From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter from Supervisor Preston re 478-484 Haight Street (2016-013012CUA)
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 1:52:37 PM

Attachments: Letter to Planning Commission re 478-484 Haight Street (Nov 4, 2021).pdf

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: "Smeallie, Kyle (BOS)" <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>

Date: Thursday, November 4, 2021 at 1:00 PM

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

Cc: "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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, "May, Christopher (CPC)" <christopher.may@sfgov.org>, Aaron
Starr <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>

Subject: Letter from Supervisor Preston re 478-484 Haight Street (2016-013012CUA)

Good afternoon Mr. lonin,

Attached please find a letter from Supervisor Preston on the 478-484 Haight Street project before
the Planning Commission today.

| appreciate your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Kyle Smeallie

Legislative Aide, District 5 Supervisor Dean Preston
Office: 415.554.6783

Cell: 571.334.2814

Pronouns: He / His / Him

Sign up for our newsletter!
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Member, Board of Supervisors
District 5

City and County of San Francisco

DEAN PRESTON

November 4, 2021

San Francisco Planning Commission
Jonas Ionin, Commission Secretary
Via Email: jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

RE: Letter from Supervisor Preston regarding 478-484 Haight Street (2016-013012CUA)

Dear Planning Commissioners:

I am writing with respect to the project at 478-484 Haight Street, which seeks to amend its conditions of
approval relative to Planning Commission Motion No. 20976, adopted September 2, 2021. My office has
heard from a number of concerned neighbors and advocates about this project, in particular its timeline,
and I wanted to convey these concerns to the Commission.

I understand from a briefing by Planning staff that there were discrepancies in the previous
documentation before the Commission. As it has been conveyed, certain portions of the material,
including the motion adopted by the Commission, indicated the project sought to build two on-site BMR
units, while other portions indicated an intent to pay an in lieu fee to satisfy the project’s affordable
housing requirements.

It is concerning to my office that the project sponsor failed to correct this discrepancy at or before the
previous Commission hearing. Commissioners were asked to consider whether the project is necessary
and desirable to the neighborhood, and adding two affordable, on-site units can reasonably be expected to
influence that decision. I find it troubling that the Commission is now being asked to amend this
decision just two months later.

My office has consistently supported on-site affordable housing in new development, and have met with
skepticism proposals that seek post-facto permission to amend plans to allow for the project sponsor to
fee out. At a basic level, we believe that affordable units should be mixed with market rate units to the
greatest extent possible, rather than separating the affordable units, to be developed at a date uncertain.
On a more practical level, the process for calculating in lieu fees does not appear to be sufficient. While
this may be an issue related more to the Planning Code and less to its application to the item before the
Commission, it does highlight the problem. Rather than getting two on-site affordable units, the amended
conditions of approval will allow for payment of a fee that will cover just a fraction of the true cost of
developing just one unit of affordable housing.
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At the prior hearing, the project sponsor referenced a community meeting held in September 2017, at
which time the project featured two on-site affordable units. It is reasonable to ask the question whether
the reception would be the same if the sponsor had made clear that this would bring a 100% market-rate
project to the neighborhood, with zero on-site affordable units.

I want to thank Commissioners for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Dean Preston
District 5 Supervisor

CC:  President Joel Koppel
Vice-President Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Deland Chan
Commissioner Sue Diamond
Commissioner Frank Fung
Commissioner Theresa Imperial
Commissioner Rachael Tanner
Aaron Starr
Christopher May

City Hall « 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place * Room 274 « San Francisco, California 94102-4689 « (415) 554-7630
Fax (415) 554-7634 « TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 » E-mail: Dean.Preston@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: NO TO SWEETGREEN!!!
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 12:16:25 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Jaymie Oppenheim <jaymieoppenheim@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2021 12:14 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: NO TO SWEETGREEN!!!

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

This is not what the neighborhood needs!!!


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street NO NO NO
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 12:16:19 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Jeb Hollingsworth <jeb.hollingsworth@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2021 11:42 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street NO NO NO

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

The neighborhood does not need another chain restaurant/coffee shop further congesting the
streets!

Jeb Hollingsworth


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF NEW AFFORDABLE
HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST WATERFRONT

Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 12:10:06 PM

Attachments: 11.04.2021 Broadway Cove & 735 Davis.pdf

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

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

Date: Thursday, November 4, 2021 at 12:09 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING OF
NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST WATERFRONT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, November 4, 2021

Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

#%# PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING
OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST
WATERFRONT

Housing developments Broadway Cove and 735 Davis open their doors to 178 families and
seniors

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, City Attorney David Chiu, Supervisor Aaron
Peskin, and community leaders today celebrated the grand opening of two new affordable
housing developments, Broadway Cove and 735 Davis. Located at 88 Broadway, Broadway
Cove consists of 125 permanently affordable apartments for families, while 735 Davis consists
of 53 units for seniors.

The new apartments at Broadway Cove are available to households with incomes ranging
between 30-120% of the Area Median Income (AMI). Over 30 of the family units are
supported by Project-Based Section 8 Vouchers and will house residents of the HOPE SF
Potrero public housing site who have accepted the opportunity to relocate, while City-
sponsored subsidy programs support 28 of the senior apartments located at 735 Davis.

“To address our City’s housing crisis, we need to be willing to take on projects like the ones
we are celebrating today,” said Mayor Breed. “As we recover from this pandemic and fully
reopen our economy, it is critical for San Franciscans to have the opportunity to live and thrive
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, November 4, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES GRAND OPENING
OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING BY THE NORTHEAST
WATERFRONT

Housing developments Broadway Cove and 735 Davis open their doors to 178 families and
seniors

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, City Attorney David Chiu, Supervisor Aaron
Peskin, and community leaders today celebrated the grand opening of two new affordable
housing developments, Broadway Cove and 735 Davis. Located at 88 Broadway, Broadway
Cove consists of 125 permanently affordable apartments for families, while 735 Davis consists
of 53 units for seniors.

The new apartments at Broadway Cove are available to households with incomes ranging
between 30-120% of the Area Median Income (AMI). Over 30 of the family units are supported
by Project-Based Section 8 Vouchers and will house residents of the HOPE SF Potrero public
housing site who have accepted the opportunity to relocate, while City-sponsored subsidy
programs support 28 of the senior apartments located at 735 Davis.

“To address our City’s housing crisis, we need to be willing to take on projects like the ones we
are celebrating today,” said Mayor Breed. “As we recover from this pandemic and fully reopen
our economy, it is critical for San Franciscans to have the opportunity to live and thrive in the
city they call home. I will continue to do all that | can to ensure that that our residents, especially
our families and seniors, have a safe and dignified place to live.”

In October 2018, Mayor Breed announced a $1.5 million investment to ensure 735 Davis would
be affordable to very low-income seniors through the Senior Operating Subsidy (SOS) program.
The funding cuts rents in half for 13 senior housing units, lowering the monthly rent for a one-
bedroom apartment from $1,538 to $769. Additionally, 15 units are supported by the Local
Operating Subsidy Program (LOSP), part of Mayor Breed’s Homelessness Recovery Plan.

Before the development of affordable housing, 88 Broadway served as a surface parking lot
owned by the Port of San Francisco on a parcel that was formerly occupied by the Embarcadero
Freeway. 735 Davis is a former San Francisco Public Works parking lot transferred to the
Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) through the City’s surplus
land ordinance to make developable sites available for affordable housing on public lands.

In 2018, then-Assemblymember David Chiu, who now serves as San Francisco City Attorney,
authored Assembly Bill (AB) 1423 to permit the City to build affordable housing at 88

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Broadway. AB 1423 also clarified that 88 Broadway could include a childcare facility and a
ground floor restaurant.

“This is exactly the type of housing we need in San Francisco,” said City Attorney David Chiu.
“These projects will provide 178 affordable homes to our families and seniors. | was more than
happy to author legislation as an Assemblymember to ensure this project moved forward and
families would have the amenities they need.”

With a particular focus on meeting the housing needs of the surrounding neighborhood, of the
129 units available through the affordable housing lottery, 40%, or 51 homes, were available to
applicants with the Neighborhood Resident Housing Preference. The two developments
collectively feature approximately 10,500 square feet of retail/commercial space targeted to
neighborhood-serving uses, including a 55-slot mixed-income childcare center operated by the
YMCA of San Francisco. There is also a 9,500 square-foot mid-block public walkway publicly
accessible between the two sites, with landscaping and seating.

“I am incredibly proud to have fought for and secured 100% affordable housing (and one park)
on the four parcels liberated by the teardown of the Embarcadero Freeway,” said Supervisor
Aaron Peskin, who has represented the northeast corner of the City on and off for two decades.
“Broadway Cove/735 Davis are especially significant because they are the first of the sites to
benefit from our SOS subsidies for seniors program. It’s very moving to have served long
enough to see this last freeway parcel welcome residents home.”

“The Port 1s deeply committed to a waterfront for everyone and is proud to own and provide the
land at 88 Broadway for San Francisco for families and seniors to live well in our City,” said
Elaine Forbes, Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “The 88 Broadway community
symbolizes joy and opportunity and is a wonderful addition to our renowned waterfront.”

BRIDGE Housing and The John Stewart Company were partners on this multi-building
development. They enlisted local architecture firm Leddy Maytum Stacy and Cahill Contractors
to bring this project to completion.

“This was a rare opportunity to bring a much-needed range of affordability and services to the
neighborhood,” said Susan Johnson, BRIDGE Housing Interim President & CEO. “We’re proud
to team up with The John Stewart Company and our public- and private-sector partners on this
effort to serve people, from the city’s most vulnerable seniors to working families.”

“Completion of this innovative project realizes John Stewart’s vision for what he called ‘the
mother of all mixed-use projects,” meaning an affordable and inclusive community with family
and senior units, residents ranging from the formerly homeless to the ‘missing middle,’
supportive services for all residents and an on-site mixed-income childcare center — all on
publicly-owned land with unparalleled views and proximity to the Bay. John spent many hours
appearing at Port Commission, Board and community meetings championing this project, and we

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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are absolutely thrilled to have helped bring it to fruition,” said Jack Gardner, President & CEO of
the John Stewart Company.

“We’ve lived in the neighborhood my whole life, and with a family of five, our apartment was
very crowded,” said Broadway Cove resident Tammy Z., who moved in under the Neighborhood
Resident Housing Preference program. “Broadway Cove is a gift that changed our lives, as my
sister and I still live close to our parents, but for the first time, we have our own rooms.” Tammy
works as a customer service manager at a local music school and is also studying at City College
of San Francisco.

Major financing for both Broadway Cove and 735 Davis includes a $50 million investment for
building construction from MOHCD that enabled the $140 million (combined) projects to move
forward. In addition to the City’s investment, Bank of America, the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee, and Barings Multifamily Capital LLC contributed to 88 Broadway, while
the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco contributed to 735 Davis.

“Bank of America Community Development Banking is pleased to provide more than $125
million in debt and equity financing to help create much-needed affordable housing for families
in San Francisco,” said Liz Minick, San Francisco-East Bay Market Executive at Bank of
America. “Broadway Cove and 735 Davis are great examples of the impact public-private
partnerships can make to support the communities where we work and live.”

Broadway Cove is a six-story building that includes studios, one-bedroom, two-bedroom, and
three-bedroom apartments. 735 Davis is a six-story building that includes studios and one-
bedroom apartments. Both projects started construction in June 2019 and were completed in
December 2020 (735 Davis) and March 2021 (88 Broadway), with the grand opening delayed
due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

HitH
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Contractors to bring this project to completion.
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“We’ve lived in the neighborhood my whole life, and with a family of five, our apartment was
very crowded,” said Broadway Cove resident Tammy Z., who moved in under the
Neighborhood Resident Housing Preference program. “Broadway Cove is a gift that changed
our lives, as my sister and I still live close to our parents, but for the first time, we have our
own rooms.” Tammy works as a customer service manager at a local music school and is also
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move forward. In addition to the City’s investment, Bank of America, the California Tax
Credit Allocation Committee, and Barings Multifamily Capital LLC contributed to 88
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“Bank of America Community Development Banking is pleased to provide more than $125
million in debt and equity financing to help create much-needed affordable housing for
families in San Francisco,” said Liz Minick, San Francisco-East Bay Market Executive at
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private partnerships can make to support the communities where we work and live.”
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 1320 Washington Street (2018-007380PRJ)
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 11:50:21 AM
Attachments: 1340 Letter of Support for 1320.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Laura Strazzo <laura@zfplaw.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 04, 2021 11:08 AM

To: Perry, Andrew (CPC) <andrew.perry@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Asbagh, Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>
Cc: mas@reubenlaw.com

Subject: 1320 Washington Street (2018-007380PRJ)

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

Hello,

My office represents the owners of 1340 Washington Street. We would like to submit the attached
letter of support for 2018-007380PRJ, which is on the Planning Commission hearing calendar for
today. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Laura Strazzo

Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755
www.zfplaw.com

PLEASE NOTE THAT ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON HAS MOVED.

This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole
use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated,
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EXHIBIT F

Letter of Support

Novemberﬁ_ ;2021

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

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 1320 Washington Street
Dear President Koppel,

As the property owners of 1340 Washington Street, we are writing to express our support for Urban Land
Development's proposed residential project, 1320 Washington Street. Our property is adjacent to the
proposed project site. We appreciate Urban Land Development's (ULD) efforts to engage us in early
discussions and keep us updated throughout the design process.

For over two years, we have been involved in conversations with ULD reviewing our concerns with the
potential loss of light and air for our residents. As a result of these talks, ULD has made significant design
changes to their buildings to include a beautifully designed, double-width lightwell mirroring our buildings
created to provide maximum access to light and air. ULD is also funding the installation of skylights on our
roof to increase light to the upper floor units.

We are pleased that the project will make constructive use of an under-utilized site and replace it with an
elegant new residential building, offering twenty-five attractive new family homes that complement the
neighborhood's surroundings. Additionally, we welcome the thoughtful consideration of incorporating
green spaces and generous landscaping in both public and private spaces surrounding the building and
providing a significantly improved public realm.

We thank you for your consideration and strongly encourage the Commission's support of 1320 Washington
Street.

Sincerely,

T %ﬁaw&f%@«/
Joe Yickand Pauline Javier
1340 Washington Street Owners







nothing in this communication should be regarded as tax advice.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Perry, Andrew (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1320 Washington Street
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 10:30:21 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: "Hepner, Lee (BOS)" <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>
Date: Friday, October 29, 2021 at 5:26 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: 1320 Washington Street

Please see the below correspondence regarding the subject project on next week’s Planning
Commission agenda.

Thanks,

Lee Hepner

Legislative Aide

Supervisor Aaron Peskin

(415) 554-7419 | pronouns: he, him, his

District 3 Website
Sign up for our newsletter here!

From: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2021 2:23 PM

To: Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: 1320 Washington Street

From: Mark Anderson <mark.s.anderson1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2021 12:31:57 PM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1320 Washington Street

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


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
https://sfbos.org/supervisor-peskin
https://fe3615707564077d701379.pub.s10.sfmc-content.com/jmzpnsbhaly
mailto:mark.s.anderson1@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org

untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisor Peskin,

We are Mark and Robin Anderson and live at 1333 Jones Street. 1320 Washington is currently a
parking garage located across the street from our unit. A developer has proposed to demolish the
two story parking garage and build a new condominium building in its place. The new building will
be 6 stories tall and rising to the height of over 70 feet. The current zoning is for only a 40 foot
building and all the other buildings on the north side of Washington are four stories tall and about
40 feet tall. The new building will be totally out of character for the neighborhood, will block views
and sunshine and will eliminate badly needed parking for Nob Hill.

It is very upsetting that a developer can ask for a waiver from zoning requirements just so they can
make more money. Folks in the neighborhood (including us!) relied on the 40 foot height limitation
when we bought our property. We are all for more housing but the building height should be
limited to 40 feet like the Planning Code requires. Is there anything that you can do to help us limit
the height of the proposed new building? The hearing for a Conditional Use Permit is this coming
Thursday November 4.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Mark and Robin Anderson

1333 Jones Street, #506
510 816 4731



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2004 Chestnut -- Sweetgreens
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 10:24:26 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/>
San Francisco Property Information Map <https:/sfplanninggis.org/pim/>

On 11/2/21, 2:54 PM, "Russell Long" <russelllong@me.com> wrote:

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

I’d like to request your help and support by opposing Sweet Water’s use/occupancy permit request. This is
primarily a take-out establishment, and will extend traffic jams on Chestnut St, as well as creating parking blockages
while Door Dash and Uber drivers await food. Marina residents such as myself will be greatly inconvenienced.

Thank you,
Russell Long

29 Toledo Way
415-302-4824


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

From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: THD COMMENT LETTER - Opposition to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 10:23:47 AM

Attachments: THD Ltr 425 Broadway FINAL 11-2-21.pdf

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Stan Hayes <stanhayes1967@gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 3:41 PM

To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>,
"Rachel.Tanner@sfgov.org" <Rachel.Tanner@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)" <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>, "Peskin,
Aaron (BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>

Subject: THD COMMENT LETTER - Opposition to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)

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

President Koppel and Commissioners -

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers, please accept this letter OPPOSING the project at
425 Broadway as it is proposed.

Please feel free to contact us if you would like to discuss any of our comments.
Regards,
Stan Hayes

Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS

RE: OPPOSITION to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)

Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(Via email: joel koppel@sfgov.org)

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), we express our opposition to the mixed-use
project at 425 Broadway as it is proposed. This project is comprised of two mixed-use buildings — one
on Broadway and a second building on Montgomery Street, legally separated by Verdi Place, a 20-foot-
wide public right of way from Montgomery, and a city-owned sewer easement reserved within the
former extension of Verdi Place.

We are concerned about the size and design of the two buildings, their lack of compatibility
with other nearby buildings in the Jackson Square Historic District Extension where the project site is
located, and the failure to the Planning Department to analyze important health and safety impacts of
the buildings (including geotechnical, structural, shadowing, and traffic) by declaring the project
exempt from all CEQA review. We are also concerned that the project would not only impact the health
and safety of the residents of the adjacent SRO hotel, but would also contribute to gentrification leading
to the displacement of low-income and senior residents of multiple Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
hotels in the immediate vicinity of the project.

In addition, we are concerned that the project’s posted notice did not comply with the
requirements of the Section 333 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which requires such notices to
include the languages spoken by non-English speaking persons — here a substantial number of the
residents of the nearby low-income SRO hotels and apartment buildings speak only Cantonese.

Also, we note that the draft motion for the project appears to authorize a “public parking
garage” (see Draft Motion, Exhibit A, “Authorization”). No such garage is shown on the project
sponsor’s plans, nor has it been discussed earlier. If incorrect, the draft motion should be revised.

Health, Safety and Livability Impacts on Adjacent Low-Income and Senior Residents

Most importantly, we ask the Planning Commission to consider the project’s adverse and direct
impacts on the health, safely and liveability of the very low income and senior residents of the
immediately adjacent SRO hotel at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex Hotel), home to 39 low-income
households occupying rooms with limited exterior windows.

The height and bulk of the proposed Montgomery building, which would be located along Verdi
Place, the 20-foot wide east-west facing public right-of-way, would block light and air to all south-
facing windows of the New Rex Hotel, while the height and bulk of the proposed Broadway building,
towering over the New Rex Hotel, would block light and air to its West-facing windows despite two
proposed matching air wells.

P.O. BOX 330159 S5AMN FRANCISCO, CA 924133 - 415.273.1004 www.thd.org

Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic fradifions of San Francisca's Telegraph Hill and to represent the community interests of its residents and property owners.
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The project sponsor’s own shadow study (see Figure 1) provides substantial evidence that that
these windows would be in near-perpetual shade. These shadow impacts on the low-income and senior
residents of the immediately adjacent New Rex SRO hotel are specific and direct adverse impacts on
public health and safety and on the physical environment that would allow the Planning Commission to
deny a requested incentive, concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding of such adverse impacts.

Gentrification and Displacement

Broadway is a major corridor for very low-income housing, including numerous SRO hotels
and low rent apartments in addition to the New Rex Hotel. Other immediately adjacent SRO residence
hotels (see Figure 1 and the project sponsor’s photos in Figure 2) include the Golden Eagle SRO
residence hotel at 400 Broadway (118 rooms), On Lok SRO for seniors at 1000-1010 Montgomery (41
rooms), and the SRO residence hotel at 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms). While the construction of the
proposed new market-rate housing development at 425 Broadway does not directly displace existing
residents or community-serving businesses, the cumulative effect of creating high-end unaffordable
housing at 425 Broadway, together with the market rate housing proposed nearby at 955 Sansome and
875 Sansome, will stimulate further real estate speculation almost certainly resulting in the
gentrification of the Broadway Corridor, leading to the loss of affordable housing for the very poor and
the displacement of very low-income, monolingual families from their homes.

Required Commission Actions

For the project to proceed the Commission must: (1) adopt findings to approve requested
Conditional Use Authorizations; and (2) adopt findings that the requested State Density Bonus waivers
and incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the project, and that the
requested waivers and incentives will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.
In addition, the Commission must adopt the Department’s determination that the project is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

1. Please Denyv the Project’s Requested Conditional Use Authorizations.

To grant a CUA, Section 303 requires the Commission to find that the proposed use, at the size
and intensity contemplated, is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the
community, and that the proposed use size will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.

o0 Please Deny the Office Space CUA.

Non-residential use sizes in the Broadway NCD are limited to 2,999 sq. ft. unless the
Commission grants a CUA. Here the project is requesting a total of 23,675 sq. ft. of non-residential
use, of which 18,735 sq. ft. is for office use, more than six times the 2,999 square feet non-residential
use limit for this district. As shown on the project sponsor’s plans (Figure 3), the inclusion of the
proposed non-residential office use would substantially increase the height of each of the buildings.
This excessive amount of office space unnecessarily expands the size of each of the two buildings,
while millions of square feet of office space in the City go unleased.

Given the project’s significant impact on the health, safety and liveability of the low income and
senior residents in the immediately adjacent SRO hotel due to the project’s size and height, together
with the project’s role in fuelling the gentrification of the Broadway Corridor leading to displacement
of low-income, monolingual families, we believe the Commission cannot make the required findings to
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grant this CUA. The request to exceed the non-residential use limit as proposed is not necessary or
desirable for or compatible with the neighborhood and will be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. Please deny the CUA to
allow the project to exceed the non-residential use limit in the Broadway NCD.

O Please Deny the CUA to exceed 40 feet in height in the Broadway NCD.

The project sponsor has requested a CUA to allow each of the two buildings to exceed 40 feet in
height. Planning Code Section 253.1 requires the Commission to make specific findings before a CUA
can be approved for a new building in the Broadway NCD that would exceed 40 feet in height and
prohibits the Commission from approving any new building that exceeds 65 feet.

In addition to the Section 303 findings listed above, the Commission is required by Section
253.1 to find that “The height of the new or expanding development will be compatible with the
individual neighborhood character and the height and scale of the adjacent buildings.”

The project is located within the Jackson Square Historic District Extension, which is listed on
the California Register of Historic Places. The buildings in this historic district are characterized by 2-
to 3-story brick regular building forms with string courses, cornices, and deep window and door
openings. By a significant margin, the proposed Montgomery building would be the tallest building in
the historic district, rising 76 feet above its base on Montgomery Street. As illustrated by the project
sponsor’s own rendering reproduced in Figure 4, the project sponsor’s characterization of the
Montgomery building as 64 feet in height is substantially misleading. The figure clearly shows that the
Montgomery building is actually 76 feet above Montgomery Street. There are two separate buildings
proposed on this downward sloping site, separated by a strip of land that cannot be built upon — a public
right of way (Verdi Place) and a city-owned sewer easement. By all logic, the height of each of these
buildings should be calculated separately. If so, the Montgomery building would exceed the 65-foot
height limit for this site and, therefore, could not be approved by the Commission.

