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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL BY ___ /) ....... ____ _ 
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the following action of the City 
Planning Commission. 

The property is located at ___ Lf_8_s_r-__ _._n_~~-'---:S _t'i>_, __ ~_+ ___ 5_~ __ <l_ ·. 

S e?\--c""' L 0- 1-'r 1 )._ cf)2-2-
oate of City Planning Commission Action 

(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

0 e, .\--o ~ .e)- ~ l , 'L.¢2, L_ 
Appeal Filing Dat'e · 

1\/~e Planning Commission disapproved in w 
property, Case No. fl/ 

e or in part an application for reclassification of 

ication for establishment, 4-The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an a 
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No. _ __,;V'---bL'I""""'---------

/rhe Planning Commission approved in whole or in _e_art an application for conditional use 
authorization, Case No. 2-<P?... ( ~ ct>t r 3 :> 2-(._ u.,+:. 

,,,,./ ~ he Planning Commission disapproved i~ole or in part an application for conditional use f :uthorization, Case No. Y . 
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Statement of Appeal: 

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from: 

Pka.~e. see ~.i\ l-oV~ of ~\.V\vCv3 GoMV\I\ l'vS( o v'\ 

w .. ufiVV\ ~·~~ ~ ,:~ l-v~ fw.. ~ ~·~ vl, 11\3 . 

Name 1 

p. o 0Jo·1' ~ ~ fJo ~\ S~U,\ q~I ~~ 5&0 0Ji11~ i-+ SF /A q YUL 
Address Address 

· Telephone Number Telephone Number 

,/"--·~ 

/ l I 
( :··1} J 1 ,.J 
\ ~::~~.J/'?)z l!J f [~-·-· 
'"-··· .Signature of Appellant or 

Authorized Agent 
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,.. RECElVEO 
d0ARO OF SUPER VISORS 

SAN FRANCISCO .. 

2022 OCT 31 PH 3: I 8 

8 Y __ .... 41! ____ '""""_ ~ J Planning Commission Case 
No. 202. 1-011 - "2-(M__f\ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners or "Verified 
Tenants" of property affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners or "Verified Tenants" of 
the property within the area that is the subject of the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 
300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

"Verified Tenants" that sign below, hereby declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct, and that the tenant occupies the entire property or at least one separate 
unit on the property pursuant to a lease with a term exceeding 32 days. 

.----s=t.-re_e..,..t--=-A...,.dd-=-re-ss-,-.--.-----..-....---..... 0.-w-n-e-r o- r--.-----.P..-r..-in..,..te---r-.N,.....a_m_e _ __,,---=o...,.rig-.i,_na ..... l""""S"""'ig-n-a.,..tu-re----, / 
property owned or Verified Tenant / 

rent 

1. OvJV\oV 
2. 

3. 

4. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

11 . 

12. 

20. 

(All information provided is subject to public disclosure; personal information will not be redacted.) 

/' 
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2022 OCT 31 PM 3: 18 Planning Commission Case 
No. .l-0 2. I - 0 1 l 3S 2 CIA.A 

The undersigned dec~at ereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners or "Verified 
Tenants" of property affected by the proposed amen m r conditional use (that is, owners or "Verified Tenants" of 
the property within the area that is the subject of the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 
300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change . If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

"Verified Tenants" that sign below. hereby declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct, and that the tenant occupies the entire property or at least one separate 
unit on the property pursuant to a lease with a term exceeding 32 days. 

13. ' 

15. 

· 16. 

' 17. 

18. 

19. 

treet Address, 
property owned or 

rent 

Assessor's wner or 
Block & Verified Tenant 

Lot 

I I 

rinted Name ngtnal Signature 

(All information provided is subject to public disclosure; personal information will not be redacted.) 

, °'t 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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BY ____ _...fi...__ ____ __ 
2 

Planning Commission Case 
No. 0)., I - 0 1 I 35' 2. C...t,< A 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners or "Verified 
Tenants" of property affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners or "Verified Tenants" of 
the property within the area that is the subject of the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 
300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

"Verified Tenants" that sign below, hereby declare under penalty of petjury, under the Jaws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct, and that the tenant occupies the entire property or at least one separate 
unit on the property pursuant to a lease with a term exceeding 32 days. 

Assessors wneror 
Block & Verified Tenant 

Printe Name Original ignature 

Lot 

1·t/811 
2· 'lil 
3. 

4. 

5. 

8. 

9. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

(All information provided is subject to public disclosure; personal information will not be redacted.) 



RECEiYED 
dOARO Of SUPERVISORS 

SA FRMtCISCO 

2022 OCT 31 PM 3: I 8 Planning Commission Case 
No. 2.,02.1-0113.1- 'l.C!A,A 

The underajb'ned declac/J.-it ti.Ji)' eFe hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners or "Verified 
Tenants" of property affected by the proposed amendment or cond itional use (that is, owners or "Verified Tenants" of 
the property within the area that is the subject of the application for amendment or conditiona l use, or within a radius of 
300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached . 

"Verified Tenants" that sign below, hereby declare under penalty of perjU1y, under 117e laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct, and that the tenant occupies the entire property or at least one separate 
unit on the property pursuant to a lease with a term exceeding 32 days. ' 

10. 

11 . 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Street A ress, 
property owned or 

rent 

Assessor's wner or 
Block & Verified Tenant 

Lot 

rioted Name ignature 

(Al l information provided is subject to public d isc losure ; personal information will not be redacted .) 
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,. Planning Commission Case 
No. --""" 2.- , - o I ,;;- i. llJlA 

The undersigri)ll'declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners or "Verified 
Tenants" of property affected by the proposed ameMment or cond itiona l use (that is, owners or "Verified Tenants" of 
the property within the area that is the subject of the application for amendment or conditional use, or with in a radius of 
300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change . If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached . 

"Verified Tenants" that sign below, hereby declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of 
California that the foregoing is true and correct, and that the tenant occupies the entire property or at least one separate 
unit on the property pursuant to a lease with a term exceeding 32 days. 

Street Address, Assessor's Owner or Printed Name Original Signature 
property owned or Block & Verified Tenant 

rent Lot 
-

1.4l/b7 ;Vlff'~ Jr(}~ rL £,.1z,/t)1.i1- fJ LJ N "cf!- ftL- ·,:.:,e.e:Do ·o:e::u-1 f_~ R~i.~ { . cfLSt:~ ~ · 

2· ~--i1hb-Jt c;1 6;l.:13IO'J.Cfi- fJ IAf /1/ ,c:,f? \!11 Al V ti 2/.!A-AIG yt;)~~ r~ 
· ;, • - ' IV I v 

3. /; i- 7 v/otJ 9 - ~ ;-\\ "" ,,/ I S\.\ ' -~ ,., .l, ,1:;\'J~"" i ,\\\A Jee--...,, .... , ... ·--- -::,. 

4 . I \ \) 0 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 . 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

(All information provided is subject to public d isclosure ; persona l information will not be redacted.) 



October 31, 2022 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl # 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Olinda Vega 
566 London St. 
San Francisco, CA 94112 

,,,0 ,, . RECEiVED 
D ,!\RO .OF SUPEHVJsow·· 

SAN fRAriC /SCO ~ 

2022 OCT 3 I PH 3: I a 
BY_ ff -

Re: Appeal of Approval of Conditional Use of 4835 Mission Record# 2021-
011352CUA 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

I recently sent in an email request to different members of the BOS to make this 
appeal themselves, as I have received no response from the BOS I am moving 
forward to make an appeal myself as today is the deadline to do such. 

Regarding the recent approval of the SF Planning Commission decision to approve 
the above cannabis dispensary on September 29, 2022, I was able to attend the 
hearing and speak momentarily before I was shut down. I believe there are a few 
issues at play that should be addressed regarding the hearing and the matter itself. 

I am a single mother that lives within the 300 foot radius of the proposed site hence 
my appeal is not only for myself and my own son but also the students of Balboa 
High School. English is not my primary language and communicating with SFGOV 
has been challenging and frustrating. 

I, along with a couple of concerned neighbors have been trying for weeks to get a 
mailing list from the planning department of people notified of the hearing living 
within a 300 foot radius of the address in question. I received such a list October 25, 
2022 around 10:30 pm, due to an inquiry with a Sylvia Jimenez at nearly 9:30 pm. 
We have been contacting her for weeks with this request. It appears that when we 
yet once again made the request and also directed that same request to the BOS and 
specifically Ahsha Safai that the request was sent within an hour, which we found 
that to be very interesting. I am concerned as to why the SF Planning Department 
would not have sent the list earlier. 

I am concerned that there may have been a violation of the Sunshine Ordinance. 
Despite the public notices that were sent out and one sign posted at the site of 4835 
Mission (the particular site's sign had only English, and did not appear to be easily 
understood English). Regarding the mailed notices the non-English languages did 
not appear to be clear as to the matter at hand, and I recall the foreign languages 
only instructing to call in for more information but did not even suggest in the 
slightest that a Cannabis Dispensary was attempting to enter the neighborhood. 
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Nearly 80% (but closer to 78%), of the neighborhood is comprised of native Asian 
and Spanish speaking people. The notice was not plain easily understood English. 
This appears to be the opposite of transparent. I understand easily understood 
English is a core tenet of the Ordinance. In the SF Planning Commission's public 
notice I simply saw the word cannabis, I did not see the word marijuana. When I 
went to collect signatures many people did not know that cannabis is essentially 
very similar to marijuana, the latter apparently being more easily understood 
English. The difference to non-primary English speaking people is a significant one. 

The Planning Commissioners themselves appeared to have been resolute advocates 
for Cannabis rather than an impartial board (Commissioner Koppel went on to 
remark that Thailand was more accepting of Cannabis). The hearing was to decide 
upon an additional dispensary being added to the neighborhood but appeared to be 
hijacked into 2 sides: Cannabis Vs. No Cannabis. The majority of neighborhood 
understands and accepts the existing dispensaries but generally believe that 
additional such businesses would have a negative impact on the neighborhood. The 
Commission seemed to be more interested regarding supporters who came from 
outside the neighborhood, as is the big box business applicant Steve Ashbel of Los 
Angeles County. Another concern during the hearing was the communication 
system, for people calling in for comment, who spoke Chinese or Spanish, appeared 
to not be working clearly. This had the effect of the callers not being able to make 
their message clearly. In fact it appeared that the city's Spanish Translator left early 
making it so that the Commission had to call on one of the supporters to translate 
for a caller. Another person attending the hearing informed me that the impromptu 
translator's translation was not accurate. I suggest that it was improper to continue 
in such a manner and was prejudicial. 

There appears to be a concern regarding the 600-foot rule and the local high school 
approximately 800 and 16 odd feet away. Yes, the schools proximity now meets the 
newer lowered distance requirement, however the school has an off campus lunch 
period. The primary destination for the students is 2 storefronts away at the 
Hawaiian restaurant, followed by a Taqueria on either side of Mission St. 
(approximately 66 and 102 feet away respectively), the primary location being 
nearly 33 feet from the proposed dispensary. Commissioner Tanner herself stated 
her concern that the distance of the buffer zone may need to be revisited and 
suggested that the BOS revisit that very point. Additionally, the primary Muni bus 
stop for students leaving is 100 feet away where they can easily witness Cannabis 
Patrons going in and out as well as when the students arrive to school. A gentleman 
who spoke at the hearing regarding the proposed dispensary stated that when he 
himself was a teen that he could simply pay an adult stranger to buy him alcohol, 
however one of the supporters stated that something similar would simply not 
happen with the dispensary, however there was no explanation offered as to how 
something similar would be avoided. I would wager that everybody on the BOS is 
educated enough to know that conceptually a teenager can still do something 
similar; having a proxy adult buy a particular desired substance. I opine that the 
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location of the primary off campus eating destinations should be included within the 
buffer zone and that the buffer zone of 1000ft be reinstated. 

City planner Michael Christensen stated that there were merely 4 comments of 
opposition when we appear to have at least 19 at the time of the hearing. 
Additionally, there were nearly 140 signatures of opposition on the petition that the 
Planning Commission took no apparent interest in taking into their record despite 
commenting that they appreciate that it took some work to produce such. Today, at 
this very point, we have over 200 signatures. 

A supporter of the proposed conditional use hearing, Sarah Dale of MMD, boasted of 
the extensive outreach that was performed in the neighborhood in regard to the 
project. As I recall, she spoke of extensive outreach, of knocking on doors well up to 
1000 feet of the proposed site. I received no such knocking on of doors as was 
suggested. I spoke to my surrounding neighbors and they were also unaware of any 
alleged contact. In fact, I reviewed my security system witch can record in excess 6 
months at a time, yet still I did not detect anyone attempting to contact me for such. 
I am dubious as to if the " extensive outreach" actually occurred. I am doubtful if 
Sarah Dale did in fact meet the intended requirements of the good neighbor policy. 

