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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL 
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSIONJ; j ;,.., 

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the following_ a.ction of the City 
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) 

Appe1al Filing Date 

___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application tor 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 whole or in part an application tor 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: 

Planning Commission's decision made on Oct. 12, 2017, case#: 2016-002424CUA 

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal: ~.~ch~ 
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 also likely run up the rent 

Person to Whom at the corridor and bring gentrification. 
Notices Shall Be Mailed Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal: 

., 

~ AL\./A-toQ..~ 
Name 

5 

( 3J..D -22"'-c_\ ~ ve_ 
Address 

Telephone Number 

5l!l115&( f'.'le rdtat11 f.; a 11-?f 

ff tr&Jh bor~ PJ;50Lfe;l f1crn 
v Name 

Address 

Telephone Number 

Signature of Appellant or 
Authorized Agent 
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City Planning Commission , 
,«;, ;:,... 2 ~:l 2: Case No, ~fb,,. &0~2L/.C?f/f 

The under;9~ned declare thAey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the prd'posea amenament or cona111orial 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·i:lhahged,ahd 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 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1. 

2. 

3. / $// J - 2..2 fv p J-/i/tf'.= 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

1178,0$$ 
17 7&·,D~) 
t1l'7-otf 
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J ,-, -
1_, 

" y -~--__!!."~------~" 

City Planning Commissio~,.., d ,..,/ / /,"If 
Case No. ·Z.()(6" {)() n.?J-rVC/f. 

The undersigned 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 amendmerit or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

,-u.-v • .., 

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 

1. 1?>3 \ '27.dJ~ rt)f 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
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""-,. 

~. . " , •• 1 City Planning Co&missi?n ·?.d /' 1 11. 
'~ " ,;.. , d Case No. ",2-0/ .-· tJ()')!l,,p-r~1"1 

The..: ~~~.fili_Lfratihey 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 ownerstlrp~f\as~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 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

2. 3e { JJ<V1/\/f!r sr, !779 oo f / \J. ·1 

2 . ..::i :3 o ..{-- 1Rv1NGr s-r 177,f o o l 
3. /3// :i.c;.1tf ;1(!f3/Jue !7'79 t?D/ 

4. /3/3 2q.._Tl-f lfVfi-r l'l'l'l 0~/ 
• 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

11. ---------

12. ________ _ 

13. ________ _ 

14. ________ _ 

15. ________ _ 

16. ________ _ 

17. ________ _ 

18. ________ _ 

19. ________ _ 

20. ________ _ 

21. ________ _ 

22. ________ _ 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

CHAO) /Vf1Nt?[ 'f1l 
Qilf6, 1111111.1 er Hf 
CflAo. 

,---
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,--... T r 

j ;\ > ·: i 1' • 

City Planning COJllmission a/L 11 Case No. ¢-ol6 ... t1&t.q~cu,-, 

The undersigned declare thatthay.:a're hSre8yl s~s'artibers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditio~I use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application tor amendment or ceirtaitkmal use;~ lNithin a ~aciius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

It ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing tor a firm or corporation, proof oLa,ySJ:ior~?-J)cw to ~i,gn on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

16./~fe 

1?. /2 -zJe 
18. ______ _ 

19. ______ _ 

20. ______ _ 

21. ______ _ 

22. ______ _ 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August 2011 
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City Planning c7issio~ ~?IL n /I ti.IA 
Case No. Ml .- l)t)~~I, 

The undersigned declanlJhat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the propooe4.ame~1""e0fldittonal 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 ha~, y_hanged 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 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
property owned 

v1. I 'L ') s iv rJ PrtJ-e-. 

2. 12. 7 / - I JJ3 .2.3 t4~vt 
3. ];L 1 I ·-I L13 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. --------

15.~~~~~~~~-

16.~~~~~~~~-

17.~~~~~~~~-

18.~~~~~--~-

19. --------

20. --------

21.~~~-~~~~-

22.~~-~~--~-

bl o&\<- : r:t '2.8 
w~: o·::>? 
(3te~ '. r1i7 
ILi{ O 142 
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kuAJlt., S1H Ntt-o 
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' '; :::·,· "" , .1 2: 38 g~~:~~~i4JJ$~-is~b24C?f/1 
Th'eJJ.D~JJhey 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 own~rship~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 

1. \1>l3 'ZhW ~Vt; 
\. ·2. \ )·~3 ?.JifLD AVG 

3. (3Cfl J~n!I lfCl 
4. J '34J Z31z0 AK? 
5. I 3S~J" 2 5 n.J )It.A? 

I 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

177~ --aoz.. 

17 78-- 66 z_, 

1178- ooz 
11·7g- -oog 
11 T7 ·-61.-{ 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

(( ~~ kl'Jon~ H a:l I 
Jt;l Srl17 &LI tr 

/ .:; -:ro .. ~,A :b /2 r:d tZ/u--( 1177-o'ZB r-124 Al ~E i' J,1.:i1v r;. 

1 
7. I ~ i.:; O - 2--~ ;vA A t/L\ f1Tr6zi N ~ £Tl.-'f J 1+1v.:~ 

,~a. /1 j:h7?-3~. ~ &;gtm~~5IhAJ1f 
,.9. / )l~ L) ~fvs 177l-ot£ ·~Y\ ~i 0 

\/10. l3Lf2 ·J--;~ 0 ~e-1J1J1J7/J k~k\1A ~ 
11. ---"-----,__,_,___ __ _ 

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. --------

22. --------
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J, • ..., I ; ; ;; ,_, i 1- « ~ j 

City Planning Co~missio~?/U".u/ c;,u IL 
' Case No. 'Z--PIL ..-- t?()_,-pt v111 

The undersigned declare iftlat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the pr@posecLamen~ooditional 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 coanged 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 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

\i:·( t:27o 22-f'b AYtS- l72{-~2)t'/ 
2. !2.:Z..2 22Nl>Allt 172C(-CJ23rq 

;3. tz71f 2.2 41[2.Jt!e 1 z,;?9 .. -~-z5 L 
'\f4. /Zl{f 72-- d_f) f1r/e,.. t1Z°J~ o z?l 
t5. /:J.7 ( -);-]_ MJ4 'vV 1718 -Df b 

6. l'-J 7? ~ J- rf /Vf;/tV-b- \ lLS -O(}' 

),7. 

8. 

'9. 

\ 10. -~-----~ 

11. --------

18. --------

19. --------

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
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' ! -· 

. . • · City Planning Co mission . . ; ,. 
1 

Ll 
.c • • · • • Case No. ~/ ..,. tJO 2L/-ztft,,#1n 
,~~,--01' . ?: 1C'. 

The undersigned' decl~at tfle}r aYe""'hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected_ by _the propo?ed amend nt or co~°.~c:ll ~s~ (that i~, owners of property withi_n the area ~hat is the subject of 
the application for ameflclment rn:llttl5fial use, or w1th1n 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, proofofauthorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

v{ (~'t-1- Id.fl davd.Ave_ 17!.8·'0{)'( Robert }<oNq 

Original Signature 
of Owner(s) 

~'f, CA q412z. · 1 Ro 1-<tJN&J 0 
\3· '2', • j 22- 1"'4 @'e ( 2~ - ~09 . iS&- -~--+---+--7"-----\+-o----= 
\q. h# Ul~ °f'l-t '-'2- l { 7zg~ 0(3 CH ( &u.ttrH 

4. ' 2 6 { 2-2, il_C:!. J i72-~ ..-o ( 3 ~A-/\J H "Ife&tj 

5. 1 ;;;r::. I c.t - -zz.µ~A-t-e \728· ubl.. i__, ~-.,,.AN&.-

6. \"Lt 9 . l. ~t-d A-\i~ ( 718 ~ot::/l· Jc;,.°'--"-"-e \'\<\ °(?~ U'<\ 

7. ., ;A \ L1.,,.,.1/1it::. lllB·~OO/l/ ' vf-1-.~---
a. /~ .' C L l •ti ;jytc 11'2'?-0Z3&J .··.. · C ~ 6~s;;· 

1 
; 

•• /:0.l~~;~~we- 1 ~~5~~~~ ~~~~~1ej O/?!!X)µ 
111. r14tfJ-iit-L*ti(i·.. 1776- b/o L-dCl 'fv-.-, ·rlxvJ~ ~

1

·pcp-~/+=.~_,,,,,,1 ~~~"--- ~-·--···· 
·\12:/?4~ J)wt! jf t 1776- olo L,r.++' i=.L·--J· '-II-';"~=-::....::..:.."""-=­
i)3. I 31;y :J.2 ~A-lie l776-oo1fL Lr zHJ ~HA 
\A4. I ? b Lf 2 2-~ /tVL . l 176 Eocq IL fR 1 c ¥- H-6 
(15. f )l{{ ·1---i~t AU( l 116·~ocqfl t}·A-·D I<(/\ t~1. .. 
_1s. 1£{. r0 ;n- IN~ 1111- O/~tf 1];?( ~ 

·. 17. /? G l - :z. z 1W_ ~. 1?7~ /Of3(i ,1.1.,=y .;,. ._rf / ~~ 
18. I 5 .5 >-- ~-i..wr~ i"tvf fJ]6- 601rJ f:>A;r-Jtrfl f.f 

n 16-,,oor rJ 
\: 20. f ,. ~°I ~ ;1,7~(J- 1717-0f~ 
'~1. {3o 7 <Z_ ?c1l4CfiuJ n1J-ottf Pr 

. 22. k6f~~vHQ1'ui(J 1]2& -n 15 
· .. · . /JM.~·-vvt!~-!fIL ni.a--o 15 

' ,'. I 
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,, ,._, City Planning Co!Jlmissio~ /lf'I A/' 1, /l. '·· ' 0 Case No. '=6ftl_..- f2{)~"k.t/vt 17 ''/ fl 
Theuriaefstgn~laraJb§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, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 

/ J tr? '?,---z_~ lf "G 
. ·') ') 1- ') 7' jjl/ 11 

2. Iv ,::2 7 ~,~ ftiJ? 

1. 

3. r3s7 .~ .n Mf. J~. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

(777-0)~ 
( 77Z-oo(:, 
1118~ori.-
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/Jll:-(G~ vvo~~ ~· 
"~Lee_ ~4' 
p, < I\.' ).. ,fi,J, i . - ~=° . 
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s 
City Planning Co;nmissi%1 /L.,, Ll.i'IJ A 

'' ~ H . . Case No. ~lb - o<>....,-.t--1 V'V'IJ 

:;T,~-~~~~Hn~.d d~g9@.lba,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, 
property owned 

\/1. Lc).51./- -2211d. Ave 
i 2. / 2. ?;'-f ~ -z.,2.JYi_ il-<h-

L/ 3. t~o ;;i~11cl 8-o e 
4. J3d.O m0dr+ue 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

16. --------

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

/729 ·-023-D 

l72-'J-02.3i) 

i176 ·- o(I A-
( 776·- Df l ~ 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

~er·\ n e_ A-Ii olo 
~occtore_ Ali otz5 
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City Planning Co;nmis;;ion '7/1.1", 1 A.­
Case No. <)J) (t:J ,,. Oo'H-,vvv \ 

The 1..n1d~rsrgd~d declar~ f'h:aJt~ey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected. by ."t~e pr~e_~ed anffldment .~r conditional ~s~ (that i~, owners of property withi.n the area ~hat is the subject of 
the application roramencfri'f~ltrurconditioRal 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. 

