SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PUBLIC NOTICE
Availability of Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report and Initial Study

Date: February 9, 2018

Case No.: 2015-010013ENV

Project Title: 30 Otis Street Project

Zoning: Downtown General Commercial District (C-3-G); Neighborhood

Commercial Transit (NCT-3)
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
R-2 and 85/250 85-X Height and Bulk Dis

[ d
Block/Lot: 3505/10, 12, 13, 16, and 18 RECE' VED

Project Sponsor: Align Otis, LLC

Jessie Stuart (415) 360-1767 FEB 16 2018
jstuart@alignrealestate.com CITy & CO
: UNTY o
Staff Contact: Julie Moore (415) 575-8733 PLANNING F
ff (415) NS QEPARTMENT

julie.moore@sfgov.org

A notice of preparation {(NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department in connection with this project. The report is available for public review
and comment on the Planning Department’s negative declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf-
planning.org/sfceqadocs). CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center
(PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials are available
for review by appointment at the Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street.
(Call (415) 575-9041).

Project Description:

The project site is located on the north side of Otis Street at the intersection of Otis Street, 12t Street,
and South Van Ness Avenue (U.S. 101), in San Francisco’s South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The
site is comprised of five adjacent lots (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 3505-010, 3505-012, 3505-013, 3505-
016, and 3505-018) with frontage along Otis Street, 12 Street, Colusa Place and Chase Court. Five
commercial buildings ranging from one to three stories currently occupy the entire extent of the five
lots.

The proposed project would merge the five lots into one lot, demolish the existing buildings, and
construct a residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity use. The proposed project
would include a 10-story podium structure extending across the entire site and a 27-story single tower
in the southeastern portion of the building, approximately at the corner of Otis and 12th streets. The
proposed building would range from 85 to 250 feet tall. The proposed building would be
approximately 484,635 sf (or 404,770 gross square feet (gsf) per San Francisco Planning Code), and
would include 423 residential units ranging from studios to three-bedroom units; 5,585 sf of ground-
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floor retail space in three separate spaces; 16,600 sf of arts activities space (occupied by the City Ballet
School, which currently operates on the site in the 30 Otis Street building) with studios and a theater;
and approximately 23,000 sf of open space provided on the ground-floor and residential terraces. The
project would expand the existing 15-foot-wide sidewalk on the west side of 12th Street to create a
public plaza ranging from 25 to 34 feet wide at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue.
The proposed project would provide 71 residential parking spaces and three car-share spaces in two
basement levels. The proposed project would include 361 class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 32 class 2
spaces.

The Planning Department has determined that a focused EIR must be prepared for the proposed
project prior to any final decision regarding whether to approve the project. The EIR will provide
information about potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, focused
on historic architectural resources, transportation impacts during construction, and cumulative wind
conditions. The EIR will identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects; and will describe
and analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. Other environmental impacts of the proposed
project were adequately disclosed in the Market and Octavia Area Plan Final EIR, as documented in the
initial study that is attached to the NOP prepared for the project, and are exempt from further
environmental review, in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines section 15183.
Preparation of an NOP or EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to approve or disapprove the
project. However, prior to making any such decision, the decision makers must review and consider
the information contained in the EIR.

Written comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on March 12, 2018. Written comments should be sent
to Julie Moore, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA
94103 or emailed to juliemoore@sfgov.org. Referenced materials are available for review by
appointment at the Planning Department’s office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street (call (415)
575-9107)

If you work for an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of
your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant to your
agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to
use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of
the contact person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the
proposed project, please contact Julie Moore at (415) 575-8733.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they
communicate with the Planning Commission or the Planning Department. All written or oral
communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public
for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the department’s website or in other public
documents.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Permit #2017.0202.8536 - 863 Carolina Street, Letter in opposition to Demolition of Historic Cottage and
Proposed Project as designed

Date: Friday, February 02, 2018 11:01:54 AM

Attachments: Letter and materials opposina Permit #2017.0202.8536 - 863 Carolina Street -Julie Jackson-180131.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Julie Jackson [mailto:juliejackson94107@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 10:36 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com;
planning@rodneyfong.com; christine.d.johnsom@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC)

Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC)

Subject: RE: Permit #2017.0202.8536 - 863 Carolina Street, Letter in opposition to Demolition of
Historic Cottage and Proposed Project as designed

January 31, 2018
To: San Francisco Planning Commissioners

RE: Permit #2017.0202.8536 - 863 Carolina Street
Letter in opposition to Demolition of Historic Cottage and Proposed Project as designed

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am highly concerned about the demolition of a potential historic resource at 863 Carolina Street, as
well as the new project proposed for the property that is significantly out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhood.

After reviewing the historic evaluation materials available on the Planning Department website, |
was surprised that it does not appear that Hope Chest: The True Story of San Francisco’s 1906
Earthquake Refugee Shacks by Jane Frances Cryan (1998) was used a research source. 863 Carolina
Street is specifically referenced in Hope Chest, which is the primary reference book on San
Francisco Earthquake Refugee Shack (see attached). Cryan’s extensive research and archives
about San Francisco Earthquake Refugee Shacks now belong to the City of San Francisco. This
historical collection of documents and photographs are now stored at the San Francisco Public
Library History Center.

| urge the Planning Commission to delay review of this CUA for demolition of the structure until a
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January 31, 2018
To: San Francisco Planning Commissioners

RE: Permit #2017.0202.8536 - 863 Carolina Street
Letter in opposition to Demolition of Historic Cottage and Proposed Project as designed

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am highly concerned about the demolition of a potential historic resource at 863 Carolina Street, as
well as the new project proposed for the property that is significantly out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhood.

After reviewing the historic evaluation materials available on the Planning Department website, | was
surprised that it does not appear that Hope Chest: The True Story of San Francisco’s 1906 Earthquake
Refugee Shacks by Jane Frances Cryan (1998) was used a research source. 863 Carolina Street is
specifically referenced in Hope Chest, which is the primary reference book on San Francisco
Earthquake Refugee Shacks (see attached). Cryan’s extensive research and archives about San
Francisco Earthquake Refugee Shacks now belong to the City of San Francisco. This historical collection
of documents and photographs are now stored at the San Francisco Public Library History Center.

| urge the Planning Commission to delay review of this CUA for demolition of the structure until a full
analysis, including reference of all available historic information on the potential presence of a San
Francisco Earthquake Refugee Shack, has been sourced to confirm if there is a historic resource
present at 863 Carolina Street.

If further research determines that there is no historic resource present at 863 Carolina Street and the
cottage demolition is approved, the Planning Department RDT needs to review this project considering
the existing neighborhood context to ensure that a new project is in conformance with the
Neighborhood Design Guidelines and recent Planning Commission rulings for similar nearby projects.
For instance, as recently as July of 2017 the Planning Commission ruled at a DR Hearing for 891 Carolina
Street that a proposed deck at the 5% floor of the residence was not compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and required the removal of the deck for the project to proceed. The project at 863
Carolina Street as currently designed is significantly out of scale and character with the surrounding
existing homes and recently approved projects.

Sincerely,

.

G

Julie Jackson

Owner, 890 Carolina Street
julie@jacksonliles.com
415-624-5047
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full analysis, including reference of all available historic information on the potential presence of
a potentially historic San Francisco Earthquake Refugee Shack, has been sourced to confirm if
there is a historic resource present at 863 Carolina Street.

If further research determines that there is no historic resource present at 863 Carolina Street and
the cottage demolition is approved, the Planning Department RDT needs to review this project
considering the existing neighborhood context to ensure that a new project is in conformance with
the Neighborhood Design Guidelines and recent Planning Commission rulings for similar nearby
projects. For instance, as recently as July of 2017 the Planning Commission ruled at a DR Hearing for

891 Carolina Street that a proposed deck at the 5t floor of the residence was not compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood and required the removal of the deck for the project to proceed. The
project at 863 Carolina Street as currently designed with an almost identical feature to 891 Carolina
Street is significantly out of scale and character with the surrounding existing homes and recently
approved projects.

Sincerely,

Julie Jackson
Owner, 890 Carolina Street

julie@jacksonliles.com
415-624-5047


mailto:julie@jacksonliles.com

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Blackburn writing - Oppose Demolition of 863 Carolina (Case #2017-001990CUA)
Date: Friday, February 02, 2018 11:04:40 AM

Attachments: Letter to Linda revised.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,

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: John S. Blackburn [mailto:jsbmswpi @earthlink.net]

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 1:16 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); mooreurban@aol .com; richhillissf @yahoo.com;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC)

Subject: Blackburn writing - Oppose Demolition of 863 Carolina (Case #2017-001990CUA)

Commissioners,

Attached is my letter to Linda Ajello Hoagland outlining my opposition to the demolition of the 1906 earthquake
shack at 863 Carolina. Thank you in advance for considering my views.

Please don't allow the demolition of this historic treasure - we need to save the remaining earthquake shacks/refugee
cottages.

If you need any additional information, please feel free to contact me.

John S. Blackburn

281 Bradford Street, Bernal Heights

San Francisco, CA 94110-6227

home/fax: 415-821-7534

email: jsbmswpi @earthlink.net

Member: Bernal History Project

Project Coordinator - Earthquake Shacks on the Hill and elsewhere

“The refugee shacks are the last tangible evidence of perhaps the most important thing that ever happened in San
Francisco.” Dell Upton, U.C. Berkeley Professor


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jsbmswpi@earthlink.net

BERNAL HISTORY
PROJECT

Honoring the history and character of the Bernal Heights neighborhood
281 Bradford Street
San Francisco, CA 94110-6227

February 1, 2018

Linda Ajello Hoagland

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
linda.ajellohoagland@sfgov.org

Reference: 863 Carolina Street (Case #2017-001990CUA) - Revised Letter

Dear Ms. Ajello Hoagland,

By way of introduction, I am “the earthquake shack guy” for the Bernal History
Project. For the last several years, [ have become the repository of all things
earthquake shack-related and am the keeper of the list of all known shacks
including those no longer in existence and those presently occupied both in and
outside of the City. Bernal Heights has the largest concentration of earthquake
shacks in the City today.

I am writing to oppose the demolition of this historic treasure on Potrero Hill. 863
Carolina is an earthquake shack/refugee cottage, and should be preserved as an
historical asset for future generations.

Vicky Walker asked me to take on this project for the BHP to continue the early
and invaluable work of Jane Cryan and Woody LaBounty and David Gallagher of
the Western Neighborhoods Project. For me it has become a passion. Jane, now-
retired and living in Wisconsin, is the founder of The Society for the Preservation
and Appreciation of San Francisco’s 1906 Refugee Shacks. She is lovingly known
as, “the earthquake shack lady.” She lived in what she discovered was an
earthquake shack/refugee cottage at 1227 24™ Avenue, fell in love with the
shacks/cottages, and began a long-term effort to identify and save them from
demolition. Her former residence is Landmark #171.





863 Carolina is not on the list of “certified” earthquake shacks/refugee cottages in
the City. However, it was identified by Jane in her Refugee Shack Survey (1982-
1998). In my list of shacks/cottage, I have the following entry:

863 Carolina Street, a bungalow
(Refugee Shack Survey, 1982-1998, Hope Chest)

863 Carolina Street, a bungalow (Refugee Shack Survey, 1982-1998, Hope Chest)

The most authoritative and accurate book on the subject, from which facts and
statistics in this paper are drawn and other materials researched are compared
against, is Hope Chest: The True Story of San Francisco’s 1906 Earthquake
Refugee Shacks by Jane Frances Cryan (1998). Material from Cryan’s book
included in this report is in "quotation marks," and credited. Cryan is also credited
with creating The Society for the Preservation and Appreciation of San Francisco
Refugee Shacks (SPASFRS) and her (1982 to the 1990s) research and archives
now belong to the City of San Francisco. This historical collection of documents
and photographs are now stored at the San Francisco Public Library History
Center.