On 9/21/21 at the BOS hearing for 5801 Mission Cannabis Appeal supervisor Safaf 
acknowledged that crime increased related to cannabis and our district 
neighborhood having, then, three existing cannabis dispensaries was adequate. The 
approval for 5801 eventually made it through. Now, we are debating the 6th 

Cannabis site. It was brought up that historically San Francisco does have a cap 
system in place, i.e. liquor stores, yet for some reason cannabis is now able to not 
have a cap, which appears to be a precarious behavior. Then, Commissioner Fung 
recognized many of the associated problems with over saturation; it appears that 
over saturation is indeed happening right now. 

While I was collecting signatures I noticed something that resounded in me 
personally, and that is the fear of retaliation. I come from a Spanish speaking 
country with a history of human rights abuse. Many of the Spanish and Chinese 
speaking people I encountered appeared to hold a similar sentiment in regards to 
one's own government with a rich history in human rights abuse. The fear for many 
for many of these people has carried on to become part of their personality. I would 
liken it to PTSD. I have determined that the majority of people who did not sign our 
petition, despite the fact that they would prefer to, was due to fear of retaliation. 
Despite this, I believe those people should have a voice anyway, we exist, we pay 
taxes, we help our community continue to function due to our own participation in 
its economy. I am considering victims of human trafficking whom of which we pass 
laws to protect as many have gone down a path so far that it is extremely difficult 
for them to help themselves without support of the community. There is a similar 
mentality working here, our neighborhood wants protection, we need it, and we 
deserve it, our city government should recognize our need and act on it accordingly. 
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I believe that this transmission conveys and implies many concerns that suggest 
there were many flaws in the hearing of the planning commission. I will also include 
other relevant documents I urge the BOS to address this important matter for 
themselves. 

Thank you for your attention into this matter, 

Olinda Vega 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Commission Ghamber~, Room 400 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Good!ett Place 

San Francisco, CA 9~102-4689 

Thursday, September 29, 2022 
1 :00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Moore, Braun, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Ruiz, Tanner 

None COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: 

THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BYVICE PRESIDENT MOORE AT 1 :05 PM 

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: Aaron Starr, Miriam Chi on, Shelley Caltagirone, AnMarie Rodgers, Danielle Ngo, 
Monica Giacomucci, Michael Christensen, Trent Greenan, LizWatty - Director of Current Planning, Rich 
Hillis - Planning Director, Jonas P. lonin -Commission Secretary 

SPEAKER KEY: 
+ indicates a speaker in support of an item; 
- indicates a speaker in opposition to an item; and 
= indicates a neutral speaker or a speaker who did not indicate support or opposition. 

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may 
choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or 
to hear the item on this calendar. 

B. COMMISSION MATTERS 

1. Consideration of Adoption: 
• Draft Minutes for August 25, 2022 



San Franci!rn Planning Commission Thursday. September 29. 2022 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 

Speaker - 45 Bernard motion, due process not provided, roof deck 
Lindsay Huston - 45 Bernard, ex-parte communication, was not afforded 
due process 
Adopted 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 

• Draft Minutes for September 8. 2022 

SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 
AYES: 

None 
Adopted 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 

• Draft Minutes for September 15. 2022 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 

Ozzie Rohm - Comments are not reflected adequately in minutes. 
Anastasia Yovanopoulos - Minutes - Capture what was said for the record 
Continued to October 6, 2022 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 

2. Commission Comments/Questions 

Meeting Minutes 

Vice President Moore: 
I would like to first welcome a full Commission again. Indeed, some of us have never met 
before but simultaneously I would like to welcome our new Commissioners, Commissioner 
Tanner and Commissioner Braun. It is great to be back here and it's almost being in a new 
room and a new experience. We're trying to make the best out of it. But before we get into 
Commission Comments, and I call on my other fellow Commissioners, please join me in the 
land acknowledgment that we read into the record every week. 

The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland 
of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. 
As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the 
Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the 
caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As 
guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional 
homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, Elders, and 
Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as 
First Peoples. 

CommissionerTanner: 
I just want to say I'm glad to be back here. It's good to see everyone in person. Definitely 
missed being here with you all so just very very excited to be back and have a really great 
robust agenda today of matters to take up. One item that did come up during the hearing 
process at the Rules Committee was the discussion of the role between the Commission 
Secretary and the Commissioners. And I just wanted to, for the record, state that Mr. lonin 
and I did talk a little bit about that role and so, Supervisor Peskin had asked for that. So, we 
have had a conversation and I think it was really helpful for both of us. Just want to 
commend Mr. lonin for his really great work and service to the Commission and I think this 
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, September 29, 2022 

Meetin Minutes 

has been just wonderful to have you shepherd us through a very, very, very challenging 
and uncharted territory. And I know that you continue to serve us admirably and I want to 
thank you for your service to the Commission. 

Vice President Moore: 
Secretary lonin, I had a conversation and came onto a very good understanding that 
ultimately the subtlety of words matters and while we may have some ambiguity in our 
past motion making, we will pay attention that we all agree on every word that is being 
used in order to avoid confusion. We come with very different backgrounds, use language 
quite differently and that is for in a motion which is basic as semi-legal statement about a 
conclusion of this body, we need to be as precise as possible. And sometimes it involves 
using the advice from the City Attorney and specific expressions to avoid or to insert. All 
we need to pay attention to particular professional acronyms and words like architectural 
terms that are important to be properly used in our motions. We will try our best and I 
think we have a good understanding to cooperatively work together to bring that forward 
and avoid lengthy conversations which prolong, unnecessary prolong our meetings. I'm 
sure you would agree with what I said, Secretary lonin. I'd like to ask that we please 
schedule for next week's meeting the Election of Officers. We need to elect a President. 
And I'm not sure that includes reaffirming the role of the Vice President but we need to 
elect a new President. So, if you could schedule that perhaps for next week Secretary lonin, 
that would be appreciated. 

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary: 
Is there a consensus from the Commission? Okay, seeing no opposition, I will schedule the 
Election of Officers for next week's hearing. 

Vice President Moore: 
Thank you. 

Com missioner Diamond: 
I just wanted to explain the use of the head set in case any of you were wondering. I'm not 
listening to music on this side. I'm hearing impaired and I wear hearing aids and find the 
closed captioning to be delayed and not very useful and I want to make sure that I am 
hearing everything that everybody has to say. I found that on Zoom, the quality of the 
sound was so much better. And I'm working with the tech department and Mr. lonin to try 
to come up with a solution in the hearing chambers that allows me to hear every word. So, 
we are trying a head set clipped into a loudspeaker that allows the mies to be fed directly 
into my ears. And so far, it is a big improvement. I just wanted to provide you all with that 
explanation. 

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary: 
Thank you. Commissioner Diamond. If there are no other Commissioner comments, there 
is one more housekeeping item I wanted to address the Commission on. The Castro 
Theatre was scheduled to come before you next week. We've received a request to 
continue that item into December. And after conversations internally, we thought it might 
be prudent for us to sort of consolidate our resources and allow the public to make a single 
comment on one day. And so, what I'm asking is, would you be available for a joint hearing 
with the Historic Preservation Commission at 10 a.m. on December 8th? I polled the 
Historic Preservation Commissioners. We are able to assemble a quorum. They will actually 
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San Fra11ci<.:a Planning Cammissian Thursday, September 29, 2022 

have back-to-back hearings on their regular day on Wednesday and then join us here on 
Thursday morning, December 8th at 10 a.m. We do expect a very, very large number of 
speakers on that matter. I think the indication through the number of e-mails we have 
been receiving associated with this project indicates strongly that a large number of 
people. So, to really prevent that members of the public to have to queue up twice in a row 
on 2 days, we thought we might see if we could accommodate them and hold a Joint 
Hearing on that matter? And then we would set a time specific for your remainder calendar 
after that. We might bleed over but at least we could do that. So, if we can get a quorum 
for 10 a.m., and if we all agree here to do that, we can get that going. And that way the 
public will know as well. 

Vice President Moore: 
Do you want to just nod for us to nod or do you want to ask anybody individually. 

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary: 
Well, I just, if anyone I think it'd be easier if someone said they can't make 10 a.m. on 
Thursday, December 3th, that would be easier. If not, I will assume that you all can. Okay, 
fantastic. Thank you for that, Commissioners. 

3. 2021-009977CRV - Remote Hearings - Consideration of action to allow teleconferenced 
meetings and adopting findings under California government code section 54953(e) to 
allow remote meetings during the COVID-19 emergency; continue remote meetings for 
the next 30 days; direct the Commission Secretary to schedu le a similar resolution [motion] 
at a commission meeting within 30 days. 

SPEAKERS: 
ACTION: 
AYES: 
RESOLUTION: 

Austin Yang - Response to comments and questions 
Adopted 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 
21174 

C. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 

4. Director's Announcements 

Rich Hillis, Planning Director: 
Good afternoon, Commissioners. No formal announcements but welcome Commissioner 
Braun, happy to have you with us. And welcome back Commissioner Tanner. 

5. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Meeting Minutes 

Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs: 
Good afternoon, Commissioners. Welcome back everyone. It's unusual to see you all out 
here. So, this week's Land Use Committee was cancelled. However, last week they did hold 
one and you weren't here. 
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San Fran chm Planning Commission Thursday, September 29, 2022 

Meetin Minutes 

Land Use Last Week 
• 220643 Planning Code - Tenderloin Neon Special Sign District. Sponsors: Preston; 

Peskin and Melgar. Staff: V Flores 

First on last week's land use agenda was the Tenderloin Neon Sign District, sponsored by 
Supervisor Preston. Commissioners, you heard this item on August 25 and voted to 
recommend approval with modifications. Those modifications included: 

1. Strike Neon Sign provisions that are more restrictive than existing sign regulations. 

2. Allow legal, noncomplying Neon Signs to be physically removed from the building and 
returned for maintenance purposes. 

3. Amend the proposed Code language to change "blade signs" to "Projecting Signs". 

4. For Residential Hotels, clarify that: 1) these signs are considered Identifying Signs and 
2) Projecting. 

All your amendments were included in the revised version of this ordinance on September 
12th and the item was then continued one week to September 19th. On the September 
19th hearing the revised ordinance was heard again. This time there were no public 
com mentors and the item was forwarded to the Full Board as a committee report. 

• 220041 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Production, Distribution, and Repair Uses. 
Sponsor: Walton. Staff: Shaw 

Next was Supervisor Walton's ordinance that would remove the Industrial Protection Zone 
so that the underling PDR controls would govern the land use in that area. The ordinance 
would also Social Service and Philanthropic uses to exceed 5,000 sq. ft. Commissioners, 
you heard this item on March 24th of this year and voted to recommend approval with 
modification. That modification was to allow a grandparenting clause for Self-Storage 
Facilities. This amendment was added to the final ordinance at the Land Use Committee. 
During the hearing, there were no public commenters, and the item was forwarded to the 
Full Board with a positive recommendation. 

• 210866 Planning, Administrative, Subdivision Codes - Density Exception in Residential 
Districts. Sponsors: Mandelman; Melgar. Staff: Merlone 220997 Planning Code; Zoning 
Map - Rezoning Residential Districts] Sponsors: Mandelman; Haney 

Last but certainly not least, the Committee again considered Supervisor Mandelman's four­
plex ordinance. As you probably recall, the mayor vetoed the original ordinance that would 
have rezone all RH-1 districts to RH-2 and allow four units on interior lots and six units on 
corner lots. This density exception also came with limitations though. Applicants had to 
have owned the property for 5 years before they could take advantage of the density 
bonus. This is one reason why the mayor vetoed the ordinance, as it significantly limited 
the number of housings units the city would get out of the program. Also at issue was the 
rezoning from RH-1 to RH-2 to avoid SB9. While rezoning would technically allow the same 
number of units as SB9 without subdivision, it did not come with any process 
improvements. Projects maximizing density would still be subject to Planning Code 
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Meetin Minutes 

Section 317 and DR's, while projects under SB 9 would not. If you recall, Planning Staff and 
the Planning Commission recommended rezoning from RH-1 to RH-2 and included process 
improvements to avoid Section 317. The Board however did not take this 
recommendation. 

At Land Use, Supervisor Mandelman split his ordinance into two pieces, one to allow four­
plexes and one to allow the density bonus program, in the hope that this would allow the 
density bonus to receive a veto proof majority at the Board. 