Given that the height of the proposed new buildings would not be compatible with the character
of the Jackson Square Historic District Extension and would exceed the height and scale of the adjacent
historic buildings on Broadway, we do not believe that the findings required by Planning Code 253.1 to
grant a CUA for heights above 40 feet can be made. Further, as discussed above, granting a CUA for
the heights of these buildings would be detrimental to the health and safety and general welfare of
persons residing in the vicinity — specifically to the low-income residents in the adjacent New Rex
Hotel.

Further, the material of the buildings is incompatible with the character of the historic buildings
in the surrounding historic district. The “thin brick tile” as specified on the plans is incompatible with
the district, as is the dark black color of the Broadway building and a significant portion of the
Montgomery building. Please deny the CUA to allow the project to exceed 40 feet.

2. Please Deny the Project’s Requested Incentives/Concessions and Waivers.

Because the project proposes to use the State Density Bonus Law, the Commission must adopt
findings related to the requested waivers and incentives or concessions. According to the Department’s
staff report for the November 4™ hearing, the project is requesting an incentive to exceed the non-
residential use limitation of 2,999 sq. ft. and three (3) waivers from Planning Code development
standards including waivers from the minimum requirements for Rear Yard (Sec. 134), Dwelling Unit
Exposure (Sec. 140), and Bulk Limits (Sec. 270).
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o The Commission Lacks Information to Adopt Findings to Allow the Incentive.

The State Law provides that an incentive is allowed if “required to provide for affordable
housing costs.” CA Govt. Code Section 65915(k). The Planning Director’s Bulletin No.6 (updated June
2021) at page 5 provides that:

“[T]he Planning Commission must adopt findings that the requested incentives will result in
actual cost reductions for the project, and the requested waivers and incentives will not
negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.”

We are aware of no financial proforma or other financial data available to the Commission as
would be necessary for it to adopt the required findings. We therefore urge the Planning Commission to
require an adequately detailed financial proforma and/or other financial data prior to adopting findings
that the requested incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the

project.

o Please Deny the Requested Incentive and Waivers.

The State Density Bonus Law allows the Commission to deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence, of any of the
following:

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public
health and safety or upon the physical environment,

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on a
property listed on the California Register of Historic Places, or

e The concession or incentive would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions
required to provide for the affordable housing units.

The project’s requested incentive would allow the inclusion of 18,735 square feet of
“professional office” space in the proposed project. The Commission can deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence before it, that the
concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety
or upon the physical environment. As discussed above, we believe there is substantial evidence, based
on the project sponsor’s own shadow study, that the frequent shadows on the adjacent the SRO hotel at
401 Broadway (New Rex Hotel) that would result from the project’s requested incentive and waivers
would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety of the residents of the hotel,
allowing the Commission to deny the requested incentive as well as one or more waivers. The
elimination of the office space from the proposed project would reduce the height of the buildings,
mitigating the specific, adverse impact on public health caused by project’s shadow impacts as well as
the specific, adverse impact on historic resources.

Unfortunately, there is inadequate financial information available to the Commission to make a
finding that the incentive or a waiver would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions required
to provide for the five units of affordable housing in the project.
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o Urgent Need to Develop, Adopt, and Apply Objective and Standardized Procedures
for State Density Bonus Projects.

We are concerned that there has not been a sufficient demonstration of the project’s
qualification for the incentive/concession or waivers requested by the project sponsor under the State
Density Bonus Law and that the Department has not developed, adopted, or applied an objective,
quantitative, and standardized procedure for making such demonstrations. As a result, the Commission
has insufficient information before it to make the required findings.

And, as members of the public, we are also entitled to adequate and publicly available financial
and other justification for the requested density bonus incentives and waivers, with more detailed and
meaningful financial and other analyses submitted to the Commission to more fully demonstrate that
the requested waivers will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.

3. Please Reject the Categorical Exemption and Require Environmental Review.

We urge the Commission to reject the project’s flawed determination that the project is exempt
from environmental review and to require an EIR. The Department’s conclusion that this project is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) effectively “scopes out” and bypasses
without analysis the significance of the environmental impacts of this project and, where appropriate,
their mitigation. Such impacts could include, without limitation:

e Geotechnical - impacts of building excavation and construction on adjoining older, particularly
susceptible buildings, especially the SRO residence hotel at 401-407 Broadway, which was
constructed in 1907 and that would be vulnerable to excavation and construction impacts on two
of its four sides, as well the building at 435-443 Broadway, also constructed in 1906, located
immediately to the west of the proposed Broadway building

e Health and safety - impacts of loss of light and air on low-income and senior tenants of nearby
SRO residence hotels

e Displacement — impacts of the introduction of new market-rate luxury condominiums on the
continuing availability and viability of nearby SRO residence hotels and other low-income
housing in the project vicinity

e Historic resources — impacts of the proposed building scale, massing, and design on the
California Register-listed Jackson Square Extension Historic District in which the project is
located

e Cumulative effects — combined impacts of the proposed project and other currently proposed
projects nearby, in particular the effect of the proposed project on shadowing of the John Yehall
Chin Elementary School itself and on its two playgrounds combined with shadowing of those
same locations from the proposed projects at 955 Sansome and 875 Sansome.
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CC:

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/7
~/
Vi) 7 i;@ﬂ/
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

Kathrin Moore, Vice President kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Deland Chan, Commissioner deland.chan@sfgov.org

Sue Diamond, Commissioner sue.diamond@sfgov.org

Frank Fung, Commissioner frank.fung@sfgov.org

Theresa Imperial, Commissioner theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
Rachel Tanner, Commissioner Rachael. Tanner@sfgov.org
Jonas Ionin, Secretary jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

Claudine Aspagh, SF Planning claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org
Aaron Peskin, District 3 Supervisor Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
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Figure 1. Shadowing caused by proposed project at 425 Broadway, also showing locations of SRO residence hotels —
based on project sponsor’s shadow study (darkest blue shading is the most frequent shadowing).
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Maontgomery Place LLC

1630 Oakland Road #4215

San Jose, CA Q5131

Richard Chen - Manager

CWNER jhrcheni@gmail .com

MONTGOMERY PLACE

425 Broadway Sireet
San Francisco,
PROJECT Ch 84133,

APN : 0163/002

ECALE : WIS,
DRAWING TITLE PHOTOGRAPHS

SHEET NO. : A-24.0

CATR -

DRAWING SET- FOR
D9/28/2021 CITY SUBMISSION

5 BROADWAY - NORTH EAST CORNER

I0-+Q
ian birchall and associates
177 post street, suite 920

san francisco, ca 24108

7 BROADWAY - SOUTH WEST CORNER 8 BROADWAY - SOUTH EAST CORNER £ 415512 5050 £ 415 5129653

W SN com

project contact: lan Birchall

Figure 2. Project sponsor’s photos showing SRO residence hotels at the corner of Broadway and Montgomery,
at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex, 39 rooms, SW corner), 400 Broadway (Golden Eagle, 118 rooms, NW corner),
1000-1010 Montgomery (On Lok, 41 rooms, NE corner), and 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms, SE corner)
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Figure 3. Section showing extent of proposed office space (gray shading), excerpted from project sponsor’s plans
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Figure 4. Physical height above Montgomery and Broadway for two proposed buildings at 425 Broadway
(Montgomery building = 76 feet, Broadway building = 56 feet)
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TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS

RE: OPPOSITION to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)

Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(Via email: joel koppel@sfgov.org)

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), we express our opposition to the mixed-use
project at 425 Broadway as it is proposed. This project is comprised of two mixed-use buildings — one
on Broadway and a second building on Montgomery Street, legally separated by Verdi Place, a 20-foot-
wide public right of way from Montgomery, and a city-owned sewer easement reserved within the
former extension of Verdi Place.

We are concerned about the size and design of the two buildings, their lack of compatibility
with other nearby buildings in the Jackson Square Historic District Extension where the project site is
located, and the failure to the Planning Department to analyze important health and safety impacts of
the buildings (including geotechnical, structural, shadowing, and traffic) by declaring the project
exempt from all CEQA review. We are also concerned that the project would not only impact the health
and safety of the residents of the adjacent SRO hotel, but would also contribute to gentrification leading
to the displacement of low-income and senior residents of multiple Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
hotels in the immediate vicinity of the project.

In addition, we are concerned that the project’s posted notice did not comply with the
requirements of the Section 333 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which requires such notices to
include the languages spoken by non-English speaking persons — here a substantial number of the
residents of the nearby low-income SRO hotels and apartment buildings speak only Cantonese.

Also, we note that the draft motion for the project appears to authorize a “public parking
garage” (see Draft Motion, Exhibit A, “Authorization”). No such garage is shown on the project
sponsor’s plans, nor has it been discussed earlier. If incorrect, the draft motion should be revised.

Health, Safety and Livability Impacts on Adjacent Low-Income and Senior Residents

Most importantly, we ask the Planning Commission to consider the project’s adverse and direct
impacts on the health, safely and liveability of the very low income and senior residents of the
immediately adjacent SRO hotel at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex Hotel), home to 39 low-income
households occupying rooms with limited exterior windows.

The height and bulk of the proposed Montgomery building, which would be located along Verdi
Place, the 20-foot wide east-west facing public right-of-way, would block light and air to all south-
facing windows of the New Rex Hotel, while the height and bulk of the proposed Broadway building,
towering over the New Rex Hotel, would block light and air to its West-facing windows despite two
proposed matching air wells.

P.O. BOX 330159 S5AMN FRANCISCO, CA 924133 - 415.273.1004 www.thd.org

Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic fradifions of San Francisca's Telegraph Hill and to represent the community interests of its residents and property owners.
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The project sponsor’s own shadow study (see Figure 1) provides substantial evidence that that
these windows would be in near-perpetual shade. These shadow impacts on the low-income and senior
residents of the immediately adjacent New Rex SRO hotel are specific and direct adverse impacts on
public health and safety and on the physical environment that would allow the Planning Commission to
deny a requested incentive, concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding of such adverse impacts.

Gentrification and Displacement

Broadway is a major corridor for very low-income housing, including numerous SRO hotels
and low rent apartments in addition to the New Rex Hotel. Other immediately adjacent SRO residence
hotels (see Figure 1 and the project sponsor’s photos in Figure 2) include the Golden Eagle SRO
residence hotel at 400 Broadway (118 rooms), On Lok SRO for seniors at 1000-1010 Montgomery (41
rooms), and the SRO residence hotel at 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms). While the construction of the
proposed new market-rate housing development at 425 Broadway does not directly displace existing
residents or community-serving businesses, the cumulative effect of creating high-end unaffordable
housing at 425 Broadway, together with the market rate housing proposed nearby at 955 Sansome and
875 Sansome, will stimulate further real estate speculation almost certainly resulting in the
gentrification of the Broadway Corridor, leading to the loss of affordable housing for the very poor and
the displacement of very low-income, monolingual families from their homes.

Required Commission Actions

For the project to proceed the Commission must: (1) adopt findings to approve requested
Conditional Use Authorizations; and (2) adopt findings that the requested State Density Bonus waivers
and incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the project, and that the
requested waivers and incentives will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.
In addition, the Commission must adopt the Department’s determination that the project is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

1. Please Denyv the Project’s Requested Conditional Use Authorizations.

To grant a CUA, Section 303 requires the Commission to find that the proposed use, at the size
and intensity contemplated, is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the
community, and that the proposed use size will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.

o0 Please Deny the Office Space CUA.

Non-residential use sizes in the Broadway NCD are limited to 2,999 sq. ft. unless the
Commission grants a CUA. Here the project is requesting a total of 23,675 sq. ft. of non-residential
use, of which 18,735 sq. ft. is for office use, more than six times the 2,999 square feet non-residential
use limit for this district. As shown on the project sponsor’s plans (Figure 3), the inclusion of the
proposed non-residential office use would substantially increase the height of each of the buildings.
This excessive amount of office space unnecessarily expands the size of each of the two buildings,
while millions of square feet of office space in the City go unleased.

Given the project’s significant impact on the health, safety and liveability of the low income and
senior residents in the immediately adjacent SRO hotel due to the project’s size and height, together
with the project’s role in fuelling the gentrification of the Broadway Corridor leading to displacement
of low-income, monolingual families, we believe the Commission cannot make the required findings to
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grant this CUA. The request to exceed the non-residential use limit as proposed is not necessary or
desirable for or compatible with the neighborhood and will be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. Please deny the CUA to
allow the project to exceed the non-residential use limit in the Broadway NCD.

O Please Deny the CUA to exceed 40 feet in height in the Broadway NCD.

The project sponsor has requested a CUA to allow each of the two buildings to exceed 40 feet in
height. Planning Code Section 253.1 requires the Commission to make specific findings before a CUA
can be approved for a new building in the Broadway NCD that would exceed 40 feet in height and
prohibits the Commission from approving any new building that exceeds 65 feet.

In addition to the Section 303 findings listed above, the Commission is required by Section
253.1 to find that “The height of the new or expanding development will be compatible with the
individual neighborhood character and the height and scale of the adjacent buildings.”

The project is located within the Jackson Square Historic District Extension, which is listed on
the California Register of Historic Places. The buildings in this historic district are characterized by 2-
to 3-story brick regular building forms with string courses, cornices, and deep window and door
openings. By a significant margin, the proposed Montgomery building would be the tallest building in
the historic district, rising 76 feet above its base on Montgomery Street. As illustrated by the project
sponsor’s own rendering reproduced in Figure 4, the project sponsor’s characterization of the
Montgomery building as 64 feet in height is substantially misleading. The figure clearly shows that the
Montgomery building is actually 76 feet above Montgomery Street. There are two separate buildings
proposed on this downward sloping site, separated by a strip of land that cannot be built upon — a public
right of way (Verdi Place) and a city-owned sewer easement. By all logic, the height of each of these
buildings should be calculated separately. If so, the Montgomery building would exceed the 65-foot
height limit for this site and, therefore, could not be approved by the Commission.

Given that the height of the proposed new buildings would not be compatible with the character
of the Jackson Square Historic District Extension and would exceed the height and scale of the adjacent
historic buildings on Broadway, we do not believe that the findings required by Planning Code 253.1 to
grant a CUA for heights above 40 feet can be made. Further, as discussed above, granting a CUA for
the heights of these buildings would be detrimental to the health and safety and general welfare of
persons residing in the vicinity — specifically to the low-income residents in the adjacent New Rex
Hotel.

Further, the material of the buildings is incompatible with the character of the historic buildings
in the surrounding historic district. The “thin brick tile” as specified on the plans is incompatible with
the district, as is the dark black color of the Broadway building and a significant portion of the
Montgomery building. Please deny the CUA to allow the project to exceed 40 feet.

2. Please Deny the Project’s Requested Incentives/Concessions and Waivers.

Because the project proposes to use the State Density Bonus Law, the Commission must adopt
findings related to the requested waivers and incentives or concessions. According to the Department’s
staff report for the November 4™ hearing, the project is requesting an incentive to exceed the non-
residential use limitation of 2,999 sq. ft. and three (3) waivers from Planning Code development
standards including waivers from the minimum requirements for Rear Yard (Sec. 134), Dwelling Unit
Exposure (Sec. 140), and Bulk Limits (Sec. 270).
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o The Commission Lacks Information to Adopt Findings to Allow the Incentive.

The State Law provides that an incentive is allowed if “required to provide for affordable
housing costs.” CA Govt. Code Section 65915(k). The Planning Director’s Bulletin No.6 (updated June
2021) at page 5 provides that:

“[T]he Planning Commission must adopt findings that the requested incentives will result in
actual cost reductions for the project, and the requested waivers and incentives will not
negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.”

We are aware of no financial proforma or other financial data available to the Commission as
would be necessary for it to adopt the required findings. We therefore urge the Planning Commission to
require an adequately detailed financial proforma and/or other financial data prior to adopting findings
that the requested incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the

project.

o Please Deny the Requested Incentive and Waivers.

The State Density Bonus Law allows the Commission to deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence, of any of the
following:

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public
health and safety or upon the physical environment,

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on a
property listed on the California Register of Historic Places, or

e The concession or incentive would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions
required to provide for the affordable housing units.

The project’s requested incentive would allow the inclusion of 18,735 square feet of
“professional office” space in the proposed project. The Commission can deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence before it, that the
concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety
or upon the physical environment. As discussed above, we believe there is substantial evidence, based
on the project sponsor’s own shadow study, that the frequent shadows on the adjacent the SRO hotel at
401 Broadway (New Rex Hotel) that would result from the project’s requested incentive and waivers
would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety of the residents of the hotel,
allowing the Commission to deny the requested incentive as well as one or more waivers. The
elimination of the office space from the proposed project would reduce the height of the buildings,
mitigating the specific, adverse impact on public health caused by project’s shadow impacts as well as
the specific, adverse impact on historic resources.

Unfortunately, there is inadequate financial information available to the Commission to make a
finding that the incentive or a waiver would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions required
to provide for the five units of affordable housing in the project.
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o Urgent Need to Develop, Adopt, and Apply Objective and Standardized Procedures
for State Density Bonus Projects.

We are concerned that there has not been a sufficient demonstration of the project’s
qualification for the incentive/concession or waivers requested by the project sponsor under the State
Density Bonus Law and that the Department has not developed, adopted, or applied an objective,
quantitative, and standardized procedure for making such demonstrations. As a result, the Commission
has insufficient information before it to make the required findings.

And, as members of the public, we are also entitled to adequate and publicly available financial
and other justification for the requested density bonus incentives and waivers, with more detailed and
meaningful financial and other analyses submitted to the Commission to more fully demonstrate that
the requested waivers will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.

3. Please Reject the Categorical Exemption and Require Environmental Review.

We urge the Commission to reject the project’s flawed determination that the project is exempt
from environmental review and to require an EIR. The Department’s conclusion that this project is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) effectively “scopes out” and bypasses
without analysis the significance of the environmental impacts of this project and, where appropriate,
their mitigation. Such impacts could include, without limitation:

e Geotechnical - impacts of building excavation and construction on adjoining older, particularly
susceptible buildings, especially the SRO residence hotel at 401-407 Broadway, which was
constructed in 1907 and that would be vulnerable to excavation and construction impacts on two
of its four sides, as well the building at 435-443 Broadway, also constructed in 1906, located
immediately to the west of the proposed Broadway building

e Health and safety - impacts of loss of light and air on low-income and senior tenants of nearby
SRO residence hotels

e Displacement — impacts of the introduction of new market-rate luxury condominiums on the
continuing availability and viability of nearby SRO residence hotels and other low-income
housing in the project vicinity

e Historic resources — impacts of the proposed building scale, massing, and design on the
California Register-listed Jackson Square Extension Historic District in which the project is
located

e Cumulative effects — combined impacts of the proposed project and other currently proposed
projects nearby, in particular the effect of the proposed project on shadowing of the John Yehall
Chin Elementary School itself and on its two playgrounds combined with shadowing of those
same locations from the proposed projects at 955 Sansome and 875 Sansome.
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CC:

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/7
~/
Vi) 7 i;@ﬂ/
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

Kathrin Moore, Vice President kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Deland Chan, Commissioner deland.chan@sfgov.org

Sue Diamond, Commissioner sue.diamond@sfgov.org

Frank Fung, Commissioner frank.fung@sfgov.org

Theresa Imperial, Commissioner theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
Rachel Tanner, Commissioner Rachael. Tanner@sfgov.org
Jonas Ionin, Secretary jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

Claudine Aspagh, SF Planning claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org
Aaron Peskin, District 3 Supervisor Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
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Figure 1. Shadowing caused by proposed project at 425 Broadway, also showing locations of SRO residence hotels —
based on project sponsor’s shadow study (darkest blue shading is the most frequent shadowing).
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Maontgomery Place LLC

1630 Oakland Road #4215

San Jose, CA Q5131

Richard Chen - Manager

CWNER jhrcheni@gmail .com

MONTGOMERY PLACE

425 Broadway Sireet
San Francisco,
PROJECT Ch 84133,

APN : 0163/002

ECALE : WIS,
DRAWING TITLE PHOTOGRAPHS

SHEET NO. : A-24.0

CATR -

DRAWING SET- FOR
D9/28/2021 CITY SUBMISSION

5 BROADWAY - NORTH EAST CORNER

I0-+Q
ian birchall and associates
177 post street, suite 920

san francisco, ca 24108

7 BROADWAY - SOUTH WEST CORNER 8 BROADWAY - SOUTH EAST CORNER £ 415512 5050 £ 415 5129653

W SN com

project contact: lan Birchall

Figure 2. Project sponsor’s photos showing SRO residence hotels at the corner of Broadway and Montgomery,
at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex, 39 rooms, SW corner), 400 Broadway (Golden Eagle, 118 rooms, NW corner),
1000-1010 Montgomery (On Lok, 41 rooms, NE corner), and 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms, SE corner)
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Figure 3. Section showing extent of proposed office space (gray shading), excerpted from project sponsor’s plans
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Figure 4. Physical height above Montgomery and Broadway for two proposed buildings at 425 Broadway
(Montgomery building = 76 feet, Broadway building = 56 feet)



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 9:36:12 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: jessica cooper <jesscooper35@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 at 8:15 PM

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

Cc: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "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>
Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.

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

Dear Members of the Planning Commission-

Please do not approve this project! | just heard about this. This is a big chain restaurant shop and
they do not belong on Chestnut St. or any other SF 'neighborhood' street, like Union, Sacramento,
Fillmore etc.!

Allowing them to open is going to take business away from already existing restaurants in the
immediate vicinity. There are already 'salad' specific restaurants in this area and many other
restaurants which serve salads. All of our beleaguered neighborhood restaurants have suffered
greatly due to this ghastly pandemic! | do not know how any one of you could approve this project
at this time, it would be so unfair, and show a complete lack of empathy.

Furthermore, it has been pointed out to me that this location would potentially be a huge traffic
problem with delivery people and others coming and going, double parking. It is already congested
enough. That corner was already a problem and why they made Mallorca a right turn only onto
Chestnut. Plus you have the bank across the street with two driveways , a couple of crosswalks.

Please, NO! Please be fair to our existing businesses and the rest of us who don't support this sort of


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Sylvia.Jimenez@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

chain restaurant being located in our neighborhood.

Thank you-
Jess Cooper



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Continuance request for Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 9:33:47 AM

Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

Commissioners,
Please be advised that Sweetgreen on today’s Agenda is requesting a continuance to January.

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: "Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)" <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 at 9:09 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fwd: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Hi Jonas,
Sponsor is asking for a January date now....please see below.

Thanks!

Sylvia Jimenez, Principal Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7348 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 8:56 PM

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Subject: Re: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Hi Sylvia,
Any chance we could calendar this one for January instead? Ideally 1/13? Apparently the
Sweetgreen head of real estate (who's been handling this one) is going to be out of the country in

December, and he’s concerned about having enough time to properly respond to the new concerns.

Thanks very much.
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REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE, w.»

Chloe Angelis, Partner
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
T. (415) 567-9000

F. (415) 399-9480

cangelis@reubenlaw.com

www.reubenlaw.com
Please note that | am out of the office on Fridays.

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE — This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.

From: "Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)" <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 at 5:34 PM

To: "Chloe V. Angelis" <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender.

Hi Chloe,
Attached are the letters we received so far. Jonas also confirmed rescheduling this item to 12/9.
I'll forward any others that come in.

Thanks,
Sylvia

Sylvia Jimenez, Principal Planner
Southwest Team | Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7348 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>
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Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 3:42 PM
To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Will you please send over all of the opposition letters whenever you have a few minutes?

Thanks for all your help!

REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE, w.»

Chloe Angelis, Partner
Tel: (415) 567-9000
Fax: (415) 399-9480

cangelis@reubenlaw.com

www.reubenlaw.com

SF Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94122

Please note that | am out of the office on Fridays.

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.

From: Chloe V. Angelis

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 3:17 PM

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Hi Sylvia — Just talking to team now. We'd like to shoot for a hearing on December 9 if we can. We're
thinking we’ll need that much time to gather support and respond to these new concerns.

Thanks very much.

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, w.»

