From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

Subject: FW: Neighborhood Opposition to 318 30th Avenue Item 18 2015-009507CUA 10/5/17
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 8:56:20 AM

Attachments: scan0026.pdf

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Jamie Dyos [mailto:jamie@soireevalet.com]

Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 4:16 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Cc: Fewer, Sandra (BOS); May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Neighborhood Opposition to 318 30th Avenue Item 18 2015-009507CUA 10/5/17

Dear President Hollis and Members of the Commission,
Please see attached.

Thank you

FOR YOUR NEXT EVENT LARGE OR SMALL
Group services include airport arrival and departure service,
event transportation coordination, valet parking and traffic management.

Jamie S. Dyos

President

Soiree Valet Parking Service, Inc.

1470 Howard Street

San Francisco, CA 94103-2523

Phone: 415-284-9700 or 800-660-1906
Direct: 415-284-9711

Cell: 415-559-2469

Fax: 415-284-9770

Email: Jamie@soireevalet.com

Web: www.soireevalet.com
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September 29, 2017

Jamie and Katie Dyos
319 29" Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121
C: 415-559-2469

Mr. Richard Hollis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re; 318 30th Avenue-Case No 2015-009507CUA

Item #19

Hearing Date: October 5, 2017

Neighborhood Opposition to a 4% Floor in a predominantly 3 story neighborhood

Dear President Hollis and Member of the Commission:

My wife and I live at 319 29" Avenue, and are opposed to the current plans under review by the
Planning Department for 318 30% Avenue, San Francisco, CA.

We support increased density in the Richmond District and support the development of this site to a 2
unit structure. We welcome new neighbors but we are opposed to a development that impacts privacy
and changes the character of the neighborhood.

The height of the building will impact our home located directly behind the proposed development by
installation of a 4 floor deck overlooking our property. The 4™ floor can be eliminated and the

building contained within 3 floors while maintaining space for 2 spacious units.

A similar project a 325 29" Avenue was reviewed by the Commission in March 2017 and a decision
was made to limit the new project to three stories. We believe the two cases are similar.

We are opposed to the Proposed Project and ask the committee to limit the development to 3 stories.
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Respectfully,

Jamfie and Katie Dyos






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

Subject: FW: More Neighborhood Opposition to 318 30th Avenue Item 18 2015-009507CUA 10/5/17
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 8:56:11 AM

Attachments: Letter in Opposition to CUA 2015-009507.pdf

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Connie Best [mailto:cbest@pacificforest.org]

Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 5:15 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Cc: Fewer, Sandra (BOS); May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: More Neighborhood Opposition to 318 30th Avenue Item 18 2015-009507CUA 10/5/17

Dear President Hollis and Members of the Commission,

Please see attached letter signed by 28 residents who are neighbors to the proposed

demolition and rebuild at 318 30" Avenue.
Thank you for your review in advance of your Oct. 5 hearing.

Sincerely,
Connie Best
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September 25, 2017

Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA94103-2414

Re: 318 30th Avenue - Case No. 2015-009507 CUA
Hearing Date: October 5, 2017 Agenda Item TBD

Neighborhood Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization to Demolish Existing Housing
and Build an Outsize 4-Story Residence on a Predominantly 3-Story Block

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Commission:

We strongly oppose the demolition of the 107 year-old building at 318 30" Avenue and
the proposal to replace it with a huge 6,000 square foot luxury duplex. This project is
completely out of scale and out of character for our neighborhood.

The project proposes to destroy a sound, naturally-affordable 107-year old cottage that
has stood in a row with 3 other houses of the same era for over a century, contributing
to the cultural heritage of this neighborhood -- one of the few relatively affordable
places left to live in San Francisco.

The proposal calls for a full 4-story duplex (5 stories from the back) unique on the
block. The 4t floor is a posh penthouse suite with views of the Golden Gate Bridge
designed to be a profit-center for the developers while intruding on everyone else. The
proposed new building also fills important community open space in the back.

We call on you to NOT APPROVE this proposal but require it be scaled back to
something appropriate to our block.

The Richmond is under relentless attack by the flood of speculation transforming one of
the last affordable neighborhoods in SF, piece by piece, lot by lot, from a place where
regular people can raise their kids to an elite haven. This is systemic change is aided by
piecemeal planning decisions. Not only does this project not address the crisis of
housing for working families in San Francisco, it exemplifies and worsens the problem.

Thank you for stopping the mega-house on 29% Avenue last spring. We call on the
Commission to rule against this even worse proposal on 30th and require any new
development respect the character of the neighborhood, with appropriate scale.

Respectfully,
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September 25, 2017

Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: 318 30th Avenue - Case No. 2015-009507 CUA
Hearing Date: October 5, 2017 Agenda Item TBD

Neighborhood Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization to Demolish Existing Housing
and Build an Outsize 4-Story Residence on a Predominantly 3-Story Block

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Commission:

We strongly oppose the demolition of the 107 year-old building at 318 30t Avenue and
the proposal to replace it with a huge 6,000 square foot luxury duplex. This project is
completely out of scale and out of character for our neighborhood.

The project proposes to destroy a sound, naturally-affordable cottage that has stood in
a row with 3 other houses of the same era for over a century, contributing to the
cultural heritage of this neighborhood -- one of the few relatively affordable places left
to live in San Francisco.

The proposal calls for a 4-story duplex (5 stories from the back) unique on the block.
The 4% floor is a posh penthouse suite with views of the Golden Gate Bridge designed to
be a profit-center for the developers while intruding on everyone else. The proposed
new building also fills important community open space in the back.

We call on you to NOT APPROVE this proposal but require it be scaled back to
something appropriate to our block.

The Richmond is under relentless attack by the flood of speculation transforming one of
the last affordable neighborhoods in SF, piece by piece, lot by lot, from a place where
regular people can raise their kids to an elite haven. This is systemic change is aided by
piecemeal planning decisions. Not only does this project not address the crisis of
housing for working families in San Francisco, it exemplifies and worsens the problem.

Thank you for stopping the mega-house on 29th Avenue last spring. We call on the
Commission to rule against this even worse proposal on 30th and require any new

development respect the character of the neighborhood, with appropriate scale.

Respectfully,
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C.C. Supervisor Sandra Fewer
Christopher May, San Francisco Planning Department






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Staff Report on 318 30th Avenue - Item 18 2015-009507CUA 10/5/17
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 8:55:10 AM

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Connie Best [mailto:cbest@pacificforest.org]

Sent: Sunday, October 01, 2017 9:09 PM

To: May, Christopher (CPC)

Cc: Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Subject: Staff Report on 318 30th Avenue - Item 18 2015-009507CUA 10/5/17

Dear Christopher,

| was surprised to read in the staff report on this project of the neighborhood opposition as
of 9.25.17 consisting of 3 emails and a phone call. | am aware that by that date at least 3
other letters (transmitted by email and/or USPS) had been delivered to the Department with
copies to the Commission so | hope these are not somehow lost. Those letters have been
augmented by at least 3 more letters | am aware of as well as the group letter from 28
residents.

Every day | hear from another neighbor expressing opposition to this project. Given the very
minimal outreach conducted by the project developer, it has taken time for the details of
the project to come to peoples’ attention. The more they learn, the greater the opposition.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Connie Best
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From: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Conditional Use Auth. case No.: 2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St.
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 9:36:29 AM

Attachments: image001.png
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image012.png
image014.png
Importance: High

Hi,
Please forward to the below concerned correspondence, for CUA No. 2002.0124CUA-02 2815
Diamond St., to the Commissioners received September 30, 2017 2:29 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

=1 San Francisco

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map
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From: Torr [mailto:catvse@comcast.net]

Sent: Saturday, September 30, 2017 2:29 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Cc: Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)

Subject: Conditional Use Auth. case No.: 2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St.
Importance: High

Cathleen, | cannot make it to the Public Hearing 10-5-17 for case # 2002.0124CUA-02, But
for the record | want to express the concerns that |, and my neighbors have for the
proposed amendment to the Conditional Use Authorization for the Grocery Inventory
Delivery hours at the Canyon Market.

| believe the original hours that were set for inventory delivery were 9a—12p, and we insist
that these hours remain in place and not be changed! With that being said, | also want to
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point out that these delivery hours are constantly are being violated, and that must stop.
Going forward the set delivery hours need to be adhered to for many reasons -

Before the Canyon Market arrived, Wilder Street was much quieter, safer and less
congested. Currently, delivery trucks often block the driveways of homes and apartment
buildings, including my own. | am sure anyone would agree that as a tax paying home
owner, | should not have to chase down a truck driver to be able to use my own driveway
after | get home from an exhausting 10-12 hour work day. Let us also not fail to mention
that when a Muni Bus that has to cross over into the opposite lane of traffic to pass a
double parked truck it creates a huge safety hazard, especially during commute hours. The
double parked trucks, sometimes as many as 6 at a time (I have pictures) on Wilder Street
along with the recent addition of the Muni Bus route have served to dramatically decrease
the Safety, Cleanliness and over all Quality of Life on this block. There should have been
studies/surveys already done to investigate these issues and plans put into effect to mitigate
and avoid all these negatives. If said studies/surveys have indeed already been done, we
believe they need to be reinvestigated. If they have not been done, they need to be.

With a reasonable amount of_coordination between the Owners/Managers of the Canyon
market and their Vendors they should be able make Mid-Day deliveries work. Taking the
easy way out by forcing Glen Park citizens to accept all the negative effects of deliveries
outside these hours is unacceptable and unfair.

The citizens of Glen park deserve better, and we expect the SF City departments who have
responsibility for these matters to make every effort to support the goals of safety and
quality of life in our neighborhood.

Thank you for your attention,

Torr Tietz



From: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing 2002.0124CUA-02
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 9:40:39 AM
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Hi,
Please forward to the below concerned correspondence to the Commissioners, for CUA No.
2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St., received October 01, 2017 1:14 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

=1 San Francisco

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map

From: Elise F Ravel [mailto:eravel@stanford.edu]

Sent: Sunday, October 01, 2017 1:14 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Subject: Planning Commission Hearing 2002.0124CUA-02

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am unable to attend the Hearing on Thursday, October 5th regarding Conditional Use
Authorization request Case No 2002.0124CUA-02.

| am writing to protest the change in delivery hours to the Glen Park Canyon Market and the
rescinding of the requirement for the market to provide delivery service, and request that
the market be required to adhere to the hours the planning department agreed upon with
the granting of the project.

| do not know if the planning department commissioners are the same members that were
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on the commission at the time the development was approved, but | would like to remind
the commissioners that after hours of testimony from dozens of residents objecting to:

the removal of a parking lot
the lack of parking provided by the developer for the market
the reduced parking for the condo owners and

A owbdpE

the determination that the project did not need a loading dock or area for
deliveries,

the only concession that was made, was the requirement that a delivery service be
provided. There was also a suggestion that if there were any unused parking spaces from
the condo that they could be rented out.

The neighborhood is barraged with trucks and there are now buses on Wilder Street which
decrease the safety of the neighborhood. It is not acceptable to continue to disrupt the
residents and decrease the safety of pedestrians (including school aged children) by
lengthening the hours of deliveries. Not only should the requirements not be changed, but
the Glen Canyon Market should comply with the agreed upon hours, restrict the delivery
trucks to the area adjacent to the market (not in front of residential property), and they
should also be required to broadly advertise delivery service to reduce the parking
problems.

(If the owners are going to contend that there have been no complaints, it may be that
residents were unaware of the restricted hours or how and where to report violations. |
have just recently been informed.)

The extension of the delivery hours and the removal of the delivery service decreases
parking and safety while increasing congestion. The customers of the market continually
block access to my garage as well as my neighbors' garages. The parking of delivery trucks
day and night (in violation of the agreement) have resulted in increase in congestion and
decrease in parking. | have missed appointments, had to pay for missed appointments, and
am unable to access my garage after an hour commute when | get home from work. Not
only is there not enough parking for their customers, it appears there are tenants of the
Glen Canyon Market complex that utilize street parking as well. Most likely there are not
enough spaces for them, or they are unable to access their garage either. We have also had
to request that a delivery driver turn of his idling engine of a semi, parked about 20 feet in
front of my dining room window, during my dinner hour.

It is unfortunate that the Planning Department made the decision to approve the project
without a loading dock or area for deliveries, but the decision was made and the
requirements should be honored. The quality of the neighborhood has already deteriorated
and should not be allowed to continue to.



Since it has been my experience that residents have little effect on these decisions, | would
like to know what concessions the neighborhood will receive in return for the increased
disruption and decrease in safety caused by the decisions that are made, that only benefit
one party.

Perhaps the owners of the market should purchase parking permits for the residents who
are unable to access their garages, pay DPT to paint the curbs, assure priority towing from
DPT, and employ someone to patrol the neighborhood to prevent their customers from
blocking residents access to their homes and assure that delivery trucks are parked adjacent
to the Canyon Market and not 50 to 100 feet above the market in front of residents'
homes. They should also pay to clean our homes and cars that are covered with dirt and
filth from the delivery trucks.

The idea that agreements are not honored and decisions are made to accommodate the
violations of the agreements made, is insulting and shameful.

| look forward to a positive response that supports law abiding, tax paying citizens, who
simply desire a safe and reasonable quality of life.

Sincerely,

Elise Ravel



From: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); McArthur, Margaret (REC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 9:54:28 AM
Attachments: West Bay-LetterOfSupport-3016thStreet.pdf

United Playaz 301 6th street support.pdf
SOMCAN'"s letter on 301 6th Street.pdf
Veterans Equity Center Letter of Support .pdf
301 - 6th st.pdf

Dear Jonas, Margaret,
Attached are letter of support for the project at 301 6t Street/ 999 Folsom Street that |
have received addressed to the Planning Commission and the Rec and Park Commission.
The letters are from the following organizations:

West Bay Pilipino Mulit Service Center

United Playaz

SOMCAN

Veterans Equity Center

Filipino American Development Foundation

Sincerely,

Ella Samonsky
Planner, Current Planning

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9112 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: ella.samonsky@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.org
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9/29/2017
Dear Planning and Recreation & Parks Commision,

My name is Carla Laurel and | am the Executive Director of West Bay Pilipino Multi Service
Center. West Bay is the oldest Filipino 501(c)3 organization in San Francisco. We serve
recent Filipino immigrant youth and their families in SoMa and the greater San Francisco
Bay Area.

