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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSIONC | 7 i3 -2 £t . 30

By

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

The property is located at 2161-2165 Irving Street, San Francisco, CA 94122

10/12/2017

Date of City Planning Commission Action
{Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

2/ 12

Appeal Filing Date

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of
property, Case No. .

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for establishment,
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.

X The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an application for conditional use

authorization, Case No. 2016-002424CUA

The Planning Commission disapproved in whoie or in part an application for conditional use
authorization, Case No. .
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Statement of Appeal:

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from: Sde L)%M ﬁ?/tﬁ»v’ﬂ/
Planning Commission's decision made on Oct. 12, 2017, case #: 2016-002424CUA

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal: Sﬁ‘LW ('i”ln/W‘/

This project does NOT fully meet the criteria of Conditional Use permit by allowing a non-principal use

in a neighborhood that has grossly rejected its necessity and desirability. It would bring negative impacts

on the surrounding neighborhood in regards to traffic and livability for children and families. It doesn't fit

into the general plan of the MCD Moratorium that has become law before this appeal's hearing date.

This project locates at about 600" of a publicly funded preschool - it may be legal within the zoning

requirement but undesirable for many residents nearby. This business will aiso likely run up the rent
Person to Whom at the corridor and bring gentrification.

Notices Shdll Be Mailed Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal:

guset Merdhants and
Spvateee Atote Né@/)i bors Asotiatior)

Name Name
dramia 36 g marl.com
Salspizza®@ aol- w

Address Address

G15- S{¢- g\t
Telephone Number Telephone Number

NP

Signature of Appellant or
Authorized Agent
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City Planning Comm|SS|
Case No. 20[l - P02

259 Zolp- o242 e

The understgned declare tha«tﬂ{xey are hereby subscribers 1o this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

affected by the proposéd amendiment or conaitional use (that is, owners of 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-ehanged-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. .

Street Address,
property owned

—

5»{,&35 < b f\ o

Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

S of Owner(s)

Assessor’s
Block & Lot

[ 75055 Qb 3 6he A

123 617" Aw

o

/%%&M f;{ ,
17 28-0%5 - AL

3, !’isji _ ?ZIVP/“/;

7ol Thik Znm

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,
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City Planning Commnssro
Case No. 206~ £y }4%/5%4

The unaersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s)
property owned Block & Lot —
T

e

| V',
1. 13 Liin BNE - 00 PAv=NaAN ng AN

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

10.

20.

21.

22,
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o PO City Planning Commission
aniT ey 2 o 2: 3¢ Case No. _%.. 0[2 Jp24 24[/&44

éux“’

The_yndersigned. hat-they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of 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 ownersﬁ"rp” 'ﬁ“'aé”‘"bﬁéhigéwd énd 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)

. 23e[ RVing sT 1777 00 CHAO, MiNg A
2. 230 JRywe Sy (777 oo  (fho, Miné FA
3. 1311 24" Awenae 1779 oo  Chao. Mvé& T4
2. 1313 247" AVE, ;777 02]  CHAL, Ml FA

5.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17. —

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
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2 277

BOAED OF sUPE City Plannmg Commission

SAHTIS 00 CaseNo. zllb - PO2424 sy

,,,,,,,,,

affected by the proposed amendment or condmo:gl use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or cén £ ius 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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22.
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[ City Planning Commission ,
N Case No. M%Z#&ﬁ/}

(SRR I Y AR L
The undersigned declard fhat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the préposed-ame r-conditional use (that is, owners of 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.

Street AddFﬁess Assessor’s. Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot 2 of Owner(s)
) Block - Y18 -
A, 1258 257 Aue [ e Timadny Mc Donnel
‘ - R . Blezk © 1717 S
2 1370 -12)3 3%k Vo G Kuade S pao

o P ’ e N, -
3 P12 230 Bt oY CHemia tec = L e
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R Gity Planning Cogmlssm
na I L 4o :.}:: Case No. Z /4'26140{/:}

3

The_undersi eclare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of 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 exierior boundaries of the property.

If oWn;é’r‘éﬁib'ﬂhés' 6hanged 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signatufe

property owned Block & Lot of Own§5(§,
ALY U0 AVE 1776 00T Detheoer LA p—
Lo A5 W plle 1TB-0F b Ly Oy ly 27,

s (Y I KC 15— 08 P‘l Py Yon \“@LL% \A,,_.,
v 129 23k e 1N78-008 3,5“0,40\ Had Zo L0 o
vs 1358 23" e 1171 oth 76(5(7/7 LU et Mﬁjcw

6 /B N0 Ay Lo ]] 77”028 [~rANEES JaV dfiwmﬂ (/wsz
- ;%sﬁ-z‘t’w\ heew (posh RepERT Jawe  Ret [ L

/. “272-372 énglﬂf ] 77//\4 R/)/"“’s{
T ?

/3&1 27 ﬂ/“ 111705 “Ten £
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14.
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22.
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City Planning Commission .,
. Case No._20/f - J02424 CUA-

The unders@lne'dl Heélagé;gfat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed.amendhent.or.conditional use (that is, owners of 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.

SE R IR R A o] (53T B PR
; AR i

[EES SRS

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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature_

 property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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2. 7222 22NDAVFE 1727-023G \Wei T Chen
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/ - City Planning Commission
' T Case No. /Zﬂ’d(/”ﬂ/— M}Z}

The undersagned deciareﬁ at ’trleﬁey aFe hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendg#nt or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment ndftional ise, 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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Jh T City Planning Commission . _ ,, »
Pl U 2e e Case No. 2}(%/[20#/’24’0‘4/4

Tﬂgﬁﬁaéfémned»declam,;bgt they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of 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 propetty.

K.

If ownership 'hzva'sﬂc':hénge'd 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot — . o of Qwner(s)
L 2349 220 g AACTER WO S
2 |39 =2 7%5 [2]7-000 o Jopn? L ) A
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R City Planning Commission ACiA
WY ™ 230 Case o, 2000 =00L4ZCA

iThe underé%{ed declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of 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.

f oWh‘é’Fs’h’ip' 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s o
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Ty e LR City Planning Comm:ssnon

Case No. Qﬂ( 246”‘/(%

The undersigned decféfé %za‘gif’r;ey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amndment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the apphcatlonT““amen nditional 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 firmer-corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission

Case No. ;fdglé Qﬁz_ﬂf' 4}6“/}

'fén:’e*‘undersigned~—dee}afe»ﬂaamhey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the apphcatlon for amendment or condmonal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownershsp 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.

Street Address, AsséSsor 5 * Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot ' of Owner;
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P, City Planning Commission

2 a0 Case No. “Z¢[b -~ (/024‘24—&

Th€ ”Uﬁder%e{ed( declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the apphcatlon for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

ot

If ownershup 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Srgnature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s
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o City Planning Commission «
. ~~ CaseNo. Z0(h-0024 24C A K

L

[ A ps
H

)

The undersigned declarg:that th_gyagf{s hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
- affected by the proposed amendment or conditional Us& (that-is, owners of 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned /z Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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oh City Planning Commission
T Case No. 20(h 0024 2‘}0&4
LI ATAGY sy 2 sy, ey
The undersignéd” declarg that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the prppgg}jmam%ﬂhent or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment 6t Conditisral 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Plannin: Commlssmn

AoE s Case No._28[b - c024 ZQQL‘A

I
&L-tjw

that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

The undersigned declﬁ
affected by the proposed-am ditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the appilication 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.

Street Address,
property owned

1225 -1%%7

¢ 2% pve g

Assessor’s 'Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
Block & Lot of Owner(s
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P City Planning Commission
- R Case No._2o(b- co2424¢ WA

The unééféigﬁéd declaﬁthat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed gnt or conditional use (that is, owners of 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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R I City Planning Commission
G m s A, e Case No. 2o(b - €2 24 ,‘Zf&@i,ﬂ»
The undersigned declage that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the praposed-amefidment-er-eenditional use (that is, owners of 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.

LI S UL

If ownership has:changed.and assessment roli 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.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Biock & Lot of pwner(s)ﬁ
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City Planning Commission
Case No. Ze(b -~ 002424 CUA

The undersignéd dgclare fha“ﬁ th’ey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed ndment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional Uise, 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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A City Planning Commission

D e mr A, e Case No. 20[b-0 24-CUA
The undersignegj ‘Vd‘e‘clé}e thiat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposéd -amend -gr-conditional-use (that is, owners of 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)

1. 1281-24TH AVE. 1726 ~9(+ Lydia McNair rclec £

o' 2236 IRVING ST. 1727 9|9 Lydia McNair ol £ Aaon
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Heoo City Planning Commission

) Case No. 20| 6 ~p0Z 24}&“‘A

Aol e

The undeksighéb”'declé’re Q éﬁhe? ware hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

affected by the Rroposed amend itional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for ariéndment 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 cofporaticn; proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission

SAHFIANTIZDD Case No. Zn/4 _;Af'_‘ﬁf“(f% ZLp24-CA Ay

IS PR Le

The under&gned decl I thaﬁ‘ney are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amﬁéément or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of

the appllcatlon fora -orconditiorat-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 corperation,:proof-of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, . N Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned S ~  Block:& Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission

Case No._2p0( b ~ 0024 24 CUf

The undersigned deglare that th re_hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (ihat is, owners of 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.
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G ow i

it ownership haschangé’&*ahd assessment roli has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. |f
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is atiached.