The Committee added language to the ordinance's findings expressing concern about 
speculative development and discussed whether they should eliminate or reduce the 5-
year holding period. In the end the item was continued to October 3rd to allow further 
conversations on this point. 

Full Board This Week 
• 220643 Planning Code - Tenderloin Neon Special Sign District. Sponsors: Preston; 

Peskin and Melgar. Staff: V. Flores. PASSED SECOND READ 

• 220654 Planning Code - Landmark Designation - City Cemetery. Sponsors: Chan; 
Melgar, Peskin and Mar. Staff: Ferguson. PASSED SECOND READ 

• 220041 Planning Code, Zoning Map - Production, Distribution, and Repair Uses. 
Sponsor: Walton. Staff: Shaw. Passed First Read 

• 220905 Mayoral Reappointment, Planning Commission - Rachael Tanner. Sponsor: 
Mayor. Staff: N/ A. Adopted 220906 Mayoral Appointment, Planning Commission -
Derek Braun. Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: N/ A. Adopted 

Full Board Last Week 
• 220895 Interim Zoning Controls - Extending and Modifying Requirements for Large 

Residential Projects in RC, RM, and RTO Districts. Sponsors: Peskin; Chan. Adopted 

That concludes my report and I'm happy to take questions. 

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary: 
The Board of Appeals met last night. JR Eppler attended his first hearing, replacing 
Commissioner Tina Chang on the Board. 

The Board heard one case of interest to the Planning Commission - an appeal to a 2019 
permit for 945-947 Minnesota Street. 

The permit is to replace damaged front stairs, windows, and exterior siding. The permit is 
to also infill the open area beneath an existing three-story rear extension and construct a 
new roof deck The property is a contributing structure in the Dog patch Landmark District. 

The appellant is the neighbor to the rear and his concerns are about legality of the existing 
three-story rear extension. He believes the extension needs to be torn down since there is 
no building permit found for it. 
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The Discretionary Review and Rear Yard Variance requests for the project were heard on 
October 22, 2020. The Planning Commission voted to not take Discretionary Review and 
approved the project. The Zoning Administrator approved the Variance on December 2, 
2020. 

The neighbor/DR requestor/appellant subsequently appealed the Variance to the Board of 
Appeals. On January 27, 2021, the Board of Appeals voted to deny the appeal and uphold 
the ZA's issuance of the Variance. 

Since then, unpermitted work has taken place on the property. Joint site inspections 
between Planning and DBI revealed that the three-story rear extension has been illegally 
removed and rebuilt. DBI has issued a Stop Work Order for the property. 

At the appeal hearing last night, Board took the Department's recommendation and voted 
4-0 to grant the appeal and revoke the permit on the basis that the permit was improperly 
issued. 

The permit and plans contained inaccurate information. There is also evidence of 
excessive demolition as confirmed by the site inspections. 

Moving forward, the project will require a new Certificate of Appropriateness, a new Rear 
Yard Variance, and a new permit to capture all of the unpermitted work done and new 
work proposed on the property. 

Commissioners, I mentioned that the Historic Preservation Commission did not meet 
yesterday but we did not have a hearing on the 22nd and they did meet on September 21st 
so I will give you that briefing now. They adopted a resolution supporting the board of 
supervisor's resolution urging that the San Francisco Rec and Park develop and install and 
interpretative signage regarding the dark history at Sharp Park. They also adopted 
recommendations for approval for a number of legacy business registry applications -
Blazing Saddles Bike and Rental Tours on Hyde Street, the Mariposa Hunter's Point Yacht 
Club on Terry Francois Boulevard, the Larkins Brothers Tire Company on South Van Ness 
Avenue, Hotel Boheme on Columbus Avenue, Cafe La Boheme on 24th Street, Club Deluxe 
on Haight Street. And that concludes those updates and reports. 

D. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 

SPEAKERS: 

E. REGULAR CALENDAR 

Georgia Schuttish - Section 317 time line 
Ozzie Rohm - Consider an appointee from BOS for Commission President 
Sue Hestor - Difficulty with hearing and understanding comments 
Anastasia Yovanopoulos - Derek Braun - tenant rights and cultural equity 
Tes Welborn - Preserving rental housing stock 

The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; when applicable, followed 
by a presentation of the project sponsor team; followed by public comment. Please be advised 
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that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, 
engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 

6. 

7. 

Meeting Minutes 

2020-0094600TH (M. CHION: (628) 652-7437) 
CENTERING PLANNING ON RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY - Informational Presentation -
Staff will update the Commission on the Department's progress on the implementation of 
the June 11, 2020, Planning Commission's Equity Resolution. Staff will provide an overview 
of the key progress and deliverables from Fiscal Year 2021-2022, and an overview of the 
Department's current fiscal year equity priority projects and programs, several of which 
will be presented more in-depth at various Fall 2022 Planning Commission hearings. These 
projects include the 2022 Housing Element, Sunset Forward, and in-depth update of the 
status of the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, Communication and Community 
Engagement Strateg ies, Cultural Districts, and the Tenderloin Community Action Plan. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 

= Rich Hillis - Introduction 
= Miriam Chion - Staff presentation 
+ Mary Travis-Allen - Equity Council 
+ William Ortiz-Cartagena - Equity Council 
- Ozzie Rohm -Measurable goals, affordable housing, rent control, tenants 
- Speaker - What gets built and for whom, thorough analysis, real changes 
- Janthal Labarinto - No substantive changes, community-based land use 
plans 

- Pria - Housing sustainability areas 
+ Lorraine Petty - State laws on housing 
- Keith - Scrutinize the housing element 
- Anastasia Yovanopoulos - Equity impact analysis 
+ Theresa Flandrick - Look at specific examples of Planning project 
Reviewed and Commented 

2019-016230CWP (5. CALTAGIRONE: (628) 652-7425) 
HOUSING ELEMENT - Informational Presentation - The Housing Element 2022 Update of 
the General Plan is San Francisco's first housing plan centered on racial and social equity. 
This plan will express the city's collective vision and values for the future of housing in San 
Francisco. It will also identify priorities for decision makers, guide resource allocation for 
housing programs and services, and define how and where the City should create new 
homes for San Franciscans, or those who wantto call this city home. This update is due late 
2022 and it will need to accommodate the creation of 82,000 units by 2031, a target set by 
State and Regional Agencies that has been tripled compared to the city's current targets. 
This hearing will allow SF Planning to share a brief update on the Housing Element review 
process with the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). 
SF Planning plans to publish the next draft Housing Element packet to HCD in early 
October, which will include a 7-day public review period. 
Preliminary Recommendation: None- Informational 

SPEAKERS: = Shelley Caltagirone - Staff report 
- Georgia Schuttish - Constraints of lot sizes in San Francisco 
- Speaker - Si lencing community voices, rubberstamping market rate 
- Charlie Siamas - Put affordable first 
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ACTION: 
RECUSED: 

- Jake Price - Schedule in January not March, status quo is not equitable 
- Jessica - Schedule earlier to be in compliance 
- Tes Welborn - Where's affordable housing money and land banking? 
- Anastasia Yovanopoulos - Where's the money from, affordable housing 
first 
- Robert Fructhman - In dire straits, revise schedule for recertification 
- Zack Weisenberger - Put affordable first, commit to land use/resource 
plan 
= Scott - Let Commissioner Moore draft the next housing elementversion 
= Rich Hillis - Response to comments and questions 
= Austin Yang - Response to comments and questions 
Reviewed and Commented 
Braun, Ruiz 

8. 2018-004217GPA (D. NGO: (628) 652-7591) 
2022 SAFETY & RESILIENCE ELEMENT UPDATE - Consideration of Approval of 
Amendments to the San Francisco General Plan - Pursuant to San Francisco Charter 
Section 4.105, Planning Code Section 340(d) and Section 306.3, the Planning Commission 
will consider a resolution adopting amendments to the General Plan, including adopting 
the 2022 Safety & Resilience Element, making Planning Code Section 101.1 findings, and 
recommending that the Board of Supervisors adopt an Ordinance approving the 
amendments. On July 21, 2022, the Planning Commission passed Resolution No. 21147 to 
initiate amendments to the General Plan. If the Planning Commission adopts the 
amendments, the Commission will forward the proposal to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration of adoption. 

9. 

Meeting Minutes 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve 
(Continued from a Regular hearing on September 15, 2022) 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
RESOLUTION: 

= AnMarie Rodgers - Staff presentation 
= Danielle Ngo - Staff presentation 
+ Brian Strong - Resilience & Capital Planning 
+ Cindy Comerford - Department of Environment 
= Speaker - Functional recovery 
- Georgia Schuttish - Preserving smaller homes, demo calcs 
- Eileen Boken - Damage cost directly and indirectly by earthquake 
- Lorraine Petty - Confuse and dismayed with core intentions 
= Rich Hills - Response to comments and questions 
Adopted a Resolution Approving Amendments 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 
21175 

2016-010626CUA (E. SAMONSKY: (628) 652-7417) 
6227 3Ro STREET - east side between Hollister and Gilman Avenues; Lot 022 in Assessor's 
Block 4941 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuantto P Ianni ng 
Code Sections 303, 317 and 712 to remove an unauthorized dwelling unit at the ground 
floor of a two-story single-family residence within a NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, 
Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes 
the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
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(Continued from a Regular hearing on September 8, 2022) 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
MOTION: 

= Monica Giacomucci- Staff report 
+ Miriam - Project sponsor report 
Approved with Conditions 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 
21176 

10. 2021 -011698CUA (E.SAMONSKY: (628)652-7417) 
424 TEXAS STREET - west side between 19th and 2Qth Streets; Lot 005 in Assessor's Block 
4066(District 10)-RequestforConditional Use Authorization pursuantto Planning Code 
Section 209.1, 303 and 317 to demolish a two-story, 1,625-square-foot single-family 
residence and construct a four-story, 3,638-square-foot residential building containing a 
dwelling unit and an accessory dwelling unit (ADU), ) within a RH-2 (Residential-House, 
Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the 
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

11. 

Meeting Minutes 

(Continued from a Regular hearing on September 8, 2022) 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
MOTION: 

= Monica Giacomucci - Staff report 
+ Tom Tunney - Project sponsor presentation 
+ Beverly Tso - Design presentation 
- Karen - Impacts of the demolition to her house, loss of light 
- Darlene - Impact to young families, changing atmosphere 
+ Speaker - Helps families stay in the city 
+ Connor Johnston - Irony 
+ Ken Wong - Increase the housing stock and parking 
+ Andrew - Condition of building 
+Helen - No shadow impact 
+ Speaker - Minimal change 
+ Richard Benderwood - Will benefit to the new construction 
+ James Garner - Support families to live and stay in the community 
+ Speaker - Response to comments and questions 
Approved with Conditions 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 
21177 

2021 -011352CUA (R. BALBA: (628) 652-7331) 
4835 MISSION STREET - southeast side between Russia and France Street; Lot 021 in 
Assessor's Block 6272 (District 11 ) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code Sections 202.2, 303, and 720, to establish an approximately 1,300 square­
foot Cannabis Retail use within the ground floor commercial space of the existing two­
story mixed-use building, with no on-site smoking or vaporizing of cannabis products 
within the Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning 
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for 
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31 .04(h) . 
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Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from a Regular hearing on September 15, 2022) 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 
AYES: 
MOTION: 

= Michael Christensen - Staff report 
+ Perry Gabriel Jones - Project sponsor report 
+ Steve Ash be I - Project sponsor report 
+ Miguel Ynares - Help farmers, will provide extra security 
+ Angela White - Safer space and will create generational wealth 
- Speaker - List ofopposition signatures, residents not properly informed 
+ Sergio Guevarra - Support 
- Speaker - Was not aware, did not receive any notice 
- Speaker - Armed security, high volume of kids, Balboa High School 
- Speaker - Feels that neighborhood's voice is not heard 
+ Speaker - Kids are not allowed in the store, property value, safety 
- Francisco Dacosta - No proper outreach 
+ Corey Smith - Regulated and legal 
= Harry - Labeling should not be too attractive for kids 
- Speaker - Too many dispensaries in their neighborhood 
- Speaker - The neighborhood has a lot of young children 
+ Katherine - Controlled legalize store, decrease crimes, security 
- Speaker - Notice not available in Chinese and Spanish, 600 ft radius 
+ Speaker - Safe and protected, kids are not allowed to go to the store 
- Speaker - Some are unable to voice concerns due to language barrier 
Approved with Conditions 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 
21178 

F. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR 

The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; 
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed 
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project. Please be 
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or 
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 

12. 2021-005053DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 
1334 12TH AVENUE - east side between Judah and Irving Streets; Lot 038 in Assessor's 
Block 1766 (District 7) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 
2021.0506.9906 to construct a three-story rear horizontal addition to a three-story single­
family dwelling within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X 
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve as Modified 

SPEAKERS: 

Meeting Minutes 

= Trent Greenan - Staff report 
- Nancy Wong - DR presentation 
- John Wong - DR presentation 
+ Eric Hall - Project sponsor presentation 
+ Speaker - Architect presentation 
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ACTION: 
AYES: 
ORA: 

ADJOURNMENT 7:01 PM 
ADOPTED OCTOBER 13, 2022 

Meetin Minutes 

- Speaker - Light 
= Liz Watty - Response to comments and questions 
No DR 
Braun, Ruiz, Diamond, Imperial, Koppel, Tanner, Moore 
797 

Thursday. September 29, 2022 
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Objection emails on the day of the hearing September 29, 2022 

483 5 Mission St 

Record No: 2021-011352CUA 
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cannabis retail use-4835 Mission street, SF, Record#: 2021 ~011352CUA 

Buck!!':::y, .Jeff (BOS) <jeff.buckley@sfgov.org> 2022£f:9J=:l29ElJThrJ12:9 CTl.f12:10) 
1111:{tj= )\ : yunyuz18@gmail.com<yunyuz18@grnail.com> 

Dear 

Thank you for contacting us about the proposed cannabis dispensary at 483b Mission Street. /1lthough 
Supervisor Safai cannot take a position on matters before the Planninq Commission because those iterns rnay 
be appealed to the Board of Supervisors, we value your input and wili keep your thoughts ir1 rnind at the 
appropriate time. 