A review of the San Francisco Planning Department Property Report for 863
Carolina shows that the house was built in 1907, is 640 square feet, and 1s not
listed in the Historic Evaluation section. It is noted as, No Historic Resource
Present/Not Age Eligible. Clearly the San Francisco Planning Department did not
know from its own records that the property in question is a 1906 earthquake
shack. This fact alone should weigh heavily on the decision not to demolish this
historic treasure.

A bit of history: From September, 1906 to the summer of 1907, 5,610 “refugee
cottages” or “earthquake shacks” designed by San Francisco Parks Superintendent
John McLaren were built and installed in 11 parks or “refugee camps” around the
city. The camps housed the more than 16,488 displaced residents in all parts of
San Francisco. 200,000 people were left completely homeless and 100,000
temporarily displaced, resulting in a “make-shift” city of unofficial tents and
shelters including any available lean-to, voting booth or ruined mansion. The City
was mapped into seven districts to feed, clothe and temporarily shelter refugees.
Eventually the designated camps were established and allowed to operate for
about one year on City-owned land. One of those camps was located on Potrero
Hill.

Camp 10 Potrero Union Iron Works (aka: Mariposa at 20" and Pennsylvania
Avenue on Potrero Hill)
Earthquake Shack camp





(located: Kentucky and 21* Street)
Operated from May, 1906, through November, 1907
(List of The Shack Camps, Hope Chest, p. 40)

S.F. Relief Corporation Minutes dated March 19, 1907, noted kitchen established
and run by Shattuck and Desmond. Closed September 7, 1906.

S.F. Relief Corporation Minutes dated March 19, 1907, noted 175 three-room
cottages. There were no two-room cottages built at this camp.

At the end of the year, all camps were ordered closed. The shacks/cottage were
hauled off by horses or carried off in pieces to be placed on vacant lots near the
camps or elsewhere in the City. Many were moved beyond the City limits. For
instance, 863 Carolina may well have been one of the Camp 10 dwelling units that
was moved to its current location when the camp was ordered closed. For Bernal
Heights, most of the shacks/cottages were hauled up the hill from the Precita Park
camp to vacant lots that sold for $5.00 in 1907, and helped establish the
neighborhood and give it its character.

Can this historic resource be saved from demolition? Can it be moved to the back
of the property and kept intact? Could it be moved to a City-owned location to
become a museum piece open to the public - like the Goldie Shacks, two Type-A
shacks formerly at 285 34™ Avenue that were moved to Presidio? Could it be
moved to City-owned property at the Zoo? Could it become part of the new City
museum at the Old Mint? There are options that should be considered rather than
demolishing a critical and invaluable piece of San Francisco’s history. These
shacks, these little cottages are actually the predecessor to, the start of the Tiny
House movement that is sweeping the country today.

Let me leave you with some quotes to consider:

“The history of the refugee movement has never been told in detail. It represents
one of the most remarkable achievements in the history of the world.”
San Francisco Chronicle, August 11, 1907

“Nearly twenty thousand fire sufferers have been commanded to pick up their little
green cottage and walk by August 17.”
San Francisco Chronicle, August 11, 1907

These cottages, which have been stealing away south and north and west at the
rate of sixty a day represent many curious home adventures and new fortunes.
People of the narrow streets of the tenements, who all their lives have lived in
stuffy, dark room, amid noisome surroundings, have been given a chance to own





their own homes, garden spots and free air, and [out in] the Mission and Sunset
districts they have become hill dwellers and country-side folk, with an aspect of
life such as Tehama street and the teeming alleys of the Latin quarter never
afforded.”

San Francisco Chronicle, August 19, 1907

Of all the work accomplished by the Relief from the time of the bread line to the
breaking up of the camps nothing is of greater importance to the city than that of
establishing 5,000 families in their own homes. On the rods leading to the suburbs
moving trucks are trundling the little green houses that spell comfort,
independence and happiness to these thousands.

Hanna Astrup Larsen, October 20, 1907

And finally, the most important quote of all to consider:

“The refugee shacks are the last tangible evidence of perhaps the most important
thing that ever happened in San Francisco.”
Dell Upton, UC Berkeley Professor

Please don’t allow the demolition of 863 Carolina. Find a way to allow the
property owner to develop the land yet keeping this historic piece of our City’s
history intact for future generations.

I remain available for any questions you may have, and would be happy to provide
you with more information if you need it.

Please feel free to contact me at (cellular) 1-415-902-4975 or by email at
1sbmswpi@earthlink.net.

Very sincerely yours,

John S. Blackburn
“The Earthquake Shack Guy”
Bernal History Project

JSB/jb
attachments
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HOPE CHEST:

THE TRUE STORY OF
SAN FRANCISCO'S

BY
JANE CRYAN





THE REFUGEE SHACK SURVEY
1982-1998

Cottages of Unknown Heritage

49 Gilbert Street, a bungalow at rear of duplex
211 Edinburgh Street

26 Sargent Street, a bungalow

1259 - 47™ Avenue, should get impostor award
41 States Street

1729 Clement Street

400 - 26™ Avenue

863 Carolina Street, a bungalow

5717 Califomia Street, a huge church

8 Rayburn Street
2145 Oregon Street, Berkeley, CA

23 Laidley Street, a bungalow
55 Laidley Street

614 Arkansas Street
649 Arkansas Street
922 Carolina Street
910 Carolina Street
143 Connecticut Street
247 Missouri Street
1243 Palou Street
1082 Jamestown Street
1146 Gilman Street
6246 - 3™ Street

1362 Goetingen Street
53 States Street

12 Baden Street

19 Rutledge Street

170 Vienna Street

230 Vienna Street

566 Athens Street

309 Persia Street

1260 Sacramento Street

1110 Taylor Street

850 California Street

10 Wetmore Street

35 Wetmore Street

83 John Street

4131 - 19" Street

4211 - 23" Street, a bungalow
1350 - 46" Avenue

1072 De Haro Street, a bungalow
564 - 5™ Avenue, a bungalow
2020 Taraval Street

1400 Shotwell Street

1437 Shotwell Street

131 Ellert Street

30 Elsie Street

68 Elsie Street

25 Winfield Street

118 Eugenia Street

120 Eugenia Street

122 Eugenia Street

1331 Green Street, Imogen Cunningham’s home
1334 Greenwich Street

3925 - 21" Street

635 Dolores Street

56 Cumberland Street

1-3-4 McCormick Place
1216 - 4" Avenue

1265 - 2™ Avneue

3873 - 25" Street

217 Montcalm Street

105 Franconia Street

235 Nevada Street

3106 Cabrillo Street

519 - 29™ Avenue

1610 Sacramento Street
1478 Pacific Avenue

1-5 Kimball Place

1675 - 48™ Avenue

Hope Chest: The True Story of San Francisco’s 1906 Earthquake Refugee Shacks

81A Pearl Street

1250 - 46™ Avenue

2026 Mariposa Street
366 Howth Avenue
741A-747B Filbert Street
3233 - 17" Street

230 Buckingham Way
219 Carl Street

234 Vienna Street

6248 - 3 Street

3566 - 17" Street

5333 California Street
1112, 1122, 1156, 1169 Fitzgerald Street

1211, 1226, 1228 Egbert Street
971, 1043, 1061, 1071, 1122, 1118, 1142 Hollister Street

942, 1000, 1033, 1035, 1155 Ingerson Street

Grant & Loan Cottages

205 Madison Avenue
4428 - 22™ Street

Bonus Plan Cottages

1370 - 24™ Avenue

1266 - 20" Avenue

338 Cumberland Street

SW Comer 6™ Avenue & Anza Street

1429 Shotwell Street

1435 Shotwell Street

116 Alpine Terrace

577 - 34™ Avenue

1160 Vallejo Street, demolished October 1984
2742B Bush Street, demolished 1984 or 1985
368 - 28™ Street, demolished July 11, 1984

280 Byxbee Street, a Jockey House






THE SOCIETY FOR THE PRESERVATION

AND APPRECIATION OF

1290 - 20th Avenue #203
San Francisco, CA 94122

415/759-6429

SAN FRANCISCO’S 1906 REFUGEE SHACKS

CERTIFIED 1906 SAN FRANCISCO REFUGEE SHACKS

AS OF APRIL 1, 1991

NUMBER OF SHACKS

LOCATION OF SHACKS

DISTRICT WHERE

TOTAL TYPE B: 9
TOTAL SHACKS: 20

LANDMARK NO. 171

LOCATED
* Three Type A 1227 - 24th Avenue Sunset
* One Type B 1227A - 24th Avenue Sunset
Three Type A and 4329-31 Kirkham Street Sunset
| One Type B
' Two Tvpe A 165 Parker Avenue Richmond
**Three Type B 349 - 27th Avenue Richmond
One Type B 254 Montana Street Ingleside
One Type A and 300 Cumberland Street Noe Valley
One Type B
Two Type B 20 Newman Street Holly Park
‘ ***Two Type A 330 Ninth Avenue Santa Cruz, CA
TOTAL TYPE A: 11 * SAN FRANCISCO ** Not Visible --

Concealed by Fence
*#*Moved to Santa Cruz
in 1922

S





‘EARTHQUAKE SHACK LADY LLEAVES
SAN FRANCISCO AND HEADS EAST

he chorus of preservation

advocates in San Francisco is

short one voice, this fall. Jane
Cryan moved from the city back home
to Wisconsin. She was the founder of
The Society for the Preservation and
Appreciation of San Francisco’s 1906
Refugee Shacks. We often simply
referred to her as “the earthquake
shack lady.”

Jane was already 2 twenty-year
resident of the city when she learned
first-hand of the 5610 shacks erected
in 1906-07, as part of the relief effort
to house San Franciscans displaced by
one of the great disasters of modern
times. In 1982, having about given up
on realizing her long-held dream of
living in a small house with a garden in
San Francisco, she found just such a
place for rent on 24th Avenue, in the
Sunset.

She moved in and lavished much-
needed TLC on the little cottage,
turning it into her dream house. In time
she learned from neighbors the origin
of the building. It was constituted of
three refugee shacks, with a fourth one
in the back yard. This information
sparked her curiosity and set her upon
a quest for knowledge that inevitably
led onto the preservation battlefield.

On October 1, 1983, Cryan issued a

press release announcing formation of
the Society, whose mission was aptly
encompassed in its title: to promote the
awareness of these relics of the earth-
quake recovery and the great act of
public charity the shacks represented,
and to advocate their preservation in a
market that increasingly resulted in
demolition of small dwellings for larger,
multi-unit residences.

Her first battle—engaged a mere few
weeks after she formed the Society—
was to save the very house she lived in,
whose owner was seeking just such a
development opportunity. After getting
some guidance from Heritage, Jane set
her course for preservation. She
overcame her aversion to public
speaking to become so ardent and
articulate an advocate for the little
house that she even won over Quentin
Kopp, then a supervisor and always a
tough sell. Nine and a half months of
process and 2100 hours of work and
research later, both houses on the 24th
Avenue property received official
designation as a City Landmark.

The victory came at a price; Jane had
to agree to move out of the house as a
concession to the owner. Nevertheless,
she went on to other battles on behalf
of earthquake shacks, sometimes
standing up to angry developers in

1227 24th Avenue, San Francisco‘ !
Landmiark #171

i |
Photo: Drely Letendre |

acrimonious public hearings. Over
the years, she generously gave of her
time and knowledge in the effort to
certify putative refugee shacks. To
date, Jane was able to identify only 19
remaining; 44 have been demolished
since 1982.

Before leaving the city, Jane gave
the complete archives of the Society
to the San Francisco History Collection
in the Main Library, where it is now
available to the public. We thank Jane
Cryan for her good work and wish her
all the best.

—Information for this item came from
an article Jane Cryan authored that
appeared in the Fall 1998 issue of The
Argonaut, Journal of the San Francisco
Historical Society.

Frederick Meyer
—continued from page 7

the prevailing Moderne style of the
period.

After the conclusion of the Second
World War, Frederick Meyer teamed up
with Albert Evers and designed several
office buildings in what has come to be
known as “Corporate Modernism.” The
most prominent of these include the
Cahill Building, at 320 California Street
(1946); 530-550 Kearny Street (1957);
and the Occidental Life Building, at 550
California Street (1960). Meyer, work-
ing up to his last days, died on March 6,
1961, at eighty-four years of age.

