Fwd: Proposed 365 in Lombardi"s

Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 3:38:52 PM

- B s - . —

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

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Michelle Callarman <mcpolkadot@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, October 3, 2018

Subject: Proposed 365 in Lombardi's

To: "Commissions.secretary(@sfeov org" <Commissions.secret sf; rg>,
"HillisSF@gmail.com" <HillisSF il.com>, "myrna.melgar@sfgov.org"
<myrna.me] sfgov.org>, "planning@rodneyfong.com" <planning@rodneyfong.com>,
"milicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sf rg>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin r feov.org>,
"dennis.richards@sfgov.org" <dennis.richard. v.org>, "john.rahaim@sfgov.org"
<john.rahaim(@sf; rg>, "nicholas.foster@sfgov.org" <nicholas ri@sfgov.org>

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



From: Dan

To: Eoster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: WHOLE FOODS - LOMBARDI BUILDING - POLK STREET
Date: Sunday, November 04, 2018 6:34:42 AM
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Dan <gsteinersfi >

Date: November 4, 2018 at 6:30:24 AM PST

To: joel.koppel@sfgov.org

Subject: Fwd: WHOLE FOODS - LOMBARDI BUILDING - POLK
STREET

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Dan <steinersfi@aol.com>
Date: November 4, 2018 at 6:23:41 AM PST

To: dan blackwelder <steinersf : >
Subject: WHOLE FOODS - LOMBARDI BUILBING - POLK
STREET

November 3, 2018

I am a small business owner on Polk Street, just a few yards from the
entrance to the former Lombardi's sports store. I have owned and
operated this business for almost 21 years. I have enjoyed having a
successful business along with my other small business owners, and
have become friends with many of them.

When the prospect of having a .Whole Foods move into the
Lombardi building, I was a bit ambiguous about whether or not that
could be beneficial to me and to the neighborhood. After further
thought I think it would be a move in the wrong direction for this



small business corridor.

I am a 54 year resident of San Francisco, and like many "old-
timers" I have witnessed the rapid changes that have altered our city
over the past years. The greatest changes have been in the downtown
commercial/financial district. It is understandable that large office
buildings would be built there. That is the very nature of that
particular area of the city. However, the unique neighborhoods that
dot our landscape are much more fragile and need protecting. 1
would hope that you consider it part of your duty/responsibility to
make sure the historic flavor of our city is preserved.

I realize that progress is inevitable, but hopefully not at the cost of
diminishing the specialness of our smaller commercial districts.

[ interact with tourists and visitors on a daily basis. I am
constantly asked " how do I get to Chinatown ...... is North Beach far
from here......can we walk to Fisherman's Wharf? Many of these
people come from cities that are dotted with shopping malls. Malls
that have exactly the same businesses as every other mall in the
country. They tell me how much they enjoy the diverse experience
of enjoying our special neighborhoods. Isn't tourism still our number
one business?

Thankfully, due to the watchful eyes of the folks at City Hall we
have avoided the impact of the " cookie-cutter" approach to growth.
It is true that Whole Foods hires people and pays taxes......so do we,
the small business owners. The big difference that never seems to be
acknowledged is that the profits from us small business owners stays
right here and is spent here. The profits from corporate chains leave
the city and goes back to the home office.

Let's keep our small businesses and the profits they generate right
here in .San Francisco. I ask you to consider the future of the
Lombardi building to be one that benefits our neighborhood -not
diminishes it.

Dan Blackwelder, owner
ONE HALF

1837 Polk St.
415-786-4182



From: Sukhiit Ghag

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); HillisSE@amail.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 from a Nob Hill resident

Date: Sunday, November 04, 2018 7:06:48 PM

o — —— o— — - — i ———  — e o —— —

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

It takes a lot for me to type out a correspondence but | recognize that the topic | want to talk
to you about is too important to the health and well being of my neighborhood of 25 years.

One of the reasons | hold on to a life in San Francisco is because of the uniqueness of the
people who make it work. The everyday shopkeepers and small business on Polk Street
are part of this character and | think we should do everything we can to help them survive in
these times when “disruption” and “innovation” are pulling the rug out from underneath so
many.

Please don't put a chain like 360 in the Lombardi building. Please don’t put an Amazon
distribution center just blocks away from my home. It will negatively impact this
neighborhood more than it will help.

I hope you'll consider my opinion when making decisions about this neighborhood and if
you need more to consider when thinking about the power of Amazon on small businesses,

you can watch this recent video from Hassan Minhaj https://youtu.be/SmaXvZ5fyQY?t=87

Thank you,

Sukhijit Kaur Ghag
Your neighbor from Jackson and Jones Street



From: Vasu Naravanan

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

Subject: Letter of Opposition - 1600 Jackson St., - Amazon 365

Date: Thursday, November 08, 2018 8:04:05 AM

- — - e e e

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

Dear Commissioners and Supervisor Peskin

My name is Vasu Narayanan and I recently acquired Real Foods on Polk. I have owned and
operated grocery stores in many parts of the Bay Area, over the past 20 years and have
personally experienced the damaging effect of Whole Foods opening in the vicinity of my
businesses. I am against the Whole Foods 365 project proposed for 1600 Jackson St. I hope
the planning commission will take a leadership role in being a champion for housing and
protecting small businesses and communities and allow larger companies to operate only in
appropriate surroundings.

Some key points

1) Empty building — no dislocation of tenants — sufficient housing with bonus for
30% affordable housing and still can accommodate retail

2) Existing retailers in the neighborhood can continue to invest and grow and thrive
and NOT become Zombie businesses causing many to lose employment (if you allow
Whole Foods 365 to open here)

3) This location alone wil! have enough selling square footage to match all the 16
retail spaces on both sides of Polk St. between Vallejo and Broadway (except
Walgreens), meaning Whole Foods would be effectively given enough space to cover a
full two sided block to overpower and destroy small businesses in the vicinity.

4) The major supporters come from Russian Hill farther away from the location than
people close by — except tenants from next door who fear losing views and wrongly
think low income housing is what will come there thus affecting their real estate
values.

5) There are plenty of grocery options here — only a few blocks away and also lots of
delivery options. This neighborhood has not suffered from lack of grocery options.

6) Most small businesses are owner operated and single employee - hence most
people are unable to attend the hearing in person. So the true opponents are
substantially more than the supporters lobbied by Whole Foods.

7) At least 50 nearby businesses will be detrimentally impacted — we have already
seen this at other locations where Whole Foods has opened with the city.



8) An opportunity to expand housing here will be forgone for ever if the current
application goes through.

9) Developer has not responded to multiple overtures by merchants and locals who
suggested a Special Utility District option and/or full size retail below new housing
development.

10) Proposing 8 market rate units vs. possible 80+ units is an insult — Also, the
developer’s statement that housing is not viable is categorically wrong, given analyses
by other developers.

11) So many local manufacturers and wholesalers have been hurt by Amazon
discontinuing businesses with local players and centralizing buying nationwide. This
trend will only get worse as they consolidate their ever expanding line of Amazon Go,
Amazon star, Whole Foods and Whole Foods 365 and choke smaller businesses.

Please don’t squander this opportunity to do the right thing. Expand housing, preserve the
neighborhood character, let small business grow and thrive and everyone will be better off —
including the developer.