\ 3. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

nz~ -o?l_ 
f72&-03/ 

(1Z(}-o3~ 

2 :i vd ~ 172~-o>J 
c< 3 IZ- · .J:L Oz8-o)O 

16. --------

17. ____ _ 

18. __ _ 

19. 

20. ---

21. ---------

22. ________ _ 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

-------------·-

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
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. ' •. . r, City Planning Commission. ' LJ.C{.;{ Jt 

:. "' ...i( ' ~· Case No. Z,df6-oo2ft2L 1 · IT 

ih'e--understgned-cleelare--tflat.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. 

·':,~·.-".0' '-. 

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 •· F?rinted Name of Owner(s) 
property owned BloclK· & Lot ~ ,_ . 

\{ 1i-% 2k& Ave. Sf Gk ~12~ ~023·r;. Jllctor H ~ 
1,/ tL4b ~2vicl &re Sf:JA 1121- 023E- SuscthM Lr 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. ________ _ 

22. ________ _ 
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I' 

, " , . , , r, City Plannin.g C9mmission_ 
2

LL I\ 
· ,, · .. ~ , ,., Case No. 6?0Jb,,-t)02g--1l1An 

The-1rm:ter~ed.d~t. they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendmenf6r 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'Oi3oo 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 

"1,( \ Z55 ~A 
'..,2: / .;1.s-s- u~1 

3. tz-.S-5>- £.--z.._,!!f:-

1 •'J ~ '"> -- ..., 1 ;.J:t:> 
4. - a( . 7 .?-- -

5. ( ~70 ( §-r1{ ffv<::;. 

6. I!>] 0 ~ I f ~ ,4fvt: 
\7: 

1 8< 1387 ~ ~ :> -..P f1\ 1 '2 

'\~/ l~°f I 02..4. ~Aw. 
· 10. l 7211: ,Tl,(dak st 
\1( ~. 

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. --------

22. -------· 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

i1Z8 ~ o(L 

177-8 ~ OtL 

\128-olo 
fl-i2--0( 0 
\ 'l]L*OD':/0.-
l JJZ -Dch~ 

L7n- ofqA-
1171 --- orr+t+ 
f(77~ DI? 

1717--°Fr 
1776 --Ocf[O 
( Z28 -- 0 ZAJ 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

w, tr, cvv-.~e L 
D /N0/241-1 !'Cu edb ...... 

/L.vut-~)1\/67 Y L~1 
At!V'Nc Lui 
J"oH1J Lc;u;J(q 
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City Planning Commission . 1l. 
• '·· : ' • ~ , 

1 
. Case No. U(6 -oo?4~lev~ n 

The undersigned declare',tb.filJ!l~~ hereby sub;cribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conamonal use\ttratis, 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 a:nd·asse$stnent 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. 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) Street Address, 
property owned ~ ) 

1. Jjj!J ~(}>Jiff: J 772 iot:>6 :larne le& 
1

2. 1.335"-'22.t-O At; \111 ~00~ J ESS\i: \mWl 
3. 1351-~3""-- 1178 0/2.. ?a;, -l"£-f:. 
4. )33R" .... z3~Atve, ,.,,.,1031 oi r.r 
5. 13'L1 - ~ 5 ~JJM71 1111 o 01 wALJL--tl W &J "f P,,\ tvCl'v__,G_,.._...__--+"l----"'--

6. r 3\\-l ~ <..1} dJAlft- l 177 cJ
0 l 07rAI lYt ~ ~ ~ iJ(JvVi-'---l---""'=--"'--f-'~:=\----

1. 135 f,, 2- i-AV'b t77f- o(o \-\op._ '-Ju O N &-
1.8. /)4J-- LL J:t{;e. t 771'~00'5 l I h l-O /<CJ~ 
1./~r: (3~j r.>i. 6Vz 1177.~oCJ 3 ·re LI ne ~ 
\/{o./ ::31 / 2 l s1 !1 11£- I T76 -CO~ ~CJ-· · ~Y-o c~b--},___W_@ __ 

~f1. J ?>JI d I A!%- i 176 ~003 tk /~-/ 1evt kJIA l1vo? 

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. --------

22. --------
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City Planning Commission A-
Case No. wtb 4J0?4~ 

", ~ ·~ 

The undersignelfde~la ·thh.t~~'B.re hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the P,rp~ed ame ent or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendmen ofc6i'iffiti0f'fai·ase, 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. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
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> 0 1 ·~ ':.;." J '<,.J" 

City Plannin9 Commis~.[on7/I/, 'A 
Case No. U{b ~· CX>.zLI:..,_,.,., (;, 

The under$\gned de~::tt ~~9/~re hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed-am ditional 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, 
property owned 

1. l???zl?-'337 
~ d:'>.riJ AVY:- SJ::: 
3. C,_;,t -q tf' I v~ 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
~~~~~~~~~ 

13. --------

15. --------

16. --------

18. --------

19. 
~~~~~~~~~ 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

J Z7 g L.o'too& 
17Y ·- oo£ 
l JJK ·/ 1)06 
1178-- {)(jb 
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City Planning Commissio. n . . . '.4 
Case No. iZ.0(6- ()0pt1.ife· V\ 

,, •• ~·····l 
The undersigned decla that ~_ .. g,re hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 

affected by the! propGSeEl em 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 ha~ 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 attac~ed. 

Street Address, Assessor's 
property owned Block & Lot 

1. /3 f i·- ~l ~!,4~ 1116.,,-005 
2. (;3.7~ ...-~L s1. (f1J12--(176 ~ ook 
3. ;_ 52 5 "' 0 /if /ft/r<_ \ 116.~oob 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 
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City Planning Commission 
Case No. !l,.() (6-- ()D 24-'.::?Lf CAJ( A-

hat they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the prd'pbsedam met'Tt-ef>-eooffitional 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, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1 . JJ/c,~): l?J/ J4iA /N,~ . 
12. I a. tta . ?'1t t'1 /)n1e, 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

11. --------

20. ________ _ 

I J'l 9 ~ o i-'J 
/1Z']--oZ/b 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August 2011 

r-· 

2786



City Planning Cpmmission 
111 

Case No. ~(-b - OO:z42tf lAJ1rr 
'! ~ ?: ·::; 

The undi:frslgHed dj~lare fhat tffey are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by th~ f>fOposed ~ndment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or condffionaTuse, 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 orcorpciration, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

/{ 13%--2~ AVEi'!Ltt 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

111s/011 
? Is S-1 )3,.~o AVG/Jut- \l] B [0\0 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

13. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
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City Planning Commission , A 
Case No. ·'2Cffb.-oo.?1-~CU 

The undersigned declare t~ they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposeGl-ameREl~cef-ooAElitffiool 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 chal]g@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, 
property owned 

1. 1281-24TH AVE. 

i 2236 IRVING ST. 

Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) 
Block & Lot 

Original Signature 
of Owner(s) 

,dc,,u - ' r fZ,(/J.) 4 . Jnc:Ji , 

I 

172 6 ~o ( 1- Lydia McNair 

17 27 ,.-Ol 'J Lydia McNair 

1727-0{1 Lydia McNair 

~dc-0~ ht£ nee-~ 
4:/tfg'_/ llt f f2tz~I 

, 
3. 2206 IRVING ST. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
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,-1 :; ~ t""j e 

City Planning Commission . /' . 1 A­
Case No. -;;u>/ b -oo#'f-2'f v"•n 

. , i l." '3 

The undersigMtr declare jhjit they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the prpposed ame~itional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application f& 'alflenamenfor 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 cofporation,·proof dfauthorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
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City Planning Commission 
Case No. ::Z0/6 ~-OC>pt-_~CU\IT 

r'-1" , ..... -, 

r. th'aMhey--are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed am ment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application fbr a -orcondittcmat·ose, 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 
property owned./ Block,& Lot 

·-----"'---~-'~:L'=c (172 '() ·~ 1. 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

2. 1117--0 i,g 

3. fT78°"0Z_) 
4. ((; fit & ;61') ___.,,,___________ __ ~,·· 
5. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

19. --------

21. --------

I 77# °"6 f? 
( 11~-, o~'?J 
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City Planning Commission LL /\, 
' · ',. · .... : case No. 20(6 ~ot#j-21 CJ..in 

The undersigned d_e)!)lare that~re her~.l:f.~scribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (triat 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 changeel'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. 

3. 

4.;J.-136-cJ-1£41Nv11rG/;t"'1f11zy,.1J21 /f?.w~ L£-£ ereil. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

ii.---------

12. ________ _ 

13. ________ _ 

14. ________ _ 

15·--~------
16. ________ _ 

17. ________ _ 

18. --------

19. ________ _ 

21. ________ _ 
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City Planning C9mmissisn . . IL 
. . r. Case No. Wlb-OD~~l.iAn 

The undersigtied.Jifil:larJf u~ are ~E3reby 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 . 

1. /;g.Jo .... 2. 'I'~ 
f( /( 

2. 
,, 

Block & Lot 

mt,b&? ~~~)Ji,.,,,,.., ~--"'-----

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

,--
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City Planning Comm.issio~>?/i/:.Vi A 
Case No . .;?o( b .- OO:Uf"--,- ' 

The undersigM~·a~ec e th~t~~e~(~re hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the p~oposed am ment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amenam n . or com:llttmra!··ase, 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. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

rne/ os b 
11'1t;o~ I 
777~/{~ I 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

J-tJe&V {,{) /J-~JJ 

~~ L~f(/jv j_//Wf ~,'. 
117 c~ l''J 

,--
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.. . . . . City Plannin~kmissionF . . . . 
,: ,, . J)_--~~···· Case No. . . r rv24 ;f4(A.1 A 

The '1.ffiCferstgried 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 

1 . . 1282 z7rntJ\lt2_ 171.:f/o~/ 5tl,elda~ 1: .. ~~~~~~~ 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5; 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11· -~~~~~~--

12.~~-------

13.~~~~~~~--

14.~--------

15.~--------

16. ---------

17. ~~-~--~~-

18. ----·---· 

19.~-------~ 

20.~-~---~~· 

21. ---------- -----~-~··~----

22.~~----~~ 
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The .undersigned deii!re that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by theqJmpo"Seu-~fmrmmn:rrl:-onditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application tor amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

It ownership has-changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. It 
signing tor 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 Signa~ 
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(?-V _...,../ 

1. /? {v c2dAIYI '1r ;776 10 Ot;w fi,;&U()/JtJuuJ~~A~,~-~::r::=:;':? 
2. 1·54f dJ/4M;(v;r /77.(? JO [J/t,~_J)~aµvJ~~~.v:-~~--=-
s. 131f>7 tfll~Vf/J 117b•o~ w~.,// A>fl)"--'-',,,.~=..:::::!4'------'----1~~~ 
4. / ~'rV ZJJ Ql'~'av. t 7 J 6 tJa rB Po LL>J Ta vtffw~ L-0.fJVJ.LL\.~~~~~ 
s. /oS-1 :/l~TA'IB /77/, t101e_ to Hf !JNP.FJ~PtJo.~=--"-~~~~::---· 
6. /-,,'$""/ Jl I ~T flt&::* 1776~ 'G'"ftP:J!J. A-¥41F13>~~u<P" [}Aw../ll\J.~ 
7. 

8. 

9. 

10. --------

11. --------

12. --------

13. --------

14. --------

15. --------

16. --------

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. --------

22. --------
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To: San Francisco Board of Supervisors .... , ,. n:/ -
1

•• · ~· •. 