This item will be considered today at the Planning Commission (see agenda We encourage you to 
contact the Plannir,g Cornrnission here. We have also forwarded your rnessH~!e to the Planninq Department 
staff to ensure it will be included in the record. 

Our office will continue to monitor this situation and will ensure that the voice of the community is included in 
all future discussions, Please keep in touch when we can be of assistance in the future, 

Sincerely, 

Office of Supervisor Ahslrn Safai 

Frnm: Yun yu Zhang < > 
Sent Saturday, Septernber 'l 7, 2022 3:25 PM 
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
SubJect: cannabis retail use4835 Mission street, SF, f~ecord#: 202'1 ··011352CU/\, 

is Cfty ernail system. not open links or 
r,ources. 
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I 

Yun yu Zhang <yunyuz18@rirnail.corn> 
1Hzitt ,A : Ahsha,Safai(b)sfgov. orq 

Dear Ahsha Safai, 

I Strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the 
subject property located at 483!3 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (l~ecord number: 
,,,,,,, ., 1 ·1 ·n··'CUA) ,/U/ ! U i ,,i,)/ .1 , 

There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all along Mission 
Street. We object to the saturation of the selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. This Clustering creates a 
disproportionately detrimental land use impact on our district and residents. We already deal with existing 
cannabis stores. As has been often reported rnany businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have 
crimes and have been subject to shooting, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior outer activities. 
The local Walgreens and stores have closed down due to the constant thefts and unsafe environments. We 
do not want to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the crimes that can come with 
sellin9 cannabis. 

Of particular concern, there are nurnerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the subject 
property. Three elernentary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare centt31 is down the street vvithin 
500 feet, and Balboa High Schoo! is two blocks away, less than ·1,000 feet in distance. Aclditionaily, there is 
cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. 

There are niany farnilies with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to nnd deserve 
to live in a safe community. We raise concerns for our personal community safety and for youth access 
and exposure to cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to the project. 

I even tried to email the Commision Secretary the en,ail address (c,,r 1:; ()( : !) was 
blocked, that is not right. There are big objections about this issue. Our comrnunity heard about this. This 
needs to be cornrnunity hearing tor this cannabis retail use store, our community is concerned. 

Thank you very much, 

Have good day! 
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Gma1 ms ma <msma2345@gmail.com> 

OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-
011352CUA 

ms ma <msma2345@gmail.com> 27 September 2022 at 23:50 
To: commisions.secretary@sfgov.org, sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org, ahsha.safai@sfgov.org 

.-'< .- "'!=-~,,,,-- . .=. ~ - ""-"""" 

Dear Commission, 

We, the undersigned, strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis 
Retail space at the subject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Record No.: 
2021-011352CUA). There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all 
along Mission Street. Additionally, recent approvals for Cannabis Retail were granted for locations at 580 l 
Mission Street and at 4687 Mission Street, just 2 blocks away! There arc other applications pending in the 
pipeline. such as the one at 4994 Mission Street. We object lo this saturation of' selling of cannabis in our 
neighborhood! 

We understand having businesses to create job opportunities and tax revenue for San Francisco arc important 
and needed. However, !his clustering of cannabis stores in our neighborhood creates disproportionate 
detrimental land use impacts on our district and residents. We already deal with open cannabis usage and arc 
impacted by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused by existing cannabis stores. Elderly 
and other vulnerable residents have to contend with second-hand smoke and other unhealthy impacts from 
open cannabis users. We arc certain members of the Planning Commission would similarly not want to have 
to live with these undesirable conditions from such a concentration of cannabis retail in their own 
neighborhood. 

We live under constant fear and stress from rising crime rates throughout the city and in our neighborhood. 
As has been often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have been subject to 
shootings, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior Outer Mission and Geneva Avenue areas of San 
Francisco already experience many incidences of' such criminal activities. The local Walgrcens and other 
stores have closed down due to the constant thefts and unsafe environments. We do not want to further 
worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 

Of particular concern, there arc numerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the subject 
property. There \Vere previous regulations requiring for cannabis stores to be at least 1,000 feet away from 
schools. That has.been reduced to 600 feet, which is just less than 2 blocks in distance and clearly not 
enough to adequately protect our children and youth. Three elementary schools arc in a half mile radius, a 
childcare center is down the street within 500 feet, and Balboa High School is two short blocks away. 
Additionally, there arc bus stops approximately I 00 to 200 feet away from the premise where youths will be 
exposed to cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. How can this be adequate 
protection to minimize cannabis access and exposure to our impressionable youth? 

There arc many in the community who arc fearful of having so many cannabis stores in our neighborhood. 
Many do not" speak English well, or at all, and are fearful of voicing their concerns and ol~jections due to 
possible retributions. There arc many fomilics with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who 
need to and deserve to live in a healthy and safe comrnLmity! We arc disproportionately and negatively 
impacted by the concentrated numbers of already existing cannabis stores. There is need to reinstate the 
prior SF Board of Supervisors Ordinance to limit the number of cannabis retail in our district to 3 stores. 
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There arc more tlwi1 enough existing stores in this area and plentiful onlinc cannabis offerings to provide for 
the needs of tl1ose·who wani and medically need this product. We arc also tax paying citizens and, similar to 
the members of the Planning Commission and other residents throughout San Francisco, ,ve just want to live 
in our hon1es and neighborhood without fear for our personal and community safety! We implore the 
Planning Commission and other local representatives to do what is right by and for the citizens in this district 
and to keep us safe! 

\Ve raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access and 
exposure to cannabis. We again stro·ngly object to the conditional authorization and to this 
project. Also, we strongly object to any further approvals for anymore cannabis stores in 
our district. The Planning Commission must make the right and responsible decision to 
deny~ny further cannabis retail business. applications and protect all residents of this 
district! 

Please see attached 2 pages of Objection signatures. 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

'f"'~ OBJECTION SIGNATURES ~2 pages.pdf 
w 32K 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail Use at 4835 Mission Street, S.F. 

Project Address: 4835 Mission Street, S.F., CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use - Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 
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Cannabis Retail use~-- 4835 Mission Street, SF; Record#:2021 ··011352CUA 

M<:li Mei Zhu <rnzhcafe(olgrnail.corr1> 
Tu: Sylvia .. Jimene1@:,fqov.org 

Dem Sylvia. Jinw11c1, 

Sat, St>p n, 20n at 1?.IJCJ !'M 

I Strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at thEJ 
r;ubject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Reco1·d number: 
,,.~ 1/." _ ~-.,,J .... Cr, .. ,-., . ''(Y)] [') 1 ·J ') c7· '! 111 .) 

There are already three cannabis stores located in c1 half rr1ile radius to this location, all along Mission 
Street We object to the saturation of the selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. This Clusteri11g creates a 
clisproprxtiomrtely dc,11 i1ne11lal land use impact on our district and residents. We already deal with existinq 
ca:1ndbi~, f.,l.mcs. /\s ha~; been often reported rnany businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have 
crimes and rwwi been subject to shooting, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior outer activities. 
nit' local WalqreenG and stores have closed down due to the constant thefts and untrnfo environirit?nts. Wt:\ 

clo not want to further wors1::n the conditions in our neighborhood with the crimes that can come with 
selling cannabis. 

Of particular concen1, there me nurnerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the subject 
propEirty. Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcan'! center is down the :;1Jeet within i:;nu 
feet, and Balboa Hi9h School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, ther(:; i;; 
cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and frorn school. 

1 here are rnany families with young children, and disabled and t:>lderly residents who need to and deserve to 
live in a safe community. We raise concerns for our personal cornmunity safety and for youth ~1ccess and 
exposure to cannabis. I aqain strongly object to ttw conditional authorization and to tr1e projnct. 

Thank you for your ntit!ntion lo this issue! 

H1:ive a Blessed day i 

Resident ~.ieiqhborhood (We earn al)out our cornrnunity) 



Cannabis Retail use -- 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record#:2021-011352CUA 

Mel Mei Zhu <rnzhcafe@grnail.corn> 
To: Ahsha.Safai@sf;1ov.org 

Sat, Sep 17, 2022 at 1 :05 PM 

I Strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the 
subject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94·1 ·12 (f~ecord number: 
2021011352CLJA). 

There are alr(~ady three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all alon~J Mission 
Street. We object to the saturation of the sc~lling of cannabis in our neighborhood. This Clustering creates a 
disproportionately detrimental land use impact on our district and residents. We already deal with existin~J 
cannabis storer;. As has been often reported many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have 
crimes and have been subject to shooting, break··ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior outer Dctivi\ies. 
The:i local 1/Valgreens and stores have closed down due to the constant thefts and unsafe environments. We 
do not want to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the crimes that can corne with 
selling cannabis. 

Of particular concern, thf:re are numerous schools and public playgrounds located c!ot,e to the subject 
pmperty. Three elernentmy schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 
foct, and Balboa High School is two blocks away, less than ·1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, therE~ is 
cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. 

There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and deserve to 
live in a safe community. We raise concerns for our personal community safety ,rnd for youth access and 
exposure to cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to the project. 

! even tried to email the Comrnision Secretary the email address (r.c11111 , ,. .1q, ·. d; :) was 
blocked, that is not right. There are big objections about this issue. Our community heard about this. This 
needs to be community hearing for this cannabis retail use store, our community is concerned. Please do 
your job, you are supposed to represent the citizens and residents. 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

Have a Blessed day ! 

Pesidential Neighborhood (We car<::: about our community) 



Cannabis Retail use~4835 Mission Street, SF, Record #: 202·1 ~011352CUA 

Kwok Hung Gee <kwokhun9003@gmail.com> 

l/:\z1l A: Ahsha.Safai(C11sf9ov.org 

Dear Assha Safai, 

2022if:.9 Fl ·17 FJ JtiJ 1\. (F tt-2:02) 

I Strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Hetail space at the 
subject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 941 ·12 (Hecord number: Ii. ! fJ'>CUA). 

There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all along Mission Street 
We object to the saturation of the sel!in!J of cannabis in our neighborhood. This Clusterin9 creates a 
dii,proportionately detrimental land use irnpact on our district and residents. We already deal with existing 
cannabis stores. As has been often reported many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have crimes 
and have been subject to shooting, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior outer activities. The local 
Walgreens and stores have closed down due to the constant thefts and unsafe environments. We do not want 
to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 

Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playqrounds located close to the subject 
property. Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 
feet, and Balb0c3 High School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there is 
cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. 

There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and dese1 veto 
live in a safe community. We rni:,e concerns for our personal community safety and for youth access and 
exposure to cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to the project. 

I even tried to email the Cornmision Secretary the email address , r c,) was 
blocked, that is not right There are big objections about this issue. Our community heard about this. This 
needs to be cornrnunity hearinq for this cannabis retail use store, our community is concerned. 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

f~esident 

Have a great day! 