I am writing this letter in support of 301 Sixth Street Associates and their proposed project at
301 6th Street/999 Folsom. The Project Sponsor has met with the community continuously
to come to an agreement that would be of benefit for our community at large. They have
understood our concerns and agreed to our requests to mitigate the impact of their
development on the Gene Friend Rec Center. The Project Sponsor has agreed to provide
16% below market rate units units on-site, ground floor commercial space with 50% of fair
market rent for 25 years, a commitment to local hire and a contribution to community groups.
We appreciate the Project Sponsor’s willingness to hear the community concerns and work
with us to make sure this project is as mutually beneficial to the new and existing community
here in SoMa.

Sincerely,

N
/! o

Thank you for your time and kindly feel free to contact me for any questions or concerns.
Carla Laurel

Executive Director

carla@westbaycentersf.org
(408) 905-9429

175 7th Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 www.westbaycenier.org
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1038 Howard Street - San Francisco, CA 94103 www.unitedplayaz.org

September 28, 2017
Dear Planning and Recreation and Parks Commissioners,

My name is Rudy Corpuz Jr. | am the Founder and Director of United Playaz, a violence
prevention and leadership development organization committed to providing youth with
positive role models and activities to engage in as an alternative to involvement with gangs,
drugs or other high risk behaviors. | am writing this letter of support on behalf of 301 Sixth
Street Associates and their proposed project at 301 6™ Street/999Folsom.

The Project Sponsor has agreed to community requests to mitigate the impact of their
development on the Gene Friend Rec Center. In good faith, the Project Sponsor met with
community groups over several months and has agreed to 16% BMR units, ground floor
commercial space at 50% of fair market rent for 25 years, a commitment to resident
employment and a contribution to community groups. We appreciate the willingness of the
Project Sponsor to meet with community and reach a mutually agreeable solution.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or require additional information at
415-573-6219. Thank you again!

In peace,

Rl -

Rudy Corpuz Jr.
Executive Director






Seuth ef Market Cemmunity Action Networlk

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

September 29, 2017

SF Planning Commissioners &

SF Recreation & Parks Commissioners
c/o SF Planning Departments

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for your leadership and support in allowing time for our community to work -
with 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301 Sixth Street to address initial
neighborhood concerns.

Over the last few months, our organization along with other community groups were
able to meet with the Project Sponsor to discuss our concerns around their project’s
shadow on the Gene Friend Rec Center, increasing affordable housing opportunities for
the residents in the area, small business opportunities and neighborhood friendly
designs that is depicting the Filipino community.

In response to community concerns, the Project Sponsor and various organizations
including SOMCAN have been able to come to an agreement to ensure this project
have components that will address the issues and/or concerns we raised. '

This letter is to express support for the current 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project
at 301 Sixth Street given the mutually agreed to mitigation measures.

Thank you again for your support and consideration of our community.

%@oij

Angelica Cabandé
Organizational Director

cc: George Conner, 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC
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VETERANS

EQ U ITTY
CENTIER

Veterans Equity Center

1010 Mission Street, Suite C

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 255-2347
Fax: (415]) 255-2358

www.velsequitycenter.org

September 28, 2017

SF Planning Commissioners &

SF Recreation & Parks Commissioners
c/o SF Planning Departments

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

The Veterans Equity Center appreciates your support in giving the
community and the project sponsors the opportunity to talk about the
301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301 Sixth Street and its
impact on the neighborhood.

VEC together with other community organizations and groups were
able to discuss affordable housing and small business opportunities,
as well as concern about the shadow that the project will cast in the
neighborhood.

In response to community concerns, the Project Sponsor and various
organizations that are part of SOMA Pilipinas, have been able to come
to an agreement on an improved project that will include additional
BMR units, ground floor commercial space to be offered at 50% of fair
market rent for 25 years, and a commitment to local hiring on end-use
jobs.

VEC expresses its support for the 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC
project at 301 Sixth Street.

Sincerely,

AT

Luisa M. Antonio
Executive Director

cc: George Conner, 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC






FILIPINO AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION
1010 Mission Street, Suite B

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 348-8042

Fax: (415) 974.0349

BAYANIHAN Email: bernadette@bayanihancc.org
COMMUNITY CENTER Website: bayanihancc.org
September 29, 2017

SF Planning Commissioners &

SF Recreation & Parks Commissioners
¢/o SF Planning Departments

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for your leadership and support in allowing time for our community to work with 301
Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301 Sixth Street to address initial neighborhood concerns.

Over the last few of months, our organization along with other community groups were able to
meet with the Project Sponsor to discuss our concerns about their project and increased affordable
housing opportunities, small business opportunities and neighborhood friendly designs, as well as
concern about the shadow that the project will cast.

In response to community concerns, the Project Sponsor and various organizations that are part of
SOMA Pilipinas, have been able to come to an agreement on an improved project that will

include additional BMR units, ground floor commercial space to be offered at 50% of fair market
rent for 25 years, and a commitment to local hiring on end-use jobs.

This letter is to express support for the current 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301
Sixth Street given the mutually agreed to mitigation measures.

Thank you again for your support and consideration of our community.

4|
/éer ette
Executive Director

cc: George Conner, 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC

BAYANIHAN COM UNITY CENTER

A project of the Filipino American Development Foundation
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lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

FW: Conditional Use Auth. case No.: 2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St.

Monday, October 02, 2017 1:09:09 PM
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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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 9:36 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Conditional Use Auth. case No.: 2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St.
Importance: High

Hi,

Please forward to the below concerned correspondence, for CUA No. 2002.0124CUA-02 2815
Diamond St., to the Commissioners received September 30, 2017 2:29 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: Torr [mailto:catvse@comcast.net]

Sent: Saturday, September 30, 2017 2:29 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Cc: Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)

Subject: Conditional Use Auth. case No.: 2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St.
Importance: High

Cathleen, | cannot make it to the Public Hearing 10-5-17 for case # 2002.0124CUA-02, But
for the record | want to express the concerns that |, and my neighbors have for the
proposed amendment to the Conditional Use Authorization for the Grocery Inventory
Delivery hours at the Canyon Market.

| believe the original hours that were set for inventory delivery were 9a—12p, and we insist
that these hours remain in place and not be changed! With that being said, | also want to
point out that these delivery hours are constantly are being violated, and that must stop.
Going forward the set delivery hours need to be adhered to for many reasons -

Before the Canyon Market arrived, Wilder Street was much quieter, safer and less
congested. Currently, delivery trucks often block the driveways of homes and apartment
buildings, including my own. | am sure anyone would agree that as a tax paying home
owner, | should not have to chase down a truck driver to be able to use my own driveway
after | get home from an exhausting 10-12 hour work day. Let us also not fail to mention
that when a Muni Bus that has to cross over into the opposite lane of traffic to pass a
double parked truck it creates a huge safety hazard, especially during commute hours. The
double parked trucks, sometimes as many as 6 at a time (I have pictures) on Wilder Street
along with the recent addition of the Muni Bus route have served to dramatically decrease
the Safety, Cleanliness and over all Quality of Life on this block. There should have been
studies/surveys already done to investigate these issues and plans put into effect to mitigate
and avoid all these negatives. If said studies/surveys have indeed already been done, we
believe they need to be reinvestigated. If they have not been done, they need to be.
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With a reasonable amount of_coordination between the Owners/Managers of the Canyon
market and their Vendors they should be able make Mid-Day deliveries work. Taking the
easy way out by forcing Glen Park citizens to accept all the negative effects of deliveries
outside these hours is unacceptable and unfair.

The citizens of Glen park deserve better, and we expect the SF City departments who have
responsibility for these matters to make every effort to support the goals of safety and
quality of life in our neighborhood.

Thank you for your attention,

Torr Tietz



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing 2002.0124CUA-02
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:09:13 PM
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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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 9:41 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing 2002.0124CUA-02

Hi,
Please forward to the below concerned correspondence to the Commissioners, for CUA No.
2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St., received October 01, 2017 1:14 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: Elise F Ravel [mailto:eravel@stanford.edu]

Sent: Sunday, October 01, 2017 1:14 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Subject: Planning Commission Hearing 2002.0124CUA-02

Dear Ms. Campbell,

| am unable to attend the Hearing on Thursday, October 5th regarding Conditional Use
Authorization request Case No 2002.0124CUA-02.

| am writing to protest the change in delivery hours to the Glen Park Canyon Market and the
rescinding of the requirement for the market to provide delivery service, and request that
the market be required to adhere to the hours the planning department agreed upon with
the granting of the project.

| do not know if the planning department commissioners are the same members that were
on the commission at the time the development was approved, but | would like to remind
the commissioners that after hours of testimony from dozens of residents objecting to:

the removal of a parking lot
the lack of parking provided by the developer for the market
the reduced parking for the condo owners and

AwWwDdDPE

the determination that the project did not need a loading dock or area for
deliveries,

the only concession that was made, was the requirement that a delivery service be
provided. There was also a suggestion that if there were any unused parking spaces from
the condo that they could be rented out.

The neighborhood is barraged with trucks and there are now buses on Wilder Street which
decrease the safety of the neighborhood. It is not acceptable to continue to disrupt the
residents and decrease the safety of pedestrians (including school aged children) by
lengthening the hours of deliveries. Not only should the requirements not be changed, but
the Glen Canyon Market should comply with the agreed upon hours, restrict the delivery
trucks to the area adjacent to the market (not in front of residential property), and they
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should also be required to broadly advertise delivery service to reduce the parking
problems.

(If the owners are going to contend that there have been no complaints, it may be that
residents were unaware of the restricted hours or how and where to report violations. |
have just recently been informed.)

The extension of the delivery hours and the removal of the delivery service decreases
parking and safety while increasing congestion. The customers of the market continually
block access to my garage as well as my neighbors' garages. The parking of delivery trucks
day and night (in violation of the agreement) have resulted in increase in congestion and
decrease in parking. | have missed appointments, had to pay for missed appointments, and
am unable to access my garage after an hour commute when | get home from work. Not
only is there not enough parking for their customers, it appears there are tenants of the
Glen Canyon Market complex that utilize street parking as well. Most likely there are not
enough spaces for them, or they are unable to access their garage either. We have also had
to request that a delivery driver turn of his idling engine of a semi, parked about 20 feet in
front of my dining room window, during my dinner hour.

It is unfortunate that the Planning Department made the decision to approve the project
without a loading dock or area for deliveries, but the decision was made and the
requirements should be honored. The quality of the neighborhood has already deteriorated
and should not be allowed to continue to.

Since it has been my experience that residents have little effect on these decisions, | would
like to know what concessions the neighborhood will receive in return for the increased
disruption and decrease in safety caused by the decisions that are made, that only benefit
one party.

Perhaps the owners of the market should purchase parking permits for the residents who
are unable to access their garages, pay DPT to paint the curbs, assure priority towing from
DPT, and employ someone to patrol the neighborhood to prevent their customers from
blocking residents access to their homes and assure that delivery trucks are parked adjacent
to the Canyon Market and not 50 to 100 feet above the market in front of residents'
homes. They should also pay to clean our homes and cars that are covered with dirt and
filth from the delivery trucks.

The idea that agreements are not honored and decisions are made to accommodate the
violations of the agreements made, is insulting and shameful.

| look forward to a positive response that supports law abiding, tax paying citizens, who
simply desire a safe and reasonable quality of life.



Sincerely,

Elise Ravel



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

Subject: at 301 6th Street/ 999 Folsom Street

Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:09:39 PM

Attachments: West Bay-LetterOfSupport-3016thStreet.pdf

United Playaz 301 6th street support.pdf
SOMCAN'"s letter on 301 6th Street.pdf
Veterans Equity Center Letter of Support .pdf
301 - 6th st.pdf

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: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 9:54 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); McArthur, Margaret (REC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject:

Dear Jonas, Margaret,

Attached are letter of support for the project at 301 6t Street/ 999 Folsom Street that |
have received addressed to the Planning Commission and the Rec and Park Commission.
The letters are from the following organizations:

West Bay Pilipino Mulit Service Center

United Playaz

SOMCAN

Veterans Equity Center

Filipino American Development Foundation

Sincerely,

Ella Samonsky
Planner, Current Planning

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9112 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: ella.samonsky@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.org
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9/29/2017
Dear Planning and Recreation & Parks Commision,

My name is Carla Laurel and | am the Executive Director of West Bay Pilipino Multi Service
Center. West Bay is the oldest Filipino 501(c)3 organization in San Francisco. We serve
recent Filipino immigrant youth and their families in SoMa and the greater San Francisco
Bay Area.

I am writing this letter in support of 301 Sixth Street Associates and their proposed project at
301 6th Street/999 Folsom. The Project Sponsor has met with the community continuously
to come to an agreement that would be of benefit for our community at large. They have
understood our concerns and agreed to our requests to mitigate the impact of their
development on the Gene Friend Rec Center. The Project Sponsor has agreed to provide
16% below market rate units units on-site, ground floor commercial space with 50% of fair
market rent for 25 years, a commitment to local hire and a contribution to community groups.
We appreciate the Project Sponsor’s willingness to hear the community concerns and work
with us to make sure this project is as mutually beneficial to the new and existing community
here in SoMa.

Sincerely,

N
/! o

Thank you for your time and kindly feel free to contact me for any questions or concerns.
Carla Laurel

Executive Director

carla@westbaycentersf.org
(408) 905-9429

175 7th Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 www.westbaycenier.org
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1038 Howard Street - San Francisco, CA 94103 www.unitedplayaz.org

September 28, 2017
Dear Planning and Recreation and Parks Commissioners,

My name is Rudy Corpuz Jr. | am the Founder and Director of United Playaz, a violence
prevention and leadership development organization committed to providing youth with
positive role models and activities to engage in as an alternative to involvement with gangs,
drugs or other high risk behaviors. | am writing this letter of support on behalf of 301 Sixth
Street Associates and their proposed project at 301 6™ Street/999Folsom.