Street Address, ' Assessor’s Printed Na%ne of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot
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. City Planning C mmission
o an Case No. 20[b - 00 2424 Cin Ay
The undersngnedﬁeolafe t they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of 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.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s Original Signature

property owned 4 Block & Ir_ot of Owner(s
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City Plannmg Commission

Case No. MZL’}&‘/

The undersignéd decl; Ae’*théﬁf‘ne{if"ére hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amgpdment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendm&nt or conditiorat-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 cotporation; proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Addresz Aiséeksso[’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Ofrlgl al S(lgnature/

property owne Block & Lot 0 er
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R City Planning Go mission
Case No. 7Y 45 ()

2Hcup
Thé;liﬁ“d"éfﬁiﬁ"ﬁed d@?ﬁﬂ% are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditiona! use (that is, owners of properly within the area that is the subject of

oo the appllcatlon for amendment or condntuonal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

if ownersh:p has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. #
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign ori behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Qwner{s) Original Signature
propery owned | Block & Lot of Ownerfsy

282 237 AR 17%/5] SHAApa T Fong

s
v

© e N oA wN

b
e

e
ok
»

-
o

o
@

Rars
F

b
o

-l
o

PO
™
b

H

._.L,.
®

_..
w

[
o

3]
P4

N
o

ViClerk's Olfice\appeals Information\Condition Use Appes! Process?
August 20114

24 a/27



affected by the proposed-

R City Planning Commission
R Case No. 2.9 é e2é },l((/(ﬁ

i L

The under3|gned d%ggre that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
entorconditional use (that is, owners of 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.
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To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors -1 "o
Re: MCD on 2161-2165 Irving, It's Unnecessary and;UndeSJrabIe'"
Case #: 2016-002424CUA spitiay o BH 9 an

(Ui siwd Tl g R 14

We would like to present strong opposition from the ypper-Sunség'f\Aerchants_&
Neighbors Association in regards to the above-mentioned case. We hereby appeal the
decision made on 10/12/2017 by the Planning Commission. While there is another
neighborhood association that would accept the proposed-MCB-with conditions, this
group does NOT entertain the idea and would NOT accept the proposed MCD
under any condition.

1. We believe the project does NOT fully meet the criteria of a Conditional Use
permit by allowing a non-principle use in a neighborhood that has adamantly
rejected its necessity and desirability. A cannabis dispensary in this location is
both unnecessary and undesirable. We will make a number of arguments to
support that contention.

2. We believe the merchants and neighbors were NOT GIVEN APPROPRIATE OR
ADEQUATE PUBLIC NOTICE of the community meetings, public hearings, and
Planning Commission meeting where the conditional use permit was approved
on Oct. 12.

3. Barbary Coast is actually intent on establishing itself as an adult use cannabis
dispensary with a smoking lounge, not as a medical marijuana dispensary.

o That is a different issue and the city should not give Barbary Coast
an MCD license, which will grandfather in a preferential option for an
adult use license under legislation currently before the Board of
Supervisors.

J Documents submitted to the Planning Department include
construction specs that include a filter system so smoked cannabis
cannot escape to outside. Only necessary if smoking is planned for
the location—which is not allowed under the current permit
regulations for medical marijuana dispensary because of the
location.

. Representatives of Barbary Coast acknowledged at the Planning
Commission, and in discussions with neighbors that it was eventually
hoping to have an adult use permit

o Barbary Coast’s Mission and 6™ Street operation began as an MCD
and added a smoking lounge later.

WHY WE ARE OPPOSED:

1. Barbary Coast will negatively impact Irving Street and the surrounding
neighborhood in terms of fraffic congestion and increased danger of
accidents, with an increased risk of pedestrian fatalities.

2. Barbary Coast will_attract more congestion during concert weekends, above
and beyond what already occurs.

i. The project sponsors in the Planning Commission hearing said
they deliberately picked this location for an MCD in order to




serve the crowd from events at the Golden Gate Park. Not only
will the annual Hardly Strictly Blue Grass and the Outside Lands
weekend concerts likely draw more traffic and disruption if there
is a cannabis dispensary on lrving, the 4.20 marijuana fest
every April will also likely send some overflow to our part of
lrving.
Barbary Coast will negatively affect the area’s general ambiance and livability
for residents, particularly children and families.
Barbary Coast will negatively affect existing businesses along the Irving
corridor, potentially driving up rents and very likely substantially changing the
character of the neighborhood. It will drive out some customers, may cause
some businesses to close and others have said they will leave once their
leases are up if a cannabis dispensary is located in the area.

a. We do not believe either the Haight Ashbury or Ocean Avenue
business districts are appropriate models for where Irving Street
should go—and those are business districts similar to Irving Street but
have MCDs.

We do not want a medical dispensary but we very much oppose a defacto
‘cannabis bar’ aka smoking lounge and granting this permit will set that in
motion.

Approval of Barbary Coast may encourage clustering. Already two other
nearby locations have applied for MCD permits, 2401 Irving Street and 2511
Irving Street. Will approving Barbary Coast mean that we will have a wave of

applications and approvals—clustering of MCDs in our neighborhood as happened in
other districts?

APPEARANCE OF UNDUE INFLUENCE BY A POLITICAL OPERATOR ON ELECTED
OFFICIALS (Exhibit 1-David Ho bragged on Chinese media) '

1.

We are also disturbed by the history and actions of one of the project
sponsors, David Ho. David Ho is a well known political operative who
bragged in Chinese media about his ability to get both the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors to vote his way. (See
attached reports from Sing Tao Daily and World Journal Newspapers).
David Ho bragged to the Chinese media the day before the 10/12/2017
Planning Commission hearing, that he will win 7-0 at the Commission
and 11-0 at the Board of Supervisor for this appeal.

i. The first part of his statement has pretty much come true with a
6-0 vote at the Planning Commission despite many hours of
testimony by those opposed.

ii. And if the second part also occurs, it will at least raise a
question of pay to play politics between David Ho and the
elected officials making this decision.

Despite claims by Barbary Coast that it has employees who live in the
Sunset, there is no groundswell of support around Irving for this. it
would be very, very sad to see the good of our community sacrificed




because this business with deep pockets and connections to the
political establishment wants to expand to our neighborhood.

We have compiled the following counter arguments against the project sponsors’

statements, which we contend further prove that this project does not have the merit to
meet the high bar of a Conditional Use Permit.

|. Counter arguments against the claims in the project application:
TRAFFIC ISSUES (Exhibit 2-traffic pictures on Irving)

Claim A - ltem 4 page 8 Project Summary Table — On application Conditional Use
Authorization on item 4, there are 2 existing parking spaces.

Barbary Coast will exacerbate severe traffic congestion and parking issues on Irving.
Even if Barbary Coast can claim those two parking spots, there will be much more
traffic.

The executive director Jesse Henry pointed out during the open house we attended on
9/12/17 from 7pm-8pm, that in any particular busy day, they served around 300-500
clients daily. In a slow typical day, they serve between 200-300 clients daily. And on the
application, the owner will encourage people to ride bicycles, take public transportation
or walk to Barbary Coast.

Refute:

1. Encouraging clients’ to take public transit is a good idea but we are
unsure what that will actually accomplish.

2. The neighborhood is already congested, and finding available parking
spaces is an arduous task.

3. Double parking is already prevalent.

4. If Barbary Coast opens, any added traffic caused by their customers
would create a serious environmental impact to an already problematic
traffic issue.

5. Barbary Coast’s expected high traffic from customers can reasonably
be expected to create excessive hardship to those trying to park, and
vendors trying to unload and/or make deliveries to existing merchants.

6. It will also cause more congestion for those trying to drive down Irving
Street in general.

7. The impact is likely to be adding DAILY 200 to as many as 500 (if
Barbary Coast’s customer impact is correct) to an aiready seriously
impacted street and surrounding neighborhoods.

i. As the executive director at Barbary Coast Jesse Henry said
“they are serving very large number of patients daily.”

JOB OPPORTUNITIES MINIMAL



Claim B - Attachment A: Conditional Use Findings - The proposed use will add a
new and compatible use to the Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District -

Barbary Coast pointed out that they will create job opportunities to the

community....

Refute: A merchant should enhance a neighborhood and not detract from it. A cannabis
dispensary is not in keeping with the character of the Irving Street neighborhood. The
cost is not worth the few jobs that Barbary Coast will offer

a.

A majority of merchants OPPOSE (Exhibit 3-Merchant petition
letter and signatures & 4-mapline showed merchant and neighbors
opposition)
i. _61/720f the merchants on Irving Street between 21st & 25th
Ave already signed the petition to against MCD opening on
Irving Street. (Total _72__ stores on Irving: _1__ neutral
position, 61 against MCD, 0 support MCD, 4 empty
stores and 6 no signatures).
Would serve a small group of consumers
Would potentially attract crime because of cash nature of the business
Many merchants emphasized that they will consider moving their
businesses once their lease is up if a MCD is so close by.

DISAGREE_ THAT MCD IS A NECESSARY AND DESIRABLE ADDITION

Claim C - Attachment A: Use Proposed at 2165 Irving Street: The size & Intensity

contemplated at the proposed location, will provide a development that is

necessary and desirable for...

Refute: Barbary Coast claims it has 900 medical marijuana patients in the Sunset

district—
a.

An onsite cannabis dispensary is unnecessary in the Sunset
i. DELIVERY SERVICES:
1. Eaze.com and many other cannabis delivery services in
SF. In 2015, Planning Commission approved 214
California cannabis delivery hub with room for 16
cannabis delivery services.
2. Eaze.com promises delivery in 20 minutes
3. There is one delivery service in Sunset: 4506 Irving St
ii. Planning Commission approved a licensed, shared workspace
for up to sixteen medical cannabis delivery businesses at 214
California Street.
Other dispensaries are nearby on Geary, and in the Haight and Ocean
Avenue as well.

DISAGREE IT WILL HELP BUSINESS DISTRICT



Claim D - Attachment A: Current Uses in the Area: - There are some empty
storefront spaces on Irving between 19" Ave and 25 Ave.
Refute:
1. AMCD is NOT what we need for to improve our business district, which is very
family and child-oriented.
i. We recommend and encourage more education activities like
tutoring, Kung Fu learning, Tai Chi, After School Programs,
Community Services, Senior Center & Youth Programs that are
family friendly.
ii. Currently, there is only one senior center serving the whole Sunset
district (at South Sunset) that's not enough.
2. Yes, we need to encourage more business and find ways to help small
businesses stay viable on Irving. We do not think a cannabis dispensary is a
good solution.

