From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letters of Support from Glen Park

Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 10:38:09 AM
Attachments: Neighbors Supporting 2476 Diamond ST DR.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: Scott Stevenson <ssscottss@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 at 6:25 PM

To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Diamond,
Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>,
Theresa Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>, "Johnson, Milicent (CPC)"
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Winslow, David (CPC)"
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Subject: Letters of Support from Glen Park

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

Dear Commissioners,

Neighbors in Glen Park wanted to reach out to you to communicate support for

the Discretionary Review 2018-001662DRP - 2476 Diamond St.

43 residents of Glen Park have signed their letters of support.

This DR will be a part of agenda tomorrow, June 25, 2020.

Attached is a PDF with a map of the neighbors locations in Glen Park,
as well as their signed letters of support.

Thanks You,

Scott Stawicki


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

Neighbors Supporting 2476 Diamond St DR
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Hi Neighbors,
We need your urgent help and support!

As you might have seen from the public notification, there is a Planning Commission meeting this week
for the 2476 Diamond St. project.

We are the adjacent neighbors to this project and are asking the Planning Commission for two
considerations:

- reduce the height of the new retaining walls that have been built in our backyards and now being
described as 1 ft. thick concrete fences “.

- the elevation of the backyard should be maintained or lowered and the existing yard not raised
with a “earthen” deck that increases sight lines into our bedrooms.

We are asking you & your family to help us by signing this letter to support our review to the
Planning Commission & design options to reduce impacts on the adjacent neighbors. We will
submit our letters to Planning Commission prior to the June 25t meeting.

Please sign & drop off at 2510 Diamond St. or send to us at ssscottss@gmail.com
Also call for questions and comments 415-699-9073

Photo of new 6ft. retaining wall - the red line shows the original height !

Thank You !

Sarah & Scott
Tim & Alexia
Holly

Everett & Joyce
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2510 Diamond St.
Glen Park Association - President



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at City Center (Anzavista neighborhood resident)
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 10:37:37 AM

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: Patrick O'Connor <patrickeoconnor@yahoo.com>

Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 at 8:15 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Johnson,
Milicent (CPC)" <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)"
<sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, "Fung, Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Cc: Alfred Sodini <ducha931@aol.com>, "Chen, Lisa (CPC)" <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>, Patrick
O'Connor <patrickeoconnor@yahoo.com>

Subject: Support for Whole Foods at City Center (Anzavista neighborhood resident)

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

Hi Lisa and planning Commissioners.

| found Lisa’s name on the email list as a Sr Planner in charge of major city
projects. Not sure if you're involved In the planning for the Whole Foods
Project at city center at Geary and Mosonic. Can you forward to the planner
or commissioners in charge? Thx.

| live At 228 Anzavista Avenue (20 year resident) neAr the Target at City
Center | wanted to voice my support fur the proposed Whole Foods



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

application. This would bring a quality retailer with quality fresh produce to
our neighbor (Target is good for dry goods or merchandise, not produce or
meats). I've lived through several tenants (circuit city, toys r us, Best Buy) and
feel Whole Foods would be a net benefit to our portion of San Francisco.
Quality retailer, good products, local jobs, stable tenant.

I’'m out of town and unable to call into the heating tomorrow so | wanted to
send this note.

Thank you
Patrick O’Connor
228 Anzavista Avenue

San Francisco CA

Sent from my iPhone



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In Opposition to the developments at 4326-4336 Irving Street
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 8:33:39 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is open for
business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can
file new applications, and our award-winning Property Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of
Appeals and Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s
health, all of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more information.

From: Will Kardas <chillywilly1321@mac.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2020 8:22 AM

To: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: In Opposition to the developments at 4326-4336 Irving Street

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

Dear Supervisor Mar,

As I'm sure you’ve heard from my neighbors, there is a strong and united opposition against the building of a 4th
floor at 4326-4336 Irving Street, and I am no different.

I live at 4316 Irving Street, and while my own selfish reasons of getting a few more hours of sunshine in my
backyard are definitely a factor, I believe the addition of this extra floor, the cramming of dorm/motel style units,
and the questionable tactics of this developer set a bad precedent for further developments in the Sunset.

As I’'m sure you’ve already read from my neighbors’ letters, parking has steadily gotten worse and the developer’s
decision to take away parking that was already in the building seems not only detrimental for his new tenants, but
also for the neighborhood as a whole.

This developer has made a lot of questionable decisions such as breaking a written agreement With myself and my
neighbors not to build a 4th floor, posting permits upside down on the second and third floors of this building to
make them unreadable, as well as starting/continuing work without proper permits or with stop work orders.

I feel that allowing the construction of this 4th floor opens the door for other developers to abuse district and the
long term neighbors who live in it.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

I hope that you will support the people who you were chosen to represent.

Thank you,

-Will Kardas
4316 Irving Street
San Francisco, CA 94122



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Additional Development at 4326-4336 IRVING STREET
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:48:05 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Danielle Taylor <dtaylor529@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 25, 2020 12:00 AM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>

Cc: jimphilliou@gmail.com; larrydelaneyl@aol.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy
(BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Proposed Additional Development at 4326-4336 IRVING STREET

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

Dear Mr. Weissglass,

| am writing to follow up regarding the issue indicated in my previous email attached herewith. |
would like to reiterate and stress the importance of property developers honoring their agreements
made with community members. We expect agreements to be upheld by parties on both sides of
the issue. | am speaking specifically about the property developer's agreement not to develop a 4th
level at the location indicated. The developers are already doubling the unit space in that building,
which will seriously impact neighborhood congestion, traffic (foot and car), Please ensure that the
developers do not go forward with developing a 4th floor as it will seriously impact the visibility,
airflow, privacy, views for many of us, street traffic and congestion in our neighborhood, which will
surely impact our quality of living. The SF Planning Commission should not allow any property
developers to go back on any agreements made or move forward with any plans in an improper
manner. | trust that you will consider these matters and the public concern that it engenders and


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
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choose to do the right thing by the community.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Danielle Taylor and Chieck Diarra
4037A Irving St.
SF, CA 94122

On Wed, Jun 3, 2020 at 9:37 PM Danielle Taylor <dtaylor529@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Mr. Weissglass,

| hope this email finds you in good health during this time of Covid-19. | am writing to you today
to express the feelings shared by those in my household regarding the developmental plans which
we've only very recently been made aware of. We stand in solidarity with our neighbors, the
Philliou-Lees and the Delaneys, in opposition to the additional development at the property cited
above. Our opposition is based on the following:

1. The proposal will make the property out of character with our neighborhood of two and three
story homes. The property already takes up far more space than any other property on the block.

2. The excessive density of the apartments will negatively impact parking and services in the
neighborhood. It also is not family friendly housing.

3. The fourth story impacts the light, air and privacy of the neighboring properties and sets a
bad precedent for the rest of the neighborhood.

4. The project does not conform to the existing planning codes or the residential design
guidelines of San Francisco. We do not want these codes to be ignored for the profit of the
developer and to the detriment of our neighborhood. Since the minimum standards are not met
and the project is not approvable per the Planning Department, it should not be approved by the
Planning Commission.

Lastly, we specifically chose to live in this part of the city because it is so beautifully and
wonderfully unique from the rest of the city in all the best ways. We love that it is family oriented,
closer to nature, quiet and peaceful. Parking has always been problematic for us and many of our
neighbors who drive and we sincerely believe that this project will make that problem even
greater for us and our neighbors who continue to struggle with the issue daily, which may sound
like a trivial issue to some, but for us it is a major factor that affects our living experience in our
neighborhood. Despite that problem, we love our beautiful section of the Outer Sunset as it is
and don't want to see luxury buildings changing it into something else and driving up living costs


mailto:dtaylor529@gmail.com

for everyone.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Danielle Taylor and Omar Diarra



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: In Opposition to Seal Rock Development Fraud
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:47:42 AM
Attachments: Gordon MarSeal Rock Investments.pdf

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

Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Tom Zimberoff <tom@zimberoff.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 11:50 PM

To: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: In Opposition to Seal Rock Development Fraud

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

Dear Supervisor Mar,

It seems to me that the citizens of the Outer Sunset neighborhood (many of us senior citizens)
adjacent to, and affected by, the Seal Rock Investments project at 4326-4336 Irving Street are trying
to prevent them from more than cutting a few corners or maximizing their investment interests but
perpetrating a major fraud. You are aware of the nature of that fraud. You are aware of our
complaints. You are on notice and obliged to stop them from breaking a legitimate agreement
already in place.

Almost sixty families/residents, in addition to the Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee
(SPEAK) are adamantly opposed to allowing the developer to deliberately break that agreement, the
details of which you are no doubt aware of.
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
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https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

tom@zimberoff.com

June 2, 2020

The Honorable Gordon Mar

Supervisor

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Supervisor Mar:

What is it about real estate developers that so many, so often, get caught
trying to pull a fast one? A project underway at 4326-4336 Irving Street
is threatening to adversely alter the quality of life for me and my
neighbors. The developer is trying to outmaneuver the SF City Panning
Department with the despicable and too commonly-used tactic, It’s easier

to apologize than get permission.

The City agreed to let Seal Rock Investments add five units to a twelve-unit
building (originally twenty bedrooms with twelve baths). Seal Rock is
furtively trying to convert it into 48 BEDROOMS with 40 FULL BATHS
and 2 HALF-BATHS; I might add with no parking whatsoever. I might also
add, this is not affordable housing.

Seal Rock began by converting the building’s ground-floor parking
spaces into five accessory dwelling units (ADUs). The plan was fast-
tracked by the City but without neighborhood notification. As you
probably know, by convention, an ADU is a small studio- or one-
bedroom apartment that homeowners may add to the back of a garage.
Such “granny flats” are often fast-tracked because of the housing
shortage, justifiably so. In this case, however, the City and the Outer
Sunset community were deliberately deceived.



mailto:tom@zimberoff.com

mailto:tom@zimberoff.com



Seal Rock wants to, in addition to the five units, change the layouts of the
original twelve units by “popping up” (their expression) an additional and
unapproved fourth story, so that four of the twelve original units will
become two-story luxury penthouses with ocean views and roof decks. As
for the original twelve one- and two-bedroom units, Seal Rock would
convert them to three- and five-bedroom units by removing the common
space in each one. The consequence is overcrowded living conditions: a
tiny kitchen with three or more very tiny bedrooms with bathrooms. These
units not intended for families. They are designed to crowd in as many
itinerant gig workers as they can. The developer has admitted as much.

Whereas the twelve units originally had twenty bedrooms and twelve
bathrooms among them, they will now have thirty-six bedrooms, seventeen
full baths and two half-baths among them. This was not what the City
agreed to. The Planning Department does not like, and has not approved,
Seal Rock’s plan. They do not like the fact that the units have no common
space. They do not like the density and they do not like the extra fourth-
story so-called “pop up.”

Ignoring demands to revert their plan to what had already been
officially approved, Seal Rock has, instead, proffered $2,500 to pay for
a Discretionary Review by the SF Planning Commission, hoping to
change their ruling. Seal Rock’s arguments will, of course, be based on
the need for more housing. But their rationale is disingenuous. It
should be noted that Seal Rock has lately connived with several local
businesses, hoping to enlist their so-called “community support” by
proffering “investments” in those businesses.

The Planning Department is already opposed to the project. Those of us
whose properties lie adjacent to the development are opposed to it, too.
My neighbors and I want your support to help us revert the developer’s
plan to what was originally agreed, so it is both legally and morally
acceptable. Will you please join us?

(See outline on following page.)





Outline for opposition to Seal Rock Investments project:

1.  THE 4™ STORY

a) Adversely affects the light, air, and privacy of surrounding
properties.

b) Sets bad precedent for “pop up” fourth floors.
c) Skews property values.

2. THE CONFIGURATION

a) A human hive, cramming as many gig workers as possible into
each single unit.

i)  Plans and layout for units at the Planning Dept. Property
Information Map site online.

i)  Developer has specifically referred to gig workers

b) The Outer Sunset is a family neighborhood, yet new units are
intentionally ill-designed to accommodate families.

c) No parking made available in neighborhood where
homeowners and renters are already obliged to park on the
sidewalks.

d) Not affordable housing

i)  The developer projected rents @ $1,800 per bedroom/
bath, which means $5,400 to $7,200 per apartment.

Please join me and my neighbors in our opposition to this project. AT the
City Pannning Department, the planner in charge is:

David Weissglass
(415) 5759177
david.weissglass@sfgov.org

With my best regards,




mailto:david.weissglass@sfgov.org




Tom Zimberoff

Attached copy of letter sent June 2, 2020:

Tom Zimberoff

1364 45th Avenue

San Francisco, California 94122
https://medium.com/@zimberoff
(415) 246-2417

This electronic mail message and any attached files contain information intended for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be subject to legal
restriction or sanction. Unintended recipients are prohibited from taking action on the basis of information in this email. Please notify the sender, by
electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original message without making any copies.


https://medium.com/@zimberoff

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:47:20 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: jaime bardacke <bardacke.jaime@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 11:01 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326-4336 Irving St

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

Hello Mr. Weissglass,

My name is Jaime Bardacke. | live at 1285 45th Avenue, in apartment 3, around the corner from the
development in progress on Irving Street. | am a clinical social worker, and | have spent the last
twenty years working with children and families in San Francisco. | am writing tonight to respectfully
urge you not to allow the developer to build a 4th floor on to the Irving Street building. It is my
understanding that the developer agreed not to do so if the community supported other aspects of
this project, and as a resident of this city | believe it is very important that developers are held to the
agreements they make to the communities which they are impacting.

Furthermore, the plan for the 4th floor will cause an additional parking burden on the neighborhood,
as well as a loss of sun and privacy for those of us that surround the building. It is my understanding
that the 4th floor will not be affordable housing, and | do not support adding that kind of space with
its associated impacts if it is not accessible to low to moderate income people trying to find a way to
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stay in our city.

Thank you for your consideration and attention to the Outer Sunset community.

Best,
Jaime



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:47:02 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Christopher Courtney <c_courtney@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 10:32 PM

To: patricialee168@gmail.com; Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: 4326-4336 Irving St

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

David Wieglass and the SF Planning Commision

| am writing in support of my neighbors in the Outer Sunset Community regarding the proposed
development at 4326-4336 Irving St. Many neighbors are feeling very upset and betrayed by a
rather mean spirited and bullying project developer named Brian Veil. His behavior has

been deceitful at best, this has left many in the neighborhood questioning the validity of this
project, and the true intentions of Seal Rock LLC.

The main issue is the additional story that has been added since last years meeting, for which
many neighbors and representatives of the community gave up their precious time to negotiate in
good faith. With new housing of the type being built in this neighborhood and those who
potentially wish to secure it, there is inherent potential for conflict. Many of the neighbors are
interested in finding solutions that provide opportunities for increased density while maintaining
the continuity of the neighborhood. Many of us are concerned with not just the aesthetics of the
neighborhood but also the character of the community.

Many of us are seeing housing being built that is not actually going on the market, or is not
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desirable. Many of the units are too expensive for those who would choose to live there, and
undesirable for those who could actually afford it. There is legitimate concern that these types

of developments will become vacation rental playgrounds, even if that is not the current intent. As
you are well aware, the city currently already has 10 years of idle, unoccupied, and vacated
inventory, that's 33,000 units. Shouldn't we be taking a look at what has already happened with
the completed construction projects here in the Sunset before approving what amounts to another
ghost subdivision that also has the potential of being used for short term rentals, or being held for
investment and market manipulation instead of much needed housing?

The following is an account by the neighbors who share a fence line with this development as to
what has transpired already:

We met with the developer and owner in a public hearing last year, reviewed plans, and spoke
with stakeholders, and were pleased to hear they were committed to providing good-quality
housing and considered neighbors' opinions.

Since then, things have changed significantly. The developer has significantly increased the
density of units, removed setbacks on the 4th floor, and violated the agreement approved by the
City.

We are not at all opposed to density, but are opposed to developers running roughshod over
agreements with the City and our community. The developer should be held to the initial
agreement and to planning guidelines, with:

- no additional development on the 4th floor

- ample natural light for all units

If the developer can be held to an enforceable requirement to provide a substantial share of
affordable units (as defined by San Francisco code, not by the developer), we would feel much
better about the increase in density.

We understand the City needs more affordable housing, and are completely willing to share our
neighborhood with higher-density units given it helps the City and its people. | am not willing to let
a developer disregard the City and community, to the benefit of only one corporation.

Thanks for your careful consideration on this issue,

Christopher Courtney



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Hearing Date: Thursday, June 4, 2020 for Project Address 4326-4336 Irving Street
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:46:48 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Katherine Cantwell <kcantwell3@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 9:25 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>;
daisy.wuan@sfgov.org

Subject: Fwd: Hearing Date: Thursday, June 4, 2020 for Project Address 4326-4336 Irving Street

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

the developers must keep their agreement not to build ANYTHING on the 4th floor.

Good evening,

The developers must keep their agreement NOT TO BUILD ANYTHING on the 4th floor.
Thank you,

Katherine Cantwell

1263 44th Avenue

SF, CA 94122

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:
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From: Katherine Cantwell <kcantwell3@vahoo.com>
Date: June 2, 2020 at 1:49:55 PM PDT

To: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

Cc: David.Weissglass@sfgov.org
Subject: Hearing Date: Thursday, June 4, 2020 for Project Address 4326-4336 Irving

Street

Jonas P. lonin

Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

PH: (415) 558-6415 (Assistant)

PH: (415) 558-6309 (Direct)

FX: (415) 558-6409
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org

Good day,

Please include my opposing views for Project Address: 4326-4336 Irving Street, Cross
Streets: 44th and 45th Avenue’s, Block/Lot No.: 1706 / 071, Zoning District(s): RH-2/
40-X, Record Number 2019-016969DRMVAR, Building Permit Application No.
201909111353

| object to the current design of this project due to the following reasons:
-Overshadows neighborhood

—loss of privacy

—loss of views

—permanent loss of light to those closest in front and backyards INCLUDING inside
homes. Electricity usage will be higher even on sunny days. Homes farther away will
have loss of light during the Fall and Winter months.

—permanent loss of sunlight and air flow will create moss, wood rot and bring about
insects, like termites, ants and wood beetles.

(I speak from experience when | lived on Taraval Street. Several neighbors built back
into the yards and higher than the common roofline and buildings started experiencing
these issues.)

-Where are the parking spaces for these units? It can take an hour to find a parking
space here with some having to park four blocks away (Lawton Street). Four Avenue
blocks is about a half a mile.

-Taller buildings usually reserved for the corner of a block.

| understand the need for housing, and | support building units to accommodate more
people as the city expands, but this is not the way to accomplish it.
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Thank you for including my objections.

Katherine Cantwell
1263 44th Avenue
SF, CA, 94122
415-317-4535

Sent from my iPhone



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Weissglass, David (CPC)
Subject: FW: OPPOSING Planning Commission Agenda Items #15a and #15b 4326-4336 Irving Street
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:46:24 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 8:27 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: 'Larry Delaney' <larrydelaneyl@aol.com>; Barbara Delaney <barbarabdelaney@gmail.com>;
jimphilliou@gmail.com; Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>

Subject: OPPOSING Planning Commission Agenda Items #15a and #15b 4326-4336 Irving Street

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

TO: Planning Commission members

Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee is strongly opposed to the 4th story vertical
addition at 4326-4336 Irving Street. The project sponsor made a commitment to the neighbors not
to pursue a 4th floor vertical addition in exchange for their agreement to support the densification
of the 2nd and 3rd floors.

The project sponsor needs to abide by that agreement.
Eileen Boken

President
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)
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Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed 4th floor Addition to 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:45:50 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: INGE HORTON <ingehor@pacbell.net>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 8:19 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Proposed 4th floor Addition to 4326-4336 Irving St

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

Members of the Planning Commission and Staff,

Since the Planning Commission decided today to hold tomorrow a hearing on the proposed 4th floor
addition to 4326-4336 Irving Street, | would like to express my concerns about this proposal and urge you to
disapprove the application to add a fourth floor to the existing three floor building. | was told that there is
an agreement between the property owner and concerned neighbors which explicitly prohibits any fourth
floor addition under the condition that the neighbors do not object to the lay-out of the second and third
stories. The Planning Commission should not allow that this agreement be broken without any further
negotiations between both parties.

In addition, the proposed addition is out of neighborhood character and not consistent with the Housing
Element of the General Plan and with Section 101.1 (b) of the Planning Code. There are several items which
also are not complying with the Planning Code such as the deletion of the parking spaces on the ground
floor, not providing parking for the additional residential units, the deletion of common space in the
residential units, and others. It appears to me that the increase from 20 bedrooms to 40 bedrooms creates
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single-room occupancy apartments (SROs) as they are common in Chinatown. The Chinatown community
and neighborhood organizations have for many years fought to replace the SROs and now we are
confronted with them in the Outer Sunset near Golden Gate Park. Although the units in the proposal have
each a bathroom and may be new construction, the density and the lack of parking for 40 bedrooms will
have a considerable impact on the neighborhood. Please do not approve a fourth story addition.