The Project Sponsor has agreed to community requests to mitigate the impact of their
development on the Gene Friend Rec Center. In good faith, the Project Sponsor met with
community groups over several months and has agreed to 16% BMR units, ground floor
commercial space at 50% of fair market rent for 25 years, a commitment to resident
employment and a contribution to community groups. We appreciate the willingness of the
Project Sponsor to meet with community and reach a mutually agreeable solution.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or require additional information at
415-573-6219. Thank you again!

In peace,

Rl -

Rudy Corpuz Jr.
Executive Director






Seuth ef Market Cemmunity Action Networlk

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

September 29, 2017

SF Planning Commissioners &

SF Recreation & Parks Commissioners
c/o SF Planning Departments

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for your leadership and support in allowing time for our community to work -
with 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301 Sixth Street to address initial
neighborhood concerns.

Over the last few months, our organization along with other community groups were
able to meet with the Project Sponsor to discuss our concerns around their project’s
shadow on the Gene Friend Rec Center, increasing affordable housing opportunities for
the residents in the area, small business opportunities and neighborhood friendly
designs that is depicting the Filipino community.

In response to community concerns, the Project Sponsor and various organizations
including SOMCAN have been able to come to an agreement to ensure this project
have components that will address the issues and/or concerns we raised. '

This letter is to express support for the current 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project
at 301 Sixth Street given the mutually agreed to mitigation measures.

Thank you again for your support and consideration of our community.

%@oij

Angelica Cabandé
Organizational Director

cc: George Conner, 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC
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Veterans Equity Center

1010 Mission Street, Suite C

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 255-2347
Fax: (415]) 255-2358

www.velsequitycenter.org

September 28, 2017

SF Planning Commissioners &

SF Recreation & Parks Commissioners
c/o SF Planning Departments

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

The Veterans Equity Center appreciates your support in giving the
community and the project sponsors the opportunity to talk about the
301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301 Sixth Street and its
impact on the neighborhood.

VEC together with other community organizations and groups were
able to discuss affordable housing and small business opportunities,
as well as concern about the shadow that the project will cast in the
neighborhood.

In response to community concerns, the Project Sponsor and various
organizations that are part of SOMA Pilipinas, have been able to come
to an agreement on an improved project that will include additional
BMR units, ground floor commercial space to be offered at 50% of fair
market rent for 25 years, and a commitment to local hiring on end-use
jobs.

VEC expresses its support for the 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC
project at 301 Sixth Street.

Sincerely,

AT

Luisa M. Antonio
Executive Director

cc: George Conner, 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC






FILIPINO AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION
1010 Mission Street, Suite B

San Francisco, CA 94103

Phone: (415) 348-8042

Fax: (415) 974.0349

BAYANIHAN Email: bernadette@bayanihancc.org
COMMUNITY CENTER Website: bayanihancc.org
September 29, 2017

SF Planning Commissioners &

SF Recreation & Parks Commissioners
¢/o SF Planning Departments

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for your leadership and support in allowing time for our community to work with 301
Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301 Sixth Street to address initial neighborhood concerns.

Over the last few of months, our organization along with other community groups were able to
meet with the Project Sponsor to discuss our concerns about their project and increased affordable
housing opportunities, small business opportunities and neighborhood friendly designs, as well as
concern about the shadow that the project will cast.

In response to community concerns, the Project Sponsor and various organizations that are part of
SOMA Pilipinas, have been able to come to an agreement on an improved project that will

include additional BMR units, ground floor commercial space to be offered at 50% of fair market
rent for 25 years, and a commitment to local hiring on end-use jobs.

This letter is to express support for the current 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC project at 301
Sixth Street given the mutually agreed to mitigation measures.

Thank you again for your support and consideration of our community.

4|
/éer ette
Executive Director

cc: George Conner, 301 Sixth Street Associates, LLC

BAYANIHAN COM UNITY CENTER

A project of the Filipino American Development Foundation






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich
Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

Subject: FW: Recreation and Park Commission meeting materials

Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:10:43 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: Harrison, Jordan (REC)

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 10:19 AM

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: McArthur, Margaret (REC)

Subject: Recreation and Park Commission meeting materials

Jonas and Ella,
Could you please provide to your commission the following information about how to retrieve the
Recreation and Park Commission staff reports online. At a previous meeting Planning Commissioners

requested information about cumulative projects, which we provide in Attachments H and | of the staff
reports.

If you or your commissioners have any questions about the materials or the meeting, please feel free to
contact me.

Thank you,
Jordan

1. Go to: http://sfrecpark.org/about/recreation-park-commission/full-commission-documents/

2. Click on the “Supporting Documents” tab
3. Expand “2017” folder
4. Expand “Special Joint Meeting with Planning — Thursday October 5, 2017”

5. The staff reports and all attachments are provided individually within the above folder

Jordan Harrison
Planner, Capital and Planning Division
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department | City & County of San Francisco
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3 Floor | 30 Van Ness Avenue | San Francisco, CA | 94102

415.575.5602 | jordan.harrison@sfgov.org

Visit us at sfrecpark.org
Like us on Facebook

Follow us on Twitter
Watch us on sfRecParkTV
Sign up for our e-News
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON LAS VEGAS MASS SHOOTING
Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:11:52 PM

Attachments: 10.2.17 Las Vedgas Shooting.pdf

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: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 11:34 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON LAS VEGAS MASS SHOOTING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, October 2, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wxx STATEMENT **
MAYOR LEE ON LAS VEGAS MASS SHOOTING

“The unprecedented tragedy that took place in Las Vegasis shocking and heartbreaking. An
evening intended to be filled with love and music transformed into a terrible nightmare due
to an act of domestic terrorism.

We are sending our deepest condolences and sympathiesto the hundreds of families affected
by this senseless act of gun violence. We aso offer our profound appreciation to all the
public safety officials who risked their lives responding to this tragic incident.

As San Francisco prepares for many civic events this week, we will be increasing our local
law enforcement resources and working with our State and Federal partners to ensure a safe
and secure environment for our residents, visitors and employees. There are no known threats
to San Francisco at this time. We remind everyone that if they “ See Something, Say

Something.”

During times like these, we solemnly remember the victims, but we must also ask ourselves
why these horrific events continue to transpire. Our nations needs stricter, commonsense gun
laws. We cannot continue to play politics with American lives.”

HHHH
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Office of the Mayor

City & County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, October 2, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON LAS VEGAS MASS SHOOTING

“The unprecedented tragedy that took place in Las Vegas is shocking and heartbreaking. An evening intended
to be filled with love and music transformed into a terrible nightmare due to an act of domestic terrorism.

We are sending our deepest condolences and sympathies to the hundreds of families affected by this senseless
act of gun violence. We also offer our profound appreciation to all the public safety officials who risked their
lives responding to this tragic incident.

As San Francisco prepares for many civic events this week, we will be increasing our local law enforcement
resources and working with our State and Federal partners to ensure a safe and secure environment for our
residents, visitors and employees. There are no known threats to San Francisco at this time. We remind
everyone that if they “See Something, Say Something.”

During times like these, we solemnly remember the victims, but we must also ask ourselves why these horrific
events continue to transpire. Our nations needs stricter, commonsense gun laws. We cannot continue to play

politics with American lives.”
o

As a mark of respect for the victims of the violence in Las Vegas, the City and County of San Francisco will
observe the President’s request that flags on all buildings and grounds be flown at half-staff until sunset,
October 6, 2017.

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200, San Francisco, California 94102-4641
(415) 554-6141



https://www.dhs.gov/see-something-say-something




As a mark of respect for the victims of the violence in Las Vegas, the City and County of San
Francisco will observe the President’s request that flags on all buildings and grounds be
flown at half-staff until sunset, October 6, 2017.



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)

Subject: FW: BRIDGE Letter of Support

Date: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:14:38 PM

Attachments: Bridae Letter of Support 10 2 2017.pdf

Importance: High

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: Kari Galatolo [mailto:kgalatolo@bridgehousing.com]
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 12:05 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: BRIDGE Letter of Support

Importance: High

Hello, Our letter of support is attached. Thank you, Kari Galatolo

Executive Assistant, Cynthia Parker, President & CEO
and Rebecca Hlebasko, Sr. VP & General Counsel
T:415.321.3501

F:415.495.4898

kgalatolo@bridgehousing.com
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Housing
BRIDGE HOUSING
CORPORATION

BUILDING SUSTAINING LEADING
BRIDGE PROPERTY

. MANAGEMENT COMPANY

BRIDGE ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

October 1, 2017

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (AKA Mission Rock)

Dear Pilanning Commissioners:

| am writing to urge your support for Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project,
also known as Mission Rock. The Mission Rock fand use plan, overwhelmingly approved by the
voters of San Francisco in 2015, addresses a number of housing needs in the City and County
of San Francisco including the need for more affordable housing units.

Mission Rock’s 40% affordable housing commitment nearly doubles the amount required
by the City. These housing units, set at a wide-range of AMI, will be affordable to low- and
middle-income families and will include two and three bedrooms necessary for San Francisco
families. Additionally, Mission Rock will provide numerous public benefits that include a major
waterfront park, urban town square, and childcare along a major transit corridor. Neighborhood-
serving retail and on-site childcare will support the needs of Mission Rock households.

Furthermore, the San Francisco Giants have proven their dedication to the city by
establishing long-standing relationships with community nonprofits, and have demonstrated
their understanding and commitment to the community and the City. It is for these reasons |
urge you to support Mission Rock during the upcoming planning commission meeting.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Parker
President & Chief Executive Officer

400 CALIFQORMNIA STREET, SUITE 00, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108-2704  TEE: £15.989. 1111 FAX: 215.495.4898 SRIDGEHOUSING .COM
2207 30TH STREET, SAN DIEGGC, CA 92104-5427  TEL: &19.231.4300  FAX: 619.231.6301

20321 IRVIME AVEMNMUE, SUITE F-1, NEWPORT BEACH, CA P2440-0200 TEL: 940.229,707C  FAX: 940,274.7488

P&t Nw 1 3TH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97209-3394  TEL: 503.380.1828  fAX: 503.941.8897

1000 SECOND AVEMUE, SUITE 1410, SEATTLE, Wa 98304  TEL: 204.4546-6100

BRIDGE HOUSING 15 A NOT-FOR-PROFIT, PUBLIC-BENEFIT CORPORATION






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sheyner, Tania (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter of Support - Mission Rock

Date: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 10:41:54 AM

Attachments: Mission Rock Letter of Support Tomiguia Moss.pdf

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: Daniyel Turner [mailto:dturner@hamiltonfamilies.org]
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 4:02 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Letter of Support - Mission Rock

Hello,

Please find a letter of support for Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (AKA Mission Rock)
attached.

Daniyel Turner | Executive Assistant | Hamilton Families
832 Folsom St., 8th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94107 | 415-409-2100 x107

Our mission is to end family homelessness in the San Francisco Bay Area.

Follow us on Twitter
Like us on Facebook
Visit our Website
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Hamilton Families

October 1, 2017

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (AKA Mission Rock)
Dear Planning Commissioners:

I am writing to ask for your full support for Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project, also
known as Mission Rock. The Mission Rock land use plan, approved by over 74% of San Francisco
voters in 2015, will address a number of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco
including the need for hundreds of affordable housing units.

Through a decade of planning, community input and outreach, the Mission Rock land use plan
includes 40% affordable housing for low-and middle-income families and mixed unit sizes that
include two and three bedrooms for families. Located along a major transit corridor, Mission
Rock will create 8 acres of open parks and space, neighborhood-serving retail, and on-site
childcare to serve the community.

The San Francisco Giants have an existing relationship with the city, local community groups,
and nonprofit organizations, including with Hamilton Families in our Heading Home initiative to
address family homelessness. In their 17 years of operating AT&T Park the Giants have
demonstrated a unique understanding and long-term commitment to the community and City.
It is for these reasons | urge you to support Mission Rock during the upcoming planning
commission meeting.

Tomiquia Moss
Executive Director & Chief Executive Officer

1631 Hayes Street, San Francisco, California 94117 | 415.409.2100 |






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC); Sheyner, Tania (CPC)

Subject: FW: Mission Rock Support Letter

Date: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 2:09:42 PM

Attachments: Mission Rock support Letter from JB.pdf

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: Martha Joseph [mailto:martha@jbaforyouth.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 1:53 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Mission Rock Support Letter

Good afternoon,

Please find attached a letter of support for the Mission Rock project from John Burton Advocates for
Youth, signed by Sen. John Burton. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Best,

Martha

Martha Joseph

Operations Manager

John Burton Advocates for Youth
235 Montgomery, Suite 1142
San Francisco, CA 94104

martha@jbaforyouth.org
Office: 415-348-0011

Facebook | Website | Twitter

Check out our new website!
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JOHN BURTON

ADVOCATES FOR YOUTH

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1142 e San Francisco, CA 94104 e Ph: 415-348-0011  Fx: 348-0099

October 3, 2017

VIA HAND DELIVERY

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: Mission Rock Project

Dear Commissioner Hillis:

| am writing to express my enthusiastic support for the Mission Rock plan and
urge you to certify the environmental impact report and take the associated
actions necessary to move the project forward. This project has been carefully
planned and vetted over a decade, including winning the overwhelming approval
of the voters in 2015. The plan features a smart mix of housing and office to
support the amount of ground floor retail necessary to create an important social
gathering place within Mission Bay. This was an important priority of the
neighborhood that lacks the vibrancy found in many other San Francisco
neighborhoods. | am also pleased to have played a small role in shaping this
project and in reaching the decision to dedicate forty percent of the housing to
affordable units. This will make a meaningful difference in the lives of many of
our families and significantly improve this important corner of the City.

Sincerely,

J Burton -

AL/mrock-support100317

cc:Vice President Dennis Richards
Commissioner Rodney Fong
Commissioner Christine D. Johnson
Commissioner Joel Koppel
Commissioner Myrna Melgar
Commissioner Kathrin Moore







From: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2002.0124CUA-02
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 8:57:55 AM

Attachments: image001.png

image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png

Hi,
Please forward to the below concerned correspondence to the Commissioners, for CUA No.
2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St., received October 3, 2017 7:20 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

San Francisco

Hours of Operation | Property Information Map

¥ 0O o & X

From: bill rauch [mailto:billrauch@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 7:20 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Subject: Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2002.0124CUA-02

Ms. Campbell,

| am unable to attend the Planning Commission hearing on Thursday, October 5th but want to
inform the committee that | am opposed to the proposal to amend the delivery hours and
removal of the condition requiring customer delivery.

