
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Correspondence for tomorrow"s Planning Commission meeting regarding MCDs
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:07:28 AM
Attachments: MCD Letter August 23.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Barnes, Bill (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:26 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: Correspondence for tomorrow's Planning Commission meeting regarding MCDs
 
Attached, please find correspondence from Supervisor Sheehy related to medical cannabis
dispensaries. Please distribute to the honorable members of the Planning Commission.
 
Thank you.
 
BILL BARNES
Chief of Staff
Supervisor Jeff Sheehy, District 8
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6968
 
Pronouns: he/him/his
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letters in Opposition to Proposed Moratorium on Medical Cannabis Dispensaries
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:07:11 AM
Attachments: SFCDMA opposing MCD"s moratorium.pdf

CMAC+Letter+opposing+moratorium+(brownie+mary+signatures).pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jeremy Siegel [mailto:jsiegel@beveragelaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 1:38 PM
To: Breed, London (BOS); Roxas, Samantha (BOS); Lloyd, Kayleigh (BOS); Howerton, Michael (BOS);
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Kim,
Jane (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS); Lopez, Barbara (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Goossen, Carolyn (BOS);
Morales, Carolina (BOS); Allbee, Nate; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Jones, Justin (BOS); Spero, David (BOS);
Barnes, Bill (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS);
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Chicuata, Brittni (BOS); Kittler, Sophia (BOS); Fewer, Sandra
(BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS);
Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Lee, Judy
(BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS);
Law, Ray (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Rahaim, John (CPC); Garcia, Barbara (DPH); Chawla, Colleen
(DPH); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); DPH Cannabis Taskforce; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR)
Cc: Terrance Alan
Subject: Letters in Opposition to Proposed Moratorium on Medical Cannabis Dispensaries
 
Greetings,
 
Attached please find letters in opposition to the  proposed moratorium on all new medical cannabis
dispensaries in San Francisco from the California Music and Culture Association, the Brownie Mary
Democratic Club of San Francisco, and the San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations. 
We understand that Senator Wiener has also submitted a letter on this matter. 
 
Regards,
 
Jeremy Siegel
Executive Director
California Music and Culture Association
 
Jeremy Siegel
Associate | Hinman & Carmichael LLP
260 California Street, Suite 700, San Francisco, CA 94111
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	August	22,	2017	


San	Francisco	Board	of	Supervisors	
1	Dr.	Carlton	B.	Goodle?	Place	
City	Hall,	Room	244	
San	Francisco,	CA	94102	


San	Francisco	Planning	Commission	
1650	Mission	Street,	Suite	400	
San	Francisco,	CA	94103	


Subject:	
OpposiOon	to	Proposed	MCD	Moratorium	


Dear	San	Francisco	Board	of	Supervisors	and	Planning	Commission	


I	am	wriOng	to	you	on	behalf	of	the	San	Francisco	Council	of	District	Merchants	
AssociaOons	opposing	the	moratorium	on	the	approval	of	new	medical	cannabis	
dispensaries,	which	is	pending	before	the	Board	of	Supervisors.	


We	understand	and	realize	the	need	for	regulaOons	of	this	fledgling	industry	
which	will	not	only	create	jobs	but	also	will	contribute	financially	to	the	economy	
of	the	city.	This	industry	will	a?ract	visitors	to	the	city	and	by	so	doing	many	areas	
where	small	business	is	being	negaOvely	economically	impacted,	because	of	
online	sales,	there	will	be	traffic	and	customers	who	will	patronize	small	
businesses.	


A	moratorium	of	even	45	days	will	potenOally	harm	those	applicants	for	MCD’s	
who	have	commi?ed	to	leases	and	have	penning	applicaOons.	


Colorado	is	an	excellent	example	of	a	successful	and	profitable	cannabis	industry	
and	I	am	confident	that	with	recommendaOons	from	the	Cannabis	LegalizaOon	
Task	Force	San	Francisco	will	become	the	leader	of	good	government.	


Please	support	our	neighborhoods	and	small	businesses	and	please	reject	this	ill	
conceived	moratorium.	


Sincerely,	


	
Henry	Karnilowicz	
President	


Cc:	
The	Honorable	Edwin	M.	Lee	
Ms.	Barbara	Garcia	-	Director	of	Public	Health	
San	Francisco	Cannabis	LegalizaOon	Task	Force	


�


MEMBER	ASSOCIATIONS	


Arab American Grocers Association 


Balboa Village Merchants Association	


Bayview Merchants Association 


Castro Merchants 


Chinatown Merchants Association 
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August 8, 2017 
 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 


 
 


Subject:  Opposition to Proposed MCD Moratorium 
 
Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission, 
 
On behalf of the California Music and Culture Association (“CMAC”) and the 
other undersigned organizations, we strongly oppose the moratorium on the 
approval of new medical cannabis dispensaries (“MCDs”), currently 
pending before the Board of Supervisors.   
 
CMAC is a membership-based trade association made up of venue owners and 
operators, industry professionals, artists, and fans dedicated to the preservation 
and enrichment of music and culture, and to ensuring that cannabis can be 
socially consumed in a responsible and legally-compliant manner in San 
Francisco and the State of California at large.  We recognize the need for San 
Francisco’s medical and adult use cannabis regulations to be thoroughly 
analyzed and improved, given the coming state licensure regime, but the 
proposed moratorium will not further this goal.  It will in fact hurt the legal 
cannabis market that is developing in San Francisco, hurt the patients who 
depend on medical cannabis, and have potentially far-reaching effects on San 
Francisco’s tourism sector.    
 
If this moratorium is enacted, even for only the minimum 45 days, the ability 
of new dispensaries to apply for and receive local permits and state licenses 
will be delayed, putting their operations at risk.  Existing MCD operators and 
well-capitalized applicants will survive the moratorium.  But small MCD 
applicants who cannot shoulder the added costs of delay will be seriously 
jeopardized.  Why should the City advantage wealthy interests at the 
expense of local applicants who are hoping for an opportunity in the legal 
cannabis market?   
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Allowing more legal medical dispensaries reduces the likelihood that patients 
and adult users will turn to the illicit market.  More lawful MCDs in San 
Francisco likely means less criminal activity in San Francisco.  
 
It is also our position that the proposed moratorium will adversely impact San 
Francisco’s tourism industry.  Tourists coming to the City in 2018 are going to 
expect safe access to adult use cannabis once it is legal in California.  If there 
are not adequate legal retail options available, tourists may decide to look 
elsewhere, taking their dollars to other cities.   
 
For perspective, a 2015 study by the Colorado Tourism Office showed that 
nearly 49% of the state’s visitors were influenced by legal cannabis.  Indeed, 
Denver saw one million more visitors in 2015 than the year before, setting a 
record for the city.  And statewide, tourists spent an estimated $100 million at 
cannabis retailers—to say nothing of their other economic impact.   
 


Before considering any moratorium, we strongly encourage the Board of 
Supervisors to undertake an economic impact study to determine how 
much potential tourism revenue and how many jobs could be lost if 
existing MCD applicants and those preparing to file applications are prevented 
from obtaining permits.  
 
We are eager to work with you on new cannabis regulations.  In the meantime, 
we ask you to reject this moratorium and allow all pipeline applicants to 
continue with their application process and receive fair, timely hearings as 
scheduled.  
 
Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco’s neighborhoods 
and small businesses. 
 
Very truly yours,  
 
   
      
Ben Bleiman      Duncan Ley 
Co-Chair      Co-Chair 
CMAC      CMAC    
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CC: Board of Supervisors Members & Aides 
 Mayor Ed Lee 
 Planning Director, John Rahaim 
 Director of Public Health, Barbara Garcia 
 Board of Supervisors Clerk, Angela Calvillo 
 Mayor’s Board Liaison, Mawuli Tugbenyoh 


Planning Commission Secretary, Jonas P. Ionin 
SF Cannabis Legalization Task Force   





		CMAC - Letter opposing moratorium 8-8-17

		Brownie Mary Support

		CMAC - Letter opposing moratorium 8-8-17





P: 415.362.1215 x111 | F: 415.362.1494 | jsiegel@beveragelaw.com
www.beveragelaw.com | @boozerules
Click here to subscribe to our Booze Rules Blog
Get on my calendar! Schedule a meeting or call here
 
NOTICE: This email and all attachments are CONFIDENTIAL and intended SOLELY for the recipients as
identified in the "To," "Cc" and "Bcc" lines of this email. If you are not an intended recipient, your
receipt of this email and its attachments is the result of an inadvertent disclosure or unauthorized
transmittal. Sender reserves and asserts all rights to confidentiality, including all privileges that may
apply. Pursuant to those rights and privileges, immediately DELETE and DESTROY all copies of the
email and its attachments, in whatever form, and immediately NOTIFY the sender of your receipt of
this email. DO NOT review, copy, forward, or rely on the email and its attachments in any way.
NOTICE: NO DUTIES ARE ASSUMED, INTENDED, OR CREATED BY THIS COMMUNICATION. If you have
not executed a fee contract or an engagement letter, this firm does NOT represent you as your
attorney. You are encouraged to retain counsel of your choice if you desire to do so. All rights of the
sender for violations of the confidentiality and privileges applicable to this email and any
attachments are expressly reserved.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST 26 EXTREMIST RALLY AT

CRISSY FIELD
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:07:39 AM
Attachments: 8.23.17 GGNRA Permit Issuance for Aug. 26 Rally.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:43 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST 26
EXTREMIST RALLY AT CRISSY FIELD
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 23, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST

26 EXTREMIST RALLY AT CRISSY FIELD
 

“The shameful, anti-American trend of hate-filled extremist rallies will unfortunately be
allowed to continue this weekend in our city. 
 
Since the beginning of this process, we have repeatedly stated that the public safety of San
Francisco residents and visitors is our top priority. With the event now officially permitted,
the San Francisco Police Department is working with the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area and the United States Park Police on a comprehensive public safety plan. 
 
Let us show this nation that San Francisco is a city of peace and unity. Do not engage with
the members of this group, whose only priority is to incite violence through divisive rhetoric.
Instead of dignifying their display of hatred, we ask that residents join peaceful gatherings
taking place at the Civic Center Plaza on Friday and Saturday at 12 p.m.
 
Over the course of history, we have been tested by movements designed to magnify our
differences and sew distrust. We will not allow that fear and anger to break our spirit. Like
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, August 23, 2017 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST 26 


EXTREMIST RALLY AT CRISSY FIELD 


 
“The shameful, anti-American trend of hate-filled extremist rallies will unfortunately be allowed to continue 


this weekend in our city.   


 


Since the beginning of this process, we have repeatedly stated that the public safety of San Francisco residents 


and visitors is our top priority. With the event now officially permitted, the San Francisco Police Department is 


working with the Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the United States Park Police on a comprehensive 


public safety plan.   


 


Let us show this nation that San Francisco is a city of peace and unity. Do not engage with the members of this 


group, whose only priority is to incite violence through divisive rhetoric. Instead of dignifying their display of 


hatred, we ask that residents join peaceful gatherings taking place at the Civic Center Plaza on Friday and 


Saturday at 12 p.m. 


 


Over the course of history, we have been tested by movements designed to magnify our differences and sew 


distrust. We will not allow that fear and anger to break our spirit. Like we have so many times before, we will 


overcome ideologies based on hatred by showing the power of unity and compassion. 


 


This year marks the 50th anniversary of the Summer of Love, a movement for peace, inclusiveness and unity 


that started in this City and spread throughout the country. Half a century later, those values still drive our City. 


This weekend, we will echo once again that love triumphs over hate.” 


 


### 


 



https://www.facebook.com/events/1511844322238029/

https://www.facebook.com/events/266804640483421





we have so many times before, we will overcome ideologies based on hatred by showing the
power of unity and compassion.
 
This year marks the 50th anniversary of the Summer of Love, a movement for peace,
inclusiveness and unity that started in this City and spread throughout the country. Half a
century later, those values still drive our City. This weekend, we will echo once again that
love triumphs over hate.”
 

###
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY *** SF UNITE AGAINST HATE RALLY TO TAKE PLACE ON THE

STEPS OF CITY HALL, FRIDAY AT NOON
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:10:54 AM
Attachments: 8.25.17 SF Unite Against Hate Rally.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 3:57 PM
Subject: *** FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY *** SF UNITE AGAINST HATE RALLY TO TAKE PLACE
ON THE STEPS OF CITY HALL, FRIDAY AT NOON
 
MEDIA ADVISORY: 
Wednesday, August 23, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 
  

*** FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY *** 
 

SF UNITE AGAINST HATE RALLY TO TAKE PLACE
ON THE STEPS OF CITY HALL, FRIDAY AT NOON

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee, President London Breed, members of the Board
of Supervisors, community leaders, faith-based representatives, labor organizations, local
musicians and residents will gather at City Hall to peacefully celebrate San Francisco values
of compassion, love and inclusiveness.
 
WHERE:       City Hall, Polk Street Steps and Civic Center Plaza
 
DATE:           Friday, August 25, 2017
 
WHEN:          12:00 p.m. start
 

###
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MEDIA ADVISORY:  
Wednesday, August 23, 2017 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131  
  
   


*** FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY ***  
  


SF UNITE AGAINST HATE RALLY TO TAKE PLACE  
ON THE STEPS OF CITY HALL, FRIDAY AT NOON 


  
San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee, President London Breed, members of the Board of 
Supervisors, community leaders, faith-based representatives, labor organizations, local musicians 
and residents will gather at City Hall to peacefully celebrate San Francisco values of 
compassion, love and inclusiveness.  
  
WHERE: City Hall, Polk Street Steps and Civic Center Plaza 
 
DATE: Friday, August 25, 2017 
  
WHEN:          12:00 p.m. start 
 


### 
 







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong;

Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Mayor Ed Lee invites you to Unite Against Hate - Friday, August 25th, Noon, Civic Center Plaza
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:11:21 AM
Attachments: UniteAgainstHate.pdf
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:06 PM
To: Tsang, Francis
Cc: Sun, Selina (MYR)
Subject: Mayor Ed Lee invites you to Unite Against Hate - Friday, August 25th, Noon, Civic Center Plaza
 
Please invite all Commissioners.  Thanks! Francis
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UNITE AGAINST HATE


UNITE AGAINST HATE
friday, august 25, 12:00pm,  CIVIC CENTER PLAZA


MAYOR EDWIN M. LEE INVITES YOU TO







In recent weeks, our nation has witnessed hate and discrimination disguised as free speech rallies by 
extremist groups. San Francisco has a long history of honoring freedom of expression, but hate speech 
has no place in our city.
 
On Friday, community leaders, faith-based representatives, local labor members and city o�cials will 
gather at the Civic Center Plaza to celebrate our San Francisco values of compassion, love and 
inclusiveness. Every San Francisco resident who rejects racist rhetoric and violent demonstrations is 
invited to attend this peaceful rally. 
 
Our city will stand together to prove that in the face of hate, we will show love.  
 


US Senator Dianne Feinstein  •  US Senator Kamala Harris  •  Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi, Democratic Leader
 Congresswoman Jackie Speier  •  Senator Scott Weiner  •  Assemblymember Phil Ting


   Assemblymember David Chiu  •  SF Board of Supervisors


Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club
CARECEN


Castro Merchants 
Castro Community on Patrol


GLIDE Memorial United Methodist Church  
Harvey Milk Democratic Club


Hotel Council of San Francisco 


Hunters Point Family
Jewish Community Relations Council


Jewish Home
Jewish Federation


Interfaith Council of SF
NAACP of SF


Planned Parenthood 


 SEIU 87
SF Hillel


SF Labor Council
Success Center 
United Playaz


Women’s March San Francisco
YMCA of SF


In Partnership With (Not A Complete List):


#UniteAgainstHate 
#SFStandsAsOne     #LoveNotHate     #RespectOurCity  


RENEL BROOKS-MOON, master of ceremonies  •  MC HAmmer  
GLIDE  memorial church CHOIR  •   Ruth Asawa SOTA Taiko Group













 
 
Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
 

mailto:francis.tsang@sfgov.org
http://www.sfmayor.org/


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Errata for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project EIR (Case No. 2014-001272ENV)
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:13:31 AM
Attachments: Pier_70_Errata_82317FINAL.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Hue, Melinda (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 5:20 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: Errata for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project EIR (Case No. 2014-001272ENV)
 
Hello Commission Secretary,
 
Attached is an Errata for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use District Project EIR which will be heard at
tomorrow’s August 24 hearing. We will be bringing hard copies of the errata for the Commissioners
and we will have extra copies for the public.
 
We have posted this errata on our website as well at: http://sf-planning.org/environmental-impact-
reports-negative-declarations
 
Thanks,
 
Melinda
 
 
Melinda Hue, AICP, LEED AP
Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9041│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: melinda.hue@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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DATE:  August 23, 2017  


TO:  Planning Commission 


FROM:  Melinda Hue and Rick Cooper, Environmental Planning 


RE:  Errata to the Environmental Impact Report for the  


Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project 


Planning Department Case No. 2014‐001272ENV 


 


Following publication of  the Responses  to Comments document  (RTC)  for  the Pier 70 Mixed‐


Use District Project Draft Environmental  Impact Report  (Draft EIR),  the project  sponsors,  the 


Port  of  San  Francisco  (Port)  and  Forest  City  Development  California,  Inc.,  proposed  a 


modification  to  the  Project  Description  with  respect  to  the  Irish  Hill  Passageway  Variant, 


originally  introduced  in Chapter 2 of  the RTC.   The  revision  is  specific  to  the  location of  the 


west‐east  running pedestrian passageway  located along  Illinois Street, between  the proposed 


21st Street and the existing 22nd Street.  This revision shifts the pedestrian passageway south, to 


the corner of Illinois Street and 22nd Street, creating a diagonal pedestrian corridor  to the Irish 


Hill Playground, which is intended to provide improved visual access to the Irish Hill remnant.   


This errata updates the text and figures introduced in RTC Chapter 2 that describe the Irish Hill 


Passageway Variant. It also includes minor text changes to mitigation measures identified in the 


EIR  to make  their  language  consistent with  that  in  the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 


Program. 


The Environmental Planning Division of the Planning Department has analyzed the proposed 


revisions  to  the  Project  Description’s  Irish  Hill  Passageway  Variant  and  the  minor,  non‐


substantive  text  changes  to  mitigation  measures,  and  has  determined  that  the  proposed 


modifications  would  not  result  in  new  significant  environmental  impacts  or  substantially 


increase  the  severity  of  a  significant  impact  identified  in  the  EIR,  and  no  new  mitigation 


measures  would  be  necessary.    Further,  these  modifications  do  not  change  any  of  the 


conclusions  in  the  EIR  and  do  not  constitute  significant  new  information  that  requires 


recirculation  of  the EIR  under  the California Environmental Quality Act  (CEQA)  (California 


Public  Resources  Code  Section  21092.1)  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines  (14  California  Code  of 


Regulations Section 15088.5). 


These  additional  staff‐initiated  text  changes  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR.  New 


revisions are noted in red, with deletions marked with strikethrough and additions noted with 


double underline.  Two new figures introduced in the RTC  Figure 6.1:  Irish Hill Passageway 
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Variant, and Figure 6.3:  Irish Hill Passageway Variant Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 


PM (PDT) on the Summer Solstice  have also been revised.  The changes are described on the 
figure pages. 


REVISIONS  TO  THE  IRISH  HILL  PASSAGEWAY  VARIANT  TEXT 


AND FIGURES (RTC pp. 2.16‐2.27) 


IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT  


Following the close of the Draft EIR public comment period, the project sponsors met and conducted site 


visits with commenters who expressed concerns about the impact of new infill construction on the 


existing views of the Irish Hill remnant, a contributing landscape feature of the UIW Historic District.  


Based on further feedback received from commenters, the project sponsors initiated revisions to the 


Proposed Project to add a new project variant to the EIR, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, which is 


intended to enhance views of the Irish Hill remnant from Illinois Street.  This new variant would shift the 


pedestrian passageway between Illinois Street and the Irish Hill Playground northward southward to the 


corner of Illinois and 22nd streets by approximately 165 feet to align with the Irish Hill remnant, creating a 


view and pedestrian corridor to the landscape feature from Illinois Street the southwest corner of the 


project site.   


Summary Chapter 


The third sentence of the second paragraph on EIR p. S.1 has been revised, as follows (new text is 


underlined): 


The Proposed Project also includes four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 


infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability and one variant that would create a 


west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill. 


The last sentence of the second complete paragraph on EIR p. S.4 has been revised, as follows (new text is 


underlined): 


The Proposed Project also includes four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 


infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability and one variant that would create a 


west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill. 


The first two paragraphs under the heading “C. Summary of Project Variants” on EIR p. S.108 have been 


revised, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 


Four Five project variants are evaluated in this EIR, and are described in detail in Chapter 6, 


Variants.  These include: a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant; a District Energy System; a Wastewater 


Treatment and Reuse System (WTRS); and an Automated Waste Collection System (AWCS); and 


an Irish Hill Passageway Variant.  There is one proposed construction‐related variant of the 


Proposed Project and three proposed variants on infrastructure features of the Proposed Project, 


all of which focus on sustainability, and one variant that would create a west‐east running view 


corridor visual access to Irish Hill.   
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For each variant, all other features would be the same as or similar to the Proposed Project.  The 


variants do not involve any change to the mix of land uses, the space allocation of uses, or the 


residential unit count under the Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios of 


the Proposed Project.  Likewise, the four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 


infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability would not involve any change to 


the locations, configurations, or building envelopes of the programmed development under the 


two scenarios analyzed for the Proposed Project.  Physical environmental effects from of the 


project variants would be the same or similar to the Proposed Project.  All mitigation measures 


and improvement measures identified for the Proposed Project would be the same under the 


project variants.  


The following summary of the new Irish Hill Passageway Variant has been added after the first complete 


paragraph on EIR p. S.110 (new text is underlined): 


IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT 


The purpose of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant is to realign shift the proposed pedestrian 


passageway between Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground southward to the 


corner of Illinois and 22nd streets in order to create a view corridor visual access through 


proposed infill construction, from the southwest corner of the project site Illinois Street to the 


Irish Hill landscape feature.  Under the Proposed Project, the 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian 


passageway connecting Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate 


construction between Parcel PKS and Parcel HDY2 near at the southwest corner of the project 


site.  Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway would be shifted 


southward northward by approximately 165 feet, to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets, and 


would bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS 


(which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), to allow views of the southern and 


western faces of the Irish Hill remnant from llinois Street.  In addition, the relocated pedestrian 


passageway would widen from 40 feet at Illinois Street to 55 feet at Irish Hill Playground to 


further increase the breadth of views from Illinois Street.  In all other respects, this variant would 


be substantially the same as described for the Proposed Project.  There would be no change in the 


land use program, total gross square footage, or height under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant.   


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as described for the Proposed 


Project related to demolition, excavation, and site grading; the construction of shoreline 


improvements; geotechnical stabilization; the construction of the transportation, open space, and 


utility infrastructure network.  Under both the Maximum Residential Scenario and Maximum 


Commercial Scenario, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be constructed as part of Phase 3, 


as described for Parcel PKS under the Proposed Project.  


Chapter 1, Introduction 


The second paragraph on EIR p. 1.10 has been revised to introduce the new Irish Hill Passageway 


Variant, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough): 


Chapter 6, Project Variants, presents one proposed construction‐related and three proposed 


operational‐related variants on infrastructure features of the Proposed Project that focus on 


sustainability, and one variant that would create a west‐east running view corridor visual access 
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to Irish Hill.  The variants modify one limited feature or aspect of the Proposed Project.  The four 


five variants considered are a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant, a District Energy System Variant, a 


Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System Variant, and an Automated Waste Collection System 


Variant, and an Irish Hill Passageway Variant. 


Chapter 2, Project Description 


The last sentence on EIR p. 2.3 has been revised, as follows (new text is underlined): 


The Proposed Project also includes four variants that consider modifications to the proposed 


infrastructure and building systems to enhance sustainability, and one variant that would create 


a west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill. 


The first paragraph on EIR p. 2.74 has been revised to add an introductory reference to the new Irish Hill 


Passageway Variant, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):   


E.  PROJECT VARIANTS 


In addition to the specific characteristics of the Proposed Project described in this chapter, there 


are four five proposed variants to the Proposed Project, each of which modifies one limited 


feature or aspect of the Proposed Project.  One, a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant, is a construction‐


related variant; the other three  a District Energy System Variant, a Wastewater Treatment and 


Reuse System (WTRS) Variant, and an Automated Waste Collection System (AWCS) Variant  
are variants on infrastructure features of the Proposed Project, and all of the.  The first four 


proposed variants focus on sustainability.  The last variant – an Irish Hill Passageway Variant – 


would create a west‐east running view corridor visual access to Irish Hill.  The four five variants 


are described below.  


The following description of the new Irish Hill Passageway Variant has been added to the end of EIR 


p. 2.79 (new text is underlined).   


IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT  


Under the Proposed Project, the 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian passageway connecting Illinois Street 


and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate Parcel PKS and Parcel HDY2 at the 


southwest corner of the project site.  


Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway would be shifted southward 


northward by approximately 165 feet to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets, and would, to 


bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS (which 


would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), to allow views of the southern and western 


faces of the Irish Hill remnant from Illinois Street. In addition, the relocated pedestrian 


passageway would widen from 40 feet at Illinois Street to 55 feet at Irish Hill Playground to 


further increase the breadth of views from Illinois Street.  In all other respects, this variant would 


be substantially the same as described for the Proposed Project.  


Chapter 6, Project Variants 


The first paragraph on EIR p. 6.1 has been revised to add an introductory reference to the new Irish Hill 


Passageway Variant, as follows (new text is underlined and deletions are shown in strikethrough):   
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Chapter 6, Project Variants, discusses four five variations on features of the Proposed Project that 


are under consideration by the project sponsors:  a Reduced Off‐Haul Variant, a District Energy 


System Variant, a Wastewater Treatment and Reuse System (WTRS) Variant, and an Automated 


Waste Collection System (AWCS) Variant., and an Irish Hill Passageway Variant.  The variants 


modify one limited feature or aspect of the Proposed Project, unlike the Alternatives to the 


Proposed Project analyzed in Chapter 7, Alternatives, which provide a different features or 


characteristics to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, each variant is the same as the Proposed 


Project except for the specific variation described.  The variants are being considered by the 


project sponsors, but have not been confirmed to be part of the Proposed Project.  Each variant 


could be selected by the project sponsors and decision‐makers, and any variant or combination of 


variants could be included in the Proposed Project as part of an approval action.   


The following description and analysis of the new Irish Hill Passageway Variant has been added to the 


end of EIR p. 6.85.  This entirely new section of EIR Chapter 6, Project Variants, is not underlined for ease 


of reading.  This text change also adds three new figures to the EIR: Figure 6.1:  Irish Hill Passageway 


Variant, Figure 6.2:  Proposed Project Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM (PDT) on the Summer 


Solstice, and Figure 6.3:  Irish Hill Passageway Variant Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM 


(PDT) on the Summer Solstice.  These new figures are shown below on p. 2.20, p. 2.26, and p. 2.27. 


E.  IRISH HILL PASSAGEWAY VARIANT 


Introduction 


The project sponsors are considering the Irish Hill Passageway Variant in response to several 


comments received from the public during the DEIR comment period that expressed concern for 


the loss of existing views to Irish Hill resulting from construction of the infill construction along 


Illinois Street under the Proposed Project (see Comment CR‐6:  Irish Hill, on RTC pp. 4.F.40‐


4.F.45).     


Description  


The purpose of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant is to realign the proposed pedestrian 


passageway between Illinois Street and the proposed Irish Hill Playground in order to create a 


view corridor visual access through proposed infill construction, from the southwest corner of 


the project site Illinois Street to the Irish Hill landscape feature.   


Under the Proposed Project, the 40‐foot‐wide pedestrian passageway connecting Illinois Street 


and the proposed Irish Hill Playground would separate construction between Parcel PKS and 


Parcel HDY2 at the southwest corner of the project site (see Figure 2.14: Mid‐block Passageway 


Locations, on p. 2.43).   


Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway would be shifted southward 


northward by approximately 165 feet to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets, and would 


bisecting Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS 


(which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), and would widen from 40 feet at 


Illinois Street to 55 feet at Irish Hill Playground, to allow views of the southern and western faces 


of the Irish Hill remnant from Illinois Street.  (See Figure 6.1: The Irish Hill Passageway Variant.) 
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As such, this variant includes only minor changes to the configuration of infill construction 


within Parcels PKS and HDY2.  Under this variant, the relocated pedestrian passageway would 


bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS, and 


new construction within the southern portion of PKS (now HDY3) would abut new infill 


construction within Parcel HDY2 to the south.   


In all other respects, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as 


described for the Proposed Project.  There would be no change in the land use program, total 


gross square footage, or building height under this variant.   


PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PHASING 


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as described for the Proposed 


Project regarding demolition, excavation, and site grading; the construction of shoreline 


improvements; geotechnical stabilization; and the construction of the transportation, open space, 


and utility infrastructure network.     


Under both the Maximum Residential Scenario and Maximum Commercial Scenario, the Irish 


Hill Passageway Variant would be constructed as part of Phase 3, as described for Parcel PKS 


(Chapter 2, Project Description, Table 2.5: Project Construction and Rehabilitation Phasing for the 


Maximum Residential Scenario (EIR pp. 2.80‐2.81), and Table 2.6: Project Construction and 


Rehabilitation Phasing for the Maximum Commercial Scenario (EIR pp. 2.83‐2.84).   


Proposed Land Use Programs 


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant does would not include any changes to the land use programs 


for the Maximum Residential Scenario or Maximum Commercial Scenario identified for the 


Proposed Project.   


The proposed pedestrian passageway would bisect Parcel HDY2, creating a new Parcel HDY3 


adjacent and to the south of Parcel PKS.  The new Parcel HDY3 is connected to Parcel PKS, but 


separated southern portion of Parcel PKS under this variant would be renamed “HDY3” because 


it would be located entirely within the existing Hoedown Yard (HDY) parcel.  However, in all 


other respects, it would continue to be considered part of Parcel PKS, and the PKS land use limits 


would continue to apply for the purpose of allocating allowable uses (Residential and RALI), and 


amounts of uses, under both the Maximum Residential Scenario (see Table 2.3:  Project Summary 


– Maximum Residential Scenario, on p. 2.29) and the Maximum Commercial Scenario (see Table 


2.4:  Project Summary – Maximum Commercial Scenario, on p. 2.31).  As such, like Parcel PKS 


under the Proposed Project (and unlike Parcels HDY1 and HDY2 to the south), “Parcel HDY3” 


under this variant would not allow commercial use under either the Maximum Residential 


Scenario or Maximum Commercial Scenario.  


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the existing 65‐X height limit for the western 


portion of the project site along Illinois Street.  The variant does would not include any changes 


to the proposed traffic and roadway plan, new infrastructure and utility plans, geotechnical 


stabilization plan, or the shoreline improvement plan described in Chapter 2, Project Description.  


It would includes only minor changes to the pedestrian network through Parcel PKS and the path 


of pedestrian travel through Irish Hill Playground.    
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Impact Evaluation 


APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be substantially the same as described for the Proposed 


Project with respect to the phasing, duration, excavation and construction activities.  It does 


would not involve any substantial change to the location and mix of land uses, the space 


allocation of uses, or the residential unit count under the Maximum Residential Scenario and 


Maximum Commercial Scenario of the Proposed Project.   


Therefore, physical environmental effects under this variant would be substantially the same as 


those identified for the Proposed Project for the following environmental topics: Land Use and 


Land Use Planning, Population and Housing, Cultural Resources (Archeological Resources), Air 


Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and 


Water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral and Energy Resources, and 


Agricultural and Forest Resources.  All mitigation and improvement measures for these topics 


identified for the Proposed Project would be applicable to this variant. 


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the proposed roadway network and would 


continue to offer the same number of pedestrian connections to and from the proposed Irish Hill 


Playground open space.  The relocation of the pedestrian passageway from Illinois Street 


southward northward under this variant would redirect a pedestrian’s path of travel around the 


Irish Hill feature, but would not obstruct pedestrian travel through the open space nor conflict 


with the recreational uses of the proposed Irish Hill Playground open space.  This variant would, 


therefore, not result in a significant impact under the topic of Transportation and Circulation or 


under the topic of Recreation. 


Under the Proposed Project, future buildings on Parcels PKN, PKS, and HDY2 would block 


traffic noise from Illinois Street, which would reduce traffic noise levels in areas to the east, 


including Irish Hill Playground.  The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not increase the 


number of openings along the Illinois Street site frontage, but would shift the proposed 


passageway southward to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets. northward by approximately 165 


feet.  While traffic noise from Illinois Street would travel through this passageway, proposed 


widening of the east end of this passageway to 55 feet would not substantially alter this effect 


since the opening at Illinois Street would still be 40 feet wide.  For these reasons, Therefore, 


project‐level and cumulative noise and vibration impacts under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant 


would be substantially the same as those identified under the Proposed Project (see Section 4.F, 


Noise and Vibration).  Implementation of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not result in 


new or substantially more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that 


section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.   


To the extent that the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would modify the configuration of infill 


development within Parcels PKS and HDY2 to create a view corridor visual access to Irish Hill, a 


contributing landscape feature of the UIW Historic District, it could change the ability of the 


feature to convey its contribution to the significance of the UIW Historic District.  The 


configuration of infill development under this variant could also change localized pedestrian 


winds and shadow patterns in and around the proposed Irish Hill Playground open space.  For 


these reasons, the environmental topics of Historic Architectural Resources, and Wind and 


Shadow are discussed in greater detail below.     
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CULTURAL RESOURCES  


Historic Architectural Resources 


The proposed relocation and widening of the proposed pedestrian passageway connecting 


Illinois Street to the proposed Irish Hill Playground would result in minor changes to the 


configuration of the infill construction on Parcels PKS and HDY2 (Parcel HDY2 would be 


bisected, creating a new Parcel HDY3 to the south of PKS which would become PKS1 and HDY3 


with this variant) and would increase the visibility of Irish Hill, a contributing landscape feature 


of the UIW National Register Historic District.   


The EIR acknowledges that infill construction under the Proposed Project would diminish the 


integrity of the District, as discussed under Impact CR‐9 on pp. 4.D.98‐4.D.99 [as revised and 


presented in the Responses to Comments document on RTC pp. 4.F.27‐4.F.32].  However, no views of 


the Irish Hill remnant, either from within or outside of the historic district, are cited as character‐


defining features of the District in the National Register nomination.  The EIR concludes that 


although the proposed infill construction around the Irish Hill remnant under the Proposed 


Project would diminish the integrity of the District somewhat, it would not materially alter, in an 


adverse manner, those physical characteristics of the UIW National Register Historic District that 


justify its inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 


While the variant would result in minor changes to the configuration of the infill construction on 


Parcels PKS and HDY2 (Parcel HDY2 would be bisected, creating a new Parcel HDY3 to the south 


of PKS which would become PKS1 and HDY3 with this variant), the increase in visibility of the 


Irish Hill remnant would thereby increase the ability of the Irish Hill contributing landscape 


feature to convey its association with, and contribution to, the UIW National Register Historic 


District. For this reason, the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would lessen the less‐than‐significant 


adverse impact identified for new infill construction surrounding Irish Hill on the integrity of the 


UIW Historic District  


The project‐level and cumulative historic architectural impacts under the Irish Hill Passageway 


Variant would be substantially the same as those identified under the Proposed Project, or in the 


case of the Irish Hill remnant, slightly lesser, and mitigation and improvement measures 


identified for the Proposed Project would apply to the variant.  Implementation of the Irish Hill 


Passageway Variant would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts, would not 


change the analysis or conclusions in that section, and no new mitigation measures would be 


required.   


WIND AND SHADOW  


Wind 


Wind tunnel testing for the Proposed Project did not identify any ground‐level wind hazards in 


the vicinity of Parcel PKS or Irish Hill Playground under the Baseline, Project (both Maximum 


Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios), and Cumulative Configurations (both 


Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios).  


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the proposed heights of any buildings 


within the project site.  Shifting the pedestrian passageway under this variant southward to the 


corner of Illinois and 22nd streets approximately 165 feet northward is not in a location or of a 







  Errata to the EIR‐ Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District Project 


Case No. 2014‐001272ENV 


August 23, 2017 


 
      


10 


nature or magnitude that could result in a new wind hazard exceedance in the vicinity.18A  


Rather, as with the Proposed Project, under both the Proposed Project and Cumulative 


Configurations, construction under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would be expected to 


substantially improve ground‐level wind comfort conditions overall to the east of Parcel PKS 


within the proposed Irish Hill Playground, over those of the Baseline Configuration. 