Sincerely,

Inge Horton

2363 44th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94116



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4236 -- 4336 Irving Street - OPPOSE 4th flor addition
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:45:32 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Kathy Howard <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 8:11 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy
(BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: 4236 -- 4336 Irving Street - OPPOSE 4th flor addition

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

Supervisor, Commissioners and Planning Staff,
I live on 42nd Avenue, a few blocks from this project, which | oppose.

This project will not house the diversity that we value so much in San Francisco. Lower income
families will not be able to afford the four-bedroom, 2-story luxury units with decks and views. The
dormitory units are not family-friendly in layout. None of the units are set aside for low-income
families. None of the units are accessible -- how can this allowed today in San Francisco?

The developer entered into an agreement with the neighbors that if they stopped opposition to the
2nd and 3rd floors, the developer would remove the 4th floor from his plans. One month later, the
developer broke that agreement. This kind of bad actor should not be rewarded.

At a minimum the fourth floor should be eliminated.
Thank you for your consideration.

Katherine Howard


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

42nd Avenue between Lincoln and Irving



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Oppose Plans for the Building at 4326-4336 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA 94122
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:45:19 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: J. Barry Gurdin <gurdin@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 7:44 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Oppose Plans for the Building at 4326-4336 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA 94122

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

To: San Francisco Planning Secretary and Commissioners

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org and
David Weissglass david.weissglass@sfgov.org
CC: Gordon Mar gordon.mar@sfgov.org and

Daisy Quan daisy.quan@sfgov.or

Re: Plans for the Building at 4326-4336 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA
94122
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To Whom It May Concern:

As a resident of the Outer Sunset for twenty-five years, and as San Franciscan
who has served as a Representative of the Gifted and Talented programs of the
Parent, Student, Teacher Associations of Robert Louis Stevenson Elementary
and A.P. Giannini Middle Schools and as the PTSA’s volunteer Wellness
Coordinator for Lowell High School of the San Francisco Unified School
District, I have had many conversations with the diverse citizens of the Sunset
about how they enjoy the small-scale quality of life in the Sunset.

I am outraged that you would even consider permitting property developers to

break their agreement to build anything on the 4t floor of the building at 4326-
4336 Irving Street.Years ago I testified against the Manhattanization of the
Outer Sunset in front of a Commission of the California Senate, and this
egregious example of developers not abiding by their legal agreement with the
City of San Francisco should not be tolerated.

Besides not displaying a modicum of an attempt at being a good neighbor, this
additional story would overshadow nearby homes; squeeze many people in a
structure designed for a limited number of people; make an already difficult
street parking situation impossible for local residents, not to mention their
visitors; and add unnecessarily to air pollution.

Researchers who have investigated the commercial entities pushing for this
change have gathered evidence that international real estate interests with a
minimum presence in San Francisco and no stake in community members lives
are pushing for this modification which violates the standards of community
and family for which the Outer Sunset has long been characterized. If you were
to agree to this development, you would speed the atomization of society and
propel undemocratic governance. I urge you to vote against this development.



Sincerely,

J. Barry Gurdin, Ph.D.

Joseph Barry Gurdin
gurdin@hotmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Chan, Deland (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Approve Whole Foods at City Center"s permit - please
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:44:58 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Kathy Kleinhans <kkleinhans@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 7:32 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Subject: Approve Whole Foods at City Center's permit - please

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

Please approve Whole Foods permit for this location. As a long time home owner just a block down
O’Farrell from the City Center Shopping Center, | think Whole Foods would be a great addition to
both the center and the neighborhoods. | moved here when the center was almost vacant and
pretty run down. It’s rebirth has been wonderful for the area. Please do not let a big space sit
empty for what could be years to come, especially since the SIP has a lot of retail businesses putting
the brakes on expansion for the foreseeable future — and we are going to need those jobs how more
than ever, union or not! The union does not have a crystal ball so who's to say that the employees
won’t vote to unionize at some point in the future......

-it is centrally located and easily accessible from Geary and Masonic and on 2 major bus lines — the
38 and 43
-fresh, organic and natural products are not the forte of Trader Joe’s or Target (but | will still do
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some grocery shopping in alll). Both of which approve of Whole Foods moving in

-Where else can you find the large parking lots available to a grocery store? And easy access?

-This space has been empty for so long and is limited to the kinds of stores that would find the space
attractive to them

-l know SF has been a labor union town for a long time, and the unions have a lot of pull here, but
denying the permit just because Whole Foods isn’t a union store is not a good reason to deny the
permit. Especially since the surrounding neighborhoods OVERWHELMINGLY want Whole Foods in
this space

-There will be a lot of jobs created at Whole Foods, in a time when it is REALLY needed. The service
industry is going to have a hard time coming back to full strength from the shelter in place, if a lot of
them reopen at all. And from what | understand, City residents will get the bulk of these jobs.

Please do not be swayed by union reps and their money and listen to the residents of this area —
who will still be here (and voting) long after the Whole Foods opens

Thank you

~Kathy Kleinhans



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: regarding 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:44:12 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: diana brohard <dbrohard@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 7:26 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy
(BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: regarding 4326-4336 Irving St

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

My name is Diana Brohard and | live at on 44th AVE which is on the same block as
the project getting built at 4326-4336 Irving St. | oppose building a 4th floor on this
project. This project is detrimental to the neighborhood by removing all parking and
doubling occupancy. No consideration has been given to parking which is currently
not good and will be dramatically worsened. No information has been provided for the
impact on the sewer system and the additional units proposed on the 4th floor would
make that problem worse. The construction is that of a motel offering no common
areas which will become a place housing transient tenants who will have no vested
interest in developing or improving the quality of life in this neighborhood the way a
property intended for long term residents would. This whole project is horrible and
should never have been approved, please at least do not permit building the 4th floor.

Thank you,
Diana Brohard


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Re Development project at 4326-4336 Irving St, SF 94122
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:44:00 AM

Attachments: Letter re 4326-4336 Irving St Blda Plan.docx

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Rita Jeremy <rita.jeremy@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 6:51 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC)
<david.weissglass@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re Development project at 4326-4336 Irving St, SF 94122

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

Attached is my letter for your consideration during your approval process of the plan
for the building at 4326-4336 Irving Street, San Francisco 94122.

Respectfully,

Rita J. Jeremy
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TO: San Francisco Planning Commissioners  Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org

       David Weissglass  David.Weissglass@sfgov.org

CC: Gordon Mar ; Daisy Quan  Gordon.Mar@sfgov.org Daisy.Quan@sfgov.org



Re: Plans for the Building at 4326-4336 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA 94122



   I am writing to you about the development project at 4326-4336 Irving Street (between 44th and 45th Avenues).  



   In my 25 years of residing in the Sunset neighborhood of San Francisco and having enjoyed exploring its streets and parks and playgrounds that my now-adult son enjoyed, and finding a wide variety of stores, restaurants, public transportation, and other services all within walking distance, I came to see the character of the Sunset neighborhood and its distinctive look.



   The building under the proposed plan violates both the character and the look of the Sunset  neighborhood. 



   The addition of the 4th floor to the 3-story building already towering over the whole area is not only an added visual affront but it violates the legal contract between the City and the developers in which the developers agreed explicitly NOT TO ADD a 4th floor.



   Please do not allow the developers to break this  legal contract and make sure that the proper authorities enforce ALL its details.



  Since its establishment, people who have flocked to the Sunset did so to achieve a dream of living as a family in its own house with its own yard, even if albeit small, and its own garage, rather than in an apartment building of many families, on densely-populated streets, with noisy car traffic passing by but  parking space for own car hard to find. The Sunset neighborhood was developed to be affordable to a range of families, including working class. There has always been some variability among the size and style of the houses, but it has always been clear that these were individual family units and situated on generally similar-size plots of land. 



   Whether walking around the neighborhood or seeing it from the hills further away from the Pacific Ocean, there is an instantly recognizable “Sunset look” in the pattern of the grid made possible by the flatness of the terrain and the generally low height of the buildings. Here and there are a few very old houses built long before the Sunset was first developed that are bigger but like the other are single-family residences. Walking along its streets, Sunset feels spacious.



   This pattern is broken only by a few “corridors” of streets offering major lines of public transportation and housing larger structures offering commercial services, such as stores and other local needs, such as places of worship.  A few include apartment buildings along the transportation route.   



   The proposed restructuring and enlargement of the 4326-4336 Irving Street building—an addition of the 4th floor being the most visible and illegal—violates the Sunset character and look.



   The structure already hovers above not only its immediate neighbors but also the neighborhood as a whole,  and with an imposing building footprint to boot. Already in its 3-story height—much above the typical structure height for the area--it has blocked or interfered with light and view of its several neighbors, some of them long-time dwellers preceding this building. A proposed 4th floor for the whole building would end up looming menacingly over not only its adjacent neighbors but the surrounding neighborhood from all directions as well. More so, it would cause their immediate neighbors even greater deprivation of light and of diminished view than from the already unexpected and unwelcome erection of this structure years ago.



   The restructuring plan within the building will increase the number of units from that of the currently-occupied number, and, furthermore, will add units by converting the former parking space. The result will be a major increase not only in the density of the dwellers within but also in the number of parking spaces needed in the immediate neighborhood already with a parking space problem due to typically 2-car families and the typical 1-car garages.

   

   Furthermore, the change to a larger number of units in the same-size building will result in smaller floor-size units of small rooms, without a common room, and a few luxury units, more appropriate for single adults than for families with children. All these small units—likely very expensive whether to buy or to rent--will most likely become occupied by multiple adults per unit—roommates— rather than by families with children, splitting the high cost and living in small rooms. Consequently, multiple adult roommates will need even more parking spaces than are already very hard to find. This strain would be felt by current residents over a wider area than the Irving block of the 4326-4336 building.



   The proposed changes in the 4326-4336 building, internal as well as external (addition of a 4th floor) are not only detrimental to the adjacent neighbors and area. Allowing such major changes within and above an existing structure and the auxiliary issue of no provision of dedicated parking spaces will undoubtedly set precedents for unbridled development of more 4-story buildings scattered randomly in place of and among low-height, single-family dwellings. Run by whim of big developers and lacking any broader view of urban planning this would be a disaster not only for the residents who already live there but also for those who would come to occupy these buildings. If the current poorly thought-out proposal for major changes is not curbed and denied now, the character and look of the Sunset neighborhood and everyone’s quality of life now and later, will deteriorate.



Rita J. JEREMY

Rita.Jeremy@gmail.com



June 24, 2020
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Agreement with developers not to build a 4th Floor at 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:43:40 AM

Attachments: Text Messages with Brian Veit - agreement on no 4th floor.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: larrydelaneyl@aol.com <larrydelaneyl@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 5:54 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC)
<deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>;
Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>

Subject: Agreement with developers not to build a 4th Floor at 4326-4336 Irving St

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

Dear SF Planning Commission Secretary and Members of the Commission,

At the beginning of April the owners of 4326-4336 Irving St proposed and then entered into
an agreement with us that if we stopped our opposition to what they wanted to do on the
2nd and 3rd floors, and relayed the dropping of our opposition to the Planning Dept, that
they would drop their 4th floor proposal and not build ANYTHING on a 4th floor. We, along
with our neighbors, fulfilled our part of that agreement. A month later, and after the
Planning Dept dropped their opposition to the lower floor issues, the developers broke their
agreement with us and proceeded with their 4th floor proposal. They got what they wanted
from us in the agreement and then reneged on what they had committed to do in exchange.

The attached eight screenshots contain all texts exchanged between Brian Veit and my wife
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Thursday, Apr 2 « 8:20 AM

Barbara, Brian Veit here. I'm
open to your suggestion with a
couple caveats:

1) I don't know if David actually
will do what you suggest. | have
actually already asked him and
he said no. You'll have to help
change his mind which brings
me to point two:

2) it will take you and all your
opponents supporting the
"internal" project to ensure the
"pop up" doesn't happen.

If we can avoid going to
planning commission I'll gladly
skip the pop-up. Let's make it

happen!

| can talk this morning before
e 9am and after 2pm.

Apr 2,8:20 AM

@ I_F'@ Text message @ 9
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| can talk this morning before
e 9am and after 2pm.

Hi Brian, well we missed before
9 but I'm not sure about after

2. Have to check with Larry as
we have a tentative plan to go
biking with our grandchildren
this afternoon (keeping
distance, of course). Larry is out
walking now. Will get back to
you when he's back. B

Thank you. Would love to have
e Larry involved also. Thanks.

One thing, who is David?

Sorry, | guess you mean David
the planner

e Yes david the planner

@ I_F'@ IText message ® 9

10:24 60° PP -
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e Yes david the planner

Friday, Apr 3 « 11:02 AM

e Barbara -- good time to chat ?

30 minutes? Video chatting with
2 year old

e Great Thank you.

Now?

Friday, Apr 3 - 8:00 PM

Have talked to neighbor who
has been organizing other
neighbors. If there is no 4th
story and no roof deck, they will
not oppose anything else. Have
you sent plans?

@ I_F'@ Text message @ \?/
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neighbors. If there is no 4th
story and no roof deck, they will
not oppose anything else. Have
you sent plans?

Great. I'll let him know

Sorry. That wasn't meant for you
but for another person who will
not oppose 2 and 3 story if no
4+roof.

No worries

| don't think we need a massive
effort. | think if you just email
david that will be sufficient.

@

| just want to make sure it's
what everyone wants which it
seems to be. They won't be
writing to David.

A
@ I_F\@ |Text message @ \9/
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& Brian, (415) 652-8431 Q

Saturday, Apr 4 - 6:32 PM

Brian created this group MMS with you and (415) 652-8431

Brian Veit

Dear Barbara, | just realized |
forgot to send you the pdf. It
turns out the plans you already
received show the project -
specifically sheets A-104, 106,
and 108. That'sitin a nutshell.
Since we are not expanding the
building envelope are all, we
would NOT be building sheet
A110. If this isn't clear please

feel free to call or email. Thank
o~

Saturday, Apr 4 « 7:35 PM

Great. I'll look at them but
basically they still have the area
in them for the stairs to go up.
How will that change?

@ I_F‘@ Text message @ \9/

10:05 56° I - e e C vl
& Brian, (415) 652-8431 Qareas

How will that change?

Also, | already wrote to David
to say we had agreed that you
would not build the 4th storey
and roof decks and | would not
oppose the rest of the plan.

| also said most of the other
neighbors would be fine with
this too

Friday, Apr 10 « 8:54 AM

Brian Veit

Barbara, we are abandoning
the 4th floor. We are simply
abandoning that permit
application and reverting to
what was already issued. DBI
is letting us continue with the
life-safety fire sprinkler work
for now. This is a godsend to
the two brothers who are doing
that work so they can continue

to make a living in these tough
e times. Thank you.
@ I_F'@ 'Text message @ @1
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what was already issued. DBI
is letting us continue with the
life-safety fire sprinkler work
for now. This is a godsend to
the two brothers who are doing
that work so they can continue

to make a living in these tough
e times. Thank you.
Tuesday, Apr 14 « 9:47 AM

Hi Brian, we are all very glad to
hear this news. Thank you. As

| said, | have already told David
we would not object to the rest
of the plan if there was no fourth
floor.. (sorry this response is so
late - just discovered | forget to
push send ()

Brian Veit

e Great Barbara Thank you

Apr 14, 9:49 AM

M Attach recent photo

@ F‘@ |Textmessage @ @;

amm— FA
10:31 60° I e i o IR R |
& Brian Veit h R, Q :

| just want to make sure it's
what everyone wants which it
seems to be. They won't be
writing to David.

e Ok Thank you.

Thursday, Apr 30 « 9:04 AM

Barbara can you and Larry

please call me at your earliest
convenience?

Hi Brian I'm having trouble with
my internet and cell phone
service not good where | am.
We'll call within 30 minutes
(maybe less). Is that ok?

e Sure Thank you

Apr 30, 9:21 AM

M Attach recent photo

@ F@ Text message ® ¢







Barbara Delaney on the subject of the agreement. There are two separate text threads that
I've put together by date in order to show the conversation as it happened. Images 1,2,3,4
and 8 are from one thread. Images 5,6 and 7 are from the second thread. Therefore you
may notice that the beginning of image 8 is the same as the end of image 4.

The phone meeting held on Friday 4/3, to discuss and agree on a compromise agreement,
was attended by myself, Barbara, Brian Veit, and one of his partners, John Garrett. Our
neighbors immediately agreed to this compromise with the developers.

We found out on April 30th that they had broken their agreement to not build anything
(bedrooms, bathrooms, decks or anything else) on a 4th floor and were now proceeding
with their 4th floor proposal to the Planning Commission. We had already fulfilled our side
of the agreement.

Property developers cannot be allowed to break their agreements - and most especially
after the neighbors have already fulfilled their part of the agreement. Society cannot
function that way and the SF Planning Commission should not allow it.

Best regards,

Larry

Larry Delaney
1279 44th Ave



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Chan, Deland (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Whole Foods: Public Hearing

Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:43:18 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Suzanne Rittenberg Rubinstein <suzannerr@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 5:05 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Subject: Whole Foods: Public Hearing

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

To Whom It May Concern,

As a resident of Anza Vista, located adjacent to the shopping center where Whole Foods has
been planned to open, and do to my unavailability to listen in/comment at tomorrow's
hearing, | just want to add my voice/list. As a community member, a SF resident for over
20years, my hope is that everyone will be looking at the BIG PICTURE, at the overall benefit of
what should be coming in and allowing it to happen sooner rather than later.

There are always pros and cons or tradeoffs.

I'm in support of Whole Foods coming in and Im aware that many locals are supportive.
I'm NOT looking at or focusing in on unions, ownership and other. Im just focusing in on the
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positives as well as being realistic to help this city improve.

What Im focused on are potential jobs, effectiveness of this particular store coming in and
actually doing well/surviving and adding options to locals as well as residents within a few zip
codes(94115--anza vista residents and more; 94118-across the street off Masonic(Ewing
Terrace, Lone Mountain, USF and further west) and other(just south of Turk, NOPA). In
addition, many people who work nearby can also utilize this store in addition to Target,
including staff at Kaiser and other large and small places of business. Many of whom can walk
over to patronize this location.

Why should you commit to letting Whole Foods proceed?

e The project is centrally located, easily accessible from many neighborhoods

o Whole Foods is known for its fresh produce, as well as its focus on high quality, raw, natural, and
organic products.

e This project has ample parking (almost 200 available spaces for shoppers - a luxury in San
Francisco). Many residents, if able, often walk over to shop at this area.

e Over 200 new jobs (over 150 will be San Francisco residents) during a time of economic recovery
and high unemployment numbers, especially with the uncertainty of Covid, bringing in a national,
successful store that also now offers better pricing/sales that can appeal to a wider population
while still offering healthy items and support a strong committed employee base with room to grow
and advance.

e Neighborhood is strongly supportive of the project - Planning Commission should listen to the
community and their needs. We know what's best for our neighborhood.

e Very few businesses are a good fit for a space this size - Whole Foods is the right fit for this space
and for this center. Look at the history, the physical setup, and the big picture. If we lose this
opportunity, the area and the entire mall may be compromised and doomed to fail. (look at the
proposed housing project at the corner of Geary and Masonic and the time that that will take.

Realistically, all those units plus other nearby housing are NOT going to help the city and really
make a difference to its needs while balancing other needs and helping draw in visitors, and
helping current residents(owners AND renters) to feel safe, to feel that they have options to shop
within walking or close driving/biking distance to their homes.

e This space has been empty for three years! It would be wrong to reject this application, leaving the
store empty for years to come and inviting a less appealing and workable solution.

Please do NOT disregard and eliminate this opportunity. There are always going to be
tradeoffs but at this point, the WF coming in will be a more workable and successful solution

for this area.
Thank you for your time,

Suzanne Rittenberg Rubinstein
Anza Vista Resident

Sent from Qutlook


http://aka.ms/weboutlook




From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving Street development
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:42:39 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: KM Rose <kmkmrose@att.net>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 4:29 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy
(BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: 4326-4336 Irving Street development

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

We are writing to you as neighbors of the 4326-4336 Irving Street property to voice
our strong disapproval of the proposal for a 4th floor addition (pop-up) in the
development of this Irving Street property. It appears that the developer has gone
beyond the original agreement.

As it is, parking is already severely limited in the neighborhood and as senior citizens
we often struggle to find parking within several blocks of our house.