Both of these requirements are helpful in reducing congestion and parking issues that are
prevalent in the Glen Park village.

I live on Wilder Street and am subjected to constant inconveniences brought on by delivery
trucks and believe grocery delivery service should be encouraged to decrease traffic.

Sincerely,


http://www.sf-planning.org/
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http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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San Francisco




























San Francisco




William Rauch



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Wenger. Magagie (CPC)

Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission Items #12 and #13 (Oct. 5th) - Public Comment

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:09:46 AM

Attachments: 19th Ave Corridor Study.pdf

L Line Extension 0.pdf
L taraval traffic4.pdf
L taraval traffic5.pdf
light rail money.pdf
LRT BRT discussion.pdf

FYI

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: Wenger, Maggie (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 8:55 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission Items #12 and #13 (Oct. 5th) - Public Comment

Jonas,
[ am just confirming that you will forward this item directly to Commissioners and | do not need to
print it for tomorrow’s hearing.

Thanks!
Maggie

From: Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 11:00 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Wenger, Maggie (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: SF Planning Commission Items #12 and #13 (Oct. 5th) - Public Comment

SF Planning Commission

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

cc: Maggie.wenger@sfgov.org / Chris.Kern@sfgov.org / board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

RE: ltem # 12 // 2014.2110GPA WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN/LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM
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PACIFIC OCEAN

Fort Funston ? : T T A ‘ | : ol -1 Key Move 1:
| i T , 4 il 4o CUESG aiAe Reroute the Great Highway behind the
Oceanside Water e 3 \ f i zoo via Sloat and Skyline Boulevards.

Pollution Control Plant
(OWPCP)

Reconfigure and signalize Sloat-Great Highway and Sloat—
Skyline intersections.

Maintain one-lane driveway from Skyline to treatment
plant for trucks.

Reconfigure Sloat with two lanes each way, angle parking
along zoo boundary, integrated stormwater management,
bikeway and coastal access amenities.

Extend Muni L Taraval south across Sloat, with terminus
at zoo entrance.

Introduce coastal trail to Fort Funston and Lake Merced,
including a crosswalk at Skyline.

- 'r.ﬂa'zZt ssscda masc

Lake Merced h Ave

Integrate with California Coastal Trail, linking Lake Merced
all the way to Marin County.

Replace beach/zoo parking along Armory Road and at
Skyline trailhead.
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Reopen Armory Road from Zoo Road to zoo parking lot to
provide zoo access.
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Boardwalk

Crushed Stone Path

L
e . Figure V-5:
¥ Key Move 1 Detail Plan
R (Before and After)

The reconfiguration of Sloat Boulevard allows for additional
parking pockets to replace the current beach parking at the end
of Sloat, and to extend the Muni L Taraval in front of the new

Legend

Reconfigure and signalize Sloat-Great Highway and Sloat—
Skyline intersections.

Reconfigure Sloat with two lanes each way, angle parking
along zoo boundary, integrated stormwater management,
bikeway and coastal access amenities.

Extend Muni L Taraval south across Sloat, with terminus at
200 entrance.

Introduce coastal trail to Fort Funston and Lake Merced,
including a crosswalk at Skyline.

Replace beach/zoo parking along Armory Road and at Skyline
trailhead.
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(®)SmartCitiesDIVE

Sustainable Cities Collective has re-launched as Smart
Cities Dive! Click here to learn more!

Why Light Rail Isn't a Waste of
Money

donnelly_b Aug. 12, 2014

Last weekend a friend of mine sent me an article from The Economist
talking about why trams, streetcars, and light rail are a waste of money.
The argument is basically that steetcars are expensive, less efficient, and
that — despite North America's renewed interest in them — we should
instead be spending our scarce public dollars on more buses.

Here's a snippet from the article:

...but cash spent on streetcars displaces spending on other,
more cost-effective forms of public transport like buses,
which offer cheaper and more-efficient service but are
considerably less sexy. The capital cost per mile of a
streetcar is between $30m and $75m, while a rapid bus





service costs anywhere between $3m and $30m, according
to the American Public Transportation Association.

Now, there's no question that buse routes are initially cheaper to
implement. You don't have track to build. But | don't agree that the cost
structure is quite that simple if you consider the number of people you
need to move in your city. | struggle to see buses as a more efficient
service.

The big difference between modern light rail and buses is capacity.
Toronto's new streetcars will move about 3 times as many people as your
typical bus. So you'd need to triple the number of buses and triple the
number of drivers — adding to your labor costs — if you want to have a
chance at moving the same number of people.

Streetcars are also electric, which means they run on a renewable energy
source. We're in the process of making this switch with private transport,
so why go backwards when it comes to public transport? You can
certainly run electric buses as well, but then you're building overhead
power lines and bringing up your initial costs.

| think the challenge is that when people think of light rail, they think of
slow lumbering streetcars. | agree that many of these lines are inefficient
and I've written about it. But there are a number of ways to implement
light rail. And when done well it can efficiently move a lot of people for
costs that are far less than a subway.

Image: Aecom
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Subway, LRT or bus: the pros and cons

Each mode has benefits depending on where it runs and how many people it is expected to carry.

i g R A e T W B SEha O S, e
Light rail is certainly the most misunderstood of Toronto's three major transit modes. But it has definite
advantages over both buses and subway lines, depending on the nature of the neighbourhoods it serves
and the city's finances. (BOMBARDIER)

By TESS KALINOWSKI Transportation reporter
Mon., Oct. 28, 2013

Bus

Ridership capacity: up to 2,000 riders per hour running in mixed traffic, up to 8,000 in a separate bus lane

Pros: Least expensive and most flexible — you can, in theory, put a bus on any street. Although they emit diesel
fumes and are noisy, buses are still considered environmentally friendly because they potentially replace many cars.

Bus Rapid Transit, the term for buses that travel in dedicated lanes such as York Region’s VivaNext system, can
eliminate many of the traffic problems that impede them on regular routes. If ridership grows, BRT also reserves
room on the road for future light rail.

Cons: While capacity can be extended with larger vehicles — see the TTC’s new articulated models or GO’s double-
deckers — buses carry the lowest volume of riders. It would take up to three buses to transport as many people as one
of Toronto’s new streetcars.

LRT (light rail transit)





Ridership capacity: 2,000 to 15,000 per hour on a route, depending on traffic and signal conditions

Pros: Perhaps the most misunderstood mode on Toronto’s transit landscape, it offers far higher capacity than buses
— about 280 riders per vehicle. But on the Eglinton-Scarborough Crosstown LRT, currently under construction, three
LRVs can be linked together into a train as demand requires.

LRT is dramatically cheaper than subways to build: about $85 million per kilometer. The price expands significantly
when it runs in a tunnel like the one on Eglinton, closer to subway costs of up to about $325 million per kilometer.

Because it runs on a separate right-of-way, unlike most of the downtown streetcars, LRT suffers far fewer traffic-
related delays than buses, although its progress can be impeded if cars block an intersection. On Eglinton, about 10
kilometres runs in a tunnel so traffic won’t be an issue at all.

LRT has been touted for its ability to stimulate mid-rise development because the tracks signal permanent
investment in the neighbourhood and bring new life to the street.

Cons: Even in its own right-of-way, LRT can be impeded by cars at intersections. It can move up to 15,000 people
per hour, but that’s still significantly below subway capacity. To keep transit moving, routes usually have turning
restrictions for drivers.

LRT tends to have fewer stops at street level than buses, usually at points 800 metres to 1 kilometre apart.
The overhead wires that help conduct their power can be considered unsightly.

Subway

Ridership capacity: 15,000 to 36,000 people per hour per route

Pros: Offers the greatest capacity, but also risks the greatest expense if ridership projections fall short.

Completely separated from traffic, subways typically move at about 32 km/h, compared with about 22 km/h for LRTs
running above-ground, and are protected from weather.

Subway tunnels can last 100 years. But the trains themselves need replacing far more frequently and tunnels and
tracks need maintenance.

Cons: Very expensive to build, usually estimated by the TTC at about $300 million per kilometer. Underground
stations are also typically far more expensive.

Subways don’t always stimulate development above ground. While the north end of the Yonge line has seen highrise
growth, the low- to mid-rise frontage of Danforth hasn’t really budged.

Copyright owned or licensed by Toronto Star Newspapers Limited. All rights reserved. Republication or distribution of this content is expressly prohibited
without the prior written consent of Toronto Star Newspapers Limited and/or its licensors. To order copies of Toronto Star articles, please go to:
www.TorontoStarReprints.com






ltem # 13 // JOBS-HOUSING CAPACITY & GROWTH DISCUSSION
SF Planning Commissioners;

As | am unable to attend the Thursday evening meeting, please accept these comments on
the two items noted above.

ltem#12

A) Regardless of the EIR’s focus on the shoreline and erosion, the impacts of transit
is a key component to the creation of new public spaces and addressing population
growth and amenities and the effects of change in the district and the cumulative
effects on the shoreline use. Therefore there is a direct need to look seriously at the
options on the transit systems, and include this in the EIR discussion on options and
alternatives.

B) We submitted a pdf which did not show up in the documentation shown, which

included a serious look at the mileage from the great highway to 19t Ave (Stern

Grove) and future 19th Ave Transit proposals being considered. The current proposal
shows a shift of the L-Line across Sloat Blvd. and turning back to the existing route.
This is extremely poor envisionment of the transit needs of the growing population.
2800 Sloat Blvd. and the SF Zoo, alongside Lakeshore Malls changes and increased
housing density along the sunset western edge is occurring and to lessen impacts
would be critical to reduce traffic and population impacts on the shoreline and its
erosion.

C) Providing and inclusion of mass-transit solutions will correctly address growth
impacts, and population impacts, by providing a less polluting system of getting to
the created proposed areas by the Ocean beach Masterplan. The southern side
should consider the adequate linkage back up to Stern Grove and West Portal to
provide direct connectivity. It can also consider the co-funding of different agencies
for the transit improvement costs.

D) Please see the attached diagrams and articles that discuss the area changes,
and the concerns for not looking NOW at the linkages that can be made to get
people to these destinations via mass-transit options for future generations in SF.
The discussion on the Southern portion ignores the premise of a GOOD solid mass-
transit solution for Sloat for density and population growth and impacts. If we are
"retreating" design wise, there should be an effort to plan for adjusted mass-transit
routes such as along Sunset Blvd. north to south as an example, maybe out to Daly
City along Stonestown SFSU and parkmerced's western edge ? Or a better
connection and loop in the system to improve and get more people out of cars and
not just making "road-diets" along Sloat, when Stern Grove music festival and the
lakeshore mall area create higher use and volume issues.



ltem#13

A) 1 would like to note that there is a serious issue on the creation of jobs and
housing, and that is that many jobs created are not long-term/solid employment of
local hires within existing communities at risk of redevelopment and gentrification.
Many new developments being proposed will be increased in costs due to Costa-
Hawkins and therefore rennovations, or replacement housing will not be
“enforceable” as new ownership can negate in court the controls of the city
negotiations as state-law. This has been brought up by renter’s rights groups as a
concern in the agreements on major projects citywide.

B) There is also a direct need to look at transit/infrastructure improvements so that
communities where housing is being built will have direct access transit wise to local
jobs, and thus will not impact doubly the roadways and mass-transit systems,
existing, but will have systems build to adequately get people to their jobs and
destinations. An example is the Geneva Harney (BRT vs. LRV) and needed solutions at
Balboa Park Station, and connectivity to D7 and D10 through D11. Many of the cross-
town commuting can be better planned for if mass-transit options are directly
implemented alongside jobs/housing changes. Prop. O will add jobs alongside
Brisbane land development and all the way around India Basin to Pier 70. To ensure
adequate access and provision of transit infrastructure it is important to provide
improvements that link the communities being transformed directly South-East SF to
South-West SF for a southern “bridge” of housing to jobs, that reduces auto-trips
and useage through new mass-transit systems.

Only in this way can real transformation of job creation, and locals access to long-term
employment and job training improve the job-market for communities impacted by
redevelopment and transformations occurring.

Thank you for your time in reviewing and including these comments.

Sincerely

Aaron Goodman D11



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Samonsky. Ella (CPC); McArthur, Margaret (REC)

Subject: FW: West Bay Support Letter for 980 Folsom Project

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:16:17 AM

Attachments: WB-LetterOfSupport-980Folsom (1) (1).pdf

FYI

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: Carla Laurel [mailto:carla@westbaycentersf.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 12:50 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: John Goldman

Subject: West Bay Support Letter for 980 Folsom Project

Hi Jonas,

My name is Carla Laurel, the Executive Director of West Bay. Kindly find my letter of support for the 980 Folsom
Street project, being heard Thursday, October 5th, attached.

Let me know if you have trouble opening it or have further questions.

Thanks,
Carla

Carla Laurel

Executive Director

West Bay Pilipino Multi-Service Center
175 7th Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

(415) 431 - 6266

M: (408) 905 - 9429

WWW.Westbaycenter.org
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10/4/2017
Dear Planning and Recreation & Parks Commision,

My name is Carla Laurel and | am the Executive Director of West Bay Pilipino Multi Service
Center. West Bay is the oldest Filipino 501(c)3 organization in San Francisco. We serve
recent Filipino immigrant youth and their families in SoMa and the greater San Francisco
Bay Area.

I am writing this letter in support of 980 Folsom Associates and their proposed project at 980
Folsom. The Project Sponsor has met with the community continuously to come to an
agreement that would be of benefit for our community at large. We love that he, himself, is a
community resident, and is invested in the SoMa community. He has understood our
concerns and been extremely transparent and community focused to help us get to a
solution. The Project Sponsor has agreed to provide four one and two bedroom below
market rate for-sale, on-site units for people earning 80% AMI, a commitment to local hire,
Filipino Art and a contribution to community groups. We appreciate the Project Sponsor’'s
willingness to hear the community concerns and work with us to make sure this project is as
mutually beneficial to the new and existing community here in SoMa.

Sincerely,

N
/! o

Thank you for your time and kindly feel free to contact me for any questions or concerns.
Carla Laurel

Executive Director

carla@westbaycentersf.org
(408) 905-9429

175 7th Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 www.westbaycenier.org






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon
Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC)

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Centennial Celebration

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:17:44 AM

Please hold the date...and hope to see you there!