DON’T NEED CANNABIS MARKETING MASQUARADING AS CONCERN FOR
SENIORS

Claim E - Attachment A: Aging Population in the Outer Sunset — The Collective
has developed programs to educate adults and seniors as to the benefits and
proper use of medical cannabis to help them with pain management and
supplemental treatments for more serious conditions.
Refute:
1.Seniors have many options for pain management through the public health and
private health systems. Nearby are Urgent Care, Ocean Park Health Center, Walgreens
Pharmacy and UCSF.
a. Urgent Care Center, right next door to the proposed MCD on Irving Street
b. Ocean Park Health Center (1351 24th Ave, San Francisco, CA 94122) Two
blocks away from proposed MCD
"c. Walgreens Pharmacy (2050 IRVING ST. San Francisco, CA 94122), right around
the corner of propose MCD
d. UCSF (300-500 Parnassus Ave, SF CA 94143) 5 minutes driving from proposed
MCD
2. For those who want the medical cannabis option, there are some convenient options
available as well—as mentioned above, there are cannabis delivery services by phone
or Internet. Some are even advertising on the sides of our buses. For example,
eaze.com promises delivery within 20 minutes. That is just one. There are many
websites providing phone order, same day (within 2 hours or less), and next day,
weekly or monthly delivery services to patients’ doors at any specific time/location as
requested.
Following are some links for marijuana delivery services:
hitp://sanfrancisco.delivery-medical-marijuana.com/
Foggy Daze Delivery Service — Order (415) 200-7451
The Green Cross
SF Green Delivery (SFGD)
San Francisco Marijuana Delivery Services | California medical marijuana




https://'weedmaps.com/deliveries/in/united-states/california/san-francisco

Claim F - Attachment A: Medical Cannabis Support Group for seniors
Refute:

1. We believe a better use of resources would be a senior center in the
mid Sunset to give seniors support, education and companionship.

2, This is a solution in search of a problem

3. This is a marketing ploy to get more customers—by an operation that

plans to become adult use aka recreational use as soon as viable.
LIKELY NEGATIVE IMPACT ON YOUTH

Claim G - Attachment A: L ocation, Size & Intensity of the Project: There are no
schools or youth serving facilities nearby. The facility is not designed for appeal
to youth or teenagers and has very limited exposure to these group that we want
to avoid marijuana and marijuana use.

Refute:

1. lrving Street is our major street for all local neighbors to do our daily grocery
shopping and run errands.

2. Although there are no schools or youth serving facilities within 1000 feet, Irving
Street is a central location for many schools including Jefferson Elementary School,
Lincoln High School, Washington High School, Lawton School, St Anne and Holy
Name of Jesus grammar schools.

3. Irving is the center main street for kids, feens (under 18 age) and families to hang
around and socialize with friends at the nearby snacks spots, ice cream stores,
restaurants, pizza and drink shops. Teens can be seen hanging out with friends until
after 9 p.m. during the week and later on the weekends.

a. This MCD will create an undesirable environment for them and directly
expose these young people to a cannabis environment. You see, if it's there,
it's sending a powerful message and children will believe it's OK to use
cannabis because it's been approved by our city government to be among
the merchants we frequent.

4. Barbary Coast does sell edibles including chocolate chip cookies and other
cannabis options that would be appealing to youth at its Mission Street location.

a. https://menu.treez.io/barbarycoast/

Claim H - Community Benefit Plan: Barbary Coast has a long and well
documented history of supporting local not for profit organizations and
community benefit initiatives
Refute:
1. Barbary Coast has repeatedly mentioned on their flyer that they are giving back
the community.




2. We believe giving money to charities is a good thing, but it does not make up for
bringing in a business that will likely dramatically change our neighborhood and
that is opposed by most of the small business owners.

3. Sunset businesses also contribute to charity, as do many neighbors. .

(Please visit hitps://charitylook.org/zipcode-94122 district charity organizations)

NEGATIVE IMPACT ON AREA CULTURE

Claim | - The use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare
of the residents. This project is designed to serve the residents on in the western
neighborhoods of SF. There is adequate street parking and pedestrian access as
well as public transportation options.....This location will not impact youth or
teenagers in any significant way....

Refute:

1. Currently there are lots of teens and families using Irving Street as their primary
shopping and dining location or social place where they can social and mingle
with friends. We believe an MCD, especially one that plans to convert to a
smoking lounge for adult use, should go through a process similar to that for a
liquor license.

. A family friendly place is not appropriate for a MCD, it's UNDESIRABLE.

Children and families deserve a neighborhood free of second hand smoke.

The current legislation for controlling use of medical cannabis in public is not yet

well established, Please don’t open an MCD on Irving until the legislation is

ready. Our family, our kids, our community need your protection.

5. There is not adequate street parking for the kind of traffic that Jesse Henry is
predicting his business will attract. As we mention in our points above refuting

Claim A

PN

JOBS CLAIM IS QUESTIONABLE

Claim J - Measurable Community Benefits of this project include:

a. Increased employment and training opportunities for SF residents...

Refute: According to what the project sponsor said at one of the open house events,
the proposed MCD on Irving will likely add about 10 employees. However, at the same
time, many current Irving Street employees may lose their jobs due to store relocation
because of the MCD shop. Thus the MCD may well result in more empty shops on
Irving and loss of thousands of dollars in revenue, loss of tax dollars for the city, as the
opposing merchants will vacate and the 10 employees with be at the cost of 50 or more
people losing jobs and our neighborhood losing the stores we’ve grown to depend on as
a community.

DONT NEED MORE TREES FROM MCD

b) Neighborhood Beautification... offer more greening of the streetscape with
plants and trees.




Refute: Supervisor Tang’s project greening and streetscape was just completed. We do
NOT need additional streetscape at this point or for the next decade. Barbary Coast
keeps citing what it did on Mission Street and Sixth Street, one of the most notorious
parts of the city with public drug use, public urination, prostitution and other undesirable
activities. Mission Street near 6" Street is still an undesirable place to walk at any time
of day even with the green plants in front of Barbary Coast on Mission Street.

MCD WILL NOT ADD TO PUBLIC SAFETY (Exhibit 5-Examiner.com Article dated
11/1/17 & Chronicle 10/18/17 )

c) Public safety. Cameras and professional and clagsy security presence in and
around the facility insures a safe environment for patrons and neighbors alike.
Refute: The Sunset neighborhood is already a safe area; we do not need security
guard or cameras if a MCD is not present. Also, the surveillance camera and security
staff outside of the store can only guarantee its own safety, but not the safety of other
neighbors or anyone else. If we are looking for security, we will call our very reliable
Taraval station police officers.

MCD WILL INCREASE TRAFFIC CONGESTION (Refer Exhibir 1)

d) Parking & Transportation Management Plan-Members will be encouraged to
walk, ride bicycles and/or public transportation to the dispensary
Refute:

1. As we mentioned previously, currently lrving Street is already very crowded, and
encouraging clients to walk and use public tfransportation and bicycles is
admirable but we are not sure what impact that encouragement will have.

2. Irving Street cannot handle the traffic that appears inevitable if the MCD is
successful.

3. In addition, the Barbary Coast has already constructed its site to host a smoking
and vaping lounge even though the current application is not for that. At its
Mission and Sixth Street location, it added a smoking lounge later. That is a likely
scenario if Barbary Coast gets this location—and that will add to parking and
traffic problems as well.

ll. Inadequate public notice to the community:

1. As we went door to door in the last couple weeks, we realized many neighbors who
live within 300 feet did not receive the public hearing notice. We are not sure why. As
a result, many people were shocked that they were not informed and alerted of what
is going on with the MCD. Many neighbors were wondering what the current process
is now. How can a proposed merchant circumvent a neighborhood’s opinion and
how can they be acting on good faith when the community was not informed of the
meeting?

2. Barbary Coast disguised an open house as a community meeting. And it told Sing
Tao no one came to the community meeting. However, the notice telling people about
the proposed MCD went out after the community meeting/open house was held



a. As required by Planning Department, Public Hearing Notes were posted on
MCD door on Sept. 12. On the same day, Planning Department also sent out
letters to people who live within 300 feet radius; usually people don't receive
it in mail until the second or third day after.

b. However, on Sept. 13, Barbary Coast announced on the Chinese Sing Tao
News that no one showed up at their first and second community meetings
that were held on Sept. 7 and Sept. 12.

i. We, as the community felt the MCD has not been honest to the public.
How can they expect people to know about the MCD meeting before
the event if they have not yet received the notice in the mail?

ii. By the time people received the notice and saw what was on the
news, everyone thought they already missed the community meeting
opportunities.

iii. Again, the MCD representatives are making stories up to confuse and
mislead the public. NOT A TRUSTWORTHY owner

3. Atits open houses, Barbary Coast representatives said 70 percent of the merchants on
Irving support them. This is FALSE.

a. Inthe past two-three weeks, when volunteers stopped by all merchants of
Irving, almost all (more than 95%) merchants signed the petition against the
MCD shop opening on Irving.

4. The public notices of the MCD were written in English but most of the surrounding
area merchants are monolingual in Chinese. There were no Chinese Public Hearing
notices.

5. Public Hearing Notes and other post notes were posted in a very low position from
the window or door, unreadable. Anyone 5 feet or taller has to bend to their knee to
read the notes, this make it especially hard to elderly to read. We feel this is very
insulting.

Ill Additional arguments against Barbary Coast at 2161-2165 Irving

1. Jefferson Preschool is located on 1350 25th Ave, which is within around 1,050
foot radius from the MCD. This is undesirable. Please help us protect the klds
please do not allow the MCD at this location.