—Christopher P. VerPlanck

Preservation Notes
—-continued from page 4

been Meyers & Ward.

While noting the association of 201
and 221 First Street and 10 Tenny Place
with the historic Selby Smelting & Lead
Company, the DEIR does not provide
any analysis of the possible significance
of this association. Furthermore, apart
from failing to provide sufficient
information on the buildings on the
project site individually, the report
does not consider the possibility that,
taken as a group, the nineteen struc-
tures may constitute a National Register
historic district or be contributory to a
larger district.

Heritage will continue to monitor
this project proposal.

NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Because of a technical error in
preparing the last issue of the news-
letter for mailing, several addresses were
inadvertently deleted. If you did not
receive the September/October
Heritage News, and you would like a
copy, please notify us by
phone: 415-441-3000, or
e-mail: dandreini@sfheritage.org.
We will send it to you by first class mail.

Special January meeting
Jfor members of San Francisco
Architectural Heritage.
See notice on back page of
this issue.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 11:08:54 AM

Attachments: Itr to SF PC from Sausalito 2-20-18.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Lilly Whalen [mailto:LWhalen@sausalito.gov]

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:52 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: 'richhillissf@gmail.com’; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.com'; Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Moore, Julie (CPC)

Subject: Letter from the City of Sausalito to the San Francisco Planning Commission

Dear Commission Secretary lonin,

Please find attached a letter from the City of Sausalito requesting a continuance of Item F.18
(Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project), which is on the San Francisco Planning Commission's agenda for
this Thursday, February 22. Please ensure that the letter is sent to all Commissioners.

| understand from our conversation this morning that we should bring 11 hard copies of the letter to
distribute to the Commissioners at the appeal hearing on Thursday.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Very sincerely,

Lilly Whalen

City Clerk/Assistant City Manager
Administration Department

City of Sausalito

420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965

www.sausalito.gov
Phone: (415) 289-4134

Email: LWhalen@sausalito.gov

Stay informed with Sausalito e-news: sign up for the Sausalito Currents


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sausalito.gov/
mailto:LWhalen@sausalito.gov
http://sausalito.us10.list-manage1.com/subscribe?u=ef48996d6f825fac32ec81b4b&id=e3a098c9ba

CITY OF SAUSALITO

Adam Politzer, City Manager
420 Litho Street, Sausalito, California 94965
Telephone: 415-289-4100 < WWW.SAUSALITO.GOV

February 20, 2018

President Hillis

Members of the Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94103

Subject: Request for Continuance - 2017-000188ENV Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project
City of Sausalito's Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

Despite conscientious efforts over a 2-year period to collaborate on a 50-year Master Plan for the Alcatraz
Ferry Embarkation Project, the City of Sausalito was forced to appeal a Preliminary Mitigated Negative
Declaration that is inconsistent with that Plan in order to protect the health, safety and welfare of its
current residents and the generations to come. This approval process is our City’s only opportunity to
collaborate with the Port of San Francisco and the National Park Service to avoid adverse environmental
impacts to Sausalito. We have no objection to the improvements planned at Pier 31 1/2 or to the proposed
ferry service to Alcatraz Island. The only component of the Plan at issue for us is the proposed ferry
service to Fort Baker, our neighbor to the South.

The City of Sausalito supports regional planning solutions that get people out of their cars and onto public
transportation such as ferries. However, we have to ensure that reducing impacts on San Francisco and
the Golden Gate Bridge does not result in increased congestion and overcrowding in Sausalito. Our small
town of 7,000 is already burdened by over a half million tourist bicyclists that visit Sausalito annually,
causing significant impacts to traffic, parking, and circulation. We must ensure additional visitors from
the proposed Fort Baker Ferry Service do not exacerbate this already critical situation.

The Planning Commission staff report comprised of 350 pages was first made available to us on
Thursday, February 15, 2018. It includes an updated traffic report that we saw for the first time then. We
have hired a traffic engineer to evaluate the new data presented, but we need more time to meaningfully
respond to the staff’s lengthy analysis and the new traffic report.

More importantly, we have been working with NPS to develop a mutually acceptable solution to potential
impacts. We have provided NPS with a list of mitigation measures we believe would reduce the potential
impacts of the Master Plan to a level of insignificance. However, particularly in light of the new data
identified in the staff report, we need more time to continue these discussions. Therefore, we respectfully
request that the hearing on our appeal be continued for a minimum of 30 days. (If our request for a
postponement is not granted, we will provide our substantive response to the staff report under separate
cover by close of business Wednesday.)

Sincerely,

City of Sausalito

Joan Cox, Mayor

cc: Sausalito City Council Members
John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary

FAX NUMBERS:
Administration: (415) 289-4167 Community Development: (415) 339-2256 Library: (415) 331-7943
Recreation: (415) 289-4189 Public Works Engineering: (415) 339-2256 Public Works Maintenance: (415) 289-4138






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@amail.com); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Melgar. Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong

Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Invitation to Japan Center 50th Anniversary Ceremony - 3/28 11:00 AM

Date: Friday, March 02, 2018 12:08:32 PM

Attachments: 50th poster-PRINT.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Adam Straus [mailto:adam@strausevents.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 11:37 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Invitation to Japan Center 50th Anniversary Ceremony - 3/28 11:00 AM

Dear Planning Commission Secretary:

On Wednesday, March 28, 2018 the Japan Center (Japanese Cultural and Trade Center) will
reach a milestone in celebrating the 50w Anniversary of its opening in 1968. This special
celebration will begin at 11:00 am. in the Japantown Peace Plaza.

On behalf of the Japan Center 50» Anniversary Planning Committee, and in partnership with
SF Rec & Parks, we would be honored if the Planning Commission would join in this very
special celebration, reflecting back the involvement that the City had in the planning and
development of this project.

For more information and to RSV P please email events@japancentersf.com.

We hope you can join us for this special ceremony!

Sincerely,

Adam Straus
Japan Center 50w Anniversary Planning Committee

Straus Events
415-377-2327
Wwww.strausevents.com
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mailto:milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com
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mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
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mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:events@japancentersf.com
http://www.strausevents.com/

Join us as we honor Japantown’s Business Community on the
50th Anniversary of the San Francisco Japan Center

JAPAN CENTER

50TH ANNIVERSARY

Wednesday, March 28, 2018
11:00 AM - 12:30 PM

On March 28, exactly 50 years ago, the Japan Center was officially opened.
We invite you to join us for a special ceremony to commemorate the
50th Anniversary of the Japan Center and honor Japantown's
pioneering business community.

For more information and to RSVP, email events@japancentersf.com

Japantown Peace Plaza
Post & Buchanan Street, San Francisco
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Central SOMA Plan

Date: Friday, March 02, 2018 12:06:26 PM

Attachments: CCHO Commission Letter Central SOMA 2-28-2018.pdf

CCHO Central SOMA Jobs-Housing Fit 2-28-2018.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.0rg]

Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 12:24 PM

To: Rich Hillis; Rodney Fong; Dennis Richards; Kathrin Moore; Christine Johnson; Myrna Melgar; Joel
Koppel; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)

Cc: Corrette, Moses (BOS); Peter Cohen; fernando@sfic-409.org; Wertheim, Steve (CPC)

Subject: Central SOMA Plan

Dear Commissioners:

Our apologies, but we will probably not be able to attend today's Planning Commission.
Attached and below are our comments re the Central SOMA Plan housing allocations and our
Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis.

As the Planning Commission begins the process of considering the proposal for Central SOMA,
we believe it is very important to evaluate the Jobs-Housing “Fit” - that is, the extent to which
the proposed housing, both the total amount and the affordability levels, will match the jobs
that the proposed commercial development will create. And, to the extent that this housing
need is not met within the Plan, the pressure that this demand will place on existing residents
and communities within the South of Market neighborhood.

The Planning Department projects that 7,060 housing units will be built in the Central SOMA
Plan Area by 2040 (staff letter to Commission dated Dec 7, 2017). This estimate is based on
available soft sites plus state density bonus plus some land dedication from commercial
parcels. Some of the 100% affordable housing sites would be located not in the Plan Area, but
in the broader South of Market neighborhood, in sites that MOHCD would have to acquire. A
breakdown of the Dec 7, 2017 letter estimates:

4,360 market-rate units

1,040 inclusionary units (19% of 5,430 units built by private developers)
1,630 in 100% affordable buildings (approx. 15-20 sites with 80-110 units avg.
7,060 total units


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

COUNCIL OF COMMUNITY
HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS

The voice of San Francisco's
affordable housing movement

February 28,2018
RE: Central SOMA Plan Housing Allocations and Jobs-Housing Fit
Dear Commissioners:

As the Planning Commission begins the process of considering the proposal for Central SOMA, we
believe it is very important to evaluate the Jobs-Housing “Fit” - that is, the extent to which the
proposed housing, both the total amount and the affordability levels, will match the jobs that the
proposed commercial development will create. And, to the extent that this housing need is not met
within the Plan, the pressure that this demand will place on existing residents and communities
within the South of Market neighborhood.

The Planning Department projects that 7,060 housing units will be built in the Central SOMA Plan
Area by 2040 (staff letter to Commission dated Dec 7, 2017). This estimate is based on available
soft sites plus state density bonus plus some land dedication from commercial parcels. Some of the
100% affordable housing sites would be located not in the Plan Area, but in the broader South of
Market neighborhood, in sites that MOHCD would have to acquire. A breakdown of the Dec 7, 2017
letter estimates:

4,360 market-rate units

1,040 inclusionary units (19% of 5,430 units built by private developers)

1,630 in 100% affordable buildings (approx. 15-20 sites with 80-110 units avg.)
7,060 total units

Planning staff assumes that most of the development in the Plan Area will be commercial
development (from email communication with Steve Wertheim 2-23-2018):

6 million sq. ft. office and tech space

1 million sq. ft. PDR/light industrial and arts activities

1.5 million sq. ft. retail, restaurant, and hotel/visitor services
8.5 million square feet of new commercial space

This amount of commercial space would create close to 35,000 new jobs, depending on the future
density of office and the split of office and non-office jobs. Using an assumption of 1.27 workers per
household, that job creation is equivalent to almost 30,000 total new households.

Putting these two data points side by side - 30,000 new workforce households and 7,060 housing
units - reveals a troubling mismatch. The Planning Department’s housing proposal assumes that
only about a quarter of the overall housing need created by the Plan will be accommodated by the
Plan. The remainder of new workers will be left to find housing either elsewhere in the city or

325 Clementina Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 | ccho@sfic-409.org | 415.882.0901

The Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO) is a codlition 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.





elsewhere in the Bay Area region. Planning staff's response has been that the city already has a
pipeline of 22,000 entitled units throughout the city (or 38,000 if you count the major long-term
master plans), that may someday accommodate this need throughout the City.

Even if the Commission agrees that relying on prospective housing development elsewhere in San
Francisco and the region to accommodate three-quarters of the workforce households created by
the Central SOMA Plan is good policy or that it is realistic that the timing of such housing will be
built in relation to the Central SOMA buildout, the realistic likely outcome is that a substantial
number of the 30,000 new households will be looking for housing within the existing community of
the South of Market area, in proximity to their jobs. With such a dramatic imbalance of housing
compared to jobs in the Central SOMA Plan, this will greatly exacerbate SOMA’s displacement crisis
and evictions epidemic, as new workers who cannot find new housing will push out existing lower
income households.

We, along with the We Are SOMA Coalition, recommend that the plan include

strategies and funding priorities to protect existing tenants and acquire vulnerable
rent-controlled and SRO buildings for preservation as permanent affordable housing.

This preservation strategy should be aimed at SOMA households earning up to 90% of
median income ($72,000-$104,000/yr). This is not a strategy for accommodating growth
but rather to provide stability to the existing community and mitigate the impacts of the
tremendous expected job growth.

The situation for low and moderate-wage workers in these new jobs created by the Central SOMA
Plan commercial development is especially dire. We can estimate the percentage of these
households that are low-income, moderate-income, and higher income with a Jobs-Housing Fit
analysis, by comparing the jobs categories to wage data published by the California EDD.