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.jonin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Green, Andrea (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 6:38 PM

To: CTYPLN - CITY PLANNING EVERYONE

Subject: Planning Commission Centennial Celebration

Staff,

When the San Francisco Planning Commission was created in 1917, it was comprised of four citizen appointees, given
no budget or staff, and held no approval authority. Over the years, it has evolved through hard fought battles, amidst
changing political and social climates, to provide the invaluable services of today. The Planning Commission’s rich and
storied history is felt throughout the City’s urban landscape.

Please join me, former Commissioners, elected officials and staff for a special evening as we celebrate the extraordinary
contributions of the San Francisco Planning Commission’s first 100 years.

Wednesday, November 8, 2017
6:00pm
City Hall

Please RSVP to CPC.Events@sfgov.org or by clicking on the invitation below.
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John Rahaim

Planning Director

1650 Mission Street Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
415-558-6411
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of support for Canyon Market C.U.P.
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:21:38 AM
Attachments: Let Canvon Market.pdf
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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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:17 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Letter of support for Canyon Market C.U.P.

Hi,
Please forward to the attached letter of support to the Commissioners, for CUA No. 2002.0124CUA-
02 2815 Diamond St., received October 4, 2017 9:15 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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architecture

San Francisco Planning Commission 03 October 2017

An Open Letter regarding the C.U. for Canyon Market -

I am writing this letter in support of the proposed charges to the conditional use permit for
operations and street use for Canyon Market. | regret that | am not able to attend the
hearing in person to voice this support.

| am both a business owner and nearby property owner in the Glen Park neighborhood. |
have lived in Glen Park for over 20 years and was very familiar with the development of the
building where Canyon Market is located. My architectural office is directly across from the
market on Diamond St. and | have a 2™ floor view of the traffic in the area.

I would like to make the following points in support of the C.U. revision and continuation:

1. There are significant problems with delivery trucks making daytime deliveries on
Diamond St. during high traffic hours. This poses a great risk to car and pedestrian
traffic as vehicles try to get around double parked trucks. Canyon Market does not allow
deliveries to happen on Diamond St.. It is vital for traffic safety to allow them use of
Wilder St. for this purpose. The extended hours and street space in the C.U. would
greatly help with this issue.

2. Canyon Market is a great benefit to Glen Park and surrounding neighborhoods. For
many residents in the area it has become a major asset in providing fresh, quality food
on a regular basis. It adds greatly to the ‘livability’ of the neighborhood and is a crucial
aspect of ‘transit oriented’ zoning due to the proximity to BART by allowing people to
shop without using a car. We need to do everything we can to support the volume of
business they generate.

3. | know Richard and Janet Tarlov personally and know that they care a great deal about
Glen Park in general beyond their own business interests. They are quintessentially
good neighbors. They do need to make their business operations run smoothly and
safely but they also are very considerate of the overall needs of the neighborhood.

4. | have not heard anyone voice a convincing opposition to this proposed change and
believe there is wide-spread support in the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

C/mkj /\/(/L —

Carl Scheidenhelm, Architect
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From: Carl Scheidenhelm [mailto:carl@sf-arc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:15 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Cc: Anne Moriarity; 'Richard Tarlov'

Subject: Letter of support for Canyon Market C.U.P.

Hi Cathleen,

I am sending you this letter of support for the Canyon Market C.U.P. revisions. | hope the hearing is
pretty straightforward and there is no reason to block the proposed changes. | have included specific
reasons why | think the revision is justified and necessary.

Regards,

Carl

Carl Scheidenhelm
principal architect
ca. #25859

HIARC

SF Architecture

2856 Diamond Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
0) 415-585-2440

M) 415.378.6051

carl@sf-arc.com
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2002.0124CUA-02
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:21:47 AM
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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: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 8:58 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2002.0124CUA-02

Hi,
Please forward to the below concerned correspondence to the Commissioners, for CUA No.
2002.0124CUA-02 2815 Diamond St., received October 3, 2017 7:20 PM.

Thanks,
Katy

Cathleen Campbell
Planner, Southwest Team, Current Planning

Direct: 415-575-8732 | Fax: 415-558-6409

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: bill rauch [mailto:billrauch@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 7:20 PM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC)
Subject: Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2002.0124CUA-02

Ms. Campbell,
| am unable to attend the Planning Commission hearing on Thursday, October 5th but want to
inform the committee that | am opposed to the proposal to amend the delivery hours and

removal of the condition requiring customer delivery.

Both of these requirements are helpful in reducing congestion and parking issues that are
prevalent in the Glen Park village.

| live on Wilder Street and am subjected to constant inconveniences brought on by delivery
trucks and believe grocery delivery service should be encouraged to decrease traffic.

Sincerely,

William Rauch
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

Subject: FW: SF Planning Commission Items #12 and #13 (Oct. 5th) - Public Comment

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:23:51 AM

Attachments: 19th Ave Corridor Study.pdf

L Line Extension 0.pdf
L taraval traffic4.pdf
L taraval traffic5.pdf
light rail money.pdf
LRT BRT discussion.pdf

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 11:00 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Wenger, Maggie (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: SF Planning Commission Items #12 and #13 (Oct. 5th) - Public Comment

SF Planning Commission

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
cc: Maggie.wenger@sfgov.org / Chris.Kern@sfgov.org / board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

RE: ltem # 12 // 2014.2110GPA WESTERN SHORELINE AREA PLAN/LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM

ltem # 13 // JOBS-HOUSING CAPACITY & GROWTH DISCUSSION
SF Planning Commissioners;

As | am unable to attend the Thursday evening meeting, please accept these comments on
the two items noted above.

ltem#12

A) Regardless of the EIR’s focus on the shoreline and erosion, the impacts of transit
is a key component to the creation of new public spaces and addressing population
growth and amenities and the effects of change in the district and the cumulative
effects on the shoreline use. Therefore there is a direct need to look seriously at the


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

-
4
13 I V.
RIVERA J. NERE & ?
U= = R zZ z 2 P F z <
N I I EEEEEE B E g (/
T =
SANTIAGD §| > @“ "
9 ST l)
g E = N/
.
TARAV/ T é ' %
T2 ANzl 2l ol ol of A2l el 2l e gz g gk Eﬁ%éugg 9 %,
& 2] & ol & a i I g =2 A
NIRG: R T
ULLOA
1 66 28L
Y VICENTE ST
% 2| S| € ryal
% VICENTE tio
2 >
I z L
%,
pu= Y %
WAWCNA ST 1 \ ™ Sy N4
5 . STERN s, 43
5 sl Pine Lake . o
ST CRe Park DR GROVE g
1 STLAKE < »
& YRR 1 SLOAT BLVD % . <
£ z| s <
San Francisco = T-' 23 3 1 . " g5 %43
Zoo & N o = ! § g z 2| E % % Z g MONTERE(‘D{ o
p HEEEEEEEE R A ol g .
. ocemn | B Bl A = 3 BRI
& o ° z 8| 8 EEE E prl % 7z 38. R,EN§ g WY A
S, 2 3| & gl = . 2| & « = o o
<4 A\ 3& E % Z| g qufkr EUCALYPTUS DR 3 3 g 2 = D
A EEHEY o o N,
17 N Aep
SHOR 29, 4
P
Mfﬁcga e 2) A:OMA ) 4\5 -
° 17 . g\z 9 2 5z |5
of BV )z =
2] &
Lake 122 18 o 2 z % g E
§ CERriToy B y 2 g g 2z
g = URBANO <
San Francisco T s
Harding L State g "
Park N University 29 o £ 8 .
= o] »w
i I E / 2
1 5 HOLLOWAY. AV,
= HOLLowAY — av =z «
Merced I . g e H
s hil® 2 H E
g < f B 2 =
] A ° D = GARFIELD ST -
=
FTT T & E— 4 J
g | gf-sguez o SHIELDS sT LAKEVIEW AV
> g 17) s
g K &
: % 080 MONTANA
L L, GNINEL 3 SARGENT ST
R % ,% |
BROTHERHOCD WAY 2 A
e oo FARALLONES
e w " =
17 A BROTHER|HOOD e -
S E
y X Sg 2 5p N =
B . & SAGAMORE
San Francisco H > 28L
Z
22 Golf Club 30 N\ =
-
g === 28L
= 4
= i 4
> Olympic Y / N
’ 4
WILSHIR r &
Country P o
av ‘
Daly City
= BIART
Club 3 AN
(@) u %« Station
Q
@ N
) 217 ] 130
- i
AV
NORTHSATE - :
%, 110 H
% N . & 1
LEGEND . s 1 . so]1
e 2 N H
mmmmms BART NN\NNR IRERR 12: $§ ‘
= mm s MUNI Metro Yoo k\ 1
3 1
s \|UN| Bus < ) “
1w immimm - SamTrans Bus ‘.‘ 1Y
= A\ =
110 S “ !
\S
3 i L) 4
Daly CityBARTStation

19TH AVENUE CORRIDOR STUDY

FIGURE I11.9: TIER 3 TRANSIT NETWORK

[11.39






Gnggle Maps (L) Taraval Sloat Blvd. Extension Loop back to West Portal and St. Francis Circle

00 :
P
Z Parkway santiago St s

any
=

any !

ER PARKSIDE mg?“{ "'}ﬁff Hamac” ﬁ’;‘? #\a"‘ \ -
gt

A ISLY

z
H

Bny PUZY.

ntiago St
SR ~ TaravalSt

! ==
ST e e s e o e dhdi et 1 2B o
P BT R TR el
AR R
Z % ulast & Z B %

z z

‘w@e\s Joast Ave

Monterey Blvd

Ocean Ave
Darien wa

(??_ﬁéw'ﬁﬁmlgh School

~ o \_ﬁf‘@fey Blvd %%
- i i
= i %waﬂ B %3 Flood Ave

~ &
A

s femBM 2 S

any uoxed

Ho (o %%
Ele & o oo
& 8 q’?ﬁa ; E 5 E % 2
5 no D ° o L,
2 5 f > o g AN Ave
3 = P ey
: gl RN R
< E
3 L Hollowsyave 2 8 = & '~
2 s H
& e
£ cotegs: 3 S Emm Srflon A |NGLESIDE
¢ Jrm L E 2
§f 22 8 2
= oL e B Lo de b b W lakeviewAve 2 7

Map data ©2017 Google 1000 ft e

Measure distance
Total distance: 1.85 mi (2.98 km)






PACIFIC OCEAN

Fort Funston ? : T T A ‘ | : ol -1 Key Move 1:
| i T , 4 il 4o CUESG aiAe Reroute the Great Highway behind the
Oceanside Water e 3 \ f i zoo via Sloat and Skyline Boulevards.

Pollution Control Plant
(OWPCP)

Reconfigure and signalize Sloat-Great Highway and Sloat—
Skyline intersections.

Maintain one-lane driveway from Skyline to treatment
plant for trucks.

Reconfigure Sloat with two lanes each way, angle parking
along zoo boundary, integrated stormwater management,
bikeway and coastal access amenities.

Extend Muni L Taraval south across Sloat, with terminus
at zoo entrance.

Introduce coastal trail to Fort Funston and Lake Merced,
including a crosswalk at Skyline.
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Lake Merced h Ave

Integrate with California Coastal Trail, linking Lake Merced
all the way to Marin County.

Replace beach/zoo parking along Armory Road and at
Skyline trailhead.
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Reopen Armory Road from Zoo Road to zoo parking lot to
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Boardwalk

Crushed Stone Path

L
e . Figure V-5:
¥ Key Move 1 Detail Plan
R (Before and After)

The reconfiguration of Sloat Boulevard allows for additional
parking pockets to replace the current beach parking at the end
of Sloat, and to extend the Muni L Taraval in front of the new

Legend

Reconfigure and signalize Sloat-Great Highway and Sloat—
Skyline intersections.

Reconfigure Sloat with two lanes each way, angle parking
along zoo boundary, integrated stormwater management,
bikeway and coastal access amenities.

Extend Muni L Taraval south across Sloat, with terminus at
200 entrance.

Introduce coastal trail to Fort Funston and Lake Merced,
including a crosswalk at Skyline.

Replace beach/zoo parking along Armory Road and at Skyline
trailhead.

100 ft 200 ft

Master Plan Recommendations: Six Key Moves | Key Move 1

V-11






(®)SmartCitiesDIVE

Sustainable Cities Collective has re-launched as Smart
Cities Dive! Click here to learn more!

Why Light Rail Isn't a Waste of
Money

donnelly_b Aug. 12, 2014

Last weekend a friend of mine sent me an article from The Economist
talking about why trams, streetcars, and light rail are a waste of money.
The argument is basically that steetcars are expensive, less efficient, and
that — despite North America's renewed interest in them — we should
instead be spending our scarce public dollars on more buses.

Here's a snippet from the article:

...but cash spent on streetcars displaces spending on other,
more cost-effective forms of public transport like buses,
which offer cheaper and more-efficient service but are
considerably less sexy. The capital cost per mile of a
streetcar is between $30m and $75m, while a rapid bus





service costs anywhere between $3m and $30m, according
to the American Public Transportation Association.

Now, there's no question that buse routes are initially cheaper to
implement. You don't have track to build. But | don't agree that the cost
structure is quite that simple if you consider the number of people you
need to move in your city. | struggle to see buses as a more efficient
service.

The big difference between modern light rail and buses is capacity.
Toronto's new streetcars will move about 3 times as many people as your
typical bus. So you'd need to triple the number of buses and triple the
number of drivers — adding to your labor costs — if you want to have a
chance at moving the same number of people.

Streetcars are also electric, which means they run on a renewable energy
source. We're in the process of making this switch with private transport,
so why go backwards when it comes to public transport? You can
certainly run electric buses as well, but then you're building overhead
power lines and bringing up your initial costs.

| think the challenge is that when people think of light rail, they think of
slow lumbering streetcars. | agree that many of these lines are inefficient
and I've written about it. But there are a number of ways to implement
light rail. And when done well it can efficiently move a lot of people for
costs that are far less than a subway.