Respectfully

Vasudev Narayanan



From: Ray Bair

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC); Koppel, Joal (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas
(CPQ)

Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Letter of opposition Nov 6, 2018 - Amazon 365 at 1600 Jackson Street

Date: Tuesday, November 06, 2018 9:52:30 PM

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

Commissioners,

I'm writing today to state my opposition to the proposed Whole Foods/Amazon 365 store at
1600 Jackson St. | have written and spoken to you many times expressing my disapproval of
this project. | plan to attend the Nov 8 hearing to speak on this matter as well.

| believe housing is the best and highest use for the property at 1600 Jackson St. Village
Properties purchased the property from the Lombardi family with the expectation to build
housing at the site. Your commission has stated numerous times your desire for this site to be
built as housing, because you also know housing is the best and highest use of the property at
1600 Jackson St. If you approve the CUP at this time, there is ZERO chance this property will
ever be developed into significant housing in our lifetimes. Housing is what a small corridor
like Polk St needs, not a big box convenience food store.

At the last hearing members of the commission and the public used the term “Full-Service
Grocery Store” a number of times. It was volleyed as a new term of virtuous endearment for
the project. Yet this Amazon 365 store is not a full-service grocery store. The Whole Foods
Market located just 5 blocks away on California St, however, is a full-service grocery store with
service counters for meat, seafood, prepared foods, and cheese; and staff to assist you with
nutritional and body care products, prepared foods, produce and more. This new concept for
Amazon/Whole Foods is designed as a convenience store with no service counters and a
minimum of staff as I'm sure you already know because you have studied the floor plans. If
you approve this PUC at this time, our neighborhood will not enjoy the benefits of a “Full-
Service Grocery Store” that is integral to our neighborhood. Instead we will have a nameless
and faceless shopping experience designed for convenience over community.

It's well known that Amazon is a retail killer. They destroy the playing field, as they don’t just
want a share of the market, they want the entire marketplace. How will smaller independent
retailers like myself compete with an organization with endless resources? If indeed the
neighborhood were to benefit from a full-service grocer at 1600 Jackson St, why can it not be
a local independent who wants to share and build within the existing community? Why do we
need Amazon within our small business corridor?



You know the small food and beverage retailers on 24t st and Haight St have suffered after
the opening of Whole Foods Markets there, you've visited the local merchants and heard it for
yourselves. These are communities that previously had a grocer in both these locations, but
this is not the case with Polk St. Why would you purposefully and consciously offer an
incentive for Amazon over the independents here who have built Polk St into such a vibrant
area? You are hopeful that Amazon won’t drive us out of business, yet what incentives do we,
the locally owned family businesses, receive in return? How will your hopes benefit those
who appreciate and enjoy what the locally owned family businesses have/are doing to make
our community great?

Over the course of the hearings little has been mentioned about traffic congestion. This retail
footprint is a bit small for Amazon 365, and the developer has worked to retain as much retail
space within the design of the space. The loading area is woefully inadequate to
accommodate the tremendous amount of trucked deliveries needed to supply a store that
should expect revenues upwards of $500,000 per week. | should know, I'm a seasoned
retailer with a tight footprint of my own. The sheer number of deliveries and waste is
staggering.

Furthermore, the parking lot entrance and exits are quite small and limited in visibility. Polk St
is narrow, so narrow that we can only have one green bicycle lane southbound directly at the
mouth of the parking garage. Northbound Polk St has a “sharrow” for cyclists because the
street is quite narrow. As a pedestrian friendly street, our sidewalk is filled all hours of the day.
Our street and sidewalk are jam packed with bodies and vehicles every day. Obviously,
Amazon will be a huge success, they have the resources to assure it. So, if hundreds of cars
and pedestrians will visit this location each hour, how will they all fit on the street and
navigate the narrow parking entrance?

| already see cars lined up in the street and in the garage waiting for pedestrians (or not) to
clear the sidewalk, while frustration mounts in the street with cyclists being forced out of their
new green lane and fast-moving distracted motorists trying to squeeze through the narrow
lanes to their destinations. | see this now, and this garage currently gets very light use. It’s not
difficult to visualize how bad it will be with hundreds of cars entering and exiting and the
increase in foot traffic to the location every day. This is a recipe for failure and gridlock on this
steep grade of narrow road.

The parking lot is a deal breaker in another way, as it will alter the shopping patterns of the
neighborhood. Many on the side of Amazon 365 are frustrated to shop at other local stores
including our local Whole Foods Market and Trader Joe’s because the parking lots are full, and
the stores are crowded. They're hopeful that this potential new store will provide them relief.
Yet, they hope to drive to and park at the new location, even if the new store is only 3 or 4



blocks closer to them. | know from my shopping habits, most likely yours too, that if you park
in a private retailers parking lot, you not only don’t park there and leave to shop elsewhere,
you are restricted from such activity and may be ticketed and/or towed for doing so. Any
belief that shoppers will park at 365 and walk up or down the hill to other retailers is simply
not a true belief. If Amazon were to develop the parking area into housing and/or propose a
cooperative arrangement with local merchants to use the parking area, it would show they
truly are committed to the community. Otherwise, their private parking lot will only add
exponential more vehicles on Polk St and drive customers out of the small independent
businesses.

| have been involved in this debate for the past 3 years, when the lease was announced in
November 2015. All along, | and others in the neighborhood have objected in favor of housing
and against formula retail. We have always offered the project sponsor the idea of having a
local grocer instead of the retail-killer Amazon. More importantly, we offered (as did
Commissioner Richards and others) the idea to work with our district supervisor, mayor’s
office, and community groups to create a special use district allowing the development of
significant housing (60+ units) at the location AND a 20,000 sq ft retail grocery store on the
ground floor. We are now 3 years into this debate and the developer, who is a master at this
type of mixed use development, wants you to believe it is not feasible to explore and
execute. | don’t buy it, and neither should you. Had the developer taken our community
seriously we might have the store and housing completed already.

If you are worried the developer won’t build housing here if the CUP is denied, consider this...
We have ZERO chance of significant housing being developed here if it is granted. With the
addition of an insulting 8 units of housing, the fate of this corner will be forever sealed, as
displacing both business and housing in the future would be unthinkable and impossible
without an act of god.

In conclusion, | strongly believe this CUP should be denied. A company as large and
controversial as Amazon should not be allowed to operate in our small community here
without a significant contribution to our city and neighborhood. To be granted the privilege of
coming in and disrupting the other businesses, yet to give nothing back to the community in
return is a handout of mammoth scale. To imagine the opportunity to develop 60, 70, 80, or
more units of housing on this site, and to see that opportunity lost so that Amazon can
prosper while others diminish would be a horrible legacy for you, our community, and our city.

| want to thank you for your tireless efforts to steer our community towards its greatest
potential and ask that you spend 2 minutes watching this video about Polk St created by
SFGovTV. | hope this will further enlighten you to the what | believe is at stake in this debate,
and the many wonderful delights Polk St has to offer.



-Ray

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




From: Cynthia Gomez

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: chrisgembinski@gmail.com; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter of opposition to Whole Foods project at 1600 Jackson
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2018 12:12:16 PM

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

Dear Mr. Foster,

This letter is to reiterate our opposition to the proposed Whole Foods 365 Market at
1600 Jackson Street. Our union represents approximately 350 members who live in
the vicinity of the proposed development. We concur with the Middle Polk
Neighborhood Association, the Polk District Merchants Association, and the United
Food and Commercial Workers that pedestrian-oriented development of housing over
retail would be the best use for this site.

San Francisco’s housing affordability crisis has resulted in a process by which the
overage median income of the city is trending ever upward, leaving middle- and
working-class residents pushed ever farther away from the city. As of 2012, more
than 60% of our residents lived in San Francisco. That number dropped by more than
11 percentage points in a five-year period; now only 49% of our members live in the
city.