Building C1 would be adjacent to the Irish Hill Playground.  The EIR identified a hazard 


exceedance on the proposed Building C1 rooftop terrace open space under the Proposed Project 


(Maximum Residential and Maximum Commercial Scenarios).  The Irish Hill Passageway 


Variant would not substantially affect rooftop wind conditions at Building C1.  Buildings within 


the PKS parcels along Illinois Street would continue to be 65 feet tall.  Westerly winds would 


continue flow over the proposed 65‐foot‐tall buildings within the Illinois Parcels and would 


continue to reach the proposed 90‐foot‐high rooftop open space located at the exposed 


westernmost edge of the proposed 90‐X Height District. Mitigation Measure M‐WS‐2:  Wind 


Reduction for Rooftop Winds (EIR p. 4.I.60) would continue to reduce the impact of rooftop wind 


to a less‐than‐significant level.  


The project‐level and cumulative wind impacts under the Irish Hill  Variant would be 


substantially the same as those identified under the Proposed Project (see EIR Section 4.I, Wind, 


pp. 4.I.63‐4.I.68) and mitigation and improvement measures identified for the Proposed Project 


would apply to the variant.  Implementation of the Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not 


result in new or more severe impacts, would not change the analysis or conclusions in that 


section, and no new mitigation measures would be required.   


Shadow  


The shadow impacts of the Proposed Project on the open spaces that would be constructed under 


the Proposed Project are described, for informational purposes, on EIR pp. 4.I.98‐4.I.111.  


Likewise, the shadow impacts of the variant on open spaces that would be constructed under the 


Proposed Project are described herein for informational purposes. 


The changes to building configuration under this variant would occur at the western extent of the 


project site, south of the proposed 21st Street.  Due to this position within the project site, shadow 


impacts of this variant would be substantially the same as those identified, described, and 


illustrated for the open spaces of the Proposed Project, except for impacts on Irish Hill 


Playground, which is immediately east of Parcel PKS and would be shaded by buildings within 


Parcel PKS.    


The Irish Hill Passageway Variant would not change the proposed heights of any buildings 


within the project site.  Under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant, the pedestrian passageway at 


the south end of Parcel PKS under the Proposed Project (which would become PKS1 and HDY3 


under this variant) would be shifted southward to the corner of Illinois and 22nd streets 


northward by approximately 165 feet and widened at the parcel’s eastern end.  Shadow under 


this variant would be similar in terms of timing and extent of shadow.  The loss of sunlight 


resulting from the elimination of the gap between buildings at the south end of Parcel PKS would 


be offset by the creation of a new gap bisecting Parcel HDY2 PKS.  With the relocation of the 


pedestrian passageway, sunlight within and through the relocated passageway gap would be 


correspondingly shifted southward northward and would occur in the early afternoon around 


2:00 PM, rather than around 4.00 PM under the Proposed Project.  In addition, the variant would 
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also widen the eastern end of the relocated pedestrian passageway from 40 feet under the 


Proposed Project to about 105 55 feet, both decreasing the aggregate building coverage  within 


Parcels PKS and HDY2, while increasing the overall area of the Irish Hill Playground open space.      


See Figure 6.2:  Proposed Project Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM (PDT) on the 


Summer Solstice.  This figure shows the pedestrian passageway at the southern end of Parcel PKS 


in sunlight (the passageways are considered part of the open space).  At this time of year and 


day, the sun aligns with the east‐west orientation of the pedestrian passageway in the late 


afternoon.  Figure 6.3:  Irish Hill Passageway Variant Shadow on Irish Hill Playground at 4:00 PM 


(PDT) on the Summer Solstice shows the sunlit passageway shifted to the south north.  By this 


time, the passageway would be largely shadowed by development within Parcel HDY3 under 


this variant.  As the day progresses, the variant shadow on Irish Hill Playground, like the 


Proposed Project, would lengthen and sweep eastward and southward.   


As noted on p. 4.I.107, much of the playground would be shaded for much of the day and year 


under the Proposed Project.  Shadow from buildings that would enclose the space to the west, 


south, and east under the Proposed Project would decrease the comfort of the space for use as a 


playground for much of the day throughout the year for those users who prefer sunlight to 


shade.  This condition would be similar under the variant, but would be improved somewhat 


under the Irish Hill Passageway Variant due to the overall decrease in building coverage within 


current Parcels PKS and HDY2 under the variant.   


The following new footnote has been added to EIR p. 6.85 as part of this revision (new text is underlined).  


The new footnote will be assigned its proper sequential number in the consolidated Final EIR. 


18A Neetha Vasan, Frank Kriksic, RWDI, Wind Consultants, Memorandum:  Pedestrian Wind 


Analysis – Revised Irish Hill Passageway Variant Review of PKS Variant, Pier 70 Mixed‐Use District 


Project, San Francisco, CA, August 17, 2017 April 19, 2017. 
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REVISIONS TO MITIGATION MEASURES 


The  following minor  text  changes have been made  to  the mitigation measures  identified  in  the EIR  to 


make their language consistent with that in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.   


A global change has been made to change “project sponsor” to “project sponsors” in the following 


mitigation measures:   


 M‐CR‐1a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and Reporting (in the measure’s 


third sentence on EIR p. 4.D.25);  


 M‐NO‐7: Noise Control Plan for Special Event Outdoor Amplified Sound (in the measure’s first 


sentence and first bulleted item on p. 4.F.73);  


 M‐BI‐3: Pile Driving Noise Reduction for Protection of Fish and Marine Mammals (in the last 


sentence of the partial paragraph at the top of p. 4.M.68); and  


 M‐HY‐2b: Design and Construction of Proposed Pump Station for Option 2 (in the first sentence 


of the measure’s last paragraph on p. 4.O.61). 


The following new correction has been made to the new text added in the RTC document to the end of 


the paragraph under the heading “Human Remains and Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects” 


on EIR pp. 4.D.28‐4.D.29 (part of M‐CR‐1a: Archeological Testing, Monitoring, Data Recovery and 


Reporting, as shown on RTC p. 5.57): 


The archeological consultant shall retain possession of any Native American human remains and 


associated or unassociated burial objects until completion of any scientific analyses of the human 


remains  or  objects  an  as  specified  in  the  treatment  agreement  if  such  an  agreement  has  been 


made or, otherwise, as determined by the archeological consultant and the ERO. 


The following new correction has been made to the first bulleted item on EIR p. 4.F.44, under Mitigation 


Measure M‐NO‐3: Vibration Control Measures During Construction, shown on RTC p. 5.8, and a new 


correction has been added to the bulleted item that follows it: 


 Where pile driving, CRF, and other construction activities involving the use of heavy 


equipment would occur in proximity to any contributing building to the Union Iron Works 


Historic District, the project sponsors shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize 


damage to such adjacent historic buildings and to ensure that any such damage is 


documented and repaired.  The monitoring program, which shall apply within 160 feet 


where pile driving would be used, 50 feet of where CRF would be required, and within 25 


feet of other heavy equipment operation, shall include the following components: 


o Prior to the start of any ground‐disturbing activity, the project sponsors shall engage 


a historic architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a pre‐


construction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San Francisco Planning 


Department  Port  within  160  feet  of  planned  construction  to  document  and 


photograph the buildings’ existing conditions. 











From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Forest City project
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:15:18 AM
Attachments: Forest City Planning Commission Letter .docx

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department ¦City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309¦Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:31 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Forest City project

Hi All,

Can you forward to the Planning Commission?

Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division Preservation Technical
Specialist

Planning Department ¦City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9108¦Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
           

-----Original Message-----
From: Keith Goldstein [mailto:keith@everestsf.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 1:39 AM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: Forest City project

Good morning Richard
Attached please find a letter of support from me for the Forest City project at Pier 70. I would
appreciate if you would forward this to the members of the Planning Commission.

Thank you,
Keith Goldstein

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=63E110352DBD4B7AA27A497D19F20843-JONAS IONIN
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:patricia.gerber@sfgov.org
mailto:keith@everestsf.com







August 24, 2017



San Francisco Planning Commission 

City Hall, 1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl, 

San Francisco, CA 94102



Re: Pier 70 Project Certification of EIR and Transaction Documents - Hearing on August 24th

Dear Commissioners, 

Potrero Hill has been home to me for over 40 years. As an active member of the Potrero Boosters,  vice-chair of the EN CAC, president of the Potrero-Dogpatch Merchant Association (PDMA) from 2005-2017, and co-chair of the Potrero Hill Festival, I’m excited to support efforts to revitalize Pier 70. It’s high time to restore this property for public use for all to enjoy, and this is a thoughtful plan to do just that. I respectfully encourage you to certify the Pier 70 Environmental Impact Report and to approve other project documents. 

After building and growing Everest Waterproofing & Restoration, I understand the needs of businesses in Potrero Hill and Dogpatch. With hundreds of thousands of square feet devoted to retail, arts and industrial space and more space devoted to retail and places to work, Pier 70 will flourish with small- and medium-sized businesses. I believe that Pier 70 will fuel the success of existing and new businesses in the neighborhood, both in the short- and long-term.  

Over the years, I have specialized in historic preservation, working on many City, State and National historic landmark buildings.. With this experience, I know that Forest City’s plans are meaningful architecturally, culturally and economically. By housing new businesses in historic buildings, we preserve our history and pay homage to the thousands of people in San Francisco who brought life to the area years ago. 

I am also pleased at the amount of affordable housing included in the project and at the huge amount of open space along with activation of our waterfront.

The neighborhood needs a project like Pier 70. I’m excited about the innovative designs created by neighbors and neighborhood businesses to maintain its character. I strongly encourage the commissioners to push the project forward. 



Sincerely, 

[image: Keith's sig]

Keith Goldstein 

Potrero Resident

image1.jpeg





From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Scott Weiner letter.
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:15:40 AM
Attachments: Scott Weiner Anti moratorium Cannabis Letter.pdf
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:20 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: FW: Scott Weiner letter.
 
Letter pertaining to the proposed continuance of the two MCDs scheduled for today’s (August 24)
CPC hearing.
 
Nicholas Foster, AICP, LEED GA
Planner, Northeast Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9167 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 

From: Martin Olive [mailto:martin@vaporroom.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 8:07 PM
To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: Scott Weiner letter.
 

Please attach to our submission
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August 22, 2017 


 


The Honorable London Breed, President 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors 


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 


San Francisco, CA 94102 


 


Rich Hillis, President 


San Francisco Planning Commission 


1650 Mission Street, #400 


San Francisco, CA 94103 


 


Dear President Breed and President Hillis: 


 


I hope this letter finds you well. Thank you for your public service to our city. 


 


I write to express my concern about the proposed moratorium on cannabis dispensaries under 


consideration by the Board of Supervisors. I write, as well, out of concern about the request to 


delay decision on cannabis permit applications until after the Board has voted on the proposed 


cannabis moratorium. 


 


As we approach statewide legalization of adult use of cannabis, we are working hard to create a 


workable statewide regulatory system. San Francisco’s adoption of a citywide moratorium on 


cannabis dispensaries - in addition to shutting down existing permit applications - will send a 


terrible message statewide and undermine our efforts in the Legislature. San Francisco can adopt 


smart regulation of cannabis without enacting a moratorium. 


 


San Francisco has long been a leader on medical cannabis, and enactment of a San Francisco 


moratorium on cannabis dispensaries would be an abdication of this leadership. As a pioneer in 


the medical cannabis movement, our residents, including those living with HIV, were some of 


the earliest beneficiaries of thoughtful and progressive medical cannabis policies. Our leadership 


has continued for decades, but if San Francisco places a ban - even a temporary one - on medical 


cannabis dispensaries, other communities that are far more averse to cannabis will follow our 


lead, thus undermining the progress we have made. Instead of placing a moratorium on cannabis 


dispensaries, I hope the Board will focus on strengthening cannabis regulations. 


 







London Breed and Rich Hillis 


August 22, 2017 


Page 2  


 


In addition, it has been suggested that the Planning Commission cease making rulings on 


cannabis-related decisions until after the Board of Supervisors votes on the moratorium 


legislation. This, too, would be a mistake. The Planning Commission should continue its role of 


making decisions on items that come before it during its normal course of business, rather than 


wait for proposed legislation to possibly move forward.  


 


Thank you for your consideration. 


 


Sincerely, 


W 
Scott Wiener 


Senator 


 


CC: 


Sandra Lee Fewer, District 1 Supervisor 


Mark Farrell, District 2 Supervisor 


Aaron Peskin, District 3 Supervisor  


Katy Tang, District 4 Supervisor 


Jane Kim, District 6 Supervisor 


Norman Yee, District 7 Supervisor 


Jeff Sheehy, District 8 Supervisor 


Hillary Ronen, District 9 Supervisor 


Malia Cohen, District 10 Supervisor 


Ahsha Safai, District 11 Supervisor 


John Rahaim, Planning Department Director 


Dennis Richards, Planning Commission Vice-President 


Rodney Fong, Planning Commissioner 


Christine Johnson, Planning Commissioner 


Joel Koppel, Planning Commissioner 


Myrna Melgar, Planning Commissioner 


Kathrin Moore, Planning Commissioner 












From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: 8-17-17 Grow Potrero Responsibly Comment Letter (Corrected)
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:27:41 AM
Attachments: Pier 70 Commission Letter.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Alison Heath [mailto:alisonheath@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 8:13 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 8-17-17 Grow Potrero Responsibly Comment Letter (Corrected)
 
The letter distributed to the Commission last week had a couple of date typos. 
 
Here is the corrected version for the record. 
 
Thank you
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To: Planning Commissioners 
From:  Alison Heath, Grow Potrero Responsibly 
Submitted August 17, 2017 
Re: FEIR Comments 
 
The Final EIR (FEIR) fails to consider impacts from ride-sharing (TNC’s) 
as a significant transportation mode.  
 
Grow Potrero Responsibly commented on the issue in a letter dated 
February 21, 2017, with further comments made in an second letter dated July 
20, 2017 (attached). In our original comment letter we noted that ride-sharing 
discourages people from using public transportation while increasing traffic 
impacts. Since the Draft EIR was published and after public comment was closed, 
new information was published by the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority (SFCTA) validating our concerns. The impacts from TNC’s were not 
acknowledged at all in the DEIR, nor was there a response in the Response to 
Comments document. Additionally we had no opportunity to comment on the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan which was finalized July 24, 
2017, well after the DEIR comment period closed, and similarly contains no 
mention of TNC’s. 
 
The Draft EIR should be updated with analysis of TNC impacts and re-circulated 
for public comment on these issues before it is certified. This is required under 
CEQA when, as here, significant new information is added relating to a new 
environmental impact or a substantial impact in the severity of an environmental 
impact, or if a feasible project mitigation measure or alternative considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen environmental 
impacts and is not acceptable to the project proponents, or if the Draft EIR was 
so fundamentally inadequate that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.)” 
 
The Design for Development Document was not available until after 
the Draft EIR comment period ended.  
 
This document sets multiple Project parameters but was not published until 
March 9, 2017, precluding any opportunity for public comment on information 
relevant to potential impacts of the project. This information must be in the EIR 
and not buried in an appendix or other document referenced by, but not included 
in the EIR.  
 


 
 
 







The Project Description is uncertain and the FEIR fails to adequately 
analyze potential impacts under various land use scenarios.  
 
The Proposed Project is described as “conceptual” and will follow a phased 
program in which parcels would be developed as commercial, residential or 
parking uses. The exact uses would be determined after the EIR is finalized. 
Grow Potrero Responsibly provided very specific examples on how various land 
use scenarios would result in a myriad of impacts. For example we noted that, 
following the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, a PDR use would 
have considerably less impact on traffic and transit than a restaurant use. 
Additional parking would encourage dependence on automobiles. A large office 
component would bring more workers who will need housing. Relying on RALI 
(Retail/arts/light-industrial) designation or a theoretical Maximum Residential or 
Maximum Commercial scenario doesn’t allow an adequate analysis of impacts.  
 
Despite the specificity of our comments, the FEIR states that, “the comments do 
not identify what they believe is missing from these descriptions and analyses 
and how that could result in a change in the conclusions of the EIR.” (4.A.6) 
 
An accurate, stable and consistent project description is necessary to an 
adequate evaluation of the project’s impacts; the project description should 
describe the physical development that will result if the project is approved; and 
the description should be sufficiently detailed to provide a foundation for a 
complete analysis of environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15124.)   
 


The FEIR fails in multiple instances to respond to public comment. 
 
Responses should explain any rejections of the commenters’ proposed 
mitigations and alternatives. Evasive, conclusory responses and mere excuses 
are not legally sufficient and a general response to a specific question is usually 
insufficient. The FEIR fails to conform to these requirements. 
 
The FEIR fails to address comments about the inconsistencies between 
the cumulative impacts of growth from the Project and what was 
anticipated in the 2008 Central Waterfront Plan and other Plans.  
 
The Project’s inconsistencies with the Central Waterfront Plan, Plan Bay Area, 
Waterfront Land Use Plan and General Plan must be considered as part of the 
CEQA review and were not. In our comments, Grow Potrero Responsibly 
submitted specific evidence of significant inconsistencies that were not addressed 
in the Draft EIR. The DEIR states that conflicts with applicable plans “will 
continue to be analyzed and considered” (4.B.27) but fails to do even a minimal 
analysis of some of these potential conflicts and resulting impacts.  
 







The DEIR did not address the inconsistency between growth projections in the 
Central Waterfront Area under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and what would 
occur with the Pier 70 project. Impact Evaluation under PH-1 goes so far as to 
claim that the Proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly or indirectly.  


In our comments we noted that, “the Central Waterfront Plan anticipated 2020 
new residential units in the entire Area under the Preferred Project that was 
approved as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. As of the end of 2015, over 
2704 units had already been constructed or were in the pipeline, with hundreds 
more submitted for review in 2016. But the Pier 70 project has the potential, 
with 3025 units, to exceed the entire anticipated total by 1005 all by itself. 
Combined with other development in the area, this is more than double what 
was projected under the Area Plan, and well beyond what was considered in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.” 


The Project FEIR fails to address our comments that direct and cumulative 
population growth was inconsistent with what was anticipated. This growth is 
clearly significant and the physical impacts of that growth (transportation, air 
quality, public services, etc.) are not adequately considered. 


The FEIR fails to adequately respond to our comments about the increased 
demand for housing under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. As a direct result 
of the proposed project there would potentially be adverse and direct physical 
environmental effects due to induced population growth throughout the region 
from a large commercial component. Relying on the City’s Housing Element to 
address growing housing demand is not an adequate solution as we dig 
ourselves deeper into what has widely been declared a “crisis”. The explanation 
under Response PH-4 fails to address the cumulative impacts of a large 
commercial development and only considers direct impacts of growth specific to 
the Project. 
 
The FEIR fails to address comments regarding inadequate 
infrastructure, particularly public transit. Proposed mitigations for 
acknowledged transportation impacts are uncertain. 
 
Many members of the public have spoken and written in detail about impacts to 
transportation and other infrastructure in the area, yet the FEIR generally claims 
that commenters have provided no substantial evidence for these assertions 
(4.C.9). The FEIR initially dismisses concerns broadly without considering many 
of the specific comments. Later, in another section (4.G.3) the FEIR 
acknowledges significant transportation impacts. Mitigations for these impacts 
are uncertain and some of the so-called “improvements” such as the rerouting of 
the 22 Fillmore to serve Mission Bay and the Mission Bay Loop will actually 
exacerbate impacts. 
 







Grow Potrero Responsibly has repeatedly raised concerns about transportation 
impacts with 50.5% of person-trips projected to be by automobile, in conflict 
with the City’s Transit First policy. Our February 21, 2017 comment letter states that, 
“no changes to the MUNI system are approved or funded, and the 22 Fillmore 
will be rerouted away from Dogpatch to serve Mission Bay as part of the TEP 
(AKA Muni Forward). Adding an additional bus or car or two to existing lines will 
not correct the lack of east-west options. The network must be expanded to 
reduce dependence on automobiles and comply with the General and Area 
Plans… The DEIR fails to fully consider the impacts of the Pier 70 Transportation 
Plan itself. With multiple large projects on the horizon, a patchwork of 
unregulated private shuttles, rather than investment in public transit, will 
exacerbate traffic and related problems.”  
 
Issues of traffic congestion as a result of dependence on automobiles as a 
primary transit mode and a .75 parking ratio are dismissed in the FEIR. Similarly 
the FEIR completely rejects legitimate concerns about physical impacts directly 
tied to congestion. These comments are characterized as being on the “merits of 
the Proposed Project and not related to the environmental impacts.” As we’ve 
noted before, the Proposed Project will directly impact 30 or more intersections, 
bringing them to Level F. The level of traffic described in the LOS analysis will 
have a profound effect on the quality of life within the entire area and must be 
considered as an undeniably real environmental impact.  
 
 
 
 
 
  







To: Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Department 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 
 
From:  Alison Heath, for Grow Potrero Responsibly 
 
Submitted July 21, 2017 
Re: Additional Comments on the Draft EIR for Pier 70 
 
Dear Ms. Gibson, 
 
In our comment letter dated February 21, 2017, we raised concerns about 
impacts resulting from reliance on the use of private vehicles. We noted that 
ride-sharing discourages people from using public transportation while increasing 
traffic impacts. Since then, new information has been published by the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) validating our concerns.  
 
SFCTA’s June 2017 report, TNC’s Today, states that approximately one-fifth, or 
570,000, of total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) citywide each day are by ride-
share vehicles, while MUNI ridership has dropped. This represents a significant 
shift in transportation modes that cannot be ignored. Therefore additional review 
of impacts of ride-sharing on Transportation and Traffic, Emergency Vehicle 
Access and Air Quality should now be considered as part of the CEQA review for 
the Pier 70 project. 
 
This information, which was not known and could not have been known at the 
time the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) was certified as complete, is 
now available and indicates that the Pier 70 development may result in 
significant effects that were not previously considered and that significant effects 
previously examined may be more severe than previously shown. The Pier 70 
Draft EIR (DEIR) also failed to evaluate these impacts, relying on outdated data 
and mode share projections.  
 
VMT analysis contained in the Project DEIR failed to adequately account for the 
intensive use of ride-shares in San Francisco. The broad-brushed analysis used 
under now outdated VMT modeling concluded that the Project's location in a 
transit priority area would reduce the use of private vehicles. Recent evidence 
shows that, ironically, the areas with the best transit service are now the most 
heavily traveled by ride-share vehicles.  
 
There is no indication that the Project DEIR or the Pier 70 Transportation Impact 
Study (TIS) even considered ride-sharing as a distinct transit mode. The DEIR 
relied on VMT analysis, using the SF-CHAMP model with data from 2010-2012. At 







that time City planners still thought that “ride-shares” meant car-pools. Modal 
splits in the Pier 70 TIS  (Section 4.3) used data from the Transportation Impact 
Analysis for Environmental Review, which was published in October 2002. 
Outside of the index page, the Pier 70 DEIR contains no mention of TNC’s. This 
lack of attention to what is now recognized as a significant mode of transit 
ignored potentially substantive adverse environmental impacts.  
 
The impacts from changed circumstances that have occurred since the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR was published and new information published since the 
publication of the Project DEIR must now be considered, along with mitigations, 
in the Final Project EIR.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
 







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Wertheim, Steve (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Central Soma Plan
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:27:51 AM
Attachments: Follow-Up Letter Re Central SOMA Plan.pdf

Letter Re Central SOMA Plan.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tim.O'Mara@LW.com [mailto:Tim.O'Mara@LW.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 11:44 PM
To: Kim, Jane (BOS)
Cc: Wertheim, Steve (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Subject: RE: Central Soma Plan
 
Dear Supervisor Kim,
 
Please see the attached follow-up letter regarding the Central SOMA Plan.
 
Thank you,
 
Tim O'Mara
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
505 Montgomery Street | Suite 2000 | San Francisco, CA 94111-6538
T: +1.415.395.8227 | M: +1.415.847.9081
 
 

From: O'Mara, Tim (SF) 
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2017 5:30 PM
To: Jane.Kim@sfgov.org
Cc: steve.wertheim@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org;
planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org;
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org
Subject: Central Soma Plan
 
Dear Supervisor Kim,
 
Please see the attached letter regarding the Central SOMA Plan.
                                                                                                                           
Thank you,
 
 
Tim O'Mara
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Timothy L. O’Mara & Charmane Crain 
77 Dow Street 


San Francisco, CA  94107 


 


August 23, 2017 


 
 
 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
 
Emailed to: Jane.Kim@sfgov.org 


 Re:  Central SOMA Plan 


Dear Supervisor Kim: 


We write to follow up briefly on our correspondence of July 10 (attached here for 
reference).  Since we submitted our letter to you, the developers behind the proposed hotel 
project on 350 Second Street have reached out to a number of residents of 77 Dow Place, 
including calling us personally.  They are proposing various cosmetic changes to the proposed 
development in hopes that we will not continue to oppose the change in zoning height.  We 
understand that the developers have a business interest in their specific project, and as our letter 
of July 10 states, we all have an interest in the continued development of our neighborhood and 
city.  That said, we want to make it absolutely clear that the concerns that we raised are about 
the change in the zoning height―not any specific execution of one project or another, and 
definitely not whether the lot gets developed.  We fundamentally support the development of 
the lot (and the continued development of SOMA in general), but only for a project that 
complies with the current zoning restrictions.  Our objections to the change in the zoning height 
restrictions, and correspondingly a much taller development that will have a much higher 
density use and impact on 77 Dow Place, is not some ploy to extract some concessions out of 
the current developers.  We adamantly believe every word of the letter we previously submitted, 
and sincerely hope you will support us in opposing a change in the zoning restrictions for our 
immediate surroundings.   


We also want to note that we understand that a handful of our neighbors who share our 
deep concerns regarding a change in the zoning laws are considering trying to negotiate with the 
proposed developers for 350 Second Street.  Respectfully, the feeling is that City will not 
protect the interests we have in maintaining the current zoning restrictions―in no small part, 
because the Planning Commission has put forth a draft plan that increases the zoning height and 
leads directly to all of the concerns outlined in our July 10 letter.  In other words, some residents 
are considering working to make the best out of a situation they feel is hopeless.  We do not 
share that sentiment.  We believe that you, the Planning Commission, and the other decision 
makers will recognize that changing the zoning requirements for this single block has a 
disproportionate and unfair impact on our building, and is fundamentally inconsistent with the 
lower zoning heights on Fourth Street.   
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Page 2 
 
 
 
 


We sincerely hope that our faith in the process is correct.  And we thank you and the 
Planning Commission again for all of your time and effort in helping make SOMA a wonderful 
neighborhood for all of us to live in. 


Sincerely, 


 


 
Timothy L. O’Mara 
 


 
Charmane M. Crain 


 


cc (by email):  Steve Wertheim, Planning Department (steve.wertheim@sfgov.org) 
Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission (richhillissf@yahoo.com) 
Dennis Richards, Vice-President, Planning Commission (dennis.richards@sfgov.org) 
Rodney Fong, Planning Commissioner (planning@rodneyfong.com) 
Christine Johnson, Planning Commissioner (christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org) 
Joel Koppel, Planning Commissioner (joel.koppel@sfgov.org) 
Myrna Melgar, Planning Commissioner (myrna.melgar@sfgov.org) 
Kathrin Moore, Planning Commissioner ( kathrin.moore@sfgov.org) 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary 
(Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org) 








Timothy L. O’Mara & Charmane Crain 
77 Dow Place 


San Francisco, CA  94107 


Monday, July 10, 2017 


 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
 
Emailed to: Jane.Kim@sfgov.org 


 Re:  Central SOMA Plan 


Dear Supervisor Kim: 


We are residents of 77 Dow Place, and we are writing to you to express our deep concern 
regarding the current draft of the Central SOMA Plan, and specifically its disproportionate impact on the 
northeastern quadrant where we live.   


Let me begin by thanking you and City Planning Department for all of the work that you have and 
are putting into the ongoing development of SOMA.  We recognize that an extraordinary amount of work 
has gone into the plan, and we appreciate your efforts, as well as the city planners’ efforts, to make San 
Francisco a better place for all of us to live.  We also want to be clear that we appreciate and support the 
objectives of the plan, including the ongoing development of our immediate neighborhood.    


That said, we believe the current draft of the plan alters the zoning in our quadrant in a way that 
has a disproportionate and unfair impact on current residents of our building.  Specifically, the current 
plan nearly doubles the current zoning height limit for our block, calling for a 200 foot height limit for 
Second Street between Harrison and Folsom, as well as the rest of our quadrant.  As a direct result of this 
drastic change in zoning height, the lot in front of our building is in the planning stages for a high rise 
development that will absolutely dwarf our building.  While we recognize that zoning restrictions are 
never guaranteed, this specific change in zoning where we live will have a massive impact on our 
building in terms of the loss of all (or essentially all) direct sunlight.  Our building will literally be 
permanently cast in shadow.  As you know, 77 Dow Place is a loft building, and as such it was 
specifically constructed under the assumption that the current height limits would limit shadows, and 
allow for sunlight to play a significant role in lighting and heating of the units.  By changing those limits, 
the plan will severely—and we respectfully submit unfairly—impact 77 Dow Place. 


While the loss of light is our primary concern, the proposed change in zoning height will also 
likely have a significant impact on the livability of our building—principally in terms of its impact on 
privacy and noise.  While one might question the amount of privacy a loft design in a dense urban 
environment might ever provide, there can be no question that raising the zoning height guarantees a 
much higher density use, which obviously will have a much more significant impact on the privacy 
dynamic of our building than any construction that is built to current zoning limits.1   


Finally, changing the zoning height in our neighborhood disproportionately impacts us relative to 
other areas of SOMA and specifically is not in line with the plan’s stated intention of “transit oriented 
growth.”  If the current plan goes into effect, and the zoning heights on our block are increased, then the 
                                                 
1  As a loft building, we have two stories of glass that open into an interior living space that essentially 


only have walls for the bathrooms.  While the units are typically equipped with a two-story 
mechanical blind, it is impractical to “draw the drapes” every time a resident is going to get dressed, 
shower, etc. 
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zoning height limits would be much higher here (for the buildings around us) than on Fourth Street, 
where the city is investing billions of dollars in new subway / public transportation options.  That does 
not make sense, especially not when the change will harm current residents who already live here.     


77 Dow Place was built 15 years ago.  As such, many of us who currently live here were among 
the first set of residents to commit to and support SOMA development.  While (again) we know there are 
never guarantees with zoning laws, we should be able to count on the zoning laws that existed when our 
residence was built to protect us at least to a minimal degree.  Indeed, the entire point of zoning laws is to 
prevent, for example, radical changes to the size of structures that can be built immediately next to 
existing structures.  Drastically changing the zoning height in our neighborhood will—if allowed—do 
exactly that, and in so doing will cut off all natural light to our building.     


We respectfully ask that you please not let this happen, and that you please keep the zoning height 
restrictions for our quadrant of Dow and Second Street as they previously were (before the change 
currently proposed in the plan).     


Our sincerest appreciation, 


 
Timothy L. O’Mara 
 


 
Charmane M. Crain 


 


cc (by email):  Steve Wertheim, Planning Department (steve.wertheim@sfgov.org) 
Rich Hillis, President, Planning Commission (richhillissf@yahoo.com) 
Dennis Richards, Vice-President, Planning Commission (dennis.richards@sfgov.org) 
Rodney Fong, Planning Commissioner (planning@rodneyfong.com) 
Christine Johnson, Planning Commissioner (christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org) 
Joel Koppel, Planning Commissioner (joel.koppel@sfgov.org) 
Myrna Melgar, Planning Commissioner (myrna.melgar@sfgov.org) 
Kathrin Moore, Planning Commissioner ( kathrin.moore@sfgov.org) 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary (Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org) 







LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
505 Montgomery Street | Suite 2000 | San Francisco, CA 94111-6538
T: +1.415.395.8227 | M: +1.415.847.9081
 

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole
use of the intended recipient.  Any review, disclosure, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding
without express permission is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender and delete all copies including any attachments.

Latham & Watkins LLP or any of its affiliates may monitor electronic communications sent or received
by our networks in order to protect our business and verify compliance with our policies and relevant
legal requirements.

Latham & Watkins LLP



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pier 70
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2017 10:27:59 AM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Rodney Minott [mailto:rodneyminott@outlook.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:09 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rodney Fong; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Hue, Melinda (CPC); Secretary,
Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Pier 70
 

Dear Commissioners,

I’m writing in regards to Pier 70, Case No.  2014-001272ENV.  I urge you to
disapprove certification of the project’s draft Environmental Impact Report
until some key issues are addressed and remedied.

The EIR as currently written remains inadequate, incomplete, and inaccurate
for the following reasons:

- Transportation and Transit. The draft EIR does not adequately address and
mitigate the significant impacts of more than 100,000 daily person trips
(residential and commercial). Running shuttle buses as a mitigation will not
adequately lessen the impacts of the project on the already existing high levels
of vehicle traffic and inferior public transit. Moreover, the draft EIR fails to
adequately disclose impacts on numerous surrounding traffic intersections
under Level of Service (LOS). The draft EIR should go beyond Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) analysis and address LOS in the body of the main report and
propose robust mitigations.

- Historic and Cultural Resources. The draft EIR does not adequately
address and mitigate the impact of demolishing historic structures adjacent to
Building number 12 that were integral to the City’s once fabled shipbuilding
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industry. Also, the draft EIR does not adequately address impacts (including
significant shadowing) of surrounding buildings on the treasured cultural and
historic landscape of Irish Hill.

- Recreation and Open Space. The draft EIR does not adequately analyze
and address impacts of the Pier 70 project and population increase on
surrounding recreation facilities and open space. Pier 70 will result in
thousands of new people residing on the site. Yet the Pier 70 project does not
propose to include recreational facilities which, consequently, will put
additional strain on existing facilities in Potrero Hill – specifically Jackson
Park and the Potrero Hill Recreation Center.

For all of the above reasons, I respectfully urge City Planning to withhold
certification of the Pier 70 EIR draft until significant impacts are addressed
and necessary mitigations proposed.

Regards,

Rodney Minott

Potrero Hill



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Submission for 437 Hoffman Avenue. 2015-003686 DRP, hearing on September 14, 2017
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:31:25 AM
Attachments: 2017-08-24 DR for 437 Hoffman, supplemental submission of petitioner Beffel (00609160xB2B8F).pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Ernie Beffel [mailto:ebeffel@hmbay.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 1:51 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); kellymcondon@gmail.com; Chris
Wine (chris.wine@teradata.com); Janet Fowler; Tran, Nancy (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)
Subject: Submission for 437 Hoffman Avenue. 2015-003686 DRP, hearing on September 14, 2017
 
Dear Commissions Secretary:
 
Attached please find my supplemental submission to be included with supporting papers for the PC
hearing in a few weeks. Please acknowledge receipt.
 
We reserve the right to file additional supplemental papers, if the project sponsor submits revised
plans to Planning. To the best of my knowledge, the continuance requested by the developer has
not resulted in submission to Planning of revised plans.
 
Our suggestion, made in prior submissions, remains for the project sponsor to scale back this project
in line with 55 Homestead Street, an ongoing project similarly situated and within 200 feet of this
site. While 3500 square feet is more than fifty percent larger than the average residence on Block
6503, it would be much more reasonable than 5350 square feet. Similarly, 35 feet over grade would
be more reasonable than 53 feet over grade.
 
If you need an additional copy of my prior submission to include in the September meeting
materials, please advise and I will send another copy.
 
Thank you.
 
Best regards,
 
Ernie Beffel
Haynes Beffel & Wolfeld LLP | PO Box 366, 637 Main St | Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
ebeffel@hmbay.com | 650-712-0340 phone | 650-712-0263 fax 
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Diane Denzler and Ernie Beffel 
70 Homestead Street (Block 6503) 


San Francisco, CA 91114 
 


August 24, 2017 
 
Via email 
 
Honorable Planning Commissioners 
C/o Commissions Secretary 
City and County of San Francisco 
 
 Re: Submission for 437 Hoffman Avenue 


Four discretionary reviews, case 2015-003686 DRP 
Hearing Scheduled for September 14, 2017 
 


To the Honorable Planning Commissioners: 


This supplemental submission is short because the project sponsor has not submitted any new plans to 
Planning, as of my writing this letter. The project sponsor either is sandbagging us or “rolling the dice”. 


It was reported that the project sponsor recently told the neighbors that this matter was continued after 
the project sponsor's lawyer reported that all of the Commissioners, unanimously were prepared to take 
the discretionary review and reject the project. It surprises us, with this in mind, that no revised plan 
was submitted before our deadline for plan comments. 


Two approaches to speculative development are gargantuan and neighborhood context sensitive. This 
developer has chosen gargantuan. In order to gain a garage in the neighborhood that does not have any 
parking problems, the developer wants to go a full story higher than either of the flanking buildings. The 
developer challenges the accuracy of Planning Department/Assessor records, to the effect that this 
gargantuan proposal is only twice as large as the average residence on Block 6503, rather than two and 
one-half times as large, as we documented for the previously scheduled hearing. The plans of record are 
still 20 percent larger than the gargantuan, pre-Residential Design Team mistake at 465 Hoffman, which 
is the largest residence on the block.  