Chloe Angelis, Partner
Tel: (415) 567-9000

Fax: (415) 399-9480
cangelis@reubenlaw.com

www.reubenlaw.com

SF Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94122

Please note that | am out of the office on Fridays.
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PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE — This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.

From: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:58 AM

To: Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>; Sabrina Eshaghi <seshaghi@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender.

Sounds good, 1:30 works for me!

Sylvia Jimenez, Principal Planner
Southwest Team | Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7348 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:24 AM

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Sabrina Eshaghi <seshaghi@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Hi Sylvia - | could talk at 1:30 or at 4pm.

Thanks.

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, w.»

Chloe Angelis, Partner
Tel: (415) 567-9000

Fax: (415) 399-9480
cangelis@reubenlaw.com

www.reubenlaw.com

SF Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94122

Please note that | am out of the office on Fridays.
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PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE — This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.

From: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:21 AM

To: Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>; Sabrina Eshaghi <seshaghi@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: RE: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender.

Hi Chloe,

Are you available to hop on a call today? Received 15 letters (and counting) overnight in opposition.
Would like to discuss next steps. I'm free around noon-2 or after 4pm.

Sylvia

Sylvia Jimenez, Principal Planner
Southwest Team | Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7348 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Due to COVID-19, San Francisco Planning is not providing any in-person
services, but we are operating remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and
the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely.
The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our

services here.

From: Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 11:12 AM

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Sabrina Eshaghi <seshaghi@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: Re: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Thanks Sylvia.
We'll be calling in from my cell phone. That number is 925-212-8571.

Thanks.

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..~

Chloe Angelis, Partner
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
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T. (415) 567-9000
F. (415) 399-9480

cangelis@reubenlaw.com

www.reubenlaw.com
Please note that | am out of the office on Fridays.

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.

From: "Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)" <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 11:09 AM
To: "Chloe V. Angelis" <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>, Sabrina Eshaghi

<seshaghi@reubenlaw.com>
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender.

Another letter below.

Chloe- is the number in your signature the number you’ll be calling from?

Sylvia Jimenez, Principal Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7348 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here.

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 11:07 AM

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
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49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Julia Kniesche <juliakniesche @gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 10:52 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"

<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

November 2™, 2021
Dear President Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing to you today with the recommendation you do not approve the Sweetgreen application
at 2040 Chestnut Street.

I have lived in the Marina neighborhood for over a decade and grew up going to school here as well
and am concerned about the amount of traffic that a new Sweetgreen location will create. I work in

SOMA and have seen the traffic congestion of delivery drivers at their 274 St location. It is
dangerous for pedestrians and especially children who are in the area to go to school and the
playgrounds.

This type of restaurant is also unnecessary in our neighborhood. We already have great healthy
eating options and Sweetgreen coming in will only make it harder for local restaurants to survive. I
would love to see more retail and diverse businesses coming to the Marina.

I urge you to vote to deny Sweetgreen’s application for another location at 2040 Chestnut Street.

Warmly,

Julia Kniesche
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 8:08:14 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: jessica cooper <jesscooper35@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:15 PM

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

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@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>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.

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

Dear Members of the Planning Commission-

Please do not approve this project! | just heard about this. This is a big chain restaurant shop and
they do not belong on Chestnut St. or any other SF 'neighborhood' street, like Union, Sacramento,
Fillmore etc.!

Allowing them to open is going to take business away from already existing restaurants in the
immediate vicinity. There are already 'salad' specific restaurants in this area and many other
restaurants which serve salads. All of our beleaguered neighborhood restaurants have suffered
greatly due to this ghastly pandemic! | do not know how any one of you could approve this project
at this time, it would be so unfair, and show a complete lack of empathy.

Furthermore, it has been pointed out to me that this location would potentially be a huge traffic
problem with delivery people and others coming and going, double parking. It is already congested
enough. That corner was already a problem and why they made Mallorca a right turn only onto
Chestnut. Plus you have the bank across the street with two driveways , a couple of crosswalks.

Please, NO! Please be fair to our existing businesses and the rest of us who don't support this sort of
chain restaurant being located in our neighborhood.
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Thank you-
Jess Cooper



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 7:41:10 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Jessie Babiarz <jbabiarz1@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:41 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

| have heard of the proposal to open a Sweetgreen on Chestnut Street. | would encourage you to
vote no on this proposal. One of the best parts of San Francisco's neighborhoods is the local
businesses (particularly restaurants!) that make each area unique. These businesses have had a hard
time maintaining throughout the pandemic - and have struggled to hire and maintain a staff to serve
the neighborhoods. Sweetgreen is a massive chain restaurant that has never been profitable and is
about to IPO. They can undercut margins for businesses who have tried so hard to stay afloat during
the pandemic. Let's keep our neighborhoods local. Please vote no on the proposal. Thank you for
your consideration.

Best wishes,
Jessie Babiarz
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.

Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 7:40:49 AM
Attachments: Screen Shot 2021-11-03 at 8.23.25 AM.png

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Sean Scales <scales.sean@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:30 PM

To: Luis Cuadra <LCuadra@bergdavis.com>

Cc: 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>; 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>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.

On Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 8:28 PM Sean Scales <scales.sean@gmail.com> wrote:

Mr. Cuadra-

WwWow!

So, I send an email voicing my traffic and safety concerns re this proposed Sweetgreen location
and | get a response from a 'hired gun', lobbyist?!

Your reply does not add clarity, but has actually muddied the waters. You sent me a

'project fact sheet'. The following is verbatim....

With more than 11 locations

throughout the U.S., sweetgreen is
considered Formula Retail which requires a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP).

OK, sure, TRUE statement, but is that the same TRUE statement you're going to use to pitch to an
investor or to pump your IPO? Or are you going to go with the equally true, but more ACCURATE

statement of With more than 100 locations....?

Please clarify, expound on Sweetgreen's definition of what a 'non delivery-focused restaurant'is. |
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Sweetgreen, Inc.

sweetgreen

The original sweetgreen, located on historic M
Street in Washington, D.C., was founded in

2007.

Trade name  Sweetgreen
Type Private
Industry Restaurants
Genre Fast casual
Founded August 2007; 14 years ago
Founders Nicolas Jammet

Nathaniel Ru

Jonathan Neman! /2!
Headquarters Culver City, California, U.S.

Numberof 121 (2021)
1aratinne




mean, just because -- This location is planned to be a flagship retail store for sweetgreen
that will provide ample indoor dining with community tables, booth seating, and
proposed outdoor seating with detailed interior finishes to create an inviting dining
experience -- this is not going to keep delivery orders from being taken. Are you
going to refute that this flagship will be taking ALL comers, whether by in house,
phone, on line or whatever? It is a business and as such has a fiduciary responsibility
to its investors to maximize their ROI?

Please explain what you mean by -- this store has limited capacity to fulfill digital orders
? Why? What are the limiting factors? You provide no data, just feel good
statements in order to placate.

Just because -- as a matter of practice sweetgreen prioritizes customer pick-up orders

submitted through sweetgreen’s app versus fulfilling 3" 9 party orders that are delivered to
customers. -- This does not mean that there won't be a high volume of deliveries
creating added traffic, double parking, safety issues.

How does your 'prioritization' process do anything except maybe create a little
longer wait time / delivery time for the 'non-prioritized' orders? Whatever orders
you receive are going to be fulfilled. Your flagship is going to service the entire
Marina, all of the Presidio, Russian Hill and up to the top of Pac Heights.

Based on the data you have from the more than 120 locations....What are your
projections for % of in house meals VS. take away VS. delivery?
Surely, you have a ballpark for these numbers?

Hello Members of the Planning Commission-

Now all of my alarm bells are ringing! What exactly is the point of having a No formula retail
restricted area? Is it just a disingenuous feel good phrase to placate the neighborhood, create the
illusion of a more folksy 'Mom and Pop' business environment?

This corporate entity is not a value add to the neighborhood.

What about all of the existing restaurants, trying to get back on their feet after this

terrible, business killing pandemic?

Lastly, | stand firmly on my belief that if this establishment is permitted to open at this location
there will be a negative impact on traffic and safety.

Attacnement, screenshot from wikipedia.

Also, have you all read this article?

Please do not permit this project.

Best regards-
Sean Scales

https://www.eater.com/2021/10/28/22750957/sweetgreen-ipo-profit-losses-salad-chain-as-a-

tech-company
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On Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:14 PM Luis Cuadra <LCuadra@bergdavis.com> wrote:
Dear Mr. Scales,

I'm contacting you on behalf of sweetgreen restaurant. The planning department
forwarded your email regarding the proposed sweetgreen restaurant at 2040
Chestnut Street and | would like to respond.

I want to clarify that this proposed location on Chestnut Street is not a delivery-
focused restaurant. This location is planned to be a flagship retail store for
sweetgreen that will provide ample indoor dining with community tables, booth
seating, and proposed outdoor seating with detailed interior finishes to create an
inviting dining experience.

Further, this store has limited capacity to fulfill digital orders and as a matter of
practice sweetgreen prioritizes customer pick-up orders submitted through

sweetgreen’s app versus fulfilling 3" party orders that are delivered to customers.
As a result, we expect limited delivery orders out of this store. Considering
sweetgreen had two other stores in San Francisco that are larger than this
proposed location and centrally located, we expect that the majority of food
delivery in San Francisco can be serviced at its existing stores not this proposed
location on Chestnut Street.

Attached is a project fact sheet with additional information about the proposal.
Please let me know if | can answer any questions.

Thank you.

Luis Cuadra
BergDavis Public Affairs
T-415-572-0798

BERGDAVIS |/

From: Sean Scales <scales.sean@gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 8:57 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"

<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Hello Members of the Planning Commission-

I am firmly against the approval of Sweetgreen's application to open for business at 2040
Chestnut St.. Please do not approve this! Leave aside the fact that this enterprise exemplifies
the definition of 'formula retail' and go straight to the negative impact it will have on traffic and
safety.

| live in Cow Hollow, on Webster St., around the corner from Shake Shack, so | am very familiar
with the negative impact that a popular chain restaurant has to a neighborhood...an increase in
traffic, double parked cars, cars 'temporarily' blocking driveways and litter. | walk along
Chestnut St. on most days of the week, sometimes just for exercise and fresh air, others for
dining or whatever shopping needs arise. Chestnut St. is already crowded enough with cars,
electric scooters, bikes, buses and pedestrians. Considering that Sweetgreen's business model
involves a large scale delivery operation, | can't begin to imagine the traffic nightmare that will
ensue if you allow them to open at this location. You are looking at creating a dangerous
monster involving delivery people who are on the clock and in a hurry vs. drivers in other
vehicles, trying to go about their business, who will get frustrated by the added congestion and
double parked cars, and also pedestrians, of which some are undoubtedly going to get hit. On
Filbert St., in front of Shake Shack, | have witnessed many drivers speed up to zip around
double parked cars, trying to beat out the car coming from the opposite direction. Have you
looked at the data re pedestrians getting hit by cars recently? Now add in the fact that there is
a school a block away. The scenario is distracted drivers, impatient delivery drivers and a bunch
of kids staring at their phones, just waiting to get hit by a car or a motorbike. The bottom line is
that Chestnut St., without the addition of this soon to be IPO'd giant, is already busy and
dangerous enough, not to mention the fact that | am pretty sure there are plenty of established
restaurants already serving 'greens'?

| am not anti-business and would be excited to see this proposed Sweetgreen operation open in
an appropriate location, befitting its size and scope. Seems to me that someplace like the Ferry
Building would be a much safer and sensible location. Is the old Sur la Table space still vacant?

Thank you for your time and careful consideration re this issue.
Please vote No for the oversized Sweetgreen proposal on Chestnut....it isn't appropriate for this
neighborhood or any other neighborhood in the city. Vote Yes for having them open this

operation in an appropriate SF location which could safely absorb the traffic.

Best regards-
Sean Scales



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: CPC November 4 Hearing - 2040 Chestnut St - 2021-005183CUA
Date: Thursday, November 04, 2021 7:40:29 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Cindy Beckman <cbeckman@sfmca.org>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 4:44 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)
<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: CPC November 4 Hearing - 2040 Chestnut St - 2021-005183CUA

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

Dear Ms. Jimenez and Planning Commissioners,

The Marina Community Association has reviewed the proposed project for Sweetgreen at 2040
Chestnut Street (at the corner of Mallorca Street) and has a concern raised by the plans provided for
review.

The door that opens to Mallorca is described by the applicant as being used for
"secondary ADA accessibility along Mallorca." However, the plans label this as a
"Pickup" door. Mallorca is a very narrow two-way street with residential parking on
both sides, and turns are restricted onto Mallorca from Chestnut Street. Any "Pickup”
location for food delivery would block traffic for residents on this street, as we all know
food-delivery drivers often double-park for their pickups.

The Marina Community Association is opposed to the door facing Mallorca being used
for anything other than required exiting.

We have no objection to the formula-retail use of the space by Sweetgreen, as it
replaces a tenant that was also formula retail (Body Gap).

Thank you for your time and your attention to this concern.

Cindy Beckman
MCA Neighborhood Planning Committee chair
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Sweetgreen on Chestnut St.
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 4:29:59 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Stephanie Yaplee <stephanieyaplee@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 12:47 PM

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

Subject: Letter of Support for Sweetgreen on Chestnut St.

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

Dear President Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing to you today with the recommendation that you approve the Sweetgreen application
at 2040 Chestnut Street.

I currently live in the Marina neighborhood and chose this specific neighborhood for the

lifestyle this part of the city affords me. While I understand I pay a premium to live in the
Marina, one of the major draws of this area is the retail along Chestnut Street.

Sweetgreen would be the perfect addition to this street as they share a number of the same
values that I do (healthy and real food, fair employer practices, sustainable sourcing).
I urge you to vote to approve Sweetgreen’s application for this location.

Warmly,

Stephanie Yaplee
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Record No. 2018-007380PRJ; 1320 Washington Street

Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 4:29:37 PM

Attachments: 1320Washinaton-Brochure-10-14-11ComstockImageDeck(1)-20211013.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Richard Manso <rmanso2016@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 2:55 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: Gail Manso <gmanso355@gmail.com>

Subject: Record No. 2018-007380PRJ; 1320 Washington Street

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

Commissions Secretary,

We are writing to you about the subject record, for which there is a Conditional Use Authorization
and Variances public meeting on November 4, at 1:00 pm.

We are residents of Unit 406 in The Comstock Apartment Corporation's building at 1333 Jones
Street, which is across the street from the subject property. If completed as proposed, we will look
directly into the front units of the subject property and contrary to statements by the applicant in
the literature they provided our building (see the attachment), our views will not be improved.

Instead, we will lose lighting that comes from that direction as a result of the height of the proposed
project, which is higher than the buildings on its sides on Washington Street, as well as views
currently of the bay surrounding Alcatraz Island and south of Angel Island. Shadows from the
proposed building, especially the floor that is higher than these adjacent buildings, will probably
deprive us of afternoon sunlight. While several years ago the applicant had promised us drawings
that would accurately show the impact of their proposed building on our unit, none have been
provided. My sense is this may be because they knew if the drawings were accurate, people would
be more upset than they presently are about the project.

In addition, the architectural character of the proposed top floor is very aesthetically different from
its adjacent buildings.
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INTRODUCING THE VASATI NOB HILL

OTHER INTERESTING FACTS
«  ULD will build The Vasati to 65-feet, within the
neighborhood’s height and bulk restrictions. Backyard

Urban Land Development (ULD) is pleased to propose The
Vasati Nob Hill at 1320 Washington Street, a modern, timeless
addition to San Francisco’s venerable Nob Hill neighborhood.

has the potential to provide a greater benefit than
producing a small number of below-market rate

and side green spaces will provide new breathing room units on-site within this small, for-sale condominium
The Vasati will bring a refined 65-foot residential building

featuring twenty-five homes to Nob Hill. The project will

to adjacent neighbors. building.
The thoughtful and boutique design from Handel 1320 Washington will include an underground garage

with 25 car spaces. Cars will enter and exit via a garage

incorporate generous green spaces adjacent to nearby homes

and a beautifully landscaped pedestrian frontage and rooftop.

Urban Land Development’s vision for The Vasati has been
informed through community dialogue in order to seamlessly
integrate into Nob Hill’s storied landscape and to ensure

the building’s design, operations, resident and neighbor
experiences are positive for the community, visitors, and
tourists alike. Our team’s commitment to high-quality design
and construction is unwavering, and The Vasati looks forward

Architects will complement the surrounding community
by observing and respecting traditional style and
materiality while adding contemporary updates,
including a welcoming and meticulously maintained
public realm to uplift the pedestrian experience.

Homes at The Vasati will be divided among one-, two-,
and three-bedroom units.

Urban Land Development will participate in the
inclusionary housing program by paying fees to the
City’s affordable housing fund. This type of payment

door off Washington near Jones Street.

The building will house 25 bicycle spaces. The

bicycle parking and transit proximity will help reduce

residents’ reliance on personal vehicles.

The project is located next to the Powell - Hyde cable
car line. Additionally, multiple MUNI stops and the
highly anticipated Central Subway are a short walk

away.

to joining its neighbors as part of the fabric of this iconic San
Francisco neighborhood.

GROUND FLOOR PLAN

1320 WASHINGTON STREET
AT A GLANCE...

NUMBER OF UNITS:
25 condominiums

—r——]

ok A A

PARKING:
25 car spaces and 25 bike spaces

== Em—

1

OPEN SPACE: !
Rooftop gardens and private open ! 4

spaces

EIED

e ———

TRANSIT PROXIMITY:
Adjacent to the iconic San
Francisco cable car and easy access 4 [\
to multiple MUNI stops ' =

If you would like more information about the project or would like to contact the project team, please email
1320Washington@gmail.com or call 415.788.1000 x 200. Our team members look forward to hearing from you!
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ROOFTOP VIEWS

Views from The Comstock will be significantly
improved by small private terraces on the roof of
1320 Washington Street for the project’s residents

1320 Washington
Street concepts for
private roof top
terraces
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There is also some confusion as to whether there will be a roof deck on top of the shown top floor,
or whether the roof deck is at the same level as the shown top floor. The drawings provided by the
applicant show a street-level floor, plus three similar floors, topped by a top floor that is quite
different in design. The applicant's literature mentions a basement (presumably for the 25 parking
spaces). If those are the 6 stories, then would the roof deck be on top of the last shown top floor?

We would be remiss if we didn't mention that removing the garage will definitely adversely affect
the neighborhood due to the loss of those off-street parking spaces. However, while realizing that
fully opposing the project may be a non-starter with the Commission, we do firmly assert that the
height of the proposed building should be reduced. We concur that San Francisco needs more
housing. But as recent decisions by the Board of Supervisors have indicated, the City is not willing to
build any and all housing regardless of its impact on the residents of the affected neighborhood.

We respectfully request the Commission to require the applicant to re-work their proposal so that
the building height is more consistent with the buildings adjacent to their property.

Regards,
Richard Manso Gail Manso
(408) 316-9102 (408) 891-9731

Rmanso2016@gmail.com Gmanso355@gmail.com
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INTRODUCING THE VASATI NOB HILL

OTHER INTERESTING FACTS
«  ULD will build The Vasati to 65-feet, within the
neighborhood’s height and bulk restrictions. Backyard

Urban Land Development (ULD) is pleased to propose The
Vasati Nob Hill at 1320 Washington Street, a modern, timeless
addition to San Francisco’s venerable Nob Hill neighborhood.

has the potential to provide a greater benefit than
producing a small number of below-market rate

and side green spaces will provide new breathing room units on-site within this small, for-sale condominium
The Vasati will bring a refined 65-foot residential building

featuring twenty-five homes to Nob Hill. The project will

to adjacent neighbors. building.
The thoughtful and boutique design from Handel 1320 Washington will include an underground garage

with 25 car spaces. Cars will enter and exit via a garage

incorporate generous green spaces adjacent to nearby homes

and a beautifully landscaped pedestrian frontage and rooftop.

Urban Land Development’s vision for The Vasati has been
informed through community dialogue in order to seamlessly
integrate into Nob Hill’s storied landscape and to ensure

the building’s design, operations, resident and neighbor
experiences are positive for the community, visitors, and
tourists alike. Our team’s commitment to high-quality design
and construction is unwavering, and The Vasati looks forward

Architects will complement the surrounding community
by observing and respecting traditional style and
materiality while adding contemporary updates,
including a welcoming and meticulously maintained
public realm to uplift the pedestrian experience.

Homes at The Vasati will be divided among one-, two-,
and three-bedroom units.

Urban Land Development will participate in the
inclusionary housing program by paying fees to the
City’s affordable housing fund. This type of payment

door off Washington near Jones Street.

The building will house 25 bicycle spaces. The

bicycle parking and transit proximity will help reduce

residents’ reliance on personal vehicles.

The project is located next to the Powell - Hyde cable
car line. Additionally, multiple MUNI stops and the
highly anticipated Central Subway are a short walk

away.

to joining its neighbors as part of the fabric of this iconic San
Francisco neighborhood.

GROUND FLOOR PLAN
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If you would like more information about the project or would like to contact the project team, please email
1320Washington@gmail.com or call 415.788.1000 x 200. Our team members look forward to hearing from you!
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ROOFTOP VIEWS

Views from The Comstock will be significantly
improved by small private terraces on the roof of
1320 Washington Street for the project’s residents

1320 Washington
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 4:26:46 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Basil Ayoub <basilcube@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 4:04 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

To Whom it May Concern,

| am writing to you in opposition of the proposed Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street.

The basis of my opposition is twofold:

1. Objection to Formula Retail in the Marina (Sweetgreen has 121 locations in the US) with such
a high number of direct competitors in the immediate area (Blue Barn, Mixt, etc).

2. A huge concern over the additional parking and traffic constraints that Chestnut Street is
already plagued by. Pre-COVID, Chestnut Street was already impacted by a lack of parking
and dangerous traffic conditions for both vehicles and pedestrian traffic. During COVID, with
the addition of the many parklets, the parking and traffic problems have grown exponentially.
Specifically, the loop from 2040 Chestnut Street, west on Chestnut Street, north on Pierce
Street, east on Toledo Street and south on Mallorca Street has turned into a “racetrack” for
cars looking for parking, rideshare vehicles and delivery vehicles (Uber Eats, Doordash, etc).

My family and | currently live on Pierce Street @ Toledo Street and the current parking and
traffic situation makes a very unsafe condition for us and our children, as well as the other


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

families that live in the neighborhood. My understanding is that Sweetgreen conducts a high
volume of digital sales (vs traditional onsite dining), which will ultimately lead to a significant
increase in vehicle parking demands and traffic constraints in the neighborhood. At a

minimum, there should be a parking and traffic study conducted that can explain the direct
impact of Sweetgreen to the neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Basil Ayoub



From: May, Christopher (CPC)

To: Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Diamond, Susan
(CPQ); Eung, Frank (CPC); Chan, Deland (CPC)

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: 478-484 Haight Street

Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 12:53:18 PM

Good afternoon, Commissioners.

| wanted to make a clarification regarding the project at 478-484 Haight Street, which is returning to the
Commission tomorrow with proposed amendments to the conditions of approval adopted by the Commission on
September 2, 2021.

The Inclusionary Affordable Housing affidavit submitted by the project sponsor prior to the September hearing did
indicate that the project proposed to pay the in-lieu fee, however the plans and the Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan both indicated that the project would be providing on-site below market rate units, which
was reflected in the final motion and conditions of approval. It wasn’t until shortly after the hearing that the
discrepancy was noticed, and the Project Sponsor requested that the conditions of approval in Planning Commission
Motion No. 20976 be amended to reflect this. The project sponsor has since submitted revised plans and a revised
TDM Plan that no longer indicate the provision of on-site BMR units.