More housing production, in an area easily walkable to the hotels of Union Square
and the hotels and membership clubs of Nob Hill, would certainly do its part to easing
the housing affordability crisis. This project, as proposed by Amazon’s Whole Foods
365, would deliver only 8 units of housing, whiie neighbors have argued that the
space can support as many as 50 units.

One of the greatest tools available to the Planning staff, and to Planning
Commissioners, is the Conditional Use Authorization process. A project must
affirmatively prove that it is necessary and desirable for the neighborhood which it is
proposing to serve. The proposed Whole Foods 365 Market project fails on several
counts. It is opposed by the neighbors for its inherent overreliance on car traffic and
for a missed opportunity to bring much-needed housing to the neighborhood.

The project would also be bringing in low-quality jobs by its very design. Whole Foods
is well-known for its outright opposition to workers’ rights to collective bargaining. Its
ownership is Amazon, a company which has drawn widespread criticism for the
wages and conditions offered to its employees. It would be a mistake to grant an
actively anti-union company a Conditional Use Authorization to come to San
Francisco, a town with one of the highest costs of living in the country and a town with
strongly pro-union politics.

We ask that Planning Commissioners reject this project at the Planning Commission,



on the grounds that it is neither necessary nor desirable for the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Gémez
Research Analyst
UNITE/HERE, Local 2
209 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

cgomez@unitehere2.org
415.864.8770, ext. 763



Middle Polk
Neighborhood Asscciofion

a VOICE for wnrl_:-ing America

November 1, 2018

RE: 1600 Jackson Street — Amazon/Whole Foods 365

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission

MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648 (“organized opposition™), urge the commission to
deny this Conditional Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods

Market 365. We hereby request to be given speaking time at the hearing as
organized opposition as was granted at the April hearing.

We urge the commission step up and require over ten times the proposed units of housing
of housing at 1600 Jackson Street (86+ units) with as many as 30% affordable units under
HOME SF on a major transit corridor versus settling for a measly 8 units with 0%
affordable units as proposed by Village Properties, while conferring value on the property
owner by granting a conditional use authorization to allow Amazon/Whole Foods to have
a foothold on Polk Street with a 70 car exclusive use parking garage. As several
commissioners have commented in the previous two hearings, this is an unfortunate and
unnecessary choice.

Our organized opposition has respectfully demanded that we maximize housing uses at
this site. We simply don’t have the luxury to settle for 8 units, we have a housing and
displacement crisis. If we can’t maximize unit yield on sites like 1600 Jackson Street
where no businesses and residents will be displaced then all hope is lost to meaningfully
and thoughtfully increase the supply of housing and in particular affordable housing in
this City.

A True Win-Win Solution Is Still Possible but You Must Deny this CU.

Our organized opposition has indicated support for a true win-win solution — a Special
Use District that would allow for the maximum amount of housing to be built on the site
along with a general grocery store that is greater than the current 4,000 square foot non-
residential use size limit. We can have a project that comes with good jobs for all in the
form of prevailing wages for construction and trades workers. We can have a grocery
store that is truly full-service, staffed by real people that are paid decent living wages and
benefits. We are aware developers and grocery retailers that are prepared to partner with
Village Properties or acquire the site to make these goals a reality should you deny this



conditional use application by Amazon Whole Foods. We also want to note that
consistent with our organizations positions long held positions on formula retail, we have
also identified other sites along Van Ness Avenue adjacent to the soon to be open to the
new CPMC hospital that would be more suitable for an Amazon/Whole Foods.

As we have noted previously, any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil
out” at this site is false. We know this because one block away from the site, JS Sullivan
Development acquired another development site at 1590 Pacific Avenue (“The Jug Shop
Site”) in September of 2018 for $12,800,000 and is moving forward with a housing plan
with a new space for the beloved Jug Shop in the new development. Importantly, the
Jug Shop Site is a smaller site than the 1600 Jackson site by square footage and has a
challenging set of design issues to prevent shadows on Helen Wills Park. Even with
these constraints, the Jug Shop site is more than feasible for housing development and is
moving forward as a mixed-use development proposal with at 50 units of housing
including 20% onsite BMR. 1600 Jackson should follow the same course.

Under our proposed Special Use District scenario, everybody wins. Current residents and
future residents win because adding housing will enhance the neighborhood, reduce
displacement risk and provide homes for new residents. The neighborhood gets a new
full service grocery store. Workers win because the new store will be a good partner and
pay good wages and benefits and not try to cut costs and automate their jobs away. And
local merchants win because a local grocery store would be seeking to be part of the
neighborhood and share a piece of the pie rather than the entire pie.

This is in contrast to the proposed project where the only real winner is Amazon Whole
Foods and its customers. Labor loses because of downward pressure on wages and
another acknowledgement that it is ok to reward companies with records of actively
working to thwart organized labor. The neighborhood loses because we fail to build the
housing we need and we leave up to 78 units on the table in the deepest housing and
displacemerit crisis this City has ever seen. Local merchants lose because of staying
power of an Amazon Whole Foods and the impacts that has on small business.

Make No Mistake You Are Being Asked To Approve Much More Than A Grocery
Store

Amazon has ambitions for 3,000 Amazon-go stores around the country with 0 employees.
In San Francisco, they run into a challenge with our strong formula retail controls. It
would not take much to convert Whole Foods Stores and 365 Stores to an Amazon-Go
like store and in fact that is the future. Amazon needs Whole Foods and 365 stores for
their real estate portfolio and vertical integration, including locations that are coveted
such as 1600 Jackson. Amazon will need to rely on these stores and future stores to
execute its Amazon-Go Strategy. We can say no. We don’t need stores with zero front
line employees. San Francisco has always claimed to be a labor town, well here is an
opportunity to prove it. Deny this CU and stand up for labor and stand up for workers
and small business.



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

Sincerely,

Chris Gembinski
Chatir,
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: Teresa Nittolo

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS);
Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

Subject: Opposition of Whole Foods/365=Amazon at Jackson and Polk

Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 11:42:49 AM

R RS R W ~

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

Dear Commuissioners,

This Thursday we meet again as the Whole Foods/365= Amazon hearing continues. I've spoken
numerous times, 1n opposition as a small business owner on Polk Street for 28 years. I wanted
to personally thank you all for taking the time to look at this project from both sides. I'm sure

decisions such as these can be overwhelming at times..

One of the Commussioners, said he went around to areas in our city, where similar projects
were approved and some businesses were down as much as 30%. I couldn't survive with this
kind of loss, and I know many of my neighbors could not as well. Could you? We need to keep
our district, a diverse street and not a homogenized version. Please think about the negative
impact. Rick from Cole hardware said it best, approval could be * unleashing a trojan horse.” 1
fear this 1s a true statement. Originally this project was supposed to be a Whole Foods/365 now
it’s a full service grocery store not too far from the other location. What about the mention of
selling “just a few accessories on the second floor” what type of accessories? Now the project
sponsors are back with their latest proposal of 8 units of housing, this is a weak attempt to
appease our much needed housing situation. I feel that if this project is approved it could be

the stepping stone needed, for Amazon to try and dominate our city.