Please do not allow this expansion of the original development proposal.
Thank you for your consideration.

Kenneth and Kathleen Rose
1324 45th Avenue
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2019-004110CUA - Letter to Planning Commission [Hearing June 25, 2020, Agenda Item E.14]
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:42:25 AM

Attachments: 2019-004110CUA Letter to PC 6-24-20.pdf

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

Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Susan Anthony <admin@mrwolfeassociates.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 3:13 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mark Wolfe
<mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com>

Subject: 2019-004110CUA - Letter to Planning Commission [Hearing June 25, 2020, Agenda ltem
E.14]

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

Re: 2019-004110CUA - Letter to Planning Commission re 2675 Geary Blvd. [Hearing June 25, 2020,
Agenda Item E.14]

Dear Mr. Secretary,
Attached in PDF format is correspondence addressed to the Planning Commission concerning the
above-referenced. Please distribute copies to Planning Commissioners in advance of the hearing on

the matter, currently set for tomorrow, June 25, at 1 pm.

| would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email and the attachment at your
convenience,


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
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mir|wolfe

& associates, pc.
attorneys-at-law

June 24, 2020

By E-Mail

Joel Koppel, President

Members of the Planning Commission
City and County of San Francisco

c/o Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
Jonas.ionin@sfgov.otg
commissions.sectretary@sfgov.org

Re: 2019-004110CUA — 2675 Geary Boulevard [Whole Foods Market]
Request for Conditional Use Authorization

Dear President Koppel and Planning Commissioners:

On behalf of San Francisco residents Julie Fisher and Tony Vargas, and
United Food & Commercial Workers Union (UFCW) Local 5 and its members who
live and/or work in San Francisco, please accept and consider the following
comments and concerns regarding the above-referenced matter, a request for
conditional use authorization to permit formula retail use by Whole Foods Market
(“Project”). As described in this letter, the Project does not qualify for the Class 32
categorical exempt from environmental review under CEQA.

Preliminarily, we respectfully object to the non-provision of documents cited
and relied upon in the staff report to support the proposed finding of categorical
exemption from CEQA. Specifically, the categorical exemption determination states
that “Planning department staff prepared a transportation memo (May 4, 2020) and
determined that the proposed project would not result in transportation-related
impacts.” The referenced “Transportation Coordination Memo™ lists six attachments
at the end that it cites. On June 3, we emailed Planning Staff to request several of
these attachments. We repeated the request for these materials, plus an additional
item referenced in the May 4 memo, on June 15. See copies of emails, attached. Staff
provided one of the attachments, the Project plans, on June 22, but as of the above
date has not supplied the remainder. Because these attachments contain information

555 Sutter Street | Suite 405 | San Francisco CA 94102 | Tel 415.369.9400 | Fax 415.369.9405 | www.mrwolfeassociates.con<Es:-
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expressly cited and relied upon by the May 4 Transportation Coordination Memo,
they are material to any meaningful public review of the evidentiary basis for the
claim of CEQA exemption. Unless and until these items are provided to the public
for scrutiny, the Planning Commission may not lawfully approve the Project based on
the claimed categorical exemption. The following points are therefore submitted
under protest, with all rights reserved.

I. Traffic
A. Freight loading

The City concludes that freight loading impacts would be less than significant
based on the availability of two loading docks. This conclusion is based on the
projection that the total time that the loading docks be in use would be 8 hours per
day (sixteen hours of “dwell” time unloading, divided by two loading docks.) This
analysis suffers from several flaws.

For example, the analysis assumes that the number of daily deliveries for this
49,780 square foot Whole Foods store will be less than or equal to the deliveries for
the 15,000 square foot Whole Foods store at 1765 California Street. That is, the
analysis assumes that Whole Foods expects its business volume per retail square foot
for the new store will be less than one-third the volume of its 1765 California Street
store. This extraordinary assumption is purportedly justified by several questionable
claims. First, the Transportation Coordination Memo claims the smaller store “has
been in operations for years now and therefore has a customer base that is used to
going to that store.” While that logic may apply during a start-up period for the new
store, it is not a reasonable long-term assumption. Presumably Whole Foods would
not open a store that it did not expect to generate a sizable customer base. Second,
the Transportation Coordination Memo claims that population density near the
smaller store is “neatly twice that of the immediate vicinity near 2675 Geary.” Even if
the store volume were directly proportional to population density in the immediate
vicinity, the fact that the new store area’s population density is only half that of the
exiting store does not justify the assumption that its sales volumes will be only one-
third as high. Customers will obviously drive to the store from outside the immediate
vicinity to shop there.

Third, the Transportation Coordination Memo admits that the number of
Stock Keeping Units (SKUs) at a store directly affects the number of vendors and
deliveries needed for the store.” It therefore strains credulity that Whole Foods
would open a new store three times larger than its California Street store, but stock it
with fewer SKUs. If the number of deliveries per day or per week is determined even
in part by the number of SKUs, then the assumption that deliveries are determined
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only by population density and/or the established customer base is invalid. Fourth,
the Transportation Coordination Memo assumes without evidence or analysis that all
deliveries will be spread evenly over a 24-hour day, apparently based on the
assumption that the City Center shopping center does not have time restrictions on
deliveries. However, nothing would prevent a situation where 3 of the 28 daily
deliveries arrived during the same unloading period, in which case the two loading
docks would not be sufficient. Without a condition to limit more than two
simultaneous deliveries, there will certainly be instances where two loading docks will
not be enough; and if as is likely the actual delivery trips will be greater than the 28
trips assumed, this will be a frequent occurrence.

B. Construction traffic

The Transportation Coordination Memo assumes there would be no impacts
from construction traffic because there would be no exterior construction.
However, substantial interior construction would be required to transform a retail
electronics store into a supermarket. This activity would generate construction traffic
that would interfere with existing City Center operations and with traffic in adjacent
streets.

II1. Toxic Air Contaminants

Toxic air contaminants (T'ACs) are airborne substances that are capable of
causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic or carcinogenic, i.e., cancet-
causing) adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or illness). TACs include both
organic and inorganic chemical substances. They may be emitted from a variety of
common sources including gasoline stations, automobiles, dry cleaners, industrial
operations, and painting operations. The current California list of TACs includes
more than 200 compounds, including particulate emissions from diesel-fueled
engines.

The Californian Air Resources Board (“CARB”) has long identified diesel
particulate matter (“DPM”) as a toxic air contaminant.! DPM differs from other
TACs in that it is not a single substance but rather a complex mixture of hundreds of
substances produced when an engine burns diesel fuel. DPM is a concern because it
causes lung cancer; many compounds found in diesel exhaust are carcinogenic. DPM
includes the particle-phase constituents in diesel exhaust. The chemical composition

1 CARB, Executive Summary For the “Proposed Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air
Contaminant,” Prepared by the Staff of the Air Resources Board and the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment, As Approved by the Scientific Review Panel on April 22, 1998, available at

https://ochha.ca.gov/media/downloads/air/document/diesel20exhaust.pdf.
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and particle sizes of DPM vary between different engine types (heavy-duty, light-
duty), engine operating conditions (idle, accelerate, decelerate), fuel formulations
(high/low sulfur fuel), and the year of the engine. Some short-term (acute) effects of
diesel exhaust include eye, nose, throat, and lung irritation, and diesel exhaust can
cause coughs, headaches, light-headedness, and nausea. DPM poses the greatest
health risk among the TACs. Almost all diesel exhaust particle mass is 10 microns or
less in diameter. Because of their extremely small size, these particles can be inhaled
and eventually trapped in the bronchial and alveolar regions of the lung,.

A. The Project would generate toxic air contaminants from diesel
delivery vehicles that would expose nearby sensitive receptors to TACs.

The Project would provide two loading docks for delivery vehicles to support
a 49,780 square-foot supermarket.? The City assumes that this will generate 4 daily
deliveries from 65-foot trucks and 4 daily deliveries from 30-48 foot trucks.? These
trucks would be diesel-powered. In addition, the City assumes that up to 20
additional daily deliveries would be made by other vehicles, which include “bobtail
trucks and large or small vans.”* Some number of these delivery vehicles may also be
diesel-powered. The City estimates that the large trucks would dwell on-site for an
hour and the smaller trucks would dwell for half an hour.> Thus, trucks that may
emit DPM would be on-site for 13.5 hours per day.¢

The Project site at 2675 Geary Boulevard is within an Air Pollution Exposure
Zone (“APEZ”).7 The Project’s directly adjacent neighbor at 100 Masonic Street, the
Epiphany Center/Mount St. Joseph-St. Elizabeth, is also within the APEZ.8 The
Epiphany Center provides “holistic client-centered care to a diverse population of
children, women, and families who are the most vulnerable in our society.” The
Epiphany Center provides both residential programs and various parent-child
programs.!? Thus, the Project would contribute TACs that would affect adjacent
sensitive receptors also located in the APEZ. In addition, there are sensitive receptors
located directly across O’Farrell Street from the Project site, including residential uses
and the Wallenberg School.

Rachel Schuett, Transportation Planner, Transportation Coordination Memo, May 4, 2020.

2
3 Id., Table 2.

4 1d.

5 Transportation Coordination Memo, May 4, 2020.

6 1d.

7 San Francisco Property Information Map, search for 2675 Geary Blvd, visited June 18, 2020, available
at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/.

8 1d.

9 Epiphany Center website, visited June 18, 2020, available at

https://www.theepiphanycenter.org/who-we-are/mission-values/.)
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ITI. The Project does not qualify for any categorical exemption from CEQA.

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15332, the Class 32 infill exemption does
not apply under its own terms if there is substantial evidence that a project would
cause significant impacts to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.!! As discussed
above, there is substantial evidence here that air quality impacts would be significant
due to toxic air contaminants from diesel delivery vehicles. The Project would
generate TACs that would adversely affect adjacent sensitive receptors. Based on the
numbers of diesel deliveries and TRU, it is likely that the TACs would exceed
BAAQMD’s significance thresholds for a significant impact from a single source,
which is 10 excess cancers or an increase in PM2.5 concentrations of 0.3ug/m3.12
The project would certainly exceed the BAAQMD thresholds for significant
cumulative impacts.

Furthermore, even if the Class 32 or any other categorical exemption applied,
it would still be inapplicable because two of the exceptions to categorical exemptions
set out in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 preclude reliance on the exemption.
Under Section 15300.2(c), a categorical exemption is inapplicable if “there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances.” As discussed above, the Project would
bring diesel delivery vehicle emissions into an area containing sensitive receptors.
And this area is known to have an existing significant cumulative TAC exposure.
These are unusual circumstances. Furthermore, the introduction of this additional
TAC emission source creates a reasonable probability of a significant effect.

Finally, under Section 15300.2(b) a categorical exemption is inapplicable if
“the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place,
over time is significant.” The project and its neighbors are located in an area that
both BAAQMD and the City have already designated as significantly impacted by
cumulative toxic air contaminants. The basis of that designation is the emissions from
successive development projects that require diesel-powered vehicles for delivery,
access, and public transportation. BAAQMD provides that any additional
contribution from this Project must be considered significant because its thresholds
for cumulative TAC impacts are exceeded by the cumulative emission sources.

In conclusion, for the above reasons the Project does not qualify for any
categorical exemption from CEQA. The City should proceed to prepare an initial
study in accordance with Guidelines Section 15063 before taking any action to

1 Banker's Hill, Hillerest, Park West Community Preservation Group v. City of San Diego (2006) 139 Cal. App.4th
249, 267-2069.

12 BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines 2017, p. 2-5.





SF Planning Commission
June 24, 2020
Page 6

approve the Project. The Planning Commission should accordingly DENY the
conditional use authorization at this time.
Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.

Most sincerely,

M. R. WOLFE & ASSOCIATES, P.C

- Mark R. Wolfe
On behalf of Julie Fisher, Tony Vargas, and
UFCW Local 5

MRW:sa
attachment
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From: Mark Wolfe mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com
Subject: Re: Transportation Memo for 2019-004110CUA | 2675 Geary Blvd. Whole Foods |
Date: June 23, 2020 at 7:57 AM
To: Schuett, Rachel (CPC) rachel.schuett@sfgov.org
Cc: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) wade.wietgrefe @sfgov.org, May, Christopher (CPC) christopher.may@sfgov.org

Rachel,
Thanks for sending the Plans, which | received and downloaded.

Any sense of when we might be able to see the remainder of the materials (listed again below)?

the "Kittleson & Associates 1600 Jackson Street Loading Analysis Memo," April 19, 2018. referenced footnores 4 and 5 of the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo."

Attachment 1 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo," identified as "Attachment 1: Plans dated May 15, 2019.”

Attachment 5 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo," identified as "Attachment5: Lot E Loading Dock Exhibit"

Exhibit B to Attachment 6 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo." Attachment 6 is the "Loading Information Request" response dated August 13, 2019. Its Exhibit B is
Identified as "loading dock exhibit for Lot E, attached as Exhibit B." This may be the same document as the document requested in the previous item.

The email from Don Lewis dated July 1, 2019 requesting certain information regarding freight loading operations for the proposed Whole Foods Market, which is referenced in
Attachment 6 to the to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo."

the "commercial loading estimates by vehicle type collected for similar Whole Foods Market in San Francisco as collected for the 1600 Jackson Street transportation study," as
referenced in the "Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist, Record No. 2019-004110ENV, 2675 Geary Blvd," dated August 28, 2019.

the "1600 Jackson Street transportation study," as referenced in the "Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist, Record No. 2019-004110ENV, 2675 Geary Blvd," dated August 28,
2019.

On Jun 17, 2020, at 3:48 PM, Schuett, Rachel (CPC) <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Mark,
| will get you the requested documents by Monday (6/22).

Best,
Rachel

Rachel A. Schuett (she/her/hers)

Senior Environmental Planner

Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
www.sfplanning.org

Direct: (415) 575-9030

The Planning Department is open for business during the Stay Safe at Home Order. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-mail.
Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic Preservation
are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice.

Click here for more information.

From: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) <wade.wietgrefe @sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:54 AM

To: Mark Wolfe <mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com>

Cc: Schuett, Rachel (CPC) <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>; May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may @sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Transportation Memo for 2019-004110CUA | 2675 Geary Blvd. Whole Foods

Hi Mark,
I'm coordinating with Rachel tomorrow on this request.
Thank you for your patience,

Wade Wietgrefe, AICP, Principal Planner
Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9050 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

The Planning Department is open for business during the Stay Safe at Home Order. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-mail.
Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic Preservation

are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended until further notice.

Click here for more information.

From: Mark Wolfe <mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com>



mailto:Wolfemrw@mrwolfeassociates.com

mailto:Wolfemrw@mrwolfeassociates.com

mailto:rachel.schuett@sfgov.org

mailto:wade.wietgrefe@sfgov.org

mailto:christopher.may@sfgov.org

mailto:rachel.schuett@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory

https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx

https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

https://sfplanning.org/node/1978

https://sfplanning.org/covid-19%23permit-anchor-7

https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

mailto:wade.wietgrefe@sfgov.org

mailto:mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com

mailto:rachel.schuett@sfgov.org

mailto:christopher.may@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/

https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory

https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx

https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

https://sfplanning.org/node/1978

https://sfplanning.org/covid-19%23permit-anchor-7

https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

mailto:mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com



Sent: ivionaay, June 15, 2UzZU 11:53 AV

To: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) <wade.wietgrefe @sfgov.org>

Cc: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may @sfgov.org>; Schuett, Rachel (CPC) <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Transportation Memo for 2019-004110CUA | 2675 Geary Blvd. Whole Foods

Hi Wade,
Just following up to see if we might get these additional materials a decent amount of time in advance of 6/25.
There’s one more item | realized | omitted from the list:

« the "Kittleson & Associates 1600 Jackson Street Loading Analysis Memo," April 19, 2018. referenced footnores 4 and 5 of the May 4, 2020
"Transportation Coordination Memo."

And below, again, are the items referenced in the Transportation Memo that we have asked for:

Attachment 1 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo," identified as "Attachment 1: Plans dated May 15, 2019.”

Attachment 5 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo," identified as "Attachment5: Lot E Loading Dock Exhibit"

Exhibit B to Attachment 6 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo." Attachment 6 is the "Loading Information Request" response

dated August 13, 2019. Its Exhibit B is Identified as "loading dock exhibit for Lot E, attached as Exhibit B." This may be the same document as

the document requested in the previous item.

e The email from Don Lewis dated July 1, 2019 requesting certain information regarding freight loading operations for the proposed Whole Foods
Market, which is referenced in Attachment 6 to the to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo."

¢ the "commercial loading estimates by vehicle type collected for similar Whole Foods Market in San Francisco as collected for the 1600 Jackson

Street transportation study," as referenced in the "Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist, Record No. 2019-004110ENV, 2675 Geary

Blvd," dated August 28, 2019.

the "1600 Jackson Street transportation study," as referenced in the "Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist, Record No. 2019-

004110ENV, 2675 Geary Blvd," dated August 28, 2019.

Thanks again,

Mark Wolfe
On Jun 9, 2020, at 1:08 PM, Mark Wolfe <mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com> wrote:
Wade,

Thanks very much for what you provided. | appreciate it.

We’d still like to see some of the other attachments to the “Transportation Coordination Memo” for this Project. Specifically:

« Attachment 1 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo," identified as "Attachment 1: Plans dated May 15, 2019.”

+ Attachment 5 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo," identified as "Attachment5: Lot E Loading Dock Exhibit"

+ Exhibit B to Attachment 6 to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo." Attachment 6 is the "Loading Information Request" response
dated August 13, 2019. Its Exhibit B is Identified as "loading dock exhibit for Lot E, attached as Exhibit B." This may be the same document as the
document requested in the previous item.

+ The email from Don Lewis dated July 1, 2019 requesting certain information regarding freight loading operations for the proposed Whole Foods
Market, which is referenced in Attachment 6 to the to the May 4, 2020 "Transportation Coordination Memo."

+ the "commercial loading estimates by vehicle type collected for similar Whole Foods Market in San Francisco as collected for the 1600 Jackson
Street transportation study," as referenced in the "Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist, Record No. 2019-004110ENV, 2675 Geary Blvd,"
dated August 28, 2019.

+ the "1600 Jackson Street transportation study," as referenced in the "Transportation Study Scope of Work Checklist, Record No. 2019-004110ENV,
2675 Geary Blvd," dated August 28, 2019.

| understand it may take some time, which is fine, but hopefully we can get them sufficiently in advance of the next Planning Commission hearing
(6/257?) to have a chance to review them.

Thanks again,

Mark Wolfe

On Jun 4, 2020, at 9:44 AM, Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) <wade.wietgrefe @sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello Mark,
Please see attached.

Please note the environmental and transportation planner, Rachel Schuett, for the project is currently deployed as a disaster service worker. It may
take some time to respond to further inquiries regarding this memo and attachments.

Sincerely,

Wade Wietgrefe, AICP, Principal Planner
Direct: 415.575.9050

From: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2020 1:15 PM

To: Mark Wolfe <mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com>

Cc: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) <wade.wietgrefe @sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Transportation Memo for 2019-004110CUA | 2675 Geary Blvd. Whole Foods

Hi Mark,

I'm cc'ing Wade Wietgrefe, Principal Planner in our Environmental Planning division, and will ask that he forward you those attachments.

Regards,

Christopher May, Senior Planner

NaAarthwiact Taam Mirrant DianninAa Nivicinn
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San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9087 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

The Planning Department is open for business during the Stay Safe at Home Order. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by
e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our Property Information Map are available 24/7. The Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are convening remotely and the public is encouraged to participate. The Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, and
Planning Commission are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. All of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are
suspended until further notice. Click here for more information.

From: Mark Wolfe <mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 3, 2020 12:55 PM

To: May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may @sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Transportation Memo for 2019-004110CUA | 2675 Geary Blvd. Whole Foods

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

Actually, could | get Attachments 2, 3, 4, and 6 as listed on p. 7 of this? Thanks again.

On Jun 8, 2020, at 10:49 AM, May, Christopher (CPC) <christopher.may @sfgov.org> wrote:

<Transportation Coordination Memo.pdf>

Mark R. Wolfe

M. R. Wolfe & Associates, P.C. | Attorneys

Land Use | Environmental Law | Elections

555 Sutter Street | Suite 405 | San Francisco, CA 94102

415.369.9400 | Fax: 415.369.9405 | www.mrwolfeassociates.com

The information in this e-mail may contain information that is confidential and/or subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you have received it in
error, please delete and contact the sender immediately. Thank you.