Image: Aecom
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Subway, LRT or bus: the pros and cons

Each mode has benefits depending on where it runs and how many people it is expected to carry.

i g R A e T W B SEha O S, e
Light rail is certainly the most misunderstood of Toronto's three major transit modes. But it has definite
advantages over both buses and subway lines, depending on the nature of the neighbourhoods it serves
and the city's finances. (BOMBARDIER)

By TESS KALINOWSKI Transportation reporter
Mon., Oct. 28, 2013

Bus

Ridership capacity: up to 2,000 riders per hour running in mixed traffic, up to 8,000 in a separate bus lane

Pros: Least expensive and most flexible — you can, in theory, put a bus on any street. Although they emit diesel
fumes and are noisy, buses are still considered environmentally friendly because they potentially replace many cars.

Bus Rapid Transit, the term for buses that travel in dedicated lanes such as York Region’s VivaNext system, can
eliminate many of the traffic problems that impede them on regular routes. If ridership grows, BRT also reserves
room on the road for future light rail.

Cons: While capacity can be extended with larger vehicles — see the TTC’s new articulated models or GO’s double-
deckers — buses carry the lowest volume of riders. It would take up to three buses to transport as many people as one
of Toronto’s new streetcars.

LRT (light rail transit)





Ridership capacity: 2,000 to 15,000 per hour on a route, depending on traffic and signal conditions

Pros: Perhaps the most misunderstood mode on Toronto’s transit landscape, it offers far higher capacity than buses
— about 280 riders per vehicle. But on the Eglinton-Scarborough Crosstown LRT, currently under construction, three
LRVs can be linked together into a train as demand requires.

LRT is dramatically cheaper than subways to build: about $85 million per kilometer. The price expands significantly
when it runs in a tunnel like the one on Eglinton, closer to subway costs of up to about $325 million per kilometer.

Because it runs on a separate right-of-way, unlike most of the downtown streetcars, LRT suffers far fewer traffic-
related delays than buses, although its progress can be impeded if cars block an intersection. On Eglinton, about 10
kilometres runs in a tunnel so traffic won’t be an issue at all.

LRT has been touted for its ability to stimulate mid-rise development because the tracks signal permanent
investment in the neighbourhood and bring new life to the street.

Cons: Even in its own right-of-way, LRT can be impeded by cars at intersections. It can move up to 15,000 people
per hour, but that’s still significantly below subway capacity. To keep transit moving, routes usually have turning
restrictions for drivers.

LRT tends to have fewer stops at street level than buses, usually at points 800 metres to 1 kilometre apart.
The overhead wires that help conduct their power can be considered unsightly.

Subway

Ridership capacity: 15,000 to 36,000 people per hour per route

Pros: Offers the greatest capacity, but also risks the greatest expense if ridership projections fall short.

Completely separated from traffic, subways typically move at about 32 km/h, compared with about 22 km/h for LRTs
running above-ground, and are protected from weather.

Subway tunnels can last 100 years. But the trains themselves need replacing far more frequently and tunnels and
tracks need maintenance.

Cons: Very expensive to build, usually estimated by the TTC at about $300 million per kilometer. Underground
stations are also typically far more expensive.

Subways don’t always stimulate development above ground. While the north end of the Yonge line has seen highrise
growth, the low- to mid-rise frontage of Danforth hasn’t really budged.

Copyright owned or licensed by Toronto Star Newspapers Limited. All rights reserved. Republication or distribution of this content is expressly prohibited
without the prior written consent of Toronto Star Newspapers Limited and/or its licensors. To order copies of Toronto Star articles, please go to:
www.TorontoStarReprints.com






options on the transit systems, and include this in the EIR discussion on options and
alternatives.
B) We submitted a pdf which did not show up in the documentation shown, which

included a serious look at the mileage from the great highway to 19t Ave (Stern

Grove) and future 19t

Ave Transit proposals being considered. The current proposal
shows a shift of the L-Line across Sloat Blvd. and turning back to the existing route.
This is extremely poor envisionment of the transit needs of the growing population.
2800 Sloat Blvd. and the SF Zoo, alongside Lakeshore Malls changes and increased
housing density along the sunset western edge is occurring and to lessen impacts
would be critical to reduce traffic and population impacts on the shoreline and its
erosion.

C) Providing and inclusion of mass-transit solutions will correctly address growth
impacts, and population impacts, by providing a less polluting system of getting to
the created proposed areas by the Ocean beach Masterplan. The southern side
should consider the adequate linkage back up to Stern Grove and West Portal to
provide direct connectivity. It can also consider the co-funding of different agencies
for the transit improvement costs.

D) Please see the attached diagrams and articles that discuss the area changes,
and the concerns for not looking NOW at the linkages that can be made to get
people to these destinations via mass-transit options for future generations in SF.
The discussion on the Southern portion ignores the premise of a GOOD solid mass-
transit solution for Sloat for density and population growth and impacts. If we are
"retreating" design wise, there should be an effort to plan for adjusted mass-transit
routes such as along Sunset Blvd. north to south as an example, maybe out to Daly
City along Stonestown SFSU and parkmerced's western edge ? Or a better
connection and loop in the system to improve and get more people out of cars and
not just making "road-diets" along Sloat, when Stern Grove music festival and the
lakeshore mall area create higher use and volume issues.

ltem#13

A) | would like to note that there is a serious issue on the creation of jobs and
housing, and that is that many jobs created are not long-term/solid employment of
local hires within existing communities at risk of redevelopment and gentrification.
Many new developments being proposed will be increased in costs due to Costa-
Hawkins and therefore rennovations, or replacement housing will not be
“enforceable” as new ownership can negate in court the controls of the city
negotiations as state-law. This has been brought up by renter’s rights groups as a
concern in the agreements on major projects citywide.



B) There is also a direct need to look at transit/infrastructure improvements so that
communities where housing is being built will have direct access transit wise to local
jobs, and thus will not impact doubly the roadways and mass-transit systems,
existing, but will have systems build to adequately get people to their jobs and
destinations. An example is the Geneva Harney (BRT vs. LRV) and needed solutions at
Balboa Park Station, and connectivity to D7 and D10 through D11. Many of the cross-
town commuting can be better planned for if mass-transit options are directly
implemented alongside jobs/housing changes. Prop. O will add jobs alongside
Brisbane land development and all the way around India Basin to Pier 70. To ensure
adequate access and provision of transit infrastructure it is important to provide
improvements that link the communities being transformed directly South-East SF to
South-West SF for a southern “bridge” of housing to jobs, that reduces auto-trips
and useage through new mass-transit systems.

Only in this way can real transformation of job creation, and locals access to long-term
employment and job training improve the job-market for communities impacted by
redevelopment and transformations occurring.

Thank you for your time in reviewing and including these comments.

Sincerely

Aaron Goodman D11



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC
To: Sheyner, Tania (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Chamber Letter in Support of Mission Rock Project
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:25:00 AM
Attachments: imaqge001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
10.3.17 Mission Rock Project to Plannina Commission.pdf

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Alexander Mitra [mailto:amitra@sfchamber.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 4:50 PM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,
Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Weld, Fran
Subject: SF Chamber Letter in Support of Mission Rock Project

Dear President Hills,

Please see the attached letter from the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce in support of Mission
Rock project.

Thank you,

Alex Mitra

Manager, Public Policy

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104
(O) 415-352-8808 # (E) amitra@sfchamber.com

fIwlin
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October 3, 2017

Mr. Rich Hills

President, San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Mission Rock Mixed-Use Project
Dear Commissioner Hills:

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing 2,500 local businesses and their 200,000 employees, urges the
Planning Commission to certify the Final Environmental Impact Report and recommend that the Board of Supervisors
approve the development agreement for the Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project, referred to as Mission Rock
project.

The San Francisco Giants plan to build a new mixed-use development of housing, office space and parks on 28-acre site
near AT&T ballpark. 40% of the housing units will be affordable to low and middle-income households, more than
double the number of affordable units required by the City. 8 acres of new parks, public plazas and waterfront
promenades will be created and the historic Pier 48 will be restored.

The San Francisco Giants” Mission Rock project has gone through an extensive 10-year community-based planning effort,
earning approval from 74% of San Francisco voters in 2015. The design element reflects years of community-based
planning, and will incorporate tree-lined streets, small block-sizes, access to the waterfront, a town square surrounded
by shops and cafes, proximity to public transportation and other amenities that will enhance the pedestrian experience.
Additionally, the project will provide thousands of new jobs and generate enormous economic activity along our eastern
waterfront.

For these reasons, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce encourages the Planning Commission to certify the EIR and
recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve the development agreement for the Mission Rock Project.

Sincerely,

)=

(

Jim Lazarus

Senior Vice President of Public Policy

cc. Each member of the Planning Commission, Fran Weld






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC); Sheyner, Tania (CPC)

Subject: FW: Mission Rock Support Letter

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 9:25:25 AM

Attachments: Mission Rock support Letter from JB.pdf

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Martha Joseph [mailto:martha@jbaforyouth.org]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 1:53 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Mission Rock Support Letter

Good afternoon,

Please find attached a letter of support for the Mission Rock project from John Burton Advocates for
Youth, signed by Sen. John Burton. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Best,

Martha

Martha Joseph

Operations Manager

John Burton Advocates for Youth
235 Montgomery, Suite 1142
San Francisco, CA 94104

martha@jbaforyouth.org
Office: 415-348-0011

Facebook | Website | Twitter

Check out our new website!
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JOHN BURTON

ADVOCATES FOR YOUTH

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1142 e San Francisco, CA 94104 e Ph: 415-348-0011  Fx: 348-0099

October 3, 2017

VIA HAND DELIVERY

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: Mission Rock Project

Dear Commissioner Hillis:

| am writing to express my enthusiastic support for the Mission Rock plan and
urge you to certify the environmental impact report and take the associated
actions necessary to move the project forward. This project has been carefully
planned and vetted over a decade, including winning the overwhelming approval
of the voters in 2015. The plan features a smart mix of housing and office to
support the amount of ground floor retail necessary to create an important social
gathering place within Mission Bay. This was an important priority of the
neighborhood that lacks the vibrancy found in many other San Francisco
neighborhoods. | am also pleased to have played a small role in shaping this
project and in reaching the decision to dedicate forty percent of the housing to
affordable units. This will make a meaningful difference in the lives of many of
our families and significantly improve this important corner of the City.

Sincerely,

J Burton -

AL/mrock-support100317

cc:Vice President Dennis Richards
Commissioner Rodney Fong
Commissioner Christine D. Johnson
Commissioner Joel Koppel
Commissioner Myrna Melgar
Commissioner Kathrin Moore







From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sheyner, Tania (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter in Support of Mission Rock

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:36:09 AM

Attachments: mission rock

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: Lauren Schwartz [mailto:schwartzbaum@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:25 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter in Support of Mission Rock

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (AKA Mission Rock)

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

As aMission Bay Resident and San Francisco Unified School District teacher, | strongly urge you to fully
support the Mission Rock mixed-use project.

My wife and | moved to Mission Bay 15 years ago to raise our daughter. We were thrilled to be part of
the developing and exciting neighborhood.

I am thrilled about the Mission Rock development as this project brings the missing pieces together to
make thisa more robust and responsive neighborhood since it includes a central public gathering space,
unprecedented amount of on-site local businesses, open spacesthat will create that much more of a vibrant
community.

Moreover, Mission Rock creates an unprecedented amount of on-site, workforce housing whichis
desperately needed for my public school teachers colleagues. Asyou may know, In May of 2016, the San
Francisco Chronicle published astory[1] detailing the struggle of many San Francisco public school teachers.
Public school teacher salaries are currently unable to keep up with the nation’s highest median rents forcing many
of our teachersto leave the City.

The Mission Rock land use plan clearly outlines a careful balance of office and housing space that helps
generate the resources to create hundreds of affordable housing units, more parks, and local retail. The Housing
units are set with teachersin mind by establishing awide-range of AMI levels that would include the salary range
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Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project {AKA Mission Rock)

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

As a Mission Bay Resident and San Francisco Unified School District teacher, I strongly urge you to
fully support the Mission Rock mixed-use project.

My wife and [ moved to Mission Bay 15 years ago to raise our daughter. We were thrilled to be part of
the developing and exciting neighborhood.

[ am thrilled about the Mission Rock development as this project brings the missing pieces together
to make this a more robust and responsive neighborhood since it includes a central public gathering space,
unprecedented amount of on-site local businesses, open spaces that will create that much more of a vibrant
community.

Moreover, Mission Rock creates an unprecedented amount of on-site, workforce housing which is
desperately needed for my public school teachers colleagues. As you may know, In May of 2016, the San
Francisco Chronicle published a story! detailing the struggle of many San Francisco public school teachers.
Public school teacher salaries are currently unable to keep up with the nation’s highest median rents forcing
many of our teachers to leave the City.

The Mission Rock land use plan clearly outlines a careful balance of office and housing space that
helps generate the resources to create hundreds of affordable housing units, more parks, and local retail. The
Housing units are set with teachers in mind by establishing a wide-range of AMI levels that would include the
salary range for San Francisco public school teachers who cannot afford to live in the city they proudly serve.

The waterfront park and urban town square bring needed gathering space similar to many other San
Francisco neighborhoods and the neighborhood-serving retail creates space for grocery stores, cleaners, a
hardware store, and many other services our community craves. Furthermore, Mission Rock is conveniently
located near public transit that serves to complement its pedestrian-centric design, installation of new bike
lanes, and the City’s goal of reducing the use of single-occupancy vehicles

After an impressive 10 long years of planning and community input, Mission Rock meets multiple
and often competing needs of the community and City, and is a worthy example for future developers. With
the support of my family, our neighbors, and San Francisco voters I ask you to support the Mission Rock
project.

uren Obstbaum Schwartz
SFUSD Teacher

1 San Francisco Chronicle, Knight and Palomino, May 13, 2016.
http://projects.sfchronicle.com/2016 /teacher-pay/






for San Francisco public school teachers who cannot afford to live in the city they proudly serve.

The waterfront park and urban town square bring needed gathering space similar to many other San
Francisco neighborhoods and the neighborhood-serving retail creates space for grocery stores, cleaners, a hardware
store, and many other services our community craves. Furthermore, Mission Rock is conveniently located near
public transit that serves to complement its pedestrian-centric design, installation of new bike lanes, and the City’s
goal of reducing the use of single-occupancy vehicles

After an impressive 10 long years of planning and community input, Mission Rock meets multiple and

often competing needs of the community and City, and is aworthy example for future developers. With the support
of my family, our neighbors, and San Francisco voters | ask you to support the Mission Rock project.

