
REJECT APPEAL 

LETTERS FROM 

THE 300 FT 

RADIUS MAP 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218- 27rH AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neighbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable after a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing resulting in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Name 

Date • \ 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218-- 27TH AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neighbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable after a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing resulting in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

233 
Address 

2 bee. CJ 
Date .... 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT P PPEAL ON 218·· 271
" AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neig1bor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commis'<on Approval of this project. Th0 Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both ren lered this project approvable af·:er a very thorough planning process including a Planning 
Commiss on hearing resulting in a UNAl\'!MOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Name 

Address j 

Date 

--···---------------------



Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218-- 27rH AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neighbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable after a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing resulting in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Address 

Date 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218-- 27rH AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neighbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable after a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing resulting in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

-
Co(\n te. ~f\~D 

Name 

'l~ LtC1 l0-\l-e St-
Address 

'"Ii /11 
Date f ( ., 



Board of Supervisors 

City and :ounty of San Francisco 

REJECT J PPEAL ON 218- 27TH AVE 

Dear Boe. rd of Supervisors: 

As a neig 1bor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of t he Planning 

Commiss on Approval of this project. Th:l Department of Planning and t he Planning Commission have 

both ren Jered this project approvable at :er a very thorough planning process including a Planning 
Comm is: on hearing resulting in a UNAf\ IMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

1.( __J ./7 dk_I _jr::~_ Sv 
Address 

12 ~ 3 - /7 
Date -~ 

'· 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218-- 27rH AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neighbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable after a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing resulting in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Name 

#C 
Address 

Date •-\ 



Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218- 27™ AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neignbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of t he Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable a~er a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing result ing in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Name 

-If 
Iv )./ 

~~~~~~~~~~ 

Address 

o-.v~~ 14~;11 
Date -~ 

' 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218-- 27TH AVE 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

As a neighbor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commiso;on Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable after a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commission hearing resulting in a UNANIMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIOlllERS. 

~~~ 
Name 

Address 

Date •'\ 



Board of Supervisors 
City and .:aunty of San Francisco 

REJECT I ?PEAL ON 218-- 2i™ AVE 

Dear Boe rd of Supervisors: 

As a nei& 1bor of the above referenced p1 oject I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commiss on Approval of this project. The Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both ren•Jered this project approvable afcer a very thorough planning process including a Planning 
Commiss on hearing resulting in a UNA!\ IMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

w~~ 

Address 

Date 



Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

REJECT APPEAL ON 218-- z7rH AVE 

Dear Boe: rd of Supervisors: 

As a neig 1bor of the above referenced project I ask you to REJECT THE APPEAL of the Planning 

Commission Approval of this project. Th.! Department of Planning and the Planning Commission have 

both rendered this project approvable af ·.er a very thorough planning process including a Planning 

Commis~ on hearing resulting in a UNAf\ IMOUS APPROVAL BY THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Name 

Date -~ 

( 



REJECT APPEAL 

LETTERS FROM 

THE 

RICHMOND 

DISTRICT 



Board of Supervisors 
City Ha/12"' Ffaor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27" Avenue 

As o resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

~tu re 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Th Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Elizabeth Moore 

Name 

741 9th Ave, SF Ca 94118 

Address 

lJt!~ 
Signature 



Boord of Supervisors 
City Holl 2"d Floor 
Son Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'h Avenue 

As o resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two yeors with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Deportment and went through major concessions and reiterations of the pion and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor hos additionally agreed to several conditions: 

o. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted gloss screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set bock the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in o RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor hos not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring o Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Benjamin Gerry 

Nome 

314 4th avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118 

Address 



Board of Supervisors 
City Holl 2"' Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27" Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and far 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Harrv Spitzer 
Name 

314 4!!! Avenue. San Francisco. CA 94118 
Address 

Signati'ire 



Board of Supervisors 
City Half 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Jfh Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Jonathan Gillie 

Name 

314 4th Ave. San Francisco, CA 94118 

Address 

5
. Jonathan Gillie (Dec 9, 2017} 
1gnature 



Board of Supervisors 

City Ha/12"" Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'" Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 

c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions/ variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 21B-2Th Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal f or the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUS! Y TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions/ variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 
David McMonigle 