Attached is our Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis for Central SOMA.

Generally, even with an office-heavy mix, up to 55% of the new household growth, or close to
15,000 households, will be in the low to moderate-income categories. Even more will not be able to
afford market-rate housing, given today’s hyper-expensive SOMA housing market. Planning staff
proposes only about 17% of those needed 15,000 affordable units within the Plan Area and in the
broader SOMA neighborhood, leaving the Central SOMA Plan short approximately 13,000
affordable units of the need created by the Plan’s buildout. The current pipeline of entitled affordable
units FOR THE ENTIRE CITY is only 3,092 affordable units from very-low to moderate-income.

We recommend that the Plan commit to at least 50% of all housing be affordable for
low and moderate-income households up to 120% of median income, in order to
achieve a truer “fit” between new worker household incomes and the housing
provided through the Plan.

Finding sites to build the Plan’s affordable housing is a big challenge, given the incredible rise in
land prices. In its research for the City’s recent Inclusionary Housing policy update, the Office of the
Controller identified a 350% increase in the price of unentitled land over the last five years. This
kind of land inflation is likely to be exacerbated by the upzoning of the Central SOMA Plan. Even
with its low numbers of committed affordable housing, the Planning Department’s estimate of
1,630 affordable units would require the acquisition of 15-20 sites for development.

We recommend a land acquisition and banking strategy in order to get ahead of the
land speculation that will be spurred by the upzonings. This can be linked to land






dedications as part of any development being able to take advantage of greater heights,
density or FAR.

Creating moderate-income housing is also a big challenge, and can be best accommodated through
inclusionary policies, as was done when the city’s inclusionary housing policy was expanded to
include middle-income households. The Plan assumes that the Citywide baseline inclusionary
housing percentage will be the only one that will be applicable for the Plan Area, whether or not the
site has received an upzoning. The Central SOMA Plan in fact envisions major upzonings, which
confer significant value on those sites that can be recaptured for a higher affordable housing
requirement. The recently adopted “HomeSF” local density bonus program is a fresh example of
how such upzoning/value capture works - the Inclusionary was increased to 30% in exchange for
additional height and increased density and other development incentives. Only requiring the
standard baseline Inclusionary is otherwise akin to a giveaway of the value being conferred by the
City through the Central SOMA Plan. Moreover, while the Plan does not prohibit a fee-out option,
the Planning staff’s numbers seem to assume that almost all developers will provide onsite units,
which is very unrealistic.

We, along with the We Are SOMA Coalition, recommend raising the inclusionary
percentage for those residential developments taking advantage of increased heights

and densities. This should be based on financial feasibility and a value capture
analysis of the upzoning.

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. Failing to link commercial development to housing need will
continue to exacerbate our jobs-housing imbalance, worsen our housing crisis, and increase
pressure on our existing communities.

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 Mart{
Co-directors, Council of Community Housing Organizations





Central SOMA Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis

CENTRAL SOMA JOBS-HOUSING FIT

Total commercial s.f. of the project 8,500,000 s.f.

Worker Density - Office 200 s.f./worker

Worker Density - Restaurant & Retail 368 s.f./worker

Worker Density — PDR/Arts 597 s.f./worker

Total jobs created: 35,751 workers

Workers/Household Assumption: 1.27 workers/HH

Total demand for units: 28,150 households

Very Low-Income Households 5,523 VLI units
20%

Low-Income Households 4,321 LI Units
15%

Moderate-Income 5,712 Mod Units
20%

Total demand for affordable units: 15,548 Afford. units

Affordable housing balance: 55%

Actual units proposed: 7,060 units

Proposal compared to total demand: 25% of need

Actual affordable units proposed (38%): 2,670 affordable

Proposal compared to affordable demand: 17% of need







JOBS-HOUSING FIT - Central SOMA Plan

Council of Community Housing Organizations - DRAFT: February 28, 2018

Worker / Households compared to Production Land Use (1) Office Retail PDR Hotel CIE Total|
Estimated New Workers 2010-2040 (1): 35,751 workers
Estimated New Households / Demand: 28,150 households Proposed Commercial gross s.f. | 6,000,000 1,500,000 1,000,000 | 8,500,000
Estimated new units 2010-2040 (3): total units Percent of total s.f. 71% 18% 12%
Production compared to total demand: 25% of demand Square feet per worker (2) [ 200 368 597 787 350]
New Workers (14) 30,000 4,076 1,675 - - 35,751
Affordable Housing need Workers/Household (3) 1.27
Demand - Very Low Income (<50% AMI): 5,523 VLI units Households 23,622 3,210 1,319 - - 28,150
Demand - Low Income (50-80% AMI): 4,312 Ll untis
Demand - Moderate Income (80-120% AMI): 5,712 Ml units Total New Workers 35,751
Demand for affordable units (0-120% AMI): 15,548 Affordable Total New Households / Demand: 28,150
Estimated affordable (4): proposed 2-income Households (total workers minus HH) 7,601
Production compared to affordable need: 17% of need 1-income Households (HH minus 2-inc HH) 20,550
Affordable Housing Balance to meet need: 55% Hsg Balance Workers in 2-inc HH (workers minus 1-inc HH) 15,201
Actual Affordable Production Balance: 38% proposed Percent 1-income HH (1-inc / HH) 73%
Market-rate demand
Demand for Above Moderate (>120% AMI): 12,603 units 2016 AMI (5, 6) Median 0-50% 50-80% 80-120% 120-150% >150%
Estimated Above Mod 2010-2040: 4,390 Above Mod Household HUD Defined:  Very Low-Inc Low-Income  Moderate-Inc "Upper Mid" (17) Market-rate
Production compared to Above Mod demand 35% of demand 13 75,400 S 43,050 $ 68,950 S 90,500 $ 113,100
Median Market-rate 2BR rental 2016 (13): $4,870 rent 23 86,150 $ 49,200 $ 78,800 $ 103,400 $ 129,225
Income to afford market at 30% of income: $194,800 annual 3 96,950 $ 55,350 S 88,650 S 116,350 $ 145,425
3-person AMI equivalent (5): 201% AMI 4 S 107,700 $ 61,500 $ 98,500 S 129,250 $ 161,550
Land Use Office Retail, R ant & Hotel PDR /Arts TOTALS
SOC Code 11 13 15 43 Total 35 41 39 49 Total 27 51 Total
Occupations (7) Management  Business & Office Tech Office Admin Food Prep & Sales & Retail  Personal Care & Cleaning & Arts Design Production
Financial Serving Service Maintenance Media

Jobs in SF-San Mateo MSA 79,830 91,930 80,480 157,350 409,590 100,400 98,750 28,790 37,480 265,420 25,210 24,290 49,500
% distribution 19.49% 22.44% 19.65% 38.42% 100% 38% 37% 11% 14% 100% 51% 49% 100%)
Assumed distribution (8) 20.00% 20.00% 20.00% 40.00% 100% 35% 35% 15% 15% 100% 50% 50% 100%
Households 4,724 4,724 4,724 9,449 23,622 1,123 1,123 481 481 3,210 659.47 659.47 1,319 28,150 Households
Median Hourly Wage (9) S 69.46 S 4313 $ 53.56 $ 22.48 $ 12.68 S 13.53 $14.13 S 29.90 $ 3234 $ 18.12
Median Salary S 144,477 S 89,710 $ 111,405 S 46,758 S 26,374 S 28,142 S 29,390 $ 62,192 S 67,267 S 37,690
25th percentile wage $46.35 $32.00 $40.51 $16.60 $10.72 $12.47 $11.20 $19.78 $22.41 $12.61
50th percentile (median) $69.46 $43.13 $53.56 $22.48 $12.68 $18.32 $14.13 $28.77 $32.34 $18.12
75th percentile NA $59.31 $67.76 $29.17 $15.95 $33.73 $18.32 $38.64 $47.03 $26.23
1-income 25th percentile (10) $96,408 $66,560 $84,261 $34,528 $22,298 $25,938 $23,296 $41,142 $46,613 $26,229
1-income 50th percentile $144,477 $89,710 $111,405 $46,758 $26,374 $38,106 $29,390 $59,842 $67,267 $37,690
1-income 75th percentile NA $123,365 $140,941 $60,674 $33,176 $70,158 $38,106 $80,371 $97,822 $54,558
1-income 100th percent (12)
2-income 25th percentile (11) $192,816 $133,120 $168,522 $69,056 $44,595 $51,875 $46,592 $82,285 $93,226 $52,458
2-income 50th percentile $288,954 $179,421 $222,810 $93,517 $52,749 $76,211 $58,781 $119,683 $134,534 $75,379
2-income 75th percentile NA $246,730 $281,882 $121,347 $66,352 $140,317 $76,211 $160,742 $195,645 $109,117
2-income 100th percent (16)
1-income HH in quartile 862 862 862 1,724 4,311 205 205 88 88 586 120 120 241
2-income HH in quartile 319 319 319 638 1,594 76 76 32 32 217 45 45 89
Households in quartile 1,181 1,181 1,181 2,362 5,906 281 281 120 120 802 165 165 330
Very Low-Income Households 0 0 0 3449 3,449 767 486 329 88 1,669 120 285 406 5,523 20%)
Low-Income Households 0 862 0 2362 3,224 281 281 120 120 802 120 165 285 4,312 15%)
Moderate-Income 862 862 862 2362 4,949 76 205 32 120 434 165 165 330 5,712 20%

Total Affordable (12) 862 1724 862 8173 11,622 1123 972 481 329 2,905 406 615 1,021 15,548 55%
Above Moderate 3,862 3,000 3,862 1,276 12,000 = 152 = 153 305 254 45 298 12,603 45%






Notes
This analysis assumes a 247.s.f. per office worker ratio.
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 December 7, 2017 Planning Department letter, and email communication with Planning staff Steve Wertheim, 2-23-2018. Note staff did not differentiate retail from hotel sq.ft.
(2) s.f./workers, from the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, Urban Economics, May 2015, Tables A-3 and A-4, p. 50-51
(3)Workers/Household, derived from Pier 70 EIR assumptions. This mirrors Jobs-Housing Linkage Nexus Study, but is lower than 2015 TSF Nexus (Table A-1, p. 48), which assumes a higher worker density (1.65 workers/household) and greater need for family units.
The EIR assumption seems a more reasonable approach reflective of new household trends toward smaller households, rather than the existing jobs/household ratio for the broader 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 does not consider 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) SOC Codes and Occupations from 2016 Occupational Employment Statistis 2016 Q1 for MSA. The major occupation catogories were assigned to the closest land use category. Occupations with relatively small percentages were not considered.
(8) Assumed distribution based on existing MSA distribution.
(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) Upper Middle (120-150% AMI) Market-rate (>150%AMI)
(11) One-income households were generally compared to 1-2 person household AMI levels, and two-income households compared to 2-3 person household AMI levels.
(13) Median rents from 2016 Housing Inventory p. 33, from Zumper and Priceconomics data
(12) HUD assumes that no households under 120% of median income can afford market-rates without excessive rent burden or overcrowding. This is the total need for affordable housing.
(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 need differs from RHNA percentages because RHNA looks at citywide job growth estimates beyond the project site,
and RHNA estimates account for citywide population growth, including non-worker households such as seniors, which are not accounted for in the project-based Jobs-Housing Fit.
(16) OES does not provide average wage data for the top quartile. We assumed the next AMI category above the third quartile, and assiggned it to the top quartile.
(17) "Upper Middle" is not formally a HUD income category, but is added here because of San Francisco's unique affordability issues for upper middle income earners.






Planning staff assumes that most of the development in the Plan Area will be commercial
development (from email communication with Steve Wertheim 2-23-2018):

6 million sq. ft. office and tech space
1 million sq. ft. PDR/light industrial and arts activities

1.5 million sq. ft. retail, restaurant, and hotel/visitor services
8.5 million square feet of new commercial space

This amount of commercial space would create close to 35,000 new jobs, depending on the
future density of office and the split of office and non-office jobs. Using an assumption of 1.27
workers per household, that job creation is equivalent to almost 30,000 total new households.