Last week, I went to many business (inspired by the commissioners that did the same) on Polk
Street to hear why they would, or wouldn't support Whole Foods 365/Amazon, most opposed.
Some responses; businesses afraid, not being able to compete, concern Amazon potentially
renting other vacant storefronts, lunch spots already struggling and now with the thought of
this, traffic congestion, less parking for their customers, etc, etc,...We need to look at this, long
term. Maybe my business will not be affected in a negative way, but many will. People
complain about the blight of this empty location, what happens when smaller businesses are
forced to close? More empty storefronts...I remain in solidarity with small business owners as
they are the footprint of the Polk St corridor, here and throughout our city, even through our
struggles, we continue to operate and keep San Francisco diverse, interesting and vibrant. This 1s
what community 1s about, not corporate big box stores... I've read multiple articles showing the
detrimental effects that Amazon has had on small businesses. It’s impossible for me as a small

business to support a company that has made most of their money, undercutting businesses



such as the ones that outline our communities, paying employees low wages, and avoiding

paying many taxes.

This city needs affordable housing. One of my employees commutes from Oakland, she would
love to be able to live in the city but cannot afford to. San Francisco is changing, not for the
best, part of this problem is many residents have been displaced by bigger companies coming
in, revitalizing areas and those on lower incomes have nowhere to go. I'm hopeful, Thursday a
decision will be made keeping this small business corridor intact. We need the help of officials
in San Francisco to look out for the smaller businesses and the lower and middle class
population that find it more and more challenging to live and have businesses here... There are
many other locations in the city that would be more appropriate for this project and 1t’s not in
a small business zone. I support housing and community over convenience. Please oppose this

proposal on Thursday.

Thank you for your time,
Teresa Nittolo

Belle Cose & Molte Cose
2036 Polk Street

San Francisco, CA 94109
415474-3494



From: contact PICNICSF.COM

To: hillisSF@gmait.com; Melaar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel
{CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: Opposition to Proposed Opening of Whole Foods on Polk St.

Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:26:00 PM

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

To Whom it May Concern,

I am a small business owner on Polk Street and have three San Franciscan residents employed at my
business, and have been in business on Polk for over 14 years. | am writing to let you know of my strong
and vehement opposition to the proposed opening of Whole Foods on Polk Street.

The opening of Whole Foods, a large scale business conglomerate, owned by Amazon, will create an
unfair business advantage with Amazon’s capability of bulk buying to drive down prices and ultimately
driving out small businesses across all sectors, groceries, home goods, gift stores, apparel etc. More than
a grocery store, Whole Foods also sells candles, apparel, cosmetics and much more. In addition, a big
box store will also destroy the fabric of Polk Street, where residents and small business owners have
lived along side-by-side. Many Polk Street business owners have a very real relationship with residents
and the many small businesses on Polk provide character to our neighborhood, which cannot be
replicated with a big box store.

As it stands, there are already numerous businesses that have closed on Polk street due to the high
costs of running a small business in San Francisco, just on my street alone, are three empty
storefronts that have been vacant for over a year. Having a big box store come into our community,
especially one that operates by price undercutting smaller competitors does not reflect the values of
our community as well as our city.

In addition to the impact to small businesses to the neighborhood, San Francisco is also much in
need of affordable housing. Time and time | see employees and customers moving away due to the
high costs of housing. | would be nice to have our vibrant Polk community continue to be one filled
with residents all times of day shopping, dining and interacting in the neighborhood.

As a small business owner, | am proud to be a part of the Polk Street community and take care of my
store front as well as my surrounding area. | take pride in the fact that my business provides Polk Street
residents with a much needed resource for shopping and adds to the desirability of Polk Street as a
neighborhood, all of which, would not be possible if Whole Foods opens on Polk Street.

| strongly urge you to consider the impact of opening a Whole Foods on Polk Street and all of the
ramifications, not just to small businesses but to the community as a whole. While this decision is one of
the many you will make, the impact of your decision will have significant consequences to not only my
livelihood but the many small merchants along Polk Street.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

Sincerely,



Jasmine Tan

PICNIC

1808 Polk Street

San Francisco. California
t 415 346 6556
www.picnicsf.com



From: Elaine Tanzman
To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodn ng.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC): Secretary,

Commissions (CPC
Subject: Re: Letter Opposed to the 365 Store at Polk and Jackson Streets:
Date: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 4:15:24 PM )

Attachments: updated letter 365 store .docx

- - - - » s s - — - L — - e

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

Dear Commissioners and city planners:

Please see the attached letter:

Thanks,

Elaine Tanzman



From: Vanessa Lovato

To: Secreta mmissions (CPC); hillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC): Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); rahaim@sfaov.org; Foster,
Nicholas (CPC); Freddy Bear; teresa@moltecose.com; Rahaim, John (CPC)

Subject: Whole Foods 365 Project

Date: Saturday, November 03, 2018 2:20:57 PM

T ——————————— B— s —— — ———

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

November 2, 2018

Vanessa Lovato

Polk Street Florist LLC
1718 A Polk Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

415-441-2868
polkstreetflorist@yahoo.com

Dear Sir or Madame,

| am writing to persuade you to oppose the 365 Whole Foods proposal for the
Lombardi Sperts building at 1600 Jackson on the corner of Polk Street.

| am the owner of Polk Street Florist LLC here on Polk Street between Clay and
Washington just two blocks down from the Lombardi site. As a husband and wife
owner/operated small business, we cannot compete with big business like Whole
Foods and Amazon. Why would people come to a specialty flower shop like mine, a
cheese shop like the Cheese Plus, a butcher shop like BelCampo Meat Co, a wine
shop like The Jug Shop, a bakery like Lotta’s Bakery, a Gelato shop such as Lush
Gelato or a specialty market like Real Food Co when they could shop at a one stop
shop such as whole foods?! These specialty stores are what makes up our Polk
Street Community. There are several mom and pop stores not even mentioned that
would go out of business if this were to be allowed to happen. The Whole Foods on
California Street is exactly .4 miles away or an 8 minute walk. We simply don't need a



big chain store invading our neighborhood. Please take a moment to consider what
this could mean for us small business owners and our families.

| am counting on you to do the right thing by voting against chain stores such as 365
Whole Foods. Please contact me if | can provide any further information.

Sincerely,

Vonessa Lovato

Vanessa Lovato

Thank you,

Polk Street Florist
(415) 441-2868
www.polkstreetflorist.com
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Planning Department M-Weo 0% -
City & County of San Francisco

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: /é&w/«/ Diters Nup~
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,
/ / /
Name: PR SN L>/ Nl Nern S i
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: Roxanne Mein

e— [I/R/1g

Signature Date

Address: 3435 Sacramento Street

Business name: Theoni Collection

Email/Telephone: roxanne(@theonicollection.com (41 5)447-0503_




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: L'@un /.@t
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: ’51’6 CH AN G H U A N&
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: C//a/éj W/U/@&ﬂ

:
[/BM W sz loll ’//’Z/U/

Signature Date

Adldezas: 26505 Chuepeiih §7 0F ca . QuiE
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: A)Dé-”f 87 70.15 '

Address: HEE Aijpeonra O (Or ch.Gyti §

Business name: B R Mo %

Email/Telephone: Calpmind @ Helmvid. ¢ o




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: MLA Vatwnara
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: GER/ LARRACAHS

ﬁm %W—h gl //G
Signature Date
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Business name: (4L~ HMara  INE
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: > 0> {\:\/\ ¢ \/w
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Address: | 520 qg’lH AVG SSE Cn “*714 121

Business name: - Mvnng W

Email/Telephone: Cf:\/\ 44 62[ < N AR CuA

i
{



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours, T/
4 fre N K8
..J." . - .f )
Name: e ”/&_ = L ¥ (.- A, /;
7
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Signature Dale
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: “Avewae\ Ero w4