Based on the residential gross square footage, the project would be required to pay an in-lieu fee of approximately
$371,373 in accordance with the 2021 Impact Fee Schedule.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Christopher May, Senior Planner

Northwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7359 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Angulo, Sunny (BOS)

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Steven Vettel
Cc: Maggie Dong (maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);

Chan, Deland (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Tanner, Rachael
(CPC); myeung@chinatowncdc.org; Yan, Calvin (BOS); gabriella.ruiz@chinatowncdc.org; Matthias Mormino;
saraysteve@aol.com

Subject: Re: Request Continuance for 425 Broadway CUA 11/4/21 Planning Commission Hearing

Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 11:50:23 AM

Thanks for the update.
Get Outlook for i0S

From: Vettel, Steven <SVettel@fbm.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 11:40:37 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
<josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Asbagh, Claudine (CPC) <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>

Cc: Maggie Dong (maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org) <maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org>; Koppel,
Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@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>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>;
myeung@chinatowncdc.org <myeung@chinatowncdc.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS)
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Yan, Calvin (BOS) <calvin.yan@sfgov.org>;
gabriella.ruiz@chinatowncdc.org <gabriella.ruiz@chinatowncdc.org>; Matthias Mormino
<matthias.mormino@chinatowncdc.org>; saraysteve@aol.com <saraysteve@aol.com>

Subject: RE: Request Continuance for 425 Broadway CUA 11/4/21 Planning Commission Hearing

All, the 425 Broadway project sponsor is agreeable to a four week continuance to December 2,
2021. | have just got off the phone with Maggie Dong at CCDC, who requested the continuance.
Maggie has agreed to facilitate an outreach meeting with the residents of the 401-407 Broadway
building, some of whom are not proficient in English. We hope to schedule an initial meeting for
next week.

From: Maggie Dong <maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 7:17 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@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>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: myeung@chinatowncdc.org; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Yan, Calvin (BOS)
<calvin.yan@sfgov.org>; Gabriella Ruiz <gabriella.ruiz@chinatowncdc.org>; Matthias Mormino

<matthias.mormino@chinatowncdc.org>
Subject: Request Continuance for 425 Broadway CUA 11/4/21 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Please see attached. We are requesting a continuance for the 425 Broadway CUA that is
schedule for this Thursday's Planning Commission.

Sincerely,

Maggie Dong (she/her)
Planner
Chinatown Community Development Center

Phone: 415.935.2472| Email: maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2017-015678CUA 425 Broadway Planning Commission Hearing 11/4/2021 IN OPPOSITION
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 11:32:51 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: T Flandrich <tflandrich@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 11:13 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Tanner,
Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Alexander, Christy (CPC) <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>; Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)
<claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>

Subject: 2017-015678CUA 425 Broadway Planning Commission Hearing 11/4/2021 IN OPPOSITION

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

Dear Commissioners,
*#*] support Chinatown Community Development Center's request for continuance ***

As the Co-Founder of the North Beach Tenants Committee, as a decades long resident of North Beach and as
someone who lives five blocks from the site of this project, I write in opposition to this particular project. This
surface lot should indeed be used to create housing, but only the type of housing that is most needed in this
community to house workers in all need to applaud the use of this space at 425 Broadway Street for housing. [ am,
however, extremely disappointed that this is not the desperately needed 100% affordable housing project that our
community needs. Displacement and unaffordable housing has played a huge role in destroying the very fabric of
our community and forced our essential workers not only out of our city, but to the outer boundaries of the Bay area.
Our hope has long been that truly affordable housing would be built on any & all underutilized space here in District
3 allowing for our displaced neighbors to return. This project excludes their return and as well as housing for our
restaurant workers, baristas, those who work at entertainment venues, in other words, affordable rental housing for
those who keep the city running and are struggling to remain in the city.

The current project proposal also impacts our low-income residents in nearby residential hotels and this is a huge
concern we have.

The New Rex Single Residential Occupancy Hotel(SRO) at 401-406 Broadway immediately adjacent to this site,
Broadway/Montgomery is the 39 room home to 61 tenants. These are extremely low-income elders, families, the
majority of whom are monolingual Chinese. I visited this SRO at the peak of "shelter-in-place" due to concerns
around food access and spoke directly with several tenants there. What I noted during this mid-day visit was that it
was dark, that there was little natural light, as well as the fact that it felt quite damp. With the height of this project,
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as well as the windows no longer fully open on both the west and rear sides of the SRO, diminished light &
ventilation, I am concerned about the health & safety of these 61 people. The fact that community outreach did not
include these residents, nor those in the 3 SROs at this intersection, is especially disturbing. There is a lack of a
racial & equitable lens as it applies to these residents. The L shaped development plan of the two buildings will
impact the health & safety of these tenants.

This project would indeed be detrimental to our Chinatown/North Beach communities. We need affordable rental
housing to house those who serve our communities: the teachers at the nearby elementary school, the preschool
teachers/workers at Wu Yee, staff at On-Lok, workers at the entertainment venues along the Broadway corridor,
restaurant workers, those at grocery stores, delis, hotel workers, retail shop workers, medical staff at clinics and
nearby Chinese Hospital. Many of these workers were residents here, displaced with Ellis Act evictions, speculators
buying buildings, and converting them to condos, while only more and more luxury condos are built. Gentrification
has meant that many of our BIPOC neighbors are now commuting from Antioch to continue working here &
maintaining family & cultural ties.

Market rate condos will only serve the developer's pockets: he can build, make immediate windfall profit and leave.
We in this Northeast corner will continue to suffer the loss of our neighbors, our affordable housing, and never reach
the RHINA numbers for affordable housing for the low-income to middle-income housing.

There is an extremely limited amount of space left here in one of the most densely populated areas, whatever
available land must be used for the housing we most need.

The sponsor, HAC, YIMBYs -those in support of the project, have not witnessed the past decades of our neighbors
being unable to remain here as rents skyrocketed and incomes have not risen to keep up with housing costs. They do
not have deep roots in our communities, I feel it necessary to focus my comments on community needs. This
project, 41 market rate condos, the unprecedented mass of office area space, the deliberate attempt to not use all
available space to build affordable rentals and create neighborhood serving services, all will serve the developer
only.

Proof of community needs, the need for affordable housing here: a 75 unit 100% affordable housing project built in
2015 at Broadway/Sansome had 6000 applicants. Some families were able to use their Displacement Certificate of
Preference here, and yet it still meant that 5,925 people were not able to find the needed affordable housing. The
Planning Commission must deny this project.

The above describes our communities' needs, and now to address the specific impact on immediate neighbors to this
project site. An additional reason to deny this project is that it will indeed have a detrimental impact on the adjacent
New Rex Hotel. I have visited with tenants at the 401-407 Broadway SRO Hotel Rex here in July 2020, during
Shelter In Place, as well as on October 27th. Tenants were bewildered with project plans and fearful of impacts.
Major Concerns:

e Health & safety for 60 residents in adjacent Rex SRO Hotel-

o Fire exits at windows on 2nd/3rd floors, history of

o Fire on 2nd floor meant Fire Dept ladder truck used Verdi Place to access building (Public Right of
Access)

o Large windows in corridors means access to full sunlight, ventilation throughout hallways & into
rooms

o Proximity to Bay and fog means greater than normal humidity levels, serious health hazard for

seniors especially
e Long-term Tenants on Oct 27 voiced concerns of safety and diminished air & sun
o Majority of residents are monolingual Chinese seniors and and some families w/ small children

e Lack of Community outreach, and in their language, as well as not reaching out to the other 3 SROs nearby

e There are no Community, Neighborhood services in the current plan, rather, a bloated area for offices in an



area with so many vacancies along Montgomery and Pacific Avenue

e Ex. the nearest laundromat for the 4 SRO buildings here is 6 very long blocks away, up hill.

e The question is, are you going to leave the existing, long time, low-income residents to try to survive as
mushrooms in the dark, harming their quality of life? Not fulfilling the policy requirement for creating more
permanent affordable housing. Will you allow the sponsor to create "amazing views" for the few, so that a

developer can fulfill his single desire to create immediate windfall profit for himself? See his ad:425

Broadway in San Francisco, CA - prices, reviews, condos for sale | iNewHomes

I implore you to deny this project today and help us get the type of housing we most need.

Gratefully yours,

Theresa Flandrich

North Beach Tenants Committee

Decades long advocate for North Beach/Chinatown

Image 1-New Rex Hotel corridor leading to window, fire exit clearly marked in English on left side, and in Chinese
at window. Drop down ladder from balcony outside window at 2nd floor residential level (10/27/21)

Image 2- staircase leading from 2nd floor level down to st floor, then to ground level entrance/exit door on
Broadway

Image 3-partial view of some windows of Rex Hotel facing west at parking lot
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2040 Chestnut Change of Use permit

Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 11:29:32 AM
Attachments: Scan0018.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: Virginia Plant <vplant@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 11:19 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>;
StefaniStaff, (BOS) <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>

Cc: neighbors@marinacowhollowneighborsandmerchants.com

Subject: 2040 Chestnut Change of Use permit

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

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,
Attached is a petition signed by our neighbors that live on Mallorca Way.

While | support businesses in the Marina, the planning department needs to reconsider the change
of use from a retail location to a restaurant.

The change of use will intensify the use of the space. A restaurant draws many more people than a
retail use. The number of people that once shopped at Body Gap every day is small compared to a
restaurant.

| live at 19 Mallorca Way directly across the street to the proposed Sweetgreens. Mallorca Way has
very limited parking, and our driveway is often used as a loading zone for UPS/Fedex and pick up
zone for Uber eats and delivery drivers. 1 Mallorca Way is currently being renovated, and they are
converting their garages into residential units. The project at the Wells Fargo bank is taking away
the bank parking, and proposing 49 residential units with no parking for the residents. Our
neighborhood had limited parking before the pandemic allowed for parklet dining, and now it is a
bigger problem.
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PETITION

WE ARE PETITIONING THE SF PLANNING COMMISSION. MAYOR, LONDON BREED, SUPERIVISOR
CATHERINE STEFANI, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO DENY THE APPLICATION FOR A SWEETGREENS TO BE
LOCATED AT 2040 CHESTNUT STREET BECAUSE IT IMPCTS THE ECONOMIC VITALITY OF THE
SURROUNDING MERCHANTS AND THE QUALITY OF LIFE OF THE ADJOINING NEIGHBORS BECAUSE OF THE
IMPACT OF THE DEMAND OF THE PICKUP AND DELIVERY OF GOODS WITH THE EXISTING LACK OF
PARKING WITHIN CHESTNUT STREET.
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If the Planning department keeps allowing developments and changes to the use without
consideration for the environmental impacts such as parking, traffic, garbage, etc, the Marina's
businesses will be hurt because it will not be easy to visit the Marina to shop and eat.

Thank you for your consideration.
Virginia Plant



PETITION

WE ARE PETITIONING THE SF PLANNING COMMISSION. MAYOR, LONDON BREED, SUPERIVISOR
CATHERINE STEFANI, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO DENY THE APPLICATION FOR A SWEETGREENS TO BE
LOCATED AT 2040 CHESTNUT STREET BECAUSE IT IMPCTS THE ECONOMIC VITALITY OF THE
SURROUNDING MERCHANTS AND THE QUALITY OF LIFE OF THE ADJOINING NEIGHBORS BECAUSE OF THE
IMPACT OF THE DEMAND OF THE PICKUP AND DELIVERY OF GOODS WITH THE EXISTING LACK OF
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen, 2040 Chestnut
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:13:48 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Ted Plant <tedplant@gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 6:26 PM

To: "lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "limenez, Sylvia (CPC)
<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>, "StefaniStaff, (BOS)" <stefanistaff@sfgov.org>
Cc: "neighbors@marinacowhollowneighborsandmerchants.com"

<neighbors@marinacowhollowneighborsandmerchants.com>
Subject: Sweetgreen, 2040 Chestnut

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

We live at 19 Mallorca Way directly across from the proposed Sweetgreens. Parking has become
increasingly difficult to find, and this is before multiple new factors will exacerbate this lack of
parking dramatically. Regardless of what you decide with Sweetgreens, there must be a solution to
protect our neighborhood from all this coming congestion.

Frankly, approving large housing developments without tenant parking is a major disservice.
Hopefully public transportation will be utilized, but don't tell me we won't have new cars looking to

park on our block, where we have very limited parking.

Pre Pandemic, we could sometimes find a parking space. Now it is difficult if not impossible to find
space. Pre pandemic, it was unusual to have someone blocking our driveway; now we can expect it
nearly every time.

We don't know how much worse it can get, but we suspect we will soon find out.

While parklets are great, there is nowhere for drivers to park, or stand to pick up food, and no place
for trucks to make deliveries on Chestnut or Steiner.

Drivers have little choice but to wait on Mallorca Way.


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

The reason we are headed the wrong way and will soon be much worse:

¢ 1 Mallorca Way, at Chestnut, directly opposite Sweetgreen, mostly vacant the past 30 years,
now under renovation to add 10+ new housing units, and convert four garages to housing.
We will lose four off-street parking spaces and the driveways where drivers have used to turn
around, or park while visiting Chestnut and Steiner, will soon be gone. Soon my driveway will
be the first one off Chestnut.

[ )

e The Wells Fargo development site, on Chestnut at our intersection, will add 50 housing units
and 24,000 sq ft of retail and restaurants; the project will have only limited parking for the
commercial businesses, and no parking for the 50 family housing units.

Sweetgreens is great, but they intend 800 takeout orders a day. There is no place that their
drivers or customers could stop to pick up orders or park. The more successful the business,
the more congestion we can anticipate for Mallorca Way.
We hope you can find a solution for Mallorca Way's congestion. To date, it has been a nice place to
live.

Kind regards,

Ted Plant
19 Mallorca Way



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:13:28 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Caitlin Fitzpatrick <caitlinfitzpatrick8 @gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 6:29 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

To whom it may concern,
| am writing to vote NO to the proposal of a Sweetgreens restaurant on Chestnut Street.

| am a resident of this neighborhood and | feel strongly that this would NOT be a good fit for
this property. Not only does it go against the mom and pop local businesses that make a
neighborhood a neighborhood but it will create a nightmare when it comes to traffic, parking,
double parked cars, safety for our children etc.

Please understand that smaller businesses have struggled for the past 2 years to get by and to allow
a formula retail store into this space makes my head spin. It is NOT the right fit.

Thank you for your time.

Caitlin Fitzpatrick
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:13:12 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Clare Durkin <clare.durkin@gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 6:53 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing to express my concern about the pending Sweetgreen on Chestnut Street. | feel that this
would be detrimental to local businesses in the area and significantly take away from the charm and
character that is the Marina District. For the aforementioned reasons, | am voting NO to the
proposal of Sweetgreen on Chestnut and sincerely hope you all feel the same.

Thank you,
Clare Durkin
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:10:55 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Sarah Gilster <sarah.gilster@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 at 9:16 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

Hello There,

| am writing to voice my strong opposition to Sweetgreen opening at 2040 Chestnut Street
in the Marina.

As someone who moved to San Francisco from New York, | am concerned that welcoming
more corporate businesses - especially restaurants such as Sweetgreen, which has just
begun the IPO process - is a slippery slope and threatens the colorful fabric and
authenticity of our city in addition to severely disrupting the neighborhoods.

To be clear, | actually like Sweetgreen. | enjoy their salads and think they have a decent
product but | do not think this is a business we need in the city of San Francisco,
particularly in the Marina on Chestnut Street.

First and foremost, Sweetgreen would unquestionably lead to MORE chaos on and around

Chestnut on weekdays, weeknights and weekends. There would be a significant increase in
congestion and traffic - by car, bike and foot - on the roads and the sidewalks. There would

be more double-parked cars and less parking in an area where it is already borderline
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impossible to drive and park. All of this would severely impact the other businesses already
there not to mention the quality of life for the neighborhood residents.

Beyond that, Sweetgreen would directly compete with two beloved San Francisco
restaurants - Blue Barn and Souvla - both local establishments that have worked so hard to
succeed and cultivate a loyal following, not to mention fought like hell for the past year to
keep their doors open. These restaurants know their market and have a fantastic product
but | truly believe part of their success is due to the lack of commercial competition in their
areas of operation. SF doesn't have a Chop't, Sweetgreen, Diglnn or Chipotle on every
corner (thank goodness) and where this type of business does exist in the city has typically
been concentrated in the downtown business district. | personally hope it stays that way.

What | truly love about San Francisco - and one of the many things that makes it unique - is
that it's a city that feels like a town. It's not oversaturated with chain businesses and
restaurants. We have incredible shops, restaurants and bars that are home-grown, local
establishments with CHARACTER. San Francisco is not and never has been a cookie
cutter place (and hopefully it never will be...). My biggest fear is San Francisco becoming
too commercial and | think a Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street pushes us in that
direction.

Thank you for your time and consideration.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: NO to Sweetgreen at 2040 chestnut st
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:09:49 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Harper Cullen <harper.cullen@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 at 8:44 AM

To: "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)" <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>, CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "Chan, Deland (CPC)" <deland.chan@sfgov.org>, "Fung,
Frank (CPC)" <frank.fung@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>,
"lonin, Jonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Moore, Kathrin (CPC)"
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>, "Diamond, Susan (CPC)" <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>, Theresa
Imperial <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>

Subject: NO to Sweetgreen at 2040 chestnut st

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

| firmly vote no to the proposed location.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:07:59 AM

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Harry Ashforth <harry.ashforth@gmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 at 9:56 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>, "Tanner, Rachael (CPC)"
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

| vote NO on the Sweetgreen proposal to occupy retail space on Chestnut Street.

A restaurant chain/wannabe tech company is the last thing that Chestnut Street needs.
Sweetgreens' presence on Chestnut will hurt local business owners and detract from the
neighborhood charm that makes Chestnut Street such a wonderful San Francisco experience.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:05:08 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Sarah Gilster <sarah.gilster@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:15 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

Hello There,

| am writing to voice my strong opposition to Sweetgreen opening at 2040 Chestnut Street
in the Marina.

As someone who moved to San Francisco from New York, | am concerned that welcoming
more corporate businesses - especially restaurants such as Sweetgreen, which has just
begun the IPO process - is a slippery slope and threatens the colorful fabric and
authenticity of our city in addition to severely disrupting the neighborhoods.

To be clear, | actually like Sweetgreen. | enjoy their salads and think they have a decent
product but | do not think this is a business we need in the city of San Francisco,
particularly in the Marina on Chestnut Street.

First and foremost, Sweetgreen would unquestionably lead to MORE chaos on and around
Chestnut on weekdays, weeknights and weekends. There would be a significant increase in
congestion and traffic - by car, bike and foot - on the roads and the sidewalks. There would
be more double-parked cars and less parking in an area where it is already borderline
impossible to drive and park. All of this would severely impact the other businesses already
there not to mention the quality of life for the neighborhood residents.
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Beyond that, Sweetgreen would directly compete with two beloved San Francisco
restaurants - Blue Barn and Souvla - both local establishments that have worked so hard to
succeed and cultivate a loyal following, not to mention fought like hell for the past year to
keep their doors open. These restaurants know their market and have a fantastic product
but | truly believe part of their success is due to the lack of commercial competition in their
areas of operation. SF doesn't have a Chop't, Sweetgreen, Diglnn or Chipotle on every
corner (thank goodness) and where this type of business does exist in the city has typically
been concentrated in the downtown business district. | personally hope it stays that way.

What I truly love about San Francisco - and one of the many things that makes it unique - is
that it's a city that feels like a town. It's not oversaturated with chain businesses and
restaurants. We have incredible shops, restaurants and bars that are home-grown, local
establishments with CHARACTER. San Francisco is not and never has been a cookie
cutter place (and hopefully it never will be...). My biggest fear is San Francisco becoming
too commercial and | think a Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street pushes us in that
direction.

Thank you for your time and consideration.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 10:05:00 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Harry Ashforth <harry.ashforth@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:58 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

| vote NO on the Sweetgreen proposal to occupy retail space on Chestnut Street.

A restaurant chain/wannabe tech company is the last thing that Chestnut Street needs.
Sweetgreens' presence on Chestnut will hurt local business owners and detract from the
neighborhood charm that makes Chestnut Street such a wonderful San Francisco experience.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:56:52 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Clare Durkin <clare.durkin@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 6:53 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing to express my concern about the pending Sweetgreen on Chestnut Street. | feel that this
would be detrimental to local businesses in the area and significantly take away from the charm and
character that is the Marina District. For the aforementioned reasons, | am voting NO to the
proposal of Sweetgreen on Chestnut and sincerely hope you all feel the same.

Thank you,
Clare Durkin


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Sylvia.Jimenez@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:03:02 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: strykersf@yahoo.com <strykersf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, November 01, 2021 12:17 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

Dear President Koppel and other Members of the Planning Commission,

San Francisco has already lost so much culture and identity, not to mention former residents,
to Big Tech and giant corporations. Make no mistake, Sweetgreens is both - a huge
corporation that relentlessly employs technology to not only dominate competition and profit
from customer’s data but to now also try to replace its workers with robots. We urge you and
the other members of the commission to recall the City’s one-time fiercely independent and
locally grown spirit that gave rise to such anti-formula retail laws in the first-place - in order to
protect individual neighborhood’s character and the artisan-driven small businesses that make
them, and thus our City, diverse and unique. We urge you to not let Chestnut Street, or any
other of San Francisco’s vibrant corridors, further become corporate strip malls and approving
an application for a company with 140 locations, $670 million in the bank, a whopping 1.87
billion-dollar valuation and in the process of applying for a public offering to double their
store count in the next five years will do just that.

For what it is worth, my business partner and I own and operate 3 restaurants on the Chestnut
Street corridor — each one completely unique. We grew up together in Marin and both lived in
the City for close to two decades. My grandparents lived in the City until their deaths and that
is where my Mother grew up, lived and eventually had me at Children’s Hospital. My great
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ancestor emigrated here from Scotland in 1880 and worked in the steel mill at the foot of
Potrero Hill. We were all here, and doing just fine, long before Big Tech and we lament not
just all that it has taken from us but the immense problems it has given us in return. Countless
co-workers, employees, community leaders, fellow artisans, industry veterans, friends and
family have been forced to leave an incredible area no longer affordable to them and with each
departure we have all lost a bit of what an absolutely unique and diverse place this City and
area used to be.

It’s time to turn the tide and your decisions today can do just that. Please give the little guys
and gals a chance. Please do not make it any harder than it already is for the City’s established
local artisans and small businesses by granting exceptions to well-conceived laws for
companies with ridiculously deep pockets. Please do not worry about the landlords — we all
know they will be just fine. Please keep jobs for San Franciscans and not create them for
robots. Please keep our neighborhoods uniquely San Franciscan and do not let them become
just another wing in the great Mall of America. Please do not allow Chestnut Street to become
the one hundred and forty first location of a giant, venture capital-backed national formula
chain restaurant that does not care in the least about what our City has been and can still be.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Sam Josi & Stryker Scales

Mamanoko Restaurant

Padrecito Restaurant

The Tipsy Pig Restaurant

Blue Barn Gourmet



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:02:50 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Sean Scales <scales.sean@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 8:56 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut St.

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

Hello Members of the Planning Commission-

I am firmly against the approval of Sweetgreen's application to open for business at 2040 Chestnut
St.. Please do not approve this! Leave aside the fact that this enterprise exemplifies the definition of
'formula retail' and go straight to the negative impact it will have on traffic and safety.

| live in Cow Hollow, on Webster St., around the corner from Shake Shack, so | am very familiar with
the negative impact that a popular chain restaurant has to a neighborhood...an increase in traffic,
double parked cars, cars 'temporarily' blocking driveways and litter. | walk along Chestnut St. on
most days of the week, sometimes just for exercise and fresh air, others for dining or whatever
shopping needs arise. Chestnut St. is already crowded enough with cars, electric scooters, bikes,
buses and pedestrians. Considering that Sweetgreen's business model involves a large scale delivery
operation, | can't begin to imagine the traffic nightmare that will ensue if you allow them to open at
this location. You are looking at creating a dangerous monster involving delivery people who are on
the clock and in a hurry vs. drivers in other vehicles, trying to go about their business, who will get
frustrated by the added congestion and double parked cars, and also pedestrians, of which some are
undoubtedly going to get hit. On Filbert St., in front of Shake Shack, | have witnessed many drivers
speed up to zip around double parked cars, trying to beat out the car coming from the opposite
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direction. Have you looked at the data re pedestrians getting hit by cars recently? Now add in the
fact that there is a school a block away. The scenario is distracted drivers, impatient delivery drivers
and a bunch of kids staring at their phones, just waiting to get hit by a car or a motorbike. The
bottom line is that Chestnut St., without the addition of this soon to be IPO'd giant, is already busy
and dangerous enough, not to mention the fact that | am pretty sure there are plenty of established
restaurants already serving 'greens'?

| am not anti-business and would be excited to see this proposed Sweetgreen operation open in an
appropriate location, befitting its size and scope. Seems to me that someplace like the Ferry Building
would be a much safer and sensible location. Is the old Sur la Table space still vacant?