Putting these two data points side by side - 30,000 new workforce households and 7,060
housing units - reveals a troubling mismatch. The Planning Department’s housing proposal
assumes that only about a quarter of the overall housing need created by the Plan will be
accommodated by the Plan. The remainder of new workers will be left to find housing either
elsewhere in the city or elsewhere in the Bay Area region. Planning staff’s response has been
that the city already has a pipeline of 22,000 entitled units throughout the city (or 38,000 if
you count the major long-term master plans), that may someday accommodate this need
throughout the City.

Even if the Commission agrees that relying on prospective housing development elsewhere in
San Francisco and the region to accommodate three-quarters of the workforce households
created by the Central SOMA Plan is good policy or that it is realistic that the timing of such
housing will be built in relation to the Central SOMA buildout, the realistic likely outcome is
that a substantial number of the 30,000 new households will be looking for housing within the
existing community of the South of Market area, in proximity to their jobs. With such a
dramatic imbalance of housing compared to jobs in the Central SOMA Plan, this will greatly
exacerbate SOMA'’s displacement crisis and evictions epidemic, as new workers who cannot
find new housing will push out existing lower income households.

We, along with the We Are SOMA Coalition, recommend that the plan include
strategies and funding priorities to protect existing tenants and acquire

vulnerable rent-controlled and SRO buildings for preservation as permanent
affordable housing. This preservation strategy should be aimed at SOMA households

earning up to 90% of median income ($72,000-$104,000/yr). This is not a strategy for
accommodating growth but rather to provide stability to the existing community and
mitigate the impacts of the tremendous expected job growth.

The situation for low and moderate-wage workers in these new jobs created by the Central
SOMA Plan commercial development is especially dire. We can estimate the percentage of
these households that are low-income, moderate-income, and higher income with a Jobs-
Housing Fit analysis, by comparing the jobs categories to wage data published by the California
EDD.



Attached is our Jobs-Housing Fit Analysis for Central SOMA.

Generally, even with an office-heavy mix, up to 55% of the new household growth, or close to
15,000 households, will be in the low to moderate-income categories. Even more will not be
able to afford market-rate housing, given today’s hyper-expensive SOMA housing market.
Planning staff proposes only about 17% of those needed 15,000 affordable units within the
Plan Area and in the broader SOMA neighborhood, leaving the Central SOMA Plan short
approximately 13,000 affordable units of the need created by the Plan’s buildout. The current

pipeline of entitled affordable units FOR THE ENTIRE CITY is only 3,092 affordable units from
very-low to moderate-income.

We recommend that the Plan commit to at least 50% of all housing be affordable
for low and moderate-income households up to 120% of median income, in order
to achieve a truer “fit” between new worker household incomes and the housing
provided through the Plan.

Finding sites to build the Plan’s affordable housing is a big challenge, given the incredible rise
in land prices. In its research for the City’s recent Inclusionary Housing policy update, the
Office of the Controller identified a 350% increase in the price of unentitled land over the last
five years. This kind of land inflation is likely to be exacerbated by the upzoning of the Central
SOMA Plan. Even with its low numbers of committed affordable housing, the Planning
Department’s estimate of 1,630 affordable units would require the acquisition of 15-20 sites
for development.

We recommend a land acquisition and banking strategy in order to get ahead of
the land speculation that will be spurred by the upzonings. This can be linked to

land dedications as part of any development being able to take advantage of greater
heights, density or FAR.

Creating moderate-income housing is also a big challenge, and can be best accommodated
through inclusionary policies, as was done when the city’s inclusionary housing policy was
expanded to include middle-income households. The Plan assumes that the Citywide baseline
inclusionary housing percentage will be the only one that will be applicable for the Plan Area,
whether or not the site has received an upzoning. The Central SOMA Plan in fact envisions
major upzonings, which confer significant value on those sites that can be recaptured for a
higher affordable housing requirement. The recently adopted “HomeSF” local density bonus
program is a fresh example of how such upzoning/value capture works - the Inclusionary was
increased to 30% in exchange for additional height and increased density and other
development incentives. Only requiring the standard baseline Inclusionary is otherwise akin to
a giveaway of the value being conferred by the City through the Central SOMA Plan. Moreover,
while the Plan does not prohibit a fee-out option, the Planning staff’s numbers seem to assume
that almost all developers will provide onsite units, which is very unrealistic.

We, along with the We Are SOMA Coalition, recommend raising the inclusionary



percentage for those residential developments taking advantage of increased
heights and densities. This should be based on financial feasibility and a value
capture analysis of the upzoning.

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. Failing to link commercial
development to housing need will continue to exacerbate our jobs-housing imbalance, worsen
our housing crisis, and increase pressure on our existing communities.

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 Marti

Co-directors, Council of Community Housing Organizations

CENTRAL SOMA JOBS-HOUSING FIT

Total commercial s.f. of the project 8,500,000 s.f.

Worker Density - Office 200 s.f./worker

Worker Density - Restaurant & Retail 368 s.f./worker

Worker Density — PDR/Arts 597 s.f./worker

Total jobs created: 35,751 workers

Workers/Household Assumption: 1.27 workers/HH

Total demand for units: 28,150 households

Very Low-Income Households 5,523 VLI units
20%

Low-Income Households 4,321 LI Units
15%

Moderate-Income 5,712 Mod Units
20%

Total demand for affordable units: 15,548 Afford. units

Affordable housing balance: 55%

Actual units proposed: 7,060 units

Proposal compared to total demand: 25% of need

Actual affordable units proposed (38%): 2,670 affordable

Proposal compared to affordable demand: 17% of need

Council of Community Housing Organizations



Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement

325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103
415-882-0901 office
www.sfccho.org


http://www.sfccho.org/

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)
Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

Date: Friday, March 02, 2018 12:06:09 PM

Attachments: image001.png

SPUR supports Central SoMa (PC initiation).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 1:22 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Re: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

If you could forward her the attached letter, that would be great! I'll be saying the same thing
verbally today too.

Thanks,
Kristy

Kristy Wang, LEED AP

Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR - Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4884

(415) 425-8460 m

kwang@spur.or

Join our movement for a better city.
Become a member of SPUR >>

On Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 10:59 AM, Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

<commissions.secretary @sfgov.org> Wrote:

Sorry. I've informed our webmaster. Her email address was posted prematurely, as it has not yet been activated.
If you like you may forward any information for her to me, and I'll see she gets it.

Jonas P. lonin,
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
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San Francisco | San Jose | Oakland

March 1, 2018

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

RE: Central SoMa Plan Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Maps
2011.1356MTZU [Board File. No 170961]

Dear President Hillis, Vice-President Melgar and Commissioners Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore and
Richards:

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in with SPUR’s support for the Central SoMa Plan. As you might
guess, SPUR is happy to see that the initiation of the Plan is on the agenda for today. We urge you to
initiate the Plan and hold a hearing to adopt the amendments to the General Plan, the Code and the Zoning
Map as quickly as possible. The Planning Department has been working with the community for several
years to get this Plan completed, and it is time to get it across the finish line.

Central SoMa is an area that is key to San Francisco and to the region. It lies adjacent to the Financial
District, an existing dense jobs center, and it holds the most links to regional transportation infrastructure.
Downtown San Francisco is the area in the region with the lowest rate of driving to work and one of the
few places within the region where people can and do commute by public transportation.

This is therefore the right place — from an environmental standpoint, a jobs agglomeration standpoint and
others — for accommodating a significant amount of growth for both jobs and housing, but particularly
for jobs. This is not to say that San Francisco is done doing its part on housing. We could see future efforts
to add more housing units in the Central SoMa Plan without coming at the expense of the 40,000 planned
jobs. And while there are many existing zoned opportunities for housing in the city, there is room for
future efforts as well. This could include looking at the west side of San Francisco, Western SoMa, Geary
Boulevard, commercial corridors throughout the city and others.

This Plan holds room for 40,000 jobs and 7,000 housing units, and that growth is planned to one day fund
up to $2 billion in public benefits towards housing, transportation, open space, sustainability and many
other needs for the city and this neighborhood. These benefits would be transformative, once the Plan is
approved and once that development moves forward. But we have been waiting for the plan’s completion
for long enough. In the meantime, the economy has been shifting, construction costs have been rising and
the feasibility of development moving forward is now shakier than it was a few years ago.

SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE OAKLAND spur.org
654 Mission Street 76 South First Street 1544 Broadway
San Francisco, CA 94105 San Jose, CA 95113 Oakland, CA 94612

(415) 781-8726 (408) 638-0083 (510) 827-1900





In that spirit, now is better than later. Displacement of both residents and businesses from San Francisco is
happening in part because there is more competition for homes and office space. Quote unquote “normal”
office jobs for nonprofits, engineering and architecture firms and other businesses are being shifted to
downtown Oakland in the best case, but also to more suburban locations or other regions, because of the
increased cost to lease office space in San Francisco.

The Central SoMa Plan is a thoughtful and ambitious plan to improve the neighborhood for residents,
workers and visitors. It will increase housing opportunities, provide significant affordability, expand green
space, transform the experience of being on the street, maintain a vital mix of uses, allow a diverse mix of
businesses to remain in San Francisco and more. SPUR urges you to move the adoption proceedings along
as quickly as possible in order to set in motion the processes that will bring these benefits to Central
SoMa, San Francisco and the region.

Thank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions.

S

Kris ang

Best,

Community Planning Policy Director

cc: SPUR Board of Directors
Mayor Mark Farrell and staff
Supervisor Jane Kim and staff
John Rahaim, Steve Wertheim / Planning Department






jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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From: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 10:07 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

Jonas,

Hi, | hope you'rewell. FY'| | copied and pasted Milicent's email from the website, and it
doesn't appear to be working.

Best,
Kristy

Kristy Wang, LEED AP

Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR e Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4884

(415) 425-8460 m

kwang@spur.org

Join our movement for a better city.
Become a member of SPUR >>

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 10:03 AM

Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

To: kwang@spur.org

Message not delivered

Y our message couldn't be delivered to milicent.johnson@sfgov.org because the
remote server is misconfigured. See technical details below for more information.

The response from the remote server was:
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550 5.4.1 [milicent. johnson@sfgov.org]: Recipient address rejected: Access
denied [CY1GCCO1FTO004.eop-gccOl.prod.protection.outlook.com]

Final-Recipient: rfc822; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
Action: failed

Status: 5.4.1

Remote-MTA: dns; sfgov-org.mail.protection.outlook.com. (23.103.198.10, the

server for the domain sfgov.org.)

Diagnostic-Code: smtp; 550 5.4.1 [milicent.johnson@sfgov.org]: Recipient address rejected:

Access denied [CY 1GCCO1FT004.eop-gcecOl.prod.protecti on.outl ook.com]
Last-Attempt-Date: Thu, 01 Mar 2018 10:03:05 -0800 (PST)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Kristy Wang <kwan ur.org>

To: richhillissf@gmail.com, myrna.melgar@sfgov.org, planning@rodneyfong.com,

milicent.johnson@sfgov.org, "Koppe, Joel (CPC)" <joel .koppel @sfgov.org>,
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, "Richards, Dennis (CPC)" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Commissions.Secretary @sfgov.org, "Rahaim, John (CPC)" <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>,
"Wertheim, Steve (CPC)" <steve.wertheim@sfgov.org>, " Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
<joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>, Mark.Farrell @sfgov.org, "Montejano, Jess (BOS)"
<Jess.Montejano@sfgov.org>, "Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS)"
<kanishka.karunaratne@sfgov.org>, "Elliott, Jason (MY R)" <jason.elliott@sfgov.org>,

Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, ivy.lee@sfgov.org, Mases.Corrette@sfgov.org,
Noelle.Duong@sfgov.org, Gabriel Metcalf <gmetcalf@spur.org>, Adhi Nagraj

<anagraj ur.org>

Bcc:

Date: Thu, 1 Mar 2018 10:03:01 -0800

Subject: SPUR supports Central SoMa initiation and speedy adoption

Dear President Hillis, Vice-President Melgar and Commissioners Fong, Johnson, Koppel,
Moore and Richards:

Please see attached letter for SPUR's support for the Central SoMa Plan initiation. We urge
you to initiate today and adopt amendments to the General Plan, code and zoning map as soon
as possible in order to bring the plan and its many benefits to fruition.