AL S el

Signature Date

Address:  \US(, AYIIN@Y, Cin  Que S Reoie (G AUV

Business name: (0 \ WA

Email/Telephone: 'Y AT B (o




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: C}re\pv\amj Baraig

Address: 1 Porker Ave. Son Brancsco , Ca A4ty

Business name: __ (O Pen ko ey et
- ag-

Email/Telephone: YIS s 3S0°O




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: / 7, 'y 477%7/ C'ff vy S By A7
¢ Z

i
g Sl 1S

Signatu{e Date '

Address: ? /é 5 ,{ "z M"Z’/f,%?/’f/’-‘;’fﬁ
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: .o /&EVE /‘56"

/ 4 N //7

. A £ /78
Signature Date
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: \ /////4(/ f/(-/q
o ] _J

g iy o P v &, 2078

'Sﬁgnature / A Date

L &

Address: gﬁ/{é éﬁ AN ELSEA T 5”7 X
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: ( A/ et Y

P — I\ / %(vu%

/ﬁ gnature Date
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)
Address: (S‘fp//ﬁb 7 o TS ST

Business name: W fross By y
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NOAH SIMONS MD 3641 Sacramento St Suite A
San Francisco, CA 94118

T 415-601-1339
F 415-931-6523
noahsimonsmd@me.com

www.noahsimonsmd.com

Planning Department City & County of San Francisco 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street
Dear Planning Dept:

[ am writing this letter in support of 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street project. I am a pediatrician in the building currently.

[ very much look forward to being able to carry out my
practice in the new modern mixed use building.

The new building will be wonderful for patients. There will be
better access for handicap patients and for strollers too. We
look forward to more parking too that the building will bring.

ey

I
Noah Simons MD F




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated November 21, 2017) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: L@n"/ﬁ Cﬁr\’@Y\T&S
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Signattre | Date

Address:«%‘H @QW\‘(\@(T\’O %} %‘k pf g‘:)eﬁ O{LH‘}?
Business name:  NOA4T Q)W\/@VQ
Email/Telephone: hD@‘H’S\L\}OV\%W\/D @ e  Comn




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated November 21, 2017) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: _JOSCPH Sciancalepore

10]23]1%

S ature i Date
gt}

Address: 2041 Sacramesoto St Ste i .San FMﬂ(lS(O/CﬁQH\)@
Businessname: NOOH SIMAONS INC.
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017 (with
latest revisions dated November 21, 2017) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: Mayia Yaula  Coronado

%«/Pm /W 10/20 |12

glgnatufe Date

Address: _ 34| Sacramento Street Suire A San FrancisCoy(h
aullg

Business name: Moo SimonsS  Tnc.
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

We have lived a block away from this project for over 6 years and believe that the
proposed redevelopment of this property is a vast improvement and will benefit the
neighborhood. The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will
enhance the pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction
will also bring in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Dean Copans

Date: October 23, 2018

Dean Copans

3737 Sacramento Street,
San Francisco, CA 94118
deand2(@gmail.com
650-465-3993




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: /Z 74/1\//‘?/({3 14 CJ:/7.

A

}%: / Dt///’;}7{

Address: (g rg(/ é (276/ Lt 67L
Business name: /(’( AL 4 (’L)V(, w/\
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: mvmi\ﬂ(/f TV em }ﬁfQ/)

Moo o [13

Signature Date'

Address: | {arkey AN Y G 4 (\g
Business name: 0ne (o leer e AN /(/L)ﬂ ¢ b &V(L)W

Email/Telephone: (4 | "3) WyYe-2&00



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. 1 have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: UWUJ HU HWM/

"N
_____ AvdA AT i

Signature Date

Address: [ pﬂ// M /LVO
Business name: Dm f%/#&/ 7@ D/y]/h\)h’/ﬂ
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Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: f&%\ﬂ %r\:)g

1gnatufe Date

Address:  On¢._ PacKey Ave 5T CA'QL}“@
Business name: _ON¢  Packey  Dent \Q‘\'y\j

Email/Telephone: A9 - Ly ?)500




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: lélm St

CSigyatu{ Date

Address: IRINA KHIDEKEL, M.D.
3635 CALIFORNIA STREET
. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
Business name: Ph: (415) 762-0277
Fax: (415) 752-5333

Email/Telephone:




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: /%7/(/ %/J

(e, 22" /&

Signature S/ Date

Address: LB, 2 [t e

Business name: D W VI Y A

Email/Telephone: ,//Wii"// G ? C [Va(/cr/ coz?y



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

) .
Name: &51 Vkl W Z,..(
-~ ) K

e

O/
i %g

Signature Date

Business name: Sj/)/] (/l/”/‘f V%

Email/Telephone: ( Z/?}Z / > Sf S (/))/;/



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: WV e 6};)] Fesd 1 —~

LY

W«Mm\f-\’—) //,_ 7_7 /37 (
Signature Date

Address: %O(SA é;e/‘\l’&/g“/a( @ka S"F%?W/g

Business name: 3(1\\/0"{S

Email/Telephone: & - ’ﬁ'g, L(l‘]%



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,
Name: JUO+ MORAL
(om
VS o
1 o |1¢
S%nature Date
Address: 200 { & M‘Gfﬁyﬂ/l’\ Shee
Business name: LJ,{&@N@QA <

Email/Telephone: 4q(y - 668 Sz




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: .L'i,\ NI L

/

i

Ao 12 ¢

Sig-na{/ﬁ‘re = WK Date

Address: 3(O°| Caf\l;.iﬁfma St

Business name: [«\/Nlj\ rens

Email/Telephone: “t5 665 -5207




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: /\QA)MM («()o—o

/!,» e H/o7/1\oc7

Signature Date

Address: %QO( QQJZ\Q'&AU\(L 3( SF/ CA {UD

© 7 \
Business name: L(JQ;QC, Peec. S
J

Email/Telephone: 4(5-6C8-5207_ Nﬁpﬂ@g% @ elore . oa‘%mx SonA, .



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: \]w\m @wo

\/ (A

P

L

W/ /i
Signature ~ / ) Date

Address: O\ Colderas 4

Business name: [Oa reoons
I

Email/Telephone: (u\5) CCB - S20>




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: 7/5" M71<y€g

(G~ ufiliE

{!
Signature v Date

Address: 362/ (ol ’[9"‘/""4 &1 »

Business name: /V2 /‘7 FELR g

Email/Telephone: /S - bEX (2702




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

S o
p !!/’7//{

Signature Date

Address: zé()( (/Q//T/’)WL/]L j.”f )E, CA’ ?L/// S/

Business name: "n-”'-""'-ffﬁ?xm <

_/if'flé'f) (b -5202

Email/Telephone:




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: &50\\\0& 6&(/\%%07

/:Qf‘)‘ﬁ(’,\‘\bﬂ o “0?(2

Signature Date
Address: %5 (ﬁ Q\\( &llﬂ/\-w\ S0t
Business name: AR

Email/Telephone: oS- 387- 28 ’Kf



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17,2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: Kl?’( « 6? £

»g/bﬂ}%&v // / 7,// '

Signature Date

Address: 35/? Ca //FZP A S’?L

Business name: /\/m */’/ b(/‘ﬁe,/
Email/Telephone: 415 - Z(Q f i g(.( 14




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

veres TV TO) AP
/

Signaturg \ | - Date

Address: %5,4 (A /K&VW% Shert

Business name: Nedlh s /\M ﬂ/

Email/Telephone: 4\S -~ 8- 2§ ] 4



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: Robﬁ)/\% /\/[c @ V@

1,/ = les i
o, AP ) /2/ Yo ( il
f L) "