Thank you for your time and careful consideration re this issue.
Please vote No for the oversized Sweetgreen proposal on Chestnut....it isn't appropriate for this
neighborhood or any other neighborhood in the city. Vote Yes for having them open this operation

in an appropriate SF location which could safely absorb the traffic.

Best regards-
Sean Scales



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:02:36 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Julia Kniesche <juliakniesche@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 10:52 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

November 24, 2021
Dear President Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission,

I am writing to you today with the recommendation you do not approve the Sweetgreen application
at 2040 Chestnut Street.

I have lived in the Marina neighborhood for over a decade and grew up going to school here as well
and am concerned about the amount of traffic that a new Sweetgreen location will create. I work in

SOMA and have seen the traffic congestion of delivery drivers at their 274 St location. It is
dangerous for pedestrians and especially children who are in the area to go to school and the
playgrounds.

This type of restaurant is also unnecessary in our neighborhood. We already have great healthy
eating options and Sweetgreen coming in will only make it harder for local restaurants to survive. I

would love to see more retail and diverse businesses coming to the Marina.

I urge you to vote to deny Sweetgreen’s application for another location at 2040 Chestnut Street.

Warmly,
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Julia Kniesche



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Hello Commissioners, I am voting NO on allowing the project located at 247 Upper Terrace
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:02:24 AM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Justin Kuzmanich <justin.kuzmanich@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 12:09 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Eden Ghebray
<eden@noelflores.com>

Subject: Hello Commissioners, | am voting NO on allowing the project located at 247 Upper Terrace

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

Hello Commissioners,

Justin, Eden, Bella & Robel Kuzmanich here, good to meet you.

We are property owners at 300 Upper Terrace and we do not want the project at 247 Upper
Terrace to move forward.

Honestly, it smacks of a shady commercial real estate developer being behind it and not a
remodel or regular home upgrade etc. This new building is way too large for our quiet street
and we and several others do not want it approved.

Here are some more specific reasons below as well:

The following concerns are why I do not want the Conditional Use Authorization to be
granted for the above captioned project:

: Violates the use code for Sec.249.77.CORONA HEIGHTS LARGE RESIDENCE
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SPECIAL USE DISTRICT which
allows for a development to be 3000 sq. ft. Owners of the project want a 4,081 sq. ft.
development.

Will

eliminate parking garage for 245 Upper

Terrace a 2-unit dwelling. Will provide one car parking for 247 Upper

Terrace a large proposed 2-unit development. The neighborhood will now have 4-units
with only a one car garage for parking. The additional cars on the street does not make it
compatible for the surrounding neighborhood.

Upper Terrace does not need additional housing

stock it is already too congested. The traffic up and down the narrow street of Upper
Terrace is noisy and dangerous. Fire trucks can hardly make it up the street. In 1990 or
1991 I was hit head-on in the 200 block of Upper Terr right at the bend going up the
street just approximately 4 or 5 houses away from my home.

One of the arguments for having this project is that San Francisco wants more
affordable housing.
This project does not accomplish that goal. This is a high-end rental area.

Cutting down the majestic, historic tree will weaken the hillside and cause a great
environmental
loss. Sadly, our little neighborhood squirrels, birds etc. will lose their homes.

The removal of the tree will take away the filtered view that the tree now provides for
the neighbors
along with the environmental benefits.

In the Executive Summary Conditional Use — Basis for Recommendation it states that
the Department
finds the project to be necessary, desirable, and compatible with the surrounding



neighborhood, and not to be detrimental to persons or adjacent properties in the vicinity.
These findings are just not true. It is not necessary to have more housing in this

42. already congested neighborhood, the size of the project makes it undesirable and not
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, and is absolutely detrimental to persons
or adjacent properties in the vicinity because it will cause a loss to the value

43. of neighbor’s property.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48. Having said all of the above I want our good neighbors to have their development but
within the

49. spirit of creating a neighbor friendly development with some consideration for the
neighbors. An adjustment to the size and staying within the use code in number 1 above
would help.

50.

Thank you,
Justin & Family
Justin Kuzmanich
Founder + Creative Director
(2] Blu Sky Films
2]
B 1-415-225-7151
I justin@bluskyfilms.com

I BluSkyFilms.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:01:39 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Caitlin Fitzpatrick <caitlinfitzpatrickB@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 6:29 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

To whom it may concern,
| am writing to vote NO to the proposal of a Sweetgreens restaurant on Chestnut Street.

| am a resident of this neighborhood and | feel strongly that this would NOT be a good fit for
this property. Not only does it go against the mom and pop local businesses that make a
neighborhood a neighborhood but it will create a nightmare when it comes to traffic, parking,
double parked cars, safety for our children etc.

Please understand that smaller businesses have struggled for the past 2 years to get by and to allow
a formula retail store into this space makes my head spin. It is NOT the right fit.

Thank you for your time.

Caitlin Fitzpatrick
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: FW: NO to Sweetgreen at 2040 chestnut st
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 9:01:08 AM

Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Harper Cullen <harper.cullen@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:44 AM

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

Subject: NO to Sweetgreen at 2040 chestnut st

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

| firmly vote no to the proposed location.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: May, Christopher (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: In support of 478-484 Haight St project (record number 2016-013012CUA)
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:59:33 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Patrick Barry <pbarry@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 7:21 AM

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

Subject: In support of 478-484 Haight St project (record number 2016-013012CUA)

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

Hi there, | live at 135 Webster St, around the corner from the proposed project at 474-484 Haight St.
| am very excited to have more neighbors, and as a parent of a young child I'm very excited that
they're planning to open a child care business, that would be incredibly convenient to me!

In general, | support building as much new housing as possible. Our housing crisis needs to be
addressed on all fronts, and building as much new housing of any type as fast as possible is the most
important thing we can be doing in this city.

If it would help for me to join the zoom call, please let me know. I've never given input on a SF
planning project before, so | have no idea what I'm doing.

Thanks,
Patrick Barry


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: FW: No on 2040 Chestnut Street

Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:58:42 AM
Attachments: sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut.pdf

NO on 2040 Chestnut Street.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: anne swallow <awswallow@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 8:48 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: 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>;
Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>

Subject: Fwd: No on 2040 Chestnut Street

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

Please find attached both a letter stating my opposition to the sweetgreen project at 2040
Chestnut Street as well as an additional fact sheet with important information regarding traffic
numbers that | urge the commission to review.

Thank you,
Anne Swallow (Marina Resident)
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sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut

A Parking Problem

Simple math anticipates over 600 delivery vehicle trips a day to this one location.

The math:

Location Size (sq ft) 3,485

Rent per sq. ft. $130

NNN Charges per sq. ft. (Real Estate Tax, Property Mgmt) @ 10% of rent $13

Total annual rent expense $498,355
Est. annual revenue needed to support a 10% occupancy cost* $4,983,550
Average order total * 514

# of Pick Up & Delivery Orders per day (80% of rev from digital orders)* 804
Estimated Delivery Orders fulfilled per day 603

*Data derived from public sweetgreen comments and industry standards for business sustainability

The above estimates indicate that Chestnut, Mallorca, and the surrounding area will be log-jammed
with cars at sweetgreen, increasing the already difficult traffic, parking, pedestrian, and emergency
vehicle accessibility problems the neighborhood is facing at this corner. These are not potential
shoppers at other businesses, and would therefore not benefit the rest of the merchant corridor.

More Online Orders, Less Employees

The proposed OLO line found in the Chestnut project
floorplans is nearly double the square footage of the
eat in/take out customer line.

e OLO offers 64’ of shelving for pickup and
delivery orders, which can handle up to 100
orders simultaneously

e The project only offers 30 seats for in-store
dining

e 11 planned trash cans indicate high-volume
expectations. Restaurants typically need 3-4.

sweetgreen recently purchased a robotics-driven
retailer (Spyce) that minimize in-store labor needs

sweetgreen already serves the Marina

With an existing outpost at Blue Bottle at 2453 Fillmore
about half a mile away, as well as a robust citywide
delivery service, this neighborhood is already
adequately serviced by sweetgreen.

The Marina is already
saturated with similar,

SF-founded dining options
MIXT e Blue Barn e Asian Box
Squat & Gobble e Tacolicious
Pacific Catch e Los Hermonos
Delarosa e The Sandwich Spot

Bonita Taqueria ® Souvla
Toma e World Wrapps

In addition, with over 120 locations,
an additional 700 outpost locations,
and over $670,000,000 in capital
raised to devote to their marketing
budget, sweetgreen is a much larger-
scale business than any other
comparable dining offering in this
neighborhood. Its presence would be
out of scale and character for the
Marina.






November 2, 2021

Dear President Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission,

Please do not approve the Sweetgreen application at 2040 Chestnut Street.

As a resident of this neighborhood, | have deep concerns about the amount of traffic that a new
Sweetgreen location will create. This company has a long history of serving customers with
delivery orders. Based on the company’s history, it is fair to expect this one location to generate
several hundred delivery orders a day.

This will likely result in up to 600 additional delivery cars and other vehicles coming and going
from this corner every day.

While it may be that Sweetgreen has stated that they do not “intend” to focus on delivery or
pick up at this location, the company’s history indicates otherwise. How can the neighborhood
be guaranteed assurances that this location will not heavily rely on delivery, thereby causing
extreme traffic problems?

| am extremely worried about this project.

| urge you to vote to deny Sweetgreen’s application for another location at 2040 Chestnut
Street.

Sincerely,

Anne Swallow
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*Data derived from public sweetgreen comments and industry standards for business sustainability

The above estimates indicate that Chestnut, Mallorca, and the surrounding area will be log-jammed
with cars at sweetgreen, increasing the already difficult traffic, parking, pedestrian, and emergency
vehicle accessibility problems the neighborhood is facing at this corner. These are not potential
shoppers at other businesses, and would therefore not benefit the rest of the merchant corridor.

More Online Orders, Less Employees

The proposed OLO line found in the Chestnut project
floorplans is nearly double the square footage of the
eat in/take out customer line.

e OLO offers 64’ of shelving for pickup and
delivery orders, which can handle up to 100
orders simultaneously

e The project only offers 30 seats for in-store
dining

e 11 planned trash cans indicate high-volume
expectations. Restaurants typically need 3-4.

sweetgreen recently purchased a robotics-driven
retailer (Spyce) that minimize in-store labor needs

sweetgreen already serves the Marina

With an existing outpost at Blue Bottle at 2453 Fillmore
about half a mile away, as well as a robust citywide
delivery service, this neighborhood is already
adequately serviced by sweetgreen.

The Marina is already
saturated with similar,

SF-founded dining options
MIXT e Blue Barn e Asian Box
Squat & Gobble e Tacolicious
Pacific Catch e Los Hermonos
Delarosa e The Sandwich Spot

Bonita Taqueria ® Souvla
Toma e World Wrapps

In addition, with over 120 locations,
an additional 700 outpost locations,
and over $670,000,000 in capital
raised to devote to their marketing
budget, sweetgreen is a much larger-
scale business than any other
comparable dining offering in this
neighborhood. Its presence would be
out of scale and character for the
Marina.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: FW: Request Continuance for 425 Broadway CUA 11/4/21 Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:58:24 AM

Attachments: 425 Broadway CCDC Opposition.pdf

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Maggie Dong <maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 7:17 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@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>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>
Cc: myeung@chinatowncdc.org; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Yan, Calvin (BOS)
<calvin.yan@sfgov.org>; Gabriella Ruiz <gabriella.ruiz@chinatowncdc.org>; Matthias Mormino
<matthias.mormino@chinatowncdc.org>

Subject: Request Continuance for 425 Broadway CUA 11/4/21 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear Commissioners,

Please see attached. We are requesting a continuance for the 425 Broadway CUA that is
schedule for this Thursday's Planning Commission.

Sincerely,

Maggie Dong (she/her)
Planner
Chinatown Community Development Center

Phone: 415.935.2472| Email: maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org
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November 2, 2021

Joel Koppel, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Koppel and Members of the Commission,

On behalf of the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC), | am writing to urge the
Planning Commission to grant a continuance for item 2017-015678CUA regarding the 425
Broadway project to address our ongoing concerns. CCDC is a nonprofit community development
organization that aims to build community and enhance the quality of life for San Francisco residents. We
work closely with low-income, monolingual, immigrant families living in single room occupancy hotels
(SROs) particularly in the Chinatown and North Beach neighborhoods.

We support the concerns that have been made by the Telegraph Hill Dwellers and the SRO residents of
401 Broadway. The concerns include inadequate outreach to neighborhood-serving organizations,
residents, and property owners of nearby buildings; health and safety issues related to the design of the
proposed project; and the issue of state density bonus projects not meeting the affordable housing needs
of San Francisco and the loss of local zoning controls.

These issues are pervasive to all of San Francisco and are especially problematic in Chinatown and the
surrounding neighborhoods including where the proposed project is located. New market-rate housing
development combined with the state density bonus will fuel gentrification and displacement in an area
that is already experiencing the loss of long-time residents from Ellis Act evictions, condominium
conversions, and skyrocketing rents.

1. Outreach Concerns

At 401 Broadway, there are 39 low-income households living in the building, with a vast majority
speaking primarily Cantonese. The project sponsor failed to comply with Section 333 of the San
Francisco Planning code, which requires notices to include the languages spoken by a Substantial Number
of Limited English Speaking Persons. We are particularly disappointed that the project sponsor has only
gotten support from groups that do not represent the residents of the neighborhood and is choosing to
ignore the serious concerns that adjacent neighbors are raising. Even after we shared this feedback with
the project sponsor, there was no subsequent effort to conduct any outreach to the residents.

2. Health and Safety Concerns

With the 425 Broadway buildings being taller than 401 Broadway, the light wells would be insufficient at
providing enough sunlight and ventilation and would also impact the residents who currently do not have
access to natural light. The 401 Broadway residents are also concerned about fire truck accessibility on
Verdi Alley as the fire escapes are located on the south side of the building.

The Broadway corridor is seeing an increase in market-rate housing and office space development in an
area that has been seeing a decline in working-class residents. While this project does not directly
displace residents or community-serving businesses, the cumulative effect of creating unaffordable
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housing will fuel real estate speculation, gentrification, and displacement. The impact that low-income
residents face from being forced out of their own neighborhood is immeasurable.

3. State Density Bonus Concerns

The purpose for utilizing the state density bonus provides that an incentive is allowed if “required to
provide for affordable housing costs”. The concession for non-residential uses is antithetical to the state
density bonus law which incentivizes more residential density. We are also puzzled by the circumvention
of local zoning control that results in more office and less housing being built on the site.

For these reasons, we ask the commission to grant a continuance for item 2017-015678CUA for the
425 Broadway project.

Sincerely,
/YL Gory-
Maggie Dong :
Planner

Properties professionally managed by Chinatown Community Development Center do not discriminate based on race, color, creed,
( religion, sex, national origin, age, familial status, handicap, ancestry, medical condition, physical handicap, veteran status, sexual
orientation, AIDS, AIDS related condition (ARC), mental disability, marital status, source of income, or any other arbitrary status. oLt
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November 2, 2021

Joel Koppel, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Koppel and Members of the Commission,

On behalf of the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC), | am writing to urge the
Planning Commission to grant a continuance for item 2017-015678CUA regarding the 425
Broadway project to address our ongoing concerns. CCDC is a nonprofit community development
organization that aims to build community and enhance the quality of life for San Francisco residents. We
work closely with low-income, monolingual, immigrant families living in single room occupancy hotels
(SROs) particularly in the Chinatown and North Beach neighborhoods.

We support the concerns that have been made by the Telegraph Hill Dwellers and the SRO residents of
401 Broadway. The concerns include inadequate outreach to neighborhood-serving organizations,
residents, and property owners of nearby buildings; health and safety issues related to the design of the
proposed project; and the issue of state density bonus projects not meeting the affordable housing needs
of San Francisco and the loss of local zoning controls.

These issues are pervasive to all of San Francisco and are especially problematic in Chinatown and the
surrounding neighborhoods including where the proposed project is located. New market-rate housing
development combined with the state density bonus will fuel gentrification and displacement in an area
that is already experiencing the loss of long-time residents from Ellis Act evictions, condominium
conversions, and skyrocketing rents.

1. Outreach Concerns

At 401 Broadway, there are 39 low-income households living in the building, with a vast majority
speaking primarily Cantonese. The project sponsor failed to comply with Section 333 of the San
Francisco Planning code, which requires notices to include the languages spoken by a Substantial Number
of Limited English Speaking Persons. We are particularly disappointed that the project sponsor has only
gotten support from groups that do not represent the residents of the neighborhood and is choosing to
ignore the serious concerns that adjacent neighbors are raising. Even after we shared this feedback with
the project sponsor, there was no subsequent effort to conduct any outreach to the residents.

2. Health and Safety Concerns

With the 425 Broadway buildings being taller than 401 Broadway, the light wells would be insufficient at
providing enough sunlight and ventilation and would also impact the residents who currently do not have
access to natural light. The 401 Broadway residents are also concerned about fire truck accessibility on
Verdi Alley as the fire escapes are located on the south side of the building.

The Broadway corridor is seeing an increase in market-rate housing and office space development in an
area that has been seeing a decline in working-class residents. While this project does not directly
displace residents or community-serving businesses, the cumulative effect of creating unaffordable
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housing will fuel real estate speculation, gentrification, and displacement. The impact that low-income
residents face from being forced out of their own neighborhood is immeasurable.

3. State Density Bonus Concerns

The purpose for utilizing the state density bonus provides that an incentive is allowed if “required to
provide for affordable housing costs”. The concession for non-residential uses is antithetical to the state
density bonus law which incentivizes more residential density. We are also puzzled by the circumvention
of local zoning control that results in more office and less housing being built on the site.

For these reasons, we ask the commission to grant a continuance for item 2017-015678CUA for the
425 Broadway project.

Sincerely,
/YL Gory-
Maggie Dong :
Planner

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



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: FW: Voting NO to Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street
Date: Wednesday, November 03, 2021 8:57:24 AM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: lee hollingsworth <lee.m.hollingsworth@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 7:03 PM

To: Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan
(CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>

Subject: Voting NO to Sweetgreen at 2040 Chestnut Street

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

Hello,
Writing you to protect our local business and NOT allow Sweet Greens to open shop in the marina
and inevitably jeopardize those who fought long and hard to keep their doors open these

challenging past two years.

Thanks very much,
Lee Hollingsworth
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: THD COMMENT LETTER - Opposition to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)
Date: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 4:04:57 PM

Attachments: THD Ltr 425 Broadway FINAL 11-2-21.pdf

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Stan Hayes <stanhayes1967@gmail.com>

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 3:41 PM

To: "joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: "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>,
"Rachel.Tanner@sfgov.org" <Rachel.Tanner@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)" <claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org>, "Peskin,
Aaron (BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>

Subject: THD COMMENT LETTER - Opposition to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)

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

President Koppel and Commissioners -

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers, please accept this letter OPPOSING the project at
425 Broadway as it is proposed.

Please feel free to contact us if you would like to discuss any of our comments.
Regards,
Stan Hayes

Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS

RE: OPPOSITION to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)

Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(Via email: joel koppel@sfgov.org)

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), we express our opposition to the mixed-use
project at 425 Broadway as it is proposed. This project is comprised of two mixed-use buildings — one
on Broadway and a second building on Montgomery Street, legally separated by Verdi Place, a 20-foot-
wide public right of way from Montgomery, and a city-owned sewer easement reserved within the
former extension of Verdi Place.

We are concerned about the size and design of the two buildings, their lack of compatibility
with other nearby buildings in the Jackson Square Historic District Extension where the project site is
located, and the failure to the Planning Department to analyze important health and safety impacts of
the buildings (including geotechnical, structural, shadowing, and traffic) by declaring the project
exempt from all CEQA review. We are also concerned that the project would not only impact the health
and safety of the residents of the adjacent SRO hotel, but would also contribute to gentrification leading
to the displacement of low-income and senior residents of multiple Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
hotels in the immediate vicinity of the project.

In addition, we are concerned that the project’s posted notice did not comply with the
requirements of the Section 333 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which requires such notices to
include the languages spoken by non-English speaking persons — here a substantial number of the
residents of the nearby low-income SRO hotels and apartment buildings speak only Cantonese.

Also, we note that the draft motion for the project appears to authorize a “public parking
garage” (see Draft Motion, Exhibit A, “Authorization”). No such garage is shown on the project
sponsor’s plans, nor has it been discussed earlier. If incorrect, the draft motion should be revised.

Health, Safety and Livability Impacts on Adjacent Low-Income and Senior Residents

Most importantly, we ask the Planning Commission to consider the project’s adverse and direct
impacts on the health, safely and liveability of the very low income and senior residents of the
immediately adjacent SRO hotel at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex Hotel), home to 39 low-income
households occupying rooms with limited exterior windows.

The height and bulk of the proposed Montgomery building, which would be located along Verdi
Place, the 20-foot wide east-west facing public right-of-way, would block light and air to all south-
facing windows of the New Rex Hotel, while the height and bulk of the proposed Broadway building,
towering over the New Rex Hotel, would block light and air to its West-facing windows despite two
proposed matching air wells.

P.O. BOX 330159 S5AMN FRANCISCO, CA 924133 - 415.273.1004 www.thd.org

Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic fradifions of San Francisca's Telegraph Hill and to represent the community interests of its residents and property owners.
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The project sponsor’s own shadow study (see Figure 1) provides substantial evidence that that
these windows would be in near-perpetual shade. These shadow impacts on the low-income and senior
residents of the immediately adjacent New Rex SRO hotel are specific and direct adverse impacts on
public health and safety and on the physical environment that would allow the Planning Commission to
deny a requested incentive, concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding of such adverse impacts.

Gentrification and Displacement

Broadway is a major corridor for very low-income housing, including numerous SRO hotels
and low rent apartments in addition to the New Rex Hotel. Other immediately adjacent SRO residence
hotels (see Figure 1 and the project sponsor’s photos in Figure 2) include the Golden Eagle SRO
residence hotel at 400 Broadway (118 rooms), On Lok SRO for seniors at 1000-1010 Montgomery (41
rooms), and the SRO residence hotel at 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms). While the construction of the
proposed new market-rate housing development at 425 Broadway does not directly displace existing
residents or community-serving businesses, the cumulative effect of creating high-end unaffordable
housing at 425 Broadway, together with the market rate housing proposed nearby at 955 Sansome and
875 Sansome, will stimulate further real estate speculation almost certainly resulting in the
gentrification of the Broadway Corridor, leading to the loss of affordable housing for the very poor and
the displacement of very low-income, monolingual families from their homes.

Required Commission Actions

For the project to proceed the Commission must: (1) adopt findings to approve requested
Conditional Use Authorizations; and (2) adopt findings that the requested State Density Bonus waivers
and incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the project, and that the
requested waivers and incentives will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.
In addition, the Commission must adopt the Department’s determination that the project is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

1. Please Denyv the Project’s Requested Conditional Use Authorizations.

To grant a CUA, Section 303 requires the Commission to find that the proposed use, at the size
and intensity contemplated, is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the
community, and that the proposed use size will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.

o0 Please Deny the Office Space CUA.