Re: MCD on 2161-2165 Irving, It's Unneces'S
1

city:J~~~(Urid~_$jrable!!! 
Case#: 2016-002424CUA ;: ;~,_, 2 , , z: 
We would like to present strong opposition from the kJpp_e:r-Sun~erchaots & 
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~MC0-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. 

• 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. 

• 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 

• Barbary Coast's Mission and 5th 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 traffic 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 
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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 Irving, the 4.20 marijuana fest 
every April will also likely send some overflow to our part of 
Irving. 

3. Barbary Coast will negatively affect the area's general ambiance and livability 
for residents, particularly children and families. 

4. 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. 

5. 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. 

6. 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). 

2. 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. 

3. 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 
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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. 

I. Counter arguments against the claims in the project application: 

(Exhibit 2-traffic pictures on Irving) 

Claim A - Item 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 
9/12117 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. 

2. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Encouraging clients' to take public transit is a good idea but we are 
unsure what that will actually accomplish. 
The neighborhood is already congested, and finding available parking 
spaces is an arduous task. 
Double parking is already prevalent. 
If Barbary Coast opens, any added traffic caused by their customers 
would create a serious environmental impact to an already problematic 
traffic issue. 
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. 
It will also cause more congestion for those trying to drive down Irving 
Street in general. 
The impact is likely to be adding DAILY 200 to as many as 500 (if 
Barbary Coast's customer impact is correct) to an already 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." 
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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. _61/72of 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, _O_ support MCD, 4 empty 
stores and 6 no signatures). 

b. Would serve a small group of consumers 
c. Would potentially attract crime because of cash nature of the business 
d. Many merchants emphasized that they will consider moving their 

businesses once their lease is up if a MCD is so close by. 

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. 

b. Other dispensaries are nearby on Geary, and in the Haight and Ocean 
Avenue as well. 

DISAGREE 
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Claim D - Attachment A: Current Uses in the Area: - There are some empty 
storefront spaces on Irving between 19•h Ave and 251h Ave. 
Refute: 

1. A MCD 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 
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: 
.!:.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: 
http ://sanfra ncisco. delivery-med ica 1-marii uana. com/ 
Foggy Daze Delivery Service - Order (415) 200-7451 
The Green Cross 
SF Green Delivery (SFGD) 
San Francisco Marijuana Delivery Services I California medical marijuana 
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https://weedmaps.com/deliveries/in/united-states/california/san-francisco 

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

1. 

2. 
3. 

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

Claim G - Attachment A: Location, 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. Irving 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, teens (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. 
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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 https://charitylook.org/zipcode-94122 district charity organizations) 

NEGATIVE 

Claim I - 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. 

2. A family friendly place is not appropriate for a MCD, it's UNDESIRABLE. 
3. Children and families deserve a neighborhood free of second hand smoke. 
4. 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 

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. 

DON'T 

bl Neighborhood Beautification ... offer more greening of the streetscape with 
plants and trees. 
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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 5th 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 (Exhibit 5-Examiner.com Article dated 
1111117 & Chronicle 10118117) 

c) Public safety. Cameras and professional and classy 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. 

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 Irving Street is already very crowded, and 
encouraging clients to walk and use public transportation 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. 

II. 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 

8 
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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? 

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

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

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

a. In the 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 kids, 
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 2016 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. 

9 

2804



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. 

VI. 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 
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Oppositions Against The Proposed MCD At 2161-2165 Irving Street 

Neighbors Oppose 

Adjacent 10 
Same/ Across Street 184 
Organizations 10 
Within 300 Foot 115 ( 41 Merchants, 7 4 Neighbors) 
Within 500 Foot 224 (61 Merchants, 163 Neighbors) 
Within 1000 Foot 407 (79 Merchants, 328 Neighbors) 
Others 3,683 
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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 Irving 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 
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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, 

3.Printed Name: YoN6{ /V1ltH J1l:Vvi( 
Date: /0 h7 /1{1/ · 

I t 

Merchants of: .Mr&J, ~.Jj ?N • 

Address ?1Vtf6 ~~. 
Signal~.. • 

5.Printed Name: /(;SfJ/2.G- 6{ J?rJ<.~'tr./JJ 
Date: to/~~/~/¥ 

I 

Merchants of: ~ll/JBA11 Tl-J·N ev )~INC 
Address: J/JJ /wJh~ Are, 
~~~ Signature: ~ V"""""" 

2. Printed Name: (} tf kl --------

Date: _l----'G (.__~'f---1/_t(-'-----

Merchants of: {YJ a. (' YJ e e__ ~~ ~ 

Address: J== ff 6vJ;/. 
Signature:-~-~· -----~----

4. Printed Name:~ ·~-lLL LicjJ 

Date: I b h.--r( 1 ·-:r-
1 1 

6. Printed Name: ~ ~Sb·' 

Date: f ~ \ 1..:±\ ' '?r 

Merchants of: 'Ef>O \ 9-- ~ 

Address: 

Signature: 

Page 2 of 2 
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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: t. '.;, &, · 
Date: fP (;/. ( ra . 
Merchants of: t} ,· f et'[?0S5 

Address: /-1,r~ ~{ · 
Signature: _____:-::::._ 

3.Printed Name: lv~of UJl),;Vt 
Date: (0 ( 26/ 2o { ± 

Merchants of: 13ei' Fm 5-b/Le 

Address: 22 ( f? lvilJ rtO: S t-
Signature:'~ j~

""~. 

/ ' 

5.Printed Name: Ho f Sr.« ~ lr:J' . 
Date: -----=ro'--'-b-=-J,.+-1.-.(J...,...,.,u--'--f'Y_,____· _ 

Merchants of: __ ,,/t_.(_, _C,,_
1 --~-{M---'·_.__1-

Merchants of: 

Signature: -+-1---------,---

4. PrintedNa~e:{._/(M aolJcn ~-··· 
Date: J u / [, ,. t J . ··-

r tr' 

6. Printed Name: Ctt;f I/ Td J a 

Date: I r· t tf /1 7 
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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: L yd I a pv) f. NA/~~· 

Date: Jc) :M;, /; 1 

3.Printed Name: • p..n ru.Cr 
Date: _ ____,.../ o_· "f'--/_2_l_/_' 1_] ___ _ 

2. Printed Name: 
~~~~~~~~-

Date: {:, I 1b.I Z,(9 [7 
( I 1-

Merchants of: ·z<CL ~J 

Address: 275-D J<\/ t t~ $f 
Signature: {d:==<X._~,,,/ 

~. Ok, 
4. Printed Name: (\r\°ii £()\ 

Date: (!,7 - -;z]--1 f 
~~.~~.·A 

Merchants of: ~ · <Z:t cV"._J 

Address 22'+-7 ,7y-~i''1J= Sf.. 

Signature: W~ ~ 

Address: ·z,. Z \> <; 
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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: ·k_<.\u '\_,, \ ~ 

Date: t~\9\ \3 
I 

Merchants of: t>b-J Dt>·\-\ 
I 

Address: '"2.-\ 4 L ~\~ • r 
Signature: ~~ 

3.Printed Name: );tj. '7 · 

Date: /t2 , :z..- 9 , / 1 
P41/~ 
I 

Merchants of: }1 r Cl4 f? 0 

2. Printed Name: .fllQw (}fr!) 
Date: /D /zg /17 

I I 

Merchants of: f11gUv U ·).A.S/~iWl,Jt 

Address: ,J If/ TRVttg Sf;-, .:t#"zoZ. 

Signature: 1~ fR.,,, 

4. Printed Name: ~ keifr; rJtG 
Date IN /:;,J'_ /, 7 · 

I/ 
Merchants of: [Vf d TS: .I;t C 

-
Address: -=--+-"""~--:T"f'~~~"'-"--=7!>'-1- Address: ?-- I LI k k~ i '-CJ J{ f;{bt:C: 

. (/ . ..f~-f/1 i ' ' ( 
Signature: ____.:::::..........,.<:__::__-+---1.---11-__;,__-~ Signature: 1' P."'"10/£ ! 

6. Printed Name I\ A- ff\/ r(\ fl I/<, 5 
Date: / 0 ) ), q / ] 

5.Printed Na ec ~ 

Date: (IJ ...-d 7 - ( 7 
. ) 

Merchantsof: ~ {(lt'rl/f f~ Merchants of: fr; .a ,D / f ti) ) t; tJ f.> 

Address: 7--f s v r fft nt { tre-t? Address: ~)SJ I ILL! I flt) Jr /t ~ ! 
' , ..• •"'"'"'/ 

Signature: fJ1r·· <·? / .... :::/' 
?/ /''-" 

Signature:.~ 
Page 2 of 2 
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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:\N1 ~Ql\I -J!\JL.-­
Date: i D ~ch i~ 

Merchants of: GJ. vlf :±\ lJ~ -

Address:' ';;: ·..,-
~""'-'-~""--'~~'-'--'-'-"+----4---

Sig nat~: _·_,.----,L.1....,/-#,L..t 

, I / 

· l/ I 
3.Printed Name: \N/trWl\e L 

Date: _....____\ () ----<.-'-{ L___._,_£__,,_l __._.il.-----
Merchants of: __ 5_·--u-s\i...;....·._-, _V-'---n_l\...;;;..Cl-'--

Merchants of: ' .L ±e~ , --------'""-"---.. ---
Address: )_f ) 0 1'Yl1fl1) e,l/ -
Signature: J5M; Li~.c: 

2. Printed Name:~/J~/~-/uz~· ·_---___ cJ_-~611-1--
/ 0 ..,o J? Date: _____ n__.1_5f--+· ___ _ 

Merchants of: ~ O k f/&4.. i 1 '·~-

Address: ), 111{ ~:':l;J ;i.f 
Signature: -~··· ·-· · 

4. Printed Name: Le Jo tA l; V\ 

Date: _ __._/_o ,__/z_'2--+/-'1-'-7 __ 

Merchants of: Q Ul l ck f Y 
I 

Address: 21 lb JyV~vtj Sf 
/- /<-

Signature: Le C(,.bU. ~-

6. Printed Name: ~~- V\l\V\~) 
( 

Date: /\ 0/'2- ~/ \::;l 
I 

Merchants of: [ hfJvttnOVCf 2 

Address: ~\\ 0 \ f'((I\~ &\;. ~ 
Signature: JOWJk. \rt~ 
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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: Jr Iii Le,· G.1\1\ 

Date: ( b ( 2,f { 11-

Merchants of: 'f u ~ ju M t'is\t\ 

Address: l lS l 11Vit1_5 st 
Signature: p./!2 

3. Printed Name: H A-'Ml. j tvi ttW 
I 

Date: { c { J} { I Jr 

5.Printed Name: ~fty:::e{1f-l{ 

Date: I ~7/UJr=; 

Merchants of: ________ _ 

Address:----------

Signature:----------

2. Printed Nam.?,¢)'" ~ 
Date: (o /v7 /1·1: l 

I 

Merchants ot.:lk V / P 9 Ho~~~ , 

Address~~OO fl'~CJ-
S1gnt-~ ~ 

4. Printed Name:k ~/ ;f,_(?2h"J._/ 
Date: __ f ....._(_~,__,,Jz,""--"7_;/_1_..,,_2 __ r I , 

Merchants of~6 /Yl PL fl k 

Address'd(rJ(J Trv1f; r+-
Signatur~ -

6. Printed Name: J?n'(;;~ {Cin~ 
oate: 17tJ/~]/tr 

I 

Merchants o(])./.(:y iLb\. /far; r Jd..v 
Addressd/o & Ir vi;# [f-
Signat~1 ..........-=:: .. 
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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, 

2. Printed Name: ---------
Date:------------

Merchants of: ---------

Address: -----------
Signature:----------

3.Printed Name: E /vi ( Lj 4. Printed Name: ________ _ 

Date: I v )~;),.Ci l 1 "''/ 
------"~,,__~ii-+-'-~, ---~ 

Date: ------------

Merchants of: -~··;.;~>~l.\_v\~_\;v_. _'l?t_· _X_~1_v_4 __ _ Merchants of: ________ _ 

Address: -----------

Signature:----------

5.Printed Name: ________ _ 6. Printed Name: ________ _ 

Date: Date: 
-----------~ ------------

Merchants of: Merchants of: ---------- ---------

Address: Address: ----------- -----------
Signature: __________ _ 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: Li"SCi:. ~ 

Date: lo. :i-7 :k>/f-tJ 

Merchants of: c,&cl,_ bemt'j '> )_,,~ . 