<Ltr - D. Lewis (Planning) - Loading Information (8-13-2019).pdf><A - Best Buy_Freight Loading Survey_Summary.pdf><tdtool_dataexport_PM
Peak.csv><Transportation Determination Request - 2675 Geary Boulevard - Whole Foods Market (ID 1127019).pdf><2675Geary_2019-
004110ENV_TransportationSOWchecklist (ID 1126949).pdf><SenateBill743_2675 Geary_Whole Foods Market_06282019.pdf>

Mark R. Wolfe

M. R. Wolfe & Associates, P.C. | Attorneys

Land Use | Environmental Law | Elections

555 Sutter Street | Suite 405 | San Francisco, CA 94102

415.369.9400 | Fax: 415.369.9405 | www.mrwolfeassociates.com

The information in this e-mail may contain information that is confidential and/or subject to the attorney-client privilege. If you have received it in error,
please delete and contact the sender immediately. Thank you.
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Thank you very much.

Susan Anthony, Administrator

M. R. Wolfe & Associates, P.C. | Attorneys

Land Use | Environmental Law | Government

555 Sutter Street | Suite 405 | San Francisco, CA 94102

415.369.9400 | Fax: 415.369.9405 | www.mrwolfeassociates.com

The information in this e-mail may contain information that is confidential and/or subject to the attorney-

client privilege. If you have received it in error, please delete and contact the sender immediately. Thank you.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Re 4326-4336 Irving
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:41:45 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is open for
business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can
file new applications, and our award-winning Property Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of
Appeals and Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s
health, all of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more information.

From: Betty Kohlenberg <bettykohlenberg@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 2:58 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS)
<daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Cc: Barbara Delaney <larrydelaneyl@aol.com>

Subject: Re 4326-4336 Irving

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

dear responsive and responsible people,

I’m counting on you to oppose the developer’s plan to add a 4th story to this already modified building plan. It
would be horrible in so many ways - parking, loss of sun and views, density without planning for transportation and
other city services.

Do the right thing. Vote no.
Betty Kohlenberg
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving Street,San Francisco proposal -4th. floor
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:41:26 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Laurie Charkins <lauriecharkins@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 2:48 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326-4336 Irving Street,San Francisco proposal -4th. floor

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

Dear Mr. Weissglass and the Planning Commissions Secretary,

Our family has owned the property at 4301 Irving Street since 1946. We wish to
object to

the proposed 4th. story additional building on the property at 4326-4336 Irving Street.
We understand

that the developers agreed NOT to build ANYTHING on the 4th. floor, and now they
wish

to break this agreement. We do not approve of them building anything on the 4th.
floor. We do not

feel they should break the agreement that impacts their neighbors in a very negative
way.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Laurie Charkins
4301 Irving Street
San Francisco



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: URGENT regarding 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:41:11 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Shawn Yu <ssdyu@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 2:48 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: URGENT regarding 4326-4336 Irving St

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

Hello David,

My name Shawn Yu. | am the owner and resident of 4233 Irving Street. | am writing this email,
because | will not be able to attend the meeting. If the developer will not build anything on the 4t

Floor, | will not oppose any changes to the proposed layout of the 2" and 3™ floors.

Shawn Yu

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: larrydelaneyl@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 11:55 AM
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To: ssdyu@yahoo.com
Subject: Fwd: URGENT regarding 4326-4336 Irving St

Hi Shawn,
I missed sending to you. Please see below and email them today if at all possible.

The agreement with the developers was that they would not build ANYTHING on the 4th floor if we
neighbors did not oppose their proposed layout on the 2nd and 3rd floors. We kept our part of the
agreement but then, after they got approval for the 2nd and 3rd floors, the developers went ahead and
submitted their full 4th floor proposal of 8 bedrooms, 8 bathrooms and several decks which is what the
Planning Commission will be deciding on tomorrow. They already have approval to modify the existing
building from 20 bedrooms to 40 bedrooms even without a 4th floor. There are many other reasons to
oppose their 4th floor plans including the additional parking burden on the neighborhood, the precedent it
would set, the loss of air, sun, privacy and views etc and if you want to also mention any of these that
would be great too.

The most important thing is that people email ASAP today opposing the 4th floor and mentioning that the
developers had agreed not to build ANYTHING on the 4th floor and need to honor their agreement.

Thanks!

Larry

From: larrydelaney1 <larrydelaney1@aol.com>

To: deniselleck <deniselleck@sbcglobal.net>; wkardas <wkardas@mac.com>; ron.elman
<ron.elman@gmail.com>; leilaniprince <leilaniprince@yahoo.com>; peiyeew <peiyeew@gmail.com>;
tom <tom@zimberoff.com>; kathyhoward <kathyhoward@earthlink.net>; howmiller
<howmiller@earthlink.net>; erutzick3 <erutzick3@icloud.com>; ituller <ituller@mac.com>; kathyzhou222
<kathyzhou222@gmail.com>; hwachinglee <hwachinglee@gmail.com>; quangtrinh1275
<quangtrinh1275@gmail.com>; lary.ma49 <lary.ma49@gmail.com>; tinaequinn
<tinaequinn@comcast.net>; boomieboom <boomieboom@hotmail.com>; WF2611
<WF2611@yahoo.com>; sandra1750 <sandra1750@yahoo.com>; megan <megan@zaziesf.com>;
mdmeimban <mdmeimban@gmail.com>; smariemcdonald <smariemcdonald@gmail.com>; babiebeana
<babiebeana@aol.com>; shaaronmurphy <shaaronmurphy@sbcalobal.net>; bettykohlenberg
<bettykohlenberg@gmail.com>; dbrohard <dbrohard@sbcglobal.net>; tgoolsby671
<tgoolsby671@gmail.com>; ateresa <ateresa@gmail.com>; tmcameranesi
<tmcameranesi@gmail.com>; rzwissig <rzwissig@earthlink.net>; abeaupied <abeaupied@earthlink.net>;
k109236 <k109236@msn.com>; juliebrodenburg <juliebrodenburg@gmail.com>; heycurlylocks
<heycurlylocks@gmail.com>; karenmsf <karenmsf@sbcglobal.net>; suzie_clarke
<suzie_clarke@hotmail.com>; rangerbeavis <rangerbeavis@gmail.com>; tigerboy7430
<tigerboy7430@gmail.com>; gobo_x <gobo_x@yahoo.com>; sbowline <sbowline@digigraph.com>;
adam.m.cote <adam.m.cote@gmail.com>; thumbellinaG <thumbellinaG@comcast.net>; gloriane
<gloriane@gmail.com>; eric <eric@transmote.com>; jaimeb11 <jaimeb11@hotmail.com>; aczukowski
<aczukowski@gmail.com>; razgaitis <razgaitis@gmail.com>; maxfklinger <maxfklinger@gmail.com>;
kapostolo <kapostolo@gmail.com>; thazelton <thazelton@gmail.com>; kmkmrose <kmkmrose@att.net>;
patricialee168 <patricialee168@gmail.com>; nurseofthewild <nurseofthewild@yahoo.com>;
bobby.brinton <bobby.brinton@gmail.com>; rinbrinton <rinbrinton@gmail.com>; aeboken
<aeboken@gmail.com>; jimphilliou <jimphilliou@gmail.com>; barbarabdelaney

<barbarabdelaney@gmail.com>
Sent: Wed, Jun 24, 2020 9:31 am

Subject: URGENT regarding 4326-4336 Irving St

Hi All,
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The Planning Commission meeting to decide on the developer's proposal to add a 4th floor will be held
tomorrow afternoon. We will send out details of the meeting later today and are hoping that many of you
will be able to call in to express opposition. In the meantime please - ASAP today - send an email to
Davis Weissglass and the Planning Commission Secretary saying that the developers must keep their
agreement not to build ANYTHING on the 4th floor. This is really the most important point as property
developers cannot be allowed to break their agreements with no consequences - society cannot function
that way and the SF Planning Commission should not tolerate it. In your email please give your name
and street address as affected neighbors opinions count the most. And please cc Gordon Mar and Daisy
Quan from his office. Email addresses are below:

david.weissglass@sfgov.org

commissions.secretary@sfgov.or

gordon.mar@sfgov.org

daisy.quan@sfgov.or:

Best regards,
Larry

Larry Delaney
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Regarding 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2020 7:40:52 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: AnnaMaria <am.e.cantwell@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 2:17 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Regarding 4326-4336 Irving St

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

Hello,
| live at 1263 44th Avenue.

The developers for 4326-4336 Irving St. made an agreement not to build ANYTHING on the 4th floor if
there was no opposition to the proposed layout for the 2nd and 3rd floors. By submitting the proposal for
the 4th floor they went back on their agreement with us after we kept our end of the deal. This is NOT

OKAY. These developers purposely lied to us to get their previous plans passed without issue. With
the addition of the 4th story, we - the surrounding neighbors - will lose air flow, sunlight, and
privacy. SF needs housing, and the plans for the building that have been passed will already increase
the number of people who can there, but the addition of the 4th story will only be to the surrounding
neighbors' detriment. Allowing this proposal to pass will show that the planning commission has no
regard for the wellbeing of current residents.

Thank you,
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AnnaMaria Cantwell



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED RECOGNIZES ESSENTIAL WORKERS AS CITY REOPENS
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 4:34:42 PM

Attachments: 06.24.2020 Essential Workers Week.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: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 at 3:38 PM

To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED RECOGNIZES ESSENTIAL
WORKERS AS CITY REOPENS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 24, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.or

**%* STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED RECOGNIZES ESSENTIAL
WORKERS AS CITY REOPENS

Mayor London Breed today recognized the contributions and sacrifice of San Francisco’s
essential workforce:

“Essential workers have kept the City moving and our residents safe. They are our healthcare
workers, first responders, sanitation workers, teachers, grocery store workers, transit operators,
street cleaners, restaurant and food workers, childcare providers, hardware store clerks, utility
workers, postal and delivery workers, community outreach workers, disaster service workers,
and many, many others who are serving the people of San Francisco during the COVID-19
health crisis.

“I want to thank and recognize these workers who continued to work outside the home as we
asked everyone else to shelter in place to slow the spread of COVID-19. Day after day they
took care of our city when we needed it most. As we reopen San Francisco, the best way we
can thank our essential workers is to do everything we can to protect their health and safety by
wearing a face covering, physically distancing from each other, staying home when we are
sick and washing hands frequently. Please join me in celebrating Essential Worker Week!”

Mayor Breed issued a proclamation declaring this week Essential Worker Week and


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

LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 24, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED RECOGNIZES ESSENTIAL
WORKERS AS CITY REOPENS

Mayor London Breed today recognized the contributions and sacrifice of San Francisco’s
essential workforce:

“Essential workers have kept the City moving and our residents safe. They are our healthcare
workers, first responders, sanitation workers, teachers, grocery store workers, transit operators,
street cleaners, restaurant and food workers, childcare providers, hardware store clerks, utility
workers, postal and delivery workers, community outreach workers, disaster service workers,
and many, many others who are serving the people of San Francisco during the COVID-19
health crisis.

“I want to thank and recognize these workers who continued to work outside the home as we
asked everyone else to shelter in place to slow the spread of COVID-19. Day after day they took
care of our city when we needed it most. As we reopen San Francisco, the best way we can thank
our essential workers is to do everything we can to protect their health and safety by wearing a
face covering, physically distancing from each other, staying home when we are sick and
washing hands frequently. Please join me in celebrating Essential Worker Week!”

Mayor Breed issued a proclamation declaring this week Essential Worker Week and
encouraged the public to thank essential workers in person and on social media using the
hashtag #EssentiallyY oursSF.

HiHt
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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encouraged the public to thank essential workers in person and on social media using the
hashtag #EssentiallyYoursSF.

HiH



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES SECOND SUMMER OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUSEUMS FOR ALL

Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 4:34:31 PM

Attachments: 06.24.20 SF Musuems for All.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: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 at 11:47 AM

To: "Press Office, Mayor (MYR)" <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES SECOND
SUMMER OF SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUMS FOR ALL

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 24, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

%% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES SECOND SUMMER OF
SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUMS FOR ALL

Initiative to include free online and digital resources through “Museums from Home” in
addition to free or reduced admission to local museums and cultural institutions for San
Francisco residents who receive public benefits

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the second summer of the
San Francisco Museums For All initiative, which will build upon last year’s program to
provide free or reduced admissions to local museums and cultural institutions for low-income
San Franciscans who receive public benefits, including Medi-Cal and CalFresh.

The City’s reopening plan and timeline was updated on Monday, June 22 to allow for indoor
museum programming to begin as early as June 29. As some indoor museums reopen with
modifications, the San Francisco Museums For All program will work with museum partners
to provide free or reduced admission to museums and cultural institutions for San Franciscans
that receive public benefits through the summer.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, many local museums and cultural institutions have shifted to
online or digital programming. As such, the program is also being updated to include
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 24, 2020
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES SECOND SUMMER OF
SAN FRANCISCO MUSEUMS FOR ALL

Initiative to include free online and digital resources through “Museums from Home” in
addition to free or reduced admission to local museums and cultural institutions for San
Francisco residents who receive public benefits

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the second summer of the
San Francisco Museums For All initiative, which will build upon last year’s program to provide
free or reduced admissions to local museums and cultural institutions for low-income San
Franciscans who receive public benefits, including Medi-Cal and CalFresh.

The City’s reopening plan and timeline was updated on Monday, June 22 to allow for indoor
museum programming to begin as early as June 29. As some indoor museums reopen with
modifications, the San Francisco Museums For All program will work with museum partners to
provide free or reduced admission to museums and cultural institutions for San Franciscans that
receive public benefits through the summer.

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, many local museums and cultural institutions have shifted to
online or digital programming. As such, the program is also being updated to include

“San Francisco Museums From Home,” a catalog of resources that provide free online access for
members of the public to exhibits, activities, and interactive programs at over a dozen local
museums and cultural institutions.

“As San Francisco works to safely reopen and help people get back to work, I am excited that
many of our local museums will continue to open their doors to all San Franciscans, regardless
of their income, so everyone has the opportunity to access our City’s world-class arts and
cultural institutions,” said Mayor Breed. “As families continue to take precautions to prevent the
spread of coronavirus, expanding this initiative to include free online programming will help
connect even more families and children to the arts.”

Nearly one in four San Franciscans receive public benefits from the San Francisco Human
Services Agency (HSA). With thousands more San Franciscans applying for public benefits
through HSA in the time since Mayor Breed declared a local emergency due to coronavirus, and
nearly one in five San Franciscans experiencing unemployment, the number of families eligible
for San Francisco Museums For All is expected to increase dramatically.

Admission fees at many museums and cultural institutions can range from $20 to $150 for a
family of four to visit, creating a barrier for many people to access the cultural and educational
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benefits that these institutions offer. The San Francisco Museums For All program aims to break
down that barrier to open doors of opportunity for families, especially low-income families, to
experience arts and cultural education programming.

In its first summer, more than 25,000 San Franciscans participated in Museums For All program,
visiting museums and cultural institutions including SF MoMA, the California Academy of
Sciences, the de Young Museum, and nearly a dozen others. A full list of last year’s participating
museums and cultural institutions is below. However, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, while
indoor museum programs are able to reopen as soon as June 29, residents are strongly
encouraged to visit the museums’ websites or contact museums directly for more details on each
institution’s reopening plan.

“We are joined in a common experience as residents of a great city when we visit San
Francisco’s history and science and art museums,” said Trent Rhorer, Executive Director of the
San Francisco Human Services Agency. “I’m proud that at this moment, when so many are
experiencing setbacks, the city’s cultural institutions are sustaining their commitment to a
common goal of inclusion.”

The San Francisco Museums For All program was created in collaboration with Treasurer José

Cisneros’s Financial Justice Project, which works to ensure that lower-income residents receive
discounts on fines and fees that place a disproportionate burden on low-income families, and to
streamline eligibility processes for these discounts. It was also created in collaboration with San
Francisco Grants for the Arts and the San Francisco Arts Commission.

“No one should be excluded from the rich cultural life our city because of the size of their
wallet,” said Treasurer Jose Cisneros. “San Francisco Museums For All ensures our cultural
institutions are open and accessible to everyone.”

“I greatly appreciate the museums joining us in this effort,” said Matthew Goudeau, Director of
Grants for the Arts. “It’s been a challenging time for most of these institutions, yet they have
stepped up in significant ways to partner with the City to expand access to their spaces, whether
in-person or virtual. Together, we will continue to remove barriers that prevent all people,
regardless of income, from enjoying the best of San Francisco’s cultural offerings.”

“The Arts Commission is excited to support San Francisco Museums For All in its second year,
ensuring all San Franciscans have access to diverse cultural experiences, and the transformative
power of art,” said Rebekah Krell, Acting Director of Cultural Affairs for the San Francisco Arts
Commission.

When museums that participate in San Francisco Museums For All reopen, residents who
currently receive Medi-Cal or CalFresh benefits from HSA can receive free or reduced
admission at participating museums for up to four individuals when they present their Electronic
Benefits Transfer or Medi-Cal card and proof of San Francisco residency.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

Participating cultural institutions include:

Asian Art Museum

Cable Car Museum

California Academy of Sciences
Cartoon Art Museum

Children's Creativity Museum
Chinese Culture Center of

San Francisco

Conservatory of Flowers

de Young Museum

Exploratorium

GLBT Historical Society Museum
Legion of Honor Museum

Chinese Historical Society of America

LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

Museum of Craft and Design
Museum of the African Diaspora
Randall Museum

San Francisco Botanical Garden

San Francisco Museum of Modern Art
(SFMOMA)

San Francisco Railway Museum

SF Recreation & Parks Japanese Tea
Garden

The Contemporary Jewish Museum
The Presidio

Yerba Buena Center for the Arts

More information can be found at the San Francisco Museums For All website, by calling 311 or

emailing stmuseumsforall@sfgov.org.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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“San Francisco Museums From Home,” a catalog of resources that provide free online access
for members of the public to exhibits, activities, and interactive programs at over a dozen local
museums and cultural institutions.

“As San Francisco works to safely reopen and help people get back to work, I am excited that
many of our local museums will continue to open their doors to all San Franciscans, regardless
of their income, so everyone has the opportunity to access our City’s world-class arts and
cultural institutions,” said Mayor Breed. “As families continue to take precautions to prevent
the spread of coronavirus, expanding this initiative to include free online programming will
help connect even more families and children to the arts.”

Nearly one in four San Franciscans receive public benefits from the San Francisco Human
Services Agency (HSA). With thousands more San Franciscans applying for public benefits
through HSA in the time since Mayor Breed declared a local emergency due to coronavirus,
and nearly one in five San Franciscans experiencing unemployment, the number of families
eligible for San Francisco Museums For All is expected to increase dramatically.

Admission fees at many museums and cultural institutions can range from $20 to $150 for a
family of four to visit, creating a barrier for many people to access the cultural and educational
benefits that these institutions offer. The San Francisco Museums For All program aims to
break down that barrier to open doors of opportunity for families, especially low-income
families, to experience arts and cultural education programming.

In its first summer, more than 25,000 San Franciscans participated in Museums For All
program, visiting museums and cultural institutions including SF MoMA, the California
Academy of Sciences, the de Young Museum, and nearly a dozen others. A full list of last
year’s participating museums and cultural institutions is below. However, due to the COVID-
19 pandemic, while indoor museum programs are able to reopen as soon as June 29, residents
are strongly encouraged to visit the museums’ websites or contact museums directly for more
details on each institution’s reopening plan.

“We are joined in a common experience as residents of a great city when we visit San
Francisco’s history and science and art museums,” said Trent Rhorer, Executive Director of
the San Francisco Human Services Agency. “I’m proud that at this moment, when so many are
experiencing setbacks, the city’s cultural institutions are sustaining their commitment to a
common goal of inclusion.”

The San Francisco Museums For All program was created in collaboration with Treasurer José
Cisneros’s Financial Justice Project, which works to ensure that lower-income residents
receive discounts on fines and fees that place a disproportionate burden on low-income
families, and to streamline eligibility processes for these discounts. It was also created in
collaboration with San Francisco Grants for the Arts and the San Francisco Arts Commission.

“No one should be excluded from the rich cultural life our city because of the size of their
wallet,” said Treasurer Jose Cisneros. “San Francisco Museums For All ensures our cultural
institutions are open and accessible to everyone.”

“I greatly appreciate the museums joining us in this effort,” said Matthew Goudeau, Director
of Grants for the Arts. “It’s been a challenging time for most of these institutions, yet they
have stepped up in significant ways to partner with the City to expand access to their spaces,



whether in-person or virtual. Together, we will continue to remove barriers that prevent all
people, regardless of income, from enjoying the best of San Francisco’s cultural offerings.”

“The Arts Commission is excited to support San Francisco Museums For All in its second
year, ensuring all San Franciscans have access to diverse cultural experiences, and the
transformative power of art,” said Rebekah Krell, Acting Director of Cultural Affairs for the
San Francisco Arts Commission.