™

Signeiture Date

Address: ) fr"'ﬁ" 3533 C‘f// fc@//’fq 57//

Business name:

Email/Telephone:




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: WA %\«‘\\)

\%“ Al

Signature v Date

Address: SIS0 OMTOOMA ST,

Business name: _TIREY  RODUBUC  BANK

Email/Telephone: \|#tL (@ FW&)YQQ(\)Q\O\\C- oM / (4\s) 83\ LS8

/



Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring
in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,
/T\_ N ik -
Name: __/__' AL O\/ Q
~

Signature " Date

/. i ' ) T
Address: S70f C@/& 7@ P o %

Business name: /jgg Gt J“ ((
Email/Telephone: (/_//S/\) ?}206,_ GOS0 fj’; /@4”@ @C&uiﬁ?//é //C@«




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. I have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: M%M L@&A()A

rd 4
/f://féﬁf’\- W

“Signatiire - Date

Address: 240( @/((é/]//((ﬁ 5//‘
Business name: B@é{ U‘f\L"‘ﬂf (// / L L C

Email/Telephone:




Planning Department

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 3637-3657 Sacramento Street - Proposed New Mixed Use Building
San Francisco, CA

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

This letter is to express support for the proposed project at 3637-3657 Sacramento
Street. | have reviewed the architectural drawings dated March 17, 2017 (with
latest revisions dated September 24, 2018) for the demolition of the two structures
and construction of one new mixed-use building.

The addition of new ground floor retail/commercial space will enhance the
pedestrian experience of Sacramento Street. The new construction will also bring

in new housing and additional parking to this neighborhood.

Very truly yours,

Name: __QV V\CLV\A{;; \{\’\V\MJ(Q . M}

Signature Date

1 -

Address: __3580 California Street, San Francisco

Business name:\bl\ : \'/\M p{,u,f,._[l (o

Email/Telephone: 4{11351;@“4&_&[{?_@:%{ . Bl o
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SoMa Community Resident Leaders
953 Mission Street, Ste 50
San Francisco, CA 94103

November 5, 2018

Jonathan Ng

Broker Associate

Rex Tabora

Pillar Capital

1725 Clay Street #102, SF, CA 94109
www.thepillarcapital.com

Dear Jonathan and Rex,

Thank you for meeting with community residents (and organizations) in the South of Market last
Friday, November 2, 2018 to discuss Pillar Capital's Project at 1075 Folsom Street.

Mr. Jonathan Pearlman, the architect for the project clearly explained that the project is for a 6
story residential building of studio apartments. It was also clear to us that the impact of the
buildings shadow on the Victoria Manalo Draves park would be minimal.

Overall we agreed that the building would benefit the community because it would add much
needed housing in SoMa and that it will be inclusive of low-income people. As you indicated
25% (or 12 units) would be designated as “below market rate”. In your follow-up letter to us,
you specified that these BMR units will be tiered in the following manner:

7 units in 55% AMI
3 units in 80% AMI
2 units in 110%AMI

At the meeting, residents raised several concerns and recommendations as follows:

1.) That Pillar Capital hire residents from SoMa for jobs at the site such as maintenance and
janitorial work.

2.) That priority be given to having community serving businesses occupy the commercial
space in the building .

3.) That some of the units have shower stalls that can accomodate the needs of persons
with disabilities.

4.) That the developer collaborate with community residents on efforts to address public
safety and sanitation on 6th Street and the alleyways.



Thahk you for an informative and productive meeting. We appreciate that you met with us to
explain your project and assure us that you are allocating 25% of your units as “Below Market
Rate”.

Sincerely,

SoMa community residents (see attached list)
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Seuth of Market Community Action Netweork

1110 Howard Street | SF, CA 94103 | phone (415) 255-7693 | www.somcan.org

Observation of Victoria Manalo Draves (VMD) Park conducted by SOMCAN by
Staff 10/30/18 — 11/6/18. Five 30-minute observations were conducted.

Results:

Observation Time Date of Park Users | Temp - weather | Number of Kids (4-12),
Visit (Total) Teens, and Toddlers

Weekday Morning: 11/6/18 40 Late 60s/early 2 Kids, 1 Toddler

9:00am-9:30am 70s - sunny

Weekday Midday: 11/1/18 112 77 - partly cloudy | 55 Kids

1:15pm-1:45pm

Weekday Early 10/30/18 (72 65 - Sunny 20 Kids, 1 Teen

Afternoon: 3:10pm-

3:40pm

Weekday - Late 11/2/18 66 65 - Sunny with 13 Kids

Afternoon: 5:30pm-6pm some Clouds

Weekend - Afternoon: 11/4/18 60 66 - Sunny 25 Kids, 2 Teens

3:00pm-3:30pm

Comments:

Compared to the data taken in 2013 between June 26 - July 7 by PreVision Design, this is
significant especially when noting the times of year and looking at Weekday Afternoon use of
the park in 2018 versus 2013. Comparing the 2013 and 2018 data, there is a doubling of users
in the park during a Weekday Afternoon.

The data taken by PreVision Design in 2013 occurred during the summertime when there
are more potential users, specifically due to Summer Break. This can be compared to the
data collected by SOMCAN in 2018 during the Autumn months of late October/early
November when school is back in session.

The most used portions of the park included the children’s play areas, benches, grassy hill area,
picnic tables, basketball court, and the walkways.



Attachment: Most Used Areas Observed at VMD (10/30/18 — 11/6/18)

USED/AREAS

5 #
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16a. 2007.1347CUA
3637-3657 SACRAMENTO STREET

Douglas Engmann -- Comments and Suggestions for Development

CONDITIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION:

HOURS:

e Limited to 7am-6pm Monday through Friday. No work on weekends.

e Limited hours for excavation, noise and vibration work: 8am-10am and 3pm-5pm weekdays only.
e Hours could be expanded if an acceptable sound barrier is built around the entire site.

PARKING:

¢ Developer agrees to arrange for off-street parking for workers.

¢ No on-street or metered parking within a 3 block area.

e Removal of Street Parking: Limited to 10 feet on either side of the subject property.
e Equipment Parking: No heavy equipment to be left on Sacramento Street.

EXCAVATION:
o All pick-ups by dump trucks are to be staggered or staged.
¢ No dump trucks waiting to be loaded on Sacramento Street.

BLOCK CLEANING:

e Contractor to wash down Sacramento Street and sidewalks between Spruce & Locust every day after
work during demolition and excavation.

o Weekly wash down during construction.

NEIGHBOR CLEANING:

e Upon request, adjacent neighbors to the property, including those across Sacramento Street, may ask
Contractor to wash down their windows and buildings at Contractor's cost - no more than weekly
during demolition and excavation and monthly during construction.

PHONE CONTACT:

e Contractor must provide neighbors with a contact phone number for the Contractor foreman on-site
for any issues to be resolved, plus a 24/7 phone number for the Contractor's office.