Thank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions.
Best,
Kristy Wang

Kristy Wang, LEED AP

Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR - Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4884

(415) 425-8460 m

kwang@spur.or
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods" Opposition to the Proposed City-Wide Implementation of the
Urban Design Guidelines

Date: Friday, March 02, 2018 12:05:54 PM

Attachments: LETTER TO PIANNING COMMISSIONERS. SUPERVISORS and PLANNING ON THE UDGS Rev. 2 (1) (1) on CSEN

Letterhead (1) with Signatures (1).doc

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Richard Frisbie [mailto:frfbeagle@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 2:27 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Supervisor Asha Safai; Stefani, Catherine (BOS);
Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen,
Malia (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Milicent A. Johnson - Commissioner; Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); Rich Hillis - Commission President; Rodney Fong - Commissioner; Brask, Anne (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Small, Maia (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC); George
Wooding; Rose Hillson; Kathy Devincenzi; Lisa Fromer; Matt McCabe; Marlayne Morgan; Ozzie Rohm;
Paul Webber

Subject: The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods' Opposition to the Proposed City-Wide
Implementation of the Urban Design Guidelines

Find attached the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods' reasons for its opposition to the Urban
Design Guidelines being implemented on a city-wide basis.
We very much appreciate the many presentations/meetings that the Planning Department have accorded
us but have failed to find common ground.
Feel free to contact us if you require expanded input into our position.
Sincerely,

/s

George Wooding, President

Rose Hillson, Chair, Land Use Committee

Kathryn Devincenzi, Member, Land Use Committee

Richard Frisbie,

Lisa Fromer,

Matt McCabe,

Marlayne Morgan,

Ozzie Rohm,

Paul Webber

Maurice Franco
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                      *     P.O. Box 320098     *     San Francisco, CA  94132-0098     *     Est. 1972    www.csfn.net

SUBJECT: Revisions Requested Due to Inappropriate and Unwarranted Application of the Draft Urban Design Guidelines

As explained herein, we request that


1. The Urban Design Guidelines will not apply to Historic Districts or Any Building and/or Site Designated as Historic or Significant.                                                                                                                                                                                                     It is a stretch of the imagination worthy of Jules Verne to believe that the Urban Design Guidelines are appropriate for the San Francisco’s Historic Districts or any historically significant building(s) and/or site(s)-San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 10 HISTORIC AND CONSERVATION DISTRICTS IN SAN FRANCISCO.

2. The Urban Design Guidelines will not apply in any “R” area of the city.                                                                                                  The Residential Design Guidelines have been pretty useful for the past 40 years despite being amended and watered down to the detriment of the Neighborhoods.                                                                                               Pretending to address residential issues by somehow magically inserting a set of guidelines developed for areas as disparate as Potrero Hill and Mission Bay while claiming, hoping, praying they provide clarity boggles the mind.                                                                                                                                                                                              ”One size fits all” is a guarantee that it serves none and is a recipe for unmitigated disaster.  Conflicts between the Residential Guidelines and the loose, generalized Urban Design Guidelines will be the subject of exploitation by the Planning Department (Department) and the Developers.                                                                                                                                                       The Developers will be dancing in the streets.


3. The Urban Design Guidelines are a Trojan Horse.                                                                                                          Furthermore there is widespread concern that these Urban Design Guidelines will take on a life of their own and become a malignancy on San Francisco’s Historic and “R” districts and their unique character, livability and ambience.                                                                                                                                                                                   The Urban Design Guidelines as applied on a city-wide basis are a Trojan Horse leading to the destruction of all that we hold dear.


This document is the result of multiple, 6+ and counting, meetings/presentations with the Department, including the meeting of Tuesday Feb. 6 which Commissioner Richards attended, as well as the follow-up meeting of Friday Feb. 9.                                                                                                                                                                    It also encompasses the input from multiple telephone conversations.


FLAWED AND OPAQUE PROCESS:  From the outset the Department should have approached a wide cross-section of neighborhoods and sought their input.  Instead they established an Advisory Committee that failed miserably to include the single most relevant stakeholder in the process - the neighborhoods.                                                                                   It’s hard to believe this was a mere oversight!                                                                                                                                  We have spoken previously about the unconscionable bias of the Advisory Committee and can provide that information as requested.                                                                                                                                                                                               The Historic Districts should have been asked “What guidelines do you need to protect the unique nature and character of your neighborhood?”                                                                                                                                                                                     The “R” Districts should have been asked a similar set of questions: “What do you need to enhance the character of your neighborhoods? What improvements would you like to see?....... “                                                                                                          In other words, the Department should have sought out the input from the neighborhoods at the very outset.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        Top down is rarely a productive process. Nor is it collaborative, in fact by its very definition it is non-collaborative, and can be guaranteed to result in a failure to gain buy-in by those most impacted so this letter should not come as a surprise to anyone.

The takeaway from all these discussions noted above has been absolutely no substantive consideration by the Department to modify, change or adapt the Urban Design Guidelines in response to the widespread concerns expressed by a large number of San Francisco Neighborhood Groups.                                                                                                             In fact, the only accommodations to date were the direct result of Commissioner Richards’ mandate to the Staff to re-do/reformat a Matrix at the Feb. 6 meeting and an agreement to change the applicability  from  6+ units to 25+ units.                                                                                                                                           


FACTUALLY INACCURATE BASIS: At virtually every meeting the Department explained that the original intent of the Urban Design Guidelines was to provide a set of guidelines for areas of the city that presently have NO guidelines whatsoever. The Department invariably mentions Potrero Hill and Mission Bay as examples.                                                                                                                                                              Subsequent discussions have led the Department to claim this is not the position they presented to the public. This is both inaccurate and, once again, misleading.                                                                                                                                                                                 Actually, areas such as Mission Bay, etc. have guidance in their appropriate Area Redevelopment Plans. The Department’s statements are factually inaccurate

It is worth noting that the generalities and overall loose language that characterize the Urban Design Guidelines will create significant disagreements upon application; a contentious starting point but that’s a discussion for another day.                                                                                                                                                                                      What we adamantly oppose is the City-wide application of the Urban Design Guidelines.                                                                                                                                    Potrero Hill and Mission Bay represent less than 5% of the city and yet we’re to believe that guidelines developed for 5% of the city are appropriate for the city at large?                                                                                                                                     We think not!                                                                                                                                                                                               A cursory glance at the San Francisco Zoning Map would highlight this absurdity.                                                                         Planning has taken an almost biblical view of their efforts by concluding “This is Good, Let us Rebuild the City in our image.”                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

MISLEADING INTENT: We would strongly suggest that had the Department stated  from the outset that  their intent was “to develop a set of Urban Design Guidelines that would impact the entire city” (as opposed to their publicly stated position that this effort was aimed at creating guidelines for areas that lacked guidelines) the public outcry would have been swift outrage that would have quickly encompassed the Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors.                                                                                                                                                     Frankly, the Department has pursued a policy of obfuscation and opaqueness in hiding this intent.                                       It would be a travesty if the Department’s deliberate deception and critically flawed process were rewarded by being granted approval at this time.

A canned response from the Department is “the Urban Design Guidelines help fill gaps, etc. in existing guidelines.”                                                                                                                                                                                  An argument that is categorically rejected by the Neighborhood                                                                     


We look forward to your response.


Respectfully


/s


George Wooding, President


Rose Hillson, Chair, Land Use Committee


Kathryn Devincenzi, Member, Land Use Committee


Richard Frisbie

Lisa Fromer


Matt McCabe


Marlayne Morgan


Ozzie Rohm


Paul Webber



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney
Eong; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC;
Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR FARRELL, SUPERVISOR JANE KIM AND COMMUNITY LEADERS BREAK
GROUND ON 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE FOR HOMELESS VETERANS AND LOW-INCOME
FAMILIES

Date: Friday, March 02, 2018 10:55:17 AM

Attachments: 3.1.18 Mission Bay Affordable Housing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 01, 2018 12:10 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR FARRELL, SUPERVISOR JANE KIM AND COMMUNITY
LEADERS BREAK GROUND ON 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE FOR HOMELESS VETERANS
AND LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 1, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***

MAYOR FARRELL, SUPERVISOR JANE KIM AND
COMMUNITY LEADERSBREAK GROUND ON 100 PERCENT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE FOR HOMELESSVETERANS

AND LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Upon completion project will be named in honor of late Mayor Edwin M. Lee

San Francisco, CA —-Mayor Mark Farrell, Supervisor Jane Kim, the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Executive Director Nadia Sesay joined public and
private partners today to break ground on a new 100 percent affordable housing development
at 1150 Third Street in Mission Bay.

During the ceremony Mayor Farrell dedicated the site to former Mayor Edwin Lee, and
proclaimed that upon completion, the building will be named after him.

“Today we are doing right by our veteran residents and lending a hand to struggling low-
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MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 1, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR FARRELL, SUPERVISOR JANE KIM AND
COMMUNITY LEADERS BREAK GROUND ON 100 PERCENT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING SITE FOR HOMELESS VETERANS

AND LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Upon completion project will be named in honor of late Mayor Edwin M. Lee

San Francisco, CA —Mayor Mark Farrell, Supervisor Jane Kim, the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) Executive Director Nadia Sesay joined public and private
partners today to break ground on a new 100 percent affordable housing development at 1150
Third Street in Mission Bay.

During the ceremony Mayor Farrell dedicated the site to former Mayor Edwin Lee, and
proclaimed that upon completion, the building will be named after him.

“Today we are doing right by our veteran residents and lending a hand to struggling low-income
families who deserve to call our city home,” said Mayor Mark Farrell. “This project moves us
one step closer to bringing chronic veterans homelessness in our city to an end and | can think of
no better tribute than to dedicate this new development to Mayor Lee, a man who spent his life
uplifting those in need.”

The 1150 Third Street development is a partnership between the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure, Swords to Plowshare, a nonprofit veteran service agency, and
Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC). Additionally, sf.citi provided
philanthropic support to initiate pre-development activities.

“This building will house 62 formerly homeless veterans and 56 low-income families with on-
site supportive services,” said Supervisor Kim. “This isn’t by chance or luck - this is the result of
vigorous advocacy for increased affordability and strong partnerships between the City and our
private and nonprofit allies. | fully commit to continue such partnerships into the future. | would
like to applaud Chinatown Community Development Center and Swords to Plowshares for the
great work they have done to make this project a reality.”

Slated for completion in November 2019 the development will have 119 affordable rental for
formerly homeless veterans and low-income families. The site will also include a large
community room, computer lab, teen community space, children’s play space and on-site
supportive services for its veteran residents.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

“This is an incredible time for San Francisco as Mission Bay continues to be a driving force in
creating high functioning, well-designed affordable housing,” said OCII Executive Director
Nadia Sesay. “With these new homes our veterans and families will continue to thrive in our
city.”

The development is an important next step in the City’s efforts to reduce the number of veterans
and families facing homelessness in San Francisco and Mayor Lee’s goal to build and
rehabilitate 30,000 housing units in San Francisco by 2020.

“I love our partnership with Swords to Plowshares and it is so heartwarming to have sustainable
affordable housing where veterans and families do not have to worry about losing their homes,”
said Rev. Norman Fong, Executive Director of CCDC. “What great synergy!”

"We are grateful to the late Mayor Lee who made this plot of land available to Swords to
Plowshares and Chinatown Community Development Center," said Michael Blecker, Swords to
Plowshares' Executive Director. "Collaborative efforts to ending veteran homelessness have led
to a significant reduction in the number of chronically homeless veterans. This project is another
critical step to getting our most vulnerable veterans housed."

The Mission Bay Project Area has seen many uses in its past, from warehouses and industrial
facilities to the former Southern Pacific Railyard. Today it is one of San Francisco’s newest
mixed-use, transit oriented developments, and upon completion will have approximately 6,400
housing units, of which 1800 are affordable. The project at 1150 Third Street in Mission Bay will
be OCII’s fourth fully affordable housing project in Mission Bay South, with another 868
affordable units in the pipeline.