Address ~ '2 otf1:1N~ ~t · 
Signature: ~~a 

Date: Lo /2 g /t 2 
----+,~--....1~++-----~ 

2. Printed Name: 41\ tJ!'v'.o/!\ 

Date: I e:/a <J /1 1 
Merchants of: C~s m\ r (,A ? 

Address ~ t@~ ~ f 
Signature: i ,, /\f 1 

4. Printed Name:/~~\ l}u~ 
Date )t)' /z,S{ r \ 1 

l 
. ' ( \ Z -nt)\ 

Merchants of: W .Y ~~~ 5\)-eS 

Address: ?J70Cf: /RV/ t\J&i ) 1 
Signature: ./7·~ f~ 

_,./ L/ 

6. Printed Name: --------
Date: 
----------~ 

Merchants of: Wo~J, 1'b.se:d-' 1: Ccf e,,. Merchants of: ______ _ 

Address: 2635 1.wJ'~ 

Signature: <;___.--z4 
2.7 

Address: ----------
Signature:----------
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sf examiner.com 

=MENU ••iiiiii 
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 

convicted of d 1 - 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. 

11/?./?.017. ll:O'i AM 
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Excelsior merchants fume over pot clubs 
By Rachel Swan 
Chronicle 10118117 

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. 
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"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 Meld:'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 
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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 ofresidential 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-comer 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 
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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. 

"I 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. 
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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 

This email and af!y Jiles transmitted JJJith ii are conjidential 

and intended solejyfor the use ~/the individual or to JJJhom thqy are addressee/. This message contains 
co1!ftdential i1!fimnation and is intended onfyj(1r !he individual named. Ifyou are not the named addressee,_yozt should 
not disseminate, distribute 

or coJ?y this email. Please notifj the sender immediately l:y email zj)ott have 
this emai!frotnyottr ~ystem. !/yo11are110! are 
or taki1zg any 

adion in reliance on the contents (!/this injimnation is 

this email ~y mfrtake and delete 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subj1>1Jt Ji;g (St'Jlt'JOt Qn/y jf ?pplic90/e) 

0 Af(on:1able \-jousin£1 {Seq.41!'\} 

D Jof;is Mousing \,ink;:ige ProgJarn (Sec .. ;l1~) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec .. 4.12) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 20027 
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 12, 201? 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

2016-002424CUA 
2161,.2165 IRVING STREET 
Irving Street Ncighborlwod Commercial District 
65-A Height and Bulk District 

1777/037 
Brendan Hallinan 
345 Franklin Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Nancy Tran - (415) 575-9074 
naricy .h. tran@sfgov.org 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTIIORIZATION PUR.SUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 732, TO ESTABLISH 
A MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARY (MCD) (D.B.A. BARB.ARY 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 Building Permit Application Number 2015.12.18.5450 with the Department of Building 
Inspection to authorize a Change of use and establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) within 

existing, vacant ground floor retail spaces at 2161-2165 Irving Street, located within the Irving 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 MCP (d.b.a. Barbary Coast Dispensary) at the 
location. 

Per Ordinance No. 100-17 (effective June 19, 20i7), MCDs proposed within the Irving, Judah; Noriega, 
and Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial Districts are subject to permanent controls requiring 
Conditional Use Authorization. On Septernbet 12, 2017, the Board of Supervisors passed an interim 

zoning control. to impose a 45-day moratorium . prohibiting the Planning Commission from approving 
any new MCDs, except for those whose application have been scheduled to be heard by the Commission 
as of September 11, 2017, The moratorium, enacted through ordinance No. 190~17, was signed by the 
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Motto11 No,. iooi1 
OctQber 1i, 2017 

CA.SE NO. 2016-00242401,JA 
2161-2165 lrvjngStreet 

Mayor on September 22, 2017. The application for an MCD at 2161-2165 Ii:ving Street 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 legislation with respect to adult 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 Scm Fr;mcisco Planning Co:mmission (hereipafter "Commission") conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2016-
002424CUA. 

The project is exempt from the California Envfronmental Quality Act("CEQA") as q_ Class 1 categorical 
exemption under CEQA. 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony 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. The above recitals are accurate and constiwte findings of this Commission. 

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located at the comer of Irving Street and 23rd 
Avenue, Block 1777, Lot 037. The subject property is located within the Irving Street 
Neighborhood Commercial District ("NCD") and the 65-A Height and Bulk District. The property 
is developed with a two-story commercial building. There is a massage establishment and 
professional office on thesecond floor and two ground floor restaurants. The MCD is proposed in 
two ground floor tenant spaces that have been vacant for sevf!ral years and previously occupied 
by an internet cafe and a grocery store. The subject property measures approximately 85 feet by 
100 feet, with 8,500 square feet oflot 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 Irving Street from 19th to 
27th Avenues. The District provides a selection of convenience goods and services for the 
residents of the Outer Sunset District There is a high 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 StreetNCD is zoned RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family). 

SAN FRA!ICISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2 
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Motion No. 20027 
Oi:;tgher 1~! 2Q17 

CASE Ne. 201!'.Ml02424CUA 
.2161-21&~ JrvioffStreet 

The project site ~s located .on the Irving Street commercial corriqor betwf!en 22nd and 23rd 
Avenues. A variety of commercial establishments are located within ground floor storefronts in 
the Irving Street NCO, 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 o:r 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 A venue and Kirkham 
Street. The immediate area is not identified as part of the Vision Zero High Injury Network for 
pedestrians and cyclists. There are no other MCDs currently located in proximity to tile subject· 
propertyi 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 
Noriega 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 Dispensary) at 2161-2165 Irving 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, vaporizing, or consumption 
of edibles) or on-site cultivation for harvesting of medical product. The proposed hours of 
operation are 8:00AM to lO:OOPM, 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 during business hours and will install cameras within and around the facility 

The Project Sponsor's goal is to provide medical cannabis to registered patients within the Outer 
Sunset and other nearby neighborhoods, as there are currently no MCDs in the surrounding area. 
The Project Sponsor currently operates an MCD within San Francisco at 952 Mission Street. 

5. Public Comment/Community Outreach. The Project Sponsor conducted door-to-door outreach 
with Cantonese and Mandarin interpreters to adjacent neighbors and businesses on Irving Street 
between 19th Avenue and 251h 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 MeKhants 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 professionalism 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 petition in support of the project with nearly 1,400 
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signatures; the printed case report only contains a representative s<1mple of the signed petition 
received 

To date, the Department has received approximately (369) comment~ in opposition to the 
proposal. These individuals expressed concerns that the proposal is neither necessary nor 
desirable for the neighborhood. They also cited thStt it will lead to clustering of MCDs in the area 
and will negatively affect the family-oriented t:haracter of the m~ighborhood. In addition, the 
Departmentreceived petitions in opposition of the project with over 3,000 signatures; the printed 
case report only contains a representative sample of the signed petition received, 

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent. with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

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 .Planning Commission 
in evaluating the proposed use. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

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 primarily 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 a community facility 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 services that isJicensed or certified by the Stl;lte of California 
or fonded by the Department of Public Health. · 

Project Meets Criteria 
The subject parcel does not 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 ofFsite consumption. 

4. If Medical· Cannabis 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 rest1lting irl odor emissiot\ from the premises. 

Criteria not Applicable 
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Tire Project Sponsor does not propose to allow any on-site smoking. or conswnption 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 propeI;"ties within 300-feet of the subject lot and 
individuals or groups that have made a written request for notice or regarding specific 
properties, areas or Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Such notice shall be held for 30 
days. 

Project Meets Criteria 
A 30~day notice was sent to owners 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 Authorization is required 
for ,uses that are 4,000 square feet in size or larger. 

The proposed MCD woulci 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. 

C. 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 
Secf:ion 3308 of the San Francisco· Health Code, which states that it is unlawful for a dispensary to 
remain open between the hours of 10 p.m. and 8 a.m. the next day. 

D. Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Section 145.1 of the Planning Code 
requires that within NC Districts. space for activ~ uses shall be provided within the first 25 
feet of building depth on the ground floor and 1/i feet on floors above from any facade facing 
a street at least 30 feet in width. In addition, the floors of street-fronting inferior spaces 
housing non-residential 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 grouncl 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 to 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, or laid flush with, the building facade. 

The prpposed MCD would provide/or 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 ·to transparent windows and 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 shall be included within the definition of "active 
commercial uses, " and specifically includes Medical Cannabis Dispensary within this list. While not 
required, the proposed MCD will provide an active commercial at the ground floor under 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 off-street parking. However,. two existing spaces at the rear will 
be provided for staff and meets the maximum a,ccessory quantity permitted. 

G. Off-Street Loading. Planning Code Section 152 requires off-street loading .spaces for retail 
uses where 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 parldng where a change 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 more; therefore no bicycle parking is required. As a voluntary measure, 
the project sponsor has proposed to provide four (4) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces along the sidewalk, 
as part of the project sponsor's efforts to encourage travel to the site by altemative means of 
transportation. 

7. Plannins 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 
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A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, a11d 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 merger with fhe 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 mile away from the subject property, was 
approved by the Commission on July 13, 2017 and is currently under appeal with the Board of 
SupeY1Jisors. 

B. 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: 

SAN fRANCJSGB 

i. 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. 

ii. 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 ioadingfor a 2,600 squarefoot MCD. In 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 cafe and restaurant). Another retail or rei;taurant 
use, which are common throughout the District, would likely locate within the space if the request 
for Conditional Use Authorization is denied. The proposed dispensary will comply with current 
accessibility requirements. Delivery of medicol 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 automobile or another alternate means of transportation. 

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

The proposed MCD would not permit any cultivation or processing of medical cannabis on site, 
nor 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 frnmediately exiting the premises. The proposed MCD wiU 
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have a mechanical system designed to keep any potential odors from passing into pedestrian space, 
and as such, should not generate any noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and 
odor. 

iv. Treatment given, as appropxiate, to such aspects as landscaping, 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 areas, or service·areas .. The Department shall review all lighting and 
signs proposed for the new busines.s in accordance with Article 6 and· Section 790.141(e) of the 
Planning Code. The existing storefront will be replaced and upgraded with high-quality materials, 
and should serve to enhance theDistrid. 

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions ofthe Planning Code 
and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

The Project complies with. 1Jll relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 

D. 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 Commercial 
District in that the irrtended use is locatea at the ground floor, will provide compatible convenience 
goods and services for· the residents of the Outer Sunset District during daytime hours, and will 
encourage the street's active retail frontage. The District controls acknowledge that there are a 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: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTil AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT. 