When museums that participate in San Francisco Museums For All reopen, residents who
currently receive Medi-Cal or CalFresh benefits from HSA can receive free or reduced
admission at participating museums for up to four individuals when they present their
Electronic Benefits Transfer or Medi-Cal card and proof of San Francisco residency.

Participating cultural institutions include:

e Asian Art Museum

Cable Car Museum

California Academy of Sciences
Cartoon Art Museum

Children's Creativity Museum
Chinese Culture Center of

San Francisco

Chinese Historical Society of America
Conservatory of Flowers

de Young Museum

Exploratorium

GLBT Historical Society Museum
Legion of Honor Museum

Museum of Craft and Design
Museum of the African Diaspora
Randall Museum

San Francisco Botanical Garden

San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA)
San Francisco Railway Museum

SF Recreation & Parks Japanese Tea Garden
The Contemporary Jewish Museum
The Presidio

e Yerba Buena Center for the Arts

More information can be found at the San Francisco Museums For All website, by calling 311

or emailing sfmuseumsforall@sfgov.org.

HiH
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving St development
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:30:14 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Eric Socolofsky <eric@transmote.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 10:21 AM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>;
Gloriane Yi <gloriane@gmail.com>

Subject: 4326-4336 Irving St development

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
To David Weissglass and the Planning Commission (cc Supervisor Mar's office),

As a nearby neighbor to the development at 4326-4336 Irving St, I'm writing to express my
opposition to the current plan.

I met with the developer and owner in a public hearing last year, reviewed plans, and spoke with
stakeholders, and was pleased to hear they were committed to providing good-quality housing and

considered neighbors' opinions.

Since then, things have changed significantly. The developer has significantly increased the density
of units, removed setbacks on the 4th floor, and violated the agreement approved by the City.

I'm not at all opposed to density, but | am opposed to developers running roughshod over
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agreements with the City and our community. The developer should be held to the initial
agreement and to planning guidelines, with:

- no additional development on the 4th floor

- ample natural light for all units

If the developer can be held to an enforceable requirement to provide a substantial share of
affordable units (as defined by San Francisco code, not by the developer), | would feel much
better about the increase in density.

| understand the City needs more affordable housing, and am completely willing to share my
neighborhood with higher-density units given it helps the City and its people. | am not willing to let a
developer disregard the City and community, to the benefit of only one corporation.

Thanks for your careful consideration on this issue,

Eric Socolofsky + Gloriane Yi
1272 45th Ave.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 4326-4336 Irving Opposition
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:29:53 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Barbara Delaney <barbarabdelaney@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 10:28 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>
Subject: 4326-4336 Irving Opposition

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

TO:
Planning Commissioners via commissions.secretary(@sfgov.org

Gordon Mar gordon.mar@sfgov.org
David Weissglass david.weissglass@sfgov.org

FROM:
Barbara Delaney and Neighbors of 4326-4336 Irving

SUBJECT;
The Developer and the Development at 4326-4336 Irving
Dear Addressees,

I am writing for all of us to ask you to not approve any fourth floor of this project - not the one
the developer proposes or the one the planning department proposes..
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The developer of this project, The Irv, LLC, is known to us as Brian Veit (there are other
partners, but Brian seems to be the managing partner).. He claims to be a local surfer dude
just trying to create housing for folks. He lives in a short term rental property on the Great
Highway and his email is oceanrenter@gmail.com. In fact, he is a multi-million dollar
property developer with a sophisticated knowledge of how the development game works. He
is smart, charming and shrewd and has played everyone involved in this project to his
advantage. While I don’t know what he might have done prior to December 2019, I do know
some of the things he has done since.

N

He managed to convince

3. the head of DBI, Tom Hui, to fast track the permit for his second and third floors by
bypassing planning review for a quick approval in December 2019. (It is unclear
whether the head of DBI was a knowing participant and complicit in this.)

3. When planning caught this
4. and put that part of their project on hold, he managed to play us, the neighbors, who are
opposed to the fourth floor, with an agreement that he would not build the fourth floor
if we would not oppose the second and third floors. We agreed to this and immediately
5. notified planning. When the developer got the OK on the 2 and 3 floor permit and a
promise from Gordon Mar to support them on the fourth floor, he broke his agreement with
us. We have sent you copies of the texts of these agreements.

6.
3.
4. He managed to play Gordon
5. Mar by describing the project in a way that would appeal to him:
6.

The Supervisor generally supports adding rent controlled, multi-family housing ...He shared
this position with the project sponsor and expressed appreciation for his concept on a visit at
the site (from an email from Gordon’s office staff, Daisy Quan, after he was asked by us why
he was supporting Brian and contacting planning commissioners on Brian’s behalf.).

Gordon Mar did not look at the plans, he just took the developer’s word. In fact, the project is
rent controlled as are all new projects, but it is definitely not suitable for families (or for old
people or for disabled people).

He further deceived Mar by complaining that he was being unfairly held up in his permit
process and asked Mar to intervene.

However, when we learned about the building permit issue and the hearing scheduling delays,
we thought it was causing undue hardship, and committed to supporting him in the process to


mailto:oceanrenter@gmail.com

get a timely hearing as a matter of good governance. This included speaking with planning
and building inspection staff to ensure the process would go as normally as possible, as
compared to similar planning applications. (From the same email from Daisy Quan).

In fact, the developer has never stopped working on this project. He has workers there 6 days
a week, every week. Even during Covid lockdown, even after Planning pulled his permit,
even after his permits were suspended and a STOP WORK order was posted on the building.
He has permits for the ADUs and for sprinklers and alarms. He uses these permits to cover all
the work he does in the building, including most of the framing for the new bedrooms on
floors 2 and 3 for which he had no permit. He boarded up the front of the building so no one
could see what he’s doing but several neighbors were able to see in the upper story windows.
A site visit would confirm all this.

All in all, the developer has been a bad actor in every aspect of this. For this reason alone his
fourth floor should be denied. The other reasons are:

i

Without the fourth floor,

3. there will still be 5 new ADUs with 12 bedrooms and 12 baths and 30 bedrooms (up
from the original 20) with 22 baths on floors 2 and 3. The rooms will be small and
cramped and there will be very little common space in the units. They are suitable for
singles

4. or couples who need short term housing, do not have much stuff and don’t mind sharing
a kitchen - in other words, roommates. The units will only be affordable for groups of
people with separate incomes (roommates, not families). In addition, the 42 bedrooms

5. and 34 baths more than doubles the previous occupancy of the building. This increase

would seem to satisfy any requirement of the developer’s right to develop his property.

3. The building is already

4. overbuilt and 8 of the units (plus the 5 ADUs which are exempt from compliance rules)
are out of compliance with the zoning of the neighborhood. It is also architecturally
inappropriate and conceptually inappropriate. In fact, it is so much more like a dorm

5. than an apartment building, it should require a conditional use permit.
6.
3.
4. An enterprising tenant or
5. tenants could turn many of the units into Airbnbs completely legally under the SF

Short Term Housing rules which only require you to live in the unit where you are renting
space (live in one bedroom with a bath, rent out the other 2 or 3 bedrooms and baths).

6.



e

The developer wants the
6. fourth story because the four, two story, luxury units with ocean and park views and
roof decks will bring in a lot more money than the other units. Everyone knows that an
unobstructed view adds value to property and in this case he is stealing that value
7. from the homes of adjacent properties and adding it to his business investment. That
fourth story will take light, air, privacy and views from the surrounding properties (and
from his own since it will make his interior units darker - which is why he needs
8. a variance).

Over a hundred of us signed letters in opposition to this project. All of these letters are from
people who live in the immediate neighborhood of the project and who know what it is. The
developer has letters from his private equity banker at Wells Fargo, his financial advisor at
Morgan Stanley and a host of other people who claim to live in the Sunset (but give no
addresses) and clearly know nothing about the project. Like Gordon Mar, they were probably
deceived by the developer too.

The developer of this project has made DBI look like stooges, preyed on the gullibility of the
neighborhood and made Supervisor Mar a pawn. He should not be rewarded for this
behavior. Please do not support any fourth story on this building. Thank you.

Barbara Delaney
barbarabdelane mail.com
1279 44th Avenue
415-412-2367

Barbara Delaney
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Imperial, Theresa (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd.
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:28:38 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Jordan McCarthy <jordykmac@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 11:12 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland
(CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd.

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

I strongly support bringing a Whole Foods Market to 2675 Geary Blvd. I have been an
SF resident for 10 years and feel that having access to raw, natural, organic and
healthy options found at Whole Foods would be a plus. The project is convenient for
me and would be a welcome addition to this shopping center and community as a
whole. Please do not delay approving this project!

Thanks,
Jordan
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Jordan McCarthy
jordykmac@gmail.com | 714.225.9452
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Opposition to project 4326- 4336 Irving st.
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:27:10 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is open for
business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can
file new applications, and our award-winning Property Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of
Appeals and Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s
health, all of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more information.

From: Melissa Baer <heycurlylocks@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 11:47 AM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS)
<daisy.quan@sfgov.org>

Subject: Opposition to project 4326- 4336 Irving st.

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

Hello,

My name is Melissa Baer and I oppose the building of a 4th story at 4326-4336 Irving St.

The developer has gone back on their agreement to not build a 4th fooor if their plans for the 2nd and 3rd floor were
not opposed.

The back of the building looks into my backyard. The amount of bedrooms in this building is astounding for a
building with no common spaces and no parking. I strongly opposed these plans. I do not want a 4th story.

Melissa Baer
1275 44th Ave 94122

Sent from my iPhone
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:26:53 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: S Fung <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:12 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
S Fung

sunnyhome2046(@gmail.com
94116
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:26:21 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Eva Huang <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:13 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Eva Huang

yuvil999us@yahoo.com
94110


mailto:yuyi1999us@yahoo.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:26:02 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Jerry Wang <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:14 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Jerry Wang
w16899(@gmail.com

95113


mailto:jw16899@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:25:35 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Sherman King <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:16 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,

Sherman King
lionshermankin mail.com

94116


mailto:lionshermanking@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:25:12 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Amy Akaka <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:15 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Amy Akaka
amycalifornia2016@yahoo.com

94402


mailto:amycalifornia2016@yahoo.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:24:47 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Renee Hui <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:17 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Renee Hui

renee.hui(@gmail.com
10002


mailto:renee.hui@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:24:27 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Tra Thach <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:18 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Tra Thach

intlwellness@gmail.com
94122


mailto:intlwellness@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:24:03 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Zhuorong Lin <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:19 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Zhuorong Lin

amy_lin50@yahoo.com
94132


mailto:amy_lin50@yahoo.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:23:42 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Ching Lam <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:19 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Ching Lam
hangc928&@gmail.com

94118


mailto:hangc9288@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:23:26 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Michael Liang <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:20 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Michael Liang

kingstoursfl@me.com
94124


mailto:kingstoursf@me.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:23:09 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Ria Pradhan <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:21 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Ria Pradhan

ria@sthac.org
94587


mailto:ria@sfhac.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:22:45 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Eric Sugar <eric.r.sugar@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:29 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

| would like to express my support for the Whole Foods at 2675 Geary. | have been a San Francisco
resident for over 25 years and have lived in multiple areas of the city. Now that I am in the City
Center neighborhood, | feel it will be a huge net gain here. Although there are numerous benefits
for this project such as being located at a transit hub making high-quality food available beyond just
the immediate vicinity and Whole Foods track record of providing a safe environment to do my
shopping, | will focus on why this is personally important to me.

First, due to my history of high cholesterol and heart disease in my family, | try to eat fish as much as
possible. In this area now | have to choose between either very high prices or fish that tastes awful
no matter how much | try to doctor it up. The fish | buy at Whole Foods is always high quality and
reasonably priced. | would love to have great tasting fish nearby that won't break the bank.

Secondly, | watched the Masonic Avenue improvement project go on forever. When that project
ended, | felt that there should be something amazing at the end of Masonic. Now, besides the
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Target, we are looking at a lot of empty storefronts. The list of potential tenants to fill the former

Best Buy space is very, very short. | urge you to not miss this opportunity. Please approve this
project as quickly as possible.

Eric Sugar
40 Tamalpais Terrace



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Affected neighbor"s opinion regarding 4326-4336 Irving St.
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:22:24 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Nora De La Cruz <ndlc1113@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:48 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Affected neighbor's opinion regarding 4326-4336 Irving St.

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

The developers must keep their agreement not to build ANYTHING on the 4th floor. This is really the
most important point as property developers cannot be allowed to break their agreements with no
consequences - society cannot function that way and the SF Planning Commission should not tolerate it.

Sincerely,

Nora De La Cruz
Resident, 4308 Irving St.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Regarding Opposition to Building Project At 4326-4336 Irving St
Date: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 1:22:05 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Aaron Nudelman <ron.elman@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2020 12:51 PM

To: Weissglass, David (CPC) <david.weissglass@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Quan, Daisy (BOS) <daisy.quan@sfgov.org>
Subject: Regarding Opposition to Building Project At 4326-4336 Irving St

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

To David Weissglass,
Thank you for your time and service.

As a concerned neighbor, concerned for my neighborhood as well as the welfare of San
Francisco and our city's ability to resist greed in development at the expense of a
neighborhood's well-being, I'd like to strongly oppose the request of big development to build
anything on or as a 4th floor adding to the top of 4326-4336 Irving St, San Francisco. | live at
1284 44th Ave and not only would my 15 years and counting view of rooftops and ocean be
blocked and marred by proposed construction, but the neighborhood would be completely
altered forever by such an all around greedy proposal for these 2 addresses. Problems: little
common space, no parking, high rent, AND UNITS GOING FROM APPROXIMATELY 20
BEDROOMS TO ALMOST 70 BEDROOMS!! This could mean over 100 additional people living
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around the corner, few with common space, MOST with cars, NONE with parking. All of this
points to a completely changed neighborhood with maybe 100 more cars whizzing around at
all times looking for parking, not to mention the blocking of our view and the property value of
my landlord's building falling as well as many of our concerned neighbors' property values.

Please OPPOSE this project completely and/or block the addition of the 4th floor, the impetus
of which seems MOSTLY greed and profit maximizing on the developers' part.

As you are aware it was originally agreed upon between developer and neighborhood, they
would not include a 4th floor if we dropped opposition to the project. After upholding our
end, they reneged and went ahead with these nothing less than IMMORAL and nothing more
than profit-maximizing plans, plan to maximize profits at the expense of a neighborhood's
well being.

We beseech you to please do the right thing for your city and oppose this project completely
and/or oppose construction of the 4th floor.

Thank you for considering our ideas and hopes.
Aaron Nudelman
1284 44th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94122

415.335.3849
ron.elman@gmail.com


mailto:ron.elman@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:11:32 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Agnes Wong <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 1:08 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Agnes Wong

agnes.mccue@gmail.com

94122


mailto:agnes.mccue@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:10:49 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Declan McCue <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23,2020 1:10 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Declan McCue

declanimccue@gmail.com

94122


mailto:declanjmccue@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:10:09 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Patrick McCue <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23,2020 1:12 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Patrick McCue

patrick.mccue2(@gmail.com
94122


mailto:patrick.mccue2@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:09:30 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Melissa Cava <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:14 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Melissa Cava

melissa.labrie@gmail.com
94024


mailto:melissa.labrie@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:08:50 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Bernard Daos <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:15 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Bernard Daos

bdaos.inc@gmail.com

94010
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:07:57 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Wendy He <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:16 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Wendy He

w.end.y@hotmail.com
94134


mailto:w.end.y@hotmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:07:21 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Mark De Gala <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:16 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Mark De Gala

m.degalal914(@gmail.com
94080
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:06:38 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Anne Acuna <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23,2020 2:17 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.
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Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Anne Acuna

curtisanneya@gmail.com

94080
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:05:56 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Vincent Xu <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23,2020 2:17 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Vincent Xu

vincent@maanglobal.com
94121
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 7:04:56 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Katherine Zhang <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:18 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
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shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,
Sincerely,
Katherine Zhang

katherinezhang(@me.com

94124
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: Environmental reiviews of projests
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 6:59:45 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Carolyn Shuman <mcshuman@live.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23,2020 4:22 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: Environmental reiviews of projests

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

As you know, the Planning Department has proposed an ordinance to ‘streamline’ the
CEQA process in San Francisco, known as SER — Standard Environmental Requirements.
Under the SER ordinance, projects that formerly might have needed extensive review
under CEQA would be approved unilaterally by Planning Department staff if the projects
met specific requirements. This could eliminate a few months of review, but it could also
eliminate public notice, public hearings, and input that could, and often does, result in a
better project. Objections to the SER Ordinance were submitted in extensive letters to the
Planning Department and Commissions by both the Sierra Club and Richard Drury, a
prominent local CEQA attorney. These objections include the following: * The proposed
SER process will have a negative impact on transparency and public participation in the
CEQA process; * Once the SER ordinance has been passed by the Board of Supervisors,
the definition of what projects are exempt from CEQA review will be decided solely by the
Planning Department and the Planning Commission. In other words, SER removes the
Board of Supervisors from any decision-making on setting the actual standards that will be
implemented for construction projects — forever; « Streamlining using standard conditions
can preclude the possibility of a better environmental result; in fact, better alternatives to a
project are often found only during a public review of the project; SER is a long-term policy
that will have an impact on your right to weigh in on planning decisions that affect all San
Franciscans for many years to come. Please do not let this ordinance pass!

Continue to protect our city with thorough environmental reviews!

Thank you for your consideration,
Carolyn Shuman
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Case No. 2019-023628AHB (3601 Lawton Street)
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 6:59:01 PM

Josephine O. Feliciano

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Chloe Roth <chloemakesmusic@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 5:24 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Case No. 2019-023628AHB (3601 Lawton Street)

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

Dean Planning Commission and Jeffrey Horn,

I'm writing regarding the proposed building to replace the gas station at 3601 Lawton (Case No.
2019-023628AHB). | am 100% in support of density and more housing. | don't have any of the
gualms my neighbors do about traffic or safety. My ONLY concern is regarding contextual urbanism
and accounting for human scale in the proposed design, which does not respect or even attempt to
blend into the historical architectural style of its surroundings.

Based on the existing renderings by Kodorski Design, it is clearly evident that the designers have
never been to this neighborhood. They rendered wide four-lane streets (there are only two-lane
streets). They rendered tall buildings all around it (there aren't any). They rendered double-wide
sidewalks with trees (those don't exist in the outer avenues), and they do not appear to be
suggesting they will set the building back from the others in order to create those double wide walks
(the building is not set back from the others in the rendering). The design for this building looks like
it was meant for somewhere else but then just plopped here in the Sunset without accounting for
human scale because there are no tree-lined streets, four lane roads, or double wide sidewalks here.

| urge the Planning Commission to ensure that the designers walk around the neighborhood to get a
sense of the palettes and range of materials that would allow neighbors to feel like this building
respects the surrounding context. | would suggest the designers explore different material
treatments of the exterior (e.g. stucco is the most common finish out here) and different geometry
(modern geometry with jutting wood-siding is not found out here). If they do intend to build it as
their renderings show, they would need to set it back and widen the sidewalk to accommodate for
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the proposed retail and create a better experience for pedestrians, which the building purports to
encourage with only 24 parking spots for 41 units (implying they are hoping for more foot traffic
than car traffic).

This is an old beachside community with a very distinct look: charming, colorful, pastel-heavy, very
simple two-story row houses with the occasional 3-to-4-story apartment building in the same flat-
fronted, flat- or gable-topped (and occasional beautiful art deco rounded corners) styles as the
single-family homes.

If the city hopes residents will support building for density and not come up with unfortunate
"NIMBY" arguments about "traffic" and "safety," it would be helpful to start with responsible design
that respects urban context and the beloved styles that residents know and love.

Thank you,
Chloe
Outer Sunset resident



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 12:47:56 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Mindy Leeann <mindy.leeann.1@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 12:34 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Diamond,
Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland
(CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for Whole Foods at 2675 Geary Blvd

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commision,

| strongly support bringing a Whole Foods Market to 2675 Geary Blvd. | have been a San Francisco
resident for 5 years now and | feel that we need more access to the raw, natural, organic and
healthy options found at Whole Foods. Whole Foods is so popular that there are huge lines to get
inside Whole Foods during COVID - 19 demonstrating the popularity throughout the city. This project
is convenient, supported and welcomed for me and my family and would be a welcome addition to
this shopping center and the city as a whole. Please do not delay in approving this project!

Sincerely,

Melinda Leeann
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: How will your city recover after the lockdown?
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:57:58 AM
Attachments: BCP - Getting Back to Work.pdf

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

Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-
mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property

Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Greg Brooks <gbrooks@better-cities.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 9:50 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: How will your city recover after the lockdown?