Personally, I propose respecting the average height of the flanking buildings and not increasing the mass 
with a nearly flat roof. This facade should be combined with following the slope contour and not 
exceeding 35 feet over grade at any point on the roof line, in contrast to 53 feet as planned. A resulting 
building of 3500 square feet would be much less expensive to develop than 5350 square feet.  


One new request: please look at the structural plans for the north wall to determine whether the 
constructive demolition calculation is correct. I only have architectural plans, so I cannot verify that a 
new foundation on the north side is intended to carry the structural load and constructively abandon 
the old foundation, even if it is left in place. The structural calcs will show the design intent. This 
probably should go back to the Conditional Use calendar, based on the structural design.  


Thank you for considering these supplemental comments. 


Sincerely, 


 







www.hmbay.com   | 650-479-9242 direct | 415-902-6112 cell
ebeffel for Skype | ebeffel@gmail.com GChat | ebeffel@me.com Facetime
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From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST 26 EXTREMIST RALLY AT

CRISSY FIELD
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 2:44:29 PM
Attachments: 8.23.17 GGNRA Permit Issuance for Aug. 26 Rally.pdf

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 23, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST

26 EXTREMIST RALLY AT CRISSY FIELD
 

“The shameful, anti-American trend of hate-filled extremist rallies will unfortunately be
allowed to continue this weekend in our city. 
 
Since the beginning of this process, we have repeatedly stated that the public safety of San
Francisco residents and visitors is our top priority. With the event now officially permitted,
the San Francisco Police Department is working with the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area and the United States Park Police on a comprehensive public safety plan. 
 
Let us show this nation that San Francisco is a city of peace and unity. Do not engage with
the members of this group, whose only priority is to incite violence through divisive rhetoric.
Instead of dignifying their display of hatred, we ask that residents join peaceful gatherings
taking place at the Civic Center Plaza on Friday and Saturday at 12 p.m.
 
Over the course of history, we have been tested by movements designed to magnify our
differences and sew distrust. We will not allow that fear and anger to break our spirit. Like
we have so many times before, we will overcome ideologies based on hatred by showing the
power of unity and compassion.
 
This year marks the 50th anniversary of the Summer of Love, a movement for peace,
inclusiveness and unity that started in this City and spread throughout the country. Half a
century later, those values still drive our City. This weekend, we will echo once again that
love triumphs over hate.”
 

###
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Wednesday, August 23, 2017 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


 


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LEE ON GGNRA PERMIT ISSUANCE FOR AUGUST 26 


EXTREMIST RALLY AT CRISSY FIELD 


 
“The shameful, anti-American trend of hate-filled extremist rallies will unfortunately be allowed to continue 


this weekend in our city.   


 


Since the beginning of this process, we have repeatedly stated that the public safety of San Francisco residents 


and visitors is our top priority. With the event now officially permitted, the San Francisco Police Department is 


working with the Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the United States Park Police on a comprehensive 


public safety plan.   


 


Let us show this nation that San Francisco is a city of peace and unity. Do not engage with the members of this 


group, whose only priority is to incite violence through divisive rhetoric. Instead of dignifying their display of 


hatred, we ask that residents join peaceful gatherings taking place at the Civic Center Plaza on Friday and 


Saturday at 12 p.m. 


 


Over the course of history, we have been tested by movements designed to magnify our differences and sew 


distrust. We will not allow that fear and anger to break our spirit. Like we have so many times before, we will 


overcome ideologies based on hatred by showing the power of unity and compassion. 


 


This year marks the 50th anniversary of the Summer of Love, a movement for peace, inclusiveness and unity 


that started in this City and spread throughout the country. Half a century later, those values still drive our City. 


This weekend, we will echo once again that love triumphs over hate.” 


 


### 
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Rebuttal of Pier 70 response
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:12:37 AM
Attachments: Rebuttal to Pier 70 EIR comment responses.docx

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Don Clark [mailto:c.don.clark@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 8:21 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Hue, Melinda (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Alison Heath
Subject: Rebuttal of Pier 70 response
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
Several of the Pier 70 EIR responses are factually incorrect. These factual errors deprive the
public of information needed for a meaningful opportunity to comment on adverse effect.
Please see my attached letter for details. Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Clair D Clark
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Dear Planning Commissioners,

[image: ]The key questions the Planning Commission should consider are why the CEQA doesn’t simulate views for impacted property owners and what are the fatal flaws in the CEQA analysis of local transportation impact? Neither Forest City nor CEQA preparers dispute that scenic vistas are significantly obscured in a manner that will impact property owners on the east slope of Potrero Hill. The local transportation impact analysis does not meet a basic sanity checks. The omission of visual impacts and factual errors deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on adverse effect. Existing scenic vistas substantially affect the economic values of Potrero Hill properties. However, the visual impact is even more significant when combined with the proposed Potrero Power Plant project as shown below. 



Property owners’ Bay views will be obscured by the proposed project as shown below in Table 1.



		

		Table 1

Bay View Obscured by Proposed Project



		Home Elevation

		200’

		175’

		165’

		155’

		140’



		Percent Bay View Obscured

		30.00%

		50.00%

		60.00%

		80.00%

		100.00%





				Percent = (area above project)/(area above + below project)

The 5th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution provides that private property shall not be "taken for public use without just compensation." The "taken clause," requires that governments compensate an owner after taking private land. A “Regulatory Take” is a situation in which a government regulation limits the uses of private property to such a degree that the regulation effectively deprives the property owners of economically reasonable value of their property to such an extent that it deprives them of value of that property, even though the regulation does not formally divest them of title to it.

The city of San Francisco acknowledged the value of scenic vistas in Public Works Codes 820-829. This Planning Commission has an opportunity to consider the impact of Regulatory Take to homeowners. In truth, almost all property owners in San Francisco should be concerned with the potential usurpation of 5th Amendment rights through the combined acts of SB743 and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority map shown below in Figure 1. 




Figure 1

[image: ]

Several of the Pier 70 EIR responses are factually incorrect. These factual errors deprive the public of information needed for a meaningful opportunity to comment on adverse effect.

Specific factual errors are contained in the responses below:

1. RESPONSE SB-1: SENATE BILL 743: none of the listed rail stops, 22nd Caltrain or KT Third Ingleside light rail, satisfy requirements for a major transit station. The Pier 70 EIR response assumes any facility, with or without ancillary facilities (ticketing, rest rooms, etc.) may be considered a major transit station. The Pier 70 EIR response assumption is equivalent to assuming the CA Senate really intended to give cities unlimited power to sidestep CEQA visual analysis. If this was truly legislative intent, SB743 would have stipulated that cities may, at their sole discretion, eliminate CEQA visual analysis. Moreover, the designation major transit station clearly denominates there are also minor transit stations. The distinguishing feature of major transit station can logically only be ancillary facilities (ticketing, rest rooms, etc.). The practical consequence of the Pier 70 EIR response assumption can be seen above in the San Francisco County Transportation Authority map: nearly all of San Francisco has been declared by the city unentitled to CEQA visual analysis.

2. RESPONSE SB-1: SENATE BILL 743: the Pier 70 EIR response that system wide on-time performance for MUNI ranged from 57-60 percent from January 2016 through March 2017 may be equivalently stated as between 40% to 43% of MUNI light rail failed to meet published service intervals. Thus the Pier 70 EIR response proves there is no routine transit service at 15 minute intervals. Note also, the MUNI fails to measure the range of time by which MUNI service fails to the meet published service intervals. The MUNI is frequently behind by 30 minutes during Giants ball games.

3. [bookmark: _GoBack]RESPONSE PH-2: POPULATION GROWTH AND PLAN INCONSISTENCIES: as noted in the Pier 70 EIR responses, the Proposed Project would result in sizeable population growth locally and on the project site. Comments 1 and 2 above demonstrate this area is woefully underserved by transit. I would encourage the Planning Commission to speak with area residents. Public transit in this area is unsafe, unreliable and inadequate. There will be significant physical environmental effects from the expansion of infrastructure to this un-served area. Therefore, the population growth will result in indirect or secondary growth and must be considered significant.

4. RESPONSE TR-2: TRAFFIC CONGESTION justifies using VMT efficiency metric (i.e., a rate) as opposed to an absolute increase in VMT as an appropriate threshold. As discussed previously, Pier 70 is a transit desert. Using WMT efficiency falsely assumes public transit functions adequately, is safe and has capacity so that it will be used. The use of WMT efficiency metric erroneously encourages more long-term planned growth to occur in a grossly underserved transit area.



The JUNE 1997 Final Environmental Impact Report for the SAN FRANCISCO GIANTS BALLPARK AT CHINA BASIN states that capacity based on published MUNI timetables may not include the effect impact of missed or late runs, as a typical day's actual capacity would be 4 to 5 percent lower than scheduled capacity under current conditions. MUNI is currently attempting to alleviate the problem of missed runs, but must work within the context of budget shortfalls and equipment maintenance problems, among other difficulties. The Third Street Light Rail Project is currently planned to be under construction in the year 2002 - 2003, and the ballpark would open in the year 2000. Impacts of ballpark traffic on Third Street during weekday afternoon post-game traffic would cause LOS F conditions.

In point of fact the T-Line began weekday service April 2007, 10 years after the Giants Ballpark FEIR. The Giants Ballpark continues to be a major transit bottleneck for this area, never addressed with adequate T-Line service. On ball game days, the T-Line is far over capacity and routinely delayed 30 minutes – see Image 1 below.

Image 1 – T-Line Crowding during Ball Games

[image: ]

In extreme cases commutes from Potrero Hill to the Financial District take over 1 hour, for example on Aug 7, 2017 the combination of a traffic accident on the Bay Bridge and ballpark traffic brought traffic to a standstill. Based on MUNI history it is unreasonable to conclude that reliable, adequate public transit has or will be ever established.

To understand the impact severity to Potrero Hill residents, I suggest considering the person who just purchased the property in Brochure 1. This view will be completely eliminated by the proposed project. 

Brochure 1 – 539 Missouri Street Real Estate Leaflet

[image: ]

Thank you for your consideration of this information.

Sincerely,

Clair D Clark
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter in Opposition to Moratorium on MCDs
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:12:19 AM
Attachments: SFCDMA opposing MCD"s moratorium.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Henry Karnilowicz [mailto:occexp@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 7:13 AM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: henry@sfcdma.org; Lee, Edwin (ADM); terrance@sequelmedia.com; Garcia, Barbara (DPH);
Steven.lee.ventures@gmail.com; jsiegel@beveragelaw.com
Subject: Letter in Opposition to Moratorium on MCDs
 
Greetings,
 
Please distribute the attached letter to all the supervisors and planning commissioners.
 
Thank you,
 
Henry Karnilowicz
President
San Francisco Council of District Merchants Associations
 
1019 Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-2806
415.420.8113 cell
415.621.7583 fax
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	August	22,	2017	


San	Francisco	Board	of	Supervisors	
1	Dr.	Carlton	B.	Goodle?	Place	
City	Hall,	Room	244	
San	Francisco,	CA	94102	


San	Francisco	Planning	Commission	
1650	Mission	Street,	Suite	400	
San	Francisco,	CA	94103	


Subject:	
OpposiOon	to	Proposed	MCD	Moratorium	


Dear	San	Francisco	Board	of	Supervisors	and	Planning	Commission	


I	am	wriOng	to	you	on	behalf	of	the	San	Francisco	Council	of	District	Merchants	
AssociaOons	opposing	the	moratorium	on	the	approval	of	new	medical	cannabis	
dispensaries,	which	is	pending	before	the	Board	of	Supervisors.	


We	understand	and	realize	the	need	for	regulaOons	of	this	fledgling	industry	
which	will	not	only	create	jobs	but	also	will	contribute	financially	to	the	economy	
of	the	city.	This	industry	will	a?ract	visitors	to	the	city	and	by	so	doing	many	areas	
where	small	business	is	being	negaOvely	economically	impacted,	because	of	
online	sales,	there	will	be	traffic	and	customers	who	will	patronize	small	
businesses.	


A	moratorium	of	even	45	days	will	potenOally	harm	those	applicants	for	MCD’s	
who	have	commi?ed	to	leases	and	have	penning	applicaOons.	


Colorado	is	an	excellent	example	of	a	successful	and	profitable	cannabis	industry	
and	I	am	confident	that	with	recommendaOons	from	the	Cannabis	LegalizaOon	
Task	Force	San	Francisco	will	become	the	leader	of	good	government.	


Please	support	our	neighborhoods	and	small	businesses	and	please	reject	this	ill	
conceived	moratorium.	


Sincerely,	


	
Henry	Karnilowicz	
President	


Cc:	
The	Honorable	Edwin	M.	Lee	
Ms.	Barbara	Garcia	-	Director	of	Public	Health	
San	Francisco	Cannabis	LegalizaOon	Task	Force	


�


MEMBER	ASSOCIATIONS	


Arab American Grocers Association 


Balboa Village Merchants Association	


Bayview Merchants Association 


Castro Merchants 


Chinatown Merchants Association 


Clement St. Merchants Association 


Dogpatch Business Association 


Fillmore Merchants Association 


Fishermans Wharf Merchants Assn. 


Golden Gate Restaurant Association 


Glen Park Merchants Association 


Golden Gate Restaurant Association  


Greater Geary Boulevard Merchants 


& Property Owners Association 


Japantown Merchants Association 


Mission Creek Merchants Association 


Mission Merchants Association 


Noe Valley Merchants Association 


North Beach Merchants Association 


North East Mission Business Assn. 


People of Parkside Sunset 


Polk District Merchants Association 


Potrero Dogpatch Merchants Assn. 


Sacramento St. Merchants Association 


San Francisco Community Alliance for 


Jobs and Housing 


South Beach Mission Bay Business Assn. 


South of Market Business Association 


The Outer Sunset Merchant  


& Professional Association 


Union Street Merchants 


Valencia Corridor Merchants Assn. 


West Portal Merchants Association







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: SBC Response - BOS File No. 170865
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2017 9:08:37 AM
Attachments: 170865_SBClegislativeresponse_MCD Moratorium_v1.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Rahaim, John (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 5:53 PM
To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: FW: SBC Response - BOS File No. 170865
 
 
 

From: Mahajan, Menaka (ECN) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 4:32 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR); Tsang, Francis; Pagan, Lisa
(ECN)
Cc: Quevedo, Bryan (ECN)
Subject: SBC Response - BOS File No. 170865
 
Good afternoon,
 
Please see the SBC’s response to BOS File No. 170865 (recommendation: approval with 1 condition).
 
Best,
Menaka
 
Menaka Mahajan, Ph.D. | Senior Policy Analyst | Office of Small Business & Small Business
Commission
menaka.mahajan@sfgov.org | D: 415.554.6408 |O: 415.554.6134 
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  CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 


 
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 


REGINA DICK-ENDRIZZI, DIRECTOR    
 


OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ● SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


(415) 554-6408 


 
 
August 22, 2017 
 
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
 
 
RE: BOS File No. 170865 [Zoning - Interim Moratorium on Medical Cannabis Dispensaries]  
 
Small Business Commission Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors: Approval, with one (1) 
condition 
 
Dear Ms. Calvillo,  
 
On August 14, 2017, the Small Business Commission (SBC) voted (6-0, 1 absent) to recommend that the 
Board of Supervisors approve BOS File No. 170865, with one condition:   
 


1. Applicants already on the Planning Commission calendar prior to the effective date of the 
moratorium should be allowed to complete the application process. 


 
As of August 8, there were 27 applications under review and 39 Medical Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs) 
in operation. If all 27 applications were approved, the number of MCDs in San Francisco would increase 
by nearly 70%. The City is currently developing a regulatory system for commercial cannabis sales (adult 
use and medicinal), and draft ordinances are to be completed by September 1, 2017. The future of MCDs 
under a new regulatory system, including whether the MCD program would continue in its current form 
or whether existing MCDs would be allowed to transition from a non-profit to for-profit model, has not 
yet been determined. In light of this, the Commission supports the intent of this legislation to pause new 
MCD approvals while the City develops a comprehensive regulatory system for the cannabis industry.  
 
However, the Commission is also sensitive to the time and cost that applicants invest to obtain MCD land 
use approval. If an applicant has completed the prerequisites to be scheduled for a hearing at the Planning 
Commission, the SBC believes the hearing should occur as scheduled. 
 
The Commission respectfully requests that you approve this legislation with the condition listed above. 
 
Thank you for considering the Small Business Commission’s comments. Please feel free to contact me 
should you have any questions. 
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Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 


Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business 
 
cc:  Malia Cohen, Board of Supervisors  
 John Rahaim, Planning Department 
 Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
 Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Mayor’s Office 


Francis Tsang, Mayor’s Office 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Erica Major, Land Use & Transportation Committee  



https://sfgov.legistar.com/PersonDetail.aspx?ID=36814&GUID=F3882DCC-C068-4E0B-8349-91C99A94447D





From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: 1979 Mission Development
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 4:00:34 PM

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Nick Faber [mailto:nick.m.faber@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 3:55 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine
(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR); Ronen, Hillary; Allbee, Nate; Rahaim, John (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Dwyer,
Debra (CPC); andy@plaza16.org; tamlinearthly@gmail.com
Subject: 1979 Mission Development
 
All,
 
I'm writing you today in support of the development at 1979 Mission. As a San Francisco
resident and Berkeley CED/Fisher Center Graduate, I am acutely aware of the need for more
housing and I strongly support the transit-oriented nature of this development. 
 
It pains me to see organizations like Plaza 16 demanding that Maximus give up the land
entirely. Who are they to demand this? Have they no shame or education in economics? San
Francisco has some of the most expensive dirt in the United States. While I adamantly agree
that more affordable housing is needed in SF, majority market rate housing development is
the only way to get ANY housing built on this site without heavy public subsidies.
 
Also, please be on the lookout for a template email that Plaza 16 has written for their email
lists to send (I’m sure you are familiar with it by now), it is found here:
https://plaza16.org/2017/07/24/help-stop-the-monster-write-a-letter-to-the-planning-
commission-today  
 
Erroneous claims about the 1979 Mission development from their template email:

“Community displacement” - Displacing a Walgreens to build housing is hardly
community displacement…
“We urge you to recognize the urgent crisis facing the neighborhood, acknowledge the
impact of the current massive and unsustainable imbalance of market-rate vs.
affordable development in the neighborhood” – First off the main imbalance is the lack
of new housing development. Second, market-rate housing is the only way to get
things built in SF due to the price of dirt. Once Mayor Ed Lee develops money trees I
will demand 100% affordable housing developments... What’s the new affordable
housing rate on new developments in SF? ~30%? 30% x 300 units = 90 units of
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affordable housing. What has Plaza 16 done for the affordable housing stock these
days??
“Significant major impact on Marshall Elementary School” – the developer has agreed
to build the school a new playground, etc!! What has Plaza 16 provided for the school
lately???
“Reduced greenhouse gases and less street congestion (if project not built)”: Classic
NIMBY argument… AND Plaza 16 is pitching an alternative development, aka the
same issues will occur. I don’t buy the “low income residents use more public
transportation” argument. 99% of the people I know in SF don’t own a car. Sounds like
Maximus will be hit by a CEQA lawsuit once (hopefully) this project is approved… 

 
In short, if you bow to Plaza 16’s absurd demands (to force Maximus to give up the land) the
following will happen: 1) no affordable or market rate housing will be built 2) you will
empower Plaza 16 to embark on more frivolous NIMBY (developer) witch hunts and 3)
(again) no housing will be built. 
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Best,
Nick
 
 
--
Nick Faber
(925)413-4002

tel:925-413-4002


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC); Hue, Melinda (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, 2014-001272
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 2:46:33 PM
Attachments: CCHO Commission Letter Pier 70 8-22-17.pdf

Pier 70 AMI Breakdown.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:23 PM
To: Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Dennis Richards; Kathrin Moore; Christine Johnson; Myrna Melgar; Joel
Koppel; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Cc: PC
Subject: Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, 2014-001272
 

Commissioners,

Attached please find our written comments regarding this Thursday's item on the Pier 70
mixed-use Project, and our Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis of the project's housing impacts.

We look forward to continued dialogue on how we balance jobs creation with housing growth
that is adequate and affordable for all the worker incomes of new development.

Peter Cohen and Fernando Martí

 
SF Council of Community Housing Organizations
The voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103
415-882-0901 office
www.sfccho.org
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C O U N C I L  O F  C O M M U N I T Y  
HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS 
 
The voice of San Francisco’s  
affordable housing movement 
 


	  
325 Clement ina St reet,  San Francisco, CA 94103     |   ccho@sfic-409.org   |   415.882.0901 
 


The Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) is a coalition of 24 community-based housing developers, service 
providers and tenant advocates.  We fight for funding and policies that shape urban development and empower low-income 
and working-class communities.  The work of our member organizations has resulted in nearly 30,000 units of affordable housing, 
as well as thousands of construction and permanent jobs for city residents. 


 
	  
	  
August	  22,	  2017	  
	  
Re:	  Pier	  70	  
	  
Dear	  Commissioners:	  
	  
This	  Thursday,	  you	  will	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  start	  pushing	  for	  the	  housing	  San	  Francisco	  really	  
needs	  to	  meet	  the	  demand	  created	  by	  commercial	  growth,	  or	  continue	  to	  promote	  projects	  that	  
exacerbate	  our	  jobs-‐housing	  imbalance.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Pier	  70	  EIR	  presents	  two	  very	  different	  proposals	  for	  the	  thirty-‐five	  acre	  site,	  one	  emphasizing	  
commercial	  uses,	  and	  the	  other	  emphasizing	  a	  jobs-‐housing	  balance.	  The	  likely	  path	  is	  that	  you,	  the	  
Planning	  Commission,	  will	  be	  expected	  to	  tacitly	  approve	  both	  scenarios	  by	  certifying	  the	  project	  
EIR	  –	  giving	  the	  developer	  certainty	  on	  their	  approvals,	  but	  also	  giving	  the	  developer	  lots	  of	  
flexibility	  on	  what	  they	  actually	  build.	  We	  think	  this	  is	  the	  time	  for	  the	  Planning	  Commission	  to	  
actually	  walk	  your	  talk	  about	  the	  need	  for	  housing	  to	  meet	  job	  growth,	  and	  demand	  that	  Pier	  70	  set	  
a	  precedent	  for	  other	  big	  mixed-‐use	  master-‐planned	  developments	  by	  building	  enough	  housing	  for	  
their	  workers.	  
	  


The	  Planning	  Commission	  should	  approve	  Pier	  70	  on	  the	  condition	  that	  only	  
the	  maximum	  residential	  scenario	  be	  allowed	  to	  move	  forward.	  
	  


Pier	  70	  is	  a	  perfect	  site	  for	  new	  mixed-‐use	  development	  and	  we	  look	  forward	  to	  seeing	  the	  project	  
move	  forward.	  CCHO,	  along	  with	  several	  neighborhood	  associations	  adjacent	  to	  the	  project,	  
supported	  the	  ballot	  measure	  in	  2014	  that	  increased	  the	  allowed	  heights	  and	  densities	  on	  the	  
parcels.	  	  
	  
But	  these	  large	  master-‐planned	  campuses	  can	  no	  longer	  be	  allowed	  to	  focus	  primarily	  on	  profitable	  
commercial	  development,	  while	  leaving	  other	  places	  to	  take	  care	  of	  the	  housing	  need	  they’ve	  
helped	  create.	  	  This	  is	  the	  same	  scenario	  that	  has	  contributed	  to	  our	  current	  housing	  crisis,	  with	  
cities	  allowing	  companies	  like	  Google	  and	  Apple	  to	  build	  campuses	  in	  the	  South	  Bay	  without	  
adequate	  housing	  for	  their	  workforce.	  	  San	  Francisco	  should	  not	  make	  the	  same	  mistake.	  	  
	  
The	  City	  has	  seen	  tremendous	  job	  growth	  since	  2010,	  and	  housing	  construction,	  despite	  the	  
building	  boom,	  has	  hardly	  kept	  up.	  There’s	  a	  backlog	  of	  already-‐approved	  residential	  projects	  
throughout	  the	  City,	  but	  those	  units	  will	  be	  needed	  to	  house	  the	  workforce	  growth	  throughout	  the	  
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City.	  And	  commercial	  development,	  from	  the	  Salesforce	  Tower	  to	  the	  whole	  Central	  SOMA	  Area	  
Plan,	  will	  continue	  to	  add	  major	  housing	  impacts.	  
	  
This	  debate	  points	  to	  a	  deeper	  underlying	  issue	  with	  how	  the	  City	  plans	  its	  growth.	  There’s	  no	  
requirement	  to	  hold	  large	  developments	  like	  this	  fully	  accountable	  to	  their	  housing	  impacts,	  or	  to	  
even	  understand	  what	  kind	  of	  housing	  the	  workers	  in	  these	  new	  jobs	  will	  be	  able	  to	  afford.	  	  
	  
Attached	  is	  our	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  Analysis	  for	  the	  Pier	  70	  project.	  	  
	  
Pier	  70’s	  “Maximum	  Commercial	  Scenario”	  emphasizes	  job	  creation,	  with	  very	  little	  residential	  
development	  to	  house	  all	  the	  new	  workers.	  The	  project’s	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  notes	  that	  
the	  “Maximum	  Commercial	  Scenario”	  will	  only	  meet	  30%	  of	  the	  housing	  demand	  created	  by	  the	  
project’s	  own	  job	  growth.	  The	  “Maximum	  Residential	  Scenario”	  gets	  closer	  to	  proposing	  enough	  
housing	  to	  meet	  the	  demand	  created	  by	  the	  project’s	  new	  commercial	  development.	  According	  to	  
the	  EIR,	  the	  “Maximum	  Residential	  Scenario”	  will	  meet	  94%	  of	  the	  housing	  demand.	  	  	  
	  
The	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  analysis	  done	  by	  CCHO	  shows	  that	  even	  the	  “Maximum	  Residential	  Scenario”	  
doesn’t	  adequately	  meet	  the	  full	  housing	  needs	  for	  Pier	  70.	  	  The	  EIR’s	  estimate	  of	  housing	  need	  is	  
close,	  but	  has	  what	  we	  think	  is	  an	  incorrect	  assumption.	  The	  EIR	  assumes	  that	  over	  a	  quarter	  of	  all	  
new	  workers	  will	  be	  housed	  elsewhere	  in	  the	  region,	  following	  historical	  trends,	  and	  that	  other	  
jurisdictions	  will	  take	  the	  responsibility	  of	  housing	  those	  workers.	  That’s	  like	  Brisbane	  or	  Cupertino	  
or	  Mountain	  View	  saying	  San	  Francisco	  can	  house	  the	  majority	  of	  their	  new	  workers	  because	  that’s	  
how	  it	  has	  been	  in	  the	  past.	  When	  we	  take	  the	  full	  workforce	  into	  account,	  the	  “Maximum	  
Residential	  Scenario”	  would	  only	  account	  for	  65%	  of	  the	  actual	  need	  created!	  
	  
When	  we	  delve	  deeper	  into	  worker	  incomes,	  the	  lack	  of	  adequate	  housing	  in	  the	  Pier	  70	  plan	  is	  
even	  clearer.	  Based	  on	  the	  EIR,	  the	  project	  will	  have	  a	  mix	  of	  commercial	  office	  (presumably	  largely	  
tech	  jobs),	  restaurant,	  retail,	  and	  arts/light	  industrial	  uses.	  This	  means	  Pier	  70	  will	  create	  low-‐,	  
moderate-‐,	  and	  high-‐wage	  jobs,	  and	  needs	  to	  plan	  for	  housing	  at	  a	  range	  of	  income-‐levels.	  Based	  on	  
a	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  analysis,	  a	  total	  of	  47%	  of	  all	  housing	  would	  need	  to	  be	  affordable	  for	  Pier	  70’s	  
low-‐	  and	  moderate-‐income	  workers.	  The	  project	  will	  be	  providing	  30%	  affordable	  units,	  which	  is	  
still	  impressive	  and	  a	  plan	  that	  CCHO	  supported	  in	  the	  Prop	  F	  proposal.	  
	  
In	  other	  words,	  the	  “Maximum	  Residential	  Scenario”	  will	  provide	  enough	  housing	  for	  most	  of	  the	  
new	  tech	  jobs	  created,	  but	  many	  of	  the	  other	  workers,	  including	  the	  restaurant,	  retail,	  grounds,	  arts,	  
light	  industrial,	  and	  office	  support	  workers,	  may	  be	  forced	  to	  look	  for	  housing	  in	  cheaper	  outer	  
suburbs	  with	  a	  long	  commutes,	  and	  put	  additional	  housing	  pressure	  on	  other	  cities.	  This	  kind	  of	  
inequality	  is	  not	  how	  we	  should	  be	  planning	  our	  cities,	  and	  San	  Francisco	  can	  and	  should	  do	  better.	  
	  
The	  Pier	  70	  developer	  has	  said	  that	  they	  want	  the	  flexibility	  in	  providing	  residential	  due	  to	  the	  
potential	  hazardous	  materials	  on	  the	  site,	  especially	  adjacent	  to	  the	  old	  power	  plant	  to	  the	  south.	  
“Toxics”	  was	  also	  the	  excuse	  that	  the	  Brisbane	  City	  Council	  gave	  for	  not	  supporting	  housing	  at	  the	  
Baylands.	  Hazardous	  materials	  are	  a	  serious	  issue,	  that	  should	  be	  mitigated	  to	  the	  full	  extent	  
possible.	  Our	  redevelopment	  areas	  had	  similar	  hazardous	  materials	  issues,	  like	  much	  of	  the	  Eastern	  
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side	  of	  the	  City	  and	  the	  whole	  industrial	  waterfront	  and	  train	  yards.	  The	  City	  used	  tax	  increment	  
financing	  to	  fund	  the	  cleanup	  necessary.	  Pier	  70,	  which	  is	  also	  creating	  a	  tax-‐increment	  
“Infrastructure	  Finance	  District,”	  can	  do	  the	  same,	  as	  well	  as	  carefully	  locating	  residential	  land	  uses	  
to	  avoid	  toxic	  areas	  of	  the	  site	  as	  they	  are	  remediated.	  
	  


We	  believe	  the	  City’s	  Planning	  Department	  should	  commit	  to	  actually	  analyze	  
the	  housing	  impacts,	  by	  wage	  level,	  by	  performing	  a	  transparent	  and	  replicable	  
Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  analysis	  for	  all	  new	  multi-‐acre	  projects	  	  (and	  cumulatively	  for	  
the	  sum	  of	  all	  projects	  in	  the	  City).	  We	  believe	  this	  kind	  of	  Jobs-‐Housing-‐Fit	  
analysis	  should	  be	  a	  prerequisite	  for	  Planning	  Commission	  discussions	  on	  
development	  and	  Area	  Plan	  approvals.	  
	  
We	  ask	  you,	  at	  the	  very	  least,	  to	  only	  allow	  Pier	  70’s	  “Maximum	  Residential	  
Scenario”	  to	  move	  forward.	  And	  that	  commercial	  construction	  be	  conditioned	  to	  
be	  phased	  in	  line	  with	  residential	  construction,	  to	  ensure	  that	  housing	  impacts	  
are	  mitigated	  as	  development	  proceeds.	  	  
	  


Otherwise,	  development	  will	  continue	  to	  exacerbate	  our	  housing	  crisis,	  rather	  than	  doing	  its	  part	  to	  
solve	  it.	  We	  look	  forward	  to	  continued	  dialogue,	  and	  would	  be	  happy	  to	  meet	  with	  Commissioners	  
and	  Planning	  staff	  regarding	  the	  development	  of	  an	  appropriate	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  methodology.	  
	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
	  
Peter	  Cohen	  and	  Fernando	  Martí	  	  
Co-‐directors,	  Council	  of	  Community	  Housing	  Organizations	  
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Pier	  70	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  Analysis	  –	  Maximum	  Residential	  Scenario	  
	  
PIER	  70	  JOBS-‐HOUSING	  FIT	  -‐	  SUMMARY	   	  	   	  	  
Total	  commercial	  s.f.	  of	  the	  project	   	  1,582,230	  	   s.f.	  
Worker	  Density	  -‐	  Office	   	  	   	  247	  	   s.f./worker	  
Worker	  Density	  -‐	  Restaurant	  &	  Retail	   	  350	  	   s.f./worker	  
Worker	  Density	  -‐	  Arts	  /	  CIE	   	  	   	  350	  	   s.f./worker	  
Total	  jobs	  created:	   	  	   	  5,956	  	   workers	  
Workers/Household	  Assumption:	   	  1.27	  	   workers/HH	  
Total	  demand	  for	  units:	   	  	   	  4,690	  	   households	  
Very	  Low-‐Income	  Households	   	  1,257	  	   VLI	  units	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   27%	   	  	  
Low-‐Income	  Households	   	  	   	  833	  	   LI	  Units	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   18%	   	  	  
Moderate-‐Income	  	   	  	   	  537	  	   Mod	  Units	  
	  	   	  	   	  	   11%	   	  	  
Total	  demand	  for	  affordable	  units:	   	  2,214	  	   Afford.	  units	  
	  	  	  	  	  Affordable	  housing	  balance:	   47%	   	  	  
Actual	  units	  proposed	  (Max	  Resid	  Scenario):	   3,025	   units	  
Proposal	  compared	  to	  total	  demand:	   65%	   of	  need	  
Actual	  affordable	  units	  proposed	  (30%):	   908	   affordable	  
Proposal	  compared	  to	  affordable	  demand:	   41%	   of	  need	  
	  


	  








PIER	  70	  JOBS-‐HOUSING	  FIT	  CALCULATIONS	  -‐	  MAXIMUM	  RESIDENTIAL	  SCENARIO
Council	  of	  Community	  Housing	  Organizations	  -‐	  August	  20,	  2017


SUMMARY 2016	  AMI	  (5) Median 0-‐50% 50-‐80% 80-‐120% Above	  120%
Total	  commerical	  s.f.	  of	  the	  project 1,582,230	  	  	  	  	  	   s.f. Household HUD	  Defined: Very	  Low-‐Inc Low-‐Income Moderate-‐Inc Above	  Moderate
Total	  jobs	  created: 5,956	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   workers 1 75,400.00$	  	  	  	   43,050.00$	  	  	  	   68,950.00$	  	  	  	   90,500.00$	  	  	  	   (Market-‐Rate)
Total	  demand	  for	  units	  (13): 4,690	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   households 2 86,150.00$	  	  	  	   49,200.00$	  	  	  	   78,800.00$	  	  	  	   103,400.00$	  	  
Demand	  for	  affordable	  units: 2,214	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   units 3 96,950.00$	  	  	  	   55,350.00$	  	  	  	   88,650.00$	  	  	  	   116,350.00$	  	  
Affordable	  housing	  balance	  as	  percent	  (15): 47% affordable 4 107,700.00$	  	   61,500.00$	  	  	  	   98,500.00$	  	  	  	   129,250.00$	  	  
Actual	  units	  proposed: 3,025 units
Proposal	  compared	  to	  total	  demand: 65% of	  need HH	  Size	  (6) Distribution	  in	  MSA
Actual	  market-‐rate	  units	  proposed: 2,118	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   units 1 31.3%
Proposal	  compared	  to	  market-‐rate	  demand: 117% of	  need 2 35.0%
Actual	  affordable	  units	  proposed: 908 affordable 3 18.1%
Proposal	  compared	  to	  affordable	  demand: 41% of	  need 4 15.6%


Land	  Use	  
Category


Office	  
Commerical


Restaurant Retail Arts/Light	  
Industrial


Resid.,	  Parks	  
&	  Parking


Total
Workers/Household	  (4) 1.27


Proposed	  s.f.	  (1) 1,102,250	  	  	  	  	  	   67,375	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   269,495	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   143,110	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,582,230	  	  	  	  	  	   Total	  Workers 5,956	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Percent	  of	  total	  s.f. 70% 4% 17% 9% Total	  Households	  (unit	  demand) 4,690	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
s.f./worker	  (2) 247 350 350 350 2-‐income	  Households total	  workers	  minus	  HH 1,266	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Workers	  (14) 4,463	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   193	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   770	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   409	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   122	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   5,956	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1-‐income	  Households HH	  minus	  2-‐inc	  HH 3,423	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Workers/Household	  (3) 1.27 Workers	  in	  2-‐inc	  HH workers	  minus	  1-‐inc	  HH 2,532	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Households 3,514	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   152	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   606	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   322	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   96	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   4,690	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Percent	  1-‐income	  HH 1-‐inc	  /	  HH 73%


Land	  Use OFFICE RESTAURANT RETAIL ARTS	  /	  LIGHT	  INDUSTRY GROUNDS TOTALS
SOC	  Code 11 13 15 43 Total 35 41 27 51 Total 49
Occupations	  
(7)