From: 
Cc: 
S1.1bject: 
Date: 

CPC·Commisslons sec;retaQI 
feUdano. Josephine COP 
FW: OBJECTION TO: cannabis Retall use· 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 202l·Ol1352CUA 
Friday, 5eptember 09, 2022 2: 13:26 PM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Sufte 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7343 l www,sf.ptanoioq,org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

From: ms ma <msma2345@gmail.com> 

Sent: Friday, September 9, 2022 1:14 PM 

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

Cc: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-011352CUA 

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

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish i 

Retail space at the subject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Fr 
94112 (Record No.: 2021-011352CUA). 
There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this 
along Mission Street. We object to the saturation of the selling of cannabis 
neighborhood. This clustering creates disproportionate detrimental land usi 
our dlstrict and residents. We already deal with open cannabis usage and 
by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused by existing cc 
As has been often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crime: 
been subject to shootings, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsio1 
and Geneva Avenue areas of San Francisco already experience many inci1 
criminal activities. The local Walgreens and stores have closed down due t 
thefts and unsafe environments. We do not want to further worsen the con< 
neighborhood with the crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 
Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playgrounds 
to the subject property. Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, 
center is down the street within 500 feet, and Balboa High School is two blc 
less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there is a bus stop approximi 
away from the premise where youths will be exposed to cannabis as they ~ 
board buses to and from school. 

There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly resi< 
need to and deserve to live in a safe community! We raise concerns for ou 
community safety and for youth access and exposure to cannabis. I again 
to the conditional authorization and to this project. 



From; 
Cc::: 
Subject: 
Date: 

ce:c-eomm!ssfoos SE:s;retar,: 
fe[ldano, JosephJne (CPCl 
FW: OBJECTION TO: cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021 ·011352CUA 
Monday, September 12, 2022 8:06:14 AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Yan Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, Snn Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7343 f www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property 1nfonnation Map 

·····Original Message-----
From: King Ma <sfpt379@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, September IO, 2022 10:21 PM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.sccrctary@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) 
<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Siifai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 202l-Ol l352CUA 

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

Dear Commission, 

1 strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the subject 
property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Record No.: 2021-011352CUA). 
There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all along Mission Street. We 
object to the saturation of the selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. This clustering creates disproportionate 
detrimental land use impacts on our district and residents. We already deal with open cannabis usage and are 
impacted by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused by existing cannabis stores. As has been 
often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have been subject to shootings, break-ins, 
robberies and assaults. The Excelsior Outer Mission and Geneva A venue areas of San Francisco already experience 
many incidences of such criminal activities. The local Walgreens and stores have closed down due to the constant 
thefts and unsafe environments. We do not want to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the 
crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 
Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the subject property. 
Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 feet, and Balboa 
High School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there are bus stops approximately 
100 to 200 feet away from the premise where youths will be exposed to cannabis as they get off or wait to board 
buses to and from school. 
There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and deserve to live in a 
safe community! We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access and exposure to 
cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to this project. 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

Sent from my iPhone 



._ ___ ._,_ ........ J 

From: 
Cc:: 
Subject: 
Date: 

CfC·CQrorolSJiloos Secretary 
Westhoff, Alex (~C:l; felldano. Josephine 1cpc) 
AN: oruecnoN TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4B35 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-011352CUA 
Monday, September 12, 2022 8;08:12 AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7343 I www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

-----Original Message----· 
From: Andy Leung <andeetbebest@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 11, 2022 9:22 PM 
Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-0l 1352CUA 

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

Dear Commission, 

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the subject 
property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Record No.: 202l-Ol l352CUA). 
There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all along Mission Street. We 
object to the saturation of the selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. This clustering creates disproportionate 
detrimental land use impacts on our district and residents. We already deal with open cannabis usage and are 
impacted by tmdesirable odors, loitering, and traffic.congestion caused by existing cannabis stores. As has been 
often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have been subject to shootings, break-ins, 
robberies and assaults. The Excelsior Outer Mission and Geneva A venue areas of San Francisco already experience 
many incidences of such criminal activities. The local Walgreens and stores have closed down due to the constant 
thefts and unsafe environments. We do not want to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the 
crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 
Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the subject property. 
Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 feet, and Balboa 
High School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there are bus stops approximately 
100 to 200 feet away from the premise where youths will be exposed to cannabis as they get off or wait to board 
buses to and from school. 
There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and deserve to live in a 
safe community! We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access and exposure to 
cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to this project. 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

Sincerely, 
Andy 

Sent from my iPhone 



/11 

Fromt 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

cpc:;CommJssJoos Secretary 
wesu,off. AJex (Q>C): ~lldilao Joseohlne {CPC\ 
FW: OBJEcnoN TO: Cannabis Retail use· 4835 Mission Street, SF, ll.ecord No.: 2021-011352CUA 
Monday, September 12, 2022 8:08:50 AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7343 ! www.sfo!annlng.org 
San Francisco property Information Mao 

From: !an Huang <antsfo168@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, September 11, 2022 9:38 PM 

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

<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha {BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retall use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-011352CUA 

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

Dear Commission, 

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retall space 

at the subject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Record No.: 2021-

011352CUA). 

There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all along Mission 

Street. We object to the saturation of the selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. This clustering 
creates disproportionate detrimental land use impacts on our district and residents. We already 

deal with open cannabis usage and are impacted by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic 

congestion caused by existing cannabis stores. As has been often reported, many businesses selling 

cannabis draw crimes and have been subject to shootings, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The 

Excelsior Outer Mission and Geneva Avenue areas of San Francisco already experience many 

incidences of such criminal activities. The local Wal greens and stores have closed down due to the 

constant thefts and unsafe environments. We do not want to further worsen the conditions in our 

neighborhood with the crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 

Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the 

subject property. Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down the 

street within 500 feet, and Balboa High School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. 

Additionally, there are bus stops approximately 100 to 200 feet away from the premise where 

youths will be exposed to cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. 

There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and 

deserve to live in a safe community! We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and 

for youth access and exposure to cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization 



and to this Project. 

Thank You for You, attention to th Is Issue I Ian Huang 

Neighborhood Resident 

-·---



-
\ 

------

., 

From: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

cpc-commi:;stons Secretarv 
Westhoff A!ex rcpc1: Jimenez, sv1v1a CCPCl: Fe11c1ano, JoseohJne rceo 
FW: OBJECTION TO: c.annabis Reta/I use· 4635 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021·011352CUA 
Monday, September 12, 2022 8:15:51 AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue. Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7343 J www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property lnfomtation Map 

-----Original Message-----
From: Yu Xian <irnyuhyeon_emoking@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, September 11. 2022 9:44 PM 
Subject: OBJECTJON TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 202J-Ol 1352CUA 

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

Dear Commission, 

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the subject 
property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Record No.: 2021-0l 1352CUA). 
There are already three cannabis stores within a half-mile radius of this location, all along Mission Street. We 
object to the saturation of the selling of ca1mabis in our neighborhood. This clustering creates disproportionate 
detrimental land use impacts on our district and residents. We already deal with open cannabis usage and arc 
impacted by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused by existing cannabis stores. As has been 
often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have been subject to shootings, break-ins. 
robberies, and assaults. The Excelsior Outer Mission and Geneva Avenue areas of San Francisco already experience 
many incidences of such criminal activities. The local Walgreens and other stores have closed down due to constant 
thefls and unsafe environments. We do not want to worsen further the conditions in our neighborhood with the 
crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 
Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the subject property. 
Three elementary schools arc within a half-mile rlldius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 feet, and 
Balboa High School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there are bus stops 
approximately l 00 to 200 feet from the premise where youths will be exposed to cannabis as they get off or wait to 
board buses to and from school. 
There are mnny families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and deserve to live in a 
safe community! We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access and exposure to 
cannabis. r again strongly object to the conditional authorization ond lo this project. 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

Sean 



Commission Affairs 
Snn Francisco Plnn.ning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7343 I www.sfplanni.ng~org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

-Original Message---
From: Olinda Vega <olivegam@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2022 6:32 AM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Objection to cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission St San Francisco, CA. Record no 2021-011352CUA 

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

• • : : .t y 

Dear Commissions Secretary, 
.. ~ ' ~ 

{ ~ "" t " • ' .. . ' 

' ·>; 

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a t°ann~bi§ r~tll.il~;~l:lce at 
0

4835 Mission 
St. San Francisco, CA 94112 - record no 202I-01 l3S2CUA. , : ! ; ! : : , , 
There are already 3 cannabis stores on mission st. We already deal with open CaJJ?a~!s; ~~ge in our neighborhood. I 
strongly opposed to this project for various reason: 

l. As I live next door to this address, the open cannabis usage giv~s me headaches and makes me nauseated. The 
opening of th.is store would aggravate my condition. >i 

2. The is a school, baJboa school, ,2 blocks from the subject property. ~lso, Jhere is 2 pre-schools ?.'.ithin i-3 blocks 
from the address. In order words, my kids would be exposed to cannabis aµd, woul~ ftvbab1y lead to early 
consumption. 
3. Our community would be more exposed to robberies, vandalism and ~e. , 

Our community deserves a healthy environmel'lf, our community deservf,~ a )1.ea!~.Y n.e.w generation and. our 
community deserves free crime environment. · 

Please consider my objection. 

Best, 

0Iivegam 

Sent from my i.Phooe 

, 



-
From: cpc-commtssJons Secretary 
Cc: Balba R'(i!ln tcpc); feJlciano, JosepbJoe CCPQ 
Subject: FW: Objection to Cannabis Retall use 4835 Mission Street record No. : 221·011352CUA 

Wednesday, 5eptember 1<1, 2022 8:17:52 AM Date: 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7600 l www.sfpJaoaJng.oro 
Sao Francisco property loformatfoa Map 

From: Pie Vancleef <picvancleef@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2022 7:27 AM 

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

<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.gor 

Subject: Objection to Cannabis Retail use 4835 Mission Street record No. : 221-011352CUA 

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

Dear Commission, 

I live on the block of the proposed site for the Cannabis store. I strongly request that you do 
not go forward in allowing such to be allowed on this block. To my knowledge there are 
already 4 within walking distance and there is one slated to be on Mission and Persia. I have 
noticed cannabis stores to greatly reduce the quality of life for residence. I believe San 
Francisco has record high car break in numbers. 

I am curious if anyone on the commission is truly familiar with the site other than on paper or 
an occasional drive by. There is already a huge proplem,that is not addressed, by way of traffic 
congestion. I cite this because my experience is that cannabis shops often have patron who I 
have witnessed often park illegally (double parking, and especially parking in the red zone at 
that location) and that of the actual sight. I have frequently seen city vehicles do the same, 
usually the type of pickup truck that accompanies a street sweeper truck and actual police cars. 
I have even done in to the taquerias to verify that they were there as patrons and not there on a 
service call. To be perfectly honest there is no remedy for city vehicles to do such as there is 
no accountability for such. So in theory, to add to this existing problem that the city does not 
care to acknowledge a Cannabis store proposed. lt's ironic it is almost as if someone is trying 
to think of a type of business to install that is the worst fit for a neighborhood. 

As for the neighborhood, there is a high school 2 blocks away. If anyone is actually familiar 
witht the neighborhood they know and realize that during the lunchbreak at the school this 
intersection of the proposed sight becomes flooded with kids. I invite the commission to come 
and witness it for themselves. I believe we all know how this works, people who can not buy 
cannabis for themselves have others buy it for them before they return to school. And where 
would such product be consumed? Not on Mission in full sight, but in the doorways of 

~----- --------_---=i 



-
residential homes in the surrounding neighborhood or possibly in some friends vehicle inviting 
impaired driving. I would imagine that people living in the homes would not even want to 
confront cannabis users doing such. I am sure tbere are laws and rules regarding where the 
products are to be used , But who would enforce such. The police do not appear to care and 
should one bring it to a police officers attention the police get a bruised ego and respond with 
hostility that they are being told what to do. I had this experience with a Officer Coverson star 
1680 who is being investigated by the Department of Police Accountability. However, due to 
my understanding of police misconduct, as is the case with sexual abuse, most instances are 
never reported and even when reported less than 2% of cases lead to sustained findings, and 
even with sustained findings the usual remedy it a slap on the wrist. Hence, there is no 
accountability with real teeth when an officer chooses not confront an issue, and frankly why 
would an officer want to make an issue in a neighbor where the officer has carte blanche to 
park in a red zone and enjoy a burrito. 

l personally don't care for the wafts of smoke that strike me as I walk with my 4 year old and I 
have to explain to him why people do such. 1 should not have to be subjected to this yet I have 
been. 

The neighbors 1 have spoken to do not care for a cannabis sight on the proposed block. If for 
some reason it is decided that one should be allowed I believe before approving of such further 
engagement and anaylsis with the neighborhood is needed. 