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

As cities emerge from COVID-19 related lockdowns, one question looms: How can
communities get back on their feet and back to work, jump-starting a local economic
recovery?

The task is daunting, but with the right policies and priorities, you and your colleagues have
a big opportunity not only to help your city recover, but to put it on a firmer foundation for
growth.

The attached report from Better Cities Project, Getting Back To Work, is an economic
recovery playbook. It contains dozens of reforms for boosting entrepreneurship and jobs
alongside long-term resiliency improvements. The report is also available online at

https://gettingbacktowork.org. No dry theory here — just practical, ready-to-implement policy
ideas for a stronger local economy.

Your elected officials have received a copy of this report, and | hope you'll find the playbook
a useful, eye-opening tool as your chart your city’s recovery. The authors are available for
presentations or discussions about specific concerns in your community, and Better Cities
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An Economic Recovery
Playbook For America's Cities










GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

INTRODUCTION:
WHAT’S NEXT?

Faced with pandemic-driven economic contraction,
every city leader now faces a big question: What's next?

The stakes couldn’t be higher. Recovery won't be
uniform — some communities will bounce back more
quickly than others, and pockets of growth will exist
alongside sustained economic contraction.

We think there are practical answers to the question of
what’s next, and we've compiled them into this eco-
nomic recovery playbook and its companion website at
gettingbacktowork.org.

Some recommendations are broad and others are
specific enough to warrant model ordinance language,
which we have included. But all share a few traits:

P They're practical. Every recommendation is some-
thing a city can undertake without wholesale reorga-
nization or months-long studies.

» They're backed by research. We've tapped experts
from around the country for solutions based on their
years-long investigations into what works.

» They're focused on short- to medium-term time-
frames. Because that’s where the greatest opportu-
nity for a powerful recovery lies.

For cities to thrive, their leaders need the tools and
information to make informed, innovative decisions. The
policies suggested in this guide can be a foundation, not
just for getting back to normal, but for your community
to flourish for years.

Greg Brooks
President, Better Cities Project
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BETTER CITIES PROJECT

ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Evidence-based strategies in the wake of COVID-19

uring the Great Recession, cities across the
United States dramatically expanded their use
of targeted economic development incentives
in an attempt to curb job losses and jump-start eco-
nomic recoveries. In retrospect, the evidence is clear:
Most programs were broadly ineffective at creating
jobs or growing economies. However, the costs they
incurred frequently still burden municipal budgets to-
day, hindering fiscal resiliency when it's most needed.

In the aftermath of COVID-19, cities will be tempted to make the same sort of economic
development deals. It is critical for local government officials to recognize that the stan-
dard economic development model of subsidies, tax abatements and other incentives
is ineffective at best and harmful at worst to job creation and economic growth. Despite
the claims of sophisticated consultants who travel the country advertising their ability
to maximize incentive packages for corporate clients, economic development subsi-
dies simply do not get the job done.






Academic research and real-world experience
demonstrate that economic development incen-
tives:

P Do not create any more jobs or economic
growth than would have happened otherwise.

P> Impose costs on cities in the form of reduced
revenues and increased liabilities.

P> Make local economies less free, less fair, less
inclusive, less resilient, less entrepreneurial,
less innovative and more biased in favor of
large incumbent businesses.

Political pressure for state and local officials to
“do something” to spur business activity will be
significant and supported by the businesses and
consultants that stand to profit. But policymak-
ers should ensure constituents understand that
these programs come at a cost to taxpayers, to
the business community as a whole and to public
services such as police, fire, public health, roads,
schools and more.

History shows those costs are often unacceptable.

Constituents understand this trade-off if it is ex-
plained to them. In their investigations into the
interactions of politics and economic develop-
ment, Nathan Jensen at the University of Texas
at Austin and Edmund Malesky at Duke University
found that while nonpartisan voters broadly sup-
port economic development “job creation” when
presented to them without context, that support
disappears when voters learn these incentives
take resources that otherwise would be available
for other government programs or available for
return to taxpayers. Anyone concerned about
backlash from constituents can and should focus
on educating the public about the costs these
programs impose on a community.

By avoiding the targeted-incentive trap, cities can
instead focus on how existing resources and reg-
ulatory structures encourage or discourage busi-
ness activity of all shapes and sizes — and adapt
them to the post-pandemic world. Readers should
examine the other chapters in this playbook for
ideas on how they can spur real economic growth
without impoverishing public coffers.

GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

3 BAD IDEAS

Professional sports stadiums are arguably the
worst thing cities regularly subsidize — they sit
empty and unused far more often than not, and
offer largely part-time seasonal jobs. Even a
high-attendance baseball stadium'’s 3 million fans
per year across 81 games is only equivalent to the
annual customer count of a single big-box store.

All told, pro sports teams generate a fraction of
a percent of the average city’s economic activity,
despite how loudly the fans may cheer.

Data centers have massive up-front capital

and energy costs for operators. Their payrolls,
however, are tiny. Once built, they require very
few employees to manage what are essentially
warehouses for computers operated remotely by
programmers in other states or countries. That's
how some data center deals have ended up with
price tags of more than $1 million per subsidized
job. Unless you're selling them electricity, data
centers have minimal economic impact.

Distribution centers for online retailers or logis-
tics companies are located where the customers
are, where the roads are and where there’s avail-
able property. Tax incentives won't get a retailer
or logistics company to put a distribution center
someplace where its customers aren't or where
the property or road infrastructure will interfere
with its daily operations.
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BETTER CITIES PROJECT

THE EVIDENCE
AGAINST
INCENTIVES

Economic development incentives are one of the few topics
that unite experts from left, right and center against them.
They are programs with such broad opposition that an econ-
omist from the free-market Mercatus Center can write in a
conservative publication like National Review that “Alexan-
dria Ocasio-Cortez Is Right about Amazon’s Corporate Wel-
fare;” or where traditional opponents such as Americans for
Prosperity and public-sector unions can find common cause
in working to scale them back at the state level.

In fact, virtually the only research that supports the common
model of economic development incentives are studies paid
for by subsidy recipients or other beneficiaries of the mas-
sive economic development industry.

Driven in part by new Government Accounting Standards
Board (GASB, pronounced “gazz-bee”) accounting rules
that made tax abatements public record, high-profile ex-
perts have become increasingly vocal in their conclusion
that incentives incur huge costs while delivering few — if any
— benefits. And they have the real-world numbers to prove it.

Richard Florida, one of the best-known urban policy experts
in North America, bluntly calls targeted business incentives
“useless,” pointing out that there is no connection between
how much a city or state spends on them and any meaning-
ful measurement of economic well-being. Using data from
a New York Times investigation, he wrote in 2012, “We found
no statistically significant association between econom-
ic development incentives per capita and average wages
or incomes; none between incentives and college grads or
knowledge workers; and none between incentives and the
state unemployment rate.”

Researchers at the University of Connecticut and University
of North Carolina-Chapel Hill put it even more simply: “This
simple but direct finding — that incentives do not create jobs
— should prove critical to policymakers.”

One reason for this certainty: Enough time has passed for
many deals from the Great Recession era to be ripe for

SPOTLIGHT

THE TIF
EQUATION

One local tax mechanism that does often
impact site selection is tax increment
financing (TIF), but the usual result of TIF
is not meaningful job creation or econom-
ic growth.

Rather, TIF districts generally tend to drain
existing or potential economic activity
from elsewhere in a community and
concentrate it in the district. While this
may create the impression of success,
the actual result is all too often a reshuf-
fling rather than a revitalization of a local
economy.

TIF districts do well at the expense of
nearby neighborhoods, and frequently
by draining resources from schools and
other valuable public services.

It's also critical to recognize that the “pays
for itself” TIF model is dependent on
steadily upward growth. In a flat economy
or recession, the TIF equation can turn
against a community, especially if bond
debt or other obligations were incurred.

In the current downturn, many municipal-
ities are being forced to cover TIF district
liabilities right when their general funds
can least bear the strain.





GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

BY THE NUMBERS: THE COST OF
BAD ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

scfsalied o

More than 540
multi-jurisdictional
economic

Economic
development
incentives are three

analysis. The results are overwhelmingly negative, such
as from researchers at the University of lllinois at Chica-
go who looked at Rust Belt states’ incentive programs
and found no “compelling evidence that economic de-
velopment subsidies created or retained jobs to help
municipalities recover from the Great Recession.”

Why? Because state and local economic development
incentives rarely change what businesses were al-
ready going to do. Timothy Bartik at the Upjohn Insti-
tute for Employment Research surveyed the available
research and came to the conclusion that in seven out
of every eight state and local incentive deals, recipi-
ent businesses would have done the exact same thing
without the incentive, based on all the other business
and economic factors already in play. Since even the
incentives that do change a site selection decision
sometimes end up costing more than they were worth,

State and local taxes

The aggregate cost
of U.S. state and
local incentive deals

account for only
1.8% of the average

it's realistic to estimate that more than 90% of the in-
centive deals made around the nation incur more in
costs than they deliver in benefits to the community.

Businesses make decisions about what to build and
where, how many employees to hire and other such
choices based on a complex web of factors. While the
details of each decision are unique, some common
threads appear in surveys of business decisionmak-
ers, site selection consultants and others involved in
these sorts of decisions. They include availability to
attract skilled labor; ease and speed of construction
and occupancy; the regulatory environment; and small
business and entrepreneurship. The remaining chap-
ters in this playbook address how municipal leaders
can improve those things in their cities — for everyone,
not just the bigger companies whose development at-
torneys have them on speed dial.

PAGE 5
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SPENDING

You can't out-earn bad spending habits forever. Cities and
counties of all sizes have been raising taxes and dipping into
reserves to cover day-to-day expenses — some as a matter of
habit for years or even decades.

Know what you have spent and what you will spend. This
means tracking the bills that will be due in the coming
months, when they are paid and how that compares to past
spending.

Control what you spend. Are there ways you can reduce the
cost of programs you must maintain? What future obliga-
tions are you taking on with each dollar spent today?

Use standard accounting principles. Comparing your spend-
ing with other local governments is a worthwhile and import-
ant yardstick — and you can bet that if you're not doing the
comparison, members of the media or citizens eventually
will.

Make it difficult to increase inflation-adjusted spending per
resident. Circumstances will force you to run a lean budget
this year. Residents and investors will be glad to see guard-
rails to keep spending growth in check even as the economy
recovers and revenues grow. Restrained spending in the past
would have helped now. Providing restraint now could make
the crisis a little less painful.

DEBT

Leverage is powerful, but with great power comes great respon-
sibility.
Limit total debt and limit how much locally generated tax
revenue can be dedicated to principal and interest pay-

ments. Set those limits low and do not take on debt that
would exceed them.

Borrowing should not be used to increase current spend-
ing. In the recent past, it was tempting to take on debt to
have more available for current expenses. Now, as then, the
debt-service cost will be tacked on to other operating costs
- exactly the wrong trendline for already-stressed city bud-
gets right now.

There's no free lunch, even from the Fed. In the midst of the
COVID-19 crisis, the Federal Reserve offered to purchase
$500 billion in short-term debt from states, the 140 counties
with populations above 500,000 and the 90 cities with popu-
lations above 250,000 to help them through the cash crunch.

GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

SPOTLIGHT

BACK-TO-BACK
DISASTERS
CHALLENGE
NASHVILLE

John Cooper knew when he became mayor
of Nashville, Tennessee. that the budget was
precarious. Spending had grown faster than
revenue across city government, which left
large and growing budget shortfalls — up to
$41.5 million for the current fiscal year by the
time Cooper was elected in November 2019.
Then a killer tornado struck on March 2, taking
the lives of as many as 28 people and causing
an estimated $1.1 billion in damage. Less than
three weeks later, the physical damage was
matched by the public health crisis and eco-
nomic devastation of the coronavirus.

Nashville is expected to lose $472 million over
16 months as a result of the pandemic. With
no reserves to help, Cooper has recommended
a 32% property tax hike to raise $332 million,
savings and cost reductions of $165 million,
and other revenue increases of $69 million.
Some of the $122 million in federal assistance
through the Coronavirus Aid, Relief and Eco-
nomic Security (CARES) Act could help reduce
the tax increase if Congress allows its use to
offset lost revenue. His cuts have been minor,
but 50% reductions in economic incentive
payments and assistance to nonprofits and
chambers of commerce could set the stage
for more fundamental restructuring of city
government. If reform does follow, Nashville’s
fiscal crisis could leave the city better able to
meet future fiscal threats.

PAGE 7
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BETTER CITIES PROJECT

STATE AND
FEDERAL

Mandates and money go together like
peas and carrots.

Look at your budget for what is nec-
essary simply by being a city, what
your residents want and what the city
does to be eligible for state or federal
grants. There are benefits and costs
to creating a municipal government.
Some costs are imposed by the state
to ensure the city can carry out its core
functions. Ensure residents know what
those core functions are and manag-
ers understand their responsibility to
keep costs low.

There are usually strings attached,;
consider them. Cities can improve
their fiscal health by understanding
and carefully weighing the liabilities
created when voluntarily taking state
or federal funds.

Have clarity about your assumptions
and funding sources. Clearly indicate
in budgets the amounts dependent
on other government funding and the
amounts mandated by state or federal
governments.

This may look like a useful tool to help with cash flow,
but most cities should be glad they don't qualify and
those that are large enough would do better to bear the
pain now than to delay it and add even modest amounts
of interest. Taking on debt to bridge lost revenue means
when the debt comes due, today’s troubles will be com-
peting with tomorrow’s immediate needs. The debt
is not an investment that means higher revenue in the
future, and given the deep uncertainty about the post-
COVID economy, you want options not obligations.

b If you do borrow, use debt for major capital expens-
es, not operations. Get voter approval to use general
obligation bonds and make clear the property tax in-
crease needed to pay for the new debt.

REVENUES

There is always a temptation to increase taxes to paper
over poor decision-making. Fiscal discipline comes not
only from restricting revenue, but from restricting the
number of revenue streams.

P> Have a small number of taxes and fees so they do
not mask the fiscal burden of government for you or
your taxpayers.

P> Make a tax on land or real property with limited ex-
emptions the primary tool for raising local revenue.
It provides more-consistent revenue and likely fluc-
tuates less than a sales tax. Do your best to keep tax
revenue neutral with each revaluation for the first
year so tax increases are visible. It would be better to
vote on revenue before spending.

P Use taxes to fund government and fees to fund spe-
cific functions. Do not use taxes or fees to coerce
behavior modification.

P Limit the ability of general government or specific
agencies to profit from fees and fines. For example,
all receipts from fines and forfeitures go to education
funding in North Carolina, which means municipali-
ties have less financial incentive to write speeding
tickets and people can trust their government more.





IN GOOD
SHAPE? LOCK IN
SUSTAINABILITY.

If your city is well-prepared for
the future pension and health
care needs of retirees, take steps
now to ensure continued sustain-
ability with lower discount rates,
higher employer and employee
contributions, and potentially
changes in the plan for new
employees.

BONDING
PENSION DEBT
IS A BAD IDEA.

ON SHAKY
GROUND? FOCUS
ON SOLUTIONS.

If your city already cannot afford
its promises to retirees, you will
need to work with your citizens,
employees and state government
to balance employee benefits
and current services. This is not
easy at any time, but the need to
tackle these difficult questions
can be clearer in a crisis.

High general-debt levels only
make this more complicated
because bondholders are first
in line to be paid unless a city
declares bankruptcy.
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REPORTING AND OVERSIGHT

The information needed to run government well is
the same information residents, activists, journal-
ists and businesses would want. Municipalities do
not collect data on their operations and financials to
make informed decisions on the best use of people
or resources.

P Make financial information understandable and
available. This includes making Comprehensive
Annual Financial Reports (CAFRs, pronounced
“caffers”), available in a way that citizens can un-
derstand and compare to other local governments
in your state. Post finances in a machine-readable
format within six months of the fiscal year-end.

P> Meet or exceed Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles (GAAP, pronounced “gap”) and Gov-
ernment Accounting Services Board (GASB, pro-

nounced “gazz-bee”) statements in your report-
ing. Consider using accrual-based accounting for
financial reports to know when costs are incurred,
not simply when cash goes out.

Clearly account for liabilities such as pensions,
retiree health benefits and infrastructure main-
tenance and replacement. Have that accounting
independently verified.

With so many cities facing crises, states could
respond with greater oversight. Be prepared for
it. If your state does not already have one, it may
create a commission to monitor local government
finances, approve debt issuance and provide as-
sistance in some cases. Such a commission could
step in before a state would take over and appoint
an emergency manager for a city.

No city will come through the current crisis completely unscathed,
but some were — and more can be — better prepared. Applying

these simple principles to your budget can help your city come out
of this crisis stronger.






GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

RESILIENCY

As your finances recover, you can implement changes
that will leave your city better prepared for the next crisis.

BORROW LESS
AND SAVE MORE.

Build savings to prepare for storms, other
natural disasters and economic down-
turns. Once you have built an adequate
reserve without taking on new debt for
capital projects, you can make paying
down existing debts and unfunded liabili-
ties a priority.

LOOK FOR WAYS
TO SAVE MONEY
THROUGH SHARED
CONTRACTS.

Natural partners include the state, ad
hoc groups of cities with similar needs
or intergovernmental associations.

STAFFING,
EQUIPMENT AND
TECHNOLOGIES
SHOULD CHANGE
WITH THE TIMES.

All three should be managed in a way
that is responsive to changes in the
economy or citizens’ needs.

SHARING EXPERTISE
CAN BE A SOURCE OF
REVENUE.

Some cities provide water to neighboring
towns and others share fire departments
and sheriffs’ deputies with their coun-
ties. IT and administrative services are
also possibilities
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SAFELY HOUSING THE HOMELESS

Homelessness is not a new problem in cities, but it may become more widespread and riskier because of the
COVID-19 crisis. Although homelessness is more closely linked to high housing costs than to poverty, it is likely
to rise in 2020 as employment collapses. Providing safe places for the very poorest to live is not only a matter of
improving public health, it’s directly related to the underlying purpose of economic policy: creating an environment

where every resident can thrive.

Traditional dormitory-style shelters may also spread
viruses, and homeless people may be understandably
hesitant to risk sleeping in them. Since homeless peo-
ple come in frequent contact with the healthcare sys-
tem, their exposure to contagion creates additional risk
for medical professionals and other patients.

Cities can ease the costs of homelessness, both in tra-
ditional and contagion terms, with single-occupancy
shelters. These include sheds, tiny homes, 3D-printed
homes, converted motels and even vehicles owned by
homeless people. These can be publicly or privately
funded and delivered.

In virtually all cases, using single-occupancy shelters
requires either case-by-case or blanket exemption from
zoning laws. For example, cities could give all non-prof-
its permission to provide shelter for the homeless in

their buildings or in temporary shelters on their land,
such as a portion of their parking lots.

Cities and non-profits can also provide services to clus-
ters of single-occupancy shelters. At the most basic lev-
el, assigning overnight police protection to a specified
parking lot protects people living in their cars and RVs.

Individual bathrooms - as in a converted motel — are
ideal for controlling contagion. But in most cases,
shared bathrooms, or even portable toilets, are an im-
provement on the absence of dedicated bathrooms.
Local governments should install, or allow non-profits
to install, portable sinks as well so that people can prop-
erly wash their hands after using shared toilets.

Just beyond the city limits of Austin, Texas, Mobile Loaves & Fishes
built a master-planned community for people who had experienced

SPOTLIGHT

COMMUNITY
FIRST!
VILLAGE

IN AUSTIN

chronic homelessness. Their 51-acre site includes RV parking places,
cottages and a central hall. Mobile Loaves & Fishes builds many
services into the Community First! site, including several businesses
where residents earn a living. It looks like a state park campground.
But unlike a campground, the village needs to be located near the
jobs, commerce and customers that the surrounding city provides.

The village’s FAQ explains its zoning: “Community First! Village sits
just outside of the City of Austin city limits; therefore, there is no
zoning. We do, however, have to comply with certain state regula-

tions involving density and water quality.” In zoned areas, regulatory
approval would be necessary to introduce the Community First! mod-
el. Cities can work with non-profit partners to identify and re-zone
specific sites for village-style occupancy.

8

1

PAGE





14

PAGE

BETTER CITIES PROJECT

REPURPOSE
COMMERCIAL
SPACE

After a major dislocation, economies come back differently. We don't know exactly how things will change, so cities
will need flexibility to rapidly return to a thriving economy. Every sector of the economy is being hammered by the
COVID-19 crisis, but commercial space — both retail and offices — can expect the most vacancies.

Many individual shops and retail chains will go out of
business; in-person retail may permanently lose mar-
ket share to online sales. Restaurants may do a larger
share of business via delivery, reducing their demand
for floor space.