Sincerely,

Lauren Obstbaum Schwartz
SFUSD Teacher

[1] San Francisco Chronicle, Knight and Palomino, May 13,
2016. http://projects.sfchronicle.com/2016/teacher-pay/
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Sider, Dan (CPC)

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)

Subject: FW: City Legislation Proposed 9/26/17 on “Cannabis Regulatory Structure” and “Planning Code Amendments”
Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:56:29 AM

Attachments: 17.10.04 The Green Cross - Ordinance Comment Ltr.pdf

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Kevin Reed [mailto:kevinreed@thegreencross.org]

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:38 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Subject: Re: City Legislation Proposed 9/26/17 on “Cannabis Regulatory Structure” and “Planning Code
Amendments”

Dear Planning Commission,

| am writing today on behalf of The Green Cross, alocal medical cannabis dispensary and delivery service located
in San Francisco's Excelsior and South of Market districts.

Please find aletter of suggested amendments and concerns regarding City Legislation Proposed 9/26/17 on
“Cannabis Regulatory Structure” and “Planning Code Amendments’ attached.

We hope your office will take the time to thoroughly review this document and take our suggestionsinto
consideration when finalizing this ordinance.

If you have any questions or concerns for us, please don't hesitate to reach out at anytime. We appreciate your
careful consideration moving forward.

Thank you,

Kevin Reed

Founder & President
The Green Cross

4218 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94112

Mobile: 415.846.7671
Office: 415.648.4420
Fax: 415.431.2420

Email: KevinReed@TheGreenCross.org


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=758B40F664D1448D90E8FD5A6F699D2C-COMMISSIONS
mailto:dan.sider@sfgov.org
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:kevinreed@thegreencross.org
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October 4, 2017

Mayor Edwin Lee and Board of Supervisors
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Via E-mail to: OfficeofCannabis@SFGov.org

Re: City Legislation Proposed 9/26/17 on “Cannabis Regulatory Structure” and “Planning
Code Amendments”

Founded in 2004, The Green Cross prides itself on its “patients first” mantra and
compassionate approach to patient care. Legally permitted by the City and County of San
Francisco, The Green Cross has operated at its current retail storefront location at 4218
Mission Street since 2013. Our store provides patient education, neighborhood safety
services, and quality medicine at affordable prices. In addition to retailing cannabis
products, apparel, and other accessories, The Green Cross also manufactures edible
cannabis products under the IncrediMeds brand.

We are grateful for the Office of Cannabis’s outreach efforts, and your consideration of our
comments and suggestions below.

The following comments apply to the “Cannabis Regulatory Structure” draft:

A. p. 2,120 - Place Regulatory Structure Provisions in Health Code
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions
Section 2. The-Pelice-Code Health Code is hereby amended by adding Article...
2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

San Francisco has regulated cannabis businesses as a public health matter for over a
decade, since the 2005 Medical Cannabis Act established Health Code Article 33.
This deliberate decision represents the significant shift in political insight that
regulation of medicine and psychoactive substances belongs in the domain of public
health, not criminal justice. The draft’s placement of cannabis business rules in the
Police Code is logically inconsistent with the draft’s overall intent, which is
otherwise concerned with public health. Thus we propose that these rules be
placed in the Health Code, not the Police Code.

B. Police Code § 1602 (p. 6,1. 11) - Adult Use should not Exclude Patients
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1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

“Adult Use Cannabis” means Cannabis or Cannabis Products that are intended for

adults 21 years of age and over whe-de-netpessessaPhysician’'s Recommendation.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would define “Customer” on page 8 consistently with state law (at Cal.
B&P § 26001 (n)) but would define “Adult Use Cannabis” inconsistently by excluding
people who possess a medical cannabis recommendation. This could cause
confusion and result in the unintended consequence of adult medical cannabis
patients being denied access to adult use cannabis retailers. We propose clarifying
this by striking the phrase, “who do not possess a Physician’s Recommendation.”

C. Police Code § 1602 (p. 9, 1. 14) - Define MCD by Reference to Extant Law
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

“Medical Cannabls Dlspensary mea&&&eeepe;atw&e%eel—leetw&epemfemg—kmde;

Healtl%@ed&has the same meaning set forth in Planmng Code Section 102, as may be
amended from time to time.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would define “Medical Cannabis Dispensary” with reference to Article 33,
but if it is repealed in March 2018, then this definition as written would no longer
make sense, because it would refer to prior law instead of current law. This will
become especially confusing if some MCDs are unable to begin conversion to
Cannabis Retailers by the sunset date, especially if bureaucratic processes delay
these proceedings. The best solution is to repeal Article 33 in 2020 instead of 2018.
Alternatively, we propose revising this definition to refer to the Planning Code
instead of the Health Code.

D. Police Code § 1602 (p. 10, 1. 1) - “Owners” to Exclude Managers/Employees
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(d) An individual who will be participating in the direction; or control;-er
management of the Person applying for a permit, other than an at-will employee.
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Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

This draft is overbroad, defining an “Owner” to include everyone “participating in
the direction, control, or management” of a licensed business. This would include
every low-level and middle-manager within the definition of “owner.” While this
language seeks to capture a licensee’s policy-makers within the ownership
definition, it is vague as drafted regarding the magnitude of the policy decisions it
describes, hypothetically including even very minor policy decisions. Many day-to-
day business functions may be performed by employees with limited management
authority and discretion, such that the proposed language, as drafted, would blur
the line between those who hold a true controlling interest in a licensed business
versus at-will employees with limited managerial authority and discretion. As
currently written, “owner” arguably includes purchasing staff and the head of every
cannabis business’s human resources department, typically middle-level managers
as opposed to a corporate officer, director, or shareholder with a controlling
interest. This would also impose unnecessary regulatory burdens on the licensee
and unnecessarily strain City staff resources that should be reserved for regulating
the activity of those with a meaningful ability to influence and change the direction,
controlling, and management of a licensee, especially when amending permits to
approve changes in ownership. To focus this definition, we propose striking “or
management” and carving at-will employees out of the definition of “owner.”

E. Police Code § 1602 (p. 10, 1. 20) - Define Smoke to Exclude Vaporization

1.

Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

“Smoke” or "Smokmg has%he%ea&mg—set—ﬁeﬁh—méeeﬁea—ﬂ%é%ef—th&@a#ﬁe%ma

: ime means to inhale,
exhale, burn or carry any hghted pipe, or any other lighted cannabis or cannabis
product intended for inhalation, whether natural or synthetic, in any manner or in
any form. “Smoke” does not include the use of an electronic smoking device that
creates an aerosol or vapor, in any manner or in any form, or the use of any oral
smoking device for the purpose of circumventing the prohibition of smoking in a

place.

Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft defines “smoke” to include vaporization, by reference to state law (Cal.
H&S § 11362.3) that explicitly includes vaporizing. This is problematic in the
context of Police Code § 1620 that specifies different requirements for allowing
consumption, as opposed to smoking, or cannabis at licensed premises. This
definition of “smoke” would include vaporizing in § 1620(c), regulating smoking,
instead of in § 1620(b), regulating consumption. To address this, we propose
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defining “smoke” with the language from the relevant state law, but omitting the
phrase “or heated” and reversing the second sentence to exclude vaporizers instead
of including them. This issue is especially important for cannabis retailers who may
wish to prohibit on-site smoking, in order to protect customers from second-hand
smoke, but allow on-site vaporizing, so that customers can try out a vaporizer
before taking it home.

F. Police Code § 1603(a)(2) (p.-11,1.16) / § 1616(b) (p- 35, 1. 15) - Require State
Licenses for Permit Renewal not Issuance

1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(a) It shall be unlawful to engage in any Commercial Cannabis Activity or to operate
a Cannabis Business within the City without obtaining and maintaining: ... 2}-A

aVaXola haraoafn ad hy a a%a Nng /A a¥a ¢ O

(b) Permit Renewals. Cannabis Business Permits shall expire on March 31 of each
year. Permittees shall file an application for permit renewal with the Director no
later than 30 days before the expiration date of the previous permit. If a Permittee
submits a complete renewal application in a timely manner, the Permittee may
continue to operate until the Director approves or denies the renewal application. A
complete renewal application shall include a license therefor issued by a State
Licensing Authority pursuant to Division 10 of the California Business and
Professions Code.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would require obtaining a state license as a prerequisite to apply for any
City cannabis permit. However, this is problematic because state law (at Cal. B&P §
26050.1(a)(2)) requires obtaining a local permit before applying for a state
license—the quintessential “chicken-and-egg” problem of each being required
before the other. To address this, instead of requiring state licenses for initial
permit issuance, we propose requiring state licenses for annual permit renewals.
This will allow only state-licensed businesses to continue to operate in San
Francisco.

G. Police Code § 1604 (p. 12, 1. 4) - Add Equity Program Criteria
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

The Director, in consultation with the Human Rights Commission, shall establish an
Equity Program designed to foster equitable access to participation in the cannabis
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industry, including equitable access to promotional and ownership opportunities in
the industry. The Equity Program shall be informed by the findings contained in the
Equity Report, prepared in accordance with subsection (b)(5) of Section 2A.420 of
the Administrative Code. The Equity Program shall offer priority permit processing
and technical assistance to Applicants who meet Equity Criteria (“Equity
Applicants”) adopted by the Director. “Equity Criteria” shall include:

(1) having lived in neighborhoods (the Mission, Tenderloin, Southern, and Bayview
police districts) disproportionately impacted by War on Drugs police activity;

(2) having been arrest or convicted of a crime;

(3) having qualified for the Earned Income Tax Credit on their 2016 federal income
tax return;

(4) Equity Incubators, defined as: having signed a contract, on a standard form
developed by the Office of Small Business, agreeing to offer rent and premises
security services for three years, or funding of comparable value, to another
applicant who meets one or more of criteria (1)-(3) above.

The Office of Small Business shall administer a zero-interest revolving loan fund to
Equity Applicants to pay for start-up costs.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The Green Cross strongly believes that our society is morally obligated to repair the
harm wrought by the War on Drugs, especially upon poor people, people of color,
and people who have been convicted of crimes. People who have been charged with
or convicted of crimes have experienced economic damages in addition to any
deprivation of physical liberty, and the cannabis business permits created by this
ordinance are an excellent opportunity to restore these victims. The Green Cross
was founded in 2004 partly in response to overzealous law enforcement here in San
Francisco. To this end, we propose amending the draft to include specific criteria
for the Equity Program that are inclusive of poor people, people of color, and people
who have been convicted of crimes, as well as start-up funding for these
disadvantaged applicants.

H. Police Code § 1605(a)(1) (p- 12, 1. 20) - Registration Period - Permit Types
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(1) Information regarding the type or types of Cannabis Business Permit or Permits
and State Cannabis License or Licenses for which they intend to apply in 2018;

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would require all cannabis business registrants to specify the type of
permits and licenses they will apply for. However, many businesses will apply for
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multiple types of permits (for example, a retailer who also cultivates, manufactures,
and/or distributes). For clarity, we propose amending this language from “type” to
“type or types” to specify that plural registrations will also be accepted.

I. Police Code § 1608 (p. 19, 1. 2) - Define “Sale/Sell” for Change in Ownership
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(b) Sale of Cannabis Business. If a Permittee Sells the Cannabis Business, the
Permittee shall promptly surrender the permit to the Director. This obligation is not
dependent on the Director’s requesting the surrender, but arises by operation of law
on the Sale of the Cannabis Business. If the Permittee fails to surrender the permit to
the Director, the Director may, after giving the Permittee notice by mail and
electronically of the proposed action and an opportunity to respond, revoke the
permit. For this purpose, “Sale” of a non-profit business means “sale of substantially
all the business’s assets,” and “Sale” of a for-profit business means “transfer of
ownership resulting in a single person newly owning a majority of the voting

equity.”

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft seeks to govern the ownership-percentage threshold at which cannabis
businesses can be sold or transferred, by requiring permit amendments when
someone newly owns over 20% of the business’s equity. However, § 1608 uses a
capitalized term “Sell” /“Sale” without defining this term. This ambiguity could lead
regulators to classify any sale, resulting in someone owning over 20%, as a “Sale”
requiring surrender of the permit. To avoid this, we propose defining the term
“Sale” and bifurcating the definition based on non-profit/for-profit status, since non-
profit businesses do not have “owners” in the legal sense implicated by this section.

J. Police Code § 1618(r) (p- 38,1. 11)- Allow Patients’ Medicine at Premises
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(r) None of the following items shall be allowed on the Premises or parking lot of a
permitted Cannabis Business:

(1) Controlled substance other than Cannabis, except for persons to whom they
have prescribed;

(2) Para nali

Cannabis;and

{33 Alcoholic beverages.
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2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would prohibit possession of non-cannabis controlled substances, and
paraphernalia, at cannabis business premises. This would inhibit seriously ill
patients from possessing other life-saving medications (including prescription pills)
and administration devices (including inhalers). This would require cannabis
businesses to deny entry by those adults who carry their prescription medicines.
We propose exempting prescribed substances, and paraphernalia.

K. Police Code § 1618(aa) (p. 39, 1. 16)- Allow Free Samples

1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would prohibit free samples. The Green Cross routinely gives away free
medical cannabis products to patients. Many cannabis products are packaged and
sold as several doses or even dozens of doses. We want our patient-members to be
able to try a new product once for free before committing to purchase a larger
quantity. This is important for patients’ health because it encourages trying a wider
variety of products such that patients are more likely to find the one that works best
for them. Further, while this rule may have been based on the prohibition on free
samples initially proposed by the Bureau of Cannabis Control, the Bureau stated in
their September 29, 2017 “Summary of Public Comment” that they are evaluating
“the possible methods by which samples could be provided.” We propose striking
this proposed rule.