Name 
350 15th Avenue 

Address 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Holl 2"d Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27"' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions/ variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Jacqueline Toboni 

Name 

1514-1516 Lake st. San Francisco, ca 94118 

Address 

~ 
Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Jfh Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 

c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 

4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

'-1 1 S 
Address 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet fram the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

"r:T)J(j tHoLc (j;Jy 
Name 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco/ California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-lJfh Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you/ 

Name 

Address 

~-
J 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Jth Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

Address 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent Jaw 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

Address 

Signature; 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2" Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27"' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

Address 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2'" Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27" Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Name 
a/' , .. ,, 
'-7 ./ ~ 

J / l v i.._..,/ 

Address 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Name 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2]th Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

J!J!I u~re st ~F, cl4- CJ'f llo 
Address /~ 

Signature ~ 



Board of Supervisors 

City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-l'Jth Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 

4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

t:>a111e-I 
Name 

5F 
_1_15'_3_0_ J._c.t..._c-_F:,_s_o1-1. _ ___._,vtff--_,_-}-_T __ c_A-_ , '1J0/ 

~ tu re 



Boord of Supervisors 
City Hall 2°d Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27" Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

~\~(tlYI 
Name 

lb!( 



Board of Supervisors 
City Haff 2"" Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 21.8-27"' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 

c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in o RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

2f'f qt? dv£, /)f!J(T A: Ol'<tJ Fi?Al'ICISlD /'.fl "l'lllf 
Address 

QDL 
Signature 
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Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-ll'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lock of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

~cW,l 
Name 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Oo~~ 
Name 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
Oty Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feetfrom the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

·;/!;'I 5t1.vi ~ 12v S.t{ a \,lf 1 Si) Cf?/! 12 
Address 

Signature 



Boord of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-lJ'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed ta frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

, 
Name 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-ll'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in o RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

c;-"] -1-C! 
w I I ! 

0, I" I 

I 1-1 
,,,.... ©- I r I' \._ ..- .~ 

Address 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-l'l'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

~Ju V\ tv~ ~V\ \o Y cjj_o \It 
Name 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-l'l'h Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

'(f 1!A boa'ff1' 
amel 

Address 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2'" Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27" Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 

4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit far the demolition of single family residences. 



Boord of Supervisors 

City Hall 2"' Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27" Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 

4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

Address 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2'd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27'• Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

..fl~MR Q4/c:3_ 
Name 

7GcJO 

A~ rL 
Si ure j 



Board of 51..!pervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco/ California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27"' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently /or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went throu!;;h major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the addi ':ional following reasons this J'.ppeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. rhe project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
c.,. Agreed to the removal of -::he roof deck and roof access 
t,.. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

1 -. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. ·he propeny is in a RM-1 arec and zoned for urban density. 
4. ·,he project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. -·his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

,·equiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank ~au/ 

E? e...v-.. 
Name 

Address 

...........----~-. ---;~;::;;;~:---='-:----_ ~~--
Signati1re 



Board of Sf.!pervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal j!Jr 218-2?1' Avenue 

As a resk:1ent of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing ,-;amily Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently ,'or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning_ Department and went throu(1h major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 

the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. T:'1e SF Planning Commission \/OTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additi:mally agreed to several conditions: 

c. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
L. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

cf. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. :'he property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. -he project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. -"his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank } •JU, 

u .1·, 
. ) 

Name 

Signati.re 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2~ Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing :-;:amily Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently /or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. rhe project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
f·. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

r'. Agreed to set back the topfloor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. ·-he property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. ·;he project sponsor has not m:ked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. '"his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use pc.rm it for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank }'OU, 

;z.l\ v. o·f e vt3 l-t/ 
Name 

Add res!:. 

zi1 v~ '9 cf- .e 0' 3 !-0 1 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Jd' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing ~amily Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
f( Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent Jaw 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-27fl' Avenue 

As a resiclent of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. .,..he project sponsor has not a5ked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. --:his project only went to the µfanning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

-.Cot \(b GOfc?c.i 
Name 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco/ California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2'1"1 Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently {or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this t tppea/ should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. 1he project sponsor has additiJnally agreed to several conditions: 
c. Agreed to the removal of ::he roof deck and roof access 
t. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
£ . Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