Non-residential use sizes in the Broadway NCD are limited to 2,999 sq. ft. unless the
Commission grants a CUA. Here the project is requesting a total of 23,675 sq. ft. of non-residential
use, of which 18,735 sq. ft. is for office use, more than six times the 2,999 square feet non-residential
use limit for this district. As shown on the project sponsor’s plans (Figure 3), the inclusion of the
proposed non-residential office use would substantially increase the height of each of the buildings.
This excessive amount of office space unnecessarily expands the size of each of the two buildings,
while millions of square feet of office space in the City go unleased.

Given the project’s significant impact on the health, safety and liveability of the low income and
senior residents in the immediately adjacent SRO hotel due to the project’s size and height, together
with the project’s role in fuelling the gentrification of the Broadway Corridor leading to displacement
of low-income, monolingual families, we believe the Commission cannot make the required findings to
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grant this CUA. The request to exceed the non-residential use limit as proposed is not necessary or
desirable for or compatible with the neighborhood and will be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. Please deny the CUA to
allow the project to exceed the non-residential use limit in the Broadway NCD.

O Please Deny the CUA to exceed 40 feet in height in the Broadway NCD.

The project sponsor has requested a CUA to allow each of the two buildings to exceed 40 feet in
height. Planning Code Section 253.1 requires the Commission to make specific findings before a CUA
can be approved for a new building in the Broadway NCD that would exceed 40 feet in height and
prohibits the Commission from approving any new building that exceeds 65 feet.

In addition to the Section 303 findings listed above, the Commission is required by Section
253.1 to find that “The height of the new or expanding development will be compatible with the
individual neighborhood character and the height and scale of the adjacent buildings.”

The project is located within the Jackson Square Historic District Extension, which is listed on
the California Register of Historic Places. The buildings in this historic district are characterized by 2-
to 3-story brick regular building forms with string courses, cornices, and deep window and door
openings. By a significant margin, the proposed Montgomery building would be the tallest building in
the historic district, rising 76 feet above its base on Montgomery Street. As illustrated by the project
sponsor’s own rendering reproduced in Figure 4, the project sponsor’s characterization of the
Montgomery building as 64 feet in height is substantially misleading. The figure clearly shows that the
Montgomery building is actually 76 feet above Montgomery Street. There are two separate buildings
proposed on this downward sloping site, separated by a strip of land that cannot be built upon — a public
right of way (Verdi Place) and a city-owned sewer easement. By all logic, the height of each of these
buildings should be calculated separately. If so, the Montgomery building would exceed the 65-foot
height limit for this site and, therefore, could not be approved by the Commission.

Given that the height of the proposed new buildings would not be compatible with the character
of the Jackson Square Historic District Extension and would exceed the height and scale of the adjacent
historic buildings on Broadway, we do not believe that the findings required by Planning Code 253.1 to
grant a CUA for heights above 40 feet can be made. Further, as discussed above, granting a CUA for
the heights of these buildings would be detrimental to the health and safety and general welfare of
persons residing in the vicinity — specifically to the low-income residents in the adjacent New Rex
Hotel.

Further, the material of the buildings is incompatible with the character of the historic buildings
in the surrounding historic district. The “thin brick tile” as specified on the plans is incompatible with
the district, as is the dark black color of the Broadway building and a significant portion of the
Montgomery building. Please deny the CUA to allow the project to exceed 40 feet.

2. Please Deny the Project’s Requested Incentives/Concessions and Waivers.

Because the project proposes to use the State Density Bonus Law, the Commission must adopt
findings related to the requested waivers and incentives or concessions. According to the Department’s
staff report for the November 4™ hearing, the project is requesting an incentive to exceed the non-
residential use limitation of 2,999 sq. ft. and three (3) waivers from Planning Code development
standards including waivers from the minimum requirements for Rear Yard (Sec. 134), Dwelling Unit
Exposure (Sec. 140), and Bulk Limits (Sec. 270).
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o The Commission Lacks Information to Adopt Findings to Allow the Incentive.

The State Law provides that an incentive is allowed if “required to provide for affordable
housing costs.” CA Govt. Code Section 65915(k). The Planning Director’s Bulletin No.6 (updated June
2021) at page 5 provides that:

“[T]he Planning Commission must adopt findings that the requested incentives will result in
actual cost reductions for the project, and the requested waivers and incentives will not
negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.”

We are aware of no financial proforma or other financial data available to the Commission as
would be necessary for it to adopt the required findings. We therefore urge the Planning Commission to
require an adequately detailed financial proforma and/or other financial data prior to adopting findings
that the requested incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the

project.

o Please Deny the Requested Incentive and Waivers.

The State Density Bonus Law allows the Commission to deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence, of any of the
following:

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public
health and safety or upon the physical environment,

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on a
property listed on the California Register of Historic Places, or

e The concession or incentive would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions
required to provide for the affordable housing units.

The project’s requested incentive would allow the inclusion of 18,735 square feet of
“professional office” space in the proposed project. The Commission can deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence before it, that the
concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety
or upon the physical environment. As discussed above, we believe there is substantial evidence, based
on the project sponsor’s own shadow study, that the frequent shadows on the adjacent the SRO hotel at
401 Broadway (New Rex Hotel) that would result from the project’s requested incentive and waivers
would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety of the residents of the hotel,
allowing the Commission to deny the requested incentive as well as one or more waivers. The
elimination of the office space from the proposed project would reduce the height of the buildings,
mitigating the specific, adverse impact on public health caused by project’s shadow impacts as well as
the specific, adverse impact on historic resources.

Unfortunately, there is inadequate financial information available to the Commission to make a
finding that the incentive or a waiver would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions required
to provide for the five units of affordable housing in the project.
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o Urgent Need to Develop, Adopt, and Apply Objective and Standardized Procedures
for State Density Bonus Projects.

We are concerned that there has not been a sufficient demonstration of the project’s
qualification for the incentive/concession or waivers requested by the project sponsor under the State
Density Bonus Law and that the Department has not developed, adopted, or applied an objective,
quantitative, and standardized procedure for making such demonstrations. As a result, the Commission
has insufficient information before it to make the required findings.

And, as members of the public, we are also entitled to adequate and publicly available financial
and other justification for the requested density bonus incentives and waivers, with more detailed and
meaningful financial and other analyses submitted to the Commission to more fully demonstrate that
the requested waivers will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.

3. Please Reject the Categorical Exemption and Require Environmental Review.

We urge the Commission to reject the project’s flawed determination that the project is exempt
from environmental review and to require an EIR. The Department’s conclusion that this project is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) effectively “scopes out” and bypasses
without analysis the significance of the environmental impacts of this project and, where appropriate,
their mitigation. Such impacts could include, without limitation:

e Geotechnical - impacts of building excavation and construction on adjoining older, particularly
susceptible buildings, especially the SRO residence hotel at 401-407 Broadway, which was
constructed in 1907 and that would be vulnerable to excavation and construction impacts on two
of its four sides, as well the building at 435-443 Broadway, also constructed in 1906, located
immediately to the west of the proposed Broadway building

e Health and safety - impacts of loss of light and air on low-income and senior tenants of nearby
SRO residence hotels

e Displacement — impacts of the introduction of new market-rate luxury condominiums on the
continuing availability and viability of nearby SRO residence hotels and other low-income
housing in the project vicinity

e Historic resources — impacts of the proposed building scale, massing, and design on the
California Register-listed Jackson Square Extension Historic District in which the project is
located

e Cumulative effects — combined impacts of the proposed project and other currently proposed
projects nearby, in particular the effect of the proposed project on shadowing of the John Yehall
Chin Elementary School itself and on its two playgrounds combined with shadowing of those
same locations from the proposed projects at 955 Sansome and 875 Sansome.
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CC:

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/7
~/
Vi) 7 i;@ﬂ/
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

Kathrin Moore, Vice President kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Deland Chan, Commissioner deland.chan@sfgov.org

Sue Diamond, Commissioner sue.diamond@sfgov.org

Frank Fung, Commissioner frank.fung@sfgov.org

Theresa Imperial, Commissioner theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
Rachel Tanner, Commissioner Rachael. Tanner@sfgov.org
Jonas Ionin, Secretary jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

Claudine Aspagh, SF Planning claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org
Aaron Peskin, District 3 Supervisor Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org




mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org

mailto:deland.chan@sfgov.org

mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org

mailto:frank.fung@sfgov.org

mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org

mailto:Rachael.Tanner@sfgov.org

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

mailto:claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org

mailto:Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org



R R = R
SHIS0 Outdoor Recreation Areas = i
E- LLEJO S

@ .chn Yehall Chin BHemeantary School

Figure 1. Shadowing caused by proposed project at 425 Broadway, also showing locations of SRO residence hotels —
based on project sponsor’s shadow study (darkest blue shading is the most frequent shadowing).
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Maontgomery Place LLC
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CWNER jhrcheni@gmail .com
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project contact: lan Birchall

Figure 2. Project sponsor’s photos showing SRO residence hotels at the corner of Broadway and Montgomery,
at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex, 39 rooms, SW corner), 400 Broadway (Golden Eagle, 118 rooms, NW corner),
1000-1010 Montgomery (On Lok, 41 rooms, NE corner), and 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms, SE corner)
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Figure 3. Section showing extent of proposed office space (gray shading), excerpted from project sponsor’s plans
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Figure 4. Physical height above Montgomery and Broadway for two proposed buildings at 425 Broadway
(Montgomery building = 76 feet, Broadway building = 56 feet)
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TELEGRAPH HILL
DWELLERS

RE: OPPOSITION to 425 Broadway (Case No. 2017-15678CUA)

Joel Koppel

San Francisco Planning Commission
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

(Via email: joel koppel@sfgov.org)

Dear President Koppel and Commissioners,

On behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (THD), we express our opposition to the mixed-use
project at 425 Broadway as it is proposed. This project is comprised of two mixed-use buildings — one
on Broadway and a second building on Montgomery Street, legally separated by Verdi Place, a 20-foot-
wide public right of way from Montgomery, and a city-owned sewer easement reserved within the
former extension of Verdi Place.

We are concerned about the size and design of the two buildings, their lack of compatibility
with other nearby buildings in the Jackson Square Historic District Extension where the project site is
located, and the failure to the Planning Department to analyze important health and safety impacts of
the buildings (including geotechnical, structural, shadowing, and traffic) by declaring the project
exempt from all CEQA review. We are also concerned that the project would not only impact the health
and safety of the residents of the adjacent SRO hotel, but would also contribute to gentrification leading
to the displacement of low-income and senior residents of multiple Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
hotels in the immediate vicinity of the project.

In addition, we are concerned that the project’s posted notice did not comply with the
requirements of the Section 333 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which requires such notices to
include the languages spoken by non-English speaking persons — here a substantial number of the
residents of the nearby low-income SRO hotels and apartment buildings speak only Cantonese.

Also, we note that the draft motion for the project appears to authorize a “public parking
garage” (see Draft Motion, Exhibit A, “Authorization”). No such garage is shown on the project
sponsor’s plans, nor has it been discussed earlier. If incorrect, the draft motion should be revised.

Health, Safety and Livability Impacts on Adjacent Low-Income and Senior Residents

Most importantly, we ask the Planning Commission to consider the project’s adverse and direct
impacts on the health, safely and liveability of the very low income and senior residents of the
immediately adjacent SRO hotel at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex Hotel), home to 39 low-income
households occupying rooms with limited exterior windows.

The height and bulk of the proposed Montgomery building, which would be located along Verdi
Place, the 20-foot wide east-west facing public right-of-way, would block light and air to all south-
facing windows of the New Rex Hotel, while the height and bulk of the proposed Broadway building,
towering over the New Rex Hotel, would block light and air to its West-facing windows despite two
proposed matching air wells.

P.O. BOX 330159 S5AMN FRANCISCO, CA 924133 - 415.273.1004 www.thd.org

Founded in 1954 to perpetuate the historic fradifions of San Francisca's Telegraph Hill and to represent the community interests of its residents and property owners.
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The project sponsor’s own shadow study (see Figure 1) provides substantial evidence that that
these windows would be in near-perpetual shade. These shadow impacts on the low-income and senior
residents of the immediately adjacent New Rex SRO hotel are specific and direct adverse impacts on
public health and safety and on the physical environment that would allow the Planning Commission to
deny a requested incentive, concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding of such adverse impacts.

Gentrification and Displacement

Broadway is a major corridor for very low-income housing, including numerous SRO hotels
and low rent apartments in addition to the New Rex Hotel. Other immediately adjacent SRO residence
hotels (see Figure 1 and the project sponsor’s photos in Figure 2) include the Golden Eagle SRO
residence hotel at 400 Broadway (118 rooms), On Lok SRO for seniors at 1000-1010 Montgomery (41
rooms), and the SRO residence hotel at 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms). While the construction of the
proposed new market-rate housing development at 425 Broadway does not directly displace existing
residents or community-serving businesses, the cumulative effect of creating high-end unaffordable
housing at 425 Broadway, together with the market rate housing proposed nearby at 955 Sansome and
875 Sansome, will stimulate further real estate speculation almost certainly resulting in the
gentrification of the Broadway Corridor, leading to the loss of affordable housing for the very poor and
the displacement of very low-income, monolingual families from their homes.

Required Commission Actions

For the project to proceed the Commission must: (1) adopt findings to approve requested
Conditional Use Authorizations; and (2) adopt findings that the requested State Density Bonus waivers
and incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the project, and that the
requested waivers and incentives will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.
In addition, the Commission must adopt the Department’s determination that the project is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

1. Please Denyv the Project’s Requested Conditional Use Authorizations.

To grant a CUA, Section 303 requires the Commission to find that the proposed use, at the size
and intensity contemplated, is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the
community, and that the proposed use size will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience, or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.

o0 Please Deny the Office Space CUA.

Non-residential use sizes in the Broadway NCD are limited to 2,999 sq. ft. unless the
Commission grants a CUA. Here the project is requesting a total of 23,675 sq. ft. of non-residential
use, of which 18,735 sq. ft. is for office use, more than six times the 2,999 square feet non-residential
use limit for this district. As shown on the project sponsor’s plans (Figure 3), the inclusion of the
proposed non-residential office use would substantially increase the height of each of the buildings.
This excessive amount of office space unnecessarily expands the size of each of the two buildings,
while millions of square feet of office space in the City go unleased.

Given the project’s significant impact on the health, safety and liveability of the low income and
senior residents in the immediately adjacent SRO hotel due to the project’s size and height, together
with the project’s role in fuelling the gentrification of the Broadway Corridor leading to displacement
of low-income, monolingual families, we believe the Commission cannot make the required findings to
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grant this CUA. The request to exceed the non-residential use limit as proposed is not necessary or
desirable for or compatible with the neighborhood and will be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. Please deny the CUA to
allow the project to exceed the non-residential use limit in the Broadway NCD.

O Please Deny the CUA to exceed 40 feet in height in the Broadway NCD.

The project sponsor has requested a CUA to allow each of the two buildings to exceed 40 feet in
height. Planning Code Section 253.1 requires the Commission to make specific findings before a CUA
can be approved for a new building in the Broadway NCD that would exceed 40 feet in height and
prohibits the Commission from approving any new building that exceeds 65 feet.

In addition to the Section 303 findings listed above, the Commission is required by Section
253.1 to find that “The height of the new or expanding development will be compatible with the
individual neighborhood character and the height and scale of the adjacent buildings.”

The project is located within the Jackson Square Historic District Extension, which is listed on
the California Register of Historic Places. The buildings in this historic district are characterized by 2-
to 3-story brick regular building forms with string courses, cornices, and deep window and door
openings. By a significant margin, the proposed Montgomery building would be the tallest building in
the historic district, rising 76 feet above its base on Montgomery Street. As illustrated by the project
sponsor’s own rendering reproduced in Figure 4, the project sponsor’s characterization of the
Montgomery building as 64 feet in height is substantially misleading. The figure clearly shows that the
Montgomery building is actually 76 feet above Montgomery Street. There are two separate buildings
proposed on this downward sloping site, separated by a strip of land that cannot be built upon — a public
right of way (Verdi Place) and a city-owned sewer easement. By all logic, the height of each of these
buildings should be calculated separately. If so, the Montgomery building would exceed the 65-foot
height limit for this site and, therefore, could not be approved by the Commission.

Given that the height of the proposed new buildings would not be compatible with the character
of the Jackson Square Historic District Extension and would exceed the height and scale of the adjacent
historic buildings on Broadway, we do not believe that the findings required by Planning Code 253.1 to
grant a CUA for heights above 40 feet can be made. Further, as discussed above, granting a CUA for
the heights of these buildings would be detrimental to the health and safety and general welfare of
persons residing in the vicinity — specifically to the low-income residents in the adjacent New Rex
Hotel.

Further, the material of the buildings is incompatible with the character of the historic buildings
in the surrounding historic district. The “thin brick tile” as specified on the plans is incompatible with
the district, as is the dark black color of the Broadway building and a significant portion of the
Montgomery building. Please deny the CUA to allow the project to exceed 40 feet.

2. Please Deny the Project’s Requested Incentives/Concessions and Waivers.

Because the project proposes to use the State Density Bonus Law, the Commission must adopt
findings related to the requested waivers and incentives or concessions. According to the Department’s
staff report for the November 4™ hearing, the project is requesting an incentive to exceed the non-
residential use limitation of 2,999 sq. ft. and three (3) waivers from Planning Code development
standards including waivers from the minimum requirements for Rear Yard (Sec. 134), Dwelling Unit
Exposure (Sec. 140), and Bulk Limits (Sec. 270).
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o The Commission Lacks Information to Adopt Findings to Allow the Incentive.

The State Law provides that an incentive is allowed if “required to provide for affordable
housing costs.” CA Govt. Code Section 65915(k). The Planning Director’s Bulletin No.6 (updated June
2021) at page 5 provides that:

“[T]he Planning Commission must adopt findings that the requested incentives will result in
actual cost reductions for the project, and the requested waivers and incentives will not
negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.”

We are aware of no financial proforma or other financial data available to the Commission as
would be necessary for it to adopt the required findings. We therefore urge the Planning Commission to
require an adequately detailed financial proforma and/or other financial data prior to adopting findings
that the requested incentives will result in actual cost reductions for the affordable housing in the

project.

o Please Deny the Requested Incentive and Waivers.

The State Density Bonus Law allows the Commission to deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence, of any of the
following:

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public
health and safety or upon the physical environment,

e The concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on a
property listed on the California Register of Historic Places, or

e The concession or incentive would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions
required to provide for the affordable housing units.

The project’s requested incentive would allow the inclusion of 18,735 square feet of
“professional office” space in the proposed project. The Commission can deny a requested incentive,
concession, or waiver if it makes a written finding, based on substantial evidence before it, that the
concession, incentive, or waiver would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety
or upon the physical environment. As discussed above, we believe there is substantial evidence, based
on the project sponsor’s own shadow study, that the frequent shadows on the adjacent the SRO hotel at
401 Broadway (New Rex Hotel) that would result from the project’s requested incentive and waivers
would have a specific, adverse impact on public health and safety of the residents of the hotel,
allowing the Commission to deny the requested incentive as well as one or more waivers. The
elimination of the office space from the proposed project would reduce the height of the buildings,
mitigating the specific, adverse impact on public health caused by project’s shadow impacts as well as
the specific, adverse impact on historic resources.

Unfortunately, there is inadequate financial information available to the Commission to make a
finding that the incentive or a waiver would not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions required
to provide for the five units of affordable housing in the project.
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o Urgent Need to Develop, Adopt, and Apply Objective and Standardized Procedures
for State Density Bonus Projects.

We are concerned that there has not been a sufficient demonstration of the project’s
qualification for the incentive/concession or waivers requested by the project sponsor under the State
Density Bonus Law and that the Department has not developed, adopted, or applied an objective,
quantitative, and standardized procedure for making such demonstrations. As a result, the Commission
has insufficient information before it to make the required findings.

And, as members of the public, we are also entitled to adequate and publicly available financial
and other justification for the requested density bonus incentives and waivers, with more detailed and
meaningful financial and other analyses submitted to the Commission to more fully demonstrate that
the requested waivers will not negatively impact public health, safety, or historic property.

3. Please Reject the Categorical Exemption and Require Environmental Review.

We urge the Commission to reject the project’s flawed determination that the project is exempt
from environmental review and to require an EIR. The Department’s conclusion that this project is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) effectively “scopes out” and bypasses
without analysis the significance of the environmental impacts of this project and, where appropriate,
their mitigation. Such impacts could include, without limitation:

e Geotechnical - impacts of building excavation and construction on adjoining older, particularly
susceptible buildings, especially the SRO residence hotel at 401-407 Broadway, which was
constructed in 1907 and that would be vulnerable to excavation and construction impacts on two
of its four sides, as well the building at 435-443 Broadway, also constructed in 1906, located
immediately to the west of the proposed Broadway building

e Health and safety - impacts of loss of light and air on low-income and senior tenants of nearby
SRO residence hotels

e Displacement — impacts of the introduction of new market-rate luxury condominiums on the
continuing availability and viability of nearby SRO residence hotels and other low-income
housing in the project vicinity

e Historic resources — impacts of the proposed building scale, massing, and design on the
California Register-listed Jackson Square Extension Historic District in which the project is
located

e Cumulative effects — combined impacts of the proposed project and other currently proposed
projects nearby, in particular the effect of the proposed project on shadowing of the John Yehall
Chin Elementary School itself and on its two playgrounds combined with shadowing of those
same locations from the proposed projects at 955 Sansome and 875 Sansome.
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CC:

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/7
~/
Vi) 7 i;@ﬂ/
Co-Chair, Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

Kathrin Moore, Vice President kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Deland Chan, Commissioner deland.chan@sfgov.org

Sue Diamond, Commissioner sue.diamond@sfgov.org

Frank Fung, Commissioner frank.fung@sfgov.org

Theresa Imperial, Commissioner theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
Rachel Tanner, Commissioner Rachael. Tanner@sfgov.org
Jonas Ionin, Secretary jonas.ionin@sfgov.org

Claudine Aspagh, SF Planning claudine.asbagh@sfgov.org
Aaron Peskin, District 3 Supervisor Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org
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Figure 1. Shadowing caused by proposed project at 425 Broadway, also showing locations of SRO residence hotels —
based on project sponsor’s shadow study (darkest blue shading is the most frequent shadowing).
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project contact: lan Birchall

Figure 2. Project sponsor’s photos showing SRO residence hotels at the corner of Broadway and Montgomery,
at 401-407 Broadway (New Rex, 39 rooms, SW corner), 400 Broadway (Golden Eagle, 118 rooms, NW corner),
1000-1010 Montgomery (On Lok, 41 rooms, NE corner), and 381-389 Broadway (49 rooms, SE corner)
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Figure 3. Section showing extent of proposed office space (gray shading), excerpted from project sponsor’s plans
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Figure 4. Physical height above Montgomery and Broadway for two proposed buildings at 425 Broadway
(Montgomery building = 76 feet, Broadway building = 56 feet)



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

Cc: Perry, Andrew (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1320 Washington Street
Date: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 12:06:56 PM

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Mark Anderson <mark.s.anderson1@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 11:56 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 1320 Washington Street

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

Honorable Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission:

We are writing to object to the granting of a Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed
condominium project at 1320 Washington Street (the "Project"). The lot is zoned for a building only
40 feet in height but the Project proposes to build a building 65 feet in height (up to 79 feet if you
include the mechanical on the roof). This height will block views, limit sunlight and is inconsistent
with the height of the other buildings on the northside of Washington Street all of which are three
and four stories tall. The Project will also eliminate parking that is badly needed in a neighborhood
that includes large hotels, Grace Cathedral and the Masonic auditorium.