Policyl.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 
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Assure that all cornmexcial and industriq.l \lSes meet minhnurn, reasonq.ble performance 
standards. 

Policyl.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use 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 no other established MCDs operating in the vicinity, nor within 2 miles of the project 
site, which should minimize any potential negative impacts associated with the clustering of MCDs. The 
MCD will utilize a mechanical systeni designed to keep any potential odors from passing into pedestrian 
space, and will employ a security guard and help mitigate any undesirable activities, 

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

Policy 2.1: 

Seek to retain existing commercial @d industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
City. 

The Project will allow a locally-owned 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 are currently no MCDs in the vicinity, 

OBJECTIVE 6: 
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NfilGHBORHOOD 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: 
Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business 
enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological 
innovation in the mark~tplace and society. 

Policy 6.9: 
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Regulate uses so that traffic impacts and parking problems are minimized. 

The proposed MCD would be located within existing, vacant storefronts, and would thus help to activate 
this portion nf the NCD. The last uses within the two tenant spaces were an internet cafe and :restaurant, 
and thus a proposed MCD is an appropriate 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 Su11Set 
neighborhood. 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.m. 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. 

Policy1:3: 
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 automobile. 

9. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said 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 enhanced. 

The proposal would enhance the district by providing a unique 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 
storefront, thus helping to activate this portion of the NCD, 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

The existing units in the surrounding neighborhood would not be adversely affected. The proposed 
MCD would operate between the hours of 8 a.m. 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 
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signage~ lighting, and transparency requirements, in order to help maintain neighborhood character 
and activate the commercial district. 

C. That the City's supply of ;;iffordable housing be preserved and enhanced, 

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

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

The project site is 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 Avenue and Kirkham 
Street. 

E. That a diverse economic base be maint~ined 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. 

F. That the City achieve 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, 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site; and the proposed rehabilitqtion work 
to the storefront is in keeping with the Secretary nf the liiterior's Standards, 

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

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

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a benefidal development. 

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

SAii fBANCiSGO . 
PLANNINt:li DEPAitrlVIEN1' 11 

2846



Motion No,·20027 
October 12, 2017 

.DEClS.ION 

CASE NQ. 2016-0Q2424Cl1A 
2161-2165 Jrviog Street 

That based uppn the.Eecord, the submis_sipns by the Applfomt; the staff of tbg Department ancl.Qther 
internsted paxtks, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
wrttten materials submitted by all parties, the Commi!lsion hereby APPROVES Co]'.lditional Use 
Application No. 2014-002424:CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as "EXHIBIT A:' in 
general conformance with plans en file, dated September 29, 2017, ;wd stampec;l "EXHIBIT B", wl\ich is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully setfortl\. 

APPEAL AND:EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board Qf Supervisors within thirty (30) days 'aJter the date ofthis Motion No. 
20027. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-

day period has expired) OR the :date of the decision of ~he Boardof Supervisors if appealed to the 
Boa!'d of Supervisors. for further information, please contact the Board of Supervis!lrs at (41,5) 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 exadion subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by. following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(-0) and 
must be filed within 90 days of th~ date of the first approv(ll or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition ofthe fee shall be the d;ite of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary appmval of the project, the 
Planning Comrnission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Vadance Decis[on Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 h<ls pegun. Jf the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I here certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on October 12, 2017. 

r 1 i...._ ~ 

AYES: Hillis, Richards, Fong,. Jonnson, Koppel, Melgar 

NAYS: None 

ABSENT:. Moore 

ADOPTED: October 12, 2017 
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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 Irving Street Neighborhood Commerc.ial 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 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and orderthe recordation of a Notice in the Official 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 'ExhibitA' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 20027 shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans 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. 

SEVERABIL!TY 

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 convqs 
no right to construct, or to receive a l?11ilding permit. "Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes to the approved 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 13 

2848



M9tron No, 200Z7 
Qcto!:Jer 12,201.7 

CASENO. 2016~002424CUA 
2161.~2165 !IviO!l Street 

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 three-year period. 
For information about. compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6853, 

www.sfplanning.org 

2. 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 continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Fa.ilure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval i£ more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

wwiv.sfplanning.org 

4. 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 
appealor a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact. Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415c575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

5; Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement 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.sfplanning.org 

SAN FRAflCISCO 
PWUllNING D~EWP<llT!111~ENT 14 

2849



Motion J\lg. 20027 
October n, i1l17 

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

CA.Se NO~ 2016~Q02424C\JA 
~2191~~165 trying Street 

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, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-plmming.org 

7. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building perm1t 
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.s,f-planning.org 

8. 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 control equipment details and 
manufacturer specifications on the plans. Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the 
primary fa<;ade of the building. 
For information about compliance, cantact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

wwwsfplanning.org 

MONITORING 

9. 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 infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

10. 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 Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcemerit, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfpltmniltg.org 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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11. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building penrtit to construct the project and 
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 wifri 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 Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

12. Cultural a11d 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 

13. 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, http:ll~fdpw.org 

14. 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 -0f Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org 

15. Odor Control. While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby 
residents and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance 
with the approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors 
from escaping the premises. 
For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-0DOR (6367), www.baaqmd.gov and 
Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sfplanning.org 

SAN FRAN{;ISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMEf'IT 18 
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: cathyalioto@hotmail.com; salspizza@aol.com; gigitam143@gmail.com; jesse.barbarycoast@gmail.com;

 brendan@hallinan-law.com
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,

 Lisa (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides;
 Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); geokimm@sbcglobal.net; Sider, Dan (CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPEAL RESPONSE: Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - Proposed 2161-2165 Irving Street Project - Appeal
 Hearing on December 5, 2017

Date: Monday, November 27, 2017 1:15:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,
 
Please find linked below a memorandum of response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board
 from Planning Department regarding the appeal of the Conditional Use Authorization for the
 proposed project at 2161-2164 Irving Street.
 
                Planning Response Memo - November 27, 2017
               
The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 4:30 p.m. special order before the Board on
 December 5, 2017.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
 below:
 
                Board of Supervisors File No. 171128
                Board of Supervisors File No. 171188
               
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
 California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
 the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
 committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
 hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
 information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
 information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
 website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 
2161-2165 Irving Street Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

 
DATE:   November 27, 2017 
TO:   Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
FROM:   John Rahaim, Planning Director – Planning Department (415) 558-6411 
   Nancy Tran, Case Planner – Planning Department (415) 575-9174 
RE:   Board File No. 171128, Planning Case No. 2016-002424CUA 

Appeal of the approval of Conditional Use Authorization 
for 2161-2165 Irving Street 

HEARING DATE:  December 5, 2017 
PROJECT SPONSOR: Brendan Hallinan, 345 Franklin Street, San Francisco, CA 94102 on behalf of 

Barbary Coast Dispensary 
APPELLANTS: (1) Flo Kimmerling, on behalf of the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association, 1282 

26th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112 
 (2) Catherine and Salvatore Alioto, on behalf of the Sunset Merchants and 

Neighbors Association, 1320 22nd Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94112 
   
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letters of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors (“Board”) regarding the Planning Commission’s (“Commission”) approval of the application 
for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Department Case Number 2016-002424CUA pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 303 (Conditional Use Authorization) and 732 (Medical Cannabis Dispensaries), 
to establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (“MCD”) (d.b.a. “Barbary Coast Dispensary”) within existing 
vacant ground floor retail spaces at 2161-2165 Irving Street. 
 
This memorandum addresses two separate appeals to the Board, the first filed on October 17, 2017 by Flo 
Kimmerling on behalf of the Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association (“Kimmerling Appeal”) and the 
second filed on November 2, 2017 by Salvatore and Catherine Alioto on behalf of the Sunset Merchants 
and Neighbors Association (“Alioto Appeal”). The Kimmerling Appeal requests that the Board place 
additional conditions on the Commission’s approval while the Alioto Appeal requests that the Board 
overturn the Commission’s action in its entirety and disapprove the project. 
 
The decision before the Board is whether to uphold, overturn, or amend the Planning Commission’s 
approval of an application for Conditional Use Authorization to allow the establishment of an MCD at 
the subject property. 
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SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE 
The project is located at the corner of Irving Street and 23rd Avenue in Assessor’s Block 1777, Lot 037. 
The subject property is located within the Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District (“NCD”) and 
the 65-A Height and Bulk District. The property is developed with a two-story commercial building 
containing a massage establishment and professional office on the second floor and four ground floor 
retail spaces. Two of the ground floor spaces are occupied by restaurants while the remaining two are 
currently vacant and, under the proposal, would be combined and occupied by the proposed MCD. The 
spaces in question were most recently occupied by an internet cafe and a produce shop. The subject 
property measures approximately 85 feet by 100 feet, with 8,500 square feet of lot area and approximately 
65% lot coverage. 
 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The Irving Street NCD is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood and stretches along Irving Street from 
19th to 27th Avenues. The District provides a selection of convenience goods and services for the residents 
of the Outer Sunset District. There is a high 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 (Residential House, Two-Family). 
 
The project site is located on the Irving Street commercial corridor between 22nd and 23rd Avenues. A 
variety of commercial establishments occupy 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 property is adjacent to MUNI service via the 7 and 7X 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 Injury Network for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 
 
There are no other MCDs currently located in proximity to the subject property; the nearest MCD is located 
roughly two miles away at 4811 Geary Boulevard within the Inner Richmond neighborhood. 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Project Sponsor proposes to establish a new MCD for on-site sales of medical cannabis at the subject 
property. The project would not permit on-site medication (e.g. smoking, vaporizing, or consumption of 
edibles) or on-site cultivation for harvesting of medical product. The proposed hours of operation are 8:00 
AM to 10:00 PM, 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. The Planning Code does 
not require any off-street parking for the proposed change of use. The Project Sponsor would maintain 
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security guard presence during business hours and would install cameras within and around the facility 
for additional security. 
 
The Project Sponsor’s stated goal is to provide medical cannabis to registered patients within the Outer 
Sunset and other nearby neighborhoods, as there are currently no MCDs in the surrounding area. The 
Project Sponsor currently operates an MCD at 952 Mission Street within the western South of Market 
neigborhood. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
On October 12, 2017, the Commission conducted a public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on 
Conditional Use Application No. 2016-002424CUA. Over two hours of public testimony was heard on 
this item, both in support of and in opposition to the proposed project, after which the Commission voted 
6-0 (Commissioner Moore absent) to approve the application. 
 
Opponents of the proposed MCD stated concerns including that the business would result in an increase 
in the amount of traffic, be detrimental to other businesses in the area, reduce the quality of life in the 
neighborhood, and imperil the safety of children and other nearby residents. Many opponents noted the 
nearby elementary school (Jefferson Elementary School), as well as other facilities that provide services to 
youth. Supporters of the proposed MCD discussed issues including Barbary Coast Dispensary’s track 
record of existing business practices for their location on Mission Street, the project sponsor’s 
commitment to the community, especially through charitable giving, and patient need for an MCD 
located in the Sunset neighborhood, where there are currently no MCDs. 
 
 
CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS 
Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing all 
applications for Conditional Use approval. To approve the project, the Commission must find that these 
criteria have been met: 
 

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed 
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the 
neighborhood or the community; and  

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or 
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, 
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not 
limited to the following:  

a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, 
shape and arrangement of structures; 

b. 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; 

c. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 
dust and odor; 
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d. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and  

3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

4. That such use or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the 
stated purpose of the applicable Use District. 