HitH
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income families who deserve to call our city home,” said Mayor Mark Farrell. “ This project
moves us one step closer to bringing chronic veterans homelessness in our city to an end and |
can think of no better tribute than to dedicate this new development to Mayor Lee, a man who
spent his life uplifting those in need.”

The 1150 Third Street development is a partnership between the Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure, Swords to Plowshare, a nonprofit veteran service agency, and
Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC). Additionally, sf.citi provided
philanthropic support to initiate pre-development activities.

“This building will house 62 formerly homeless veterans and 56 |ow-income families with on-
site supportive services,” said Supervisor Kim. “Thisisn’t by chance or luck - thisis the result
of vigorous advocacy for increased affordability and strong partnerships between the City and
our private and nonprofit allies. I fully commit to continue such partnershipsinto the future. |
would like to applaud Chinatown Community Development Center and Swords to Plowshares
for the great work they have done to make this project areality.”

Slated for completion in November 2019 the development will have 119 affordable rental for
formerly homeless veterans and low-income families. The site will also include alarge
community room, computer lab, teen community space, children’s play space and on-site
supportive services for its veteran residents.

“Thisisan incredible time for San Francisco as Mission Bay continuesto be adriving forcein
creating high functioning, well-designed affordable housing,” said OCII Executive Director
Nadia Sesay. “With these new homes our veterans and families will continue to thrive in our
city.”

The development is an important next step in the City’ s efforts to reduce the number of
veterans and families facing homelessness in San Francisco and Mayor Lee' s goal to build and
rehabilitate 30,000 housing units in San Francisco by 2020.

“1 love our partnership with Swords to Plowshares and it is so heartwarming to have
sustainable aff ordable housing where veterans and families do not have to worry about losing
their homes,” said Rev. Norman Fong, Executive Director of CCDC. “What great synergy!”

"We are grateful to the late Mayor Lee who made this plot of land available to Swordsto
Plowshares and Chinatown Community Development Center," said Michael Blecker, Swords
to Plowshares Executive Director. " Collaborative efforts to ending veteran homel essness have
led to a significant reduction in the number of chronically homeless veterans. This project is
another critical step to getting our most vulnerable veterans housed.”

The Mission Bay Project Area has seen many usesin its past, from warehouses and industrial
facilities to the former Southern Pacific Railyard. Today it isone of San Francisco’s newest
mixed-use, transit oriented developments, and upon completion will have approximately 6,400
housing units, of which 1800 are affordable. The project at 1150 Third Street in Mission Bay
will be OCII’ s fourth fully affordable housing project in Mission Bay South, with another 868
affordable units in the pipeline.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Rodney Fong

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Tantamount to Demolition Definition
Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 8:44:36 AM
Attachments: Scan0142.pdf

Scan0143.pdf
Scan0144.pdf
Scan0145.pdf
Scan0146.pdf
Scan0147.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 04, 2018 2:22 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Fwd: Tantamount to Demolition Definition

Dear Mr. lonin:

This bounced back from Commissioner Fong's email.

Can you see that he getsit....I think | have had this problem previously and you suggested that
| send it to you.

Thanks.

Georgia

Dear Commissioner Fong:
Good afternoon.

Attached at the very bottom are the Noe Valley samples that were analyzed 2+
years ago and apparently the Staff felt that 40% of them should have been
Tantamount to Demoalition. | wanted to send these again, because some of you
were not on the Commission back then. And | wanted to send them as a prelude to
the upcoming hearings on both SB827 on March 15th and the joint BIC hearing
on April 12th.

Asyou know there are more projects than these five samples.
Here isthe question: What should be the definition of Tantamount to Demolition

and can both the Planning Department and Building Department share that
definition?
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

_NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On June 18, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.06.18.9887 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

APPLICANT INFORMATION
Applicant: John Sangiacomo
Address: 2840 Polk Street

City, State: San Francisco, CA 94109
Telephone: (415) 4121153

PROPERTY INFORMATION
Project Address: 168 Jersey Street
Cross Street(s): Sanchez & Vicksburg Streets
Block/Lot No.: 6509/013

Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the
Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business dayif
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved
by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in
other public documents.

B 0 AP
O Demolition [0 New Construction Alteration
O Change of Use Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition
Rear Addition O Rear Deck Vertical Addition
Building Use Residential No Change
Front Setback 15 feet 12 feet
Side Setbacks None (West) and 3 feet (East) None
Building Depth 65 feet 68 feet 3.5 inches
Rear Yard 36 feet 10.5 inches 45 feet 8.5 inches
Building Height 28 feet 36 feet 9 inches
Number .of Stories 2 3
Number of Dwelling Units 1 Nc Change

) PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project includes: 1) a §' side and 11' rear addition at the ground floor/first story; 2) filling in of the notches at the
front of the building, a 5' side and 3' rear addition at first floor/second story; and 3) a new 68-6" deep third story to the existing
two-story, single-family dwelling. The project complies with all applicable provisions of the Planning Code and is consistent with
the size and scale of the surrounding properties in the neighborhood. See attached plans.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Doug Vu
Telephone: (415) 575-9120 Notice Date:
E-mail: Doug.Vu@sfgov.org Expiration Date: -
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O Agent Rank: San Francisco-Noe Valley
Michael Ackerman

2,787.60 (2009)

1
2. Dan Bunker
3. Alan Marcos
4. Andrea Swetland
\ 5 Linda S Gordon
Agent 6. Pairick Lowell
7. George | angiord
VI £ 120 14 Ducisey OUEel LIG BA: N/A y
S:MaryK Sangiacomo, J, Mary K Sangtacomo  SA: N/A :
1 . Pata Brannigan
Mlchale] {Revocable Trust), Michael J 10.
Sangiacomo
$0 Foreclosure 08/16/2012  B:168 Jersey StreetLilc _ Find highestranked agents in:

[ —— =

$1,025,000 Resale
NA Resale
NA Resale
$804,000 Resale

in

Information

Elementary School NA

Middle School NA
High Scheal: San Francis,
State Senator: State Sen. I
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The residence at 168 Jersey Street offers a unique blend of high design, deep
comfort, fun convenience and beautiful views. In the heart of Noe Valley, only
one short block from 24th Street, its handsome street presence is articulated
by large windows, strong, yet understated color palette and thoughtful land-

scaping elements,

Offered at $4,950,000
www.168Jersey.com

HELENA HELENA ZALUDOVA 1 N
Vo7 4 415.517.2944 | www.helena7x7.com |
REAL ESTATE LICs# 01472256 S e

Information contained herein has been obtained from sources deemed reliable but is not guaranteed. Prospective purchasers ane advised to verify
accuracy and to review any disclosure information on file with this office.
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168 Jersey Street
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Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking

System!

Permit Details
Report Date:

Report

6/25/20157:19:26 AM
Pl

-

Application Number: /

Form Number:

Address{es):

Descriptj

I/.

201306189887
3 e

0168JERSEYST ’
VERTTCAT. ANDHORIZONTAT. ANDITTON INCLITDING: A NEW 2RNSTORY ADDETTON,

6509 /01

ATWOSTORY REAR ATMITION CONVERSION OF STORAGE SPACE TOGARAGE, ¢ ND
REMODELOF (FYSPACE ANNITION OF 2 RENROOMS ANT 2 RATHROOMS ON () QRD
STORY.MAHER- COMPIIANCE W/ORDINANCE NO. 155-13 NOT REQUIRED. \
$375,000.00

R-3

27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

\Action Date _|

6/18/2013
6/18/2013

Stage

ITRIAGE____|

FILING.

IComments

6/18/2013

FILED.

7/31/2014____|
7./31/2014
8/6/2014

PLANCHECK]
IAPPROVED_|

ISSUED,

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

License Number:

Name:
Company Name:

Address:

Phone:

Addenda Detai

Description:SITE
|Arrive |Start

Station

<
Step

803073

DAVID KOHLMYER
KOHLMY ER
2601 16THAV * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94116~

0000

Is:

In Out

Finish [Checked By Hold Description

1 CPB

CP-ZOC

6/19/13]

6/19/13

6/19/1

8/23/1

Hold __[Hold

3 6/19/13|SHEK KATHY.

\Approved per plans for 1) a 5'side and 11' rea
addition at the ground floor/first story; 2)
filling in of the notches at the front of the
building, a 5’ side and 3' rear addition at first
floor/second story; and 3) a new 68-6" deep
third story to the existing two-story, single-
family, dwelling.

3 5/15/14 VU DOUG

CP-NP |1/

22/14|4/16/1

» 4/16/14/VU DOUG %ﬁlilg)d 311 Notice 1/29/14; Expired 2/28/14

BLDG.

15/

DPW-

BsM |5/

19/14/

23/14

5/23/14]

5/29/14

7/18/14 SMITHALAN____ |approved after Re-Check, to PPC

IApproved SITE Permit only. 6/19/14 - (REE:
141 E-0563 and tree app). -CC 6-17-14 BSM is
ready to sign off. Please route the plans and
original application to BSM for sign off
Iprocess. Ref: 14ie-0563 On hold. 5/29/14:
Sign off after BLDG approval. Must apply for
an Urban Forestry tree removal for (E) tree
fronting proposed garage and (N) curb cut.
|Also, Street I mprovement is required for (N)
curb cut. You can download the applications
with http://sfdpw.org/index.aspx?page=169;
and submit them in-person to the main office,
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor. At the time of
intake, the BSM plan checker and Urban

Forestry inspector may recommend for sign
nFf wria amail tn the catellite nffire

7/21/14,

5/29/14 6/19/14|CHOY CLINTON







SAN FRANCISCO
- PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312) |

On January 4, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.01.04.7294 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION

Project Address: 865 Duncan Street Applicant: Suheil Shatara
Cross Street(s): Diamond Heights Blvd./Douglass St. | Address: 26 Lakeview Drive
Block/Lot No.; 7519/014 City, State: Daly City, CA 94015
Zoning District(s): RH-1 7 40-X Telephone: (415) 871-1229

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the
Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved
by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in
other public documents. '

PROJECT SCOPE

0 Demolition O ew Cdnstruction Alteration
O Change of Use Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition
Rear Addition Side Addition Vertical Addition

EXISTING PROPOSED

PROJECT FEATURES

Building Use Residential No Change

Front Setback | 2 feet 9 inches No Change

Side Setbacks 12 feet / 10 feet 9 inches 5 feet/ 7 feet 8 inches
Building Depth 49 feet ' No Change

Rear Yard 15 feet No Change

Building Height 25 feet 35 feet 6 inches
Number of Stories 2 3

Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal includes: 1) a 10'-8" rear horizontal addition at the basement level: 2) a 7’ side addition and 12' rear horizontal
addition at the first (garage) floor; 3) a 7 side addition and 6' rear horizontal addition at the second floor; and 4) a new 34'-5" deep
third floor that is set back 15’ from the front wall and a 15' front deck and 12’ rear deck above the second floor of the existing two-
story single-family dwelling. The project complies with all applicable provisions of the Planning Code, is consistent with the size
and scale of the surrounding properties in the neighborhood, and complies with the Residential Design Guidelines. See attached
plans.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Doug Vu

Telephone: (415) 575-9120 Notice Date:
E-mail: doug.vu@sfgov.org Expiration Date:
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aent ot Building Inspection

Page 1 ot 2

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 2/15/2014 2:56:21 PM

Application Number: 201301047294

Form Number: 3

Address(es): 7519 foi14 fo 865 DUNCAN ST

REMODELTO (E) SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING - (N)"VERTICAL 1-STORY

DGR ADDITION & (N) HORIZONTAL ADDITION. (N} 2 1/2 BATHROOMS, REMODEL (E)

Ll BATHROOM, RELOCATE KITCHEN, ADD BEDROOMS, FAMILY ROOM &
ELEVATOR.