L. Police Code § 1620(a) (p. 41, 1. 19) - Allow Patients’ Medication at Nonretail
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(a) The Consumption and Smoking of Cannabis and Cannabis Products are
prohibited on the Premises of all Cannabis Manufacturing Facilities, Cannabis
Cultivation Facilities, Cannabis Testing Facilities, Cannabis Distributors, and
Delivery-Only Cannabis Retailers, except by persons who possess a Physician’s
Recommendation.
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2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would prohibit consuming cannabis at the premises of non-retail
businesses, including vaporizing and eating edibles. However, many employees of
cannabis businesses are seriously ill patients who came to this work specifically
because consuming cannabis improves their health and wellbeing. This rules would
harm these employees who are also patients needing to medicate with cannabis.
We propose limiting this rule to non-patients.

M. Police Code § 1627(b)(1) (p- 50, 1. 12) - Microbusiness at Multiple Premises
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions
(1) A Cannabis Microbusiness shall conduct all four categories of Commercial

activity (Cultivation, Manufacture, Distribution, and Sale) en-the same Premises
within the City and County of San Francisco.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would require microbusinesses to perform all four commercial activities
on the same premises: cultivation, manufacturing, distribution, and retail. This is
impractical and, moreover, has no precedent in the state law that creates the
microbusiness category. The concept of a microbusiness, that one company will
perform all four of these activities, does not necessitate all four being at the same
place. Instead, we propose requiring that all four be performed in the City, in the
spirit of promoting local small business.

N. Police Code § 1628(b)(6)(E) (p. 52, 1. 6) - Allow Free Samples

1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

This rule would prohibit free samples. The Green Cross routinely gives away free
medical cannabis products to patients. Many cannabis products are packaged and
sold as several doses or even dozens of doses. We want our patient-members to be
able to try a new product once for free before committing to purchase a larger
quantity. This is important for patients’ health because it encourages trying a wider

4218 Mission Street O: 415.648.4420
San Francisco, CA 94112 GreenCross.org F: 415.431.2420





[ N GreenCross’

®

variety of products such that patients are more likely to find the one that works best
for them. Further, while this rule may have been based on the prohibition on free
samples initially proposed by the Bureau of Cannabis Control, the Bureau stated in
their September 29, 2017 “Summary of Public Comment” that they are evaluating
“the possible methods by which samples could be provided.” We propose striking
this proposed language.

0. Police Code § 1630(b) (p- 54, 1. 3) - Add Standard for Confidentiality

1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(b) Pursuant to this Section 1630, the Inspecting Departments shall have access to
the Cannabis Business Premises, video footage, business records, data, inventory
levels and information relating to Customers, vendors, Cannabis Products, plans and
agreement (collectively, “Confidential Information”). To the extent Confidential
Information is viewed or possessed by an Inspecting Department, the Inspecting

Department shall-te-the-extentautherized by law, keep-such-Confidential

#em%%hem—s&el%enﬁdenﬁal—mfepma%}e&hasleeen%eeewed— maintain in strictest
confidence, using the same degree of care, but no less than a reasonable degree of
care, as the Inspecting Department uses to protect its own confidential information,
all Confidential Information. The Inspecting Department shall not publish or
otherwise disclose Confidential Information to others, or permit its use by others,
and shall carefully restrict access to such Confidential Information to those of its
employees who require it in order for the Inspecting Department to fulfill its
obligations under San Francisco law. The Inspecting Department will take
reasonable measures to prevent unauthorized access to, copying, or downloading of
all or part of any Confidential Information stored electronically on a networked
computer system or otherwise. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City may disclose
Confidential Information:...

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft contemplates requiring city inspectors to keep cannabis businesses’
proprietary data confidential, but fails to specify any particular standard of care by
which inspectors must safeguard its confidentiality, which is important for being
able to hold them accountable. This issue is of vital importance as The Green Cross
may be required to allow inspectors access to “business records” and “plans” such as
confidential edibles recipes, infusion methods, and other proprietary formulae,
some of which we have developed ourselves and some of which we have licensed
from other entities. As written, this rule requires keeping such data “confidential”
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but omits any standard of care for such requirement. This disclosure prohibition
could be strengthened by restricting intradepartmental access on a “need-to-know”
basis to those city employees who need access for executing the department’s
duties. We propose revising this provision to address these issues, as shown above.

P. Health Code § 3322 (p. 67, 1. 2) - Sunset Article 33 in 2020
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

This Article 33 shall expire by operation of law on-Mareh-34,2618 January 1, 2020,
at which time all permits authorizing the operation of a Medical Cannabis
Dispensary issued under this Article 33 shall be rendered invalid. Upon expiration
of the Article, the City Attorney shall cause it to be removed from the Health Code.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would sunset Article 33 in March 2018, making all current Medical
Cannabis Dispensary (“MCD”) permits expire at that time. While the draft
contemplates that all “DPH-Permitted MCDs” will be in the process of converting to
Cannabis Retail Uses by June 2018, there are many possible factors (both knowable
and unknowable) that could delay the City’s ability to accept and process
conversation applications by then. In the worst case scenario, where public
proceedings are delayed in such a way that few or no MCDs are able to begin
conversion before Article 33 sunsets, this provision could seriously jeopardize both
patients’ access to cannabis and businesses’ eligibility for state licenses. Instead, we
propose that Article 33 expire on January 1, 2020, the date that new Planning Code
§ 190 addressing MCD conversions would expire. This would ensure protections in
the interim for patients and businesses.

Q. Administrative Code § 96B.7(b) (p- 67, 1. 20) - Continue Federal Advocacy
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(b) Beginning three months after the effective date of this Ordinance and continuing
annually thereafter, the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall send letters to
Gevernor-of Califernia, the President of the United States, and all elected officials
representing San Franciscans in the U.S. House of Representatives, and the U.S.
Senate;the-Califernia-Assembly-and-the Califernia-Senate. The letters shall state,
“The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco has passed an
ordinance to deprioritize marijuana offenses by adults, and requests that the
Federal and-Califernia-State governments take immediate steps to tax and regulate
marijuana use, cultivation, and distribution and to authorize State and local
communities to do the same.” The Clerk shall send this letter annually until State
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and Federal laws are changed accordingly.
2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

This provision seeks to cease sending annual letters to the state and federal
governments advocating for cannabis legalization. However, commercial cannabis
activity remains federally prohibited, and business operators are still exposed to
federal criminal liability. Instead, we propose amending this provision to send
advocacy letters to the federal government, not the state government.

The following comments apply to the “Planning Code Amendments” draft:

R. Planning Code § 102 (p. 4, 1. 19) - Include Microbusiness in Cannabis Retail
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

Cannabis Retail. A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides
cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the
sale or provision of cannabis for medicinal use. Cannabis may be consumed on site
pursuant to authorization by the City’s Office of Cannabis and Department of Public
Health, as applicable. A Cannabis Retail establishment may only be operated by the
holder of (a) a valid license from the State of California (License Type 10-Retailer or
License Type 12-Microbusiness, as defined in California Business and Professions
Code, Division 10) and (b) a valid permit from the City’s Office of Cannabis. This use
is subject to operating and location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a).

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

This definition of Cannabis Retail would include the retailer state license type but
not the microbusiness state license type. However, both retailers and
microbusinesses would be allowed to engage in retail activity. We propose to add
microbusinesses to this definition of cannabis retail.

S. Planning Code § 190(a) (p. 8, 1. 8) - Notification/Review to Convert MCD
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(a) An establishment that holds a valid permit from the Department of Public Health
to operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as of the effective date of the ordinance
in Board File No. (“DPH-Permitted MCD”) may convert to a Cannabis Retail
Use without obtaining Conditional Use authorization or seeking Mandatory
Discretionary Review, by obtaining a building permit authorizing the change of use.
Such permits are subject to neighborhood notification pursuant to Sections 311 and
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312, if applicable. Only the DPH-Permitted MCD or occupants, stakeholders, or
property owners, who reside or own property within 500 feet of the DPH-Permitted
MCD, may request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary review
powers pursuant to Sections 311 and 312.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would make all conversions, of MCDs to Cannabis Retailers, subject to
discretionary review. This risks discretionary reviews against all MCDs seeking to
convert, potentially preventing any retailers from being allowed to provide access to
adult-use cannabis in 2018. To avoid this risk, we propose limiting eligibility to
request discretionary review to those stakeholders located within 500 feet of the
property at issue.

T. Planning Code § 190(c) (p. 8,1. 13) - Deadline for MCD Conversion
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(c) In order for a DPH-Permitted MCD to convert to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant
to this Section 190, a completed application for the change of use must be submitted
to the Department of Building Inspection no later than Jure 30,2048 December 31
2018, and...

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would require MCDs to begin the conversion process by applying to DBI
for a change of use by June 30, 2018. However, there are many possible factors that
could delay such an application, or even the opportunity for such an application—
including the date of passage of this legislation, and the speed with which DBI
implements its provisions—that are beyond the control of DPH-Permitted MCDs.
We propose delaying this deadline to December 2018 to account for unpredictable
delays on the part of the City.

U. Planning Code § 303(w) (p. 17, 1. 16) - Geographic Distribution as Factor
1. Text of Ordinance and Proposed Revisions

(w) Cannabis Retail. With respect to any application for the establishment of a new
Cannabis Retail Use, in addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d)

above, the Commission shall consider the-geegraphie-distribution-of Cannabis Retail

Uses-threugheut-the City, the balance of other goods and services available within
the general proximity of the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth
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access and exposure to cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and
any proposed measures to counterbalance any such increase.

2. Policy Rationale for Suggested Revision

The draft would require the Planning Commission to consider “geographic
distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City,” apparently based on the
discriminatory presumption that it is harmful to have multiple cannabis retailers in
the same neighborhood, or that two cannabis retailers are “worse” than one. The
inclusion of this language risks denying permits to cannabis retailers based on the
subjective understanding of a competitor being too nearby. We propose striking
this phrase.

Please confirm receipt of these comments, and transmit the full text of any modified
proposed draft ordinance(s), to KevinReed@TheGreenCross.org. We look forward to
discussing these issues further.

Regards,

Szl

Kevin Reed
Founder & President
The Green Cross
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Johnson. Christine (CPC); Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Snyder, Mathew (CPC); Sheyner, Tania (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter in Support of Mission Rock

Date: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:56:33 AM

Attachments: mission rock

Office 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

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Lauren Schwartz [mailto:schwartzbaum@me.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:25 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: Letter in Support of Mission Rock

Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (AKA Mission Rock)

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

As aMission Bay Resident and San Francisco Unified School District teacher, | strongly urge you to fully
support the Mission Rock mixed-use project.

My wife and | moved to Mission Bay 15 years ago to raise our daughter. We were thrilled to be part of
the developing and exciting neighborhood.

I am thrilled about the Mission Rock development as this project brings the missing pieces together to
make thisa more robust and responsive neighborhood since it includes a central public gathering space,
unprecedented amount of on-site local businesses, open spacesthat will create that much more of a vibrant
community.

Moreover, Mission Rock creates an unprecedented amount of on-site, workforce housing whichis
desperately needed for my public school teachers colleagues. Asyou may know, In May of 2016, the San
Francisco Chronicle published astory[1] detailing the struggle of many San Francisco public school teachers.
Public school teacher salaries are currently unable to keep up with the nation’s highest median rents forcing many
of our teachersto leave the City.

The Mission Rock land use plan clearly outlines a careful balance of office and housing space that helps
generate the resources to create hundreds of affordable housing units, more parks, and local retail. The Housing
units are set with teachersin mind by establishing awide-range of AMI levels that would include the salary range
for San Francisco public school teachers who cannot afford to live in the city they proudly serve.
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Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

Re: Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project {AKA Mission Rock)

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

As a Mission Bay Resident and San Francisco Unified School District teacher, I strongly urge you to
fully support the Mission Rock mixed-use project.

My wife and [ moved to Mission Bay 15 years ago to raise our daughter. We were thrilled to be part of
the developing and exciting neighborhood.

[ am thrilled about the Mission Rock development as this project brings the missing pieces together
to make this a more robust and responsive neighborhood since it includes a central public gathering space,
unprecedented amount of on-site local businesses, open spaces that will create that much more of a vibrant
community.

Moreover, Mission Rock creates an unprecedented amount of on-site, workforce housing which is
desperately needed for my public school teachers colleagues. As you may know, In May of 2016, the San
Francisco Chronicle published a story! detailing the struggle of many San Francisco public school teachers.
Public school teacher salaries are currently unable to keep up with the nation’s highest median rents forcing
many of our teachers to leave the City.

The Mission Rock land use plan clearly outlines a careful balance of office and housing space that
helps generate the resources to create hundreds of affordable housing units, more parks, and local retail. The
Housing units are set with teachers in mind by establishing a wide-range of AMI levels that would include the
salary range for San Francisco public school teachers who cannot afford to live in the city they proudly serve.

The waterfront park and urban town square bring needed gathering space similar to many other San
Francisco neighborhoods and the neighborhood-serving retail creates space for grocery stores, cleaners, a
hardware store, and many other services our community craves. Furthermore, Mission Rock is conveniently
located near public transit that serves to complement its pedestrian-centric design, installation of new bike
lanes, and the City’s goal of reducing the use of single-occupancy vehicles

After an impressive 10 long years of planning and community input, Mission Rock meets multiple
and often competing needs of the community and City, and is a worthy example for future developers. With
the support of my family, our neighbors, and San Francisco voters I ask you to support the Mission Rock
project.

uren Obstbaum Schwartz
SFUSD Teacher

1 San Francisco Chronicle, Knight and Palomino, May 13, 2016.
http://projects.sfchronicle.com/2016 /teacher-pay/






The waterfront park and urban town square bring needed gathering space similar to many other San
Francisco neighborhoods and the neighborhood-serving retail creates space for grocery stores, cleaners, a hardware
store, and many other services our community craves. Furthermore, Mission Rock is conveniently located near
public transit that serves to complement its pedestrian-centric design, installation of new bike lanes, and the City’s
goal of reducing the use of single-occupancy vehicles

After an impressive 10 long years of planning and community input, Mission Rock meets multiple and

often competing needs of the community and City, and is aworthy example for future developers. With the support
of my family, our neighbors, and San Francisco voters | ask you to support the Mission Rock project.

Sincerely,

Lauren Obstbaum Schwartz
SFUSD Teacher

[1] San Francisco Chronicle, Knight and Palomino, May 13,
2016. http://projects.sfchronicle.com/2016/teacher-pay/
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