2. Currently, Wah Mei School Preschool and Jefferson Preschool are both
located very close by, which are only within around 1,000 foot radius. Both
schools emphasized that they do take kids for neighborhood walks on Irving
blocks pretty often.

3. The Prop 64 results showed there were 58% Sunset District voters supporting

adult use in the 20186 election.

a. According to our surveys, 50% of Sunset residents were Asian
and either not active voters or Green Card holders. THEY WERE
NOT INCLUDED IN THAT 58 percent so the vote did not reflect
accurately the feelings of the area residents.

b. During 2015 Taraval MCD petition, 7,000 petition signatures
were collected, that prove our point that Sunset residents do NOT
want a MCD in our neighborhood. The strong opposition to The
Apothecarium on Noriega is another sign of Sunset opposition.



4. Most importantly, the existing regulations on dispensary control are not good
enough; the current system is not consistent. We need to wait for strengthening
of regulations before can approve an MCD in our neighborhood.

VL.  In conclusion, as our elected representatives, you have an obligation to
consider the will of the people. It is clear that the practices to get MCD approved on
Irving Street were not in good faith and did not represent all the no-votes of the
community. We have to stop putting profits, and political advantages to work against the
very people that vote our representatives into office. Again, as a well-established family
community we beg you to disapprove and say NO to MCD opening its profitable doors
at the cost of our community, and your constituents. Our community pleads with you to
keep our family neighborhood safe by saying NO to MCD on Irving Street!
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Exhibit 1-David Ho bragged on Chinese media
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Exhibit 2-traffic pictures on Irving
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Exhibit 3-Merchant petition letter and signatures & 4-mapline showed merchant
and neighbors opposition



Oppositions Against The Proposed MCD At 2161-2165 Irving $treet

Neighbors Oppose
Adjacent 10
Same/Across Street 184
Organizations 10

Within 300 Foot

115 (41 Merchants, 74 Neighbors)

Within 500 Foot

224 (81 Merchants, 163 Neighbors)

Within 1000 Foot

407 (79 Merchants, 328 Neighbors)

Others

3,683

§57 vechuds
Sy’ 4o 7o
MED

way




Oppositions Against The Proposed MCD At 2161-2165 Irving Street
Within the zip code of 94122 where the proposed MCD is located,

» Total oppositions: 1,841

» Total oppositions within 1,000 feet radius from the proposed MCD site: 407
» Oppositions exist throughout the communities of the 94122 area.

» Oppositions become extremely intensified within the 1,000 feet radius.

Irving Merchants

Resersoir - | ¢ e 2t : § Irving Neighbors
Solar-. B Sacheco S . :

S bt




Oppositions Against The Proposed MCD At 2161-2165 Irving Street

Within the San Francisco
Supervisorial District 4 (D4) where
the proposed MCD is located

» Total oppositions: 2,393

» Total oppositions within 1,000 feet
radius from the proposed MCD site:
407

» Oppositions exist throughout the
communities of the D4 area.

» Oppositions become more and more
intensified when getting closer and
closer to the proposed MCD site.

» Oppositions become extremely
intensified within the 1,000 feet radius.




October 2017

Re: Neighboring Merchants’ Opposition to the proposed MCD-2165 Irving Street, San
Francisco, CA 94122; Case No. 2016-002424CUA

Dear Mayor Ed Lee and Supervisors,

We are a coalition of local merchants near the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary at
2165 Irving Street in San Francisco. We hereby inform you that we strongly oppose to this
proposed facility in our neighborhood and are very concerned.

A merchant should enhance a neighborhood and not detract from it. MCD is not a good
business model for a neighborhood location like Irving Street. It would serve a small group
of consumers that will negatively impact thousands in our community, and it's contrary to
our family way of life. In addition, our concern is it may invite those who may not share in
our values and the potential impact may unwittingly invite as a result of its existence. _61/72
(83%) of the merchants on lrving Street between 21st & 25th Ave already signed the
petition to against MCD opening on Irving Street. As demonstrated by the outcome of the
petition MCD is not welcome in this location by almost all merchants and close-by
neighbors. Many merchants emphasized that they will consider move their business out of
Sunset once the lease is up when a MCD is so close by.

Yes, Barbary Coast will create few job opportunities to the community, but at the same time,
many people will lose jobs due to merchant’s relocation of their business if MCD should be
approved. You see, creating a handful of jobs, increasing the traffic burden by up to 500
more cars daily does not equate to good commerce. If you approve the Irving Street
location of MCD, it will be in the face of the opposition of merchants and neighbors alike.
For us the question becomes should one merchant outweigh the desires of your
constituents. Again, it would create a correlation of job loss, negative environmental impact
and a negative outcome for many local families both in safety and financially. Please do
NOT change the working neighborhood makeup by disrupting and damaging a
neighborhood model that works. Adding MCD to a small family owned business
neighborhood is clearly not population appropriate in our community.

We understand that in accordance with the City of San Francisco Planning Code, marijuana
dispensaries cannot be located within 1000 ft of schools and recreational facilities. Please
note that there are three preschools, one music center, one sober house and one home
school are located within 1000 feet of the proposed MCD. Jefferson Early Education School
is about 600 feet away and & a Jefferson Elementary School is about 1050 feet away from
proposed MCD.

Preschool #1: Publically funded Jefferson Early Education School; 1350 25th Ave, SF; 0.1
miles away from proposed MCD

Preschool #2: Montessori Preschool; 1281 22nd Ave, right around the corner of the
propose MCD

Preschool #3: The Neighborhood School; 1214 20th Ave;

Music City Academy Center; 1929 Irving St; 0.1 miles away from proposed MCD; 100 youth
enrollment; majority age range from 5-18



Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided

when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enrollment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local
community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

1.Printed Name/

(</2) /e
Merchants of: %Aﬁ QA C//\/

Address: 9 S C)/ \'jL//‘//M H—-

ﬁ%%ﬂﬁ/

Date:

Signaturé:

3.Printed N;me: %Néf MA7\/ \:W/M((T 4.

Date: __ /0 17/7/7 /W7 "
Merchants of: Mg} éﬁgf\} ’
Address: 7}&7/6 j ﬁl/%/ﬁ/ 5’6

Signature:

5.Printed Name: /g QF)EQ @%)PGP;QS’W%
Date: /0/32"4/0‘20 /6‘71

Merchants of: (?H/) Bﬁﬁ ﬁ#’) @6’ Lg/ 7' )/L:

Address: 0?10?3 /‘?f(/’;)1@ /)\/Q/
Signature: _/ g o

47/% \dé//;/’v\/ 2,

" Signature:

Printed Name: GH'/H St YA/LN
o[22/

n
Merchants of: Marnee 72‘%

Date:

Address: ch? /S J\PW \/LC( S

Printed Name:W MlLQ, L/dJ
[ J2x[) >

Date:

ok \— N

Merchants of:

Address: )32 :P:I’U\/h/\q‘@(

Signature: /"\
[E——

e

6. Printed Name:_ <R AN, N Uk

Date: t u Tl D

EOOVL U

Merchants of:

Address: DN\ 4¢B KD\M,)«\ q

;.&\/&\\9\»

Page 2 of 2

Signature:




Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided
when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enroliment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local

community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

fem o derg O
1.Printed Name:_/ ¢ S [, 2. Printed Name: N @ 55 I %fz
Date: /9 /2/1/‘ rQ : Date/v v( < U,f’fw':)

Merchants of: (/ 'Q? 4 .ﬁ;”‘]@% Merchants of: }) > /\« 3”(//,7 ?é/%‘/

[

Address: ?2/[% 7M¢i gf . Address: 2}/} o ?2{ () t’ﬁﬁﬁf :}"TL
/ a
Signature: W—/‘ Signature /‘/WW{;MW >

P S

3.Printed Name: /_UOV’ WMJ/ 4. Printed Name:_ ( o &y //4(’/3&*{

Date: f’9/ 26/ 20 /% Date: fi‘?/ ZK//?
Merchants of: 5(;4\ F M 5 “1{7}/2}3 Merchants of: /v ( M@ﬂi*}f;,@ e,  Rr <
Address: 22 [ g IV l/ l ﬂ{ﬁ}‘/ S (' ., Address: V722 ?f /: }ﬁ) ///LWII‘{:V(/

Signature: /
74

Y ‘Signature: [
Z 7 !
5.Printed Name: /(O g(m /\/ZIN” . 6. Printed Name: (/7/{/ 7 A/a'/z
Date: Obé/;}&fq/ Date: /tj//?ﬂ/{ , ’;7

Merchants of; " { (L ?Mﬁ’j Merchants of: 71, [/ 1257 A/A/Ml‘fg/e
Address: &3&"1 T\-\,’*M qJ ; - Address: 1 LV gj /\/@ {// g/(/ ' gs/(/

Signature: ¢ ' Signature: ] Lu e

LR T 1=
/ ) (} Page 20 ;Mj




Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided
when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enrollment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local

community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

A . Iy ﬁ_ g; « N - o B
1.Printed Name: “.[\/"d/ i3 M“ f\f«?éi” 2. Printed Name: et

Date: /&/2¢ / 17 Date: (’3 / é/ Z‘f/;?