Pie VanClcef 



From: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

cec-commjssions secretary 
EeUcts,no. Josephine ccec;1 
FW: Objection to cannabis Retall at 4835 Mission Street, san Francisco. Record no 2021·011352CUA 
Wednesday, 5eptember 14, 2022 1:55:59 PM 
Scannable Document on Seo 14. 2022 qt 1 02 ~o PM.odf 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7600 I www.sfolannjng.org 
San frandsco Property Information Map 

From: Olinda Vega <olivegam@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2022 1:25 PM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Balba, Ryan (CPC) <ryan.balba@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sy!via.jimenez@sfgov.org>; 

Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Objection to Cannabis Retafl at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco. Record no 2021-

011352CUA 

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

untrusted sources. 

Dear Commissions, 

We strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a cannabis retail store 

at 4835 Mission street in San Francisco. 
I had attached the signatures collected over the weekend by myself. The people who had signed are 
parents that are against having another cannabis store in our neighborhood. As parents we are 
worry about our children exposed to open cannabis usage. 

The opening of this store will only bring strangers, robberles, vandalism and crime to our 
neighborhood. 
As I mentioned before, open cannabis usage gives me headaches and nausea. I'm afraid that my 

health will be impacted. 

Please revised and consider consider our objection. 

Best, 

Orinda 
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From: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date; 

CPC-commissloos Secretary 
Barba, Ryan CCPC): Jimenez. Sylvia cceq: FeUctaoo, Joseohtne ccec) 
FW: OBJECTION TO: cannabis Retail use· 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record NO.: 2021·011352CUA 
Monday, September 19, 2022 8:10:lS AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
4~ South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.552. 7343 I www.sfpJannJng.org 
San Ernocisco Property Information Mao 

From: z.u fang <zufang2015@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Sunday, September 18, 2022 6:45 PM 

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

<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safal@sfgov.org> 
Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-0ll352CUA 

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

To whom it may concern, 

Please find attached the details of our objections. 

Thank you. 



Please send OBJECTION e 
Jimenez. & 
3. District 11 Supervisor Ah 

,. .. ' 
addresses:~;~ .................. ~ 
£OnJ.ruis~ions..:..§~~r.eta.,:y@~~ 
§.~l\!Ja: ~.~m~,11~z@~fg9y_ .. o..rg 
~-~.sh.a .. ~~fyJj@~~ggv_.qrg 

Su~eci: , 
OBJECTION TO: Cannabis 
011352CUA 

Dear Commissioo.. . . . 
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From: 
Cc:: 
Subject: 
Date: 

cpc-commlss!oos Secretary 
Ee/ldano, 1oseoh1ne <cpc1 
FW: OSJEcnON TO; Cannabis Retail use • 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No. 2021--011352CUA 
Monday, September 26, 2022 12:55:17 PM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7600 I www.sfptannlng.org 
San Francisco Property Information Mao 

From: Lynne Yu <lynneyu@att.net> 

Sent: Monday, September 26, 2022 12:11 PM 

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

<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No. 2021·011352CUA 

n This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from u~trusted 
U sources. 

Dear Commission, 

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis 
Retail space at the subject property located at 4835 Mis$ion Street, San Francisco, 
CA 94112 (Record No, 2021-011352CUA). There are already three cannabis stores 
located in a half mile radius to this location, all along Mission Street. Additionally, 
recent approvals for Cannabis Retail were granted for locations at 5801 Mission 
Street and at 4687 Mission Street, just less than 2 blocks away! There are other 
applications pending in the pipeline, such as the one at 4994 Mission Street. We 
object to this saturation of selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. 

We understand having businesses to create job opportunities and tax revenue for 
San Francisco are important and needed. However, this clustering of cannabis stores 
in our neighborhood creates disproportionate detrimental land use impacts on our 
district and residents. We already deal with open cannabis usage and are impacted 
by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused by existing cannabis 
stores. 

We live under constant fear and stress from rising crime rates throughout the city and 
in our neighborhood. As has been often reported, many businesses selling cannabis 
draw crimes and have been subject to shootings, break-ins, robberies and assaults. 
The Excelsior Outer Mission and Geneva Avenue area of San Francisco already 
experience many incidences of such criminal activities. The local Walgreens and 
other stores have closed due to the constant thefts and unsafe environments. We do 



not want to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the crimes that can 
come with selling cannabis. 

Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and publrc playgrounds located 
close to the subject property. There were previous regulations requiring for cannabis 
stores to be at !east 1,000 feet away from schools. That has been reduced to 600 
feet, which is less than 2 blocks in distance! Three elementary schools are in a half 
mile radius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 feet, and Balboa High 
School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there are 
bus stops approximately 100 to 200 feet away from the premise where youths will be 
exposed to cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. How 
can this be adequate protection to minimize cannabis access and exposure to our 
impressionable youth? 

There are many in the community who are fearful of having so many cannabis stores 
in our neighborhood. Many do not speak English well, or at all, and are fearful of 
voicing their concerns and objections due to possible retributions. There are many 
families with young children and disabled and elderly residents who need to and 
deserve to live in a healthy and safe community! We are disproportionately and 
negatively impacted by the concentrated numbers of already existing cannabis 
stores. There is need to reinstate the prior SF Board of Supervisors Ordinance to 
limit the number of cannabis retail in each district to three stores. We are also tax 
paying citizens and like other residents throughout San Francisco, we just want to live 
in our homes and neighborhood without fear for our personal and community safety. 
We implore the Planning Commission and other local representatives to do what is 
right by and for the citizens in this district and to keep us safe! 

We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access and 
exposure to cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to 
this project. Also, I strongly object to any further approvals for anymore cannabis 
retail busines·ses in our district! 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 



• 1 

t'rom: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Data: 

CPC-Commlss(ons Secretary 
feffdano, JoseohJne (CPCl 
FW: Too many cannabis dispensaries 
Monday, September 26, 2022 3:55:07 PM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7343 I www,sfolannmg,org 
San Ecaocisco Property Joformatlon Mao 

From: Aldo Ibarra <aldoibarra@rocketmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 26, 2022 3:13 PM 
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) <sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; 

CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Too many Cannabis dispensaries 

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

Dear Commission, 

I strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space 
at the subject property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94112 (Record No. 2021-
011352CUA). There are already three cannabis stores located in a half mile radius to this location, all 

along Mission Street. Additionally, recent approvals for Cannabis Retail were granted for locations at 
5801 Mission Street and at 4687 Mission Street, just less than 2 blocks away! There are other 
appllcations pending in the pipeline, such as the one at 4994 Mission Street. We object to this 
saturation of selling of cannabis in our neighborhood. 

We understand having businesses to create job opportunities and tax revenue for San Francisco are 
important and needed. However, this clustering of cannabis stores tn our neighborhood creates 

disproportionate detrimental land use Impacts on our district and residents. We already deal with 
open cannabis usage and are impacted by undesirable odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused 

by existing cannabis stores. 

We live under constant fear and stress from rising crime rates throughout the city and in our 
neighborhood. As has been often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have 

been subject to shootings, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior Outer Mission and 
Geneva Avenue area of San Francisco already experience many incidences of such criminal activities. 

The focal Walgreens and other stores have closed due to the constant thefts and unsafe 

environments. We do not want to further worsen the conditions in our neighborhood with the 



crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 

Of particular concern, there are numerous schools and public playgrounds located close to the 
subject property. There were previous regulations requiring for cannabis stores to be at least 1,000 
feet away from schools. That has been reduced to 600 feet, which is less than 2 blocks in distance! 

Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down the street within 500 

feet, and Balboa High School is two blocks away, less than 1,000 feet in distance. Additionally, there 

are bus stops approximately 100 to 200 feet away from the premise where youths will be exposed to 

cannabis as they get off or wait to board buses to and from school. How can this be adequate 

protection to minimize cannabis access and exposure to our impressionable youth? 

There are many in the community who are fearful of having so many cannabis stores in our 

neighborhood. Many do not speak English well, or at all, and are fearful ofvoicing their concerns and 

objections due to possible retributions. There are many families with young children and disabled 

and elderly residents who need to and deserve to live in a healthy and safe community! We are 

disproportionately and negatively impacted by the concentrated numbers of already existing 

cannabis stores. There is need to reinstate the prior SF Board of Supervisors Ordinance to limit the 

number of cannabis retail in each district to three stores. We are also tax paying citizens and like 

other residents throughout San Francisco, we just want to live in our homes and neighborhood 

without fear for our personal and community safety. We implore the Planning Commission and 

other local representatives to do what is right by and for the citizens in this district and to keep us 

safe! 

We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access and exposure to 
cannabis. I again strongly object to the conditional authorization and to this project. Also, I strongly 

object to any further approvals for anymore cannabis retail businesses in our district! 

Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 



j From: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

CPC-Commfssjgns seqgtary 
Barba Ryan ccec1; Jimenez, SVIYfa ccec); Fetrcrano, Josephine cceci 
FW: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use· 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021·011352CUA 
Tuesday, September 27, 2022 11:41:30 AM 
objection signatures. pdf 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7600 I www.sfpfannlng.org 
San Eraocisco Property Informatjon Map 

From: ms ma <msma234S@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 9:23 AM 

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) 
<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Subject: OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use - 4835 Mission Street, SF, Record No.: 2021-011352CUA 

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

(resend with Subject Line) 

Dear Commission. 

We, the undersigned, strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to , 
Cannabis Retail space at the subject prope11y located at 4835 Mission Street, San Franc 
94112 (Record No.: 2021•011352CUA). There are already three cannabis stores lo 
half mile radius to this location, all along Mission Street. Additionally, recent approval 
Cannabis Retail were granted for localions at 5801 Mission Street and al 4687 Mission 
2 blocks away! There ure other applications pending in the pipeline, such as the one al 
Mission Street. We object to this saturation of selling of cannabis in our ncigbborhooc 

We understand having businesses to create job opportunities and tax revenue for San F, 
important and needed. However, this clustering of cannabis storl!s in our neighborhooc 
dispropo11ionate detrimental lund use impacts on our district and residents. We already 
open cnn11abis usage and arc impacted by undesirable odors, loitering, and trarfic cong, 
caused by existing cannabis stores. Elderly and other vulnerable residents have to cont 
second-hand smoke and other unl1eallhy impucts from open ca1mabis users. We are ce1 
members of the Planning Commission would similarly not want 10 have to live with tht 
undesirable conditions from such a concentration of cannabis reLail in their own neighb 

We live under constnnt fear und slrcss from rising crime rates throughout the city and i1 
neighborhood. As hus been often reporteu. many businesses selling cannabis draw crin 
have been subject to shool ings, break-ins, robberies and assaults. The Excelsior Outer ~ 
Geneva Avenue areas of San Francisco .ilrcady experience many incidences of such cri 



activities. The local Wal greens and other stores hnve closed down due to lhc constant ti 
unsafe environments. We do not wnnt to further worsen 1hc conditions in our neighbor! 
the crimes that can come with selling cannabis. 

0 r pm1icular cone cm. there ore numerous schools ond public playgrounds located c!ost 
subject properly. There were previous regulations requiring for cannabis stores lo be 01 

feet nway from schools. Thnt has been reduced to 600 fc1:1, which is just less than 2 blc 
distance <111d clearly not enough to adequately protect our children and youth. Three elc 
schools an.: in a half mile radius, u chi!clcare center is down the street within 500 feet, u 
High School is just two short blocks away. Addilionally, there arc bus stops oppro:'<irm 
200 feet away from the premise where youths will be exposed to cannabis as they get o 
boaJ'd buses to and from school. How can this be adequate protection to minimize canr 
and exposure 10 our imrrcssionable youth? 

There nrc many in the community who arc fearful of having so many cannabis stores in 
neighborhou<l. Many do not speak English well. or at all. nnd arc fearful of voicing the 
and objections due lo possible retributions. There nre many families with young childr, 
disabled and elderly residents who ncc<l to and deserve to live in a healthy and safe con 
We arc disproportionately and negatively impacted by the eonccnlrated numbers of aln 
existing cannabis stores. There is need lo reinstate the prior SF Board of Supervisors C 
!imil the number of con11abis retuil in our district Lo 3 stores. There arc more than enou 
stores in this area :ind plentiful on line cannabis offerings to provide for the needs of the 
want and medically need this prodl!cl. We arc also tax paying citizcl1S and, similnr lo ti 
of the Planning Commission and other residents throughout San Francisco. we just war 
our homes and neighborhood without fear for our personal and community satetyf We 
Planning Commission and oth~r local rnpresenlatives to do what is right by and for the 
this district and to kccr us safe! 