 
In addition, Planning Code Section 202.2(e)(1) sets forth the following criteria that must be met by all 
MCDs and considered by the Planning Commission 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 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 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. 
4. If Medical Cannabis 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 
resulting in odor emission from 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. 

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 properties, areas or 
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Such notice shall be held for 30 days. 

 
 
APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 
The concerns related to land use that have been raised in the Kimmerling Appeal and the Alioto Appeal are 
summarized below and are followed by the Department’s response. Concerns are numbered and prefaced by a “K” in 
the case of those raised in the Kimmerling Appeal and an “A” in the case of those raised in the Alioto Appeal. 
 
ISSUE K1: The Appellant proposes that restrictions or conditions developed under the current 45-day 
moratorium (or any extensions thereof) should be applied retroactively for the proposed MCD. 
  
RESPONSE K1: On September 22, 2017, a moratorium on new MCDs [Board File Number 170865] took 
effect. The moratorium prohibited the Planning Commission from approving any new MCD except for 
those MCDs for which an application had been scheduled to be heard by the Commission as of 
September 11, 2017. Because the subject Conditional Use Application had been scheduled for hearing 
prior to that date, the moratorium allowed it to be considered for approval by the Planning Commission. 
Therefore, under the moratorium, the Board maintained its full authority and discretion to approve, 
disapprove, or modify this Conditional Use Authorization on appeal. 
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While the moratorium was in place at the time of the Commission’s action on the subject Conditional Use 
application, no additional restrictions or conditions were developed as part of it, and the moratorium has 
now lapsed. As such, this issue is moot. 
 
ISSUE K2: The Appellant contends that students at nearby Jefferson Elementary school would be 
negatively impacted by walking past the proposed MCD. The Appellant proposes (1) prohibiting MCD 
operations during times of greatest student pedestrian traffic, specifically before  9 A.M. or between 2:30 
P.M. and 4 P.M. on weekdays and (2) prohibiting any storefront display of products “enticing to 
children.” visible from outside the dispensary.  
 
RESPONSE K2: Minors are not permitted into any MCD; sale of medical cannabis to minors is strictly 
prohibited. Any violation risks the loss of operating license. To ensure adherence to regulations, trained 
security personnel for the MCD will be vigilant in verifying that patients have valid identification and 
recommendation for medical cannabis. 
 
The proposed MCD’s operational hours, between 8 A.M. and 10 P.M., are principally permitted within 
the Irving Street NCD and would comply with Section 3308 of the San Francisco Health Code. The 
Appellant’s suggested hours are unusual and not consistent with existing, specific restrictions on MCD 
hours of operation as compared to other businesses.  
 
With respect to the Appellant’s concern regarding product display, California Health and Safety Code 
Section 11364.5, along with Article 33 of the San Francisco Health Code, prohibits medical cannabis 
products, including edible products, from being visible from outside the facility. 

 
ISSUE K3: The Appellant proposes that the MCD provide security patrol during business hours to 
ensure general safety and adherence to the law.  
 
RESPONSE K3: The proposed MCD would meet all the performance standards and requirements 
identified in Planning Code Section 202.2(e)(1) and would employ security personnel to help address any 
undesirable activities and ensure that patients are not consuming medical cannabis once immediately 
outside the establishment. The proposed MCD would employ a security guard on-site during business 
hours and would install cameras within and around the facility. 
 
ISSUE K4: The Appellant proposes prohibiting the MCD from expanding its use size or scope of services 
offered, including future sale of adult use cannabis and delivery of cannabis. 
  
RESPONSE K4: Significant changes to the approved MCD use or its conditions of approval (e.g. 
expansion of use size or conversion to delivery-only) would require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use Authorization. With respect to adult use cannabis sales, while the Board is currently 
deliberating regulations, Department Staff anticipate that a permitting and/or licensing process will be 
required prior to allowing adult-use sales on a permanent and ongoing basis. This process would 
presumably involve an opportunity for input and appeal by interested parties. 
 
ISSUE K5: The Appellant proposes prohibiting the MCD from operating after 8 P.M. so as to be 
consistent with the “average time of closure of the local Walgreens pharmacy.” 
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RESPONSE K5: As discussed above, the proposed hours of operation are permitted  as-of-right in the 
Irving Street NCD and further comply with the more restrictive operating hours for MCDs set forth in the 
Health Code. Additionally, while the pharmacy counter at the Walgreens location one block eastward 
typically closes at 9 P.M, the retailer itself typically remains open until 10:30 P.M. Furthermore, and with 
particular respect to pharmacies, the Planning Code provides a specific allowance for 24-hour operation 
so long as there is a licensed pharmacist on duty, prescription drugs are for sale, and adequate 
light/security for safety is provided between 11 P.M. and 6 A.M. 
 
ISSUE K6: The Appellant “strongly insist[s] that the city monitor the consequences to the surrounding 
neighborhood.” 
 
RESPONSE K6: The Planning Department fully shares the Appellant’s expectation that the proposed 
MCD operate in strict adherance to all applicable conditions of approval and City and State law. In 
conjunction with other involved City agencies (e.g. the Department of Public Health), the Planning 
Department will promptly and thouroughly review and address any reports to the contrary. 
 
ISSUE K7: The Appellant has expressed concerns regarding “severe adverse effects on the community” 
during alleged heavy patronage of the proposed MCD during annual concerts in Golden Gate Park. 
 
RESPONSE K7: As noted previously, the proposed MCD would serve only patients for whom medical 
cannabis has been proscribed by a physician. As such, and apart from the City questioning the medical 
decisions of a licensed physician, a connection between the proposed MCD and festivals in Golden Gate 
Park (e.g. Outside Lands, Hardly Strictly Bluegrass) is tenuous. Regardless, congestion in most 
neighborhoods abutting Golden Gate Park – along with patronage of a broad range of businesses in those 
neighborhoods - is typically increased during major events. 
 
ISSUE A1: The Appellant contends that the proposed MCD is not necessary or desirable and not 
compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
RESPONSE A1: The Commission, by unanimous vote, determined otherwise. The proposed MCD would 
add a unique business type and would provide goods and services that are not otherwise available 
within the immediate District, nor within the broader Sunset neighborhood. Additionally, 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. The space in question has been vacant for some time, and as such the proposal would 
help to activate this portion of the NCD while serving the changing medical needs of the City. As there 
are no other MCDs within two miles of the proposed location, the proposed MCD would function 
primarily as a neighborhood-serving use for those patients within the broader Sunset neighborhood. The 
proposed MCD is a locally-owned business that has several years of direct experience working in the 
medical cannabis industry within San Francisco. 
 
ISSUE A2: The Appellant contends that notification of public hearings for, and community meetings 
regarding, the proposed MCD were inadequate. 
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RESPONSE A2: The Department is currently evaluating compliance with the Planning Code’s 
requirements for neighborhood notice in association with the Commission’s public hearing. The Project 
Sponsor conducted additional meetings open to the public and provided associated neighborhood notice, 
neither of which were required under the Planning Code. 
 
ISSUE A3: The Appellant contends that the Sponsor “is actually intent” on establishing an adult use 
cannabis retailer with a smoking lounge rather than an MCD. 
 
RESPONSE A3: The application that was approved by the Planning Commission and which is the subject 
of this appeal would authorize only the sale of medical cannabis products for use off site, and only then 
exclusively to patients for whom medical cannabis had been proscribed by a licensed physician. Any sale 
of cannabis for non-medical purposes would be subject to the regulatory framework put in place by the 
Board following January 1, 2018, when the State may begin issuing permits for adult-use consumption of 
cannabis. 
 
With respect to future on-site consumption, the application does not authorize any on-site smoking, 
vaporizing, or any other type of consumption. An air filtration and odor-control system has been 
proposed by the sponsor as a means to limit any odors associated with cannabis and cannabis-products 
from being detectable outside of the establishment, rather than as a means to address any proposed on-
site smoking. 
 
ISSUE A4: The Appellant contends that the proposed MCD will exacerbate traffic conditions and 
jeopardize the safety of pedestrians. 
 
RESPONSE A4: The Appellant has provided no evidence that the proposed MCD would negatively 
affect traffic in the immediate or broader neighborhood to any greater extent than would be the case 
should the space in question be re-tenanted with the current permitted land uses (retail and restaurant). 
The proposed MCD would comply with all Planning Code requirements with respect to parking and 
loading. As discussed above, the subject property is also well served by transit and bicycle routes. 
Potential safety issues associated with driving while under the influence of cannabis are not anticipated 
to be affected by the proposed MCD because the proposed MCD would not involve any on-site 
consumption of medical cannabis. 
 
ISSUE A5: The Appellant contends that the MCD will “attract more congestion during concert 
weekends.” 
 
RESPONSE A5:  Response K7, above, addresses this contention. 

 
ISSUE A6: The Appellant contends that the MCD would have a negative effect on nearby existing 
businesses. 
 
RESPONSE A6: In general terms, the Department is unaware of complaints made by merchants who 
have been negatively impacted by an operating MCD in the immediate area. On the contrary, vacant 
storefronts – such as those currently found at the subject property - are acknowledged as a detriment to 
the commercial vitality of a given corridor. Should the Board uphold the Commission’s action, employees 
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and customers of the proposed MCD would be likely to patronize nearby existing businesses, thus 
supporting existing small businesses along the Irving Street NCD. 
 
ISSUE A7: The Appellant contends that approval of the MCD will encourage clustering of other MCDs 
nearby. 
 
RESPONSE A7: Neither the Health Code nor the Planning Code prohibit the clustering of MCDs in the 
Irving Street NCD. However, of the 49 MCDs that had received Planning Commission approval as of 
September 2017, the nearest is located two miles away. As such, it cannot be said that there is a clustering 
problem at present. 
 
During the public hearing on this application, the Planning Commission noted that the minimum 
required separation between MCDs and sensitive uses (e.g. 1,000 feet from a school/community facility) 
significantly limits eligible locations for MCDs. The Commission observed that this leads to a geographic 
equity issue in which there is an overconcentration of MCDs in certain areas while there is a dearth in 
others. 
 
Any future application for cannabis-related retail uses in the Irving Street NCD (or elsewhere in the City) 
would be subject to the discretionary permitting process required for all land use authorizations under 
the City Charter; if any member of the public were to have concerns regarding clustering in the future, 
such concerns could be addressed through any number of appeal avenues depending on the nature of 
that application and the final disposition of the cannabis regulations now under consideration by the 
Board. 
 
ISSUE A8: The Appellant contends that a storefront MCD is not necessary in the Sunset; delivery services 
should suffice. 
 
RESPONSE A8: The project allows for the establishment of an MCD which would serve patients who 
live in the Sunset and who stand to benefit from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary located closer to their 
residence. In-person services at an MCD can help tailor a treatment regimen to individual patient needs. 
Much like with conventional medical treatments and products, in some cases medical cannabis patients 
can advantage themselves from home delivery services, while in other cases an in-person consultation at 
a brick-and-mortar setting leads to better health outcomes. 
 
ISSUE A9: Throughout the Alioto Appeal, it is suggested that the Board should disapprove the proposed 
MCD owing to the concentration of youth in the immediate and broader neighborhood and the effects of 
the proposed MCD on those under 18 years of age.  
 