Management Business	  &	  
Financial


Computer	  &	  
Math


Office	  &	  
Admin


Food	  Prep	  &	  
Serving


Sales	  &	  Retail Arts	  Design	  
Entertainm't


Production


Jobs	  in	  SF-‐San	  Mateo	  MSA 79,830 91,930 80,480 157,350 409,590 100,400 98,750 25,210 24,290 49,500
%	  distribution	  for	  Land	  Use	   19.49% 22.44% 19.65% 38.42% 100% 100% 51% 49%
Assumed	  distribution	  (8) 10.00% 10.00% 40.00% 40.00% 100% 100% 50% 50% 100%
s.f.	  for	  occupation 110,225	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   110,225	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   440,900	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   440,900	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,102,250	  	  	  	  	  	   67,375	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   269,495	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   71,555	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   71,555	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   143,110	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,582,230	  	  	  	  	  	  
Workers	  (14) 446.26	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   446.26	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,785.02	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,785.02	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   4,463	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   193	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   770	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   204	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   204	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   409	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   122	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   5,956	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Households	  /	  Units 351	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   351	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,406	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,406	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   3,514	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   152	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   606	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   161	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   161	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   322	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   96	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   4,690	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  


Median	  Hourly	  Wage	  (9) 69.46$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   43.13$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   53.56$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   22.48$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   12.68$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   13.53$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   32.34$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   18.12$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   29.90$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Median	  Salary 144,477$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   89,710$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   111,405$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   46,758$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   26,374$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   28,142$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   67,267$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   37,690$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   62,192$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25th	  percentile	  wage $46.35 $32.00 $40.51 $16.60 $10.72 $12.47 $22.41 $12.61 $19.78
50th	  percentile	  (median) $69.46 $43.13 $53.56 $22.48 $12.68 $18.32 $32.34 $18.12 $28.77
75th	  percentile NA $59.31 $67.76 $29.17 $15.95 $33.73 $47.03 $26.23 $38.64


1-‐income	  25th	  percentile	  (10) $96,408 $66,560 $84,261 $34,528 $22,298 $25,938 $46,613 $26,229 $41,142
1-‐income	  50th	  percentile $144,477 $89,710 $111,405 $46,758 $26,374 $38,106 $67,267 $37,690 $59,842
1-‐income	  75th	  percentile NA $123,365 $140,941 $60,674 $33,176 $70,158 $97,822 $54,558 $80,371


2-‐income	  25th	  percentile	  (11) $192,816 $133,120 $168,522 $69,056 $44,595 $51,875 $93,226 $52,458 $82,285
2-‐income	  50th	  percentile $288,954 $179,421 $222,810 $93,517 $52,749 $76,211 $134,534 $75,379 $119,683
2-‐income	  75th	  percentile NA $246,730 $281,882 $121,347 $66,352 $140,317 $195,645 $109,117 $160,742


1-‐income	  HH	  in	  quartile 64	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   64	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   257	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   257	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   641	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   28	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   111	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   29	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   29	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   59	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   18	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2-‐income	  HH	  in	  quartile 24	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   24	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   95	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   95	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   237	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   10	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   41	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   11	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   11	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   22	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   6	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Households	  in	  quartile 88	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   88	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   351	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   351	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   878	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   38	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   152	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   40	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   40	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   80	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   24	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  


Very	  Low-‐Income	  Households 0 0 0 513 513	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   103 262 29 70 361	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   18 1,257	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   27%
Low-‐Income	  Households 0 64 0 351 416	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   10 152 40 40 232	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   24 833	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   18%
Moderate-‐Income	   64 64 257 95 480	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   0 0 40 11 51	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   6 537	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   11%
	  	  	  	  	  Total	  Affordable	  (12) 64 128 257 959 1,408	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   114 414 110 121 231	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   48 2,214	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   47%
Above	  Moderate 287	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   223	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   1,149	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   446	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   2,106	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   38	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   192	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   51	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   40	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   91	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   48	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   2,475	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   53%







Notes
This	  analysis	  uses	  different	  assumptions	  from	  the	  Pier	  70	  EIR.	  Namely,	  it	  assumes	  a	  247.s.f.	  per	  office	  worker	  ratio	  rather	  than	  276	  s.f.,	  and	  assumes	  that	  all	  housing	  demand	  will	  be	  met	  in	  the	  City.
The	  methodology	  was	  based	  on	  the	  1997	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fee	  Nexus	  Study	  by	  Keyser	  Marston	  Associates,	  with	  updated	  worker/s.f.	  densities	  and	  accounting	  for	  one-‐	  and	  two-‐income	  households	  rather	  than	  citywide	  household	  sizes.
(1)	  Proposed	  s.f.,	  from	  Pier	  70	  Draft	  EIR,	  pages	  2.29	  and	  2.31
(2)	  s.f./jobs,	  from	  the	  Transportation	  Sustainability	  Fee	  Nexus	  Study,	  Urban	  Economics,	  May	  2015,	  Table	  A-‐4,	  p.	  51.	  Note	  TSF	  assumptions	  are	  higher	  than	  Pier	  70	  EIR	  for	  commercial	  and	  lower	  for	  Arts/CIE	  (EIR	  uses	  	  275	  s.f.	  for	  both)
	  	  	  	  	  Note	  that	  Arts	  and	  Light	  Industrial	  are	  typically	  assigned	  different	  land	  use	  categories	  (CIE	  and	  PDR)	  and	  different	  s.f./worker	  densities,	  but	  have	  been	  combined	  in	  the	  Pier	  70	  EIR.	  We	  used	  the	  CIE	  density	  of	  350	  s.f.	  for	  this	  category.
(3)	  Jobs/Household,	  from	  Pier	  70	  EIR.	  Pier	  70	  EIR	  assumption	  mirrors	  1997	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Linkage,	  but	  is	  lower	  than	  2015	  TSF	  Nexus	  (Table	  A-‐1,	  p.	  48),	  which	  assumes	  a	  higher	  worker	  density	  (1.67	  workers/household)	  and	  greater	  need	  for	  family	  units.
	  	  	  	  	  The	  EIR	  assumption	  seems	  a	  more	  reaasonable	  approach	  reflective	  of	  new	  household	  trends	  toward	  smaller	  households,	  rather	  than	  the	  existing	  jobs/household	  ratio	  throughout	  the	  MSA..
(4)	  The	  lower	  the	  jobs	  density	  assumption,	  the	  more	  households	  are	  assumed,	  but	  greater	  percent	  of	  single-‐income	  units	  (studios	  and	  1-‐BR)	  needed	  to	  meet	  demand.	  The	  analysis	  assumes	  a	  negligible	  number	  of	  households	  with	  three-‐plus	  incomes.
(5)	  2016	  HUD	  AMI	  from	  SF	  Mayor's	  Office	  of	  Housing
(6)	  Household	  size	  derived	  from	  ACS	  data.	  Rather	  than	  percent	  breakdown	  for	  MSA,	  we	  looked	  at	  one-‐income	  and	  two-‐income	  households,	  using	  assumed	  workers/household	  ratio	  from	  EIR
(7)	  Occupations	  from	  2016	  Occupational	  Employment	  Statistis	  2016	  Q1	  for	  MSA.	  The	  major	  occupation	  catogories	  were	  assigned	  to	  the	  closest	  land	  use,	  category	  in	  the	  Pier	  70	  EIR.	  Occupations	  with	  relatively	  small	  percentages	  were	  not	  considered.
(8)	  Assumed	  distribution	  based	  on	  existing	  MSA	  distribution,	  given	  current	  job	  growth	  trends,	  with	  a	  growing	  tech	  sector	  and	  shrinking	  management	  and	  finance	  sectors.
(9)	  Wage	  data	  from	  2016	  Q1	  OES.
(10)	  Quartiles	  were	  assigned	  HUD	  AMI	  categories	  based	  on	  wages.	  If	  the	  quartile	  break	  point	  was	  close	  to	  the	  HUD	  category	  break	  point,	  the	  number	  of	  workers	  in	  that	  quartile	  were	  assigned	  to	  that	  HUD	  category.
	  	  	  	  	   Very	  Low	  Income	  (0-‐50%	  AMI) Low-‐Income	  (50-‐80%	  AMI) Moderate	  Inc	  (80-‐120%	  AMI)
(11)	  One-‐income	  households	  were	  compared	  to	  1-‐2	  person	  household	  AMI	  levels,	  and	  two-‐income	  households	  compared	  to	  2-‐3	  person	  household	  AMI	  levels.
(12)	  HUD	  assumes	  that	  no	  households	  under	  120%	  of	  median	  income	  can	  afford	  market-‐rates	  without	  an	  excessive	  rent	  burden	  or	  overcrowding.	  
	  	  	  	  	  Thus	  this	  is	  the	  total	  need	  for	  affordable	  housing	  created	  by	  the	  commercial	  component	  of	  the	  development.
(13)	  This	  analysis	  differs	  from	  Pier	  70	  EIR	  due	  to	  two	  principal	  factors.	  We	  assumed	  a	  higher	  s.f./worker	  density	  from	  commercial	  office,	  aligned	  with	  the	  2015	  Citywide	  TSF	  assumptions,rather	  than	  the	  1997	  JHL	  assumption	  used	  by	  the	  EIR,
	  	  	  	  	  and	  we	  assume	  that	  the	  full	  demand	  for	  units	  will	  be	  met	  within	  the	  City,	  rather	  than	  assuming	  that	  a	  portion	  of	  demand	  will	  be	  met	  by	  other	  cities	  in	  the	  region,	  as	  stated	  in	  the	  EIR.
(14)	  We	  only	  assumed	  direct	  jobs	  creation	  from	  commercial	  land	  uses.	  Indirect	  jobs	  created	  to	  support	  residential	  uses,	  open	  space,	  and	  parking	  were	  not	  included	  in	  the	  analysis.
(15)	  Project	  affordable	  housing	  balance	  differs	  from	  RHNA	  percentages	  for	  various	  reasons.
	  	  	  	  	  	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit	  only	  looks	  at	  direct	  jobs	  creation	  from	  the	  project,	  whereas	  RHNA	  looks	  at	  citywide	  jobs	  estimates,	  which	  include,	  for	  example,	  education,	  health,	  arts,	  PDR,	  and	  other	  uses	  and	  allocations	  not	  reflective	  of	  the	  project	  site.
	  	  	  	  	  RHNA	  also	  accounts	  for	  citywide	  population	  growth,	  including	  growth	  in	  non-‐worker	  households	  such	  as	  seniors,	  which	  are	  not	  accounted	  for	  in	  the	  project-‐based	  Jobs-‐Housing	  Fit.







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC)
Subject: FW: 171 Judson Ave - 2015-018225DRP
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 2:43:28 PM
Attachments: 171 Judson Ave. - Permit Set - 20170821.pdf

Commissioners,
See below. The attached set should supersede the plans for 171 Judson.
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 12:44 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Subject: 171 Judson Ave - 2015-018225DRP
 
Hi Jonas,
 
Would it be possible to forward Commissioners a revised plan set for the DR item at 171 Judson Ave
(#2015-018225DRP) scheduled for this week’s hearing? It appears that the 311 plans included in the
packet, which were previously sent by the former project planner, incorrectly show the same layout
for the proposed first and second floors on sheet A2.0. The revised set (attached) reflects the
accurate floor plans at each level. This does not change the scope of work as no work is proposed at
either level, but it would probably be a good idea to clarify the inconsistency. Let me know if you’d
like to chat more about this or if additional information is needed.
 
Thanks,
 
Sylvia Jimenez
Planner, Current Planning
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9187 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: sylvia.jimenez@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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1. CONTRACTOR SHALL ADHERE TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING CONTRACTOR SHALL ADHERE TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  SHALL ADHERE TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING SHALL ADHERE TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  ADHERE TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING ADHERE TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING TO ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING ALL CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING CODES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING RULES, AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING AND REGULATIONS GOVERNING  REGULATIONS GOVERNING REGULATIONS GOVERNING  GOVERNING GOVERNING CONSTRUCTION, BUILDING ACCESS AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  BUILDING ACCESS AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL BUILDING ACCESS AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  ACCESS AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL ACCESS AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL AND THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL THE USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL USE OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL OF FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL FACILITIES AS SET BY LOCAL  AS SET BY LOCAL AS SET BY LOCAL  SET BY LOCAL SET BY LOCAL  BY LOCAL BY LOCAL  LOCAL LOCAL BUILDING DEPARTMENT AGENCY AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  DEPARTMENT AGENCY AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C DEPARTMENT AGENCY AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  AGENCY AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C AGENCY AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C AND THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C THE BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C BUILDING OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C OWNERS. TITLE 24 C.A.C  TITLE 24 C.A.C TITLE 24 C.A.C  24 C.A.C 24 C.A.C  C.A.C C.A.C ESPECIALLY THOSE ABSTRACTS DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  THOSE ABSTRACTS DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS THOSE ABSTRACTS DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  ABSTRACTS DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS ABSTRACTS DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS DEALING WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS WITH ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS ENERGY AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS AND HANDICAPPED ACCESS  HANDICAPPED ACCESS HANDICAPPED ACCESS  ACCESS ACCESS REQUIREMENTS. ANYTHING SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  ANYTHING SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANYTHING SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH ON THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THESE DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH DRAWINGS, NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH  IN ACCORDANCE WITH IN ACCORDANCE WITH  ACCORDANCE WITH ACCORDANCE WITH  WITH WITH THESE RULES AND REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  RULES AND REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE RULES AND REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  AND REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE AND REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE REGULATIONS, SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  TO THE ATTENTION OF THE TO THE ATTENTION OF THE  THE ATTENTION OF THE THE ATTENTION OF THE  ATTENTION OF THE ATTENTION OF THE  OF THE OF THE  THE THE DESIGNER BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH ANY WORK. 2. DRAWINGS SHALL NOT BE SCALED FOR DIMENSIONAL INFORMATION. DRAWINGS SHALL NOT BE SCALED FOR DIMENSIONAL INFORMATION. 3. THE CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND THE CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND  CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND  AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND  SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND  SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND  VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS AND  ALL CONDITIONS AND ALL CONDITIONS AND  CONDITIONS AND CONDITIONS AND  AND AND DIMENSIONS IN THE FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  IN THE FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR IN THE FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  THE FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR THE FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR FIELD. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR  OF THE CONTRACTOR OF THE CONTRACTOR  THE CONTRACTOR THE CONTRACTOR  CONTRACTOR CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY THE DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  NOTIFY THE DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR NOTIFY THE DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  THE DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR THE DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR DESIGNER OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR OF ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR ANY CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR CONFLICTS HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR HEREIN, EITHER APPARENT OR  EITHER APPARENT OR EITHER APPARENT OR  APPARENT OR APPARENT OR  OR OR OBVIOUS PRIOR TO START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  PRIOR TO START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY PRIOR TO START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  TO START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY TO START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY START OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY OF WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY WORK ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY ON THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY THAT ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY ITEM OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY OR BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY  THE RESPONSIBILITY THE RESPONSIBILITY  RESPONSIBILITY RESPONSIBILITY OF CORRECTING SUCH WORK AS DIRECTED BY THE ARCHITECT. 4. ALL WORK SHALL BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY ALL WORK SHALL BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  WORK SHALL BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY WORK SHALL BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  SHALL BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY SHALL BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY BE DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY DONE IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY IN A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY A FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY FIRST CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY CLASS WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY WORKMANLIKE MANNER BY  MANNER BY MANNER BY  BY BY MECHANICS SKILLED IN THEIR RESPECTIVE TRADES. 5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  SHALL REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION SHALL REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION REVIEW PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION PLANS AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION AND THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION THE AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  AREA OF CONSTRUCTION AREA OF CONSTRUCTION  OF CONSTRUCTION OF CONSTRUCTION  CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION CAREFULLY TO INSURE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  TO INSURE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE TO INSURE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  INSURE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE INSURE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE FULL UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE UNDERSTANDING OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE OF EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE EXACT SCOPE OF WORK. THE  SCOPE OF WORK. THE SCOPE OF WORK. THE  OF WORK. THE OF WORK. THE  WORK. THE WORK. THE  THE THE ARCHITECT WILL BE AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  WILL BE AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY WILL BE AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  BE AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY BE AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY AVAILABLE TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY TO REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY REVIEW ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY ALL WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY WORK ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY ON SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  SITE AND RESOLVE ANY SITE AND RESOLVE ANY  AND RESOLVE ANY AND RESOLVE ANY  RESOLVE ANY RESOLVE ANY  ANY ANY UNCLEAR ITEMS 6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  SHALL CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF SHALL CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF CONTACT THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF THE BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF BUILDING MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF MANAGEMENT TO BE ADVISED OF  TO BE ADVISED OF TO BE ADVISED OF  BE ADVISED OF BE ADVISED OF  ADVISED OF ADVISED OF  OF OF THE RULES OF THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  RULES OF THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW RULES OF THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  OF THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW OF THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW THE BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW BUILDING WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW WITH RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW RESPECT TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW TO CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW CONSTRUCTION, WHEN AND HOW  WHEN AND HOW WHEN AND HOW  AND HOW AND HOW  HOW HOW DELIVERIES AND/OR REMOVALS CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  AND/OR REMOVALS CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN AND/OR REMOVALS CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  REMOVALS CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN REMOVALS CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN CAN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN BE DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN DONE ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN ON REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN REGULAR OR OVERTIME AND IN  OR OVERTIME AND IN OR OVERTIME AND IN  OVERTIME AND IN OVERTIME AND IN  AND IN AND IN  IN IN GENERAL, ANY BUILDING REQUIREMENTS WHICH WILL AFFECT THEIR WORK. 7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  SHALL SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. SHALL SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. SUBMIT TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. TO THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. THE ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. ARCHITECT ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. ALL FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  FABRICATION SHOP DWGS. FABRICATION SHOP DWGS.  SHOP DWGS. SHOP DWGS.  DWGS. DWGS. AND FIXTURE CUTS FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  FIXTURE CUTS FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM FIXTURE CUTS FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  CUTS FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM CUTS FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM FOR APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM APPROVAL AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM AFTER HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM HAVING CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM CHECKED AND APPROVED THEM  AND APPROVED THEM AND APPROVED THEM  APPROVED THEM APPROVED THEM  THEM THEM FIRST, WHERE APPLICABLE 8. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  SHALL FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER SHALL FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER FURNISH A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER A SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER SYSTEM OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER OF TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER TEMPORARY LIGHTS AND WATER  LIGHTS AND WATER LIGHTS AND WATER  AND WATER AND WATER  WATER WATER THROUGHOUT THE SPACE UNDER CONSTRUCTION, IF REQUIRED. 9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  SHALL REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE SHALL REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE REMOVE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE FROM THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE THE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE BUILDING ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE  RUBBISH AND WASTE RUBBISH AND WASTE  AND WASTE AND WASTE  WASTE WASTE MATERIALS, FOR HIS OWN SUBCONTRACTING. IF REQUIRED. 10. NO WORK DEPENDING ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE NO WORK DEPENDING ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  WORK DEPENDING ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE WORK DEPENDING ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  DEPENDING ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE DEPENDING ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE ON PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE PARTITION LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE LOCATIONS SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE SHALL BE DONE UNTIL THE  BE DONE UNTIL THE BE DONE UNTIL THE  DONE UNTIL THE DONE UNTIL THE  UNTIL THE UNTIL THE  THE THE CONTRACTOR HAS MARKED PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  HAS MARKED PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE HAS MARKED PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  MARKED PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE MARKED PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE PARTITION LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE LOCATIONS ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE ON THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  FLOOR SLAB IN THE FLOOR SLAB IN THE  SLAB IN THE SLAB IN THE  IN THE IN THE  THE THE FIELD AND THE ARCHITECT HAS APPROVED THEM. 11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL LEAVE THE PREMISES IN A CLEAN AND ORDERLY MANNER. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL LEAVE THE PREMISES IN A CLEAN AND ORDERLY MANNER. 12. THE CONTRACTOR'S PRICE IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, THE CONTRACTOR'S PRICE IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  CONTRACTOR'S PRICE IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, CONTRACTOR'S PRICE IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  PRICE IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, PRICE IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, IS TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, TO BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, BE COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, COMPLETE IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, IN ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, ALL WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  WAYS INCLUDING TAXES, WAYS INCLUDING TAXES,  INCLUDING TAXES, INCLUDING TAXES,  TAXES, TAXES, OVER-TIME, SHIPPING, ETC. 13. ALL MATERIALS AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ALL MATERIALS AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  MATERIALS AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH MATERIALS AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AND INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  IN ACCORDANCE WITH IN ACCORDANCE WITH  ACCORDANCE WITH ACCORDANCE WITH  WITH WITH MANUFACTURER'S LATEST PRINTED SPECIFICATIONS AND WITH CODE REQUIREMENTS. 14. THE WORK INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE WORK INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  WORK INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH WORK INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH INCLUDED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CONTRACT SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH  IN ACCORDANCE WITH IN ACCORDANCE WITH  ACCORDANCE WITH ACCORDANCE WITH  WITH WITH AIA GENERAL CONDITIONS DOCUMENT A-201, 1991 EDITION. 15. CONTRACTORS, SUBCONTRACTORS AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE CONTRACTORS, SUBCONTRACTORS AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE  SUBCONTRACTORS AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE SUBCONTRACTORS AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE  AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE AND SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE  SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE SUPPLIERS SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE  SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE SHALL GUARANTEE THAT THE  GUARANTEE THAT THE GUARANTEE THAT THE  THAT THE THAT THE  THE THE WORK IS FREE FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  IS FREE FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A IS FREE FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  FREE FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A FREE FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A FROM ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A ANY DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A DEFECTS IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A IN WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS FOR A  AND MATERIALS FOR A AND MATERIALS FOR A  MATERIALS FOR A MATERIALS FOR A  FOR A FOR A  A A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  OF ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OF ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DATE OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OF COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLETION AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  BE RESPONSIBLE FOR BE RESPONSIBLE FOR  RESPONSIBLE FOR RESPONSIBLE FOR  FOR FOR REPAIR OR REPLACEMENT AT NO ADDITIONAL CHARGE. 16. CONTRACTORS TO CARRY EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN CONTRACTORS TO CARRY EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN  TO CARRY EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN TO CARRY EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN  CARRY EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN CARRY EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN  EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN EMPLOYER'S LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN  LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN LIABILITY INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN  INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN INSURANCE OF NOT LESS THAN  OF NOT LESS THAN OF NOT LESS THAN  NOT LESS THAN NOT LESS THAN  LESS THAN LESS THAN  THAN THAN $1,000,000 PER OCCURRENCE, AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT  PER OCCURRENCE, AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT PER OCCURRENCE, AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT  OCCURRENCE, AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT OCCURRENCE, AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT  AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT AND COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT  COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT  GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT GENERAL LIABILITY OF AT  LIABILITY OF AT LIABILITY OF AT  OF AT OF AT  AT AT LEAST $2,000,000 COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  $2,000,000 COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR $2,000,000 COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR SINGLE LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR LIMIT FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR FOR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR BODILY INJURY, DEATH, OR  INJURY, DEATH, OR INJURY, DEATH, OR  DEATH, OR DEATH, OR  OR OR PROPERTY DAMAGE THE POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  DAMAGE THE POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS DAMAGE THE POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  THE POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS THE POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS POLICIES TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS TO ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS ALSO COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS COVER LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  LANDLORD AND TENANT AS LANDLORD AND TENANT AS  AND TENANT AS AND TENANT AS  TENANT AS TENANT AS  AS AS ADDITIONAL INSURED.
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A0.01


SHEET DESCRIPTION


GREEN POINTS


DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AS


INSTRUMENTS OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICE,


ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF


THE ARCHITECT.


THESE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT TO BE USED,


IN WHOLE OR IN PART, FOR ANY PROJECTS


OR PURPOSES WHATSOEVER, WITHOUT THE


PRIOR SPECIFIC WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION


OF SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC


ARCHITECTURE


SHATARA


890 7TH ST.


SAN FRANCISCO


CA 94107


TEL (415) 512-7566


suheil@shataraarch.com


INC.


No.C24700


REN 10/31/17


ARCHITECT


890 7TH STREET


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107


TEL: 415-512-7566


CONTACT:  SUHEIL SHATARA


PROJECT DIRECTORY


ISSUED                DATE            NO.


PROJECT


RESIDENTIAL REMODEL


ADDRESS


171 JUDSON AVE


SAN FRANCISCO, CA


BLOCK: 3182


LOT:   032


REVISION      12-19-16


REVISION      08-11-17


INDOOR WATER USE


PRESCRIPTIVE APPROACH


lGreen Tables 5.303.2.2. & 5.303.2.3):


Fixture Type


Maximum Prescriptive Flow


Rate


Referenced Standard


from


California Plumbing


Code Table 1401.1


Showerheads


2


2 gpm @ 80 psi


n/a


Lavatory faucets -


nonresidential


0.4 gpm @ 60 psi


ASME A112.18.1/CSA B125.1


Kitchen faucets


1.8 gpm @ 60 psi


n/a


Wash fountains


1


.8 [rim space (in.)/20 gpm @


60 psi]


n/a


Metering faucets .20 gallons/cycle


ASME A112.18.1/CSA B125.1


Metering faucets for wash


fountains


.20 [rim space (in.)/20 gpm @


60 psi]


n/a


Tank-type water closets


1


and


U.S. EPA WaterSense


Flushometer valve water


closets


1


ASME A112.19.2/CSA B45.1


- 1.28 gal (4.8 L)


Urinals


ASME A112.19.2/CSA B45.1


– 0.5 gal (1.9 L)


Notes:


showerhead, or the shower shall be designed to allow only one showerhead to be in operation at a time (5.303.2.1).


________________________________OR______________________________


PERFORMANCE APPROACH


Instructions to applicant:


then sum the last column to determine the total daily water use.


Take 80% of this baseline case to be the


maximum allowable water use (corresponding to the required 20% reduction). The Total Design Case Daily


Water Usage use from Worksheet WS-2 must not exceed the Total Allowable Daily Water Usage from


Worksheet WS-1.


Worksheet WS-1 (summary) - Baseline & Allowable Water Use


Fixture Type Daily use
Occupants


2


Baseline


Flow Rate


Baseline Usage


(gallons per day)


Showerhead 5 min. x x


2.0 gpm


=


Showerhead -


residential


8 min. x x


2.5 gpm


=


Lavatory


faucets


0.25 min. x x


0.5 gpm


=


Lavatory


faucets -


residential


0.25 min. x x


2.2 gpm


=


Kitchen


faucets


4 min. x x


2.2 gpm


=


Metering


faucets


3
x x


0.25 gal


=


Water closets


(all types)


1 male


1


3 female


x x


1.28 gal


=


Urinals 2 male
x x


0.5 gal


=


Total Baseline Case Daily Usage:


Total Allowable Daily Water Usage (Baseline Usage x 80%):


Notes:


1) The daily use number shall be increased to three if urinals are not installed in the room.


2) For non-residential occupancies, refer to table A, Chapter 4, 2010 California Plumbing Code for occupant load factors.


 meet the standards referenced in


California Plumbing Code Table 1401.1
, see above.


Worksheet WS-2 (summary) - Design Water Use


Fixture Type Daily use
Occupants


2


Design Flow


Rate


Design Usage


(gallons per day)


Showerhead 5 min. x x =


Showerhead -


residential


8 min.
x x =


Lavatory


faucets


0.25 min. x x =


Lavatory


faucets -


residential


0.25 min.
x x =


Kitchen


faucets


4 min. x x =


Metering


faucets


3 x x =


Water closets


(all types)


1 male


1


3 female


x x =


Urinals 2 male
x x =


Total Design Case Daily Usage:


EXISTING NONCOMPLIANT FIXTURES


ater Conservation Ordinance that serve or are


referenced above. For more information, see the Commercial Water Conservation Program Brochure, available at


(4) Any interior faucet that emits more than 2.2 gallons of water per minute.


integrity of the building, as determined by the Department of Building Inspection pursuant to San Francisco Building


Code Chapter 13A.


City and County of San Francisco Green Building Submittal:


Residential Additions and Alterations


REQUIREMENTS


Instructions:


This form is for additions and alterations to residential occup ancy which increase conditioned area, volume, or size of a resi dential building. See Administrative Bulleting 93, Attachment A, Table 1 for applicability. An


abbreviated summary of each requirement is included for referen


ce.


Projects required to meet a LEED standard must use C-3 “Submitt al for LEED Projects”, and projects required to meet GreenPoint


 Rated must use


the C-4 “Submittal for GreenPoint Rated Projects.” Projects see


 or C-4 “Submittal for GreenPoint Rated” as alternatives to this form.


Check the box by each measure to indicate that you intend to co mply with the listed requirement. For each requirement, use the


 “Plan Set Location” column to indicate where in the submittal


documents compliance with


 systems within the scope of addition and alteration. Where items are not applicable, indicate “N/A” in the “Reference” column.


Required Measures


Reference


where applicable)


Type of Project:


Residential


Addition &


Alteration


Construction and Demolition Debris:


100% of mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered


facility and be processed for recycling, in compliance with the


 San Francisco Construction & Demolition Debris Ordinance


●


Recycling by Occupants:
Provide adequate space and equal access for storage, collection  and loading of


compostable, recyclable and landfill materials.


- See Administrative Bulletin 088.


●


●


Stormwater Control Plan:


 Projects disturbing ≥ 5,000 square feet must implement a Stormwater Control Plan


meeting SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. (See www.sfwater.org/sdg)
●


Grading and paving:
Construction plans shall indicate how the site grading or drain age system will manage surface


ales, drains, or water retention gardens. (CalGreen 4.106.3)
●


Smart Irrigation Controller:
Automatically adjust irrigation based on weather and soil moisture. Controllers must


have either an integral or separate rain sensors that connects or communicates with the controller


.


●


Green 4.303 (See “Indoor Water


t area (CalGreen 3.301.1.1, San Francisco Housing Code 12A)
●


Comply with California Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6


2013


)


●


Pest Protection:


Annular spaces around pipes, electric cables, conduits, or other openings in sole/bottom plates at


exterior walls shall be closed with cement mortar, concrete masonry, or a similar method acceptable to DBI for protection


against rodents.


●


Moisture content of building materials:


compliance with the following: (CalGreen 4.505.3 )


1) Moisture content shall be determined with either a probe-type or a contact-type moisture meter
. Equivalent moisture


2) Moisture readings shall be taken at a point 2 feet (610 mm) to 4 feet (1219 mm) from the grade-stamped end of each


Manufacturers’ drying recommendations shall be followed for wet-applied insulation products prior to enclosure


●


Capillary break for concrete slab on grade:
 Concrete slab on grade foundations required to have a vapor


retarder must also have a capillary break, including at least one of the following: (CalGreen 4.505.2.)


1) A 4-inch (101.6 mm) thick base of 1/2-inch (12.7 mm) or larger clean aggregate shall be provided with a vapor retarder


in direct contact with concrete and a concrete mix design which will address bleeding, shrinkage and curling shall be used.


For additional information, see American Concrete Institute, ACI 302.2R-06.


●


Fireplaces and woodstoves: Install only direct-vent or sealed-combustion appliances; comply with US EP


A Phase


II limits. (CalGreen 4.503.1)
●


Design and Install HVAC System to ACCA Manual J, D, and S
(CalGreen 4.507.2)


●


●


Covering duct openings and protecting mechanical equipment during construction:
 Duct openings


and other air distribution component openings shall covered during all phases of construction with tape, plastic, sheetmet


-


al, or other acceptable methods to reduce the amount of water, dust, and debris entering the system.


●


Bathroom exhaust fans:


 Must be ENERGY STAR compliant, ducted to terminate outside the building, and controlled


by humidistat capable of adjustment between relative humidity of less than 50% to maximum of 80%. Humidity control


may be a separate component from the exhaust fan.


●


Carpet:
All carpet must meet one of the following: (CalGreen 4.504.3)


  1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,


  3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,


  5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database


AND carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label,


AND indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L


 VOC content.


●


  2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010


Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,


  3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High


Performance Product Database, OR


  4.


ply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


●


OR


●


Composite wood products: omposite wood products


used on interior or exterior shall meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood. See CalGreen Table 4.504.5.
●


Interior paints and coatings:
 Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested


Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3.
●


Low-VOC aerosol paints and coatings:
 Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-


Weighted MIR Limits for ROC. (CalGreen 4.504.2.3.)
●


Low VOC Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants:


Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables


4.504.1 and 4.504.2. (CalGreen 4.504.2.1)
●


VERIFICATION


Instructions:


Indicate below who is responsible for ensuring green building requirements are met.


≥1,000 square feet


are required to have a Green Building Compliance Professional of Record


as described in Administrative Bulletin 93.


For projects that increase total


Completion


.


______________________________________________


Project Name RESID. REMODEL


_


Block/Lot   3182/ 032


______________________________________________


Address          171 JUDSON AVE


______________________________________________


Primary Occupancy   PRIMARY RESIDENCE


______________________________________________


Gross Building Area    3704 SQ FT


______________________________________________


Increase In Conditioned Floor Area   1583 SQ. FT.


The Green Building Compliance Professional of


Record for this project is:


Name


Firm


______________________________________________


Architectural or Engineering License


□  I am a LEED Accredited Professional


□  I am a GreenPoint Rater


□


 I am an ICC Certified CalGreen Inspector


I will assure that approved construction documents and


Green Building Code. It is my professional opinion that the


requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code will


be met. I will notify the Department of Building Inspection


if the project will, for any reason, not substantially comply


with these requirements, if I am no longer the Green


Building Compliance Professional of Record for the project,


or if I am otherwise no longer responsible for assuring the


compliance of the project with the San Francisco Green


Building Code.


________________________________________________


Licensed Professional: Sign & Date


1


(May be signed by the applicant when less than 1,000 square feet is added.)


GREEN BUILDING NOTES:GREEN BUILDING


A1.1


A1.1


N/A


N/A


A2.0 & A2.1


T-24


N/A


T-24


N/A


N/A


N/A


N/A


N/A


N/A


A2.1 / A2.2


N/A


N/A


N/A


WILL MEET REQUIREMENT A0.004


N/A


WILL MEET REQUIREMENT A0.004


N/A
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1 INDOOR WATER EFFICIENCY  INDOOR WATER EFFICIENCY  ALL FAUCETS AND APPLIANCES USING WATER SHALL BE ENERGY STAR COMPLIANT  2 COVERING DUCT OPENINGS:  COVERING DUCT OPENINGS:  ALL DUCTS OPENING AND OTHER AIR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENING SHALL BE COVERED DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION. 3 BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS:  BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS:  ALL BATHROOM FANS SHALL BE ENERGY STAR  COMPLIANT AND CONTROLLED BY HUMIDISTAT CAPABLE OF ADJUSTMENT BETWEEN HUMIDITY OF LESS THAN 30% AND MAX. 80%  4 COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS: COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS: ALL TYPE OF WOOD PRODUCTS SHALL MEET CARB AIR TOXIC CONTROL MEASURE FOR COMPOSITE WOOD.  5 INTERIOR PAINTS & COATINGS: INTERIOR PAINTS & COATINGS: SHALL COMPLY WITH VOC LIMITS IN THE AIR  RESOURCES AND WILL MEET TITLE 17 FOR AEROSOL PAINTS 6 LOW-VOC AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS:   LOW-VOC AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS:   SHALL MEET BAAQMD VOC LIMITS(REGULATIONS 8, RULE49) AND PRODUCT WEIGHTED MIR LIMITS FOR ROC  7 LOW-VOC CHAULKS, CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVES, AND LOW-VOC CHAULKS, CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVES, AND SEALANTS: SHALL MEET SCAQMD RULE 1168 



AutoCAD SHX Text

Janet Mackinnon - 415.286.3570



AutoCAD SHX Text

AE DESIGN







WOOD STAIR DETIAL


1


STAIR HEAD


A A


STAIR SILL AT WOOD FLOOR


STAIR SECTION  AT WALL


STAIR RAILING
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PROJECT


RESIDENTIAL REMODEL


ADDRESS


171 JUDSON AVE


SAN FRANCISCO, CA


BLOCK: 3182


LOT:   032


REVISION      12-19-16


REVISION      08-11-17


A0.1


SHEET DESCRIPTION


STAIR DETAILS


DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AS


INSTRUMENTS OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICE,


ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF


THE ARCHITECT.


THESE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT TO BE USED,


IN WHOLE OR IN PART, FOR ANY PROJECTS


OR PURPOSES WHATSOEVER, WITHOUT THE


PRIOR SPECIFIC WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION


OF SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC


ARCHITECTURE


SHATARA


890 7TH ST.


SAN FRANCISCO


CA 94107


TEL (415) 512-7566


suheil@shataraarch.com


INC.