Merchants of: o ames | “f‘f?@?‘fﬁf&@/ Lese= Merchants of: 7{/5’? J b

.
Address: 223¢ [ yvimg SF. Address: 2250 T\/) m{_%}? sS4
P f L . N
Signature: éjf Loy INE ?‘Z&fm} Signature: q
: .
3.Printed Name:___ 2h mfer Lu mi}’ 4. Printed Name: (\(’\Ou/) W
Date: f O ;j 2{ / 7 Date:
Merchants of: gfﬁ;@ Wi (e &W\/ Merchants of:
b i v RN L e 7
Address: 22y f’évf"éq, S f Address: ’72\‘/7 TV) V‘ﬂ" St
Signature: %‘Q‘*d e Signature:
v N
e ; ! PO '
’ ”’5 ~ 2 3 ¢ w . 3 [ o .
5.Printed Name:i (»;&»/{‘{ . J Ly 8. Printed Name: & ? A W\i:’ Hv 1A Aia 6j

Date: ;[ {/ 2 é / ‘ Date: fé}fﬁ? { L]

Merchants of: // i (i/:’?? 7" //’(g "y ““Merchants of j‘ B

/;
Address:f/;/'zi%}fzw {fl’/‘véf g,-;;;tf {?/i\v . Address: 2203 Ly Q/mﬂs %(

Signature_— — ——___ Signature: ((\J e A=

we r— e,
. == —

e et
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/

Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided

when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enroliment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local
community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

1.Printed Name: 'ML\L& L
el =

O Do,

Date:

Merchants of:

Address: 2L TRuywk X
Signature: /) - AS—

3.Printed Name: Y"V"‘*q G- Pﬁi ,<
a

Date:

l’/‘y\ 27\

MiICHTZ0

Merchants of:

Address:

Signature:

5.Printed Nan‘é/a/l/b
Date: 54 ,,‘97 - [ 7

Merchants of: ﬁ {3/ (/f\/?f ;( edb%ﬁq//

Address: 2 357 /‘W/Wfﬁ”@@
Signature:/é(/‘;/"’

2.

4.

Printed Name: \7/6({?&5 éh‘ﬁ/
/D/Z?/ /7

Date:

Merchants of; Vi G (4 f?ASf/}va/z

Address: QI [ TRyt /45} ', Az
/ Yprr [

Printed Name: /C‘Q#L/: g/bé/

Signature:

Date: (& /?/A) // 7 -
R
Merchants of: /\// /“}Tg ,,2:: C
Address: i/f ,I}LA{L&O S??Q/Q,fg)

971//, &ff {

Signature:

. PrlntedName /<H' 7//”& / !‘/\/4/)\

Date:

[0:24
J

Merchants of: ﬂ’)ﬂ[}/q"é’\ le Nl (/QVL/ S—_
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Signature: gz 7 - ,;) ‘

e
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Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided
when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enrollment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local

community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

1.Printed Name:\‘\vs‘\és?n/u g;ﬁ\/b—‘«- | 2. Printed Name: ;]/Iﬁ(/@ L:}éw
Date: _ 1 (0 O f?(\ - Date: [0 % /? |

Merchants of: C) we tupma - Merchants of: k) o A ng ! fkéﬁ‘)/\
) |
Address:'. ; S| i ST Address: )/[klﬁ /I“';V\« S)(i ,
Slgnat{ f))?’/ e~ Signature: w ’V& —
3.Printed Name: ,’UY\Y‘&\? ).-\ 4. Printed Name: (1() A [‘ "

Date: \i:? D—% i ‘1 Date: /O /Zﬁ //( 7
Merchants of: QL A\/\.\ Uﬂqa Merchants of: @M [Ck I,}/

Address: )A“(L) 1\/\\/‘/‘46 Q% Address: 2“6 _[Y\/kll;l‘j' St
Signature: \)\\/Y\/\/V\/@ j Signature: ZJZCK&V‘« ZV/\

6. Printed Name: D%K WW\O}

Date: | O/Q%{){’ 4

5.Printed Name;
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Signature: ?0“)7 L1l Signature: ,-UQ/NM VM
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Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided

when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enrolliment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local
community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

1.Printed Name:_Jit Led Qiu

Date: (0[27 (11

Merchants of: \f‘“’“ \{U m Fish

Address: ZLSL ifV("Qg Sf,

Signature: %//Z

3.Printed Name: HWW“I\ LA

. Printed Name:

Date: (G !}7( ((’)f

Merchants of: (/\ é«x(z\

Cizunt, (o -

Address: _ 2|2 [\2\}%’#\5@; 41

.

Signature: \
<A

/ZC{"/@//‘*

5.Printed Name: x%a[{:?«/éé‘gfvﬁ(

Date: , QAZ—]/ /:'7

Merchants of:

Address:

Signature:

Date:

Merchants owaé’e Vi /Vg A@WJ%@

Addressgba() //f(///'/ (7

/
Date: / 1;/L’7,//7
Merchants of; ) q\é.‘///}/}‘z /DX’? /’/ k

Address: ;/d(/? L/”l//kﬁ f\7)/
SlgnaturW

. Printed Name: pf’f/ﬁ’% /Z“/?"\/

Date: / @/ ?/7 ///

Merchants of: /_(/7}115/\, :é/f/ //f/é/
AddressQ/OQ/ ZVV//‘?f (7)—,

Slgnat@@ﬂ/—_
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Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided

when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500

enroliment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local
community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend

the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

1.Printed Name: M///M? Qwéﬁ
Dat& 0/ ‘Zg A 7 ,

Merchants of: EJW/@V// 57 1/" Qféﬁ M ﬂ’ ’;f

Address%?% AJ}{Q L/ /}//7 47:.9 £

Signatureg/% %

| =

3.Printed Name:__ = /M| L"'\?’ i g

Date: 2 U j‘:‘x-’(i ! )

(: | N
Merchants of: " =31\V) M&( KW"\

Address: 20 31,5_‘ 4% W\%

>
/LJ”» ,‘"‘
Signature: _ ,f’”‘f:ff\.i\/f\& {\i A

[ \ g

5.Printed Name:

Date:

Merchants of:

Address:

Signature:

2. Printed Name:

Date:

Merchants of:

Address:

Signature:

. Printed Name:

Date:

Merchants of:

Address:

Signature:

. Printed Name:

Date:

Merchants of:

Address:

Signature:
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Home School: Within 1000 radius, address is confidential, but address can be provided
when needed.

Jefferson Elementary School: 1725 Irving St. 0.3 miles away from proposed MCD; 500
enrollment; around 200 elementary students walk pass by proposed MCD daily

We ask you to consider our opinions seriously in deciding on the future of our local
community in the Sunset District. We respectfully request that you do not recommend
the above mentioned marijuana dispensary. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
1.Printed Name: LRSQ‘ @L/M/\ 2. Printed Name: 47/]/\/4/\/5)/\’\
Date: /2. 2y 2@/?,; Date: __ | M (92/') ]
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Signature: /7;@4 Signature: AM\JM/q
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A - - A
Merchants of: \ZL(/Q‘ l(\\//? gzéf Merchants of: Z{S\\/@ XAW(‘ T\D@@\%

Address: '\Lﬂ ?7L} i{‘ \ 4_6 ‘I7/(/ Address: 7/(7@(7& / )Q\/, '\}(7/] ST
Signature: \ A : Slgnature /Zﬂ /n/)/)f?

5.Printed Name: é% 6. Printed Name:

Date: /19/ 2¢ / { % Date:
Merchants of: %M(Af(? (A/l\ i}ewﬁ\” '&\}}LCO\{)Q/ Merchants of:
Address: 2> — ]:W\,CM Address:
e
Signature: /,)\< Signature:
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Exhibit 5-Examiner.com Article dated 11/1/17 & Chronicle 10/18/17
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By Joshua Sabatini on November 1, 2017 12:40 pm

San
Francisco
may begin
issuing permits for recreational marijuana sales
beginning Jan. 1, despite city officials previously
indicating they wouldn’t be ready by then.

Supervisor Malia Cohen announced legislation
Wednesday that would implement an equity program to
prioritize who can obtain city permits to sell recreational
cannabis when it becomes legal statewide Jan. 1 as
result of last year’s voter approved Proposition 64.

The equity program is meant to help people of color,
low-income residents and those who were arrested or
convicted of drug offenses since 1971 — when then-
President Richard Nixon declared a “war on drugs” —
find employment and business opportunities in the
cannabis industry.

SEE RELATED: SF’s proposed cannabis
regulations make hazy when recreational sales
could begin

Mayor Ed Lee introduced — with the blessing of The
City’s first Office of Cannabis director Nicole Elliott —
proposed regulations on Sept. 26 for recreational sales
and use that said no permits for recreational use sales
would be issued until an equity program was adopted.

112/2017.11:05 AM



Excelsior merchants fume over pot clubs

By Rachel Swan
Chronicle 10/18/17

From day one, they seemed like interlopers.

Two cannabis dispensaries, wedged together on the same block in San Francisco’s
Excelsior neighborhood — a neighborhood freckled with produce shops and hole-in-the-wall
churches, and filled with merchants who

hadn’t asked to be part of a “green zone.”

It didn’t take long for the complaints to pile up. A baker said cannabis patients were smoking
in his doorway and chasing away customers. A beauty shop owner said

the pungent smell of marijuana was seeping through her walls. The owner of a chicken
restaurant knocked persistently on the clubs’ doors,

trying to tell the operators that their customers had all but commandeered her small
parking lot at Mission and Niagara streets. With the sale of recreational marijuana becoming
legal next year in California,

this type of turf war could soon be replicated all over the city.

“You have businesses that have been there for 20 or 30 years, and then you have these new
(dispensaries) coming in with a real transient, in-and-out clientele,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safai,
who represents the Excelsior.

He’s complained at Board of Supervisors meetings that the pot clubs on Mission Street aren’t

“cigar-lounge beautiful” and that one has bars on its doors and armed security guards standing
outside.

Over the summer, Safai stepped in to mediate the conflict between merchants on the 5200 block
of Mission Street and the two dispensaries, Mission Organic and Cookies SF.

So far, it hasn’t been easy.



“The cannabis patients — they don’t respect us,” said Raquel Alvarez, owner of El Pollo
Supremo, the chicken restaurant. Her relationship with the two dispensaries grew so bad that
Cookies SF now assigns an armed

security guard to stand in her parking lot and make sure cannabis patients don’t use it.

But Mission Organic owner Mikhail Mekk said the clubs are being scapegoated.