Thank you for your consideration. Mark and Robin Anderson


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:andrew.perry@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Petitions Signers Supporting 425 Broadway
Date: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 12:05:07 PM
Attachments: 425 Broadway Petition Sianers 11.02.2021.xIsx

Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7600 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org>

Sent: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 10:05 AM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Chan, Deland (CPC) <deland.chan@sfgov.org>;
Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC)
<rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>

Cc: Alexander, Christy (CPC) <christy.alexander@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Steve Saray (saraysteve@aol.com) <saraysteve@aol.com>; lan
Birchall <ian@ibadesign.com>; Vidhi Patel <vidhi@ibadesign.com>; Steven Vettel
<SVettel@fbm.com>; Todd David <todd@sfhac.org>; Laura Clark <laura@yimbyaction.org>
Subject: Re: Petitions Signers Supporting 425 Broadway

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

I've attached an updated petition signer list ahead of Thursday's hearing. Please let me know if you
have any questions.

Best,
Corey

On Mon, Oct 11, 2021 at 12:41 PM Corey Smith <corey@sfhac.org> wrote:

Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,

On behalf of the Housing Action Coalition and YIMBY Action, please see the attached document
with petition signers in support of the 425 Broadway proposal.

Here is a link to the Housing Action Coalition's report card of the project. Please note that there
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Petition Signers 11.02.2021

		First Name		Last Name		Email		Zip Code		Personalizied Message		Time Stamp

		Townsend		Walker		townsend@townsendwalker.com		94109		A perfect place for new housing in a community with shops, stores and transit.		2021-09-16 17:41:52 EST

		Tom		Lockard		marlock@pacbell.net		94133		As a long term resident of North Beach I strongly support the proposed development.		2021-09-16 15:23:49 EST

		Weston		Cooper		weston.cooperuo@gmail.com		94133		Excited for more neighbors, as well as more customers for neighborhood restaurants and business.		2021-09-21 17:33:51 EST

		Ignacio		Barandiaran		ignacio.barandiaran@gmail.com		94611		I fully support this project, we need more housing now!		2021-09-16 14:47:52 EST

		Kate		McGee		kate.urbus@gmail.com		94133		I live 8 blocks away and am in support of the project.		2021-09-22 13:57:45 EST

		Alex		Noor		alex.noor7@gmail.com		94133		I live a block away and 100% support this project. North Beach is one of the best neighborhoods in the city and I want more people to be able to enjoy and experience it.		2021-09-16 19:20:23 EST

		Nicholas		Marinakis		hoyanakis@gmail.com		94133		I live in North Beach and strongly support more housing here		2021-09-21 17:33:05 EST

		Charles		Whitfield		whitfield.cw@gmail.com		94114		More housing means more diverse, more equitable, more vibrant cities, and protects the planet from harmful urban sprawl		2021-10-29 15:21:02 EST

		Michael		Chen		mychen10@yahoo.com		94109		More housing near transit would be great. More people who can support local businesses would be great. More homes for people struggling to make it is great.		2021-09-16 14:25:34 EST

		Steven		Aiello		pstevenaiello@gmail.com		94952		Nice re-use project. Keep it up! -S		2021-09-21 17:38:54 EST

		Davey		Kim		daveymkim@hotmail.com		94109		Nob Hill resident, who wants to see more housing, especially smaller units to add our housing supply! More neighbors mean more support for our iconic local businesses! We need more ridership on our transit lines as well!		2021-09-21 12:17:03 EST

		brett		Gladstone		b_gladstone@comcast.net		94117		Please approve this well designed project. We do not need parking as much as we need parking.		2021-09-21 18:37:34 EST

		Millicent		Tolleson		millietolleson@gmail.com		94109		Support this better use of the land to create housing!		2021-09-16 14:59:31 EST

		Mona		Lovgreen		mlovgreen@dialogdesign.ca		94111		Supporting more housing and this development.		2021-09-21 17:34:02 EST

		Jacinta		McCann		jacintamccann1@gmail.com		94109		This is an excellent infill development proposal and adds much needed housing.		2021-09-22 01:20:16 EST

		Victoria		Wallis		vwallis93@gmail.com		94108		This project is wonderful and will brighten the community! North Beach is impossibly difficult to build new housing and I really hope this succeeds.		2021-09-21 14:34:39 EST

		lisa		church		lmc.public@gmail.com		94108		We need this and 1324 Powell Street!		2021-09-16 14:30:30 EST

		Jos√© Pablo		Gonzalez-Brenes		josepablog@gmail.com		94109		Why. only 41 homes? Shouldn't we build with higher density?		2021-09-16 14:24:38 EST

		Michael		Pacheco		mpacheco8@icloud.com		94105		Yes - More market rate housing!		2021-09-16 15:39:17 EST

		Evan		Sipe		eesipe@gmail.com		94133		Yes! I support new affordable homes in North Beach that encourage alternatives to driving, and maximize this transit-rich location.		2021-09-16 14:23:21 EST

		Jack		Gardner		jgardner@jsco.net		94109		You may also add "The John Stewart Company" as a corporate supporter.		2021-09-23 16:14:17 EST

		Cindy		Downing		cindycdowning@gmail.com		94619				2021-09-16 16:12:46 EST

		John		Holtzclaw		john.holtzclaw@sierraclub.org		94133				2021-09-16 18:20:38 EST

		Raul		Maldonado		rmaldonadocloud@gmail.com		94132				2021-10-07 14:43:28 EST

		Julia		Vetromile		julia.vetromile@gmail.com		941081041				2021-09-18 19:33:45 EST

		Gabe		Zitrin		gzitrin@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-16 20:04:31 EST

		Scott		K		slksfca@gmail.com		94122				2021-10-31 16:56:05 EST

		Bilal		Mahmood		m.b.mahmood@gmail.com		94105				2021-10-29 13:56:46 EST

		Matt		Babcock		mbabcock05@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-16 14:30:02 EST

		dorian		hollis		dorianhollis@yahoo.com		94109				2021-09-21 17:39:05 EST

		Beverly		Mills		bev@studiobeverly.com		94109				2021-09-21 18:15:11 EST

		Colin		Kerrigan		crkerrigan@gmail.com		94103				2021-11-01 19:15:57 EST

		Jennifer		Gee		geewhiz97@gmail.com		94111				2021-09-18 22:17:05 EST

		Mark		English		mark@markenglisharchitects.com		94108				2021-09-16 14:28:03 EST

		Joey		Babbitt		jrbabbitt@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-20 14:46:26 EST

		Ziwei		Hao		ziwei.hao@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-21 17:30:30 EST

		Armand		Domalewski		armanddomalewski@gmail.com		94115				2021-10-29 14:18:51 EST

		Chris		Heriot		cheriot@gmail.com		94110				2021-09-19 19:26:26 EST

		Zack		Subin		zack.subin@fastmail.fm		94112				2021-10-09 15:13:32 EST

		Ali		Moss		ali.moss13@gmail.com		94117				2021-09-17 06:40:19 EST

		Danny		Sauter		sauterdj@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-22 00:58:27 EST

		Andrew		O'Shea		andyosh@gmail.com		94109				2021-11-02 00:11:24 EST

		Anne		Fougeron		anne@fougeron.com		94111				2021-09-23 11:58:30 EST

		Frances		Fisher-Wolff		flfisher2010@gmail.com		94109				2021-11-02 11:45:00 EST

		Anika		Steig		anika.steig@gmail.com		94117				2021-10-29 14:08:55 EST

		Harold		Metzger		harry19023@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-16 14:35:55 EST

		Andrew		Rowny		drew.rowny@gmail.com		94114				2021-10-29 22:02:21 EST

		David		Stone		david.curtis.stone@gmail.com		94122				2021-11-01 18:35:45 EST

		Andy		Day		aday.nu@gmail.com		94115				2021-10-29 16:24:47 EST

		luisa		james		luisa.thephone@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-19 03:01:19 EST

		Neil		Shah		neilpshah@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-24 12:44:44 EST

		Ira		Kaplan		iradkaplan@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-20 14:53:30 EST

		Adam		Buck		adambuck@gmail.com		94158				2021-10-29 13:24:57 EST

		Myoko		Shallenberger		myokoshallenberger@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-21 19:11:09 EST

		Spencer		Guthrie		spencer.guthrie@gmail.com		94118				2021-11-01 22:04:47 EST

		Karen		Wong		cloudsrest789@gmail.com		94108				2021-09-16 15:57:35 EST

		TK		Polevoy		tk.polevoy@gmail.com		94108				2021-09-16 15:37:48 EST

		Thais		Miller		thaism@aol.com		94109				2021-09-21 18:13:17 EST

		Sasha		Heuer		sashacheuer@gmail.com		94110				2021-10-05 18:46:05 EST

		Sabeek		Pradhan		sabeekpradhan@gmail.com		94105				2021-10-29 22:21:41 EST

		Dan		Federman		dfed@me.com		94117				2021-09-17 00:17:16 EST

		Luis		Ramirez		luis@lmramirez.io		94110				2021-11-01 17:54:10 EST

		Louis		Magarshack		louis.magarshack@gmail.com		94116				2021-09-16 18:46:08 EST

		Marie		Torres		twoheartedsociopath@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-20 14:38:40 EST

		Rishabh		Kumar		r@misterkumar.com		94133				2021-11-01 17:27:49 EST

		Andres		Salerno		andreslsalerno@gmail.com		94109				2021-11-01 17:29:42 EST

		Scot		Conner		scot.conner@berkeley.edu		94123				2021-09-16 20:25:26 EST

		Chad		Fusco		crf15@case.edu		94109				2021-09-21 18:09:05 EST

		Tory		R.		toryray@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-25 17:33:01 EST

		Corey		Smith		corey@sfhac.org		94103				2021-09-10 19:26:09 EST

		Ansh				self@anshukla.com		94114				2021-10-29 15:06:55 EST

		Raquel		Bito		b2sfca@gmail.com		94105				2021-09-21 21:01:30 EST

		Ben		Donahue		ben@bendonahue.com		94117				2021-10-29 13:41:32 EST

		Brian		Lese		blese56@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-21 17:32:19 EST

		Suzanne		Gregg		sg@investsf.com		94131				2021-09-21 14:12:38 EST

		Ross		Ahya		ross.ahya@gmail.com		94110				2021-10-29 21:58:24 EST

		Diane		Filippi		dfilippisf@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-21 18:07:17 EST

		Krish		Ahya		krishahya@gmail.com		94404				2021-10-29 22:24:08 EST

						kellenwohl28@gmail.com		94010				2021-09-21 19:26:22 EST

		Charles		Ayers		cayers99@gmail.com		94103				2021-10-29 16:09:48 EST

		Charlene		Chambliss		chamblisscs@gmail.com		94612				2021-09-16 14:33:08 EST

		Matt		Graves		gravesforrent@gmail.com		94103				2021-10-29 15:23:08 EST

		Steve		Naventi		steve.naventi@gmail.com		94102				2021-10-29 13:33:48 EST

		Vamsi		Uppala		uvvamsikrishna@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-16 14:21:34 EST

		Teddy		Kramer		theodore.kramer@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-16 16:56:12 EST

		Brad		Dickason		bdickason@maracordev.com		94611				2021-09-21 17:46:14 EST

		Carol		Chandler		carolsibook@yahoo.com		94114				2021-10-31 15:13:53 EST

		Ewan		Barker Plummer		ewanbarkerplummer@gmail.com		94122				2021-11-01 23:28:52 EST

		Antonio		Quilici		aquilici97@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-20 20:05:28 EST

		Jonathan		Buenemann		jonathanbuenemann@gmail.com		94123				2021-09-24 19:09:55 EST

		Dominique		Meroux		dmeroux@gmail.com		94134				2021-10-29 17:15:29 EST

		Raquel		Bito		rbito@steinberghart.com		94111				2021-09-21 21:03:05 EST

		Aisling		Peterson		apeterson@openhousesf.org		94102				2021-11-02 12:19:46 EST

		Sachin		Agarwal		sachin@growsf.org		94122				2021-10-29 13:26:05 EST

		Kevin		Samples		kevin.samples@gmail.com		94108				2021-09-17 12:40:21 EST

		Jeska		Dzwigalski		jeska.dzwigalski@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-16 16:38:16 EST

		Hector		Rubio		hectorr@hellermanus.com		94111				2021-09-21 20:45:39 EST

		Daniela		Ades		dades@greenbelt.org		94109				2021-09-22 14:26:17 EST

		Barry		Chauser		barrychauser@gmail.com		94116				2021-11-01 14:15:08 EST

		Luvia		Silva		luvia4152012@gmail.com		94110				2021-09-17 23:21:00 EST

		Kevin		Utschig		ku1313@icloud.com		94110				2021-09-18 16:39:02 EST

		Angelina		Perez		angelinarenee.perez@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-18 19:41:37 EST

		Simon		Cai		bijinezu@gmail.com		94108				2021-09-26 14:43:33 EST

		Oliver		Baseley		olibaseley@gmail.com		94103				2021-10-29 22:11:53 EST

		Akhil		Gupta		nrd981@gmail.com		94107				2021-10-31 07:29:19 EST

		Molly		Bierman		mollybierman@gmail.com		94123				2021-09-19 11:32:13 EST

		Avishai		Halev		avishaihalev@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-21 18:55:15 EST

		Silas		Wilkinson		silaskwilkinson@gmail.com		94606				2021-10-30 14:03:52 EST

		Dylan		Hunn		dylhunn@gmail.com		94110				2021-09-16 14:40:07 EST

		Deepti		Rajendran		deeptiraj7@gmail.com		94110				2021-10-29 22:41:19 EST

		Lawrence		Dann-Fenwick		lawrencedf@gmail.com		94121				2021-10-31 14:15:28 EST

		Christina		Sheffey		christinalsheffey@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-21 19:13:54 EST

		Jonathan		Tyburski		jtyburski@gmail.com		94117				2021-10-29 16:40:54 EST

		Lindsay		Haddix		lindsayleighhaddix@gmail.com		94108				2021-09-16 15:48:21 EST

		joan		rost		joanr0623@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-21 17:37:24 EST

		Gabriel		Handford		gabrielh@gmail.com		94043				2021-10-29 13:46:22 EST

		Robert		Fruchtman		rfruchtose@gmail.com		94117				2021-09-18 16:00:09 EST

		Andy		Lynch		andylynchd@gmail.com		94107				2021-09-21 19:57:40 EST

		Keshav		Agrawal		keshav98271@gmail.com		94105				2021-10-29 22:17:20 EST

		Corey		Smith		cwsmith17@gmail.com		94117				2021-09-16 20:18:13 EST

		Steve		Marzo		smarzo@alumni.nd.edu		94112				2021-09-16 18:33:07 EST

		Jessica		Perla		jessica@jperla.com		94107-3739				2021-09-17 14:54:43 EST

		Joseph		Swaub		jfswain@gmail.com		94104				2021-09-16 15:14:58 EST

		Michiko		Scott		soulhealing868@yahoo.co.jp		94706				2021-09-16 15:20:22 EST

		Emily		Johnston		confusethegoose@gmail.com		94114				2021-10-29 21:08:52 EST

		Ravi		Mulani		ravimulani1@gmail.com		8479124971				2021-10-30 16:45:39 EST

		Kushal		Amin		kushal.amin.07@gmail.com		94041				2021-10-29 22:12:10 EST

		Chelsea		Harrison		cjwilson09@gmail.com		94110				2021-11-01 22:43:51 EST

		Timothy		Buck		timothybuck13@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-24 10:50:46 EST

		Alex		Myers		aj.myers93@gmail.com		94108				2021-09-23 23:08:17 EST

		Lizzie		Siegle		lizzie.siegle@gmail.com		94108				2021-10-30 12:28:35 EST

		Radha		Ahya		radhaahya@gmail.com		94115				2021-10-29 22:03:02 EST

		Annie		De Lancie		annie@delancie.org		94133				2021-09-21 17:58:18 EST

		Melanie		Stein		melanie.anne.stein@gmail.com		94133				2021-09-16 14:53:18 EST

		Richard		McCoy		rdmccoy@dons.usfca.edu		94118				2021-10-30 10:24:11 EST

		Julie		Heinzler		julie@martinbuilding.com		94611				2021-09-21 17:41:43 EST

		Jessica		Perla		jessica.perla@cbnorcal.com		94107				2021-10-29 13:26:37 EST

		David		Casey		dcasey@bararch.com		94111				2021-09-16 15:59:47 EST

		Kelsey		Frost		kelseyafrost@gmail.com		94109				2021-09-17 23:57:39 EST

		Simon		Blount		simon.blount@polyglobal.com		94104				2021-09-22 02:13:51 EST

		Jaya		Verma		to.jayaa@gmail.com		94102				2021-10-29 22:02:43 EST

		Ishan		Chhabra		ishan.chhabra@gmail.com		94107				2021-10-29 22:16:13 EST

						ryantmcmichael@gmail.com		94107				2021-10-29 23:08:52 EST

		Rikhil		Bajaj		rikhil.bajaj@gmail.com		10036				2021-10-29 23:31:33 EST

		Vivek		Goyal		banshee1989@gmail.com		94301				2021-10-30 18:41:49 EST






have been updates to the project since our July review. These updates are not reflected in the
report card but we view the changes as positive (ie more affordable housing).

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Respectfully,
Corey Smith
Deputy Director, HAC
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Deputy Director | Housing Action Coalition
95 Brady Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
Office: (415) 541-9001 | Cell: (925) 360-5290

Email: corey@sfhac.org | Web: sthac.org

To opt out of all HAC emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe all".
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ziwei.hao@gmail.com
armanddomalewski@gmail.com
cheriot@gmail.com
zack.subin@fastmail.fm
ali.moss13@gmail.com
sauterdj@gmail.com
andyosh@gmail.com
anne@fougeron.com
fifisher2010@gmail.com
anika.steig@gmail.com
harry19023@gmail.com
drew.rowny@gmail.com
david.curtis.stone@gmail.com
aday.nu@gmail.com
luisa.thephone@gmail.com
neilpshah@gmail.com
iradkaplan@gmail.com
adambuck@gmail.com
myokoshallenberger@gmail.com
spencer.guthrie@gmail.com
cloudsrest789@gmail.com
tk.polevoy@gmail.com
thaism@aol.com
sashacheuer@gmail.com
sabeekpradhan@gmail.com
dfed@me.com
luis@Imramirez.io
louis.magarshack@gmail.com
twoheartedsociopath@gmail.com
r@misterkumar.com
andreslsalerno@gmail.com
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94109
94103
94111
94108
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94115
94110
94112
94117
94133
94109
94111
94109
94117
94109
94114
94122
94115
94109
94109
94133
94158
94109
94118
94108
94108
94109
94110
94105
94117
94110
94116
94109
94133
94109



Scot
Chad
Tory
Corey
Ansh
Raquel
Ben
Brian
Suzanne
Ross
Diane
Krish

Charles
Charlene
Matt
Steve
Vamsi
Teddy
Brad
Carol
Ewan
Antonio
Jonathan
Dominique
Raquel
Aisling
Sachin
Kevin
Jeska
Hector
Daniela
Barry
Luvia
Kevin
Angelina
Simon

Conner
Fusco
R.
Smith

Bito
Donahue
Lese
Gregg
Ahya
Filippi
Ahya

Ayers
Chambliss
Graves
Naventi
Uppala
Kramer
Dickason
Chandler
Barker Plummer
Quilici
Buenemann
Meroux
Bito
Peterson
Agarwal
Samples
Dzwigalski
Rubio
Ades
Chauser
Silva
Utschig
Perez

Cai

scot.conner@berkeley.edu
crfl5@case.edu
toryray@gmail.com
corey@sfhac.org
self@anshukla.com
b2sfca@gmail.com
ben@bendonahue.com
blese56@gmail.com
sg@investsf.com
ross.ahya@gmail.com
dfilippisf@gmail.com
krishahya@gmail.com
kellenwohl28 @gmail.com
cayers99@gmail.com
chamblisscs@gmail.com
gravesforrent@gmail.com
steve.naventi@gmail.com
uvvamsikrishna@gmail.com
theodore.kramer@gmail.com
bdickason@maracordev.com
carolsibook@yahoo.com
ewanbarkerplummer@gmail.com
aquilici97@gmail.com
jonathanbuenemann@gmail.com
dmeroux@gmail.com
rbito@steinberghart.com
apeterson@openhousesf.org
sachin@growsf.org
kevin.samples@gmail.com
jeska.dzwigalski@gmail.com
hectorr@hellermanus.com
dades@greenbelt.org
barrychauser@gmail.com
luviad152012@gmail.com
kul313@icloud.com
angelinarenee.perez@gmail.com
bijinezu@gmail.com
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94122
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94111
94109
94116
94110
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94109
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Oliver
Akhil
Molly
Avishai
Silas
Dylan
Deepti
Lawrence
Christina
Jonathan
Lindsay
joan
Gabriel
Robert
Andy
Keshav
Corey
Steve
Jessica
Joseph
Michiko
Emily
Ravi
Kushal
Chelsea
Timothy
Alex
Lizzie
Radha
Annie
Melanie
Richard
Julie
Jessica
David
Kelsey
Simon

Baseley
Gupta
Bierman
Halev
Wilkinson
Hunn
Rajendran
Dann-Fenwick
Sheffey
Tyburski
Haddix
rost
Handford
Fruchtman
Lynch
Agrawal
Smith
Marzo
Perla
Swaub
Scott
Johnston
Mulani
Amin
Harrison
Buck
Myers
Siegle
Ahya

De Lancie
Stein
McCoy
Heinzler
Perla
Casey
Frost
Blount

olibaseley@gmail.com
nrd981@gmail.com
mollybierman@gmail.com
avishaihalev@gmail.com
silaskwilkinson@gmail.com
dylhunn@gmail.com
deeptiraj7@gmail.com
lawrencedf@gmail.com
christinalsheffey@gmail.com
jtyburski@gmail.com
lindsayleighhaddix@gmail.com
joanr0623@gmail.com
gabrielh@gmail.com
rfruchtose@gmail.com
andylynchd@gmail.com
keshav98271@gmail.com
cwsmithl7@gmail.com
smarzo@alumni.nd.edu
jessica@jperla.com
jfswain@gmail.com
soulhealing868@yahoo.co.jp
confusethegoose@gmail.com
ravimulanil@gmail.com
kushal.amin.07@gmail.com
cjwilson09@gmail.com
timothybuck13@gmail.com
aj.myers93@gmail.com
lizzie.siegle@gmail.com
radhaahya@gmail.com
annie@delancie.org
melanie.anne.stein@gmail.com
rdmccoy@dons.usfca.edu
julie@martinbuilding.com
jessica.perla@cbnorcal.com
dcasey@bararch.com
kelseyafrost@gmail.com
simon.blount@polyglobal.com
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94110
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94108
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Jaya
Ishan

Rikhil
Vivek

Verma
Chhabra

Bajaj
Goyal

to.jayaa@gmail.com
ishan.chhabra@gmail.com
ryantmcmichael@gmail.com
rikhil.bajaj@gmail.com
bansheel1989@gmail.com
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94107
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Personalizied Message

A perfect place for new housing in a community with shops, stores and transit.

As a long term resident of North Beach | strongly support the proposed development.

Excited for more neighbors, as well as more customers for neighborhood restaurants and business.

| fully support this project, we need more housing now!

I live 8 blocks away and am in support of the project.

I live a block away and 100% support this project. North Beach is one of the best neighborhoods in the city and |
want more people to be able to enjoy and experience it.

I live in North Beach and strongly support more housing here

More housing means more diverse, more equitable, more vibrant cities, and protects the planet from harmful
urban sprawl

More housing near transit would be great. More people who can support local businesses would be great. More
homes for people struggling to make it is great.

Nice re-use project. Keep it up! -S

Nob Hill resident, who wants to see more housing, especially smaller units to add our housing supply! More

neighbors mean more support for our iconic local businesses! We need more ridership on our transit lines as well!

Please approve this well designed project. We do not need parking as much as we need parking.

Support this better use of the land to create housing!

Supporting more housing and this development.

This is an excellent infill development proposal and adds much needed housing.

This project is wonderful and will brighten the community! North Beach is impossibly difficult to build new
housing and | really hope this succeeds.

We need this and 1324 Powell Street!

Why. only 41 homes? Shouldn't we build with higher density?

Yes - More market rate housing!

Yes! | support new affordable homes in North Beach that encourage alternatives to driving, and maximize this
transit-rich location.