No.C24700


REN 10/31/17


ARCHITECT


890 7TH STREET


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107


TEL: 415-512-7566


CONTACT:  SUHEIL SHATARA


PROJECT DIRECTORY
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W1       60 X 65 BEDROOM        SLIDER   2               MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


DIMENSION ROOM TYPE       COUNT    MATERIAL


W2       72 X 84 BEDROOM        SLIDER   4               MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W3       54 X 28 LIVING RM        FIXED   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W4       24 X 29 LIVING RM    CASEMENT   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W5       24 X 62 LIVING RM    CASEMENT   2     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W6       60 X 65 BEDROOM        SLIDER   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W7       24 X 60 BEDROOM     CASEMENT   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W8       36 X 44 LIVING RM     CASEMENT   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


WINDOWS SCHEDULE


W9         108 X 84 LIVING RM        SLIDER   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W10           60 X 84 BEDROOM        SLIDER   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


KITCHEN:


LIGHTING (OTHER ROOMS):


EXHAUST FANS:


HEATING SYSTEM:


WATER HEATER:


GARAGE:


ALL ELECTRICAL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE LATEST ADOPTED


EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE. THIS SHALL INCLUDE,


BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO, THE ITEMS LISTED BELOW:


BATHROOM:


LAUNDRY:


OUTLETS (ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES): 


SWITCHES AND CONTROLS


THERMOSTATS


MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL KEYNOTES


STRUCTURE @ EXTERIOR


LIGHT & VENTILATION:


GARAGE VENTILATION


BATHROOM:


LAUNDRY:


SKYLIGHTS:


BEDROOM WINDOWS


ROOF PARAPETS:


ROOFING:


ROOF DECK:


OVERFLOW DRAINS:


ATTIC VENTILATION & ACCESS:


UNDER-FLOOR VENTILATION & ACCESS:


TEMPERED WINDOWS:


SMOKE DETECTOR & CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR:


STAIRS


KEYNOTES
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OUTLETS: PROVIDE BATH WITH GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: : PROVIDE BATH WITH GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: LIGHTING: : A MIN. OF ONE HIGH EFFICACY LUMINAIRE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN EACH BATHROOM. ALL H.E. LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED BY CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) ELECTRICAL: LAUNDRY ROOM, WASHER AND DRYER SHALL HAVE : LAUNDRY ROOM, WASHER AND DRYER SHALL HAVE A SEPARATE 20 AMP CIRCUIT. DRYER VENT: RIGID PIPE (NO DRYER VENT: RIGID PIPE (NO  RIGID PIPE (NO FLEX DUCT ALLOWED) SHALL TERMINATE OUTSIDE. 4" DIAM PIPE 14' MAX LENGTH WITH MAX 2 - 90 DEGREE TURNS, MINUS 2' FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 90 DEGREE TURN OR PROVIDE BOOSTER FAN. MAKE-UP AIR: VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 MAKE-UP AIR: VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100  VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 SQ. IN. MIN. INTAKE OPENING. LIGHTING: ALL HE LIGHTING LIGHTING: ALL HE LIGHTING  ALL HE LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED BY VACANCY SENSOR(S) (2013 CEC)  AT LEAST ONE OUTLET IN HALLWAY. PLACE OUTLETS SO THAT NO POINT ALONG THE WALL SPACE IS MORE THAN 6' HORIZONTALLY FROM ANY OUTLET. ANY WALL OVER 24" WIDE SHALL HAVE AN OUTLET. ALL OUTLETS SHALL BE LISTED TAMPER RESISTANT RECEPTACLES.  SHALL BE PLACED MIN. 36" - MAX 48" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR.  SHALL BE PLACED 60" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR. ELECTRICAL: A MINIMUM OF (2) 20 AMP SMALL APPLIANCE  A MINIMUM OF (2) 20 AMP SMALL APPLIANCE CIRCUITS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR THE KITCHEN, DINING AND FAMILY ROOM AREAS. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE FOR FUTURE EXPANSION OF (3) 30 AMP CIRCUITS. OUTLETS: MIN. 1 PER OUTLETS: MIN. 1 PER  MIN. 1 PER EACH COUNTER SECTION WIDER THAN 12". 4' MAX. DISTANCE BETWEEN OUTLETS. PROVIDE GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: AT LEAST  LIGHTING: AT LEAST  AT LEAST 50% OF INSTALLED LUMINAIRE MUST BE OF HIGH EFFICACY (H.E.) LIGHTING AND MUST BE SWITCHED SEPARATELY FROM NON-HE LIGHTING.   BEDROOM, HALLWAY, STAIRS, DINING & CLOSETS BIGGER THAN 70 SQ FT:ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS CONTROLLED BY A DIMMER SWITCH OR CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) (TITLE 24).  PROVIDE BATH & LAUNDRY W/ MECHANICAL EXHAUST FANS WITH BACKDRAFT DAMPER. EXHAUST DIRECT TO EXTERIOR. NO VENT TERMINATION IN EXTERIOR WALL WITHIN 3 FT. OF PROPERTY LINE OR WINDOW OR OPENING USED FOR VENTILATION.  AS SHOWN IS SCHEMATIC ONLY. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR SYSTEM DESIGN AND ITS ADEQUACY. WHERE FURNACE DUCTS PIERCE 1-HR GARAGE WALLS, DUCTS SHALL BE MIN. 26 GAUGE GALVANIZED STEEL. COMBUSTION AIR INLET: OPENING NOT ALLOWED WITHIN 3' OF PROP. LINE. 12" DOWN FROM TOP, 12" UP FROM BOTTOM.  SEE WATER HEATER DETAIL FOR SEISMIC STRAP AND 18" PLATFORM LIGHTING: ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS   ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS  CONTROLLED BY CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) (TITLE 24) (2013 CEC).  BOLLARDS: PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM IMPACT.  PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM IMPACT. (CMC308.1) VENTILATION: 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF VENTILATION: 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF  200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. : ALL 120 VOLT SINGLE PHASE, 15 AND 20 AMP CIRCUITS SUPPLYING OUTLETS IN A DWELLING UNIT'S BEDROOMS, LIVING, DINING, HALLWAYS, CLOSETS AND SIMILAR ROOMS SHALL BE PROTECTED BY A LISTED ARC-FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER. AFCI-PROTECTION FOR KITCHENS 
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OUTLETS: PROVIDE BATH WITH GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: : PROVIDE BATH WITH GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: LIGHTING: : A MIN. OF ONE HIGH EFFICACY LUMINAIRE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN EACH BATHROOM. ALL H.E. LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED BY CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) ELECTRICAL: LAUNDRY ROOM, WASHER AND DRYER SHALL HAVE : LAUNDRY ROOM, WASHER AND DRYER SHALL HAVE A SEPARATE 20 AMP CIRCUIT. DRYER VENT: RIGID PIPE (NO DRYER VENT: RIGID PIPE (NO  RIGID PIPE (NO FLEX DUCT ALLOWED) SHALL TERMINATE OUTSIDE. 4" DIAM PIPE 14' MAX LENGTH WITH MAX 2 - 90 DEGREE TURNS, MINUS 2' FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 90 DEGREE TURN OR PROVIDE BOOSTER FAN. MAKE-UP AIR: VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 MAKE-UP AIR: VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100  VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 SQ. IN. MIN. INTAKE OPENING. LIGHTING: ALL HE LIGHTING LIGHTING: ALL HE LIGHTING  ALL HE LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED BY VACANCY SENSOR(S) (2013 CEC)  AT LEAST ONE OUTLET IN HALLWAY. PLACE OUTLETS SO THAT NO POINT ALONG THE WALL SPACE IS MORE THAN 6' HORIZONTALLY FROM ANY OUTLET. ANY WALL OVER 24" WIDE SHALL HAVE AN OUTLET. ALL OUTLETS SHALL BE LISTED TAMPER RESISTANT RECEPTACLES.  SHALL BE PLACED MIN. 36" - MAX 48" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR.  SHALL BE PLACED 60" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR. ELECTRICAL: A MINIMUM OF (2) 20 AMP SMALL APPLIANCE  A MINIMUM OF (2) 20 AMP SMALL APPLIANCE CIRCUITS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR THE KITCHEN, DINING AND FAMILY ROOM AREAS. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE FOR FUTURE EXPANSION OF (3) 30 AMP CIRCUITS. OUTLETS: MIN. 1 PER OUTLETS: MIN. 1 PER  MIN. 1 PER EACH COUNTER SECTION WIDER THAN 12". 4' MAX. DISTANCE BETWEEN OUTLETS. PROVIDE GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: AT LEAST  LIGHTING: AT LEAST  AT LEAST 50% OF INSTALLED LUMINAIRE MUST BE OF HIGH EFFICACY (H.E.) LIGHTING AND MUST BE SWITCHED SEPARATELY FROM NON-HE LIGHTING.   BEDROOM, HALLWAY, STAIRS, DINING & CLOSETS BIGGER THAN 70 SQ FT:ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS CONTROLLED BY A DIMMER SWITCH OR CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) (TITLE 24).  PROVIDE BATH & LAUNDRY W/ MECHANICAL EXHAUST FANS WITH BACKDRAFT DAMPER. EXHAUST DIRECT TO EXTERIOR. NO VENT TERMINATION IN EXTERIOR WALL WITHIN 3 FT. OF PROPERTY LINE OR WINDOW OR OPENING USED FOR VENTILATION.  AS SHOWN IS SCHEMATIC ONLY. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR SYSTEM DESIGN AND ITS ADEQUACY. WHERE FURNACE DUCTS PIERCE 1-HR GARAGE WALLS, DUCTS SHALL BE MIN. 26 GAUGE GALVANIZED STEEL. COMBUSTION AIR INLET: OPENING NOT ALLOWED WITHIN 3' OF PROP. LINE. 12" DOWN FROM TOP, 12" UP FROM BOTTOM.  SEE WATER HEATER DETAIL FOR SEISMIC STRAP AND 18" PLATFORM LIGHTING: ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS   ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS  CONTROLLED BY CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) (TITLE 24) (2013 CEC).  BOLLARDS: PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM IMPACT.  PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM IMPACT. (CMC308.1) VENTILATION: 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF VENTILATION: 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF  200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. : ALL 120 VOLT SINGLE PHASE, 15 AND 20 AMP CIRCUITS SUPPLYING OUTLETS IN A DWELLING UNIT'S BEDROOMS, LIVING, DINING, HALLWAYS, CLOSETS AND SIMILAR ROOMS SHALL BE PROTECTED BY A LISTED ARC-FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER. AFCI-PROTECTION FOR KITCHENS 
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 SMOKE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. MIN. ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL. ALARMS AT BEDROOM TO BE PLACED WITHIN 1'-0" OF THE CENTER OF THE DOOR. INTERCONNECTION: INTERCONNECTION: : WHERE MORE THAN ONE SMOKE ALARM IS REQ'D WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTIVATION OF ONE ALARM WIL ACTIVATE ALL THE ALARMS IN THE DWELLING UNIT. ALARM SHALL BE CLEARLY AUDIBLE IN ALL BEDROOMS OVE BACKGROUND NOISE WITH ALL INTERVENING DOORS CLOSED. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR: ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY : ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY OUTSIDE ALL BEDROOMS: AT LEAST ONE ONE EACH STORY. : RISE AND RUN 4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN.  4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN. TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY BE 7.75" MAX. RISE AND 10" MIN. RUN FOR STAIRS WITHIN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS <10; OR FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOF). LARGEST RISE OR RUN IN A FLIGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR  REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR MORE RISERS.  HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 38" ABOVE LEADING EDGE OF NOSING, WITH 12" EXTENSIONS TOP & BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. HANDRAILS REQUIRED AT BOTH SIDES, EXCEPT WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT. PICKETS & BALUSTERS: PICKETS & BALUSTERS: : OPENING LESS THAN 4". 6" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TRIANGLE. GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42". GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42".  MIN. HEIGHT 42". (EXCEPTION: WITHIN DWELLING UNIT, 36" MIN. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL.) LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12 LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12  REQ'D AT EVERY 12 VERTICAL FEET, MAX. LENGTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO WIDTH OF STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS.  MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. TREAD ANTI-SLIP: ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD  ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD TREATMENT TO ACHIEVE A COEFFICIENT OF FRICTION OF 1.02 DRY and 0.98 WET.  SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR STAIRS (AND ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD, OR WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE) TO BE DECAY, TERMITE AND WEATHER RESISTANT WOOD. ALL CUT ENDS TO BE TREATED WITH "COPPER GREEN" OR SIMILAR PRESERVATIVE.  LIGHT TO HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR AREA, MIN. 8 SQ. FT. HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE NATURALLY VENTILATED WITH AN AREA 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A MIN. 4 SQ. FT. OPENINGS. : 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. W.C.: MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM : MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJACENT WALL. MAX. ALLOWABLE W.C. FLUSH RATE: 1.28 GALLONS, MAX. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. : 30" MIN. DIA. CIRCLE & 1024 SQ. INCHES MIN. AREA, 32" X 32" INSIDE THRESHOLD; SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET  FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET WET AREAS: NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD  NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD ALLOWED ON WET AREAS; USE 1/2" CEMENTITIOUS BACKERS (HARDIE BACKER OR SIM.) AS TILE OR STONE UNDER LAYMENT. FAUCETS FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   PROVIDE FLOOR DRAIN IN CENTER OF ROOM, SLOPE MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT.  (WITHOUT PARAPETS) LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE TO BE 45 MIN. RATED ASSEMBLY W/ 1-HR. ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION  AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET EGRESS REQ'S OF MIN. WIDTH 20" (WITH MIN. HEIGHT OF 41") OR MIN. HEIGHT 24" (WITH 34.2" MIN. WIDTH) TOTALING 5.7 SQ. FT. MIN. CLR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLR. OPENING TO BE 44" MAX ABOVE BEDROOM FLOOR.  AT UNRATED ROOFS: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 30" MIN. HEIGHT REQ'D.  CLASS "B" MIN. ROOFING. FLAT ROOF 2% MIN. SLOPE, 1:48. < 500 SQ.FT. FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL. 1/8" SPACING BETWEEN PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING CLOSED TO WITHIN 1" OF ROOF, CONSTRUCTION IS MIN. 2" NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD OR FIRE RESISTANT TREATED WOOD. GUARDRAIL MIN. GUARDRAIL MIN.  MIN. HEIGHT 42". OPENING LESS THAN 4";  SAME SIZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOW POINT.  ENCLOSED ATTIC AND RAFTER SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION. NET FREE VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1/300 OF ATTIC OR RAFTER SPACE AREA WITH A CLASS 1 OR 2 VAPOR BARRIER PROVIDED ON THE WARM-IN-WINTER SIDE OF CEILING; 40% OF VENT AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED IN UPPER PORTION AND 50% BY EAVES OR CORNICE VENTS. ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN  22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ATTIC HAS CLEAR HEIGHT OF 30" OR MORE. HEADROOM OF 30" MIN. REQ'D ABOVE ACCESS.  CRAWL SPACE UNDER WOOD JOISTS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION, NOT LESS THAN 1 SQ.FT. FOR EACH 150 SQ.FT. OF CRAWL SPACE. ACCESS: ACCESS: 18"x24" MINIMUM SIZE ACCESS REQUIRED  TEMPERED GLASS REQ'D WITHIN 24" OF THE STRIKE EDGE OF A DOOR; WITHIN 18" OF A FINISH FLOOR LEVEL (WALKING SURFACE); WITHIN SHOWER OR BATHTUB ENCLOSURE.
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 SMOKE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. MIN. ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL. ALARMS AT BEDROOM TO BE PLACED WITHIN 1'-0" OF THE CENTER OF THE DOOR. INTERCONNECTION: INTERCONNECTION: : WHERE MORE THAN ONE SMOKE ALARM IS REQ'D WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTIVATION OF ONE ALARM WIL ACTIVATE ALL THE ALARMS IN THE DWELLING UNIT. ALARM SHALL BE CLEARLY AUDIBLE IN ALL BEDROOMS OVE BACKGROUND NOISE WITH ALL INTERVENING DOORS CLOSED. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR: ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY : ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY OUTSIDE ALL BEDROOMS: AT LEAST ONE ONE EACH STORY. : RISE AND RUN 4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN.  4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN. TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY BE 7.75" MAX. RISE AND 10" MIN. RUN FOR STAIRS WITHIN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS <10; OR FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOF). LARGEST RISE OR RUN IN A FLIGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR  REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR MORE RISERS.  HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 38" ABOVE LEADING EDGE OF NOSING, WITH 12" EXTENSIONS TOP & BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. HANDRAILS REQUIRED AT BOTH SIDES, EXCEPT WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT. PICKETS & BALUSTERS: PICKETS & BALUSTERS: : OPENING LESS THAN 4". 6" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TRIANGLE. GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42". GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42".  MIN. HEIGHT 42". (EXCEPTION: WITHIN DWELLING UNIT, 36" MIN. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL.) LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12 LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12  REQ'D AT EVERY 12 VERTICAL FEET, MAX. LENGTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO WIDTH OF STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS.  MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. TREAD ANTI-SLIP: ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD  ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD TREATMENT TO ACHIEVE A COEFFICIENT OF FRICTION OF 1.02 DRY and 0.98 WET.  SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR STAIRS (AND ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD, OR WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE) TO BE DECAY, TERMITE AND WEATHER RESISTANT WOOD. ALL CUT ENDS TO BE TREATED WITH "COPPER GREEN" OR SIMILAR PRESERVATIVE.  LIGHT TO HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR AREA, MIN. 8 SQ. FT. HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE NATURALLY VENTILATED WITH AN AREA 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A MIN. 4 SQ. FT. OPENINGS. : 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. W.C.: MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM : MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJACENT WALL. MAX. ALLOWABLE W.C. FLUSH RATE: 1.28 GALLONS, MAX. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. : 30" MIN. DIA. CIRCLE & 1024 SQ. INCHES MIN. AREA, 32" X 32" INSIDE THRESHOLD; SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET  FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET WET AREAS: NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD  NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD ALLOWED ON WET AREAS; USE 1/2" CEMENTITIOUS BACKERS (HARDIE BACKER OR SIM.) AS TILE OR STONE UNDER LAYMENT. FAUCETS FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   PROVIDE FLOOR DRAIN IN CENTER OF ROOM, SLOPE MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT.  (WITHOUT PARAPETS) LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE TO BE 45 MIN. RATED ASSEMBLY W/ 1-HR. ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION  AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET EGRESS REQ'S OF MIN. WIDTH 20" (WITH MIN. HEIGHT OF 41") OR MIN. HEIGHT 24" (WITH 34.2" MIN. WIDTH) TOTALING 5.7 SQ. FT. MIN. CLR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLR. OPENING TO BE 44" MAX ABOVE BEDROOM FLOOR.  AT UNRATED ROOFS: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 30" MIN. HEIGHT REQ'D.  CLASS "B" MIN. ROOFING. FLAT ROOF 2% MIN. SLOPE, 1:48. < 500 SQ.FT. FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL. 1/8" SPACING BETWEEN PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING CLOSED TO WITHIN 1" OF ROOF, CONSTRUCTION IS MIN. 2" NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD OR FIRE RESISTANT TREATED WOOD. GUARDRAIL MIN. GUARDRAIL MIN.  MIN. HEIGHT 42". OPENING LESS THAN 4";  SAME SIZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOW POINT.  ENCLOSED ATTIC AND RAFTER SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION. NET FREE VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1/300 OF ATTIC OR RAFTER SPACE AREA WITH A CLASS 1 OR 2 VAPOR BARRIER PROVIDED ON THE WARM-IN-WINTER SIDE OF CEILING; 40% OF VENT AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED IN UPPER PORTION AND 50% BY EAVES OR CORNICE VENTS. ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN  22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ATTIC HAS CLEAR HEIGHT OF 30" OR MORE. HEADROOM OF 30" MIN. REQ'D ABOVE ACCESS.  CRAWL SPACE UNDER WOOD JOISTS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION, NOT LESS THAN 1 SQ.FT. FOR EACH 150 SQ.FT. OF CRAWL SPACE. ACCESS: ACCESS: 18"x24" MINIMUM SIZE ACCESS REQUIRED  TEMPERED GLASS REQ'D WITHIN 24" OF THE STRIKE EDGE OF A DOOR; WITHIN 18" OF A FINISH FLOOR LEVEL (WALKING SURFACE); WITHIN SHOWER OR BATHTUB ENCLOSURE.
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 SMOKE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. MIN. ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL. ALARMS AT BEDROOM TO BE PLACED WITHIN 1'-0" OF THE CENTER OF THE DOOR. INTERCONNECTION: INTERCONNECTION: : WHERE MORE THAN ONE SMOKE ALARM IS REQ'D WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTIVATION OF ONE ALARM WIL ACTIVATE ALL THE ALARMS IN THE DWELLING UNIT. ALARM SHALL BE CLEARLY AUDIBLE IN ALL BEDROOMS OVE BACKGROUND NOISE WITH ALL INTERVENING DOORS CLOSED. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR: ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY : ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY OUTSIDE ALL BEDROOMS: AT LEAST ONE ONE EACH STORY. : RISE AND RUN 4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN.  4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN. TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY BE 7.75" MAX. RISE AND 10" MIN. RUN FOR STAIRS WITHIN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS <10; OR FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOF). LARGEST RISE OR RUN IN A FLIGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR  REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR MORE RISERS.  HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 38" ABOVE LEADING EDGE OF NOSING, WITH 12" EXTENSIONS TOP & BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. HANDRAILS REQUIRED AT BOTH SIDES, EXCEPT WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT. PICKETS & BALUSTERS: PICKETS & BALUSTERS: : OPENING LESS THAN 4". 6" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TRIANGLE. GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42". GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42".  MIN. HEIGHT 42". (EXCEPTION: WITHIN DWELLING UNIT, 36" MIN. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL.) LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12 LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12  REQ'D AT EVERY 12 VERTICAL FEET, MAX. LENGTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO WIDTH OF STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS.  MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. TREAD ANTI-SLIP: ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD  ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD TREATMENT TO ACHIEVE A COEFFICIENT OF FRICTION OF 1.02 DRY and 0.98 WET.  SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR STAIRS (AND ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD, OR WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE) TO BE DECAY, TERMITE AND WEATHER RESISTANT WOOD. ALL CUT ENDS TO BE TREATED WITH "COPPER GREEN" OR SIMILAR PRESERVATIVE.  LIGHT TO HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR AREA, MIN. 8 SQ. FT. HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE NATURALLY VENTILATED WITH AN AREA 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A MIN. 4 SQ. FT. OPENINGS. : 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. W.C.: MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM : MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJACENT WALL. MAX. ALLOWABLE W.C. FLUSH RATE: 1.28 GALLONS, MAX. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. : 30" MIN. DIA. CIRCLE & 1024 SQ. INCHES MIN. AREA, 32" X 32" INSIDE THRESHOLD; SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET  FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET WET AREAS: NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD  NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD ALLOWED ON WET AREAS; USE 1/2" CEMENTITIOUS BACKERS (HARDIE BACKER OR SIM.) AS TILE OR STONE UNDER LAYMENT. FAUCETS FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   PROVIDE FLOOR DRAIN IN CENTER OF ROOM, SLOPE MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT.  (WITHOUT PARAPETS) LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE TO BE 45 MIN. RATED ASSEMBLY W/ 1-HR. ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION  AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET EGRESS REQ'S OF MIN. WIDTH 20" (WITH MIN. HEIGHT OF 41") OR MIN. HEIGHT 24" (WITH 34.2" MIN. WIDTH) TOTALING 5.7 SQ. FT. MIN. CLR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLR. OPENING TO BE 44" MAX ABOVE BEDROOM FLOOR.  AT UNRATED ROOFS: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 30" MIN. HEIGHT REQ'D.  CLASS "B" MIN. ROOFING. FLAT ROOF 2% MIN. SLOPE, 1:48. < 500 SQ.FT. FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL. 1/8" SPACING BETWEEN PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING CLOSED TO WITHIN 1" OF ROOF, CONSTRUCTION IS MIN. 2" NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD OR FIRE RESISTANT TREATED WOOD. GUARDRAIL MIN. GUARDRAIL MIN.  MIN. HEIGHT 42". OPENING LESS THAN 4";  SAME SIZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOW POINT.  ENCLOSED ATTIC AND RAFTER SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION. NET FREE VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1/300 OF ATTIC OR RAFTER SPACE AREA WITH A CLASS 1 OR 2 VAPOR BARRIER PROVIDED ON THE WARM-IN-WINTER SIDE OF CEILING; 40% OF VENT AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED IN UPPER PORTION AND 50% BY EAVES OR CORNICE VENTS. ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN  22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ATTIC HAS CLEAR HEIGHT OF 30" OR MORE. HEADROOM OF 30" MIN. REQ'D ABOVE ACCESS.  CRAWL SPACE UNDER WOOD JOISTS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION, NOT LESS THAN 1 SQ.FT. FOR EACH 150 SQ.FT. OF CRAWL SPACE. ACCESS: ACCESS: 18"x24" MINIMUM SIZE ACCESS REQUIRED  TEMPERED GLASS REQ'D WITHIN 24" OF THE STRIKE EDGE OF A DOOR; WITHIN 18" OF A FINISH FLOOR LEVEL (WALKING SURFACE); WITHIN SHOWER OR BATHTUB ENCLOSURE.
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ALL PLAN DIMENSIONS TO FACE OF ROUGH FRAMING, FACE OF CONCRETE, OR CENTER LINE OF STEEL, U.O.N. ALL SECTION AND ELEVATION DIMENSIONS TO FINISH FLOOR. ALL WOOD FRAMED EXTERIOR WALLS TO BE FRAMED WITH 2X6 U.O.N. INTERIOR WALLS TO BE FRAMED WITH 2X4 U.O.N. REFER TO WALL TYPES TAGS FOR EXCEPTIONS.
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WALL TYPES DWGS DO NOT CONVEY STRUCTURAL (SHEAR) REQUIREMENTS. SEE STRUCT. DWGS.
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KITCHEN:


LIGHTING (OTHER ROOMS):


EXHAUST FANS:


HEATING SYSTEM:


WATER HEATER:


GARAGE:


ALL ELECTRICAL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE LATEST ADOPTED


EDITION OF THE CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE. THIS SHALL INCLUDE,


BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO, THE ITEMS LISTED BELOW:


BATHROOM:


LAUNDRY:


OUTLETS (ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES): 


SWITCHES AND CONTROLS


THERMOSTATS


MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL KEYNOTES


STRUCTURE @ EXTERIOR


LIGHT & VENTILATION:


GARAGE VENTILATION


BATHROOM:


LAUNDRY:


SKYLIGHTS:


BEDROOM WINDOWS


ROOF PARAPETS:


ROOFING:


ROOF DECK:


OVERFLOW DRAINS:


ATTIC VENTILATION & ACCESS:


UNDER-FLOOR VENTILATION & ACCESS:


TEMPERED WINDOWS:


SMOKE DETECTOR & CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR:


STAIRS


KEYNOTES


LEGEND


SHEET NOTES


DETAILS SHEET NOTES


W1       60 X 65 BEDROOM        SLIDER   2               MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


DIMENSION ROOM TYPE       COUNT    MATERIAL


W2       72 X 84 BEDROOM        SLIDER   4               MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W3       54 X 28 LIVING RM        FIXED   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W4       24 X 29 LIVING RM    CASEMENT   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W5       24 X 62 LIVING RM    CASEMENT   2     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W6       60 X 65 BEDROOM        SLIDER   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W7       24 X 60 BEDROOM     CASEMENT   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W8       36 X 44 LIVING RM     CASEMENT   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


WINDOWS SCHEDULE


W9         108 X 84 LIVING RM        SLIDER   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW


W10           60 X 84 BEDROOM        SLIDER   1     MILGARD VINYL WINDOW
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OUTLETS: PROVIDE BATH WITH GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: : PROVIDE BATH WITH GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: LIGHTING: : A MIN. OF ONE HIGH EFFICACY LUMINAIRE SHALL BE INSTALLED IN EACH BATHROOM. ALL H.E. LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED BY CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) ELECTRICAL: LAUNDRY ROOM, WASHER AND DRYER SHALL HAVE : LAUNDRY ROOM, WASHER AND DRYER SHALL HAVE A SEPARATE 20 AMP CIRCUIT. DRYER VENT: RIGID PIPE (NO DRYER VENT: RIGID PIPE (NO  RIGID PIPE (NO FLEX DUCT ALLOWED) SHALL TERMINATE OUTSIDE. 4" DIAM PIPE 14' MAX LENGTH WITH MAX 2 - 90 DEGREE TURNS, MINUS 2' FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 90 DEGREE TURN OR PROVIDE BOOSTER FAN. MAKE-UP AIR: VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 MAKE-UP AIR: VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100  VENT FOR GAS OR ELECTRIC DRIERS: 100 SQ. IN. MIN. INTAKE OPENING. LIGHTING: ALL HE LIGHTING LIGHTING: ALL HE LIGHTING  ALL HE LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING IS CONTROLLED BY VACANCY SENSOR(S) (2013 CEC)  AT LEAST ONE OUTLET IN HALLWAY. PLACE OUTLETS SO THAT NO POINT ALONG THE WALL SPACE IS MORE THAN 6' HORIZONTALLY FROM ANY OUTLET. ANY WALL OVER 24" WIDE SHALL HAVE AN OUTLET. ALL OUTLETS SHALL BE LISTED TAMPER RESISTANT RECEPTACLES.  SHALL BE PLACED MIN. 36" - MAX 48" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR.  SHALL BE PLACED 60" ABOVE FINISH FLOOR. ELECTRICAL: A MINIMUM OF (2) 20 AMP SMALL APPLIANCE  A MINIMUM OF (2) 20 AMP SMALL APPLIANCE CIRCUITS SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR THE KITCHEN, DINING AND FAMILY ROOM AREAS. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE FOR FUTURE EXPANSION OF (3) 30 AMP CIRCUITS. OUTLETS: MIN. 1 PER OUTLETS: MIN. 1 PER  MIN. 1 PER EACH COUNTER SECTION WIDER THAN 12". 4' MAX. DISTANCE BETWEEN OUTLETS. PROVIDE GFCI OUTLETS. LIGHTING: AT LEAST  LIGHTING: AT LEAST  AT LEAST 50% OF INSTALLED LUMINAIRE MUST BE OF HIGH EFFICACY (H.E.) LIGHTING AND MUST BE SWITCHED SEPARATELY FROM NON-HE LIGHTING.   BEDROOM, HALLWAY, STAIRS, DINING & CLOSETS BIGGER THAN 70 SQ FT:ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS CONTROLLED BY A DIMMER SWITCH OR CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) (TITLE 24).  PROVIDE BATH & LAUNDRY W/ MECHANICAL EXHAUST FANS WITH BACKDRAFT DAMPER. EXHAUST DIRECT TO EXTERIOR. NO VENT TERMINATION IN EXTERIOR WALL WITHIN 3 FT. OF PROPERTY LINE OR WINDOW OR OPENING USED FOR VENTILATION.  AS SHOWN IS SCHEMATIC ONLY. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR SYSTEM DESIGN AND ITS ADEQUACY. WHERE FURNACE DUCTS PIERCE 1-HR GARAGE WALLS, DUCTS SHALL BE MIN. 26 GAUGE GALVANIZED STEEL. COMBUSTION AIR INLET: OPENING NOT ALLOWED WITHIN 3' OF PROP. LINE. 12" DOWN FROM TOP, 12" UP FROM BOTTOM.  SEE WATER HEATER DETAIL FOR SEISMIC STRAP AND 18" PLATFORM LIGHTING: ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS   ALL HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING UNLESS LIGHTING THAT IS  CONTROLLED BY CERTIFIED VACANCY SENSOR(S) (TITLE 24) (2013 CEC).  BOLLARDS: PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM IMPACT.  PROVIDE TO PROTECT GAS EQUIPMENT FROM IMPACT. (CMC308.1) VENTILATION: 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF VENTILATION: 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF  200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. : ALL 120 VOLT SINGLE PHASE, 15 AND 20 AMP CIRCUITS SUPPLYING OUTLETS IN A DWELLING UNIT'S BEDROOMS, LIVING, DINING, HALLWAYS, CLOSETS AND SIMILAR ROOMS SHALL BE PROTECTED BY A LISTED ARC-FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER. AFCI-PROTECTION FOR KITCHENS 
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 SMOKE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. MIN. ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL. ALARMS AT BEDROOM TO BE PLACED WITHIN 1'-0" OF THE CENTER OF THE DOOR. INTERCONNECTION: INTERCONNECTION: : WHERE MORE THAN ONE SMOKE ALARM IS REQ'D WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTIVATION OF ONE ALARM WIL ACTIVATE ALL THE ALARMS IN THE DWELLING UNIT. ALARM SHALL BE CLEARLY AUDIBLE IN ALL BEDROOMS OVE BACKGROUND NOISE WITH ALL INTERVENING DOORS CLOSED. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR: ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY : ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY OUTSIDE ALL BEDROOMS: AT LEAST ONE ONE EACH STORY. : RISE AND RUN 4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN.  4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN. TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY BE 7.75" MAX. RISE AND 10" MIN. RUN FOR STAIRS WITHIN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS <10; OR FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOF). LARGEST RISE OR RUN IN A FLIGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR  REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR MORE RISERS.  HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 38" ABOVE LEADING EDGE OF NOSING, WITH 12" EXTENSIONS TOP & BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. HANDRAILS REQUIRED AT BOTH SIDES, EXCEPT WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT. PICKETS & BALUSTERS: PICKETS & BALUSTERS: : OPENING LESS THAN 4". 6" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TRIANGLE. GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42". GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42".  MIN. HEIGHT 42". (EXCEPTION: WITHIN DWELLING UNIT, 36" MIN. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL.) LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12 LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12  REQ'D AT EVERY 12 VERTICAL FEET, MAX. LENGTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO WIDTH OF STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS.  MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. TREAD ANTI-SLIP: ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD  ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD TREATMENT TO ACHIEVE A COEFFICIENT OF FRICTION OF 1.02 DRY and 0.98 WET.  SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR STAIRS (AND ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD, OR WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE) TO BE DECAY, TERMITE AND WEATHER RESISTANT WOOD. ALL CUT ENDS TO BE TREATED WITH "COPPER GREEN" OR SIMILAR PRESERVATIVE.  LIGHT TO HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR AREA, MIN. 8 SQ. FT. HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE NATURALLY VENTILATED WITH AN AREA 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A MIN. 4 SQ. FT. OPENINGS. : 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. W.C.: MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM : MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJACENT WALL. MAX. ALLOWABLE W.C. FLUSH RATE: 1.28 GALLONS, MAX. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. : 30" MIN. DIA. CIRCLE & 1024 SQ. INCHES MIN. AREA, 32" X 32" INSIDE THRESHOLD; SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET  FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET WET AREAS: NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD  NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD ALLOWED ON WET AREAS; USE 1/2" CEMENTITIOUS BACKERS (HARDIE BACKER OR SIM.) AS TILE OR STONE UNDER LAYMENT. FAUCETS FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   PROVIDE FLOOR DRAIN IN CENTER OF ROOM, SLOPE MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT.  (WITHOUT PARAPETS) LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE TO BE 45 MIN. RATED ASSEMBLY W/ 1-HR. ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION  AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET EGRESS REQ'S OF MIN. WIDTH 20" (WITH MIN. HEIGHT OF 41") OR MIN. HEIGHT 24" (WITH 34.2" MIN. WIDTH) TOTALING 5.7 SQ. FT. MIN. CLR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLR. OPENING TO BE 44" MAX ABOVE BEDROOM FLOOR.  AT UNRATED ROOFS: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 30" MIN. HEIGHT REQ'D.  CLASS "B" MIN. ROOFING. FLAT ROOF 2% MIN. SLOPE, 1:48. < 500 SQ.FT. FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL. 1/8" SPACING BETWEEN PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING CLOSED TO WITHIN 1" OF ROOF, CONSTRUCTION IS MIN. 2" NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD OR FIRE RESISTANT TREATED WOOD. GUARDRAIL MIN. GUARDRAIL MIN.  MIN. HEIGHT 42". OPENING LESS THAN 4";  SAME SIZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOW POINT.  ENCLOSED ATTIC AND RAFTER SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION. NET FREE VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1/300 OF ATTIC OR RAFTER SPACE AREA WITH A CLASS 1 OR 2 VAPOR BARRIER PROVIDED ON THE WARM-IN-WINTER SIDE OF CEILING; 40% OF VENT AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED IN UPPER PORTION AND 50% BY EAVES OR CORNICE VENTS. ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN  22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ATTIC HAS CLEAR HEIGHT OF 30" OR MORE. HEADROOM OF 30" MIN. REQ'D ABOVE ACCESS.  CRAWL SPACE UNDER WOOD JOISTS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION, NOT LESS THAN 1 SQ.FT. FOR EACH 150 SQ.FT. OF CRAWL SPACE. ACCESS: ACCESS: 18"x24" MINIMUM SIZE ACCESS REQUIRED  TEMPERED GLASS REQ'D WITHIN 24" OF THE STRIKE EDGE OF A DOOR; WITHIN 18" OF A FINISH FLOOR LEVEL (WALKING SURFACE); WITHIN SHOWER OR BATHTUB ENCLOSURE.
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 SMOKE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. MIN. ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL. ALARMS AT BEDROOM TO BE PLACED WITHIN 1'-0" OF THE CENTER OF THE DOOR. INTERCONNECTION: INTERCONNECTION: : WHERE MORE THAN ONE SMOKE ALARM IS REQ'D WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTIVATION OF ONE ALARM WIL ACTIVATE ALL THE ALARMS IN THE DWELLING UNIT. ALARM SHALL BE CLEARLY AUDIBLE IN ALL BEDROOMS OVE BACKGROUND NOISE WITH ALL INTERVENING DOORS CLOSED. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR: ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY : ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY OUTSIDE ALL BEDROOMS: AT LEAST ONE ONE EACH STORY. : RISE AND RUN 4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN.  4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN. TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY BE 7.75" MAX. RISE AND 10" MIN. RUN FOR STAIRS WITHIN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS <10; OR FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOF). LARGEST RISE OR RUN IN A FLIGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR  REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR MORE RISERS.  HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 38" ABOVE LEADING EDGE OF NOSING, WITH 12" EXTENSIONS TOP & BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. HANDRAILS REQUIRED AT BOTH SIDES, EXCEPT WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT. PICKETS & BALUSTERS: PICKETS & BALUSTERS: : OPENING LESS THAN 4". 6" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TRIANGLE. GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42". GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42".  MIN. HEIGHT 42". (EXCEPTION: WITHIN DWELLING UNIT, 36" MIN. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL.) LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12 LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12  REQ'D AT EVERY 12 VERTICAL FEET, MAX. LENGTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO WIDTH OF STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS.  MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. TREAD ANTI-SLIP: ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD  ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD TREATMENT TO ACHIEVE A COEFFICIENT OF FRICTION OF 1.02 DRY and 0.98 WET.  SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR STAIRS (AND ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD, OR WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE) TO BE DECAY, TERMITE AND WEATHER RESISTANT WOOD. ALL CUT ENDS TO BE TREATED WITH "COPPER GREEN" OR SIMILAR PRESERVATIVE.  LIGHT TO HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR AREA, MIN. 8 SQ. FT. HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE NATURALLY VENTILATED WITH AN AREA 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A MIN. 4 SQ. FT. OPENINGS. : 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. W.C.: MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM : MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJACENT WALL. MAX. ALLOWABLE W.C. FLUSH RATE: 1.28 GALLONS, MAX. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. : 30" MIN. DIA. CIRCLE & 1024 SQ. INCHES MIN. AREA, 32" X 32" INSIDE THRESHOLD; SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET  FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET WET AREAS: NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD  NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD ALLOWED ON WET AREAS; USE 1/2" CEMENTITIOUS BACKERS (HARDIE BACKER OR SIM.) AS TILE OR STONE UNDER LAYMENT. FAUCETS FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   PROVIDE FLOOR DRAIN IN CENTER OF ROOM, SLOPE MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT.  (WITHOUT PARAPETS) LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE TO BE 45 MIN. RATED ASSEMBLY W/ 1-HR. ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION  AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET EGRESS REQ'S OF MIN. WIDTH 20" (WITH MIN. HEIGHT OF 41") OR MIN. HEIGHT 24" (WITH 34.2" MIN. WIDTH) TOTALING 5.7 SQ. FT. MIN. CLR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLR. OPENING TO BE 44" MAX ABOVE BEDROOM FLOOR.  AT UNRATED ROOFS: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 30" MIN. HEIGHT REQ'D.  CLASS "B" MIN. ROOFING. FLAT ROOF 2% MIN. SLOPE, 1:48. < 500 SQ.FT. FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL. 1/8" SPACING BETWEEN PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING CLOSED TO WITHIN 1" OF ROOF, CONSTRUCTION IS MIN. 2" NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD OR FIRE RESISTANT TREATED WOOD. GUARDRAIL MIN. GUARDRAIL MIN.  MIN. HEIGHT 42". OPENING LESS THAN 4";  SAME SIZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOW POINT.  ENCLOSED ATTIC AND RAFTER SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION. NET FREE VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1/300 OF ATTIC OR RAFTER SPACE AREA WITH A CLASS 1 OR 2 VAPOR BARRIER PROVIDED ON THE WARM-IN-WINTER SIDE OF CEILING; 40% OF VENT AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED IN UPPER PORTION AND 50% BY EAVES OR CORNICE VENTS. ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN  22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ATTIC HAS CLEAR HEIGHT OF 30" OR MORE. HEADROOM OF 30" MIN. REQ'D ABOVE ACCESS.  CRAWL SPACE UNDER WOOD JOISTS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION, NOT LESS THAN 1 SQ.FT. FOR EACH 150 SQ.FT. OF CRAWL SPACE. ACCESS: ACCESS: 18"x24" MINIMUM SIZE ACCESS REQUIRED  TEMPERED GLASS REQ'D WITHIN 24" OF THE STRIKE EDGE OF A DOOR; WITHIN 18" OF A FINISH FLOOR LEVEL (WALKING SURFACE); WITHIN SHOWER OR BATHTUB ENCLOSURE.
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 SMOKE DETECTOR TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL SLEEPING ROOMS AND AREAS SERVINGS THE SLEEPING ROOMS. MIN. ONE SMOKE DETECTOR ON EACH LEVEL. ALARMS AT BEDROOM TO BE PLACED WITHIN 1'-0" OF THE CENTER OF THE DOOR. INTERCONNECTION: INTERCONNECTION: : WHERE MORE THAN ONE SMOKE ALARM IS REQ'D WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT, SMOKE ALARMS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED IN SUCH A MANNER THAT THE ACTIVATION OF ONE ALARM WIL ACTIVATE ALL THE ALARMS IN THE DWELLING UNIT. ALARM SHALL BE CLEARLY AUDIBLE IN ALL BEDROOMS OVE BACKGROUND NOISE WITH ALL INTERVENING DOORS CLOSED. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR: ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY : ARE REQUIRED ON THE HALLWAY OUTSIDE ALL BEDROOMS: AT LEAST ONE ONE EACH STORY. : RISE AND RUN 4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN.  4" MIN. RISER, 7" MAX. RISER AND 11" MIN. TREAD RUN. (EXCEPTION: STEPS MAY BE 7.75" MAX. RISE AND 10" MIN. RUN FOR STAIRS WITHIN INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNIT IF OCCUPANT LOAD IS <10; OR FOR STAIRS TO UNOCCUPIED ROOF). LARGEST RISE OR RUN IN A FLIGHT MAY NOT EXCEED SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR HANDRAILS REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR  REQ'D ON STAIRS WITH 4 OR MORE RISERS.  HANDRAIL HEIGHT BETWEEN 34" & 38" ABOVE LEADING EDGE OF NOSING, WITH 12" EXTENSIONS TOP & BOTTOM, RETURNED TO WALL. HANDRAILS REQUIRED AT BOTH SIDES, EXCEPT WITHIN A DWELLING UNIT. PICKETS & BALUSTERS: PICKETS & BALUSTERS: : OPENING LESS THAN 4". 6" MAX. DIAMETER OPENING AT TREAD/RISER/BALUSTER TRIANGLE. GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42". GUARDRAIL MIN. HEIGHT 42".  MIN. HEIGHT 42". (EXCEPTION: WITHIN DWELLING UNIT, 36" MIN. IF HANDRAIL MOUNTED ABOVE GUARDRAIL.) LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12 LANDING REQ'D AT EVERY 12  REQ'D AT EVERY 12 VERTICAL FEET, MAX. LENGTH OF LANDING EQUAL TO WIDTH OF STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. HEADROOM CLEARANCE MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS.  MIN. 80" THROUGHOUT STAIRS. TREAD ANTI-SLIP: ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD  ON EXTERIOR STAIRS, PROVIDE TREAD TREATMENT TO ACHIEVE A COEFFICIENT OF FRICTION OF 1.02 DRY and 0.98 WET.  SUPPORT STRUCTURE FOR EXTERIOR STAIRS (AND ALL OTHER EXPOSED WOOD, OR WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE) TO BE DECAY, TERMITE AND WEATHER RESISTANT WOOD. ALL CUT ENDS TO BE TREATED WITH "COPPER GREEN" OR SIMILAR PRESERVATIVE.  LIGHT TO HABITABLE SPACE: 8% OF FLOOR AREA, MIN. 8 SQ. FT. HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL BE NATURALLY VENTILATED WITH AN AREA 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA WITH A MIN. 4 SQ. FT. OPENINGS. : 200 SQ. INCHES MIN. FOR GARAGE OF UP TO 1,000 SQ. FT. FOR EACH ADDITIONAL 200 SQ. FT. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 30 SQ. IN. OF CLR. VENT AREA. W.C.: MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM : MIN. OF 24" CLEARANCE IN FRONT OF W.C. 15" FROM CENTERLINE OF BOWL TO ADJACENT WALL. MAX. ALLOWABLE W.C. FLUSH RATE: 1.28 GALLONS, MAX. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. SHOWER: 30" MIN. DIA. : 30" MIN. DIA. CIRCLE & 1024 SQ. INCHES MIN. AREA, 32" X 32" INSIDE THRESHOLD; SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET SHOWERHEAD FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET  FLOW RATE TO BE 2.0 GPM MAX. WET WET AREAS: NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD  NO GYPSUM BOARD OR GREENBOARD OR PURPLE BOARD ALLOWED ON WET AREAS; USE 1/2" CEMENTITIOUS BACKERS (HARDIE BACKER OR SIM.) AS TILE OR STONE UNDER LAYMENT. FAUCETS FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   FLOW RATE TO BE 1.8 GPM MAX.   PROVIDE FLOOR DRAIN IN CENTER OF ROOM, SLOPE MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT.  (WITHOUT PARAPETS) LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM PROPERTY LINE TO BE 45 MIN. RATED ASSEMBLY W/ 1-HR. ROOF/CEILING CONSTRUCTION  AT LEAST ONE PER BEDROOM SHALL MEET EGRESS REQ'S OF MIN. WIDTH 20" (WITH MIN. HEIGHT OF 41") OR MIN. HEIGHT 24" (WITH 34.2" MIN. WIDTH) TOTALING 5.7 SQ. FT. MIN. CLR. OPENING. BOTTOM OF CLR. OPENING TO BE 44" MAX ABOVE BEDROOM FLOOR.  AT UNRATED ROOFS: 1-HR RATED PARAPET, 30" MIN. HEIGHT REQ'D.  CLASS "B" MIN. ROOFING. FLAT ROOF 2% MIN. SLOPE, 1:48. < 500 SQ.FT. FOR COMBUSTIBLE DECKING MATERIAL. 1/8" SPACING BETWEEN PLANKS, PERIMETER OPENING CLOSED TO WITHIN 1" OF ROOF, CONSTRUCTION IS MIN. 2" NOMINAL HEART REDWOOD OR FIRE RESISTANT TREATED WOOD. GUARDRAIL MIN. GUARDRAIL MIN.  MIN. HEIGHT 42". OPENING LESS THAN 4";  SAME SIZE AS DRAIN AND 2" ABOVE LOW POINT.  ENCLOSED ATTIC AND RAFTER SPACES SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION. NET FREE VENTILATING AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1/300 OF ATTIC OR RAFTER SPACE AREA WITH A CLASS 1 OR 2 VAPOR BARRIER PROVIDED ON THE WARM-IN-WINTER SIDE OF CEILING; 40% OF VENT AREA SHALL BE PROVIDED IN UPPER PORTION AND 50% BY EAVES OR CORNICE VENTS. ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ACCESS: 22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN  22"x30" ACCESS REQUIRED WHEN ATTIC HAS CLEAR HEIGHT OF 30" OR MORE. HEADROOM OF 30" MIN. REQ'D ABOVE ACCESS.  CRAWL SPACE UNDER WOOD JOISTS SHALL HAVE CROSS VENTILATION, NOT LESS THAN 1 SQ.FT. FOR EACH 150 SQ.FT. OF CRAWL SPACE. ACCESS: ACCESS: 18"x24" MINIMUM SIZE ACCESS REQUIRED  TEMPERED GLASS REQ'D WITHIN 24" OF THE STRIKE EDGE OF A DOOR; WITHIN 18" OF A FINISH FLOOR LEVEL (WALKING SURFACE); WITHIN SHOWER OR BATHTUB ENCLOSURE.
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ALL PLAN DIMENSIONS TO FACE OF ROUGH FRAMING, FACE OF CONCRETE, OR CENTER LINE OF STEEL, U.O.N. ALL SECTION AND ELEVATION DIMENSIONS TO FINISH FLOOR. ALL WOOD FRAMED EXTERIOR WALLS TO BE FRAMED WITH 2X6 U.O.N. INTERIOR WALLS TO BE FRAMED WITH 2X4 U.O.N. REFER TO WALL TYPES TAGS FOR EXCEPTIONS.
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WALL TYPES DWGS DO NOT CONVEY STRUCTURAL (SHEAR) REQUIREMENTS. SEE STRUCT. DWGS.
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FLOOR CEILING ASSEMBLIES DO NOT CONVEY STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS. SEE STRUCT. DWGS.
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NOTES & SPECIFICATIONS 1) CONCRETE A. SELECTION OF MATERIALS , MIXING AND PLACING OF CONCRETE SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LOCAL BUILDING CODE AND ACI REQUIREMENTS. B. CONCRETE STRENGTH. CONCRETE SHALL BE NORMAL WEIGHT READY MIX CONCRETE AND SHALL DEVELOP THE COMPRESSIVE STRENGHTS LISTED BELOW, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED IN SPECIAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST: FOOTINGS:       2,500 PSI   4" SLUMP   3/4" AGGREGATE WALLS:          3,000 PSI   4" SLUMP   3/4" AGGREGATE SLAB ON GRADE: 2,500 PSI   4" SLUMP   3/4" AGGREGATE NOTE: 3/8" PEA GRAVEL MAY BE SUBSTITUTED FOR 3/4" AGGREGATE WHERE NEEDED FOR PUMPING. C. MINIMUM CONCRETE COVER FOR REINFORCING STEEL: SURFACE POURED AGAINST GROUND: 3" FRAMED SURFACES BELOW GRADE: 2" SURFACES EXPOSED TO WEATHER: 2" CONCRETE BEAM BARS: 1-1/2" ALL OTHERS: 1" D. REINFORCING STEEL. USE ASTM A615, GRADE 40 FOR #4 BARS AND SMALLER, GRADE 60 FOR #5 BARS AND LARGER. TACK WELDING HEATING OR CUTTING OF BARS IS NOT PERMITTED. STAGGER ALL SPLICES A MINIMUM OF 5 FEET. E. ANCHOR BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM-A36 FOR HOOKED ANCHOR BOLTS. HEADED ANCHOR BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A-307. F. CONSTRUCTION JOINTS SHALL BE PREPARED BY WIRE BRUSHING AND CLEANING PREVIOUS POUR. PROVIDE 1/4 INCH AMPLITUDE MINIMUM OR KEYED JOINTS. ADD A PASTE OF CEMENT MORTAR IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO POURING . ALL EXISTING CONCRETE SURFACES WHICH ARE TO RECEIVE NEW CONCRETE SHALL BE ROUGHENED AND WASHED CLEAN OF DUST PRIOR TO CONCRETE PLACEMENT. WAIT 48 HOURS BETWEEN POURS. G. ALL CONCRETE SHALL BE CONSOLIDATED WITH MECHANICAL VIBRATORS TO ASSURE THE ABSENCE OF VOIDS IN STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS. H. SLABS ON GRADE SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 5 INCHES THICK WITH #4 BARS AT 12 INCHES ON CENTER AT MID HEIGHT UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS. PROVIDE 2 INCHES OF SAND BELOW SLAB WITH PLASTIC VAPOR BARRIER OVER 6 INCHES OF CLASS B CRUSHED ROCK COMPACTED TO 95% RELATIVE COMPACTION. I. EPOXY TO BE SIMPSON SET EPOXY BASED ANCHORING ADHESIVE. FOLLOW MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION DIRECTIONS. ALL HOLES TO BE BRUSHED CLEAN AND BLOWN OUT PRIOR TO EPOXY INSTALLATION. J. LAP LENGTHS. ALL REINFORCING BARS #6 AND SMALLER TO BE LAPPED 44 TIMES THE DIAMETER OF THE BAR. ALL BARS #7 AND LARGER TO BE LAPPED 55 TIMES THE DIAMETER OF THE BAR. 2) WOOD A. FRAMING LUMBER SHALL BE DOUGLASS FIR LARCH WITH A MAXIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT OF 19% AT TIME OF PLACEMENT. HEADERS, PLATES, JOISTS: NO. 1 POSTS AND BEAMS: NO. 1 STUDS AND BLOCKING: NO. 2 B. SILLS OR LEDGERS IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE OR MASONRY, AND ANY WOOD EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED DOUGLASS FIR OR CALIFORNIA REDWOOD. NEWLY EXPOSED SURFACES RESULTING FROM FIELD CUTTING, BORING OR HANDLING SHALL BE FIELD TREATED. ALL NAILS AND BOLTS INTO PRESSURE TREATED FRAMING TO BE HOT-DIPPED GALVANIZED. ALL HARDWARE AND HANGERS IN CONTACT WITH PRESSURE TREATED FRAMING TO BE TRIPLE ZINC COATED OR GALVANIZED. C. PLYWOOD SHEATHING ROOF SHEATHING 5/8" CD EXTERIOR APA RATED 32/16, PS1 FLOOR SHEATHING: 3/4" CD EXTERIOR APA RATED 48/24, PS1 WALL SHEATHING: 1/2" EXTERIOR APA RATED PS1
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NOTES & SPECIFICATIONS 1) CONCRETE A. SELECTION OF MATERIALS , MIXING AND PLACING OF CONCRETE SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LOCAL BUILDING CODE AND ACI REQUIREMENTS. B. CONCRETE STRENGTH. CONCRETE SHALL BE NORMAL WEIGHT READY MIX CONCRETE AND SHALL DEVELOP THE COMPRESSIVE STRENGHTS LISTED BELOW, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED IN SPECIAL INSPECTION CHECKLIST: FOOTINGS:       2,500 PSI   4" SLUMP   3/4" AGGREGATE WALLS:          3,000 PSI   4" SLUMP   3/4" AGGREGATE SLAB ON GRADE: 2,500 PSI   4" SLUMP   3/4" AGGREGATE NOTE: 3/8" PEA GRAVEL MAY BE SUBSTITUTED FOR 3/4" AGGREGATE WHERE NEEDED FOR PUMPING. C. MINIMUM CONCRETE COVER FOR REINFORCING STEEL: SURFACE POURED AGAINST GROUND: 3" FRAMED SURFACES BELOW GRADE: 2" SURFACES EXPOSED TO WEATHER: 2" CONCRETE BEAM BARS: 1-1/2" ALL OTHERS: 1" D. REINFORCING STEEL. USE ASTM A615, GRADE 40 FOR #4 BARS AND SMALLER, GRADE 60 FOR #5 BARS AND LARGER. TACK WELDING HEATING OR CUTTING OF BARS IS NOT PERMITTED. STAGGER ALL SPLICES A MINIMUM OF 5 FEET. E. ANCHOR BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM-A36 FOR HOOKED ANCHOR BOLTS. HEADED ANCHOR BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A-307. F. CONSTRUCTION JOINTS SHALL BE PREPARED BY WIRE BRUSHING AND CLEANING PREVIOUS POUR. PROVIDE 1/4 INCH AMPLITUDE MINIMUM OR KEYED JOINTS. ADD A PASTE OF CEMENT MORTAR IMMEDIATELY PRIOR TO POURING . ALL EXISTING CONCRETE SURFACES WHICH ARE TO RECEIVE NEW CONCRETE SHALL BE ROUGHENED AND WASHED CLEAN OF DUST PRIOR TO CONCRETE PLACEMENT. WAIT 48 HOURS BETWEEN POURS. G. ALL CONCRETE SHALL BE CONSOLIDATED WITH MECHANICAL VIBRATORS TO ASSURE THE ABSENCE OF VOIDS IN STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS. H. SLABS ON GRADE SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 5 INCHES THICK WITH #4 BARS AT 12 INCHES ON CENTER AT MID HEIGHT UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS. PROVIDE 2 INCHES OF SAND BELOW SLAB WITH PLASTIC VAPOR BARRIER OVER 6 INCHES OF CLASS B CRUSHED ROCK COMPACTED TO 95% RELATIVE COMPACTION. I. EPOXY TO BE SIMPSON SET EPOXY BASED ANCHORING ADHESIVE. FOLLOW MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION DIRECTIONS. ALL HOLES TO BE BRUSHED CLEAN AND BLOWN OUT PRIOR TO EPOXY INSTALLATION. J. LAP LENGTHS. ALL REINFORCING BARS #6 AND SMALLER TO BE LAPPED 44 TIMES THE DIAMETER OF THE BAR. ALL BARS #7 AND LARGER TO BE LAPPED 55 TIMES THE DIAMETER OF THE BAR. 2) WOOD A. FRAMING LUMBER SHALL BE DOUGLASS FIR LARCH WITH A MAXIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT OF 19% AT TIME OF PLACEMENT. HEADERS, PLATES, JOISTS: NO. 1 POSTS AND BEAMS: NO. 1 STUDS AND BLOCKING: NO. 2 B. SILLS OR LEDGERS IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE OR MASONRY, AND ANY WOOD EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED DOUGLASS FIR OR CALIFORNIA REDWOOD. NEWLY EXPOSED SURFACES RESULTING FROM FIELD CUTTING, BORING OR HANDLING SHALL BE FIELD TREATED. ALL NAILS AND BOLTS INTO PRESSURE TREATED FRAMING TO BE HOT-DIPPED GALVANIZED. ALL HARDWARE AND HANGERS IN CONTACT WITH PRESSURE TREATED FRAMING TO BE TRIPLE ZINC COATED OR GALVANIZED. C. PLYWOOD SHEATHING ROOF SHEATHING 5/8" CD EXTERIOR APA RATED 32/16, PS1 FLOOR SHEATHING: 3/4" CD EXTERIOR APA RATED 48/24, PS1 WALL SHEATHING: 1/2" EXTERIOR APA RATED PS1



AutoCAD SHX Text

.







T 1


SHEET DESCRIPTION


TITLE 24


DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AS


INSTRUMENTS OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICE,


ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF


THE ARCHITECT.


THESE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT TO BE USED,


IN WHOLE OR IN PART, FOR ANY PROJECTS


OR PURPOSES WHATSOEVER, WITHOUT THE


PRIOR SPECIFIC WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION


OF SHATARA ARCHITECTURE INC


ARCHITECTURE


SHATARA


890 7TH ST.


SAN FRANCISCO


CA 94107


TEL (415) 512-7566


suheil@shataraarch.com


INC.


No.C24700


REN 10/31/17


ARCHITECT


890 7TH STREET


SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107


TEL: 415-512-7566


CONTACT:  SUHEIL SHATARA


PROJECT DIRECTORY


ISSUED                DATE            NO.


PROJECT


RESIDENTIAL REMODEL


ADDRESS


171 JUDSON AVE


SAN FRANCISCO, CA


BLOCK: 3182


LOT:   032


REVISION      12-19-16


REVISION      08-11-17



AutoCAD SHX Text

.







From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis;

Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan
Pearlman; Karl  Hasz; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE, SUPERVISOR KIM CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF NEW FAMILY HOUSING SITE IN

THE TENDERLOIN
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 11:31:15 AM
Attachments: 8.22.2017 Eddy and Taylor Family Housing.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 11:19 AM
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE, SUPERVISOR KIM CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF NEW FAMILY
HOUSING SITE IN THE TENDERLOIN
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 22, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LEE, SUPERVISOR KIM CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING

OF NEW FAMILY HOUSING SITE IN THE TENDERLOIN
Affordable housing site on Eddy and Taylor streets will house 113 units

San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee, Supervisor Jane Kim, the Tenderloin Neighborhood
Development Corporation and community members today celebrated the groundbreaking of a new
affordable housing site in the Tenderloin that will provide homes for families in the neighborhood.
 
“We are constantly working on creative and common-sense solutions to find affordable housing options for
our families,” said Mayor Lee. “We know that San Francisco succeeds when we have a strong working
class, and these homes will help keep our families in the city. From housing to parks to economic
opportunities—we are building communities where our families can flourish.”
 
Of the 113 units in the new Eddy and Taylor Family Housing site, more than 60 percent will be two and
three-bedroom homes, offering living opportunities for neighborhood families. The building will include
24-hour property management, on-site tenant services, a laundry room, bike storage and access to a large
outdoor area. The project will also entail streetscape improvements to Taylor Street and Eddy Street,
making them safer and more accommodating for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
"We need more family housing period—it is a moral dilemma when cities cannot house their homeless and
working class families,” said Supervisor Jane Kim, whose district includes the Eddy and Taylor Family
Housing site. “Comprised mostly of two and three bedroom apartments, this development will ensure that
families doubled up or homeless will finally have a home. Children will have a clean and safe space to
play and study so they can excel at school."
 
The District 6 community, which includes neighborhoods such as the Tenderloin, is among the fastest
growing areas for families in San Francisco. To meet those needs, the City is supporting a number of
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Tuesday, August 22, 2017 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LEE, SUPERVISOR KIM CELEBRATE GROUNDBREAKING OF 
NEW FAMILY HOUSING SITE IN THE TENDERLOIN 


Affordable housing site on Eddy and Taylor streets will house 113 units 
 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee, Supervisor Jane Kim, the Tenderloin Neighborhood Development 
Corporation and community members today celebrated the groundbreaking of a new affordable housing site in 
the Tenderloin that will provide homes for families in the neighborhood. 
 
“We are constantly working on creative and common-sense solutions to find affordable housing options for our 
families,” said Mayor Lee. “We know that San Francisco succeeds when we have a strong working class, and 
these homes will help keep our families in the city. From housing to parks to economic opportunities—we are 
building communities where our families can flourish.”  
 
Of the 113 units in the new Eddy and Taylor Family Housing site, more than 60 percent will be two and three-
bedroom homes, offering living opportunities for neighborhood families. The building will include 24-hour 
property management, on-site tenant services, a laundry room, bike storage and access to a large outdoor area. 
The project will also entail streetscape improvements to Taylor Street and Eddy Street, making them safer and 
more accommodating for pedestrians and bicyclists.   
 
"We need more family housing period—it is a moral dilemma when cities cannot house their homeless and 
working class families,” said Supervisor Jane Kim, whose district includes the Eddy and Taylor Family 
Housing site. “Comprised mostly of two and three bedroom apartments, this development will ensure that 
families doubled up or homeless will finally have a home. Children will have a clean and safe space to play and 
study so they can excel at school." 
 
The District 6 community, which includes neighborhoods such as the Tenderloin, is among the fastest growing 
areas for families in San Francisco. To meet those needs, the City is supporting a number of affordable family 
housing developments in the surrounding area, including the Bill Sorro Community site that opened in August 
at Sixth and Howard streets, and a new development on Mission and Sixth streets set to open next year. 
Construction on an affordable family housing project on Turk Street will begin in 2018 as well.  
 
In addition, the Mayor’s Office is overseeing a long-term project to transform the Civic Center and United 
Nations plazas into a more family-friendly “Commons” area, which will include play structures, art installations 
and local storefronts. Work recently begun on the new Helen Diller Playground, which is scheduled to be 
completed next February. 
 
The Eddy and Taylor Family Housing Site is a joint project between the Mayor’s Office of Housing and 
Community Development, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, a non-profit organization that will develop and manage 
the building. Along with providing housing opportunities for families, the site will also include 30 units set 
aside for households currently or formerly dealing with homelessness. 







 
 


 
 


 
“The development allows families with children to live in a neighborhood where schools and after school 
programs are conveniently located,” said Enrique Aguilar, Program Manager at La Voz Latina, a local 
community organization. “It is a major step to housing many of the low-income families that walk into our 
office seeking help.” 
 
“The project at Eddy and Taylor streets, which will house hundreds of people, 30 percent of whom will be 
coming out of homelessness, exemplifies the challenges of developing affordable housing in San Francisco 
today, and how they can be overcome,” said Donald Falk, the Chief Executive Officer at TNDC. “Originally 
conceived 10 years ago, its successful groundbreaking represents the power of perseverance and the importance 
of affordable housing in this most expensive of areas—and the coming together of an entire community, 
including not only the City but also, ultimately, the State, to plan and fund it. TNDC is proud to play a central 
role in a community-wide effort.” 
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affordable family housing developments in the surrounding area, including the Bill Sorro Community site
that opened in August at Sixth and Howard streets, and a new development on Mission and Sixth streets
set to open next year. Construction on an affordable family housing project on Turk Street will begin in
2018 as well.
 
In addition, the Mayor’s Office is overseeing a long-term project to transform the Civic Center and United
Nations plazas into a more family-friendly “Commons” area, which will include play structures, art
installations and local storefronts. Work recently begun on the new Helen Diller Playground, which is
scheduled to be completed next February.
 
The Eddy and Taylor Family Housing Site is a joint project between the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development and the
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation, a non-profit organization that will develop and
manage the building. Along with providing housing opportunities for families, the site will also include 30
units set aside for households currently or formerly dealing with homelessness.
 
“The development allows families with children to live in a neighborhood where schools and after school
programs are conveniently located,” said Enrique Aguilar, Program Manager at La Voz Latina, a local
community organization. “It is a major step to housing many of the low-income families that walk into our
office seeking help.”
 
“The project at Eddy and Taylor streets, which will house hundreds of people, 30 percent of whom will be
coming out of homelessness, exemplifies the challenges of developing affordable housing in San Francisco
today, and how they can be overcome,” said Donald Falk, the Chief Executive Officer at TNDC.
“Originally conceived 10 years ago, its successful groundbreaking represents the power of perseverance
and the importance of affordable housing in this most expensive of areas—and the coming together of an
entire community, including not only the City but also, ultimately, the State, to plan and fund it. TNDC is
proud to play a central role in a community-wide effort.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pier 70 - Letter of Support - #dogpatchstrong
Date: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 9:49:44 AM
Attachments: Pier 70 - SF Planning Commission Letter - Bruce Huie.pdf
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Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Sucre, Richard (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 9:25 AM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Subject: FW: Pier 70 - Letter of Support - #dogpatchstrong
 
Hi All.
 
Can you forward this letter to the Planning Commission for the Pier 70 Project?
 
Rich
 
Richard Sucre
Senior Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division
Preservation Technical Specialist
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9108│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: richard.sucre@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 

From: Bruce K Huie [mailto:brucehuie@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 5:17 AM
To: Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Cc: Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Kittler, Sophia (BOS); Dennis-Phillips, Sarah (ECN); Susan Eslick
Subject: Pier 70 - Letter of Support - #dogpatchstrong
 
Richard -
 
Attached find my letter of support for Pier 70 project. 
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August 22, 2017 


 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
City Hall, 1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl.  
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Re: Pier 70 Project Certification of EIR and Transaction Documents - Hearing on August 24th  


Dear Commissioners,  


As president of the Dogpatch Neighborhood Association (DNA) board, EN CAC Chair and a Dogpatch 
resident of 17 years, I have worked very closely with Forest City and my neighbors on the Pier 70 project 
over the past 6-years. I am directly connected to many of the community’s aspirations for the 
development site and involved in the community process that helped create the project proposal before 
you. I’m excited, as are many of my neighbors to see this project come to life over the coming years and 
encourage the commission to certify the EIR and approve the transaction documents.  


With the accelerated influx of new development in Dogpatch and our growing population, it is important 
that all development provide value to Dogpatch for years to come.  The Dogpatch neighborhood and it’s 
adjacent neighbors have a great need for publicly accessible parks and open space.  The Pier 70 plan 
includes 9-acres of open space that connects us to the waterfront from a vantage point many have never 
experienced. This amount of open space may more than double the amount that exists today in Dogpatch.  


Many in Dogpatch have a strong desire to maintain the unique look and feel of our area. With that in 
mind, Dogpatch residents will continue a strong push to participate in the public debate on construction 
details that keep attention on the varied architectural history of the neighborhood.  Pier 70 has offered to 
publish and provide governance by a Design for Development that encourages the integrity of Dogpatch 
architecture. Dogpatch is special and so many people now see this. The folks at Forest City have known 
this from the minute they started working on envisioning Pier 70 and have made a commitment to 
incorporate it into many aspects of the project. 


Through community involvement and Forest City’s commitment to genuinely engage with us, Pier 70 
will continue to evolve with community needs.  Forest City has held scores of community charrettes and 
repeatedly presented to the DNA and other community groups over the evolution of project planning. 
That interaction, discussions and collaboration resulted in a plan that reflects a list of community wants 
and needs. Thank you for your consideration of my thoughts.   


I ask for your support of the Pier 70 project.  


Sincerely,  
 
Bruce Huie  
17-Year Dogpatch Resident 
DNA Board Member 







EN CAC Member - Chair 











 
I'm a 17 year resident of Dogpatch, Chair of the EN-CAC and President of
the DNA.
 
I am OOT, but look forward to the outcome of the Planning Commission
meeting on Thursday, 8/24.
 
Please submit this letter of support to the SF Planning Commission.
 
Thanks for your help and consideration.
 
Best regards -
 
Bruce



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Pier 70 EIR Comments - Grow Potrero Responsibly
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 10:51:37 AM
Attachments: Pier 70 Commission Letter.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Alison Heath [mailto:alisonheath@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2017 10:00 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Pier 70 EIR Comments - Grow Potrero Responsibly
 
 

Begin forwarded message:
 
From: Alison Heath <alisonheath@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Pier 70 EIR Comments - Grow Potrero Responsibly
Date: August 17, 2017 at 7:20:27 PM PDT
To: Rich Hillis <richhillissf@yahoo.com>, Dennis Richards
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, planning@rodneyfong.com, "Christine D.(CPC)
Johnson" <christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org>, joel.koppel@sfgov.org,
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org, kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Cc: "Sucre, Richard (CPC)" <Richard.Sucre@sfgov.org>, Melinda Hue
<melinda.hue@sfgov.org>
 
August 17, 2017

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

Attached are detailed comments about the FEIR. While we are hopeful that a
solution to open up Irish Hill and reduce shadowing of the Irish Hill Playground
will be found prior to the hearing on August 23, we remain deeply concerned
about the lack of public transit options, with the Project's heavy reliance on
private automobiles, and no consideration of the impacts of ride-sharing as a
transit mode. 

Furthermore, it is our understanding that approval of a “conceptual” project will
provide little opportunity for ongoing public input on land use decisions. If the
SUD is approved by the Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission will
relinquish its ability to shape the project through future phases, with the market
left to decide what is most profitable, rather than what best serves the
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To: Planning Commissioners 
From:  Alison Heath, Grow Potrero Responsibly 
Submitted August 17, 2017 
Re: FEIR Comments 
 
The Final EIR (FEIR) fails to consider impacts from ride-sharing (TNC’s) 
as a significant transportation mode.  
 
Grow Potrero Responsibly commented on the issue in a letter submitted on 
February 22, 2017, with further comments made in an second letter dated July 
20, 2017 (attached). In our original comment letter we noted that ride-sharing 
discourages people from using public transportation while increasing traffic 
impacts. Since the Draft EIR was published and after public comment was closed, 
new information was published by the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority (SFCTA) validating our concerns. The impacts from TNC’s were not 
acknowledged at all in the DEIR, nor was there a response in the Response to 
Comments document. Additionally we had no opportunity to comment on the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan which was finalized July 24, 
2017, well after the DEIR comment period closed, and similarly contains no 
mention of TNC’s. 
 
The Draft EIR should be updated with analysis of TNC impacts and re-circulated 
for public comment on these issues before it is certified. This is required under 
CEQA when, as here, significant new information is added relating to a new 
environmental impact or a substantial impact in the severity of an environmental 
impact, or if a feasible project mitigation measure or alternative considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen environmental 
impacts and is not acceptable to the project proponents, or if the Draft EIR was 
so fundamentally inadequate that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.)” 
 
The Design for Development Document was not available until after 
the Draft EIR comment period ended.  
 
This document sets multiple Project parameters but was not published until 
March 9, 2017, precluding any opportunity for public comment on information 
relevant to potential impacts of the project. This information must be in the EIR 
and not buried in an appendix or other document referenced by, but not included 
in the EIR.  
 


 
 
 







The Project Description is uncertain and the FEIR fails to adequately 
analyze potential impacts under various land use scenarios.  
 