“It’s easy for her (Alvarez) to blame us,” Mekk said. “But from our perspective, she’s always
getting a free security guard.”

Mekk, who opened in 2012, said he’s tried to be a good neighbor. He installed air filtration
systems, attended neighborhood meetings and sent his staff to pick up litter at nearby Cayuga
Park. His building seems

designed to be inoffensive, with its lobby that resembles a doctor’s office and its iridescent green
cross in the window.

But those concessions haven’t satisfied Mekk’s neighbors. The conflict escalated in 2013 when
another dispensary, TreeMed, moved in — it later changed ownership and became Cookies SF.

“Since (the dispensaries) arrived, my business has dropped by 40 percent,” said Mauricio
Varela,

manager of the Pan Lido bakery, which is sandwiched between Cookies SF and El Pollo
Supremo. He’s among several shop owners who now place “Out of Service” signs on their
bathrooms so that cannabis patients can’t use them.

Recently, a separate battle flared up in the Outer Sunset, where neighbors rallied to prevent a
high-end dispensary from opening on Noriega Street. Crowds of mostly older Chinese residents
packed City Hall hearings

throughout the summer, saying the club would bring crime and drug-trafficking to their
neighborhood. Some compared marijuana to the opioid epidemic. Others called it a form of
gentrification.

The opponents ultimately swayed the Board of Supervisors, which voted to revoke the club’s
permit during a dramatic, seven-hour meeting earlier this month. It signaled that cannabis may
already be the most divisive



land use issue in the city — and that politicians who claim to be pro-marijuana wobble easily
under pressure from constituents.

“There will definitely be tension,” said state Sen. Scott Wiener, D-San Francisco, who is also a
former supervisor. He noted that even though San Francisco voters overwhelmingly support
cannabis, “it’s different

when a dispensary wants to locate near where they live.”

For years, San Francisco’s cannabis clubs have clustered on scrappy corridors in SoMa or the
outer pockets of the city — mostly because zoning laws prevent the clubs from opening in
neighborhoods that are zoned

as residential or industrial, or within 1,000 feet of the nearest school. The Excelsior became a

particularly desirable spot because it borders San Mateo County, where dispensaries have been
prohibited.

But the neighborhood’s culture and topography made conflict almost inevitable.

“You have a commercial area surrounded by a lot of residential side streets,” said

San Francisco Police Capt. Joseph McFadden, who runs the Ingleside district station. Since
the dispensaries moved in,

he’s received numerous complaints about customers double-parking and people smoking
marijuana in residents’ driveways and refusing to leave.

“We’re kind of a forgotten neighborhood,” said Sean Ingram, co-owner of the Dark Horse, a
craft beer bar that sits kitty-corner to Mission Organics and Cookies SF. Ingram said the
Excelsior is already struggling

with a number of other problems, such as underground casinos and boarded-up storefronts.

He and others say it became a dumping ground for cannabis largely because it’s a working-
class, immigrant neighborhood without a lot of political juice.

“I’ve noticed there aren’t any pot clubs in Noe Valley,” he said.

City officials say they will fix the clustering problem when the Board of Supervisors passes
new cannabis regulations in the coming weeks, reducing the school buffer



from 1,000 to 600 feet and requiring at least 300 feet between dispensaries.
Safai, meanwhile, is trying to play both sides.

In July, he sponsored an ordinance to limit the number of cannabis clubs in his district to the
current three — the third, called the Green Cross, sits farther north on Mission Street and appears
to have a more

amicable relationship with its neighbors.

As the supervisor works to limit the cannabis trade in his district, he is also trying to broker a
peace plan between the existing clubs and their neighbors.

He’s urged Mission Organic and Cookies SF to emulate the Green Cross, which has an elaborate
system of surveillance cameras that connect to a central control room. Its security guards wear
dark suits and ear pieces,

and patrol the block in small cars with sirens.

“The Green Cross has a much more professional look,” Safai said, noting that he will ask the
other clubs to voluntarily add a network of surveillance cameras and guards with patrol cars.

Mekk bristled at Safai’s request, saying he can’t afford to hire a new security detail.

“T understand what (Safai) wants, but this is all very expensive,” he said. “I’m a small business
with taxes to pay and competition next door. Is (Safai) going to make the liquor stores and the
produce market hire

security?”

Cookies SF, which has the barred doors and the armed security guards, did not return numerous
calls for comment. The owners have been on good terms with Alvarez since they began sending

guards to patrol the parking

lot at El Pollo Supremo.

“Cookies SF is trying to help,” Alvarez said.



Other neighbors just want to get rid of the clubs altogether.

Among them is Varela, the baker. He winces, recalling a petition that circulated a few years ago
to prevent the two dispensaries from opening.

Varela regrets that he didn’t sign it.

Rachel Swan is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. Email;

rswan(@sfchronicle.com Twitter: @rachelswan
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ADOPTING FINDINGS RELA‘I’[NGv TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
A MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY (MCD) _(D B A. _BARBARY COAST DISPENSARY) WITHIN
THE IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRCT AND A 65-A HEIGHT AND
BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On'December 18, 2015, Brendan Hallinan, on behalf of Barbary Coast Dispensary (hereinafter “Project
Sponsor™), filed Bu11dmg Permit-Application Number 2015.12.18.5450 with the Department of Building
Inspection to authorize a ¢hange of use and establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) within
existing, vacant ground floor retail spaces at 2161-2165. Irving Street, located: within; the Irvmg Street
Neighborhood Commercial District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District, On March 30, 2017, the Project
Sponsor filed Application No. 2016-002424CUA: seeking Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
subject Planning Code Sections 303 and 732 to establish an MCD (d.b.a. Barbary Coast Dispensary) at the
location,

Per Ordinance No. 100-17 (effective June 19, 2017), MCDs proposed within the Irving, Judah, Noriega,
and Taraval Street Nelghborhood Commeraal Districts. are subject to permanent controls requlrmg

any new MCDs, except for those whose apphcatlon have been scheduled to be heard by the Commxssmn
as of September 11, 2017, The moratorium, enacted through ordinance No. 190-17, was signed by the

wneewd sfolanning.org




Motion No, 20027 CASE NO. 2016-002424CUA
October 12, 2017 ©2161-2165 Irving Street

Mayor on September 22, 2017. The application for an MCD at 2161-2165 ,Trving'Stre,et is exempt from the
ordinance as its hearing was scheduled before the Plannign Commmission prior to September 11, 2017.

On September 26, 2017, Mayor: Lee introduced. leglslatlon with respect to adulf use cannabis, The
Planning Commission is scheduled to hear and make a formal: recommendation on the matter at its
October 19 meeting.

On October 12, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2016-
002424CUA. o

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act. (”CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical
“exemption under CEQA.

The Commission has heard and considered the téstimon)i' presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2016-
002424CUA, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 732, to establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary
(MCD) (d.b.a. Barbary Coast Dispensary), subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this
motion, based on the following findings: ‘

FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. ‘Theabove recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2.. Site Description and Present Use.. The project is located at the corner of Irving Street and 23+
Avenue, Block 1777, Lot 037. The sub]ect property. is located: within. the Irvmg Street
Neighborhood Commercial District ("NC ") and the 65-A Helght and Bulk District: The property
is developed with a two-story commercial bmldmg There is a massage establishment and
professional office on the second floor and two ground floor restaurants. The MCD is proposed in
two ground floor tenant spaces that have been yacant for several years and previously occupied
by an internet cafe and a groéery store. The subject property measures approximately 85 feet by
100 feet, with 8,500 square feet of lot area, and approximately 65% lot coverage.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is within the Irving Street
NCD located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood which stretches along Trving Street from 19* to
27t Avenues The District provides a selection of convenience goods and services for the
residents of the Outer Sunset District. There is a mgh concentration of restaurants, drawing
customers from throughout the City and. the region. There are also a significant number of
professional, realty, and business offices as well as financial institutions. The area surrounding
this part of the Irving Street NCD is zoned RH- 2 (Re51dent1al House, Two-F amily).

SAN FRANGISCO . 2
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The project site is located on the Irving Street commerc1al corridor between 227 and 23+
Avenues, A variety of commercial establishments are located within ground floor storefronts in
the Irving Street NCD, including restaurants, apparel stores, personal service, office and other
types of retailers. Buildings in the vicinity range from two to three stories in height. Upper floors
of buildings are generally occupied by offices or residential units,

The subject location along Irving Street is served by the 7 and 7X MUNI Bus lines. It is also in
proximity to 28, 28R, 29, N, NX lines as well as bicycle routes along 20th Avenue and Kirkham
Street. The immediate area is not identified as part of the Vision Zero High In]ury Network for
pedestrians and cyclists. There are no other MCDs c_urrently located in proximity to- the subject’
property; the nearest established MCD is located two miles away at 4811 Geary Boulevard within’
the Inner Richmond neighborhood. The Conditional Use Authorization for an MCD at 2505
Nonega Street, located approximately one mile away from the subject property, was approved by
the Commission on July 13, 2017 and is currently under appeal with the Board of Supervisors

4. Project Description. The: Project Sponsor: proposes to establish a new Medical Cannabis
Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. Barbary Coast Dlspensary) at 2161-2165 Irvmg ‘Street, - within two
vacant ground floor retail commercial spaces last occupied by an internet cafe and a grocery
store. The project does not’ propose on-site medication (e.g. smoking, vaponzmg, or consumption
of edibles) or on-site cultivation for harvesting of medical product. The proposed hours of
operation are 8:00AM to 10:00PM, seven days a week:

The proposal includes tenant improvements to the two retail spaces, which combined consist of
approximately 2,600 square feet and 44 linear feet of frontage along Irving Street. No physical
expansion of the building is proposed and exterior work would be limited to signage only. No
parking would be required for. the change of use. The Project Sponsor will maintain security
guard presence durmg busmess hours and will install cameras within and around the facility

The Project Sponsor’s goal is to provide medica[ cannabis to registered patients within the Outer
Sunset arid other nearby neighborhqo'ds, as there are currently no MCDs in the sul_'rounding area.
The Project Sponsor currently operates an MCD within San Francisco at 952 Mission Street.