You may also add "The John Stewart Company" as a corporate supporter.

Time Stamp

2021-09-16 17:41:52 EST
2021-09-16 15:23:49 EST
2021-09-21 17:33:51 EST
2021-09-16 14:47:52 EST
2021-09-22 13:57:45 EST

2021-09-16 19:20:23 EST
2021-09-21 17:33:05 EST

2021-10-29 15:21:02 EST

2021-09-16 14:25:34 EST
2021-09-21 17:38:54 EST

2021-09-21 12:17:03 EST
2021-09-21 18:37:34 EST
2021-09-16 14:59:31 EST
2021-09-21 17:34:02 EST
2021-09-22 01:20:16 EST

2021-09-21 14:34:39 EST
2021-09-16 14:30:30 EST
2021-09-16 14:24:38 EST
2021-09-16 15:39:17 EST

2021-09-16 14:23:21 EST
2021-09-23 16:14:17 EST
2021-09-16 16:12:46 EST
2021-09-16 18:20:38 EST
2021-10-07 14:43:28 EST
2021-09-18 19:33:45 EST
2021-09-16 20:04:31 EST
2021-10-31 16:56:05 EST
2021-10-29 13:56:46 EST
2021-09-16 14:30:02 EST



2021-09-21 17:39:05 EST
2021-09-21 18:15:11 EST
2021-11-01 19:15:57 EST
2021-09-18 22:17:05 EST
2021-09-16 14:28:03 EST
2021-09-20 14:46:26 EST
2021-09-21 17:30:30 EST
2021-10-29 14:18:51 EST
2021-09-19 19:26:26 EST
2021-10-09 15:13:32 EST
2021-09-17 06:40:19 EST
2021-09-22 00:58:27 EST
2021-11-02 00:11:24 EST
2021-09-23 11:58:30 EST
2021-11-02 11:45:00 EST
2021-10-29 14:08:55 EST
2021-09-16 14:35:55 EST
2021-10-29 22:02:21 EST
2021-11-01 18:35:45 EST
2021-10-29 16:24:47 EST
2021-09-19 03:01:19 EST
2021-09-24 12:44:44 EST
2021-09-20 14:53:30 EST
2021-10-29 13:24:57 EST
2021-09-21 19:11:09 EST
2021-11-01 22:04:47 EST
2021-09-16 15:57:35 EST
2021-09-16 15:37:48 EST
2021-09-21 18:13:17 EST
2021-10-05 18:46:05 EST
2021-10-29 22:21:41 EST
2021-09-17 00:17:16 EST
2021-11-01 17:54:10 EST
2021-09-16 18:46:08 EST
2021-09-20 14:38:40 EST
2021-11-01 17:27:49 EST
2021-11-01 17:29:42 EST



2021-09-16 20:25:26 EST
2021-09-21 18:09:05 EST
2021-09-25 17:33:01 EST
2021-09-10 19:26:09 EST
2021-10-29 15:06:55 EST
2021-09-21 21:01:30 EST
2021-10-29 13:41:32 EST
2021-09-21 17:32:19 EST
2021-09-21 14:12:38 EST
2021-10-29 21:58:24 EST
2021-09-21 18:07:17 EST
2021-10-29 22:24:08 EST
2021-09-21 19:26:22 EST
2021-10-29 16:09:48 EST
2021-09-16 14:33:08 EST
2021-10-29 15:23:08 EST
2021-10-29 13:33:48 EST
2021-09-16 14:21:34 EST
2021-09-16 16:56:12 EST
2021-09-21 17:46:14 EST
2021-10-31 15:13:53 EST
2021-11-01 23:28:52 EST
2021-09-20 20:05:28 EST
2021-09-24 19:09:55 EST
2021-10-29 17:15:29 EST
2021-09-21 21:03:05 EST
2021-11-02 12:19:46 EST
2021-10-29 13:26:05 EST
2021-09-17 12:40:21 EST
2021-09-16 16:38:16 EST
2021-09-21 20:45:39 EST
2021-09-22 14:26:17 EST
2021-11-01 14:15:08 EST
2021-09-17 23:21:00 EST
2021-09-18 16:39:02 EST
2021-09-18 19:41:37 EST
2021-09-26 14:43:33 EST



2021-10-29 22:11:53 EST
2021-10-31 07:29:19 EST
2021-09-19 11:32:13 EST
2021-09-21 18:55:15 EST
2021-10-30 14:03:52 EST
2021-09-16 14:40:07 EST
2021-10-29 22:41:19 EST
2021-10-31 14:15:28 EST
2021-09-21 19:13:54 EST
2021-10-29 16:40:54 EST
2021-09-16 15:48:21 EST
2021-09-21 17:37:24 EST
2021-10-29 13:46:22 EST
2021-09-18 16:00:09 EST
2021-09-21 19:57:40 EST
2021-10-29 22:17:20 EST
2021-09-16 20:18:13 EST
2021-09-16 18:33:07 EST
2021-09-17 14:54:43 EST
2021-09-16 15:14:58 EST
2021-09-16 15:20:22 EST
2021-10-29 21:08:52 EST
2021-10-30 16:45:39 EST
2021-10-29 22:12:10 EST
2021-11-01 22:43:51 EST
2021-09-24 10:50:46 EST
2021-09-23 23:08:17 EST
2021-10-30 12:28:35 EST
2021-10-29 22:03:02 EST
2021-09-21 17:58:18 EST
2021-09-16 14:53:18 EST
2021-10-30 10:24:11 EST
2021-09-21 17:41:43 EST
2021-10-29 13:26:37 EST
2021-09-16 15:59:47 EST
2021-09-17 23:57:39 EST
2021-09-22 02:13:51 EST



2021-10-29 22:02:43 EST
2021-10-29 22:16:13 EST
2021-10-29 23:08:52 EST
2021-10-29 23:31:33 EST
2021-10-30 18:41:49 EST



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OFFICIAL LAUNCH OF SAN FRANCISCO
WELCOME AMBASSADORS PROGRAM

Date: Tuesday, November 02, 2021 11:53:19 AM

Attachments: 11.02.2021 Welcome Ambassadors.pdf

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

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

Date: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 11:52 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OFFICIAL LAUNCH OF
SAN FRANCISCO WELCOME AMBASSADORS PROGRAM

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, November 2, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

#%# PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OFFICIAL LAUNCH
OF SAN FRANCISCO WELCOME AMBASSADORS
PROGRAM

Two-year, $12.5 million initiative stations Welcome Ambassadors downtown and in
key transit and tourist areas to greet and assist employees, commuters, visitors, and
residents

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the official launch of
the San Francisco Welcome Ambassadors Program, which aims to create a safer and
more hospitable environment for returning employees, commuters, visitors, and
residents to the City’s downtown and tourist areas. As part of Mayor Breed’s
Downtown Recovery Plan, ambassadors will connect people in need with services and
provide a welcoming presence throughout the City’s busiest corridors.

Once fully operating, the program will deploy 50 Welcome Ambassadors to locations
throughout the City, including all downtown BART stations, Market Street, Moscone
Center, East Cut, the Ferry Building, Pier 39, Fisherman’s Whart, the Embarcadero,
Chinatown, North Beach, Union Square, and the Cable Car turnarounds. The program
is expected to create over 100 jobs.

“This program represents a major investment to advance the City’s economic recovery,” said


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

LoONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, November 2, 2021
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org

*xx PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES OFFICIAL LAUNCH
OF SAN FRANCISCO WELCOME AMBASSADORS PROGRAM

Two-year, $12.5 million initiative stations Welcome Ambassadors downtown and in key
transit and tourist areas to greet and assist employees, commuters, visitors, and
residents

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the official launch of the
San Francisco Welcome Ambassadors Program, which aims to create a safer and more
hospitable environment for returning employees, commuters, visitors, and residents to the
City’s downtown and tourist areas. As part of Mayor Breed’s Downtown Recovery Plan,
ambassadors will connect people in need with services and provide a welcoming presence
throughout the City’s busiest corridors.

Once fully operating, the program will deploy 50 Welcome Ambassadors to locations
throughout the City, including all downtown BART stations, Market Street, Moscone
Center, East Cut, the Ferry Building, Pier 39, Fisherman’s Wharf, the Embarcadero,
Chinatown, North Beach, Union Square, and the Cable Car turnarounds. The program is
expected to create over 100 jobs.

“This program represents a major investment to advance the City’s economic recovery,” said
Mayor Breed. “By making downtown and key tourist areas feel welcoming, attractive and safe,
people will be excited to engage in our City’s vibrancy while supporting our local businesses.
This collaborative effort is another example of our commitment to doing everything we can to
create a more welcoming city and bounce back from this pandemic stronger than ever before.”

Since its soft launch on October 7, 2021, the program has deployed 25 Welcome Ambassadors
daily from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. to the locations listed above. The ambassadors’ locations will shift
regularly according to need, commuter patterns, special events, visitor arrivals, and the reopening
of businesses and offices. As of Friday, October 29, the ambassadors had recorded 92,000
interactions with people.

The Welcome Ambassadors program builds on the success of the cleaning and safety
ambassador programs created by Community Benefit Districts in the downtown area.
Ambassadors will coordinate with other City safety and cleanliness initiatives including,
the SFPD Community Ambassadors and SFPD’s Tourism Deployment Plan to create a
safe and welcoming environment for individuals returning to San Francisco’s downtown.
The San Francisco Tourism Improvement District is managing the Welcome Ambassadors
Program through a grant from the Office of Economic and Workforce Development.

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

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

"We as a city need to do more to help bring life back to downtown. We need to do all we can to
make things safer, cleaner, more friendly, and more vibrant. The Downtown Recovery Plan and
the launch of more community ambassadors will help us get there,” said District 6 Supervisor
Matt Haney.

“Tourism is San Francisco’s number one industry. With the resumption of international travel to
the U.S. on Nov. 8, this program is vitally important to ensure our visitors receive an ‘Only in
SF’ welcome. The ambassadors embody San Francisco’s embracing spirit and will help tourists
and convention attendees feel safe and cared for when they come here,” said lke Kwon,
California Academy of Science’s Chief Operating Officer and Head of Government Affairs and
San Francisco Tourism Association’s Incoming Chair.

"As San Francisco's largest private employer, we are deeply committed to the City and its
recovery. It's great to see the renewed energy downtown, as our employees start to come back
into our offices,"” said Michele Schneider, SVP of Real Estate Global Workplace Services at
Salesforce. "We are proud to continue supporting the City and are grateful for the Mayor's
continued leadership.”

“In Yerba Buena we have the highest concentration of arts and culture west of the Hudson. The
City’s incredible arts and cultural attractions draw people from near and far, and we are thrilled
to have Welcome Ambassadors in place to help visitors find their way around the city and
discover new experiences. They’re not only a sign of investment for our city’s recovery, but also
an investment in our visitors and residents — it is proof that San Francisco values you and wants
you to feel safe and cared for so you can enjoy your time in the City,” said Monetta White,
Executive Director of the Museum of the African Diaspora.

For more information on San Francisco Welcome Ambassador program, visit www.sftid.org.

HitH
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Mayor Breed. “By making downtown and key tourist areas feel welcoming, attractive and
safe, people will be excited to engage in our City’s vibrancy while supporting our local
businesses. This collaborative effort is another example of our commitment to doing
everything we can to create a more welcoming city and bounce back from this pandemic
stronger than ever before.”

Since its soft launch on October 7, 2021, the program has deployed 25 Welcome Ambassadors
daily from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. to the locations listed above. The ambassadors’ locations will shift
regularly according to need, commuter patterns, special events, visitor arrivals, and the
reopening of businesses and offices. As of Friday, October 29, the ambassadors had recorded
92,000 interactions with people.

The Welcome Ambassadors program builds on the success of the cleaning and safety
ambassador programs created by Community Benefit Districts in the downtown area.
Ambassadors will coordinate with other City safety and cleanliness initiatives

including, the SFPD Community Ambassadors and SFPD’s Tourism Deployment Plan

to create a safe and welcoming environment for individuals returning to San

Francisco’s downtown. The San Francisco Tourism Improvement District is managing

the Welcome Ambassadors Program through a grant from the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development.

"We as a city need to do more to help bring life back to downtown. We need to do all we can
to make things safer, cleaner, more friendly, and more vibrant. The Downtown Recovery Plan
and the launch of more community ambassadors will help us get there," said District 6
Supervisor Matt Haney.

“Tourism is San Francisco’s number one industry. With the resumption of international travel
to the U.S. on Nov. &, this program is vitally important to ensure our visitors receive an ‘Only
in SF’ welcome. The ambassadors embody San Francisco’s embracing spirit and will help
tourists and convention attendees feel safe and cared for when they come here,” said Ike
Kwon, California Academy of Science’s Chief Operating Officer and Head of Government
Affairs and San Francisco Tourism Association’s Incoming Chair.

"As San Francisco's largest private employer, we are deeply committed to the City and its
recovery. It's great to see the renewed energy downtown, as our employees start to come back
into our offices," said Michele Schneider, SVP of Real Estate Global Workplace Services at
Salesforce. "We are proud to continue supporting the City and are grateful for the Mayor's
continued leadership.”

“In Yerba Buena we have the highest concentration of arts and culture west of the Hudson.
The City’s incredible arts and cultural attractions draw people from near and far, and we are
thrilled to have Welcome Ambassadors in place to help visitors find their way around the city
and discover new experiences. They’re not only a sign of investment for our city’s recovery,
but also an investment in our visitors and residents — it is proof that San Francisco values you
and wants you to feel safe and cared for so you can enjoy your time in the City,” said Monetta
White, Executive Director of the Museum of the African Diaspora.

For more information on San Francisco Welcome Ambassador program, visit
www.sftid.org.
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April 10, 2019 Plans Demo Calcs
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SF.P.C.SEC. 317(8)(2) DEFINITION "DEMOLITION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS™
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REQUIRED, O

(81) A MAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING THAT PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF THE SUM OF THE FRONT FACADE AND REAR
FAGADE AND (82) ALSO PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 65% OF THE SUM OF ALL EXTERIOR WALLS, MEASURED IN LINEAL FEET AT THE
FOUNDATION LEVEL, OR

CH)AMAIOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTAL BUILOING THAT PROPOSES THE REMIOVAL OF MORE THAN S0% OF THE VEATICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS AND
(C2) MORE THAN 50% OF FEET OF ACTUAL SURFAC
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April 10, 2019 Plans Demo Calcs

1 |[A:FRONT FACADE (SOUTH) 30.30 3.50 116%
B: REAR FACADE (NORTH) 38.10 38.10 100.0%
FRONT/ REAR TOTAL 68.4 416 60.8% 60.8%
1: SOUTH FACADE 303 35 11.6%
2 |[2:NORTH FACADE 381 38.1 100.0%
K: WEST FACADE 39.4 9.1 23.1%
L: EASTFACADE 41.1 5.1 12.4%
LINEAL TOTAL (I-L) 148.9 55.8 37.5% 37.5%
[/ERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - SURF ASUREMENTS
(E) AREA
C: SOUTH FAGADE
1 [DiNORTH FACADE 760 636
E: WEST FACADE 1324 122
F: EAST FACADE 1172 214
VERT. TOTAL (C-F) 4116 1064 25.9%
G: SECOND FLOOR 11210 180.0 16.1%
€2 |H: THIRD FLOOR 11240 69.0 6.1%
|: ROOF 1007.0 117.0 11.6%
HORIZ. TOTAL (G-H) 32520 | 3660 113% 113%

S.F.P.C. SEC. 317(B)(2) DEFINITION "DEMOLITION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS"

(2) "DEMOLITION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS" SHALL MEAN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:
(A) ANY WORK ON A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING FOR WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION DETERMINES THAT AN APPLICATION PERMIT IS
REQUIRED, OR
(B1) A MAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING THAT PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF THE SUM OF THE FRONT FACADE AND REAR
FAGADE AND (B2) ALSO PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 65% OF THE SUM OF ALL EXTERIOR WALLS, MEASURED IN LINEAL FEET AT THE

FOUNDATION LEVEL, OR
(C1) AMAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING THAT PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF THE VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS AND
(C2) MORE THAN 50% OF THE HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS OF THE EXISTING BUILDING, AS MEASURED IN SQUARE FEET OF ACTUAL SURFACE AREA.

CONCLUSION:
THIS PROJECT IS NOT CONSIDERED DEMOLITION

CONCLUSION:
THIS PROJECT IS NOT CONSIDERED DEMOLITION




May 14, 2021 Plans Demo Calcs

EXTERIOR FACADES - LINEAL FOUNDATION MEASUREMENTS

(E) LENGTH [LENGTH REMOVED| % REMOVED | TOTAL % REMOVED
a1 /A< FRONT FACADE (SOUTH] _ 25' 45" 17.7% 58.8%
B: REAR FACADE (NORTH) | 25' 25' 100%
FRONT/REAR TOTAL 50' 295" 58.8%
* INCLUDES ANGLED WALL
EXTERIOR WALLS - LINEAL FOUNDATION MEASUREMENTS
(E) LENGTH [LENGTH REMOVED| % REMOVED | TOTAL % REMOVED concLusion:
I: SOUTH FACADE 25' =g 17.7% 37.6% THIS PROJECT IS NOT CONSIDERED DEMOLITION
J: NORTH FACADE 25' 25' 100%
B2 [K: WEST FACADE 537" 170" 14.3%
L: EAST FACADE 588" 14-7" 26.6%
LINEAL TOTAL (I-) 162-3" 610" 311%
* INCLUDES ANGLED WALL & LIGHT WELL ** INCLUDES LIGHT WELL
VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - SURFACE AREA MEASUREMENTS
(E)AREA | AREAREMOVED | % REMOVED | TOTAL % REMOVED
C: SOUTH FACADE 851 381 45% 47.9%
¢4 |0 NORTH FACADE 801 801 100%
E: WEST FACADE 1095 351 321%
F: EAST FACADE 1192 354 29.7% ConCLUSION:
VERTICAL TOTAL (C-F) 3939 1887 47.9% THIS PROJECT IS NOT CONSIDERED DEMOLITION
* INCLUDES LIGHT WELL
HORIZONTAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - SURFACE AREA MEASUREMENTS
(E)AREA | AREAREMOVED | % REMOVED | TOTAL % REMOVED
G: FIRST FLOOR 738 738 100% 502%
H: SECOND FLOOR 1366 503 36.8%
C2 |I: THIRD FLOOR 938 161 17.2%
J: ROOF 847 551 61.9%
HORIZONTAL TOTAL (G-)) | 3889 1953 502%

S.F.P.C. SEC. 317(8)(2) DEFINITION "DEMOLITION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS"
(2) "DEMOLITION OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS" SHALL MEAN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:
(A) ANY WORK ON A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING FOR WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION DETERMINES THAT AN APPLICATION PERMIT IS

REQUIRED, OR

(B1) A MAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING THAT PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF THE SUM OF THE FRONT FACADE AND REAR
FACADE AND (B2) ALSO PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 65% OF THE SUM OF ALL EXTERIOR WALLS, MEASURED IN LINEAL FEET AT THE

FOUNDATION LEVEL, OR

(C1) A MAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL BUILDING THAT PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF THE VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS AND
(C2) MORE THAN 50% OF THE HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS OF THE EXISTING BUILDING, AS MEASURED IN SQUARE FEET OF ACTUAL SURFACE AREA.





RESIDENTIAL DEMOLITION AREA CALCULATIONS

CODE REQS (E) BUILDING REMAINING IN (P) OUTCOME/ (CODE) COMPLIANCE
FRONT & REAR FACADE FRONT (SOUTH)=49'-8" | FRONT (SOUTH)=29'-3" | 53.1% REMAINING
REAR (NORTH)=49'-8" REAR (NORTH)=23"-6" OR COMPLIANT

LINEAR FT AT FOUNDATION | TOTAL= 99'—4” TOTAL=52'-9" 46.9% DEMO < 50% CODE
ALL EXTERIOR WALLS WEST=44"-2" WEST=30"-0"
SOUTH=24"-10" SOUTH=24"-10" 6W‘48%RREMA'N‘NG
LINEAR FT AT FOUNDATION | EAST= 44'-2" FAST=30"-0"
NORTH=24'—10" NORTH=0 38.52% DEMO < 65% CODE COMPLIANT
TOTAL=138"-0" TOTAL=84'—10"
VERTICAL ELEMENTS EAST=1133 SF FAST=690 SF
WEST=1050 SF WEST=517 SF 45% REMAINING NOT
SF OF SURFACE AREA SOUTH=520 SF SOUTH=206 SF OR COMPLIANT
NORTH=513 SF NORTH=36 SF 55% DEMO < 50% CODE
TOTAL=3216 SF TOTAL=1449 SF
HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS 1ST FLR=1002 1ST FLR=1002 64.6% REMAINING
OND FLR=1202 SF OND FLR=1202 SF OR COMPLIANT
SF OF SURFACE AREA ROOF=1208 SF ROOF=0 SF 35.4% DEMO < 50% CODE

TOTAL=3412 SF

TOTAL=2204 SF





mmmm EXTERIOR WALLS TO REMAIN
WA EXTERIOR WALLS TO BE DEMOLISHED

SECTION
317(b)(2)(B):

SECTION
317(b)(2)(C):

SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL DEMOLITION AREA CALCULATIONS

SF OF SURFACE AREA

50% MAXIMUM

CODE REQS (E) BUILDING REMAINING IN_(P) OUTCOME/ (CODE) COMPLIANCE
ek abica ISP R -5
o on ITRRERA R I 1. I A
éEREEAéUEﬁ\'\éENT/\;EA TOTAL = 2707 SF TOTAL = 1370 SF ;8;5 BE;A\(I\)AUM COMPLIANT
HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS TOTAL = 2404 SF TOTAL = 1159 SF 52% DEMO NOT

COMPLIANT
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San Francisco,
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Fax:
415.558.6408

Planning -
Information:
Dear Applicant, 415.558.6377

The Demolition Calculations under Planning Code Section 317 have been reviewed.

It is confirmed that per Planming Code Section 317, this Project is just below the demolition threshold,
specifically the demolition threshold outlined in Planning Code Section 317(b)(2)(C): A major alteration of a
Residential Building that proposes the Removal of more than 50% of the Vertical Envelope Elements and more
than 50% of the Horizontal Elements of the existing building, as measured in square feet of actual surface area.
Per the attached demolition calculations, this Project proposes to demolish 49.3% of the vertical envelope
elements and at least 52% of the horizontal elements. This means the Project is incredibly close to exceeding the
demolition threshold and requiring a Conditional Use Authorization.

Please note:

If it is determined during the structural review that more elements must be removed to render the
Project feasible to construct, the Project will be considered a demolition and you will be required to
apply for a Conditional Use Authorization.

Any clements that are listed as “to remain” must remain in their precise original location at all times.
They may not be removed in any manner during construction.

If dry rot or other damage is discovered while under construction, you must leave the damaged
elements intact, photograph the area in question, call your inspector and have a correction notice issued
noting the need to remove the damaged elements, and seek a permit with the Planning Department’s
approval to remove the damaged elements before the damaged elements may be altered or removed.

If elements are removed in the field for any other reason, this Project will be considered a demolition
and you will be required to apply for a Conditional Use Authorization.

It should be noted that the Planning Commission does has not historically looked favorably on demolition
ét;‘;plications that are seeking retroactive approval, when demolition plans are exceeded in the field. If required to
apply for a Conditional Use Authorization, there is a strong possibility that the Planning Commission may vote
to disapprove the demolition and require the home be built back to its original condition.

SRANA -..L‘, ~ I -
www. sfplanning.org
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Dear Eniiiaseaisn

The attached Demolition Calculations dated 5/14/21 have been reviewed by the Planning Department pursuant
to Planning Code Section 317.

The Department has confirmed that this Project is just below the demolition threshold, specifically the demolition
threshold outlined in Planning Code Section 317(b)(2)(C): A major alteration of a Residential Building that
proposes the Removal of more than 50% of the Vertical Envelope Elements and more than 50% of the
Horizontal Elements of the existing 