SHRINK WRAP:

e Once exterior construction is complete, shrink wrap the entire construction site while interior work is
completed.
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COMMUNITY BENEFITS

* Memorialized in Development
Agreement

» Contract negotiated between City
and Sponsor

* Informed by economic analysis and
sensitive to project feasibility

» Balances multiple neighborhood
and citywide objectives

* Ensures Project performs well in areas of:

&

@)

O

Housing

Transportation
Community facilities
Infrastructure

Sea Level Rise

Open Space

Workforce Development

Other City objectives — e.g. PDR

SAN FRANCISCO

Office of Economic and Workforce Development

~
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Johnson Leathers Corp.
1833 Polk Street
San Francisco, CA. 94109
Tel: 415-775-7393
Fax: 415-775-7393
jleather@johnsonleather.com

11/8/2018

San Francisco city’s planning commission

I believe Whole Foods Market will be an asset to the Polk Street merchants and district.
They will offer their 360 brand of products that have a lower price point. I do not see any
parking issues as they have their own garage.

This will bring potentially new customers to our district and will expose them to the
merchants. I believe this will help increase our sales and again help highlight the Polk
Street district.

The Lombardi shop has been closed for a few years and has become a blight to our
neighborhood. Our Polk Street district has enough issues with drugs, homeless and

garbage. Will Whole Foods cure this by opening no but it will provide quality food and ”
only help improve our neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Alan Zafrin
Johnson

>l

€rs.
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1600 Jackson WF365

1600 Jackson Housing Potential

Jug Shop

M Below Market Rate Units

M Market Rate Units
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Middie Polk Neighborhood Association

May 17. 2016
City and County of San Francisco
Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
Planning Department

RE:  Whole Foods Conditional Use Permit: 2016-000378CUA, MPNA rebuttal to mass email
Dear Supervisors, Commissioners, Director Rahaim, and members of the planning department,

Respectfully, I will respond on behalf of MPNA, Middle Polk Neighborhood Association to this
mass email that has been sent over the last few days by supporters of Whole Foods 365
application for CU authorization. As MPNA, LPN (Lower Polk Neighbors), PDMA (Polk
District Merchant Association), and Pacific Heights Residents Association have noted in
previous submissions, this project is not necessary, not desirable and not compatible with our
neighborhood. Unless the project sponsor can establish this criteria conditional use authorization
should not be granted.

A._WE CANNOT AFFORD TO LOSE A SCARCE HOUSING SITE WHERE AT LEAST
62 HOMES CAN BE BUILT IN THE GREATEST HOSUING AFFORDABILITY CRISIS
SAN FRANCISCO HAS EVER FACED, ESPECIALLY WHERE BUILDING HOUSING
AT 1600 JACKSON DISPLACES ZERO RESIDENTS AND ZERO BUSINESSES

1600 Jackson, the project site, was previously slated for a mixed-used development of 62 homes
with neighborhood scale retail on the ground floor. Such a project was within zoning for the site
at 65 feet and would have added badly needed units to the housing supply in a neighborhood
severely impacted by San Francisco's housing crisis where the number of new residents far
outnumbers the number of housing units available leading to evictions and displacement of long
term residents. Building housing at 1600 Jackson displaces 0 residents.

In November 2015, the owners of the property Village Properties announced they had entered
into a conditional lease with Whole Foods Market. In December 2015, Village Propertics
submitted an environmental application for their housing project. Recently, MPNA expressed
to both Village Properties and Whole Foods a middle-ground position to open up
negotiations of constructing both the housing project with a grocery store below. To date,
neither the Whole Foods nor Village Properties has expressed any interest in this proposed
reasonable alternative. As such, MPNA, along with several other neighborhood and business
groups, oppose this conditional use application because the proposed project is not necessary,
desirable or compatible.

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918
httn://www . middlennlk.are



Middle Polk Neighborhood Association

B. SEVERAL ASSERTED POINTS SIMPLY CANNOT HOLD UP WHEN EXAMINED
CAREFULLY

I have included a point-by-point rebuttal of the mass email below.

1. The Middle Polk neighborhood does not have a grocery store. I want to shop in my
neighborhood, and it is extremely important to me to have a convenient grocery store nearby that
offers quality products at reasonable, affordable prices.

FALSE. Our neighborhood is served by FIVE grocery stores within 10 minutes walking
distance including a Whole Foods Market on California/Franklin, a Trader Joes on
Hyde/California, Golden Veggie Market on California/Polk, Le Beau Market on
Clay/Leavenworth, Real Foods Company Polk/Broadway. Plus THE MARKET on
Polk/Clay has already been approved by the Planning Commission, which would bring the
total to SIX grocery stores for the neighborhood.

2. The nearest grocery stores, Trader Joe’s and Whole Foods on California Street, are very
crowded and offer limited parking, forcing me to drive out of my neighborhood to shop. I believe
365 by Whole Foods Market could have the opposite effect and that instead of driving outside
the neighborhood to shop, residents would shop locally by foot, bike.

FALSE. The proposed 365 store will also offer parking, which will attract shoppers by car
and result in a massive increase in traffic to the neighborhood. The current five grocery
stores mentioned above are currently within 10 minutes walking distance of the project site
providing ample options for shoppers to shop locally by foot or bike.

3. With the increasing number of commercial vacancies on Polk Street, the focus should be on
bringing a quality merchant like Whole Foods to the neighborhood to attract foot traffic and
businesses.

FALSE. Research shows that mixed use development and density, housing with ground
floor neighborhood scale retail enhances foot traffic and walkability. There is no evidence
to suggest that large grocery stores are going to increase foot traffic when a large
percentage of shoppers will arrive by car do their shopping and drive home.

4.1 believe that replacing the Lombardi Sports building with residential units and retail unit(s)
could add to the number of vacant commercial spaces lining Polk Street.

FALSE. New buildings built recently in the neighborhood such as 1645 Pacific have been
able to attract quality businesses such as Craftsman and Wolves. Other new stores like

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918
httn://www.middlenolk.ore



Middle Polk Neighborhood Association

Basik Cafe are present in new mixed-use buildings as well. We can also look at our fellow
neighborhood Hayes Valley that has had great success placing new businesses in modern
mixed-use buildings. Businesses can flourish in new spaces that are attractive to customers
particularly given their excellent location at Polk and Jackson.

5. I believe that the owner of the site should be free to lease the property as it sees fit by bringing
in a respectable, responsible and viable enterprise that has the financial strength to pay rent.

FALSE. The project sponsor must explain why their project is necessary, desirable and
compatible to obtain approval. Without meeting these criteria, the project cannot go
forward.

6. I agree with Russian Hill Neighbors that “a vital city will creatively rehabilitate and reuse,
rather than simply demolish existing structures”. I believe that 365 by Whole Foods Market will
enliven the street and bring to life the vacant eyesore that I have lived with for some time. Not to
mention the homeless encampment.

FALSE. Nobody has an interest in this building remaining vacant. If the project is not
approved the property owner can either move forward with their original mixed use
project, sell the property to another owner who will move forward with the project or re-
lease the property to another tenant. In any event, the property will be developed. Some
period of vacancy is unfortunately inevitable. Making a bad land use decision however will
be locked in for decades and cannot be corrected easily.

7. 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 that architecturally, it is appropriately scaled for the neighborhood.

FALSE. The building is a housing soft-site and is completely out of scale for the
neighborhood, which consists of small storefronts. The building creates a dead zone along
Polk. A mixed-use building would activate the ground floor.

8. Whole Foods has expressed a commitment to work with the neighborhood regarding the
timing of deliveries, noise, traffic concerns, community outreach, etc. The fact that Whole Foods
has signed a 20-year lease contingent on the 365 by Whole Foods Market becoming a reality
demonstrates a strong commitment to my neighborhood. I believe in Whole Foods’ commitment
to promote local businesses that sell food, wine and liquor.