The Proposed Project is described as “conceptual” and will follow a phased 
program in which parcels would be developed as commercial, residential or 
parking uses. The exact uses would be determined after the EIR is finalized. 
Grow Potrero Responsibly provided very specific examples on how various land 
use scenarios would result in a myriad of impacts. For example we noted that, 
following the 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, a PDR use would 
have considerably less impact on traffic and transit than a restaurant use. 
Additional parking would encourage dependence on automobiles. A large office 
component would bring more workers who will need housing. Relying on RALI 
(Retail/arts/light-industrial) designation or a theoretical Maximum Residential or 
Maximum Commercial scenario doesn’t allow an adequate analysis of impacts.  
 
Despite the specificity of our comments, the FEIR states that, “the comments do 
not identify what they believe is missing from these descriptions and analyses 
and how that could result in a change in the conclusions of the EIR.” (4.A.6) 
 
An accurate, stable and consistent project description is necessary to an 
adequate evaluation of the project’s impacts; the project description should 
describe the physical development that will result if the project is approved; and 
the description should be sufficiently detailed to provide a foundation for a 
complete analysis of environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15124.)   
 


The FEIR fails in multiple instances to respond to public comment. 
 
Responses should explain any rejections of the commenters’ proposed 
mitigations and alternatives. Evasive, conclusory responses and mere excuses 
are not legally sufficient and a general response to a specific question is usually 
insufficient. The FEIR fails to conform to these requirements. 
 
The FEIR fails to address comments about the inconsistencies between 
the cumulative impacts of growth from the Project and what was 
anticipated in the 2008 Central Waterfront Plan and other Plans.  
 
The Project’s inconsistencies with the Central Waterfront Plan, Plan Bay Area, 
Waterfront Land Use Plan and General Plan must be considered as part of the 
CEQA review and were not. In our comments, Grow Potrero Responsibly 
submitted specific evidence of significant inconsistencies that were not addressed 
in the Draft EIR. The DEIR states that conflicts with applicable plans “will 
continue to be analyzed and considered” (4.B.27) but fails to do even a minimal 
analysis of some of these potential conflicts and resulting impacts.  
 







The DEIR did not address the inconsistency between growth projections in the 
Central Waterfront Area under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and what would 
occur with the Pier 70 project. Impact Evaluation under PH-1 goes so far as to 
claim that the Proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly or indirectly.  


In our comments we noted that, “the Central Waterfront Plan anticipated 2020 
new residential units in the entire Area under the Preferred Project that was 
approved as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan. As of the end of 2015, over 
2704 units had already been constructed or were in the pipeline, with hundreds 
more submitted for review in 2016. But the Pier 70 project has the potential, 
with 3025 units, to exceed the entire anticipated total by 1005 all by itself. 
Combined with other development in the area, this is more than double what 
was projected under the Area Plan, and well beyond what was considered in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.” 


The Project FEIR fails to address our comments that direct and cumulative 
population growth was inconsistent with what was anticipated. This growth is 
clearly significant and the physical impacts of that growth (transportation, air 
quality, public services, etc.) are not adequately considered. 


The FEIR fails to adequately respond to our comments about the increased 
demand for housing under the Maximum Commercial Scenario. As a direct result 
of the proposed project there would potentially be adverse and direct physical 
environmental effects due to induced population growth throughout the region 
from a large commercial component. Relying on the City’s Housing Element to 
address growing housing demand is not an adequate solution as we dig 
ourselves deeper into what has widely been declared a “crisis”. The explanation 
under Response PH-4 fails to address the cumulative impacts of a large 
commercial development and only considers direct impacts of growth specific to 
the Project. 
 
The FEIR fails to address comments regarding inadequate 
infrastructure, particularly public transit. Proposed mitigations for 
acknowledged transportation impacts are uncertain. 
 
Many members of the public have spoken and written in detail about impacts to 
transportation and other infrastructure in the area, yet the FEIR generally claims 
that commenters have provided no substantial evidence for these assertions 
(4.C.9). The FEIR initially dismisses concerns broadly without considering many 
of the specific comments. Later, in another section (4.G.3) the FEIR 
acknowledges significant transportation impacts. Mitigations for these impacts 
are uncertain and some of the so-called “improvements” such as the rerouting of 
the 22 Fillmore to serve Mission Bay and the Mission Bay Loop will actually 
exacerbate impacts. 
 







Grow Potrero Responsibly has repeatedly raised concerns about transportation 
impacts with 50.5% of person-trips projected to be by automobile, in conflict 
with the City’s Transit First policy. Our July 22, 2017 comment letter states that, 
“no changes to the MUNI system are approved or funded, and the 22 Fillmore 
will be rerouted away from Dogpatch to serve Mission Bay as part of the TEP 
(AKA Muni Forward). Adding an additional bus or car or two to existing lines will 
not correct the lack of east-west options. The network must be expanded to 
reduce dependence on automobiles and comply with the General and Area 
Plans… The DEIR fails to fully consider the impacts of the Pier 70 Transportation 
Plan itself. With multiple large projects on the horizon, a patchwork of 
unregulated private shuttles, rather than investment in public transit, will 
exacerbate traffic and related problems.”  
 
Issues of traffic congestion as a result of dependence on automobiles as a 
primary transit mode and a .75 parking ratio are dismissed in the FEIR. Similarly 
the FEIR completely rejects legitimate concerns about physical impacts directly 
tied to congestion. These comments are characterized as being on the “merits of 
the Proposed Project and not related to the environmental impacts.” As we’ve 
noted before, the Proposed Project will directly impact 30 or more intersections, 
bringing them to Level F. The level of traffic described in the LOS analysis will 
have a profound effect on the quality of life within the entire area and must be 
considered as an undeniably real environmental impact.  
 
 
 
 
 
  







To: Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Department 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 
 
From:  Alison Heath, for Grow Potrero Responsibly 
 
Submitted July 21, 2017 
Re: Additional Comments on the Draft EIR for Pier 70 
 
Dear Ms. Gibson, 
 
In our comment letter dated February 21, 2017, we raised concerns about 
impacts resulting from reliance on the use of private vehicles. We noted that 
ride-sharing discourages people from using public transportation while increasing 
traffic impacts. Since then, new information has been published by the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) validating our concerns.  
 
SFCTA’s June 2017 report, TNC’s Today, states that approximately one-fifth, or 
570,000, of total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) citywide each day are by ride-
share vehicles, while MUNI ridership has dropped. This represents a significant 
shift in transportation modes that cannot be ignored. Therefore additional review 
of impacts of ride-sharing on Transportation and Traffic, Emergency Vehicle 
Access and Air Quality should now be considered as part of the CEQA review for 
the Pier 70 project. 
 
This information, which was not known and could not have been known at the 
time the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) was certified as complete, is 
now available and indicates that the Pier 70 development may result in 
significant effects that were not previously considered and that significant effects 
previously examined may be more severe than previously shown. The Pier 70 
Draft EIR (DEIR) also failed to evaluate these impacts, relying on outdated data 
and mode share projections.  
 
VMT analysis contained in the Project DEIR failed to adequately account for the 
intensive use of ride-shares in San Francisco. The broad-brushed analysis used 
under now outdated VMT modeling concluded that the Project's location in a 
transit priority area would reduce the use of private vehicles. Recent evidence 
shows that, ironically, the areas with the best transit service are now the most 
heavily traveled by ride-share vehicles.  
 
There is no indication that the Project DEIR or the Pier 70 Transportation Impact 
Study (TIS) even considered ride-sharing as a distinct transit mode. The DEIR 
relied on VMT analysis, using the SF-CHAMP model with data from 2010-2012. At 







that time City planners still thought that “ride-shares” meant car-pools. Modal 
splits in the Pier 70 TIS  (Section 4.3) used data from the Transportation Impact 
Analysis for Environmental Review, which was published in October 2002. 
Outside of the index page, the Pier 70 DEIR contains no mention of TNC’s. This 
lack of attention to what is now recognized as a significant mode of transit 
ignored potentially substantive adverse environmental impacts.  
 
The impacts from changed circumstances that have occurred since the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR was published and new information published since the 
publication of the Project DEIR must now be considered, along with mitigations, 
in the Final Project EIR.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
 







neighborhood and the City as a whole. We believe that forfeiting control over
how we grow our neighborhoods would be egregious. The Commission should
insist on participation in a public process that protects the health, happiness and
quality of life of our residents.

As always I would be more than happy to discuss these issues with you prior to
the hearing.

Sincerely,
Alison Heath  
Grow Potrero Responsibly
415-412-2723

Alison Heath
http://www.alisonheath.com
alisonheath@sbcglobal.net
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Durandet, Kimberly (CPC)
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: 975 Bryant Street
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 10:51:29 AM
Attachments: image003.png
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Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Steven Vettel [mailto:SVettel@fbm.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2017 4:54 PM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Christine (CPC); Kathrin Moore
(mooreurban@aol.com); Koppel, Joel (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Bruce Dorfman; Tyler Evje (tevje@tcr.com)
Subject: 975 Bryant Street
 
Dear Commissioners.  Welcome back from your recess.
 

I’m writing briefly concerning 975 Bryant Street, a 5-story 185-unit project near 8th and Bryant
Streets that will be before you for consideration of an Eastern Neighborhoods Large Project
Authorization next Thursday, August 24.  Planning staff is recommending approval and we are not
aware of any opposition.  Nonetheless, I did want to offer you the chance to meet with the sponsors
and architects in advance of next Thursday’s hearing if you would find that helpful.  Please let me
know. 
 
Attached is our brief in support of the project, and the staff report, draft motion and project plans
are at this link.  http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2015-005862ENX.pdf
 
Thank you.
 
Steven L. Vettel
svettel@fbm.com
415.954.4902

 

_________________________________________________________________________
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		Hon. Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA  94103

		





Re:	975 Bryant Street (Case No. 2015-005862X)
Hearing Date:  July 27, 2017



Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

I am writing on behalf of Trammell Crow Residential, the project sponsor of the 975 Bryant Street mixed use project (the “Project”).  The Project site is located in the block bound by Bryant, 8th, Brannan and 7th Streets, at the corner of Bryant and Kate Street, a narrow alley running south from Bryant Street.  The site is zoned UMU (Urban Mixed Use), is within a 48-X height and bulk district, and the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan.  

Consistent with the zoning, area plan and height limit, the Project proposes to demolish a single story commercial building and construct a new 4- to 5-story 48-foot tall mixed use building containing 185 dwelling units (including 10 three-bedroom and 64 two-bedroom homes), 3,000 square feet of high ceiling retail space along Bryant Street, and over 15,000 square feet of public and private open space.  The main residential entry is on Kate Street, which is only 25 feet in width.  The effective width of Kate Street will be widened to 35 feet by setting the building back from the western property line by 10 feet and incorporating public open space improvements and townhouse entries on Kate Street.  The design also incorporates two wide courtyards opening onto Kate Street to break up the mass of the building and three additional interior courtyards.  The Project proposes 135 parking spaces in a basement level garage (less than the amount of parking principally permitted in the UMU district), 3 car share spaces, 139 Class 1 and Class 2 bike parking spaces, and one off-street loading space.  

The Project architects are DLR Group|Kwan Henmi.  The final design has been refined in response to Planning Department input and has the support of UDAT.  Your Commission package contains the Project plans, elevations and renderings. 

The Sponsor Conducted Outreach to the Community and is Unaware of Any Opposition.  The sponsor has worked with neighbors of the Project in development of the design, particularly those residing on Kate Street.  Most recently, the final design was presented to neighbors in December 2016 and received a favorable response.  We are not aware of any opposition.  

The Department Has Published a Community Plan Exemption.  The CPE found no unmitigated environmental impacts associated with the Project.  The CPE incorporates three standard mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR.  The sponsor has agreed to implement each of the three mitigation measures.  

The Project Warrants Approval of a Large Project Authorization.  Both the dwelling units and retail space are principally permitted in the UMU district and are consistent with the objectives and policies of the Showplace Square/Potrero Area Plan.  

An LPA is required pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 because of the size of the project (any Eastern Neighborhoods project containing more than 25,000 square feet requires the Commission is authorize an LPA) and for the Commission to consider one requested exception:  a  unit exposure exception for 61 of the 185 units that face interior courtyards.  All units face onto Bryant Street, Kate Street or courtyards of at least 25 to 40 feet in width, but not all of the courtyards strictly meet the “inverted pyramid” requirement of Planning Code Section 140 for inner courts.  The Planning Department is in support of this single exception, given the difficulty in meeting Section 140 unit exposure requirements for projects of more than four stories, and granting of the exception is necessary to support construction in this location of the 185 units proposed.   In all other respects, the Project complies with the underlying zoning, height and bulk limitations, open space standards, mass reduction requirements, parking maxima, and loading and bike parking minimums.  

For each of these reasons, we request that the Commission approve the 975 Bryant Street Project on July 27.  Please contact me if we can provide you with any further information prior to the hearing or if you would like to meet in advance of the hearing.

		

		Very truly yours,

[image: ]

Steven L. Vettel







cc:	Planning Commissioners 

Kimberly Durandet, Planner

Bruce Dorfman and Tyler Evje, Trammell Crow Residential

Dan Moberly, DLR Group|Kwan Henmi  
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This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not

the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original
message. Thank you.

Farella Braun + Martel LLP
 



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Support for 2918 Mission
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 10:50:39 AM
Attachments: SUPPORT FOR 2918 MISSION.docx

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Kelly Condon [mailto:kellymcondon@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 18, 2017 6:50 PM
To: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)
Cc: Kathrin Moore; Richards, Dennis (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; myrna.melgar@sf.gov;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC)
Subject: Letter of Support for 2918 Mission
 
Linda -
 
I am writing to express my support for 2918 Mission.  Support Letter attached (in text & in
word doc):
 

I live at 443 Joost Avenue SF, CA 94127 and am writing to support the proposed
75-unit rental project at 2918 Mission St.

We need housing that does not displace tenants.  
This project adds 75 units of new housing on a major transit corridor, one block
from a BART station - without displacing anyone.

If new housing is not allowed be built in San Francisco – IN THE MISSION - in
a manner that does not displace renters who are lucky enough to still have
affordable apartments – we do nothing but contribute to their displacement.

We’ve seen the alternative & it’s the loss of ACTUALLY affordable housing.  In
the Mission – it’s all too often at the cost of lives.

Please approve this project as proposed.

Most importantly - I urge San Francisco to purchase this project at fair market
value for 100% affordable housing, as has been offered by its owner.   San
Francisco has been collecting in-lieu fees to overlook the creation of affordable
units for too long.
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Dear Ms. Ajello-Hoagland & SF Planning Commissioners,



I live at 443 Joost Avenue SF, CA 94127 and am writing to support the proposed 75-unit rental project at 2918 Mission St. 



We need housing that does not displace tenants.  
This project adds 75 units of new housing on a major transit corridor, one block from a BART station - without displacing anyone.

If new housing is not allowed be built in San Francisco – IN THE MISSION - in a manner that does not displace renters who are lucky enough to still have affordable apartments – we do nothing but contribute to their displacement.

We’ve seen the alternative & it’s the loss of ACTUALLY affordable housing.  In the Mission – it’s all too often at the cost of lives.


Please approve this project as proposed.



Most importantly - I urge San Francisco to purchase this project at fair market value for 100% affordable housing, as has been offered by its owner.   San Francisco has been collecting in-lieu fees to overlook the creation of affordable units for too long. 


If this building is built by San Francisco as 100% AFFORDABLE it will actually provide housing for people who have been displaced by the fires.  I personally know people in this predicament who have been waiting for YEARS for their buildings to be rebuilt so that they can return to their neighborhoods.  Creating a situation where the culture of the Mission is safeguarded is entirely up to the city at this point.  

We can wish all we want for developers to provide cheap housing in a free economy – but we cannot collect in lieu fees without making good on the promise of providing that housing to the public.



Sincerely,

Kelly Condon

415-240-8328

KellyMCondon@gmail.com





If this building is built by San Francisco as 100% AFFORDABLE it will actually
provide housing for people who have been displaced by the fires.  I personally
know people in this predicament who have been waiting for YEARS for their
buildings to be rebuilt so that they can return to their neighborhoods.  Creating a
situation where the culture of the Mission is safeguarded is entirely up to the city
at this point.  

We can wish all we want for developers to provide cheap housing in a free
economy – but we cannot collect in lieu fees without making good on the promise
of providing that housing to the public.

 

Sincerely,

Kelly Condon

415-240-8328
 
 
Kelly Condon
415-240-8328
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Gerber, Patricia (CPC)
Subject: FW: 495 Cambridge Street Case No. 2013,1711CUA
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 10:32:28 AM
Attachments: cambridge ad.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Sunday, August 20, 2017 11:02 AM
To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Johnson, Christine (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 495 Cambridge Street Case No. 2013,1711CUA
 
Dear Commissioners:
Good morning.  I know you are on vacation and I hope you are having a good time, but I
wanted to bring to your attention this ad in the Real Estate Section of today’s Chron.
The Lucky 13 Site has received some publicity and it has not been before you yet, even
though the Staff has apparently recommended approval, but the Cambridge project was
approved on a 7-0 vote on May 18th.  Case No. 2013.1711CUA, Motion-19922.  
Now it is for sale.  As you know this is a problem, not only for the large sites, but I think it is
a similar issue for the smaller sites zoned RH.  And it is a problem for your time and Staff’s
time, as well as the public.  I don’t have a solution, I just wanted to bring it to your attention.
 Have a good day.
Thank you.
Georgia Schuttish
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Karl  Hasz; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of August 21, 2017
Date: Monday, August 21, 2017 10:31:40 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 8.21.17.doc

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: Tsang, Francis 
Sent: Monday, August 21, 2017 8:50 AM
To: Tsang, Francis
Subject: Commission Update for Week of August 21, 2017
 
Colleagues,
 
Please find a memo attached that outlines items before commissions and boards for this week.
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Thanks!
Francis

Francis Tsang
Deputy Chief of Staff
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org

Get Connected with Mayor Ed Lee 
www.sfmayor.org
Twitter @mayoredlee
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

August 21, 2017

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of August 21, 2017

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of August 21, 2017. 


Civil Service (Monday, August 21, 2PM)

Action Items


· Review of Request for Approval of Proposed Personal Services Contracts:


· Environment - $450,000 - Contractor will provide professional technical assistance for program development and implementation of projects and programs in the Toxics Reduction Program Contractor will provide technical assistance in any or all of the following issue areas, which may include but are not limited to:  Integrated Pest Management; Environmentally Preferable Purchasing; Precautionary Principle Toxic Chemical Reduction; Hazardous Waste; Product Stewardship; Green Business; and Used Motor Oil Recycling.  Contractor may perform technical research, conduct technical and/or laboratory analyses, and/or make recommendations regarding program development, strategy, legislation, and policy as well as assist with technical training for City staff and stakeholder engagement on topics related to toxics reduction, pollution prevention, and hazardous waste management.


· Public Library - $500,000 - Hire qualified and experienced consultant to provide one to four day general and advanced Standardized Test and College Admissions Workshops for high school students to be held in various library locations.  Workshops may include individualized support for students, the workshops will provide equal access to educational opportunities for the diverse communities in the City at no charge, and aim to instruct students in effective approaches to exams and college admission process, plus boost their confidence as they approach exams or re-take exams.  Consultant to provide health refreshments to keep students fueled and focused during the workshops.  Providing access to nutritious food and drink during workshops is an important part of student learning.


· Public Utilities Commission - $3,750,000 - Professional engineering design, engineering construction support services, and geotechnical services for the coastal erosion management and engineering assessment of the Lake Merced Transport Tunnel (LMT) along South Ocean Beach as it runs from Sloat Boulevard to the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant.  The project scope of work includes review of existing project engineering documents, engineering analysis of the current and potential coastal erosion, development of a long-term coastal protection measures and a management strategy using a multi-objective approach that both protects critical wastewater infrastructure and promotes environmental stewardship, development of the project conceptual engineering report, development of engineering construction bid documents including a geotechnical data report, geotechnical interpretive report, and engineering administration review of construction documents.  The project is currently in the early alternatives analysis phase of planning, investigating a variety of alternatives that can address the ongoing erosion problem and provide added structural integrity for the LMT.


· Public Utilities Commission - $9,000,000 - The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) intends to award up to three (3) agreements, at $3 million each to perform specialized Engineering Design Services on an as-needed basis to supplement SFPUC and other City Staff.  Civil, structural, electrical, mechanical engineering and other specialized engineering are needed to complete utility engineering projects.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $5,400,000 - This consultant services contract will provide project and construction management support services for the Van Ness Corridor Transit Improvement Project, specifically:  Primavera P6 schedule updates and analysis;  risk and contingency program management and project and construction management support in compliance with Federal Transit Administration oversight principles and best practices; quality assurance management and assistance in compliance with Caltrans source inspection requirement/practices; construction management in Caltrans right of way construction; technical writing; office engineering support in electronic documents management systems; inspection support for non-recurrent/as-needed critical path construction; cost estimating support; and contract administration/claims engineering support services.


· Department of Public Health - $1,120,000 - The Department of Public Health Director’s Hearing is a monthly hearing where fines, suspensions, and revocations are imposed by the San Francisco Department of Public Health on non-compliant business operators or individuals.  In order to eliminate a conflict of interest and reduce the event of appeals, the Department must secure the services from an independent Hearing Officer who will be selected through a competitive bid process.  The appointed Hearing Officer hears testimony from the Department of Public Health staff, the responsible parties, and other interested individuals.  The Hearing Officer may render a decision immediately or within 2 to 60 days, depending on the complexity of the case and the relevant code, and provide documentation to support the process.  Cases are heard regarding Housing and Vector Control, Tobacco Sales, Massage Establishment, Body Art, Food Programs, Cross Connection Control, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, and other matters under the San Francisco Health Code.  Permit decisions made at the Director’s Hearing are appealable to the San Francisco Board of Appeals.  Other fines and penalty decisions may be appealed at the San Francisco Superior Court.


· Public Library - $80,000 to $165,000 - Library seeks a contractor to provide an authority control service, and automated editing software solution to ensure that accurate, current bibliographic authority records are applied consistently throughout the Library’s online catalog system.  Authority records are the names of subjects, authors, composers, illustrators, film-makers and actors, etc. that are part of catalog records for library materials sought.  Library staff will specify to Contractor how to handle the data, including which changes to make automatically and which to report back to us as exceptions.  The Contractor will then run the records through the authority control software database, making automatic changes as specified and printing reports to provide accurate and current bibliographic authority records for the Library’s online catalog system.  The Contractor will also maintain a record of authority records used by the Library and send files containing updated authority records when changes occur.


· Public Utilities Commission - $96,000 to $120,000 - Contractor shall implement the following:  (1) transport San Mateo thornmint seeds from California Dept of Fish and Game (CDFG) and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-approved nursery; (2) plant seeds at sites designated by SFPUC Natural Resources; and (3) monitor and document the survivorship and reproductive fitness of the plants at each site.  Contractor must have specialized experience working with individuals of this species; Contractor must carry a 2081(a) permit from CDFG authorizing the contractor to possess/handle San Mateo thornmint individuals.


· San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Report on Provisional Appointments.  


· San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Report on Appointments Exempt from Civil Service under Charter Section 10.104.16 through 10.104.18.  


· Department of Human Resources’ Report on Provisional Appointments.


· Department of Human Resources’ Report on Position-Based Testing Program.


· Annual Report on Certification of Eligibles – Entry and Promotion – Uniformed Ranks of Fire, Police, and Sheriff.  (File No. 0263-17-1) 


· Status Report on Personal Services Contract Number 4109-12/13.  


· Civil Service Commission’s Draft Strategic Plan for Fiscal Year 2017-2018.


· Performance Evaluation – Executive Officer.  (Closed Session)

· Possible Recommendation re: Post-Appointment Compensation Adjustment for the Executive Officer under the MCCP Salary Plan, Pursuant to Paragraphs 127 – 138 of the MOU Between CCSF and the Municipal Executives Association

PUC (Tuesday, August 22, 130PM) - CANCELLED

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, August 23, 5PM)

Action Items

· APPEAL - CHRISTOPHER & JANET NEDEAU vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Re: 102 Baker Street. Protesting the DENIAL on March 28, 2017, of a Tree Removal Permit (denial of request to remove one street tree adjacent to the subject property without replacement).

· APPEAL - WARREN SAUNDERS vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 407A 30th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on June 09, 2017, of an Alteration Permit (to correct Planning Department Violation No. 2016-010978ENF and Department of Building Inspection Violation No. 201634743; replace siding in kind for single family home; revision to BPA No. 2015/05/11/5997; new siding on three sides of building; post to support deck).

JOHN SULLIVAN & KEVIN DWYER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 407A 30th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on June 09, 2017, of an Alteration Permit (to correct Planning Department Violation No. 2016-010978ENF and Department of Building Inspection Violation No. 201634743; replace siding in kind for single family home; revision to BPA No. 2015/05/11/5997; new siding on three sides of building; post to support deck).


Note: on August 16, 2017, the Board voted 5-0 to continue this matter to allow time for DBI to verify that the permit plan set and the job plan set contain the required drawings.

· REHEARING REQUEST - Subject property at 473 Haight Street. Lower Haight Advocates for Responsible Use of Marijuana, appellant, is requesting a rehearing of Appeal No. 17-039, Lower Haight Advocates for Responsible Use of Marijuana vs. DBI, PDA, decided July 26, 2017. At that time, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson absent) to grant the appeal and uphold the permit on the condition that it be revised to reflect the plans dated June 27, 2017, and that a Notice of Special Restrictions be filed on the property documenting that (1) the use must be consistent with the revised floor plans, and (2) the retail space in the front portion of the store must be publicly accessible. Project: remodel medical cannabis dispensary portion of retail store and expand it to 517sf; relocate entry and ATM; mechanical and electrical under separate permits. Application No. 2015/11/19/3094.

· APPEAL - MARSANNE WEESE vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 25 Lusk Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on May 02, 2017, to Niam 563 Lusk LLC, of an Alteration Permit (improvements to roof level to extend first floor restaurant to proposed roof deck dining area; includes shade structure, lighting and windscreen). Note: on July 26, 2017, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson absent) to continue the matter to August 23, 2017 to allow the parties time to discuss hours of operation and sound mitigation measures that would achieve a sound level that is between what is described in the Salter report and no sound.

· APPEAL - RONALD ABANTAO vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 1565 Eucalyptus Drive. Protesting the DENIAL on May 05, 2017, of a Street Frontage Variance (to install a second garage opening measuring 8’-5” wide at the front façade of the existing two-story, single-family dwelling, in excess of the total allowed width for entrances to off-street parking per Planning Code Section 144).

· APPEAL - CAROLE. M. STITT, BENJAMIN B. BRUNER & PAT BRESSLER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2010 23rd Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on June 19, 2017, to Carolyn Liu, of an Alteration Permit (remodel kitchen and bath, add full bath, replace stairs, infill patio, and add lightwell on second floor; add bath and deck at penthouse; convert rooms to bedrooms, add media and storage, relocate full bath and garage at first floor; replace front window with aluminum clad wood window and other windows with vinyl windows; replace plumbing, electrical system and roof).

· APPEAL - SOPHIE STOCKHOLM vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 153 Clipper Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on June 30, 2017, to Tara Zorovich, of a Site Permit (remodel existing residence; in-fill portion of existing lightwell; third floor addition with roof deck, one new bedroom and one new bathroom).

· APPEAL - JOHN KAUFMAN vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 310 Duncan Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on June 13, 2017, of a Request for Suspension (requesting that BPA No. 2016/04/08/4319 be suspended for the reason that it appears that the subject permit effectively reduced the size of the second dwelling unit on the subject property such that it requires Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 317).

JOHN KAUFMAN vs. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, Re: 310 Duncan Street. Appealing the ISSUANCE on July 07, 2017, of a Notice of Violation (alleging violation of Planning Code Sections 317 and 303 regarding an unauthorized residential merger in the RH-2 zoning district without a Conditional Use Authorization).


Fire (Wednesday, August 23, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· OVERVIEW OF FUTURE PUBLIC SAFETY ACADEMY IN AN SFUSD HIGH SCHOOL - Rita Molloy, Academy Coordinator- Health, Biotech and Agriculture Academies Career Technical Education SFUSD to provide a general presentation about the future academy, how it will be implemented, and how SFFD has been and will continue to be involved.


· COMMISSION REPORT - Report on Commission activities since last meeting of August 9, 2017, including site visit to Station 9 to view antique apparatus and equipment.

Police (Wednesday, August 23, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Southeast Community Facility (Wednesday, August 23, 6PM) - CANCELLED

Status of Women (Wednesday, August 23, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Resolution Recognizing Assistant District Attorney J. Michael Swart 


· Resolution Recognizing Victim/Survivor Advocates: Karima Baptiste, Delia Ginorio, Nancy Rock, Beverly Upton 


· Resolution Recognizing Rosie Rios

· Key Issues in Domestic Violence in San Francisco 


Action Items


· Officer Elections for FY17-18 - The Commission will elect a President and Vice President for FY 2017-2018 for a one-year term beginning September 1, 2017. 


· Action: To nominate candidates for Vice President for FY 2016 – 2017. 


· Action: To elect a Vice-President for FY 2016 - 2017. 


· Action: To nominate candidates for President for FY 2016 – 2017. 


· Action: To elect a President for FY 2016 - 2017.

Housing Authority (Thursday, August 24, 4PM)

Action Items


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A SIX MONTH TASK BASED CONTRACT WITH THE OPTION TO EXTEND AN ADDITIONAL SIX MONTHS FOR A CUMULATIVE MAXIMUM CONTRACT PERIOD OF TWELVE MONTHS FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE COMPLIANCE CONSULTING WITH THE CORNWELL ASSOCIATES, ACCOUNTANTS, INC. FOR AN AMOUNT NOT-TO-EXCEED ONE HUNDRED NINETEEN THOUSAND, SEVEN HUNDRED SEVENTEEN DOLLARS ($119,717)]


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO ENTER INTO ON BEHALF OF THE AUTHORITY WITH CITY VENTURES HOMEBUILDING LLC (THE "DEVELOPER"), A DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, A PROFIT PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT, AND CERTAIN OTHER DOCUMENTS (COLLECTIVELY, THE "DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENTS") IN CONNECTION WITH THE SALE OF THE MARKET RATE/FOR SALE PARCELS, HUNTERS VIEW PROJECT- PHASE IB (BLOCKS 2A, 2B, C AND 3) AND HUNTERS VIEW PHASE IIB (BLOCK 9) (COLLECTIVELY, THE “PARCELS”), AND THE CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF A MINIMUM OF 60 MARKET RATE UNITS ON THE PARCELS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE DEVELOPMENT DOCUMENTS

· RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A SECTION 8 MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (SEMAP) CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN (CAP) WITH SPECIFIC TASKS AND DATES FOR ACCOMPLISHMENT FOR THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (AUTHORITY) ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAFF TO IMPLEMENT IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CAP BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND THE AUTHORITY FOR SUCCESSFUL RECOVERY OF PERFORMANCE

· Potential Litigation (Closed Session)

Human Services (Thursday, August 24, 930AM)

Action Items


· Annual Hearing re the Homelessness and Supportive Housing Fund to review estimates of revenues allocated for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 pursuant to Administrative Code Section 10.100-77(e).



· Requesting consideration and possible action re the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Human Services Commission Annual Statement of Purpose 


· Requesting authorization to enter an agreement with the CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES to administer the 2011 Realignment Contract Special Account on behalf of the 58 counties of California. 


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with SENECA FAMILY OF AGENCIES for provision of Visitation and Transportation Services; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $1,040,010 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $1,144,011.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with SENECA FAMILY OF AGENCIES for provision of East Bay Visitation Program; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $1,769,040 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $1,945,944.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant with FIRST PLACE FOR YOUTH for provision of Independent Living Skills Program; during the period of July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $3,976,779 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $4,374,457.


· Requesting authorization to enter into and sign Agreement 16-5043 with CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco to establish responsibility of the CDSS and the County in the provision and receipt of legal consultation and legal representation in administrative action appeals associated with Resource Family Approval (RFA) program. 


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with BIT CALIFORNIA LLC dba DOCUMENT FULFILLMENT SERVICES (dfs) for the provision of CalWIN printing and mailing services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through June 30, 2022; in the amount of  $4,980,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $5,478,000.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with ARRIBA JUNTOS for the provision of Youth Employment Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $1,412,170 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $1,553,387.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with LARKIN STREET YOUTH SERVICES for the provision of Youth Employment Services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $1,338,810 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $1,472,690.


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing contract with GIV NASSIRI for the provision of CalFresh Accuracy Consulting; for the period of July 1, 2017 through March 31, 2018; in an additional amount of $112,500 plus a 10% contingency for a new total grant amount not to exceed $371,250.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with JOHN SNOW, INC. for provision of CalFresh marketing services; during the period of September 1, 2017 through August 31, 2018; in the amount of $50,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $55,000.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with TRIPSPARK TECHNOLOGIES for provision of Demand Response Transportation Management and Scheduling software and services for Family and Children’s Services (FCS) Human Services Technicians; during the period of September 1, 2017 through August 31, 2019; in the amount of $117,564 plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $129,320.