5. Public Comment/Community Qutreach. The Project Sponsor conducted door:to-door outreach
with Cantonese and Mandarin interpreters to adjacent neighbors and businesses on Irving Street
between 19¢ Avenue and 25t Avenue. The sponsors hosted 18 open houses at the proposed
property prior to the Commission hearing and promoted the events through a segment on KTSF
26 Chinese news, Additionally, the sponsors attended two community meetings with the Outer
Sunset Merchants Association and Sunset Youth Services. A more detailed summary of outreach
efforts can be found as an attachment to the project sponsor’s application submittal.

To date, the Department has received approximately (89) communications in favor of the project,
which praise the Project Sponsor for its responsible management and professwnahsm at its other
established MCDs within San Francisco. The letters state that the proposal would provide better
access to- medical marijuana, more jobs in the area and would improve the neighborhood. In
addition, the Department received a petitiort in support ‘of the project with nearly 1,400
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recewed

To date, the Department has received approximately: (369) comments in -opposition to-the
proposal. These individuals expressed concemns that the proposal is neither necessary nor
desirable for the neighborhood. They also cited that it will lead to clustering of MCDs in the area
and will negatively affect the famﬂy-oriented character of the néighborhdod In addition’, the

case report only contams a representative sample of the s1gned pet1t10n recelved,

6. ‘Planning Code ‘Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the-
relevant provisions of the Planning Code'in the following manrier; -

A Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use Criteria. Planning Code Section 202:2(e)(1) sets forth the:
following criteria that must be met by all MCDs and considered by the Planmng Comm1531on
in evaluating the proposed use.

1. That the proposed site is located not less than 1,000 feet from a.parcel containing the
grounds of an elementary or secondary school, public or private; nor less than 1,000 feet
from-a community facility and/or recreation center that pnmarlly serves persons under
18 years of age.

‘Project Meets Criteria

The parcel containing the proposed MCD' is not located within 1,000 feet of a primary or
secondary school, public .or private, nor & community - facility j and/or. recreation center that
primarily serves persons under 18 years of age.

2.. That the parcel containing the.MCD‘ cannot be located on the same parcel as a facility
providing substance abuse sexvices that is licensed or certified by. the State of California
or funded by the Department of Public Health.

Project Meets Criteria
The subject parcel does viot contain a facility providing substance abuse services that is licensed or’
certified by the State of California or funded by the Department of Public Health.:

3. 'No alcohol is sold or distributed on the premises for on or off site consumption.

Project Meets Criteria :
No alcohol is sold or distributed on the premises for on- or off-site consumption.

4, If Medical Carmabis is smoked on the premises. the dispensary shall provide adequate
ventilation within the structure such that'doors and/or windows are not left open for

such purposes xeéulting in odor émission from the premises.

Criteria not Applicable
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The Project Sponsor does not propose to allow any on-site smoking or consumption of medical
cannabis on the premises.

5. The Medical Cannabis Dispensary has applied for a permit from the Department of
Public Health pursuant to Section 3304 of the San Francisco Health Code.

Project Meets Criteria
The applicant has applied for a permit from the Department of Public Health,

6. A notice shall be sent out to all properties within 300-feet of the subject lot and
individuals or groups that have made a written request for notice or regarding specific
properhes, areas or Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Such notice shall be held for 30
days.

Project Meets Criteria

A B30-day otice was sent to ownets and occupants within 300+ feet of the subject parcel and
neighborhood groups identifying that an. MCD. is proposed at the subject property and. that the

proposed use is subject to Conditional Use Authorization at a Planning Commission hearing.

B. Use Size. Planning Code Section 732 states that a Conditional Use Alithorization is required

SANFRANCISCO

for uses that are 4,000 square feet in size or larger.
The proposed MCD would be located in an existing vacant retail spaces of approximately 2,600 square
feet combined and does not propose. any expansion; therefore the proposed use size is principally

permitted within the District,

Hours of Operation. Planning Code Section 732 states that a Conditional Use Authorization

is required for maintaining hours of operation between 2 a.m. and 6.a.m.

The proposed MCD would operate between the hours of 8 a.m. and 10 p.m., and therefore the proposed
hours are principally permitted within the District. The proposed hours of operation also comply with
Section 3308 of the San Francisco Health Code, which states that it is unlawful for a dispensary to
temain open between the hours of 10 p.m. and 8 a.m. the next day.

Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Section 145.1 of the Planning Code.

: re‘qpirés that within NC Districts space for active uses shall be provided within the first 25

feet of building depth on the ground floor and 15 feet on floors above from any facade facing
a street at least 30 feet in width. In addition, the floors of street-fronting interior spaces
housing non-r_esidential active uses and lobbies shall be as close as possible to the level of the
adjacent sidewalk at the principal entrance to these spaces. Frontages with active uses that
must be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of
the street frontage at the ground level and allow visibility to-the inside of the building. The
use of dark or mirrored glass shall not count -towards the required transparent area; Any
decorative railings or grillwork, other than wire mesh, which is placed in front of or behind
ground floor windows, shall be at least 75 percent open fo perpendicular view. Rolling or
sliding - security gates shall consist of open grillwork rather than solid material, so as to
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provide visual interest to pedestrians when the gates are closed, and to permit light to pass
through mostly unobstructed, Gates, when both open and folded or rolled as well as the gate
mechanism, shall be recessed within, orlaid flush with, the building facade.

The proposed MCD: would provide for active uses on the ground floor within' the first 25 feet of
building depth and ‘does not propose: any parking. The. existing subject storefront: space has
approximately 44 feet of linear frontage along Irving Street and will meet minimum fenestration
requirement:with. respect fo. transparent windows d;_id doorways. No changes are-proposed to the
existing fenestration, nor alteration to the physical nature of the structure.

E.. Required Ground Floor Commercial Use. - Planning Code Section 732 does not require
commercial uses at the ground floor.

Planning Code Section 145 4(c) lists ‘uses which skall be mcluded within. the deﬁnztzon of "actwer
commercial uses,” and specifically includes Medical Cannabis Dtspensary within this list. While not
requlred the proposed MCD will provide an active commercial at the ground floor indey this Section.

F. Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 does not require off-street: parking for
institutional uses as listed in the required parking table.

_ The proposed MCD'is considered an institutional use and does not propose any expansion; therefore, it
would not-be required to provide any oﬁ—street parkmg However, two existing spaces. at. the vear will
be promded for staff and meets the maximum accessory quantity permitted.

G. Off-Street Loading. Planning Code Section 152 requires off-street loading spaces for retail
uses whére the gross floor area of the use exceeds 10,000 square feet.

The proposed MCD would be located in a existing retail spaces with approximately 2,600 square feet
and. does not propose any expansion; therefore, the proposed MCD would not require any off-street
loading.

H. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires: bicycle: parking where a chafige of
_occupancy or increase in intensity of use would increase the number of total required bicycle
parking spaces (inclusive of Class 1 and 2 spaces in aggregate) by 15 percent.

The. proposed: change. of use to-an MCD would not increase the number of total required bicycle
parking spaces by 15 percent or move; therefore no bicycle parking is required. As a valun‘tury measure,
the project 'sponsor has proposed.to providefour (4) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces along the sidealk,
as part of the project sponsor's: efforts to ‘encourage travel to. the site by alternative means of
transportation,

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes: criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does:comply with
said criteria in that: '

SAN FRANCISCO 6
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A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
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proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community,

The size of the proposed use-is in keeping with other storefronts on the block face, and is a principally
permitted use size within the District: While a meérger with the adjacent storefront is proposed on the
same lot, it does not exceed the use size limitation allowed: The proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensary

(MCD) will add a unique business type and would provide goods and services that are not otherwise

available within the District; nor beyond the immediate District and within the surrounding, broader
Sunset neighborhood. The nearest MCD to the project site is approximately 2 miles away, located
along Geary Street in the Inner Richmond neighborhood. The Conditional Use Authorization for an
MCD at 2505 Noriega Street, located approximately one mlle away from the subject property, was
approved by the Commission on July 13, 2017 and is. currently under appeal with ihe Board of
Supervisors. '

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to. the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:

Nature of proposed site; including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The proposed MCD will be located within an existing building that has been vacant for several
years. No new construction, additions, or expansion of the building envelope or storefront. are
proposed.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Planning Code does not require parking or loading for a 2,600 square-foot MCD. It terms of
trip generation, traffic and parking, the proposed MCD ‘use would not increase the occupancy or
intensity of use from. the previous uses (internet café and restaurant), Another retail or restaurant
use, which are common throughout the District, would likely locate within the space if the request
for Conditional Use Authorization is denied. The propdsed dispensary will comply: with current
accessibility requirements. Delivery of medical cannabis is currently prohibited by commercial
vehicles, the project ‘does not. therefore generate any demand for a commercial loading space.
Deliveries must be made by private autemobile or another alternate means of transportation.

The safeguards afforded to. prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dustand odor;

The proposed MCD would not permit any cultivation or processing of medical cannabis on site,
nior would the proposed MCD permit any smoking, vaporization, or other means of consumption
of medical cannabis on site. The MCD will employ a security guard on site who can help to ensure
that patients are not medicating once immediately exiting the premises. The proposed MCD will
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iv.

have a mechanical system designed to keep any potential odors from passing into pedestrian space,
and as such, should not generate any voxious or offensive emissions such'as vioise, ‘glare, dust and
odor.