Offices have had a crash course in remote work and
workers have had a taste of working from home - it's
likely more workers will seek remote-work accommo-
dations. As the recession continues, we expect some
companies will ditch their office leases as the least dis-
ruptive way to cut costs. Other companies may move
toward a campus model, with a mix of office time and
remote work.

By contrast, residential demand should remain com-
paratively strong, especially in lower price tiers. Many
cities came into 2020 with pent-up demand. The Great
Recession showed that even a housing crash did not
lower rent much in high-cost cities. And in most plac-
es, home prices rebounded within a few years.

Resilient residential demand and declining commercial
demand can be accommodated by allowing re-use of
vacant commercial space. This could be accomplished

with a text amendment to local zoning codes to loosen
use restrictions in commercially-zoned areas:

» Include single- and multifamily housing as an al-
lowed (by right) use in zones that currently allow
offices and substantial retail.

» Waive parking requirements, setbacks and bulk
restrictions for re-use of existing structures. In
Buffalo, the removal of parking minimums for re-
use unlocked vacant downtown buildings that had
not been viable under the previous zoning.

Commercial strips with a handful of residential con-
versions mixed in will be healthier than those with a
handful of long-term vacancies. And commercial con-
versions may provide the type of moderate-price alter-
native housing that industrial loft conversions provid-
ed a generation ago.

Some cities will want to pursue these policies on a
discretionary basis — granting variances and special
permits rather than passing a text amendment. That
approach would likely have limited benefit, since only
well-capitalized builders will risk being stuck with dis-
tressed commercial property.





STREAMLINE
THE HOUSING
CONSTRUCTION
APPROVAL PROCESS

Approval processes vary widely across localities. In some jurisdictions,
projects generally proceed “by right” — projects that comply with zoning
rules receive straightforward approvals and building permits. In other
cases, cities require long, costly approval processes to secure permits,
and what will (and will not) be approved is unclear at the outset. One

statistical study found that the time that it takes for proposed housing
developments to receive approvals is the most consequential aspect of
regulation. The following section on accessory dwelling units offers a
potential path to removing subjectivity and speeding up permit times for
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More housing is
built, and it is
built faster and
cheaper, when
permit-approval
processes offer
speed and
certainty.
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SPOTLIGHT

ENDING CITIZEN
ADVISORY
COUNCILS

IN RALEIGH

In 2020, the Raleigh, North Carolina, city council vot-
ed to eliminate the city’s Citizen Advisory Councils.
One of the councils’ roles was to make recommen-
dations about whether or not to approve develop-
ment proposals to Raleigh’s zoning commission
and city council.

Newly-elected pro-housing city council members
pointed out that the councils favored participation
from the slice of Raleigh residents who have the time
and resources to participate in long meetings. Re-
quiring projects to go before the councils also slowed
down approvals, raising the cost of housing construc-
tion and in turn reducing new housing supply.

Raleigh officials have said that they are seeking
new platforms for citizen engagement that better
reflect the interests of all residents.

this relatively low-cost housing typology.

Some cities have elements of the approval process
that empower residents who oppose new housing
in their neighborhoods. For example, Washington,
DC, has 40 elected Advisory Neighborhood Com-
missions (ANCs) that hold public meetings and is-
sue advisory opinions on proposed developments.
The city’s zoning and review boards make the final
call, but they must give the ANC’s recommenda-
tions “great weight.”

Even jurisdictions without hyperlocal elected bod-
ies often rely on public meetings where residents
can express whether or not they like new develop-
ment proposals as an important part of their hous-
ing approval processes. But research shows what
many city officials likely already know; attendees at
public meetings are not representative of their com-
munities. Attending meetings requires residents to
have the time and resources to spend voicing their
opinions about changes in their neighborhood or
city. Attendees unsurprisingly tend to be older and
wealthier than the average resident in their juris-
diction, and they're more likely to be homeowners.

Further, discussing specific development propos-
als at public meetings tends to draw out opposition
rather than gathering a representative sample of
a neighborhood or localities’ opinions about new
housing construction.
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EACH DISCRETIONARY STEP
IN THE PERMIT-APPROVAL
PROCESS CONTRIBUTES

TO THE “VETOCRACY.”

Each discretionary step in the permit approval process
contributes to the “vetocracy” that stands in the way
of new housing supply. Many bodies have the ability to
delay or block new development, but people with the
widely-held view that more housing should be availa-
ble at lower prices don’t have an opportunity to over-
ride the vetoes of specific projects.

In housing development, time is money, and requiring
developers to sit on projects — and loans — for months
or years contributes substantially to construction
costs. Delays in permitting directly increase the costs
of home building and, in turn, eventual rental and sale
prices for housing. And increases in the time it takes
for new housing construction to be approved ultimate-
ly results in fewer viable housing developments. Fur-
ther, when approval processes are uncertain, home-
builders will propose fewer housing projects than they

would otherwise because seeking approval may cost
thousands or even hundreds of thousands of dollars
for an uncertain return.

For a model of streamlined permitting, local policy-
makers should look to Houston, arguably the most
pro-housing city in the U.S.; since 1990 Houston's pop-
ulation has increased by more than one-third, yet its
median house price is lower than the national medi-
an. Houston does not require any discretionary review,
and it even offers 24-hour permitting for single-family
developments and simple commercial projects.

Houston's process also offers public health benefits;
unlike other cities, the Houston online approval pro-
cess doesn't require meetings, or even a trip to the
planning department. Decreasing contact will make

city employees and residents safer.
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Addressing the housing shortage endemic in most cities is
a key part of economic recovery.

The COVID-19 pandemic highlights housing as a basic hu-
man need that, when met, has communitywide health and
social benefits. And, as cities move forward with their re-
covery efforts, housing — its construction, affordability and
suitability to the population’s needs — can be a big driver of
economic growth and resilience.

But too few homes are being built and they are too expen-
sive. It's as simple as that.

Earlier this year, Freddie Mac estimated that the U.S. needs
an additional 2.5 million homes to accommodate the
households we already have. This figure, however, does not
capture the full extent of the housing shortage because it
does not include the projected need for new housing over
the next decade. Nor does it take into account the skyrock-
eting home prices that have made purchasing or renting
in metropolitan areas difficult, if not impossible, for many
people — particularly in larger cities like Los Angeles where
“affordable” housing can cost up to $1 million dollars for an
apartment.

Building more homes requires more buildable land or more
density on existing land — things most major cities limit via
zoning. Existing rules may severely restrict new housing or
repurposing via separate areas for single-family and mul-
ti-family homes or other mixed uses. Combined with large
minimum-lot sizes or restrictions on who can live on a prop-
erty, these policies prohibit the flexible density needed to
address the housing shortage.

HOUSING
PRODUCTION:
SETTING
ACCESSORY
DWELLING
UNITS FREE

INCREASING
HOUSING QUICKLY
WITH 3 LEVERS

Cities have three powerful levers to
Increase housing relatively quickly via
accessory dwelling units (ADUs):

MOVE TO
LEGALIZE ADUs

This addresses a gap
in most cities’ housing
supplies.

END OCCUPANCY
RESTRICTIONS
Cities should reform
rules that restrict who
can share a home.

REFORM

PERMIT REVIEWS
Predictable processes
lower costs and speed
development.






LEGALIZE ADUs

Allowing homeowners to construct ADUs — tiny homes, in-law
apartments or granny flats — with relative ease on lots zoned for
single-family use will substantially expand the supply of small,
affordable homes. This is critical for middle- and low-income
households that are increasingly strained to afford housing in ur-
ban areas where most jobs are located.

While an ADU will not replace the need for a family home, such
units play an important role in making more use of less land.
ADUs also provide social benefits to families and communities
because they often result in multi-generational households that
reduce the demand on apartments and/or assisted living. And
when not used for family members, ADUs provide an opportunity
to add new rental units that can assist homeowners with mort-
gage payments.

Cities can further improve affordability by streamlining ADU per-
mit-approval processes. Adopting rules that, for example, pre-ap-
prove architectural designs or exempt ADUs from regulatory fees
imposed on new single-family development can drastically re-
duce the cost of building ADUs, spurring an increase in supply.

SPOTLIGHT

PORTLAND

. AND

SAN DIEGO

San Diego updated its building code

to give homeowners the right to
build ADUs, with very few restric-
tions. The city also streamlined the
permit process by pre-approving
several building plans.

The results are noteworthy. The
first year, San Diego saw 15 new
ADUs. But, since easing its permit-
ting requirements even further, San
Diego property owners produced
179 new granny flats in 2019. Since
adopting similar regulations, Port-
land, Oregon, has allowed ADUs on
an estimated 116,000 residentially
developed lots, resulting in 2,000
being built.
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SPOTLIGHT

SANTA CLARA

In Santa Clara, California, the median price

for a single-family home exceeds $1 million
and the average rent is close to $3,000 per

month.

REMOVE
OCCUPANCY
RESTRICTIONS

Since enacting laws to streamline the
ADU permit process and eliminating many
regulatory costs, Santa Clara has reduced
the average cost by as much as $60,000.

For the ADU strategy to work, cities should also reform
rules that restrict who can share a home. Many cities
have occupancy restrictions in their zoning codes that
insist that a home or apartment be occupied by family
members, prohibiting the number of unrelated people Currently, the average cost of an ADU

that can share a house or live in an ADU. These rules ranges from $80,000 for an attached unit
stifle increasing housing capacity by restricting who can to $160,000 for a detached one — a small
live in the newly built homes. fraction of the cost to rent or buy a home.






STEP 3:
LIMIT COSTS

Permit-review costs drive home prices. As the
housing and zoning section shows, costs and im-
pact fees imposed during the permitting process
can significantly increase the cost of ADUs. Roll-
ing back the regulatory mark-up on permitting sig-
nificantly reduces the cost of each new unit.

Another way to limit cost is to recognize that sim-
ple projects like ADUs should not require an archi-
tect and extensive review. Cities can pre-approve
a selection of common building plans and stream-
line permit review for projects using those plans.

While broad solutions to

the housing crisis require
additional state and local
reforms, the steps above
allow cities to immediately
expand the community’s
housing capacity and sharply
reduce the cost of new units.
This, in turn, has positive
downstream impacts on
economic stability, resiliency
and long-term growth.

GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

SPOTLIGHT

BOWLING GREEN
& BELLINGHAM

Bowling Green, Ohio’s zoning code contained a provi-
sion declaring it a misdemeanor for more than three
unrelated persons from occupying a home together,
regardless of the number of rooms or adequate park-
ing. In 2019, a federal court declared the law uncon-
stitutional, finding no reasonable basis for treating
four unrelated individuals differently than four related
people.

Bellingham, Washington, is home to a major universi-
ty which attracts a large number of renters. The city
code, however, contains an occupancy restriction
similar to Bowling Green'’s. In response to the Bowling
Green case, the city decided to suspend enforcement
of the law while the state considered a bill that would
prohibit occupancy laws. That bill did not make it to a
final vote and Bellingham's occupancy law remains on
the books.

The solution to this problem in Bellingham and else-
where is in the hands of local government, which has
authority to revoke its code provisions. Alternatively,
the city could enact an ordinance prohibiting enforce-
ment of occupancy restrictions as follows:

Finding that many unrelated occupant limits on
households worsen the community’s housing
shortage by preventing full utilization of homes,
discriminating against nontraditional households
and providing no public benefit, it is the intent of
the city with this act to prohibit local governments
from limiting the number of unrelated persons
occupying a home.

Except for occupant limits on group living arrange-
ments regulated by state or federal law, and any
restrictions on occupant load of the structure as
calculated by the applicable building code, the
government may not regulate or limit the number
of unrelated persons that may occupy a household
or dwelling unit.
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SUPPORT
OCCUPATIONAL
LICENSING
REFORM

Occupational licensing laws are generally defended as a means
to protect the public’s health and safety. However, studies have
indicated they are a poor tool for that end. They tend instead to
reduce competition and, as a result, lead to higher prices.

These laws are most often passed at the state level, meaning
employees and employers in any city in a state are subject to
them. But some city- and county-level occupational licensing
rules are piled on top of the state laws. This can lead to duplica-
tion and higher costs to starting and running a business. It can
also decrease employment opportunities for city residents.

New data from the Institute for Justice helps quantify the ex-
tent of city- and country-level occupational registration. Not at
all cities regulate occupations beyond the state-level laws. For
instance, Portland only regulates three occupations beyond the
state’s minimum criteria. Meanwhile, Denver regulates more
than 90. A report from the Mackinac Institute shows that Detroit
requires licenses for at least 60 occupations, even though half
of those already require a license from the state of Michigan.

Municipal and county level occupational
licensing requirements vary widely, from

a low of 3% of regulated occupations in
Atlanta to a high of 92% in Miami.

Most people assume occupational licensure only applies to
professions like medical professionals or lawyers. But across
hundreds of cities, licensure is required for occupations with rel-
atively low risk of harm. New York City recently cracked down on
unlicensed dog walkers. And Detroit requires licenses for win-
dow washers, movers, snowplowers and other jobs that could
be the difference between a paycheck and public assistance for
residents — if licensure didn't stand in the way.

GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

PROMOTING
INNOVATION:

4 TOOLS FOR
POLICYMAKERS

To promote entrepreneurship and
innovation, cities have a number of
tools at their disposal:

TRIM THE FAT

Eliminate municipal
licensing laws
where there’s no
demonstrable
connection to public
health or safety.

DE-DUPLICATE

Eliminate licensure
where it's redundant
to state requirements,
and allow reciprocity
for state licenses.

LOOK AT
ALTERNATIVES

Consider alternatives
to licensure, like
registration, private
certification or
mandatory bond.

LOCKITIN

Enact a local “Right
to Earn a Living Act”

to avoid proliferation
of licensure laws
creating a barrier to
finding work.
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One way cities can protect residents’ ability to earn a
living is by creating “sunrise ordinances” that require
elected officials to consider various criteria before
passing regulations that make it harder for residents
and business owners to earn a living.

For example, a city might require lawmakers to
demonstrate a public-health or safety threat substan-
tial enough to warrant new regulations, and to prove a
significant connection between any new law and that
harm, before passing a law affecting the ability to enter
a profession. Cities might also be required to consider
less restrictive alternatives to licensure, and to engage
in sunset review after several years to ensure its laws
keep up with changing times.

In 2017, Arizona became the first state to pass a Right
to Earn a Living Act. In addition to limiting restric-
tions on professions to those necessary to serve pub-
lic-health or safety objectives, the law allows citizens
to petition agencies and localities to repeal laws that
harm them. If the agency refuses, the petitioner may
challenge the law in court under a heightened stand-
ard of review.

By encouraging repeal and setting a high bar for laws
to pass muster in court, the Act is meant to encourage
better regulation and to avoid litigation.

MODEL ORDINANCE

A MUNICIPAL
RIGHT TO
EARN A
LIVING LAW

Tennessee has also adopted a Right to Earn a
Living Act, and the model ordinance below is
based on the language of that law.

Model Ordinance:

(1)

v

©)

The City shall limit occupational regulations
with respect to businesses and professions
to those demonstrably necessary and
carefully tailored to fulfill legitimate public
health, safety, or welfare objectives.
“Occupational regulations” shall be defined
as any law, ordinance, regulation, rule, policy,
fee, condition, test, permit, administrative
practice, or other provision relating to a
market, or the opportunity to engage in any
business, profession, or occupation;

Before imposing an occupational licensure
requirement, the City shall consider

less restrictive alternatives, including
registration, bonding or insurance, and
certification.

Every other July 1st, the City shall conduct
a comprehensive review of all occupational
regulations within the jurisdiction for the
purpose of determining whether each entry
regulation serves a public health, safety, or
welfare objective. The City shall repeal any
occupational regulation that does not serve
a public health, safety, or welfare objective,
or modify the regulation to bring it into
conformity with Subsection 1.
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ENCOURAGE ENTREPRENEURSHIP
AND NEW BUSINESS GROWTH

Every city has their own process for
someone to start a new business. In
some cities, it may only take two steps.
In other cities, it can take more than 10.

Even among the cities with a fairly standard set of limit-
ed procedures for starting a business, there may be fric-
tions that increase the cost in terms of time. Requiring
the filing of forms in person instead of online — or per-
haps there is no ability by the city to process the forms
electronically — is an example. Unnecessary duplication
of reporting is another.

It may seem like these costs are trivial, but they can ac-
cumulate over time and over a broad enough scale to
create high impediments to new business starts. Ac-
cording to the Doing Business North America study pub-
lished by the Center for the Study of Economic Liberty at
Arizona State University, for most cities these permitting
processes can take a few days. For places like Baltimore,
it takes nearly a month. For a city like San Francisco, it
takes over 45 days.

Substantial differences in these procedures in the time-
to-market in a city can be a dampener on long-term
business creation — not just in terms of how many busi-
nesses are created, but also the speed at which they are
created. In the highly-competitive environment for work-
ers, entrepreneurs and capital that cities face, substan-
tial regulatory delays can make a difference.

Large corporations can usually clear these hurdles eas-
ily, and city hall is generally willing to help expedite the
permitting and paperwork process for the mega-employ-
er moving in.

The same cannot be said for homegrown entrepreneurs
and small- or medium-sized business (which, in fact, are
usually one and the same). Taken together, these types
of businesses are the biggest employers in most cities.
Reducing the potential for swift business starts can im-
pact the employment growth generated by those firms.

4 STEPS TO
REDUCE MUNICIPAL
PERMITTING
BURDENS

Simple steps can be taken by cities to reduce
the permitting burden required of new
businesses:

REDUCE
Reduce the number of steps
@® required, not only by reducing
the number of forms but by also
eliminating the requirements that don't
pass a simple cost-benefit analysis.

EXPEDITE
Provide expedited
® electronic filing of required

forms to speed the process along.

NAVIGATE
Create an ombudsman
® or“navigator” role inside

the city government to help new
businesses work through the permitting
requirements.

GUARANTEE
Create a “challenge culture”
[

in city government by
instituting a public guarantee that a
business owner can trust he or she will
be moved through the process within a
certain strict and brief time frame.
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BOOST HOME-BASED BUSINESSES

Self-employment is an important way for people to
earn a living in difficult economic times, making it criti-
cal that cities support home-based businesses.

Even before COVID-19 required many of us to work
from home, telecommuting and home-based busi-
nesses had long been on the rise. According to recent
estimates, 52% of small businesses are home-based.
From tutors, to music teachers, to hair braiders, to tran-
scriptionists, many people are taking the first step to
entrepreneurship by starting up at home.

Part of the appeal of home-based businesses is re-
ducing start-up costs, but people also choose to work
from home because it gives them flexibility. Evidence
shows that home-based business owners are more
likely to be people who need an alternative to tradition-
al 9-to-5 jobs. Self-employment within the household
allows caregivers, people who are disabled or those
with special-needs family members to stay close to
family and to choose their own hours.

People may now sell goods online or offer music
lessons via Zoom with ease. But antiquated laws in
many cities make it difficult, if not outright illegal, to
start up a business from home. For example, many
laws only allow a home-based business if it is “cus-
tomary” or “incidental” to the residential use. These

vague terms give homeowners little guidance on
whether their business is allowed and the standards
can be applied in contradicting ways depending on
the jurisdiction.

Some cities offer a list of permitted occupations, but
they're frequently narrow or outdated — many laws
specifically allow “millinery” (hat-making), or forbid
clairvoyance.

Some of these laws are so strict that they even prohibit
entirely virtual businesses, like selling used clothes on-
line, uploading tutorials to YouTube or offering collect-
ibles on eBay. In some cities, it’s illegal to have even just
one person on premises for business purposes, even
though homeowners enjoy an unlimited right to have
people over for any other reason. These limitations bar
a person from teaching violin at home, or throwing a
Mary Kay party.

Some states have eased their home-based business
regulations. Utah was among the first to standard-
ize the treatment of home-based businesses across
the state, and a similar bill nearly passed in Arizona.
Maine and California have taken an industry-specific
approach and enacted bills aimed at making it easier
for people to sell goods made in home kitchens and to
start home daycares.

CITIES CAN LEAD, EVEN WHEN STATES WON’T

Local leaders can support self-employment at home by following best practices to allow home-based busi-
nesses while also ensuring that there are no substantial impacts on neighbors:

Provide clarity. Eliminate vague language like “customary” or “incidental use” and provide clear, objective
criteria for whether a home-based business is allowed.

Establish standards for zero-impact home-based businesses and allow them to operate without a permit.

Establish a permit scheme and reasonable fees for home-based businesses that do not meet zero-im-
pact criteria. When compliance is straight-forward and affordable, business:e
submit to the permitting process and cities are better able to enforce their
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SPOTLIGHT

SAN DIEGO
EMBRACES
HOME-BASED
ENTERPRISE

San Diego is an example of a city that
has modernized its laws to encourage
home-based entrepreneurship. Histor-
ically, the city forbade employees and
customers from visiting a business
run from the home, which made it
practically impossible to start many
categories of home-based businesses.
Owners could get around that obstacle
by paying $5,000 for a Neighborhood
Use Permit — something out of reach
for many small start-ups.