FALSE. Whole Foods refuses to entertain alternative sites for their project such as on Van
Ness Ave, which would be much more, appropriate for number of cars and

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918
httn://www.middlennlk.ore



Middle Polk Neighborhood Association

deliveries. Whole Foods and Village Properties refuse to entertain a mixed used proposal
that would open up room for negotiations with the neighborhood and merchant

groups. There is no doubt that Whole Foods 365 would be an incredible strain on local
businesses, as they do not have the pricing power to compete with Wheole Foods 365.
Moreover, Whole Foods 365 will not be using Union labor for their workforce.

9. 1 believe that if small merchants who sell food and wine continue to offer their great products
and service, they (and other businesses) will not suffer from the presence of 365 by Whole Foods
Market and will actually benefit from increased foot traffic that the 365 by Whole Foods Market
will bring to the neighborhood.

FALSE. As mentioned above the connection between this store and increased foot traffic is
dubious; most shoppers will drive. There is no doubt that small business will be impacted
negatively by this store.

10. Currently on Polk Street between California and Broadway there are restaurants, bars,
manicure salons, massage parlors/sex equipment merchants, second hand/resale shops and an
abundance of vacant storefronts. The departure of the Big Apple Market approximately two
years ago left a major gap in the Polk Street shopping experience. The gap is not filled by
boutique butcher, cheese, bakery, deli or wine shops. I believe the gap would be filled by 365 by
Whole Foods Market.

FALSE. The Big Apple Market site on Polk/Clay has already been approved for a grocery
use. Any other gaps are served by the other FIVE grocery stores within 10 minutes
walking distance of the project site.

11. I agree with Russian Hill Neighbors that “a very large number of new housing units have
been, and are continuing to be built nearby in large buildings along Polk Street, Van Ness
Avenue and the streets between, but basic urban services for local residents have lagged far
behind this development. We believe a vibrant urban neighborhood must have both a mix of
housing for families of different sizes and incomes, and a mix of stores to serve those families,
including stores to meet daily shopping needs as well as the restaurants, bars, personal services
establishments and specialty stores that are on Polk Street now. A full service grocery store will
provide much needed support to existing and future housing in the neighborhood”.

FALSE. San Francisco is gaining 10,000 net new residents a year, 18,000 new residents a
year minus the 8,000 residents leaving the city. Our neighborhood is very desirable for
new residents as we offer walkability, excellent transit and close proximity to many
amenities including FIVE grocery stores. Although we have added some new housing units
in the last 2 years, the total number of new housing units built is far below the need. This is
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evidenced by the number of evictions around the neighborhood. We need more housing in
our neighborhood and in our city. This site offers an opportunity to build housing to assist
in solving the crisis we are facing and those residents can shop at one of the FIVE grocery
stores in the neighborhood.

12. The Van Ness Improvement Project and the upcoming infrastructure work on Polk Street will
impact my neighborhood for quite some time. I do not wish to have added to that the destruction
of 1600 Polk Street in order to erect a building that could take many months of loud and dirty
construction to finish. Whole Foods is able to take what is currently a blight in the neighborhood
to a well-regarded market that our neighborhood needs with little disruption to the neighborhood
during the construction process.

FALSE. After approval a housing project can usually be constructed in 18
months. Although construction causes some temporarily disruption, the long-term benefits
of a mixed-use development at 1600 Jackson are enormous.

13. Although I am concerned about increased traffic, fewer metered parking spaces and
increased noise, I have carefully considered these “cons” and have determined that the “cons”
are far outweighed by the “pros”.

FALSE. For the reasons outlined above this project is not necessary, desirable or
compatible and the cons clearly outweigh the pros.

Sincerely,
Moe Jamil
Chair, MPNA
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November 1, 2018

RE: 1600 Jackson Street — Amazon/Whole Foods 365

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners, SF Planning Commission

MPNA, PDMA, and UFCW-Local 648 (“organized opposition™), urge the commission to
deny this Conditional Use Authorization for a formula retail use of Amazon/Whole Foods

Market 365. We hereby request to be given speaking time at the hearing as
organized opposition as was granted at the April hearing.

We urge the commission step up and require over ten times the proposed units of housing
of housing at 1600 Jackson Street (86+ units) with as many as 30% affordable units under
HOME SF on a major transit corridor versus settling for a measly 8 units with 0%
affordable units as proposed by Village Properties, while conferring value on the property
owner by granting a conditional use authorization to allow Amazon/Whole Foods to have
a foothold on Polk Street with a 70 car exclusive use parking garage. As several
commissioners have commented in the previous two hearings, this is an unfortunate and
unnecessary choice.

Our organized opposition has respectfully demanded that we maximize housing uses at
this site. We simply don’t have the luxury to settle for 8 units, we have a housing and
displacement crisis. If we can’t maximize unit yield on sites like 1600 Jackson Street
where no businesses and residents will be displaced then all hope is lost to meaningfully
and thoughtfully increase the supply of housing and in particular affordable housing in
this City.

A True Win-Win Solution Is Still Possible but You Must Deny this CU.

Our organized opposition has indicated support for a true win-win solution — a Special
Use District that would allow for the maximum amount of housing to be built on the site
along with a general grocery store that is greater than the current 4,000 square foot non-
residential use size limit. We can have a project that comes with good jobs for all in the
form of prevailing wages for construction and trades workers. We can have a grocery
store that is truly full-service, staffed by real people that are paid decent living wages and
benefits. We are aware developers and grocery retailers that are prepared to partner with
Village Propetties or acquire the site to make these goals a reality should you deny this



conditional use application by Amazon Whole Foods. We also want to note that
consistent with our organizations positions long held positions on formula retail, we have
also identified other sites along Van Ness Avenue adjacent to the soon to be open to the
new CPMC hospital that would be more suitable for an Amazon/Whole Foods.

As we have noted previously, any claim that housing is not feasible or does not “pencil
out” at this site is false. We know this because one block away from the site, JS Sullivan
Development acquired another development site at 1590 Pacific Avenue (“The Jug Shop
Site”) in September of 2018 for $12,800,000 and is moving forward with a housing plan
with a new space for the beloved Jug Shop in the new development. Importantly, the
Jug Shop Site is a smaller site than the 1600 Jackson site by square footage and has a
challenging set of design issues to prevent shadows on Helen Wills Park. Even with
these constraints, the Jug Shop site is more than feasible for housing development and is
moving forward as a mixed-use development proposal with at 50 units of housing
including 20% onsite BMR. 1600 Jackson should follow the same course.

Under our proposed Special Use District scenario, everybody wins. Current residents and
future residents win because adding housing will enhance the neighborhood, reduce
displacement risk and provide homes for new residents. The neighborhood gets a new
full service grocery store. Workers win because the new store will be a good partner and
pay good wages and benefits and not try to cut costs and automate their jobs away. And
local merchants win because a local grocery store would be seeking to be part of the
neighborhood and share a piece of the pie rather than the entire pie.

This is in contrast to the proposed project where the only real winner is Amazon Whole
Foods and its customers. Labor loses because of downward pressure on wages and
another acknowledgement that it is ok to reward companies with records of actively
working to thwart organized labor. The neighborhood loses because we fail to build the
housing we need and we leave up to 78 units on the table in the deepest housing and
displacement crisis this City has ever seen. Local merchants lose because of staying
power of an Amazon Whole Foods and the impacts that has on small business.

Make No Mistake You Are Being Asked To Approve Much More Than A Grocery
Store
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