We raise concerns for our personal and community safety and for youth access 
exposure to cannabis. We again strongly object to the conditional authorizatior 
this project. Also, we strongly object to any further approvals for anymore canr 
stores in our district. The Planning Commission must make the right and respo 
decision to deny any further cannabis retail business applications and protect a 
of this district! 

Please see attached 9 pages of hundred of objection signatures. 
Thank you for your attention to this issue! 

.,. 
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Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 
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"OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address; 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021~011352CUA 

*OBJECTJON TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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From: 
Cc: 
SubJed: 
Date: 

cpc::C9mmlssloos Secreti)rv 
Balba, Ryan ccpc); felJciano. Josephine ccpc) 
FV.J; OaJECTlON FOR PROJECT AT 4635 MISSION ST. (2021·011352CUA) 
Wednesday, September 28, 2022 7:54:55 AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Sutte 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7500 I www.sfc>lannlng.org 
San franc;sco property Information Map 

From: Billy Joe <billy888joe@gmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 7:38 PM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Fwd: OBJECTION FOR PROJECT AT 4835 MISSION ST. (2021-011352CUA) 

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

---------- Forwarded message --------­
From: Billy Joe <billy888joe@gmaH com> 
Date: Tue, Sep 27, 2022 at 9:57 AM 
Subject: OBJECTION FOR PROJECT AT 4835 MISSION ST. (2021-011352CUA) 

To: <commjsions.secretary@sfgov.org>, <sylvia,ilmenez@sfgov.ore>, <ahsha safai@sfgov.org> 

Hi, 

My name is Billy Joe and I am a member of the community in the Excelsior. 

I would like to express my concerns for the proposed project on 48356 Mission St. 
I have included news articles below that show the correlation of crime and pot 
dispensaries. I know in the letter that was sent out the business said there would be armed 
security guards to protect the area. 
I do not want my toddler to walk and see guns throughout Mission St. because a lot of 
these dispensaries are hiring armed security to protect their business. 
This neighborhood is improving for the better but I think by adding another pot dispensary it 
will not help the community. 

There is a stretch of pot dispensaries on Mission St. from Mt. Vernon to Silver street that is 
getting out of hand. It seems like there is a 'dispensary at every block. With the approval of 
4994 Mission St./!ta!y (Basanova) and 4687 Mission St/Persia this is only adding to the 



issue. How many dispensaries are needed in a community? When is enough enough? 

Schools are located near this stretch of corridor: 
James Denman Middle School 
Balboa High School 
Child Day Care - 4750 Mission St. 

The proposed space is centrally located where kids will grab lunch or something to 
eat after school. It is located between Hawaiian Drive In, El Farolito and Subway. The 
last thing I want to see is another robbery where a shootout happens in a crowded 
area. 

Below are some articles that have shown the increase of robberies that occur at pot 
dispensaries. 

1 ) 
https:llsfstandard.com/business/cannabis-tax-dispensarjes-burglacies/ 
Among the businesses affected in San Francisco were Mission Organic at 5258 
Mission St., ConnectedSF at 5234 Mission St., The Green Cross at 4218 Mission St. 
and BASA Collective at 1326 Grove St. 
3 of those businesses are within blocks of the proposed project. 

2) 
https://www.sfexaminer.com/archives/bay-area-pot-shops-face-mob-robberies-get-
1ittle-help/aruc1e a81532dd-3b2a-5eb8-8a39-c4b6ab6a68d2.html 

r---
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I 
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Bay Area pot shops face 
mob robberies, get little 
help I Archives I 
sfexaminer.com - San 
Francisco Examiner 
The boarded-up storefront at The 
Green Cross cannabis dispensary 
following a November robbery attempt. 
Thieves have targeted the Excelsior 
Di~trict dispensary numerous times 
over the past year ... 

www.sfexaminer.com 

3) 
https:llwww.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/san-francisco/caught-on-camera-thteves­
ta rget-sa n-fran cisco-d ispensa ry/2 740732/ 



---

L---~- -· -

4) 

I . I 
Caught on Camera: 
Ib\eves Target San 
Francisco Dispensary 
On Nov. 16 at 5:37 a.m., video shows 
the first suspect exit the dispensary 
with a bag ln hand, then get into the 
suspected getaway car. 

www.nbcbayarea.com 

https :/twww.ktyu, comtnews/th jeves-make-off-with-cano abis-and-securjty-gu ards­
firearm-io-sf-dispensary-robbery 

---------

I 
I 

~J 
Thieves make off with 
cannabis and security 
guard's firearm in SE 
dispensary robbery -
KTYU FOX 2 

I 

I 
1 
l 
I 
\ 
I 

It's happened again. An organized 
group of robbers overwhelming 
security and stealing from a San 
Francisco business. This time \twas a 
cannabis dispensary. I. 
www.ktvu,com 

\. __ 
5) 

https:/Jmjbjzdaity,com/new-rash-of-califomia-cannabis-robberjes-threaten-survival-of­
some-busioessesl 

\ 

\ 

--- I 

New rash of California 
marijuana robberies 
threaten survival of 
businesses - MJBizDaily 
A spate of violerit robberies targeting 
marijuana businesses in the San 
Francisco Bay Area last month have 
thrown into question the survival of 

l 



I 

several small businesses, with the 
combined losses of those operators 

DJ.ibizdaily.com 

6) . . l d onbers-take-mHBons-
bttps://www.cannabisbusinesst1mes.com/art1cle arroe -r 
cannabis-mayhero-in-oa~landl 

! ... - - -~ -- ... --·- o-- ,,, __ 

Bay Area Cannabis 
Mayhem: 175 Shots 
Fired, Products Worth 
Millions Stolen - Cannabis 
Business Times 
J. Henry Alston Jr., co-founder and 
chief operating officer al James Henry 
SF. a Black-owned cannabis equity 
brand in California, called the events in 
Oakland "heartbreaking."Alston's 
company employs 14 people who have 

www cannabisbusioesstimes com 

1 

I 

- - -- - --- .. - ......... -- - -- .. ... _.... - -

7) 
bttps :Uwww.sfcbronicie ,com/politics/articlelMerchaot~-worry-aboyt-SF-s-Exc~lsior-
122es904 ,php 
r ... M_ -- .... . - - ... __ ,. 

\ l 
I ; 
I 
I 
l - - -

Merchants worry aboui 
SE's Excelsior 
neighborhood going to 
pot - San Francisco 
Chronicle 
1 of 9 Vic Perkins, (left) a private 
security guard in front of the El Pollo 
Supremo restaurant along Mission St. 
near Geneva in San Francisco, Ca. as 
~een on Thurs. Sept. 28, 2017. SF 

ookies, a ... 

www.stQhrooicle,cQrn 
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From; 
To: 
Subject; 
Date: 

CPC·Ccmmjssjons Secretary • • MtSSIQN SECRETARY 
Lvncb, Laura ccpc); Banales Mao CCPCl. i;;:CTYmP:t.J!N~J..:CO..tML!1L:J,....."'"" ....... ---
FW; Request for Language Service 
Tuesday, September 27, 2022 2:39:18 PM 

Please see request for translation of the item below. Thank you. 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, Saa Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652.7600 J www.sfpJanning.org 
San Francisco Property Infonnation Map 

·-·-Original Message-----
From: ms ma <msma234S@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 12:33 PM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Request for Language Service 

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

Dear Commission, 

Might need language assistance interpreter for: Chinese (Cantonese)/Spanish: 
Record No. 2021-01 l352CUA-4385 Mission Street 

Thank you. 

·~ ----- . ..._ __ 
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200 feet away from the premise where youths will be exposed to cannabis as they gel off or wait to board buses to 
and from school. How can this be adequate protection lo minimize cannabis access and exposure to our 
impressionable youth'? 
There arc many in the conununity who are fearful of having so many cannabis stores in our neighborhood. Many do 
not speak English well, or at al!, and are fearful of voicing their concerns and objections due to possible retributions. 
There are many families with young children, and disabled and elderly residents who need to and deserve to live in a 
healthy and safe community! We are disproportionately and negatively impacted by the concentrated numbers of 
already existing cannabis stores. There is need to reinstate the prior SF Board of Supervisors Ordinance to limit the 
number of cannabis retail in our district to 3 stores. There are more than enough existing stores in this area and 
plentiful onfine cannabis offerings to provide for the needs of those who want and medically need this product. We 
are also tax paying citizens and, similar to !he members of the Planning Commission and other residents throughout 
San Francisco, we just want to live in our homes and neighborhood without fear for our personal and community 
safety! We implore the Planning Commission and other local representatives to do what is right by and for the 
citizens in this district and to keep us sate! 
T raise concerns for our personal and community safety 1111d for youth access and exposure to cannabis. We again 
strongly object to the conditional authorization and to this project. Also, I strongly object to any further approvals 
for anymore cannabis stores in our district. The Planning Commission must make the right and responsible decision 
to deny any further cannabis retail business applications and protect all residents of this district! 
Thank you for your attentlon to this issue! 

Sent rrom my iPhone 



---
from: ,~-eomm1:;woos Sgqetarv 

Blliba Ryan 1cpc); Eelldano. JosepbJoe ccpc) 11 s ace at the subject 
Cc: 
Subject: 

FW: object to the condltlona\ authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Reta P 
property located at ~835 Mlsslon Street. San Francisco 

Date: Wednesday, 5eptember 28, 2022 7:57:22 AM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94\03 
Direct: 628.652.7600 l www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Infom1ation Map 

-----Original Message-----
From: Baoyi Zhu <tingduc@icloud.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 11:03 PM 
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) 
<sylvia.jimenez.@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> . 
Subject: object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the subJect 
property located at 483S Mission Street, San Francisco 

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

Dear Commission, 
1, strongly object to the conditional authorization for the project to establish a Cannabis Retail space at the subject 
property located at 4835 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94 \ l 2. There are already three cannabis stores located 
in a half mite radius to this location, all a·long Mission Street. Additionally, recent approvals for Cannabis Retail 
were granted for locations at 580\ Mission Street and at 4687 Mission Street, just 2 blocks awayt There are other 
applications pending in the pipeline, such as the one at 4994 Mission Street. We object to this saturation of se\\ing of 
carmabis in ourneighborhood! 
We understand having businesses to create job opportunities and tax. revenue for San Francisco are important and 
needed. However, this clustering of cannabis stores in our neighborhood creates disproportionate detrimental \and 
use impacts on our district and residents. We already dea\ whh open cannabis usage and are impacted by undesirable 
odors, loitering, and traffic congestion caused by existing cannabis stores. E\derly and other vu\nerab\e residents 
have to contend with second-hand smoke and other unhealthy impacts from open cannabis users. We are certain 
members of the Planning Commission would similarly not want to have to \ive with these undesirable conditions 
from such a concentration of cannabis retail in their ow,1 neighborhood. 
We live under constant fear and stress from rising crime rates throughout the city and in our neighborhood. As has 
been often reported, many businesses selling cannabis draw crimes and have been subject to shootings, break-ins., 
robberies and assaults. 
The Excelsior Outer Mission and Getieva A venue areas of San Francisco a\ready eitperience many incidences of 
such criminal activities. The local Wa\greens and other stores have closed down due to the constant thefts and 
unsafe environments. We do not want to further worsen the conditions tn our neighborhood with the crimes that can 
come with selling cannabis. 
Of particular concern, there are numerous schoo\s and public playgrounds located close to the subject prnperty. 
There were previous regulations requiring for cannabis stores to be at least 1,000 feet away from schools. 'That has 
been reduced to 600 feet, which is just less than 2 blocks in distance and clearly not enough to adequately protect 
our children and youth. Three elementary schools are in a half mile radius, a childcare center is down. the street 
within 500 feet, and Balboa High Schoo\ is two blocks away. Additionally, there are bus stops approximately 100 to 

. ·- -- .... 
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From, JacQu~T/ne Dela ~ou DDS <drJackiedeldroM@gme1l.com> 
Sent: Wedne>d.ly, September 28, 2022 U:42 AM 

To: CPC<omm1sston, Stttetary <eomrtH>M<ms.so<:rEtary@sfgov.org:, 
Subjert, Fwd: Oppo~ tha cannabis Dispensary 4835 Mission Strtet 

I Thc1 m,maqc I! hom Ollts.de the C,1)1 <tlMl \'ylltm. Do ""'"""" bnts or •n><hm•1>t1 fiom Ufi1r"'1od =cc,, 

To Whom n May Concern: 

I am afraid for my business and my pe-dllltrlc and adult and elderly patients. My patl~ni. will no 
roneer reel safe ccming here on this blod: lf you allow thf, c.1nnab1, d1$pensary. Look at Geneva, a n<I 
MiS.St0n where the oth..,. canrn,bls dispensary Is locatod Const.mt robbery, constant pallce, ronstanr 
harrasment or vr<:tims, and double parked and speeding cars. You wJI not !<!e cltildn,n walking lhat 
area anymore. 