RESPONSE A9: Limiting youth access and exposure to cannabis is a core value of the City. To that end, 
the Planning Code identifies specific land uses (e.g. schools) close to which MCDs may not locate. 
Furthermore, the Health Code and State Law provide for strict limits (discussed above) for signage and 
public product display, respectively. These and other controls were adopted in order to provide for a 
clear, consistent framework to limit youth access and exposure, and the proposed MCD would comply 
with all of them. Furthermore, during the deliberation, the Commission expressed disagreement that 
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outright prohibition of the proposed MCD - or any other MCD - would limit risks to youth, instead 
stating that improved education and open discussion on the matter is more effective.  
 
SUMMARY RESPONSE 
Contrary to the appeals, the Planning Commission found the proposed MCD to be necessary and 
desirable for the community as it 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 Commission determined that the project complies with all Section 303(c) Conditional 
Use criteria along with all other applicable provisions of the Planning Code. The Commission considered 
the proposed MCD to be a benefit in part because the vacant storefront would be activated and occupied 
by a successful operator with a sterling track-record at its Mission Street location. Specifically, the 
Planning Commission found as follows: 
 
The size of the proposed use is in keeping with other storefronts on the block face, and [the size] is a principally 
permitted use size within the District. While a merger 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 proposed MCD will be located within an existing building that has been vacant for several years. The existing 
storefront will be replaced and upgraded with high-quality materials, and should serve to enhance the District. 

 
The proposed MCD would not permit any cultivation or processing of medical cannabis on site, nor 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 have a mechanical system designed to keep any potential 
odors from passing into pedestrian space, and as such, should not generate any noxious or offensive emissions such 
as noise, glare, dust and odor. 

 
The proposed project is consistent with the stated purposed of the Irving Neighborhood Commercial 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 encourage the street’s active retail frontage. 
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. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
Despite having implemented a regulatory framework for medical cannabis more than ten years ago, and 
despite having nearly 50 MCDs operating in the City today, the entire Sunset District is devoid of any 
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such use. This stands in marked contrast to decades of local and state law1 supporting patient access to 
medical cannabis. 
 
The Appellants in this case variously ask that the Board modify or overturn a unanimous decision by the 
Planning Commission in which it found, with the recommendation of Department Staff, that the 
proposed use at the subject property was necessary and desirable, that the elimination of a vacant 
storefront in-lieu of an active institutional use appropriate, that the geographic equity of MCDs for 
medical cannabis patients laudable, and the Project Sponsor’s successful operational experience 
auspicious.  
 
For the reasons stated in this document, in the attached Resolution, and in the Planning Department case 
file, the Planning Department recommends that the Board uphold the Planning Commission’s decision in 
approving the Conditional Use authorization to establish an MCD in the existing vacant ground floor 
retail spaces at the subject property and deny the requests from Appellants Kimmerling and Alioto to 
overturn or modify the Commission’s decision. 
 

                                                
1 State Proposition 215 ("The Compassionate Use Act of 1996"); California Senate Bill 420 ("The Medical Marijuana Program Act"); 
Board of Supervisors Resolution 955-01 (’Declaration of Sanctuary City for Medical Cannabis") 

2863



From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: cathyalioto@hotmail.com; salspizza@aol.com; gigitam143@gmail.com; jesse.barbarycoast@gmail.com;

 brendan@hallinan-law.com
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,

 Lisa (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides;
 Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); geokimm@sbcglobal.net; Sider, Dan (CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL LETTER: Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - Proposed 2161-2165 Irving Street
 Project - Appeal Hearing on December 5, 2017

Date: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 4:17:35 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,
 
Please find linked below a supplemental appeal letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the
 Board from Catherine Alioto on behalf of the Appellants regarding the appeal of the Conditional Use
 Authorization for the proposed project at 2161-2165 Irving Street.
 
                Appellant Letter - November 22, 2017
               
The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 4:30 p.m. special order before the Board on
 December 5, 2017.
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
 below:
 
                Board of Supervisors File No. 171188
 
Regards,
Brent Jalipa
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under
 the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be
 redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with
 the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the
 Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and
 copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—
including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board
 and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the
 public may inspect or copy.
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Marijuana Dispensary on Irving b/t 22nd and 23d
Date: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:33:02 AM

 
 

From: Paul Roscelli [mailto:paulroscelli@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, November 26, 2017 1:12 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Marijuana Dispensary on Irving b/t 22nd and 23d
 
Dear Board
 
As a long time member of the outer sunset community, I strongly oppose the opening of
the Marijuana Dispensary on Irving b/t 22nd and 23d. I do NOT challenge the legality of using
marijuana but rather the location of the dispensary in this community, nearby as it will be to so
many local businesses, the park and schools and churches. Please reconsider the permit. I have
seen what these places have done in other parts of SF—not to mention those who now come
from Marin and San Mateo to do what their communities will not allow.  I will not support
members of the board who endorse this proposal. I will not be able to make the Dec 5th
discussion, so I’d appreciate it if you would make my voice heard
 
Paul Roscelli
1347 31st Ave SF

 

"It is difficult to free fools from the chains they revere."
-- Voltaire

"Go Bears!"--Oski
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Petition to BanThe Barbary Coast Marijuana Dispensary 
@Irving St 

Action petitioned We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act 
for now to deny a permit for the proposed marijuana dispensary currently 

under consideration for Sunset District, called The Barbary Coast 
dispensary at 2161 and 2165 Irving Street. SF 

Printed Name I Signature Address Date 
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Marijuana Dispensary on Irving b/t 22nd and 23d
Date: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:33:02 AM

 
 

From: Paul Roscelli [mailto:paulroscelli@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, November 26, 2017 1:12 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Marijuana Dispensary on Irving b/t 22nd and 23d
 
Dear Board
 
As a long time member of the outer sunset community, I strongly oppose the opening of
the Marijuana Dispensary on Irving b/t 22nd and 23d. I do NOT challenge the legality of using
marijuana but rather the location of the dispensary in this community, nearby as it will be to so
many local businesses, the park and schools and churches. Please reconsider the permit. I have
seen what these places have done in other parts of SF—not to mention those who now come
from Marin and San Mateo to do what their communities will not allow.  I will not support
members of the board who endorse this proposal. I will not be able to make the Dec 5th
discussion, so I’d appreciate it if you would make my voice heard
 
Paul Roscelli
1347 31st Ave SF

 

"It is difficult to free fools from the chains they revere."
-- Voltaire

"Go Bears!"--Oski
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Marijuana Dispensary
Date: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:32:50 AM

 
 

From: Grace Garcia [mailto:grace.garcia@att.net] 
Sent: Sunday, November 26, 2017 1:24 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Marijuana Dispensary
 
 

I join with other Sunset district residents in opposing the proposed marijuana dispensary at 22nd &
Irving.
It is not an appropriate location for this type of business.
Thank You,
Grace Garcia

1622-38th Ave.
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Ban Marijuana Dispensary @ 2161-5 Irving St., SF
Date: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:32:40 AM

 
 

From: Louis Chan [mailto:louiskchan46@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 26, 2017 2:25 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Ban Marijuana Dispensary @ 2161-5 Irving St., SF
 

Dear Board of Supervisors of SF:

Please note that we are writing to oppose having the adult
marijuana dispensary at 2161-5 Irving Street, San Francisco.
 
At the same time, we are for the following proposals.
1) Make buffer zones minimum 1,000'.
2) Count preschools, daycare centers and public libraries in the
buffer zones.
 
Sincerely,
Louis Chan
Ivy Chan
1630 36th Avenue, San Francisco
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Lew, Lisa (BOS); Wong, Linda (BOS)
Subject: FW: I strongly object to the Marijuana dispensaries in the Sunset District
Date: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 10:55:53 AM

 
 

From: Heather Murdock [mailto:hgmurdock@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2017 9:34 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
 <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>
Cc: hknight@sfchronicle.com
Subject: I strongly object to the Marijuana dispensaries in the Sunset District
 
Hello Board of Supervisors, especially Norman and Katy
I know this is last minute but I heard you are voting on the medical marijuana dispensary in the Sunset
 District tomorrow and I would like to voice my strong objection to granting a permit for a dispensary on
 Irving near Jefferson Elementary School and numerous Day Care centers.  
 
I teach Biology at San Francisco State University, and cover the pros and cons of Marijuana in my
 classes and there are so many more negatives than positives with this drug.  I can see the negatives in
 my classes with the amount of students that have admitted to using the drug and how many are addicted
 or have friends with  MJ addiction.  (Out of 279 students 63 of them (23%) know of someone that is
 having Marijuana abuse problems, 53% of them know of someone with another type of addiction. Our
 society has so much substance abuse already and we're just going to add to it with legalization of
 Marijuana and the proliferation of both medical and recreational marijuana dispensaries.)
 
While I understand that Medical Marijuana can alleviate many symptoms for people that are in pain, have
 nausea, eating disorders, PTSD, anxiety, sleep issues, cancer, MS, glaucoma etc. etc.  The fact remains
 that Marijuana is mostly used recreationally and putting a medical dispensary near schools will just
 further de-stigmatize this drug, making kids think it's okay to use. In California less than 5% of
 medical marijuana cardholders actually have HIV, glaucoma, Multiple Sclerosis, cancer or
 other life-threatening diseases. Most of the other medical marijuana users list “chronic
 pain” or “insomnia”, and use it recreationally.  (Please note, there is no valid research to
 date that actually proves marijuana is safe or healthy, despite often being called “medical”.)
 
It's an addictive drug that can cause damage to the nervous system, respiratory system and
 cardiovascular system. It is also considered a "Gateway Drug" since many Marijuana users build up a
 tolerance for MJ and need to move onto a more potent drug to get the "high" that they are craving. Since
 legalization in other states there have been more instances of ER visits due to MJ (especially children
 ingesting edibles), fatal car crashes, animals being subjected to MJ, etc. etc..  
 
If people need MJ for medical purposes there are plenty of delivery services that can bring the drug to
 their home. I don't think we need to subject our neighborhood to more drug use because the drug
 industry would like to make more money. We all know this is just a money issue - not a public service
 issue. Legalizing marijuana is actually going to harm our society in the long run and cost us more in
 health care, substance abuse programs, mental health programs, unemployment and welfare costs, and
 it will decrease the quality of life and cause family strife for so many users.  
 
I was very much against legalizing it in the 1st place and I'm just going to attach the letter that I wrote to
 L.G. Gavin Newsom since my opinion has not changed since then and the letter has the information that
 I think you should be considering about Marijuana in general. I'm also ccing Heather Knight from the San
 Francisco Chronicle since she wrote a piece attacking your debate on granting dispensaries in the city
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 recently. I'm glad you're considering the 1000 ft rule as well as the 600 ft buffer. I think Newsom, the
 Board of Supervisors, and the Chronicle staffers needs to research the adverse affects of Marijuana a
 little more before promoting more drug use in San Francisco.   
 
I have kids and don't want them to think using Marijuana is "Okay" because it is so accessible, advertised
 everywhere we go, accepted and portrayed as "medical".  When I asked my students how many of them
 got any sort of Marijuana education in elementary, middle or high school less than 10% of them raised
 their hands - most of them had no idea the adverse affects of marijuana on their bodies and for some of
 them it's a little late since they are already hooked.  I've had plenty of friends that have had life long
 problems due to their marijuana usage as teens so I really do not like this drug. 
 