Planning (Thursday, August 24, 12PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 1025 FILLMORE STREET - west side of Fillmore Street, between Golden Gate Avenue and McAllister Street, Lot 021 of Assessor’s Block 0774 (District 5) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c), 747 and 209.2, to modify a T-Mobile Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility consisting of installation of three (3) new panel antennas, installation of three (3) new FRP box screens with bottoms, and ancillary equipment as part of the T-Mobile Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the NCT (Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District), the RM-4 (Residential-Mixed, High Density), and 40-X and 50-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to September 7, 2017)


· 1 ARDATH COURT - east side of Ingalls Street, north of Hudson Court, Lot 008 of Assessor’s Block 4712 (District 10) - Request for a modification to a Planned Unit Development-Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303 and 304, with specific modifications to Planning Code requirements related to rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), to construct a new 5,659 square foot recreation center for residents of the Northridge Cooperative Homes. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to October 19, 2017)


· 137 CLAYTON STREET - west side of Clayton Street, between Grove and Hayes Streets, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 1194 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing two-story, single-family dwelling and construct a new four-story, 3-unit residential building within an RH-3 (Residential – House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Continuance to November 30, 2017)


· 175 JUNIPERO SERRA BOULEVARD - east side, between Darien Way, Monterey Boulevard, and San Rafael Way, Lot 006 in Assessor’s Block 3250 - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 to amend a previously approved CU authorization (Case No. 2012.0348C, Motion No. 18674) to expand the existing 2,700 square foot child care facility serving 60 children to a 4,062 square foot child care facility serving the same number of children within a RH-1(D) (Residential, One-Family, Detached) Zoning District with 40-X Height and Bulk designation.  The site is currently occupied by a child care facility (aka Alpha Kids Academy) and a church (aka Christian Science Church). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed for Indefinite Continuance)


· 965 SUTTER STREET - south side of Sutter Street, between Hyde Street and Leavenworth Street, Lot 022 of Assessor’s Block 0300 (District 4) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 209.3, to modify a T-Mobile Macro Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility consisting of installation of three (3) new panel antennas, removal of unused pipe mounts, and installation of ancillary equipment at equipment area as part of the T-Mobile Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) Zoning District, and 80-A Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). WITHDRAWN


Action Items


· 758 HAIGHT STREET - north side of Haight Street, between Scott Street and Pierce Street on Assessor’s Block 0846, Lot 015 (District 5) - Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, five-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 56 SANCHEZ STREET - west side of Sanchez Street, between Duboce Avenue and 14th Street on Assessor’s Block 3538, Lot 012 (District 6) - Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, six-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within a RTO (Residential, Transient-Oriented Neighborhood) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 1123 TARAVAL STREET - between 21st and 22nd Streets, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 2404 (District 4) - Request a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 741.43, 781.2, and 303 to authorize a Limited Restaurant Use (d.b.a. Dumpling Kitchen) at an existing 444 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing one-story commercial building, previously occupied by a nail salon (d.b.a. Taraval Nails), within the Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) Zoning District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This project was reviewed under the Community Business Priority Processing Program (CB3P). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 77-85 FEDERAL STREET - east of 2nd Street, between Bryant Delancey and Brannan Streets; Lot 444 of Assessor’s Block 3774 (District 6) - Appeal of a Community Plan Preliminary Negative Declaration for the demolition of two existing two-story office buildings and construction of a five-story building containing approximately 50,000 square feet (sf) of office use, 23,000 sf of retail use, and parking for 26 vehicles. The project site is located in a MUO (Mixed Use-Office) District, the South End Historic District and 65-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold the Community Plan Preliminary Negative Declaration

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT - located east of Illinois Street between 20th and 22nd Street; Assessor’s Block 4052 Lot 001; Block 4110 Lots 001 and 008A; Block 4111 Lot 004; and Block 4120 Lot 002 (District 10) - Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project would rezone the entire 35-acre project site (including the 28-acre site and the Illinois Parcels) and establish land use controls for the project site through adoption of the proposed Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in a proposed Pier 70 Design for Development document. The proposed project would involve the demolition of seven buildings/structures and the rehabilitation of three buildings. The proposed project would accommodate, depending on the uses proposed, between a maximum of 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a maximum of 479,980 to 486,950 gsf of retail-restaurant-arts/light industrial use. New buildings would range in height from 50 to 90 feet, consistent with Proposition F. The proposed project would also include transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements, and nine acres of public open space. The majority of the project site is within the Union Iron Works Historic District. The project site is located within M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing) and P (Public) Zoning Districts, and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Certify the Final EIR

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT - east side of Illinois Street between 20th and 22nd Streets -Assessor’s Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), Block 4110 Lots 001 and 008A, and Block 4120 Lot 002 (District 10) - Request for Adoption of Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project, which would rezone the entire 35-acre project site (including the 28-acre site and the Illinois Parcels) and establish land use controls for the project site through adoption of the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in a proposed Pier 70 Design for Development document. Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a maximum of 494,100 to 518,700 gsf of retail-light industrial-arts use. The Project also includes construction of transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements, between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street parking spaces in proposed buildings and district parking structures, and nine acres of publicly-owned open space. The project site is currently located within the P (Public) and M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning Districts, and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of the General Plan Amendments for the Ordinance introduced by the Planning Commission to amend Map No. 4 and Map No. 5 of the Urban Design Element and the Land Use Index of the General Plan to reference the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project Special Use District. On June 22, 2017, the Planning Commission recommended initiation of the aforementioned General Plan Amendments, per Planning Commission Resolution No. 19949.  On August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission will consider the aforementioned General Plan Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section 340.  The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors, and adopt findings, including environmental findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS [BOARD FILE NO. 170864] - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of a Zoning Map Amendment for the Ordinance introduced by Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Malia Cohen to amend: Zoning Use District Map No. ZN08 to rezone Assessor’s Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), Block 4110 Lots 001 and 008A from M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing) to Pier 70 Mixed-Use District, and Block 4120 Lot 002 from P (Public) to Pier 70 Mixed Use District; and Height & Bulk District Map No. HT08 to increase the height limit for Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), and Block 4120 Lot 002 from 40-X to 90-X. The Height and Bulk District Map Amendments are consistent with Proposition F, which was passed by the voters in November 2014. These Zoning Use District Map and Height & Bulk District Map Amendments would support the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. The proposed amendments will be before the Planning Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT PLANNING CODE TEXT AMENDMENTS [BOARD FILE NO. 170864] - Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of a Planning Code Text Amendment for the Ordinance introduced by Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Malia Cohen to amend the Planning Code and establish the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD). The Pier 70 SUD would facilitate the City’s long-term goal of redevelopment and revitalization of a portion of Pier 70, which is owned by the Port of San Francisco. The Pier 70 SUD would modify specific Planning Code requirements related to permitted uses, ground floor frontage, building standards, lot coverage and rear yard, off-street parking, dwelling unit exposure, open space, off-street loading, signage, and would establish review procedures for phase approvals and building permits for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. The Pier 70 SUD would also incorporate by reference a proposed “Design for Development” for the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project that provides specificity on land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, and lighting, signage and art. The project site is currently located within the P (Public) and M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning Districts, and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. The proposed amendments will be before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval


· PIER 70 SPECIAL USE DISTRICT DESIGN FOR DEVELOPMENT – Request for Approval of the Pier 70 Special Use District Design for Development (D4D), which outlines the controls, standards, and guidelines specific to the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. The proposed D4D articulates a vision and goals for the character of the overall project, and provides specificity on aspects of land use, open space, streets and streetscapes, parking and loading, buildings, lighting, signage and art. The project site is currently located within the P (Public) and M-2 (Heavy Industrial) Zoning Districts, and 40-X and 65-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· PIER 70 MIXED-USE PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - east side of Illinois Streets between 20th and 22nd Streets –Assessor’s Block 4052 Lot 001 (partial), Block 4111 Lot 004 (partial), Block 4110 Lots 001 and 008A, and Block 4120 Lot 002 (District 10) – Request to Adopt a Recommendation of Approval of a Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and “FC Pier 70, LLC” in association with the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project. The proposed Development Agreement will address project phasing, delivery of public realm improvements, and public benefits on topics to include affordable housing, new transit and infrastructure, open space, workforce development, historic rehabilitation, preservation of the Noonan artists, and sustainability and sea level rise protection. The Pier 70 Mixed-Use Project would rezone the entire 35-acre project site (including the 28-acre site and the Illinois Parcels) and establish land use controls for the project site through adoption of the Pier 70 Special Use District (SUD), and incorporation of design standards and guidelines in a proposed Pier 70 Design for Development document. Depending on the uses proposed, the Project would include between 1,645 to 3,025 residential units, a maximum of 1,102,250 to 2,262,350 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial-office use, and a maximum of 494,100 to 518,700 gsf of retail-light industrial-arts use. The Project also includes construction of transportation and circulation improvements, new and upgraded utilities and infrastructure, geotechnical and shoreline improvements, between 3,215 to 3,345 off-street parking spaces in proposed buildings and district parking structures, and nine acres of publicly-owned open space. Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 56.4(c) the Director of Planning has received and accepted a complete application for the amendment of the above-mentioned development agreement which is available for review by the public at the Planning Department in Planning Department Case File 2014-001272DVA. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

· 975 BRYANT STREET - south side of Bryant Street between 7th and 8th Streets, Lot 044   in


· Assessor’s Block 3780 (District 6) - Request for a Large Project Authorization (LPA) pursuant to Planning Code Section (§) 329 to demolish the existing 32,407 square foot industrial building, currently authorized as a retail use and parking lot, and to construct a new 4-story (48-foot) over basement, 220,245 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 185 unit residential dwelling units, 2,990 sq. ft. of ground floor retail, and 51,085 sq. ft. of below grade parking containing 135 auto,123 Class 1 and 16 Class 2 bicycle, parking spaces. The proposed building will provide a total of 2,969 sq. ft. of publicly accessible open space adjacent to Kate Street, 1,440 sq. ft. of private open space, and 10,985 sq. ft. of common open space provided in courtyards and a roof deck. Under the LPA the project is seeking exceptions for required Rear Yard (§134), Permitted Obstructions (§136) and Dwelling Unit Exposure (§140). The subject property is located within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and 48-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 2867-2899 SAN BRUNO AVENUE - northeast corner of San Bruno Avenue and Woolsey Street - Lot 037 in Assessor’s Block 5457 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303, to modify the conditions of approval for satisfying the requirements of the Inclusionary Housing Program through payment of a fee. The project was approved under Planning Commission Motion No. 18782 on January 17, 2013  (Case No. 2010.0627C) and included the demolition of an existing service station and the construction of a new development consisting of five, four-story mixed use buildings containing a total of ten dwelling units with one on-site below-market rate dwelling unit, 15 off-street parking spaces, ground-floor retail spaces and second floor business or professional service uses in a NC-2 (Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions


· 580 GREEN STREET - north side of Green Street, at the intersection of Columbus Avenue and Stockton Street; Lot 020A in Assessor’s Block 0116 (District 3) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.2, 178(e)(5), 303, and 722.51 to permit a change of use of a nonconforming use and nonconforming use size. The subject property previously contained a bank (d.b.a. “Citibank”) (a Financial Services Use) and the proposed project would convert the existing 8,405 square foot commercial tenant space into a medical clinic (d.b.a. “North East Medical Services” or “NEMS”) (a Medical Service Use). In service of activating the frontages along Green and Stockton Streets, NEMS proposes two (2) Accessory Use retail spaces totaling approximately 500 square feet, to be used as Retail Sales and Service Uses (e.g. patient consultation; sales of medical devices, or gift shop). Because the existing Financial Services Use is nonconforming and exceeds the use size limits of the Code, the existing use and use size are both considered nonconforming. Even though the proposed Medical Service Use is a principally permitted use in the North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD), the change of use from the nonconforming use requires Conditional Use Authorization. Minor interior tenant improvements are proposed as part of the project, with no expansion of the existing building envelope. The subject property is located within the North Beach NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District, the North Beach Financial Service, Limited Financial Service, and Business or Professional Service Subdistrict, the North Beach Special Use District,  Telegraph Hill and North Beach Residential Special Use District; and 48-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

· 711 CORBETT AVENUE - eastern side of Corbett Avenue, near the intersection of Romain Street and Corbett Avenue, Block 2755, Lot 017C (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.05.03.6398, proposing to expand the existing two-story over basement single-family residence and increase the dwelling count to three units located within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

711 CORBETT AVENUE - eastern side of Corbett Avenue, near the intersection of Romain Street and Corbett Avenue, Block 2755, Lot 017C (District 8) - The project requests Variances from the Zoning Administrator to infill under an existing deck and construct additions within the required front and rear yards. Planning Code Section 132 requires a front yard of 6 feet - 5 inches and construction is proposed within ¼ inches of the front property line. Section 134 requires a rear yard of 43 feet - 4 inches and the proposal is within 16 feet – 3 ½ inches of the rear property line. The proposed footprint expansion onto the noncomplying building encroaches within the required average front and rear yards. The project is within a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 171 JUDSON AVENUE - south side between Edna Street and Circular Avenue; Lot 032 in Assessor’s Block 3182 (District 7) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2015.11.09.2182, proposing to alter an existing two-story, single family residence by legalizing and constructing a rear horizontal addition at the first and second floors and a third story vertical addition located within the RH-1 (Residential, One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

· 761 BRYANT STREET - south side of Bryant Street between 5th and 6th Streets; Lot 046G in Assessor’s Block 3778 (District 6) - Mandatory Discretionary Review pursuant to Planning Code Section 890.133(d) to allow a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. “Access SF”) to operate at the subject property within the SALI (Service, Arts, Light Industrial) Zoning District and 40/55-X Height and Bulk District. The MCD would occupy a currently vacant warehouse approximately 4,350 sq ft in size, last occupied by a medical supply wholesaler.  The proposal would allow for both on-site sales of medical cannabis and/or medical cannabis edibles and on-site medication of medical cannabis (e.g. smoking, vaporizing, and consumption of medical cannabis edibles would be permitted at the subject property).  The Project does not propose any on-site cultivation, meaning no live marijuana plants would be kept on the premises for purposes of harvesting medical product. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

· 79 9TH STREET - east side of 9th Street between Market and Mission Streets; Lot 023 in Assessor’s Block 3721 (District 6) - Mandatory Discretionary Review pursuant to Planning Code Section 202.2(e)(1) to allow a Medical Cannabis Dispensary (MCD) (d.b.a. “Vapor Room Collective”) to operate at the subject property within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Zoning District and 120-X Height and Bulk District. The MCD would occupy approximately 750 square feet of ground floor commercial space (currently vacant).  The proposal would allow for both on-site sales of medical cannabis and/or medical cannabis edibles and on-site medication of medical cannabis (e.g. smoking, vaporizing, and consumption of medical cannabis edibles would be permitted at the subject property).  The Project does not propose any on-site cultivation, meaning no live marijuana plants would be kept on the premises for purposes of harvesting medical product. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation:  Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Conditions

Misc. 

· Eastern Neighborhoods Plan CAC (Monday, August 21, 6PM) - Central SOMA Plan & Revised Impact Fee Projections and the Eastern Neighborhoods IPIC Expenditure Plan.


· Market and Octavia Area Plan CAC (Monday, August 21, 7PM)

· Zoning Variance Hearing (Wednesday, August 23, 930AM)



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Karl  Hasz; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER BACKPACKS AND SCHOOL

SUPPLIES TO LOCAL YOUTH
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 1:55:34 PM
Attachments: 8.17.2017 Backpack Giveaway.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2017 1:19 PM
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER BACKPACKS AND
SCHOOL SUPPLIES TO LOCAL YOUTH
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 17, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER

BACKPACKS AND SCHOOL SUPPLIES TO LOCAL YOUTH
A total of 5,500 backpacks distributed as part of Mayor’s annual Backpack Giveaway

program

San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee today joined community members to hand out
backpacks and school supplies to children living in the Sunnydale community as part of the
Mayor’s annual Backpack Giveaway program. During the course of the summer, 5,500
backpacks will be distributed to youth throughout San Francisco.
 
For the past 11 years, the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services has partnered with
various City agencies, community based organizations and local businesses to distribute
backpacks to local students. Each backpack comes equipped with school supplies and
information on local resources that will help prepare students for the school year.
 
“Our Backpack Giveaway allows our children to focus on what really matters—their
studies,” said Mayor Lee. “We know there are challenges to raising children in San
Francisco, and this program is one way we are helping to ease the financial burden for our
families.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, August 17, 2017 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER BACKPACKS AND 
SCHOOL SUPPLIES TO LOCAL YOUTH 


A total of 5,500 backpacks distributed as part of Mayor’s annual Backpack Giveaway program 
 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee today joined community members to hand out backpacks and 
school supplies to children living in the Sunnydale community as part of the Mayor’s annual Backpack 
Giveaway program. During the course of the summer, 5,500 backpacks will be distributed to youth throughout 
San Francisco.  
 
For the past 11 years, the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services has partnered with various City agencies, 
community based organizations and local businesses to distribute backpacks to local students. Each backpack 
comes equipped with school supplies and information on local resources that will help prepare students for the 
school year. 
 
“Our Backpack Giveaway allows our children to focus on what really matters—their studies,” said Mayor Lee. 
“We know there are challenges to raising children in San Francisco, and this program is one way we are helping 
to ease the financial burden for our families.” 
 
San Francisco is home to thousands of local students in need of financial support inside and outside the 
classroom. The Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway is a way of responding to those needs while also facilitating 
efforts between corporate sponsors and local youth organizations to help support academic achievement.  
 
Sunnydale is San Francisco’s largest public housing project and is slated to be rebuilt as part of HOPE SF. 
Mercy Housing, a nonprofit housing organization, will develop and operate the property, and is partnering with 
residents and community in back-to-school activities. 
 
“As part of Mercy Housing’s commitment to providing the services families and communities need to truly 
thrive, we are honored to be part of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway for the sixth year,” said Tangerine 
Brigham, Board Chair of Mercy Housing California. “This coming school year is going to be an exciting one, 
for the youth who will expand their horizons and build new friendships, and for the Sunnydale community, 
which will celebrate the groundbreaking on 55 new affordable homes in early 2018.” 
 
“Supporting our families in getting a strong start back-to-school shows that San Francisco is delivering on our 
promise to ensure all of our residents, especially our low-income families, share in the prosperity and 
opportunity of our City,” said Theo Miller, HOPE SF Director. “These communities are our communities, our 
San Francisco.” 
 
During the course of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway program, more than 21,000 backpacks have been 
distributed to children. The 5,500 backpacks distributed this summer will be the most in the 11-year history of 
the program. 







 
 


 


 
As part of the Backpack Giveaway, the City partners with nonprofit organizations such as the Family 
Restoration House, Salvation Army, Boys and Girls Club of San Francisco, Mission Economic Development 
Association and Collective Impact, among others. 
 
On August 10, Mayor Lee handed out backpacks to children at the Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center.  
 
“Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center and BRIDGE Housing Corporation take pride in developing affordable 
housing that provides individuals and families with a decent and healthy place to live,” said Gina Dacus, 
Executive Director of the Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center. “However, we realize that housing alone is not 
enough. Community building activities, such as this backpack giveaway, which provides books and supply-
filled backpacks to low-income residents, are critical in helping children and their families gain the necessary 
tools for success.” 
 
Corporate sponsors of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway include the Golden State Warriors, LinkedIn, 
Recology, SupplyBank.org and Comcast. 
 
“This program, which addresses a pressing need in our community, aligns with the Warriors Foundation’s core 
mission of supporting education and youth development,” said Joanne Pasternack, Golden State Warriors Vice 
President of Community Relations and Executive Director of the Warriors Community Foundation. “For 
children, a new backpack is a symbol of optimism for the year ahead. We look forward to seeing the hundreds 
of Warriors-themed backpacks we are providing in support of Mayor Lee’s program in schools all around San 
Francisco as the children embark on another year of learning.” 
 
“SupplyBank.Org’s K to College program works with charitable back-school efforts across the state ensure all 
students have the materials they need to succeed and learn in the classroom,” Said Executive Director Benito 
Delgado-Olson. “Under the leadership of the Mayor and his dynamic team, San Francisco has consistently been 
the farthest reaching effort, serving more than 65,000 students in the last five years.” 
 
Mayor Lee has made youth empowerment programs a priority of his administration. In March, he hosted his 
annual Youth Jobs+ initiative, which challenges employers of both large and small companies to create jobs, 
internships and paid job training for San Francisco residents. This year’s event provided more than 6,100 
pledged jobs for young residents, and during its six years of existence, more than 35,000 youth have been 
connected with employers. 
 
Earlier this year, Mayor Lee helped lead a $5.4 million plan to provide free tuition at the City College of San 
Francisco for all California residents. The funding will not only provide free tuition, but will also include a $500 
grant for low-income students to use on books, transportation, supplies and health fees. There will be a $200 
grant for low-income residents who are part-time students at the school as well. The first plan of its kind in the 
nation, Free City College will take effect the fall semester.  
 


### 
 
  
 







 
San Francisco is home to thousands of local students in need of financial support inside and
outside the classroom. The Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway is a way of responding to those
needs while also facilitating efforts between corporate sponsors and local youth organizations
to help support academic achievement.
 
Sunnydale is San Francisco’s largest public housing project and is slated to be rebuilt as part
of HOPE SF. Mercy Housing, a nonprofit housing organization, will develop and operate the
property, and is partnering with residents and community in back-to-school activities.
 
“As part of Mercy Housing’s commitment to providing the services families and communities
need to truly thrive, we are honored to be part of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway for the
sixth year,” said Tangerine Brigham, Board Chair of Mercy Housing California. “This
coming school year is going to be an exciting one, for the youth who will expand their
horizons and build new friendships, and for the Sunnydale community, which will celebrate
the groundbreaking on 55 new affordable homes in early 2018.”
 
“Supporting our families in getting a strong start back-to-school shows that San Francisco is
delivering on our promise to ensure all of our residents, especially our low-income families,
share in the prosperity and opportunity of our City,” said Theo Miller, HOPE SF Director.
“These communities are our communities, our San Francisco.”
 
During the course of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway program, more than 21,000 backpacks
have been distributed to children. The 5,500 backpacks distributed this summer will be the
most in the 11-year history of the program.

As part of the Backpack Giveaway, the City partners with nonprofit organizations such as the
Family Restoration House, Salvation Army, Boys and Girls Club of San Francisco, Mission
Economic Development Association and Collective Impact, among others.
 
On August 10, Mayor Lee handed out backpacks to children at the Bernal Heights
Neighborhood Center.
 
“Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center and BRIDGE Housing Corporation take pride in
developing affordable housing that provides individuals and families with a decent and
healthy place to live,” said Gina Dacus, Executive Director of the Bernal Heights
Neighborhood Center. “However, we realize that housing alone is not enough. Community
building activities, such as this backpack giveaway, which provides books and supply-filled
backpacks to low-income residents, are critical in helping children and their families gain the
necessary tools for success.”
 
Corporate sponsors of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway include the Golden State Warriors,
LinkedIn, Recology, SupplyBank.org and Comcast.
 
“This program, which addresses a pressing need in our community, aligns with the Warriors
Foundation’s core mission of supporting education and youth development,” said Joanne
Pasternack, Golden State Warriors Vice President of Community Relations and Executive
Director of the Warriors Community Foundation. “For children, a new backpack is a symbol
of optimism for the year ahead. We look forward to seeing the hundreds of Warriors-themed
backpacks we are providing in support of Mayor Lee’s program in schools all around San



Francisco as the children embark on another year of learning.”
 
“SupplyBank.Org’s K to College program works with charitable back-school efforts across
the state ensure all students have the materials they need to succeed and learn in the
classroom,” Said Executive Director Benito Delgado-Olson. “Under the leadership of the
Mayor and his dynamic team, San Francisco has consistently been the farthest reaching
effort, serving more than 65,000 students in the last five years.”
 
Mayor Lee has made youth empowerment programs a priority of his administration. In
March, he hosted his annual Youth Jobs+ initiative, which challenges employers of both large
and small companies to create jobs, internships and paid job training for San Francisco
residents. This year’s event provided more than 6,100 pledged jobs for young residents, and
during its six years of existence, more than 35,000 youth have been connected with
employers.
 
Earlier this year, Mayor Lee helped lead a $5.4 million plan to provide free tuition at the City
College of San Francisco for all California residents. The funding will not only provide free
tuition, but will also include a $500 grant for low-income students to use on books,
transportation, supplies and health fees. There will be a $200 grant for low-income residents
who are part-time students at the school as well. The first plan of its kind in the nation, Free
City College will take effect the fall semester.
 

###
 
 
 



From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER BACKPACKS AND SCHOOL SUPPLIES

TO LOCAL YOUTH
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2017 1:19:59 PM
Attachments: 8.17.2017 Backpack Giveaway.pdf

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 17, 2017
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER

BACKPACKS AND SCHOOL SUPPLIES TO LOCAL YOUTH
A total of 5,500 backpacks distributed as part of Mayor’s annual Backpack Giveaway

program

San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee today joined community members to hand out
backpacks and school supplies to children living in the Sunnydale community as part of the
Mayor’s annual Backpack Giveaway program. During the course of the summer, 5,500
backpacks will be distributed to youth throughout San Francisco.
 
For the past 11 years, the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services has partnered with
various City agencies, community based organizations and local businesses to distribute
backpacks to local students. Each backpack comes equipped with school supplies and
information on local resources that will help prepare students for the school year.
 
“Our Backpack Giveaway allows our children to focus on what really matters—their
studies,” said Mayor Lee. “We know there are challenges to raising children in San
Francisco, and this program is one way we are helping to ease the financial burden for our
families.”
 
San Francisco is home to thousands of local students in need of financial support inside and
outside the classroom. The Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway is a way of responding to those
needs while also facilitating efforts between corporate sponsors and local youth organizations
to help support academic achievement.
 
Sunnydale is San Francisco’s largest public housing project and is slated to be rebuilt as part
of HOPE SF. Mercy Housing, a nonprofit housing organization, will develop and operate the
property, and is partnering with residents and community in back-to-school activities.
 
“As part of Mercy Housing’s commitment to providing the services families and communities
need to truly thrive, we are honored to be part of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway for the
sixth year,” said Tangerine Brigham, Board Chair of Mercy Housing California. “This
coming school year is going to be an exciting one, for the youth who will expand their
horizons and build new friendships, and for the Sunnydale community, which will celebrate
the groundbreaking on 55 new affordable homes in early 2018.”
 
“Supporting our families in getting a strong start back-to-school shows that San Francisco is

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=41C6C233410E4E89962372B5CDFEDF37-MAYORSPRESSOFFICE
mailto:mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org



 


 


 
 
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Thursday, August 17, 2017 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LEE, COMMUNITY PARTNERS DELIVER BACKPACKS AND 
SCHOOL SUPPLIES TO LOCAL YOUTH 


A total of 5,500 backpacks distributed as part of Mayor’s annual Backpack Giveaway program 
 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor Edwin M. Lee today joined community members to hand out backpacks and 
school supplies to children living in the Sunnydale community as part of the Mayor’s annual Backpack 
Giveaway program. During the course of the summer, 5,500 backpacks will be distributed to youth throughout 
San Francisco.  
 
For the past 11 years, the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services has partnered with various City agencies, 
community based organizations and local businesses to distribute backpacks to local students. Each backpack 
comes equipped with school supplies and information on local resources that will help prepare students for the 
school year. 
 
“Our Backpack Giveaway allows our children to focus on what really matters—their studies,” said Mayor Lee. 
“We know there are challenges to raising children in San Francisco, and this program is one way we are helping 
to ease the financial burden for our families.” 
 
San Francisco is home to thousands of local students in need of financial support inside and outside the 
classroom. The Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway is a way of responding to those needs while also facilitating 
efforts between corporate sponsors and local youth organizations to help support academic achievement.  
 
Sunnydale is San Francisco’s largest public housing project and is slated to be rebuilt as part of HOPE SF. 
Mercy Housing, a nonprofit housing organization, will develop and operate the property, and is partnering with 
residents and community in back-to-school activities. 
 
“As part of Mercy Housing’s commitment to providing the services families and communities need to truly 
thrive, we are honored to be part of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway for the sixth year,” said Tangerine 
Brigham, Board Chair of Mercy Housing California. “This coming school year is going to be an exciting one, 
for the youth who will expand their horizons and build new friendships, and for the Sunnydale community, 
which will celebrate the groundbreaking on 55 new affordable homes in early 2018.” 
 
“Supporting our families in getting a strong start back-to-school shows that San Francisco is delivering on our 
promise to ensure all of our residents, especially our low-income families, share in the prosperity and 
opportunity of our City,” said Theo Miller, HOPE SF Director. “These communities are our communities, our 
San Francisco.” 
 
During the course of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway program, more than 21,000 backpacks have been 
distributed to children. The 5,500 backpacks distributed this summer will be the most in the 11-year history of 
the program. 







 
 


 


 
As part of the Backpack Giveaway, the City partners with nonprofit organizations such as the Family 
Restoration House, Salvation Army, Boys and Girls Club of San Francisco, Mission Economic Development 
Association and Collective Impact, among others. 
 
On August 10, Mayor Lee handed out backpacks to children at the Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center.  
 
“Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center and BRIDGE Housing Corporation take pride in developing affordable 
housing that provides individuals and families with a decent and healthy place to live,” said Gina Dacus, 
Executive Director of the Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center. “However, we realize that housing alone is not 
enough. Community building activities, such as this backpack giveaway, which provides books and supply-
filled backpacks to low-income residents, are critical in helping children and their families gain the necessary 
tools for success.” 
 
Corporate sponsors of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway include the Golden State Warriors, LinkedIn, 
Recology, SupplyBank.org and Comcast. 
 
“This program, which addresses a pressing need in our community, aligns with the Warriors Foundation’s core 
mission of supporting education and youth development,” said Joanne Pasternack, Golden State Warriors Vice 
President of Community Relations and Executive Director of the Warriors Community Foundation. “For 
children, a new backpack is a symbol of optimism for the year ahead. We look forward to seeing the hundreds 
of Warriors-themed backpacks we are providing in support of Mayor Lee’s program in schools all around San 
Francisco as the children embark on another year of learning.” 
 
“SupplyBank.Org’s K to College program works with charitable back-school efforts across the state ensure all 
students have the materials they need to succeed and learn in the classroom,” Said Executive Director Benito 
Delgado-Olson. “Under the leadership of the Mayor and his dynamic team, San Francisco has consistently been 
the farthest reaching effort, serving more than 65,000 students in the last five years.” 
 
Mayor Lee has made youth empowerment programs a priority of his administration. In March, he hosted his 
annual Youth Jobs+ initiative, which challenges employers of both large and small companies to create jobs, 
internships and paid job training for San Francisco residents. This year’s event provided more than 6,100 
pledged jobs for young residents, and during its six years of existence, more than 35,000 youth have been 
connected with employers. 
 
Earlier this year, Mayor Lee helped lead a $5.4 million plan to provide free tuition at the City College of San 
Francisco for all California residents. The funding will not only provide free tuition, but will also include a $500 
grant for low-income students to use on books, transportation, supplies and health fees. There will be a $200 
grant for low-income residents who are part-time students at the school as well. The first plan of its kind in the 
nation, Free City College will take effect the fall semester.  
 


### 
 
  
 







delivering on our promise to ensure all of our residents, especially our low-income families,
share in the prosperity and opportunity of our City,” said Theo Miller, HOPE SF Director.
“These communities are our communities, our San Francisco.”
 
During the course of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway program, more than 21,000 backpacks
have been distributed to children. The 5,500 backpacks distributed this summer will be the
most in the 11-year history of the program.

As part of the Backpack Giveaway, the City partners with nonprofit organizations such as the
Family Restoration House, Salvation Army, Boys and Girls Club of San Francisco, Mission
Economic Development Association and Collective Impact, among others.
 
On August 10, Mayor Lee handed out backpacks to children at the Bernal Heights
Neighborhood Center.
 
“Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center and BRIDGE Housing Corporation take pride in
developing affordable housing that provides individuals and families with a decent and
healthy place to live,” said Gina Dacus, Executive Director of the Bernal Heights
Neighborhood Center. “However, we realize that housing alone is not enough. Community
building activities, such as this backpack giveaway, which provides books and supply-filled
backpacks to low-income residents, are critical in helping children and their families gain the
necessary tools for success.”
 
Corporate sponsors of the Mayor’s Backpack Giveaway include the Golden State Warriors,
LinkedIn, Recology, SupplyBank.org and Comcast.
 
“This program, which addresses a pressing need in our community, aligns with the Warriors
Foundation’s core mission of supporting education and youth development,” said Joanne
Pasternack, Golden State Warriors Vice President of Community Relations and Executive
Director of the Warriors Community Foundation. “For children, a new backpack is a symbol
of optimism for the year ahead. We look forward to seeing the hundreds of Warriors-themed
backpacks we are providing in support of Mayor Lee’s program in schools all around San
Francisco as the children embark on another year of learning.”
 
“SupplyBank.Org’s K to College program works with charitable back-school efforts across
the state ensure all students have the materials they need to succeed and learn in the
classroom,” Said Executive Director Benito Delgado-Olson. “Under the leadership of the
Mayor and his dynamic team, San Francisco has consistently been the farthest reaching
effort, serving more than 65,000 students in the last five years.”
 
Mayor Lee has made youth empowerment programs a priority of his administration. In
March, he hosted his annual Youth Jobs+ initiative, which challenges employers of both large
and small companies to create jobs, internships and paid job training for San Francisco
residents. This year’s event provided more than 6,100 pledged jobs for young residents, and
during its six years of existence, more than 35,000 youth have been connected with
employers.
 
Earlier this year, Mayor Lee helped lead a $5.4 million plan to provide free tuition at the City
College of San Francisco for all California residents. The funding will not only provide free
tuition, but will also include a $500 grant for low-income students to use on books,



transportation, supplies and health fees. There will be a $200 grant for low-income residents
who are part-time students at the school as well. The first plan of its kind in the nation, Free
City College will take effect the fall semester.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
To: Johnson, Christine (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong
Cc: Gerber, Patricia (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC)
Subject: FW: TODCO Pier 70 Project Letter to Commission
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 11:02:09 AM
Attachments: Planning Commish Letter 8-16.pdf

 
 
Office of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street,  Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 
From: John Elberling [mailto:johne@todco.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:59 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: FW: TODCO Pier 70 Project Letter to Commission
 

Hello. I see JR is away, so please forward the attached letter to
the Commission for its 8/24 Meeting. Thanks.
 
From: john elberling <johne@todco.org>
Date: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 at 10:55 AM
To: "Rahaim, John (CPC)" <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Sylvan, Jack" <JackSylvan@forestcity.net>, Peter <peter@sfic-409.org>
Subject: TODCO Pier 70 Project Letter to Commission
 

I will be out of town on the 24th. Please have the attached
letter distributed to the Commission for the Pier 70 Project
hearing. I hope you agree with it. Thank you.
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230	Fourth	Street	San	Francisco	CA	94103	


	 	 	 	 	 	 August	16,	2017	
	
San	Francisco	Planning	Commission	
City	Hall	
San	Francisco,	CA	94102	
	
	 RE:	 Pier	70	Project	Hearing	August	24th	
	
Commissioners:	
	
	 Approve	ONLY	the	“Maximum	Housing	Scenario,”	and	disapprove	the	“Maximum	Office	
Scenario.”	
	
	 As	detailed	in	our	attached	issue	statement	Matching	Commercial	Growth	With	New	Housing	In	
The	Bay	Area,	the	time	has	come	for	all	Bay	Area	counties	to	stop	insanely	approving	predominantly	
commercial	very	large	master-planned	projects	that	do	not	include	sufficient	new	housing	for	their	own	
future	workforce.	
	
	 The	proposed	Pier	70	mixed-use	Project	is	a	perfect	example	of	such	projects,	and	the	perfect	
opportunity	for	our	City	to	set	this	new	standard	of	social,	economic,	and	environmental	responsibility.	
	


It	offers	two	alterntiave	“scenarios”	for	development.	Its	Maximum	Housing	Scenario	includes	
new	housing	on-site	equal	to	94%	of	the	its	future	commerical	development’s	housing	demand.	But	its	
Maximum	Commercial	Scenario	would	provide	only	24%	if	the	project’s	needed	housing	on-site.	
Allowing	that	to	happen	would	be	a	complete	abdication	of	the	Planning	Department’s	responsibility	to	
both	provide	necessary	new	housing	and	to	protect	our	existing	Central	City	neighborhoods	from	
currently	out-of-control	total	gentrification	and	displacment	of	their	residents.	


	
Specifically,	if	the	Planning	Department	and	your	Commission	do	not	so	mandate	this	on-site	


Commerical/Housing	Match	for	the	several	proposed	T-Line	Corridor	master-planned	projects	now	
proposed,	starting	with	Pier	70	now,	then	you	will	have	condemned	the	several	lower-income,	
immigrant,	and	working-class	neighborhoods,	so	conveniently	just	10-20	minutes	to	the	south	via	
MUNI/Metro	streetcars	–	the	Bayshore,	the	Bayview,	Hunters	Point,	Visitacion	Valley,	and	others	
nearby	–	to	complete	gentrifcation	and	massive	resident	displacement	as	a	direct	result.	


	
San	Francisco	today	is	choking	to	death	on	its	booming	commercial	growth.	Our	housing	supply	


and	our	traffic/transportation	systems	are	being	utterly	overwhelmed	by	it.	And	its	social	and	human	
costs	have	become	horrific.	It	is	time	to	Stop	This	Madness	and	plan	responsibly	for	our	City’s	future.		


	
That	is	YOUR	job.	


	
Sincerely,		
John	Elberling	
President	







MATCHING	COMMERICAL	GROWTH	WITH	NEW	HOUSING	IN	THE	BAY	AREA	
	
The	booming	commercial	growth	of	San	Francisco	and	the	Bay	Area	is	far	outpacing	the	development	of	new	housing,	especially	
affordable	housing,	for	these	additional	workers	who	will	become	part	of	the	Region’s	growing	population.	The	recent	completion	of	
Apple’s	massive	“spaceship”	Apple	Park	Headquarters	for	13,000	tech	workers	in	the	South	Bay	without	a	single	new	housing	unit	
exemplifies	this.	Google	now	proposes	an	even	larger	all-commercial	campus	near	downtown	San	Jose.	And	right	next	to	San	
Francisco,	the	City	of	Brisbane	is	planning	another	massive	commercial	development	with	very	limited	or	no	new	housing.	
	


										 	 	
	
This	is	Madness.	
	
From	this	point	forward,	all	large	new	master	planned	developments	in	San	Francisco	and	the	Bay	Area	must	be	required	to	be	
mixed-use	projects	that	include	on-site	at	least	as	much	new	housing	as	their	future	workers	will	need.	And	to	match	the	actual	
incomes	of	these	workers,	about	50%	of	that	housing	should	be	affordable	to	lower	and	middle-income	households.	
	
In	San	Francisco,	this	Commercial/Housing	Match	Standard	must	be	applied	starting	now.	First,	to	the	Pier	70	Project	that	will	be	
considered	for	approval	by	the	City	Planning	and	Port	Commissions	and	Board	of	Supervisors	in	coming	months.	The	developer	now	
proposes	two	alternative	“scenarios”:	a	Maximum	Housing	Scenario	that	will	build	on-site	94%	of	the	total	new	housing	the	project’s	
workers	will	need,	and	a	Maximum	Commercial	Scenario	that	will	meet	only	27%	of	its	housing	demand	[see	charts	on	back].	It	is	
imperative	that	the	City	approve	only	the	Maximum	Housing	Scenario	and	specifically	reject	the	Maximum	Commercial	Scenario.	


	
The	Pier	70	project	will	be	followed	next	year	by	the	similar	
Mission	Rock	Project,	and	then	in	the	future	by	comparable		


	
proposals	to	develop	the	former	Mirant	and	PG&E	power	
plant	sites.	All	these	projects	must	satisfy	this	on-site	
Commercial/Housing	Match	Standard.	
	


We	can	no	longer	dump	the	housing	demand	these	large	new	commercial	developments	will	create	on	to	the	rest	of	San	Francisco,	
driving	up	rents	and	generating	displacement	throughout	the	City.	In	particular,	all	four	of	these	projects	are	located	on	the	Third	
Street	T-Line	Corridor	and	so	directly	threaten	the	total	and	complete	gentrification	of	the	adjacent	Central	City	neighborhoods	–	the	
Bayshore,	the	Bayview,	Hunters	Point,	Visitacion	Valley,	and	others	nearby	–	and	displacement	of	their	mostly	African-American,	
Latino,	and	Asian/Filipino	residents	unless	they	full	satisfy	on-site	the	new	housing	demand	they	will	cause.	
	
This	Madness	Must	Stop	–	Now!	
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