That all changed in 2018, when San
Diego passed a new ordinance that
allows home-based businesses to start
up without a permit and authorizes one
employee, customer and vendor to visit
the premises. A broad ban restricts
activities that impose a nuisance on
neighbors, and businesses that require
more visitors or other special accom-
modations are able to apply for a
special permit.

The reform allows businesses with
little impact on neighbors to form and
operate more freely.

For a study of home-based business
laws in localities across the country,
see the Center for Growth and
Opportunity’s recent survey, Zoning for
Opportunity: A Survey of Home-Based-
Business Regulations











TRANSIT
OPPORTUNITIES
MEAN FLEXIBILITY,
SAVINGS

Major cities have options to promote mass transit development,
including:

Contract out transit service to private
providers.

Partner with ridesharing companies to
deliver and expand paratransit.

Eliminate laws enabling transit
monopolies.

Simplify permit processes for e-scooters,
jitneys and ferries.

Reorganize bus services to match
demand and need.
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CONTRACT SERVICE

Cities can contract out transit operations and mainte-
nance to private providers, potentially lowering expen-
ditures and shifting the burden of unforeseen costs
away from taxpayers. Private transit operators can also
bring efficiencies of scale, best practices and innova-
tions to local transit systems.

In Los Angeles County, 22 cities formed the Foothill
Transit agency to provide cheap and effective contract-
ed transit service. Today, all of the agency’s bus routes
are operated by Transdev and Keolis, international tran-
sit operators.

For contracting transit, a city should:

P Adopt a process for entering into transit contract-

ing that includes competitive bidding (@ minimum of
three bids) primarily focused on financial consider-
ations

Set clear requirements on routes, schedules and
service quality; service quality minimums may re-
quire nightly cleaning, altered schedules (to be post-
ed two weeks in advance), hourly service on each
route, and procedures that limit noise pollution to 80
decibels

Clearly place financial risks on private operators
and off of taxpayers

Grant private operators flexibility for major events
and weather emergencies
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PARTNER WITH
RIDESHARING
COMPANIES

Private rideshare companies, such as Uber and Lyft,
can offer better paratransit services at lower costs
than traditional providers. While some individuals
may require additional aid to enter a vehicle, ride-
sharing can capture much of the demand and even
meet wheelchair accessibility guidelines. Paratran-
sit ridesharing can make use of on-demand reser-
vations using smart phones, which makes trip-plan-
ning easier, increasing mobility for those who need
assistance.

The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
has an on-demand paratransit pilot program with
ridesharing companies Uber, Lyft and Curb. Cur-
rently these private operators do not offer comple-
mentary paratransit service compliant under the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), largely due
to regulations not technical capability. Uber already
offers its WAV (wheelchair-accessible vehicles) ser-
vice in Boston, Chicago, New York, Los Angeles and
Philadelphia.

To promote using ridesharing companies for para-
transit a city should:

P Legalize ridesharing companies

P> Provide subsidies to rideshare companies that
offer paratransit services; riders would typically

pay a small part of the overall cost, typically $1-
$5 for each trip with cities/mobility authorities
paying the rest; Uber’s average charge is $13.36
while the average paratransit trip costs taxpay-
ers $29

Help private companies become ADA compliant
to expand the scope of ridesharing
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OPEN TRANSIT
TO COMPETITION

Most public transportation agencies, such as Denver’s
Regional Transportation District and the Maryland
Transportation Authority, function as monopolies, ei-
ther from state-level law or city-level contracting prac-

tices. Municipalities should end city-level monopolies
and pressure states to remove statutes that forbid
private-sector transportation services. Many transit
agencies lack the capital or ability to expand service
to underserved areas, leaving room for private-sector
actors without risk to taxpayers.

Additionally, cities can bundle together transit routes
by geographic districts or route type. Bundling profit-
able and unprofitable transit routes into a single con-
tract preserves service for the transit-dependent while
allowing companies to remain profitable and compet-
itive. Even with private operators, certain routes may

SIMPLIFY
PERMIT
PROCESSES
FOR PRIVATE
TRANSIT
ALTERNATIVES

e T TeT AREAN T RENR L AL LR

continue to need subsidies either from the transit agen-
cy or directly through the city.

To end a transit agency monopoly a city should:
P> Remove legal bans on private transit operators

P> Guarantee that fees paid by private transit compa-
nies go toward relevant expenditures

P> Redirect subsidies, as transit costs decrease, to in-
frastructure useful by both government-owned and
private transit

Simplifying the permit process for private-sector trans-
portation would promote transit that can survive in
the market without subsidies, particularly modes that
require minimal capital investment. The following four
modes of transportation could meet demand in various
cities: ridesharing, e-scooters, ferries and jitneys.

Ridesharing companies such as Uber and Lyft are ver-
satile and ubiquitous, throughout major cities. Jitneys,
small private shuttlebuses, can provide effective point-
to-point transit on high demand routes. After eliminat-
ing public transit monopolies, cities should craft jitney
service quality procedures that ensure minimum safe-
ty and cleanliness, but allow for maximum route and
scheduling flexibility to best match demand levels. In
Atlantic City, New Jersey, jitneys already connect heav-
ily frequented locations, such as the airport, train and
bus station, hotels, convention center, and the Board-
walk. Both jitneys and ridesharing vehicles use existing
roads and pay motor fuel taxes and tolls.

Electric scooters have demonstrated an ability to ex-
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REORGANIZE
BUS SERVICES

Cities should analyze bus ridership and service pat-
terns every five to 10 years and adjust service accord-
ingly. The needs of transit-dependent riders should
be prioritized when determining publicly-subsidized
routes. While some routes with limited demand
may need subsidies, private operators can operate
high-demand routes used by transit-choice riders who
can afford to pay the full cost of the trip.

In 2015, Houston, Texas's Metro transit agency suc-
cessfully reorganized their bus network, cutting cer-
tain routes, shifting away from a hub-based pattern
and expanding intra-suburban routes to meet demand
and need. Planners found the biggest need was ad-
ditional Sunday service and the agency cut weekday
service to expand weekend service. Bus ridership

ist sustainably across the country, proving especially
useful in regions with warm weather year-round. These
companies often pay fees to the municipality for law
enforcement costs and bike lane maintenance or ex-
pansion. However, overburdensome permit fees can
force e-scooter companies to cease operations in a

city, as Lime did in Tempe, Arizona, because of a $7,888

business license fee.

Ferries are important transportation assets in areas
with major bodies of water. Ferry companies can op-
erate profitable routes, set market-based parking fees
and invest in real estate directly around their terminals.
Capital costs for ferries are relatively low, as the body

grew in Houston despite nationwide declines in transit
ridership. In the aftermath of Hurricane Harvey, Metro
was able to restore service quickly and alter routes
based on the needs of city residents.

NJ Transit is a counter example. Despite operating
an extensive route network, service holes remain in
suburban areas. Hip, a private bus company, is work-
ing to fill that void connecting suburban communities
directly to Manhattan in areas NJ Transit underserves
or does not serve at all.

To reorganize their bus network cites should:
P> Analyze ridership patterns regularly
P> Adjust routes every five years

b Prioritize service for transit-dependent riders

of water already exists, and non-fare revenue potential
in real estate and paring is relatively high.

A simplified permit process requires:
P Clear and predetermined application requirements

» An elimination on the ability to place limits on the
number of providers for a given mode of transpor-
tation

P A requirement that any fees on private transit com-
panies go toward expenditures that address their
needs or relevant externalities

P Fees set no higher than a level that addresses the
aforementioned costs
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TRANSPARENCY:
A POWERFUL
TOOL FOR BOTH
THE PUBLIC AND
LOCAL LEADERS

In the 2012 Recovery Act Transparency: Learn-
ing from States’ Experience, researchers found
that while data was used widely if unevenly by
journalists and activists, “State officials were
the principal users of Recovery Act data as it al-
lowed them to manage and track federal spend-
ing in near-real time.” They went on to conclude
that state officials’ ability to manage the dis-
bursement of funds was the most significant
impact of transparency.

As you consider the other recommendations in

this playbook, think about how much easier your
job would be if there was a place you could go to
see if these policies were having the desired ef-
fect. Tracking and sharing information on busi-
ness openings, licensing applications, inspec-
tions, approvals and the like helps the city facilitate
business growth. If things are moving too slowly,
good data collection helps identify obstacles and
address them in real time, before you start getting
calls from residents, home builders, and elected
officials. Transparency helps you do your job.

GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG
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“TRANSPARENCY
REQUIREMENTS SERVED
AS A DETERRENT, WHICH
CONTRIBUTED TO LOW
RATES OF FRAUD, WASTE,
AND ABUSE OF FUNDS.”

'--..________h
I'"Jl'%“ﬁ:_ﬁ"-‘::-‘

OPEN
GOVERNMENT
ALLOWS YOU TO
DEMONSTRATE
SUCCESS -

There will certainly be studies and legislative inquiries into
how federal money was spent and which cities were best
at putting it to use. Taking the time now to make sure that
actions and outcomes are recorded will not only help you
with the work at hand but help demonstrate to others your
success.

The 2012 Recovery Act study affirmed Louis Brandeis’
1913 statement that “sunlight is said to be the best of dis-
infectants; electric light the most efficient policeman.” It
concluded the mere presence of openness standards was
itself a positive: “Transparency requirements served as a
deterrent, which contributed to low rates of fraud, waste,
and abuse of funds.”

That is good news: We all work better when we know we're
accountable. Municipal government can be a thankless
task or worse; clear and open data can protect good ini-
tiatives and even defend against strongly held bad ideas.

‘{!
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
TRANSPARENCY

As this is being written, the US unemployment rate is
more than 15% and likely underreporting those out of the
workforce. Job losses will likely be lighter among public
employees; add in financial anxiety and the prospect of
higher taxes to make up for reduced revenue, and it's
easy to imagine the public calling for dramatic reductions
in public staffing.

This may be alleviated with good-faith efforts by
city officials and unionized municipal workers
to spread that pain around fairly. People can be
made to appreciate the continuing need for mu-
nicipal employees — especially in the midst of a
pandemic — but they don't want to feel that they
are being forced to support sweetheart contracts.
Part of that can be accomplished by introducing
more transparency in public employee collective
bargaining.

Contract transparency is the norm in nearly half
the states across the country. Some states open
the entire process to the public; others include an
exemption when government officials are strate-
gizing among themselves. Once public officials
meet with union negotiators, however, the public
is allowed to be informed and monitor the process.

If your city doesn’t have transparency requirements
for collective bargaining or if the state law is weak,
now’s the time to consider this important reform.
Open collective bargaining sessions to the public,
require a 24-hour notice of the session and make
sure that draft and finalized bargaining agree-
ments are made public and easily accessible.
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TRANSPARENCY GENERATES
PUBLIC SUPPORT

Americans’ willingness to place the United States
economy on hold to preserve medical resources and
to protect the weakest among us is remarkable. It
demonstrates an amazing ability to make personal
sacrifices for the good of the whole — sacrifices that
can seem more rewarding if local government is able
to clearly articulate the payoff.

The impacts of open government go beyond policy;
they're a matter of fundamental trust as well. A 2014
study by Stephan G. Grimmelikhuijsen and Albert J.
Meijer published in the Journal of Public Administra-
tion Research and Theory makes it clear that trans-
parency is not a panacea. Those knowledgeable
about public policy are not necessarily swayed by
transparency, but:

Strong transparency policies result in a rise
in the perceived benevolence of government
among participants with little prior knowl-
edge and a low level of general trust in gov-
ernment. In contrast, weak transparency
policies result in a decline in the perceived
competence of participants with little prior
knowledge and a high level of general trust
in government.

The public is more likely to give you the benefit of
the doubt if they think you're being forthright. That
store of goodwill will be important to you and your
colleagues as you work to recover from the economic
hardships of COVID-19.





SURVEY

While the news media continues to lead in litigating public
record lawsuits, for the first time since 2009, the National
Freedom of Information Coalition’s (NFOIC) Biennial Open
Government Survey showed that members of the public
outnumbered newspapers as the larger client group for
attorneys pursuing open government cases.

Most respondents cited a problem with a lack of enforce-
ment or penalties for agencies and officials who violate
them. Less than 13% of respondents reported a decrease in
open records or open meetings violations in their jurisdiction
over the past two years.

Fifty-seven percent of respondents reported an increase in
making open government requests in state and local jurisdic-
tions over the last two years.

Of the more than 100 survey respondents from across the
U.S., nearly half were journalists and about one-fourth iden-
tified as state coalition members of NFOIC. Other self-iden-
tified stakeholder groups included attorneys, civic technol-
ogists, press association representatives and a handful of
government agencies/elected officials. Thirty-five attorneys
responded to the survey question about their client base.

GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG

WHO’S FILING
PUBLIC-INFORMATION
REQUESTS IN 20207

Other findings:

P> Nearly 87% of respondents said the incidence of open
records or open meeting violations in their state and local
jurisdiction stayed steady or increased over the past two
years.

P More than half of respondents said government officials’
understanding of and voluntary compliance with open
government requirements in their state and local jurisdic-
tion decreased over the past two years.

P> Reported reasons for government agencies denying ac-
cess to records varied, from disingenuous rationalization
of exemptions to inappropriate game playing and igno-
rance of the law. The biggest obstacle respondents said
they faced in getting information was a lack of response
or delayed response (84%), followed by invalid exceptions
(66%) and unreasonable fees (63%).

P 21% of respondents said there were worse policy reforms,
amendments and legislative changes to public disclosure
and open meeting laws affecting their state; 15% said it
had improved.

This pandemic has demonstrated that Americans are able to rise to the
occasion if they are given what they need to make informed decisions.
Transparency and openness are not just goals in and of themselves.
Municipalities that adopt financial transparency programs, collect and

share information related to their basic functions and open up their
collective bargaining process not only improve outcomes, but engender
favorable opinions among residents. And perhaps most importantly,
demonstrate that they are willing partners in the economic recovery.
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This playbook would not
have been possible without
the deep expertise of
municipal-policy experts
from around the country.
From economics to law
and from planning and
transportation to govern-
ment transparency and
economic development,
their research and recom-
mendations are shaping
tomorrow’s municipal
landscape.

THE TEAM

ANASTASIA BODEN
Senior Attorney
Pacific Legal Foundation

1y

N B
SALIM FURTH
Senior Research Fellow and
Director of the Urbanity project
at the Mercatus Center
at George Mason University

JOHN MOZENA
President
Center for Economic
Accountability

JOE COLETTI
Senior Fellow
John Locke Foundation

EMILY HAMILTON
Research Fellow and
Director of the Urbanity project
at the Mercatus Center
at George Mason University

STEPHEN SLIVINSKI
Senior Research Fellow
Center for the Study of

Economic Liberty at
Arizona State University

i
Iz ..(
BARUCH FEIGENBAUM
Senior Managing Director,
Transportation Policy
at the Reason Foundation

BRIAN HODGES
Senior Attorney
Pacific Legal Foundation

PATRICK TUOHEY
Director of Policy
Better Cities Project
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NEAXERSTEPS

READY TO

GET YOUR CITY
BACK TO WORK?
WE CAN HELP.

This playbook isn’t the final word on getting
American cities back to work quickly; it's a
starting point.

And whether you have an office at city hall, a
desk in a newsroom or a seat at the kitchen
table as an informed citizen, BCP and the
Getting Back To Work project team can help
you explore these and other policy sugges-
tions in depth.

VISIT GETTINGBACKTOWORK.ORG
You'll find the full text of this report online,
as well as additional linked research and
recommendations that can help you find
your city’s best path forward.

SIGN UP AT BETTER-CITIES.ORG

Our updates keep thousands of local elect-
ed officials and engaged citizens informed
about the latest ideas in municipal policy.

GET IN TOUCH

BCP can help identify specific research and
recommendations relevant to your city’s
challenges, direct you to the right experts for
answers and offer presentations related to
these and other topics.

§
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Thoughtful policy solutions for
America's cities — the kind that
empower people to prosper and
thrive — are more crucial than ever.

The next decade of economic
growth in America will likely be
determined by the actions cities
take to recover from COVID-19

and the shutdown that ensued.
There's a tremendous opportunity
to rediscover our strengths and lay
aside old, unhelpful habits.

This playbook — and its online
companion — offers real-world
policies and practices cities can
adopt quickly to help spur growth.

Americans stood with their leaders
to slow the growth; this is an
opportunity for leaders to stand
with Americans to speed the
recovery.

Phone (702) 546-8736
Email info@better-cities.org

Web  better-cities.org

4700 W. Rochelle Ave.
Suite 141
Las Vegas, NV 89103

BETTER
CITIES
PROJECT










Project is always available as a resource for current thinking in municipal policy.

Thank you for your time and attention, and thank you for your work on behalf of not just the
people of your city—but all of us.

Regards,
Greg Brooks

| President

4700 W. Rochelle Ave. | Suite 141 | Las Vegas, NV 89103

greg.brooks@better-cities.org | w:_better-cities.org
(702) 546-8736

If you'd like to stop receiving mail from BCP, you may unsubscribe. But we'd hate to see
you go!
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)
Subject: FW: No changes to CEQA
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:57:07 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is open for
business. Most of our staff are working from home and we’re available by e-mail. Our Public Portal, where you can
file new applications, and our award-winning Property Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of
Appeals and Board of Supervisors are accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s
health, all of our in-person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more information.

From: Tim Flaherty <flahertysfpd@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 5:42 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: No changes to CEQA

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

I am against any changes to the Sequa ordinance it was put in place to allow residents and people affected by
projects a chance to express their concerns and come up with alternative options- do not take away the peoples
right to be heard And informed

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:Veronica.Flores@sfgov.org

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:56:09 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Wen Guo <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:50 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://sfplanning.org/staff-directory
https://aca-ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964
https://sfplanning.org/node/1964

New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Wen Guo
homesbywen@gmail.com

94010


mailto:homesbywen@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:55:53 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Flora Lee <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:50 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Flora Lee
respondez_169(@yahoo.com

94132


mailto:respondez_169@yahoo.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:55:39 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Josephine Zhao <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:49 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Josephine Zhao

josephine zhao(@yahoo.com
94122


mailto:josephine_zhao@yahoo.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:55:24 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Marg Ng <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:49 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Marg Ng
mngl124@gmail.com

94116


mailto:mng1124@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:54:33 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Kenny Lee <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:43 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Kenny Lee

ken@misingi.com

94114


mailto:ken@misingi.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:54:18 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: Anna Kwok <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:42 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lines with 13 new bicycle
parking spaces, residents will have the opportunity to engage in a variety of environmentally-friendly
transit options. Furthermore, the project meets San Francisco’s challenging Greenpoint certification
standard.

Affordability and zero-displacement are high priorities for this project—25% of these proposed
homes would be below-market-rate, and the project would build homes on a currently empty lot.
These 13 homes are possible because of the Home-SF legislation, which was enacted with
overwhelming support. The size, scope, massing, and density of the project are all well within the
scope of Home-SF as well.
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New community benefits include the extension of the 23rd Street right of way and underground
utility upgrades which will benefit local residents for years to come. The new homes will fit well into
the surroundings, as the project will follow 23rd Street’s existing height and material patterns. The
voluntary setback of 25ft at the fifth story will create space for air and light, and further open up the
view corridor for many surrounding properties. Neighbors will be able to continue engaging in their
neighborhood, as the shadow study shows no negative impact on the nearby Noe Valley Tennis
Court.

Adding these new homes to the neighborhood will help mitigate San Francisco’s acute housing
shortage, and we’d love to have you on board supporting this project. Thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,
Anna Kwok

annayuenfongkwok(@gmail.com
94116


mailto:annayuenfongkwok@gmail.com

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 10:53:57 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9111 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

REDUCED CAPACITY DURING THE SHELTER IN PLACE ORDER -- The Planning Department is
open for business. Most of our staff are working from home and we're available by e-

mail. Our Public Portal, where you can file new applications, and our award-winning Property
Information Map are available 24/7. Similarly, the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors are
accepting appeals via e-mail despite office closures. To protect everyone’s health, all of our in-
person services at 1650 and 1660 Mission Street are suspended, and the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions are cancelled until April 9, at the earliest. Click here for more
information.

From: carmen ng <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Monday, June 22, 2020 12:41 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Housing at 4512 23rd St!

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

Commission:

Hi all,

| write to enthusiastically support building 13 new homes at 4512 23rd Street, which would come
with substantial community benefits. Served by the 37 and 48 MUNI lin