Here's more info in the letter I wrote before the election: August 2016  
 
Dear Lieutenant Governor Gavin Newsom and the San Francisco Chronicle
  
I’d like to explain some adverse effects of marijuana, so that the voters are better educated
 on the subject before we rush to legalize.
Here are some conclusive facts about marijuana:

When the psychoactive ingredient in marijuana, THC binds to the cannabinoid
 receptors meant for our own natural chemicals, it causes an array of harmful effects,
 especially on the brain, heart and lungs.
THC is particularly damaging to the brains of teens and young adults because their
 brains are not fully mature until around 25 and the THC can cause permanent
 damage.
Marijuana affects the areas of the brain that control memory, mood, motivation, motor
 coordination, decision-making, communication, pain, pleasure, appetite, judgment,
 reward, learning, alertness, self-conscious awareness, concentration and addiction.
It also increases the incidents of mental illnesses such as depression, panic attacks,
 paranoia, anxiety and schizophrenia.  Exposure to marijuana increases the risk of
 developing schizophrenia in people with genetic vulnerability by 40%.  
Frequent marijuana usage can lower IQ, educational outcome and job performance.
Marijuana usage increases the risk of heart attack, stroke, chronic bronchitis and
 other health issues.
Marijuana is very addictive. There are 4.4 million Americans addicted to
 Marijuana! One reason is that the THC potency has increased from 3-5% in the 60’s
 to 15 – 25% in 2015. This stronger potency effects brain structure, function,
 addiction, IQ and psychosis more.
Marijuana is often a “gateway drug” with users moving to harder drugs like crack,
 cocaine, heroin, methamphetamines, and Oxycontin.  
Marijuana usage can be fatal. There are over 3000 traffic fatalities per year
 associated with impaired driving due to marijuana. This number will increase with
 legalization, as will the number of violent crimes, job-related injuries, overdoses from
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 harder drugs and suicides.
Some people argue if alcohol and tobacco are both legal shouldn’t marijuana be legal
 as well?   Alcohol and tobacco both do a great amount of damage to our society, but
 that’s not a rational argument to add more damage to the population by increasing
 addiction and health issues with one more dangerous substance. Out of the 158
 million Americans that consume alcohol 10-15% are addicted (there are similar
 addiction rates for the 19 million marijuana users) and 88,000 die from excess
 alcohol usage yearly. Out of the 58 million tobacco users in American at least 60%
 are addicted, and tobacco causes 148,000 deaths per year.  We currently spend
 more than 600 billion dollars a year on health care for substance abuse.  It’s
 reprehensible to legalize yet another drug to add to these statistics.
Marijuana can alleviate pain and suffering and increase appetite, but should only be
 used for medicinal purposes for people with severely debilitating health issues. In
 California less than 5% of medical marijuana cardholders actually have HIV,
 glaucoma, Multiple Sclerosis, cancer or other life-threatening diseases. Most of the
 other medical marijuana users list “chronic pain” or “insomnia”, and use it
 recreationally.  (Please note, there is no valid research to date that actually proves
 marijuana is safe or healthy, despite often being called “medical”.)
Marijuana usage is also linked with decreased fertility, increased sexually transmitted
 infections, unplanned pregnancies, preterm labor, increased ER visits, child neglect
 and animal poisonings.
The costs associated with increased marijuana usage far outweigh the revenue we
 will receive in taxes if legalization goes through. Some propose that the revenue
 could be used for education. This is ironic since we’ll be making it more accessible
 and acceptable for out youth to use a substance that damages their brain, lowers
 their IQ and motivation, increases dropout and expulsion rates and leads to lower
 paying jobs and life satisfaction.

 
In conclusion: legalizing marijuana will cause MORE…usage in teens, addiction, overdoses
 from harder drugs, crime, incarceration, higher enforcement needs, traffic fatalities,
 educational decline, unemployment, detrimental health issues including mental illness,
 healthcare costs, homelessness, and ruined lives. We should be concentrating on
 education and prevention in order to DECREASE the use of marijuana, so that we have a
 healthier, safer, saner, more functional society.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
Heather Murdock, SFSU Biology Lecturer
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeals and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, December 5, 2017 

Time: 4:30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 171188. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code, Sections 303 and 732, for a proposed project 
located at 2161-2165 Irving Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 
1777, Lot No. 037, identified in Case No. 2016-002424CUA, issued 
by the Planning Commission by Motion No. 20027 dated October 
12, 2017, to establish a Medical Cannabis Dispensary, dba Barbary 
Coast Dispensary, within the Irving Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District and a 65-A height and bulk district. (District 4) 
(Appellant: Salvatore Al ioto for Sunset Merchants and Neighbors 
Association) (Filed November 2, 2017). 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written comments prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in 
these matters and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. 
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information 
relating to these matters will be available for public review on Friday, December 
1, 2017. 

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: November 22, 2017 

~~~~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Docs, SF (LIB)
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: HEARING NOTICE: Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - Proposed 2161-2165 Irving Street Project -

 Appeal Hearing on December 5, 2017
Date: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 8:31:56 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good morning,
 
Please kindly post the below linked hearing notice for public viewing.
 
Thank you.
 
Lisa Lew
Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
 California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
 the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
 committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
 hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
 information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
 information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
 website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 8:28 AM
To: salspizza@aol.com; gigitam143@gmail.com; jesse.barbarycoast@gmail.com; brendan@hallinan-
law.com
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT) <jon.givner@sfgov.org>; Stacy, Kate (CAT) <kate.stacy@sfgov.org>; Jensen,
 Kristen (CAT) <kristen.jensen@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Sanchez,
 Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron
 (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Tran, Nancy (CPC) <Nancy.H.Tran@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
 <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides
 <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa
 (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>;
 geokimm@sbcglobal.net; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>
Subject: HEARING NOTICE: Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - Proposed 2161-2165 Irving Street
 Project - Appeal Hearing on December 5, 2017
 
Greetings,
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The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the
 Board of Supervisors on December 5, 2017, at 4:30 p.m., to hear an appeal regarding the
 Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed project at 2161-2165 Irving Street.
 
Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter:
 
                Hearing Notice - November 22, 2017
 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
 below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171188
 
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
 California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
 the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
 committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
 hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
 information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
 information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
 website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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From: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
To: salspizza@aol.com; gigitam143@gmail.com; jesse.barbarycoast@gmail.com; brendan@hallinan-law.com
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,

 Lisa (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides;
 Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); geokimm@sbcglobal.net; Sider, Dan (CPC);
 Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Lew, Lisa (BOS)

Subject: Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - Proposed 2161-2165 Irving Street Project - Appeal Hearing on December
 5, 2017

Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 6:06:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Good evening,
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled your initial hearing for Special Order before the
 Board of Supervisors on December 5, 2017, at 4:30 p.m.  Please find linked below the letter of
 appeal filed against the proposed project at 2161-2164 Irving Street, and an informational letter
 from the Clerk of the Board.
 

Conditional Use Authorization Appeal Letter - November 2, 2017
 
                Public Works Letter - November 6, 2017

 
Clerk of the Board Letter - November 9, 2017

 
I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
 below:
 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171188
 
 
Regards,
 
Alisa Somera
Legislative Deputy Director
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.7711 direct | 415.554.5163 fax
alisa.somera@sfgov.org
 

Click HERE to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
 
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters
 since August 1998.
 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to
 disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information
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 provided will not be redacted.  Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information
 when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that
 members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available
 to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from
 these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
 information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the
 Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

November 9, 2017 

Salvatore Alioto 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Sunset Merchants and Neighbors Association 
1320-22nd Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 

Subject: File No. 171188 - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 2161-2165 
Irving Street Project 

Dear Mr. Alioto: 

Thank you for your appeal filing regarding the proposed project at 2161-2165 Irving Street. 
Public Works has informed the Board of Supervisors in a letter received November 6, 
2017, (copy attached) that the signatures represented with your appeal filing on 
November 2, 2017, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code, and represent 
owners of more than 20% of the property involved and sufficient for an appeal. 

The filing period.to appeal this conditional use authorization closes on Monday, 
November 13, 2017. Our office received an earlier filing of appeal for the same project on 
October 17, 2017. Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, an initial hearing date for the 
previously filed appeal has been scheduled for Tuesday, November 14, 2017. 

Given that there are now two appeals on this project, the Board may entertain a motion at 
the November 14, 2017, meeting to continue the initial hearing to Tuesday, December 5, 
2017, at 4:30 p.m., to consolidate and hear both appeals on the same day at the Board of 
Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative 
Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94122. 

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by noon: 

20 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution. 

Continues on next page 
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2161-2165 Irving Street Project 
Conditional Use Appeal 
November  2017 
Page 2 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive 
copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554-7712, or Lisa Lew at (415 554-7718. 

Very truly yours, 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

c: Jesse Henry, Executive Director, Barbary Coast Collective 
Brendan Hallinan, Hallinan and Hallinan, Project Sponsor 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Senior Advisor, Planning Department 
Nancy Tran, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary 
Flo Kimmerling, Vice-President, Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association 

9,
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PUBLIC 
WORKS 

Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

Bruce R. Storrs P.L.S. 
City and County Surveyor 

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
1155 Market St., 3rd floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel (415) 554-5827 
Subdivision.Mapping@sfdpw.org 

sfpublicworks.org 
facebook.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/sfpublicworks 

November 6, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place 

City Hall - Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: 2161-2165 Irving St., Lot 037 of Assessor's Block 1777 

Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of Conditional Use 

Application No. 2016-002424CUA 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

This letter is in response to your November 3, 2017 request for our 

Department to check the sufficiency of the signatures with respect to the 

above referenced appeal. Please be advised that per our calculations the 

appellants' signatures represent 32.19% of area, which is greater than 20% of 

the area involved and is therefore sufficient for appeal. 

Sincerely, 

~~o~ k ( Bruce R. Storrs, P.L.S. -a -, City & County Surveyor 

. . .. ,,/ .. 
• ~11/f'"'..._ 
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
To: Storrs, Bruce (DPW)
Cc: Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW); Rivera, Javier (DPW); Bergin, Steven (DPW); Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT);

 Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC);
 Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tran, Nancy (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera,
 Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 2161-2165 Irving Street - Verification of Signatures
Date: Friday, November 03, 2017 4:26:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Appeal Ltr 110217.pdf
COB Ltr 110317.pdf

Hello Mr. Storrs:
 
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the Conditional Use Authorization for
 the proposed project at 2161-2165 Irving Street. The appeal was filed by Salvatore Alioto on behalf
 of Sunset Merchants and Neighbors Association on November 2, 2017.
 
Please find the attached appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures
 submitted with the appeal filing.
 
Kindly review for verification of signatures. Thank you.
 
Regards,
 
Lisa Lew
Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
 

    Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.
 
Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
 California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.  Members of
 the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
 committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
 hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any
 information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
 information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors'
 website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

November 3, 2017 

Bruce R. Storrs 
City and County Surveyor, Public Works 
11 55 Market Street, 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Planning Case No. 2016-002424CUA 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!TTY No. 544-5227 

2161-2165 Irving Street - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 

Dear Mr. Storrs: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Salvatore Alioto, on behalf of 
Sunset Merchants and Neighbors Association, from the decision of the Planning Commission on 
October 12, 2017, relating to the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 2016-
002424CUA) pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 303 and 732, to establish a medical cannabis 
dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a Barbary Coast Dispensary) within the Irving Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District and a 65-A height and bulk district, for a proposed project located at: 

2161 -2165 Irving Street,'Assessor's Parcel Block No. 1777, Lot No. 037 

By copy of this letter, the City and County Surveyor is requested to determine the sufficiency of the 
signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submit a 
report not later than 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday, November 8, 2017. 

Sincerely, 

l);./m~-~"~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

c: Jerry Sanguinetti, Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping 
Javier Rivera, Public Works 
Steve Bergin, Public Works 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Nancy Tran, Planning Department 

2930



2931


	Cmte Board