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscapmg, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed MCD does not require any treatment with regard to landscaping, screening, open
spaces, parking and loading areus, or service areas.. The Depurtment shall review all lighting and
signs proposed for the new business in accordance with Article 6 and Section 790.141(e) of the

*Planning Code. The existing storefront will be replaced and upgraded with hzgh—qualzty waterials,
and should serve to enhance the District.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code

and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with. all relevant requirements. and standards of the: Planning Code and is

- consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below,

That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purposed of the Irving Neighborhood Comtmercigl
District in that the intended use is located at the ground floor, will provide compatible convenience ;
goods ‘and services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District during daytime hours, and will
encounrage the street’s active retail frontage. The District controls a'cknowl'edge, that theré are 4’ high
concentration of restaurants in the District, drawing customers from throughout the City and region.
The proposed MCD, while primarily intended ‘to serve those residents of the Outer Sunset
neighborhood, does have some potential to draw patients from around the City and region; however,
these trips are likely to be Limited due to the availability of MCDs in other neighborhoods throughout
the City and due to the proposed location’s site away from highways.

8. General Plan Compliance. - The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1+

TOTA‘L CITY LIVIN G ANDV WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1.1:

Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits. and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that
-canndt be mitigated.

SAN FRANGISCO
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Policy 1.2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet mirimum; reasonable petﬁormanﬁe
standards.
Policy 1.3:

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial
land tise plan.

The proposed MCD project will provide desirable goods and services to the neighborhood and will provide
employment opportunities to those in the community. The proposed MCD would meet all the performance
standards and requirements identified in Planning Code Section 202.2(e)(1). The. project site is located
within a Neighborhood Commercial District and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial land
use plan There are 1o other established MCDs operatmg it the vicinity, not within 2 miles of the project
site, which should minimize any potential negative zmpacts associated with the clustering of 1 MCDs: The
MCD will utilize a mechumical system designed fo keep any potential odors from passing into pedestrian
spice, and will employ a security guard and help mitigate any undesirqble activities,

OBJECTIVE 2:
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

Policy 2.1:
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
City.

The Project will allow a locally-ouned and established business to expand to a new location within the
City, thus providing new job opportunities for local residents. The proposed MCD will also help to
diversify the business activity of the immediate Irving Street NCD and the broader west side of the City, as
there ave currently no MCDs in the vicinity. '

OBJECTIVE 6:
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Policy 6.1:

Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services
in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity
among the districts.

Policy 6.2:

enterpnses and entrepreneurshxp and whxch. are respons1ve to economic and technologlcal
innovation in the marketplace and society,

Policy 6.9:

SAN FRANCISCO g
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Regulate uses so.that trafficimpacts and parking problems are minimized.

The proposed MCD would be located within existing, vacant storefronts, and would thus help to activate
this portion of the NCD. The last uses within the two tenant spaces were an internet café and restaurant,

and thus a proposed MCLD) is an approprmte replacement use to serve the changing medical needs of
patients in the City. As there are no other MCDs within 2 miles of the proposed location, the proposed
MCD would function primarily as a neighborhood-serving use for those patients within the broader Sunset
nezghborhood The proposed MCD is a locally- -owned and developed business that has several years of direct
experience working within the medical cannabis industry within San Francisco. The MCD.would operate
between the hours-of 8 a.m:-and 10 p 1, and would thus not have detrimental impacts on residents due to
late-night activity.

TRANSPORTATION

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS: AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER .
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.3:
Give. priority to public transit and other alternatives. to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters:

The project sponsor has indicated that they will voluntarily provide bicyle parking and encourage travel to
the site by alternative means of transportation, other than by private automobzle

9. Planning Code Section 101.1(p) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with sald policies, - On balance, the project does comply with. said
policies in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future.
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be ernthanced.

The proposal would enhance the district by providing a unigue use in an area that does not have
another MCD within. 2 miles. The business would be.locally. owned and it creates 15-20° more
employment opportunities for the community. The MCD would be located within an existing, vacant
sfdrefro_r_lt, thus helping to activate this portion of the NCD,

B. That: exxstmg housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic dwersxty of our neighborhoods.

The existing units in the surrounding neighborhood would not be adversely affected. The proposed
MCD would operate between the hours of 8 ati.-and 10 p.m., and would thus have minimal
detrimental effects due to late-night activity on nearby residences. The project will comply with all

SAN FRANCISCO 1 0
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11.
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signage, lighting, and transparency requirements, in order to help maintain neighborhood character
and activate the commercigl district.

. That the City's supply of affordable housing be presetved and enhanced,

The proposed project would have no effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
" neighborhood parking.

The pra]ect site 1s located along Irving Street is served by the 7 and 7X MUNI Bus:lines. It is also in
proximity to 28, 28R, 29, N, NX lines as well as bicycle routes along 20th Avenve and Kirkham
Street.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial ofﬁce development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The subject tenant spaces are vacant and will not displace any industrial or service sector
establishments.

That the City achleve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

The MCD will follow standard earthquake preparedness procedures: and all construction will comply
with current building and seismic safety codes,

. That landmatks and historic buildings be preserved.

A landmark or historic building does not-occupy the Project site; and the proposed rehabilitation work
to the storefront is in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards,

. 'That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development.

The project will have no negative effect on existing parks and open spaces, ds it is g change of use with
no proposed expansion of the building envelope.

The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b)'in that, as designed, the Project wotild contribute to the ¢haracter
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant; the staff of the Department and other
interested parties; the oral testimony: presented to this. Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted" by all parties, the Comrmssxon hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Apphcatlon No. 2014-002424CUA sub;ect 10 the foilowmg condltlorts attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans en file, dated September 29, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
mcorporated herein by reference as though fully setforth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days ‘after the date of this Motion No.
20027. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
d:i'y' period has éxpired)’OR, the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of SuperVisoi‘s. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.'Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.. ’

Protest of'Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or eXaction su’Ejeét to Government Code Section
Code Sectlon 66020 The plotest must satlsfy the requlrements of Governmer\t Code Sect10n 66020(3) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional’ approval of the development
refefencing the-challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest dlscretlonary approval by the City of the sub;ect
development:

If ’ch’e 'City has not previously given N’otice of an earlier' discretionary approval of the project the

Admlmstrator $ Vanan,c,e Dec15Lon Letter constifuites the approval or condxtlonal approval ,of the
development and the City hereby gives N OTICE that the 590€c1ay proiest"perjod,under- Government Code

Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day aPpro\}aI period has begun

for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

Commlssmn Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Richards, Fong, Johnson; Koppel, Melgar
NAYS: None

‘ABSENT: Moore

ADOPTED: . October 12, 2017
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a.
Barbary Coast Dispensary) located at 2161-2165 Irving Street, Lot 037 in Assessor’s Block 1777, pursuant
to Planning Code Section(s) 303 and 732, within the hvin_g Street Neighborhood Commercial District and
a 65-A Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated September 29, 2017, and
.stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No: 2016-002424CUA and subject to conditions of
approval reviewed and approved by_ the Commission on October 12, 2017 under Motion No. 20027; This
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project-
Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Admmlstra'cor shall approve and order the recordahon ofa Not1ce in the Ofﬁc1a1 Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission -on October 12, 2017 under Motion No 20027,

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit:A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 20027 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction pIans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for ‘any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsxble party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the apprpved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission' approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization,

SAN FRANCISCO . 13
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE'
1. Validity. The:authorization and right vested by-virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years

from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this 'thrée-year period. '

For information. about compliance, contact Code: Enforcement, Planning: Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplanning. org

~ Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year

period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application  for an amendment: to the original Authorization or a new application: for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the.Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization: Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the ‘public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continuted
validity of the Authorization.

For information. about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must cominence
within’ the: timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued

diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for-the Commission to consider

revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning org

Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for Wthh such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For. information: about .compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Departnent at 415-575-6863,
wipw.sfplanning.org

Conformity with. Current Law. No_application . for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other

' entitiement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in

effect at the time of such approval.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning. Department at: 415-575-6863;

www.sf-plapning.org

SAN FRANCISCO 14
PLANNING DEFPARTMENT



Motion No. 20027 CASE NO. 2016-002424CUA
October 12, 2017 2161-2165 Irving Street

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

6.

Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,

composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly

labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of

recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessﬂ)xhty and other
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be pmvxded at the ground level
of the buildings.

For iuformation about complumce contact the Case: Planner; Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code: 141, the Pioject ‘Sponsor shall
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit

* application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required

to-be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject
building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Odor Control Unit. In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented
from escaping the premises once the project' is operational, the building permit application to
implement the project shall include air cleaning or odor contfol equipment details and
manufacturer specifications on the plans. Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the
primary facade of the building.

For information about compliance,. contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wwio.sf-planning org

MONITORING

9.

10.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to, the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement; Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org '

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhiibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to.the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearmg on the matter to constder revocatlon of this authorxzatxon

www.sf z:{lanmng. org
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OPERATION
11. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and

12.

13.

14,

15.

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a bilingual (Mandarin and
Cantonese) community liaison officer to deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants
of nearby properties. ‘' The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with Written_
notice of the name, business address, and telephone number of the community liaison.: Should
the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change.
The community liaison shall report to. the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of
concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.
For:-information: about compliance, contact Code Enfarcement Planmng Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Cultural and Educational Services. The Project Sponsor and proposed MCD shall offer bilingual
(Mandarin and Cantonese) cultural and educational services as it relates to medical cannabis and
its applied usage within health care.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers
shall be kept within the premises and-hidden from public view, and placed outside only when
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-.5810;, hiip /sfdpw.org

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

For. information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works, 415-695-2017, hitp:/fsfapw.org

Odor Control. While it is inev1table that soine low level of odor may be detectable to nearby
thh the approved plans. and mamtamed to prevent any 51gmf1cant noxious or offenswe odors
from éscaping the premises.

For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay
Areg Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1- 800-334-ODOR (6367), www.baagmd.gov and
Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, winw 7 ,st—grlannmg.org
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