Agreed to set back the tOJ.- floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. ·. ne property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. -··ne project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. · "his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

tequiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank y0uJ 

J:me Y ]2c.d1',(0J{~0o5 ~e>tft-5 
Name 

Ji261 5~0cvWM/k a, s\--cJt Cf'l{//8 
Add res: 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2?1' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

G'. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 

Address 

Signature 



Board of SL!pervisors 
City Hall 2 nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Jfh Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe.you should vote against this appeal for the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing '=amily Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went throunh major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission \/OTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. rhe project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
' . Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
'

1
. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. ··he property is in a RM-1 areG and zoned for urban density. 
4. · he project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. · -his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

equ!ring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank} ·'JU, 

~ /IJ'lJ/V/fLQ 
Name 

'7--2 ~ ~ f I NL /4-e f-!f--
~~ 
Signature · 



Board of Sf.!pervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2?1' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. i-he project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Name 



Board of Sf.!pervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San FranciscoJ California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2?1' Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently for almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 

e, Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. This project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thankp~~ 
Name -
~ 

Add res_ 

Signature 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall .;.~nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal for 218-2Jth Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal for the following 

reasons: 

SF shouH be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The proj1::1ct sponsor worked diligently f or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 

Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 

the additional following reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additi::mally agreed to several conditions: 

c. Agreed to the removal of i:he roof deck and roof access 
i . Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 

c Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the tor floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. The property is in a RM-1 areo and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not a:·:ked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. : his project only went to the pianning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a C~nditional Use p~rmit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank }I :JU, 

£/t~~(o c~ · l.· vv-0-5 
-------'--"------------------~ 
Name 



Board of S f.!pervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal f or 218-2?" Avenue 

As a resicjent of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 
in SF. 

The project sponsor worked diligently f or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 
the additional fo!Jowing reasons this Appeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 
2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 

a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
b. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c.. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 
d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. "/he property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not a~ked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. T.his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank 'JOU, 

Add res.~· 



Board of Supervisors 
City Hall 2 nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Rl!asons to Reject the Appeal f or 218-lJfh Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 
reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The projr:Xt sponsor worked diligently. =or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning Department and went through major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 

the addi1 ional following reasons this J.ppeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission \l':OTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has addith nally agreed to several conditions: 
a. Agreed to the removal of ~he roof deck and roof access 
t. Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 
3. The property is in a RM-1 area and zoned for urban density. 
4. The project sponsor has not asked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. ~his project only went to the planning commission because there is a recent law 

requiring a Conditional Use permit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank you, 

Na e . / 

/</ 6.3 Low1 Jo J ff3D I CY CI tic//'()-S 
I 

Add res:; 



Board of 51..!pervisors 
City Hall 2nd Floor 

San Francisco, California 

Re: Reasons to Reject the Appeal j or 218-27fh Avenue 

As a resident of San Francisco I believe you should vote against this appeal far the following 

reasons: 

SF should be committed to providing Family Sized Housing to meet the Lack of Housing Crisis 

in SF. 

The proj.::ct sponsor worked diligently ]or almost two years with professional staff at the SF 
Planning· Department and went throu!:Jh major concessions and reiterations of the plan and for 

the addh:iona/ following reasons this J.' ppeal should be Rejected: 

1. The SF Planning Commission VOTED UNANIMOUSLY TO APPROVE THIS PROJECT. 

2. The project sponsor has additionally agreed to several conditions: 
-a. Agreed to the removal of the roof deck and roof access 
L Agreed to frosted and inoperable windows at the north elevation 
c. Agreed to provide frosted glass screening at the north entry stairs and landing 

d. Agreed to set back the top floor 15 feet from the front elevation. 

3. :. he property is in a RM-1 areo and zoned for urban density. 
4. · ~he project sponsor has not a!•ked for any exceptions I variances to the planning code. 
5. ·.·his project only went to the 1--lanning commission because there is a recent law 

,·equirfng a Conditional Use pumit for the demolition of single family residences. 

Thank~def ,/,PefZ= 
Name 

/::16 1gb::.. PV~ sf Crf!- C?<-//<i( 
----'---
Address 

Signatt. ;-e 