I am the pcdt.attk: dentist located at 436 7 M~lon Street and we have a relationship with all the 

vendors h~re on this block. From rile furniture store to Taquelia Guadaf01,1 to Hawaiian Drive Inn, I 
!Jave been ,ending our parents and pediatric patlenu to get thelr drinks, snack!, and food becau.e 
thell' deserve • nelghbomood that knoWl each other, 
When the owners or rcmters of 483S Minion Street came 10 my office and mentioned that they 1vlfl 

have security guards patrof~ns this blo<:k 24/7, I bl!'Gtme scamd (o, my pediatric patients. 
Why would a security guard parrollina th~ blod: for the cannabis dispensary be necessary? 
Is It because I.his block Will no longer be safe? 15 ~ because there w,11 be multiple spe<idlng ca~ who 
wm double park getting their addiction fD<? 
Medial cannabis can be obi.lined from pharmaaas. Let's have~ pharmacy Instead of a recreatlol>lll 

drug store that's only ro, age 21 and owr, 
We hav,, a free ml?dleal clinic ne>t door and~ chfropr.ictic clinic In addition to this dental practitc. 
we do NOT nttd people Uttering chrs block w,th a security guard making sure our busines\es ar,i not 
being threatened by people wallcJng ro e•t 1helr recreat,onal dtl!JlS. 

t have patients wallnng from J•=s O..nman and Balbo., H,sh School and Sf Community School and 

the Consortium Oay Care. rhey do riot need co be tempted or co be curious ~bout the THC Gumm1es 
and candle, I.Iced with THC or even the fentavt candies on the nrvets 
PLEASE. KEEP THE YOUTH Of EXCELSIOR ANO THe HEALTHCARE S£RVl0:SAN0 OUA PtACEFUL 
NEIGHBORHOOD SAFE". 
There Is already 2 can11abl, rvtaUs south of U5 and l north of us. within w•ik•"ll d1stiln~ tllose 

streeu that mv patients avoid walklne to 

Jacqueline Dela Rosa, DOS 
Board Certitled Pediatric O~tist 

A.R Dental Care, Inc. 
Clinical Professor, IJCSF School of Dentistry 

https://mall.googre.com/ma11/u/O/#inbox?projector=1 111 



---
From: 
CC: 
Subject: 
Date: 

cpc-commtssrons Secratarv 
Ba\ba. Ryan rceci, Jimenez sy1v1a rcec.l; Feliciano Joseoh/ne rcec) 
FW: No cannabis store in our block and let"s keep It classy! 
Wednesday, September 28, 2022 1:11:21 PM 

Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 628.652. 7600 I www.sfplanning.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

From: Alnette Dela Rosa <alnettedds@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 1:04 PM 

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

<sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org>; ahsha.safai@sf.gov.org 
Subject: No Cannabis store in our block and let's keep it classy I 

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

To '\Vhom It May Concern, 

Please do everything in your power to prevent a cannabis store from opening on this block. This will create so 
many problems. This cannabis store will be a magnet for many bad things ( drugs, sex trafficking, porn, sex 
offenders, addicts and more crimes.) I already don't like having to keep cleaning up all the graffiti our business 
from those kids that have nothing better to do and I don't like having to keep calling the police to move the homeless 
that sleep in front ofmy business. r can already picture the future if this happens and it does not look good. There's 
already a cannabis store a few blocks away from here. We need to limit the number of cannabis store in this 
neighborhood. 

I am a mother and have two daughters 8.Syo and 11 yo and I work on this block. T bring my daughters to work 
and we like to walk down the street to get food or snacks or go to the park. I don't want them to be exposed to that 
bad environment. They will feel unsafe. Balboa high school students and Denman students and charter school 
students walk home and frequent this area for food or to take the bus and they don't need to be exposed or lured into 
doing bad things. There's a childcare center nearby. Please make it safe for my kids and the youth in this 
neighborhood. 

Please keep this area classy and professional. There's a denial office, chiropractor and medical office. What we 
need in this neighborhood is another phazmacy, restaurants or family and kid friendly places. 

Thank you, 

Alnette 
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From: Altredo Oela Rou <at}tmSl@g.mai: mm> 
Sent: Wec1'ne1,da¥, September 28. 1022 4:S6 PM 

To: Cr>C<.omrnln;ons. Sec:r~ry ,;c,ornm.isS<l()!ls s.tttet.ary@sfgov org> 

SubJocr: Oppo!~ the Cannabt1 .OilPensary 4S3S Ml'SSIOn Str~et 

I 111" n1fi'\~<1\J<" i\ horn ,1..rt-i.1d~ the ( ty Pn1,0 If\'.-.~ !'.:<: ~nr 't1~·r n~) t)r >.1tt.ichrnt,nts rmm cmrn.Mt'd 
so,.11, &< 

Te1 wh<.1m ;, nrny concern. 

l tun oppo,int: the canmibis dl,pcnsruy for the location at 48.JS Mi.:l.1ion Street. Thero are already 
two ocher cunnnbis r¢htilers within lull{ miJe. How mmiy nwre? Our community does not need this 
dispens.nry M it wiU have no benefit to the well being of our residents and children. 

When it will do is crestc:- more traffic and crime. h will take away money from OUf disenfranchised 
oanm1uni1y. 

Whor we nc.ed are- more sei1iw citizen cemers, hospilaJ facilities. and at-risk youth centers. 

Sinecrcly, 
Alfredo fllla Rosa 
Rc-siddlt of J 131 Geneva A, enue. San Francisco, CA 941 I 2 

I 
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Commission Affairs 
s~, r,~•\(.•~<> P1 ,nn,"i; 
4 9 S~th v.,r, t-.ea A1,t-f'\U(l, S.v te 1400, S.an fr.lN•~o. C.A 9'4103 
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From: ~rah <sturner0287@tmatl.com> 

Sfflt: Wedne~ay. September :28, 2022 4;S7 PM 
To: CPC·Comm!ss.ions. Secreury <commissions s«ret.at')'@sfgO\' orfp• 
St.rbjec:t: OpP'(»e the C.annab ~ O;.:.cien~ry '18.35 M,~~IOn Street. Re,gardmg: 202 l-0l l3S2CUA: 483S 

MISSION STREET 

I Tt-"' mC'~S,,.>qt'~ from out~f' th<: (11;• <?1n,li S),tcm Do nct op('n Im\.,\ or ,Ht.>ehmil.-nl". rem u<1t-...,..~t-d 
«)l.;I Ct'i 

To whom 1t mav conc~rn. 

I con't .!Jg,ee wrth putting unn.ab1s s.l0<c in lh1'!. .area. 1 livc m this. ne,ghbothood. I do grocery 

shoppmg in rtt1! a,ea. My family lives ~re. Th,!, ne,ghoo,hood ,s alre.\dv disachrantage-d to ~g,ri 
w,th rots of m1nori11es. To pul a cannabrs store here wm take advantage of the ltm1ted ,esourc~s 
th4!'~ people Mve and make the commun!ly wou~. Th,ue- Is a gt.:td~ schools.. davcarc, and htgh 

!.chool ne.>rby .>nd th,~ will s~t a PoOt ~XclmpJe ,n tl'us .1,~, There w1IJ be more pe¢ple double 

p.2rlung as seen on the other 3 cannabis st:,re:s. u will make the uaffk: already wors.c There are 

.already 3 unnabls stores wiUun 0.5 mile cf Uus are.a and a fout1h onco 1s llOt needed in th~ 
commul\ttv we net"d ll pharmacy, teaming C("'ntet!., a,,:, senior ,e-nters. 

S.S,c1h Turn~, 

Ce-iJ 41 S988048A 

• 
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Commlnlon Affairs 
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From: Alfredo De1a Rosa <delarosa@archstoneoralsurgery.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 5:00 PM 

To: CPC.Commissfons Secretary <:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Oppose the Cannabis Dispensary 483S Mission Street 

.... ___ .... 

This message 1s from ou1s1de the City ernai! sy:11em Do not open links 0t a11achments from unlruslcd 
sources. 

To whom it may concern, 

I am opposme the cannabis dispensary for the location at 4835 Mission Street. I am an oral surgeon 
at 4867 Mission Street. We don't need marijuana In this area. I provide ane$thesia to our patients 
and I have to routinely give 50% more anesthesia to our patients using marijuana 

Research has proven that marijuana use requires more anesthesia. 

It ls not safe for our patients. 

What we need are more senior citizen centers, hospital racilities, and at-risk youth centers. 

Sincerely, 

Alfredo Dela Rosa 
Oral surgeon at 4867 Mission Street 

Office ol Alfredo A. Dela Ros.a, Jr, DDS, MO. MBA 
A Profeulonal COrpo<lll,on 
6063 Mluloo Stn,et. Oa/y City. CJ\ 9401' 

Phono:(415)963-4121 Fax: (415) 963-4171 
Website: bJlps·l/wyl(yf arc:hstoneoraJsur11ery com 

P•rwonal Dal.I• Prtvaoy Acl ot 19U (PL 93-57Q) 

llu1 u•namlulon 1, tn1ondocl lo l>o con(t<lonU.l to U\<t Uldlvittaal(•) flfldl o, ""Illy to whom • .,.,,.,,..,. II mB) oontolll lo!twrna"°" or• 
ll'~ and/or ~nUlll tlllltlto, wh>ch may bo olrtljocl lo p,olealon U71der lho Pnvar:y N:1 ol f 874 and I.ho Holll(h '"""'""'"' 
Port11t>illly ond /\(QOUnUJbi!lly Ad (HJPAAJ of 1996 In 111o ......nl you IJl'O nol lhe ™ndod rottplonl o, Iha "IJ•nt of !ho tn1onded n,dp,en~ 
or )'OU oro unable to doliv,or I.hi• tonvm11uc,ii1,m lo tllo lnlCldod melplM~ do nol , .. d. copy. or uu 111J11nro.m1tlor\ con,.,,,ltd ..Ulvo 11>1• 
Cllrumlulon."' ·-• 1o be ron<!, co;,lod ot utllll:O<l In a,,y manrn,r, by ony olhor person(•) 81\ould nm 1R1ram111.,n bO <l>CIIM><l In o,ror 
Cf o,..., "o prob!~ wM tt., rmnamoulM, pk!,... r.oUty 1110 above ,,.,.,.,4 .. n<!or lmmadla!llly. 

httos://mail.aoonlA r.nm/m~il/i 1/0/#inhnll?nrn1 .. ,,1nr=1 



Objection Signatures on the day of the hearing September 29, 2022 

4835 Mission St 

Record No: 2021-011352CUA 

1 



*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retai l use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Reta il Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Reta il Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Reta il use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Reta il Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Reta il Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 

... f;/.~ ......... .. .......... .. ........ ...... ... .. .................................. . 

. :11:~~~-/~ ....... ..... .................. ... .... .. ....... .. ..... ......... .. .. ..... . 

vdlkof)· 
.... ......... ......... .. ... ~ .................. .. .... .... ... .. .... ...... ....... ... .. .. . 

. 1' 

......... ~ ......... ........... ...... ~ ............ .................... .. .... .... . 

... ~ ."? .... A0-, ... c;, ....................... .. . ............ . 
~~ 

~~: : : 
. I ({ 

······~··· , · / ············· ············ · · ····· ·· ··· · ········· · ····· ·· 

~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _... . . . . , ........ ... .... ·.- ... 'I" ........ ... ...... ...... ................ ... . 
- . . u flor!Y 

fl 



OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail Use at 4835 Mission Street, S.F. 

Project Address: 4835 Mission Street, S.F., CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use - Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA .. 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retai l use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retai l Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail Use at 4835 Mission Street, S.F. 

Project Address: 4835 Mission Street, S.F., CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use - Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 



*OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retail Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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"OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retai l use at 4835 Mission Street 
Project Address: 4835 Mission Street SF, CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use-Cannabis Reta il Use 
Records No.: 2021 -011352CUA 

*OBJECTION TO: Any Further Authorization to Cannabis Retai l Use in Excelsior 
Outer Mission District 11 
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OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail Use at 4835 Mission Street, S.F. 

Project Address: 4835 Mission Street, S.F., CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use- Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 
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OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail Use at 4835 Mission Street, S.F. 

Project Address: 4835 Mission Street, S.F., CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use - Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 
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OBJECTION TO: Cannabis Retail Use at 4835 Mission Street, S.F. 

Project Address: 4835 Mission Street, S.F., CA 94112 
Case Type: Conditional Use - Cannabis Retail Use 
Records No.: 2021-011352CUA 
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