Cost: $265,000.00

Occupancy Code: R-3

Building Use: 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

f Disposition / Stage:

ActionDate |Stage  Comments

1/4/2013 TRIAGE :F?E

1/4/2013 FILING é

1/4/2013 FILED

10/15/2013 PLANCHECK]

10/15/2013 IAPPROVED |

10/15/2013 ISSUED i

Contact Details:

Contractor Details:

License Number: OWNER

Name: OWNER

Company Name: OWNER

Address: OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000
Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:
SITE. ‘ )
| . a Im (OQat |.. .. ! s v
StepStation|Arrive |Start [ .. g 4, [Finish Checked By Held Description
1 |CES W/4/13 |t/aj13 | | hf4/13 |SHEKKATHY JAMESLI o B
CPE  [1/4/13 |1/4/13 1/4/13 é%i%;w
Approved per plans for side and rear
i lhorizontal additions at basement, first
3 |CP-ZOCh/4/13 [2/11/213 10/3/13 VUDOUG land second floors, and a vertical addmon
| (new third floor) to existing one-family
i dwelling.
| Mailed 311 Notice 8/21/13; Expired
CP-NP !8/1/13 8/23/13 8/23/13 [THAI CATHY o/20/13 (Viad)
BLDG ;10/4/13 10/10/13 10,/10,/13|SMITH ALAN |
! |OTC. Permit has been assessed a Capacity
| {Charge. 50% paid with permit fees;
| SZU-WHITNEY balance due within 12 months of permit
B PR e O 10/13/13 jpoNica issued date. See Invoice attached to
application. Return plans/appl. to
applicant - 10/11/13.
7 IPPC  jio/11/1310/11/13 10/11/13 gAHM£MSINGm
i no/f15/13: SFUSD REQ'D. APPROVED.
! IKS. 10/10/13: to Suheil for OTC review.
8 ICPB ilo/u/m 10/15/13 i10/15/13 YANBRENDA  mml1/10/13am: ok'd by RPada. Jonathan
[Chiu, removed. 1/4/13: no contractor
! Eselected yet. gs

Tlns permrt has been issued. For information peﬂammg to this permit, please call 415-558-6096.

Appointments:
f)gxintnentig};t;l;{hnent ppomtmen | ppointment Type éDeserimion ’é'i;n;
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default aspx?page=PermitDetails 2/15/2014





-nent ot Building Inspection

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inguiry
Permit Details Report
Report Date: 2/15/2014 2:59:42 PM
Application Number: 201206112316
Form: Number: 8
Address(es): 7519 foi4 fo 865 DUNCAN & ST
REMODEL EXTG. REAR STRUCTURE. ADD 1/2 BATH, UPGRADE P.L, WAILLS ,
Description: PROVIDE NEW DOORS & REMOVE WINDOWS. REPAIR STRUCTURE UP TO 50%
REPAIR ART STUDIO.
Cost: $15,000.00
Cccupaney Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage: ‘PEE’
Action Date [Stage [Comments {
6/11/2012  TRIAGE |
6/11/2012  FILING |
6/11/2012 FILED !
7/18/2012 IAPPROVED!
7/18/2012 ISSUED |
1/16/2013  |COMPLETE Final Inspection/Approved
Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: 709622
Name: JAMES PATRICK GALLAGHER
Company Name: ACHILL BEG CONSTRUCTION INC
Address: 2522 MISSION STREET, STE 215 * SAN FRANCISCO CA, 94110-0000
Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:
Sicp{Station|Arrivolstare [ [Out oo o o n ki Desestpes
ep|Station ve Start | 14 iHold Fimis ed By IL old Description
- : [ i S
1 [INTAKE6/11/12/6/11/12! ! 6/11/12 %EW AIN}
2 ICP-ZOC|6/11/1216/11/12 |6/11/12 [ TAEB AZADEH -
3 _BLDG l6/u1/12i6/11/12! 6/11/12 VALLE JAIME o
BID- | ! i ORTEGA i
4 s 16/13/126/13/12 ‘ 6/13/12)p o ALDO | .
- ! | IORTEGA Re-Approved 6-29-12, updated Sheet A1.1
5 IMECH 6/11/12‘[6/11/12 16/11/12 REYNALDO IAPPROVED, OTC.
! i OTC. Capacity Charge not applicable.
6 SFPUC i6/11/12(6/11/12 6/1/1zfp s VATINEY | eviewed and returned plans/appl. to
7 ! i | i japplicant - 06/11/12. .
7 |CPB  [7/18/12l7/18/12| ! {7/18/12\BAZILE TARA. |

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, pleése call 415-558-6096.

Page | of 2

hitp://dbiweb sfgov.org/dbipts/default. aspx?page=PermitDetails

Appointments:
Appointment {Appointment {Appointment |Appointment ' . .. [Time
Date AM/PM iCode |Type !Dm"l’“"“ssmm
Inspections:
Activity Date __[Inspector Inspection Description _[Inspection Status
1/16/2013 _fEdward Greene [FINAL INSPECT/APPRVD [FINAL INSPECT/APPRVD
Special Inspections:
Addenda No.EComplefted Date|Inspected ByiInspection CodeSDescﬁpﬁonERemarks
For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.
2/15/2014






Department of Building Inspection

Pagelof'l

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inguiry

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201447991
Owner/Agent: gUPIPRESlEL Ié‘gf‘ Date Filed: 01/23/2014
Owner's Phone: - Location: 865 DUNCAN ST
Contact Name: Block: 7519
Contact Phone: -- Lot: - 014
Connlatnant: COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
mplainant:  grppRESSED e:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
) Received By: Czarina Blackshear
Complaments Division: BID
Phone: *
Complaint  rg] EPHONE
ource:
’ Assigned to BID
Division:
Deschigting Possibly exceeding scope of demolition walls that were shown to remain have beer removed. Can
PR Inspector please check that demolition is per plans.
Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION . ‘ )
DIVISIONINSPECTOR D DISTRICT PRIORITY
BID ISIMAS 6218 j16 t
REFFERAL INFORMATION

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS

DATE [TYPE _ DIV/INSPECTORISTATUS |COMMENT
o1/23/14 kCASE OPENED gBID ‘Simas o -

v PEEETOWT b o, P
o1/29/14 %?E%WORK NO EBID |S]ma.s S st copy of NOV mailed by j

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NOV (HIS):

Inspector Contact Information

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

NOV (BID): o01/23/14

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies

City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=2014... 2/15/2014






SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

_NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On March 5, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.05.1551 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

APPLICANT INFORMATION
Applicant: Andy Forrest

Address: 1539 Taraval Street, #203
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94116
| Telephone: (415) 602.9997

PROPERTY INFORMATION
Project Address: 4326 Cesar Chavez Street
Cross Street(s): Douglass and Diamond Sts.
Block/Lot No.: 6561/010

Zoning District(s): RH-1/ 40-X

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the
Applicant listed ‘above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business dayif
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved
by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in
other public documents.

PROJECT SCOPE

[0 Demolition O New Construction Alteration
O Change of Use XIFacade Alteration(s) XIFront Addition
Rear Addition O Side Addition Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED _

Building Use Residential No Change

Front Setback 1 foot, 9 inches 10.5 inches

East Side Setback 3 feet No Change

Building Depth 62 feet 76 feet

Rear Yard 50 feet 37 feet

Building Height (measured above curb) | 17 feet, 5 inches 33 feet (@ midpoint)
Number of Stories 1 (above strest) 3 (above street)
Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION _ Tl e kY
The proposal is front, rear, and vertical additions to a single family dwelling. The project includes extensive remodeling of the
interior and exterior of the building including fagade alterations. Resulting in distinctly different building with a modern vernacular.
The top floor would be set back and minimally visible from the street. The rear of the building would terrace down to the yard and
partially setback from the side property lines. See attached plans.

For more information, Please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Michael Smith

Telephone: (415) 558-6322 _ Notice Date:
E-mail: Michael.e. smith@sfgov.org Expiration Date:





SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Planning Department Requirements #1

April 11, 2013

Andy Forrest
1539 Taraval Street, Suite 203
San Francisco, CA 94116

RE:

4326 Cesar Chavez
6561/010
2013.03.05.1551

(Address)
(Assessor’s Block/Lot)
(Building Permit Application Number)

Your Building Permit Application No. 2013.03.05.1551 has been received by the Planning Department and
has been assigned to planner Michael Smith. He has begun review of your application but the following
information is required before it is accepted as complete and/or is considered Code-complying. Time
limits for review of your project will not commence until we receive the requested information or
materials and verify their accuracy. Please note that further comments may follow review of the

requested information.

In order to proceed with our review of your Building Permit Application, the following is required:

1.

Pre-Application Meeting. Your submittal includes two sets of reduced plans. It is unclear which
set of plans is intended to satisfy the project’s pre-application meeting requirement. To clarify
the issue, please submit a reduced copy of the plans that you presented at the pre-application
meeting. Furthermore, your pre-application meeting materials include a list of neighborhood
groups that were invited to the meeting, however, the list of groups is for a different
neighborhood. If this information was simply a clerical error you must submit a copy of the
correct neighborhood list for the subject property. If the incorrect neighborhood list that you
submitted accurately reflects the groups that were invited to the meeting then you will need to
hold another pre-application meeting to invite the appropriate neighborhood groups.

Front Setback Compliance. The subject property has a required front setback requirement of
approximately 10.5” based upon the average setback of the two adjacent buildings. The proposed
second floor bay window does not comply with the setback requirement. You will either need to
revise the bay window to comply with the Code or seek and justify a variance from the front
setback requirements of the Code.

Site Plan. Please revise your existing site plan to indicate the existing street trees and curb cuts in
front of the adjacent properties. Also, include the existing and proposed site plans on the same

plan sheet.

www.stplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception;
415.558.6378

Fax;
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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NOPDR #1 sent to: Apry

\
Andy Forrest ‘ 2013.03%
1539 Taraval Street, Suite 203 ' 4326 Cesar Chavez B.\
San Francisco, CA 94116 hS

%
4. Photos. Please provide color panoramic photos of the rear of the adjacent buildings. Also

provide a color photo of the light well at 341 30% Street and the location of the west facing
windows at 313 30t Street.

5. Elevations. Provide separate proposed elevations that are scaled to 14” = 1.

6. Context Elevations. Please provide side context elevations of the adjacent buildings on your
existing ease and west elevations. Revise your existing rear elevation to provide more details for
the adjacent building to the east, similar to what you provided for the proposed rear elevation.
To the extent possible, it is preferable to have your existing and corresponding proposed context
elevations on the sheet for ease of reference.

Your east elevation appears to include a context elevation of the building located to properties to
the west of the subject property. If correct, this information should be omitted from this drawing.
Furthermore, omit the existing building envelope and hatched walls to remain from your
proposed east elevation. Please omit the same information from your proposed west elevation.

7. Residential Demolition. Your plans include a demolition table that concludes that your project
~ is not a demolition pursuant to Section 317 of the planning Code. However, it is difficult to
determine whether the information is accurate because it does not easily correlate with your
graphic representation. It also does not appear that any calculations were provided that analyze
the exterior surface area to be removed. More information is needed to determine whether or not
your project constitutes residential demolition pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code. For
graphic representation, please provide a separate set of existing elevations with the exterior
vertical surface area to be removed shaded. Below each elevation provide the total square
footage of surface area for the elevation, the total square footage of surface area to be removed
from that elevation, and the percentage of surface area to be removed. Provide a separate set of
existing plans, including a roof plan, and provide the same information above for the horizontal
surface area to be removed. Furthermore, on your separate set of existing plans provide separate
measurements of the lineal feet of walls at the foundation level for each side of the building and
calculate the percentage to be removed. Please note that any existing wall that will become an
internal wall counts towards your demolition calculations. Your project will be subject to the
demolition procedures of Section 317 of the Code if the Department determines your project to be

a demolition.

8. Windows. Label your window materials and provide a detail view of a typical window section
that indicates a minimum three-inch recess.

9. Tree Planting and Protection Checklist. Please complete and submit a Tree Planting and
Protection Checklist. For your convenience you can obtain the form on the Planning Department
website at: http://www.sf-planning.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8321

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





JPDR #1 sent to: April 11, 2013

sndy Forrest

2013.03.05.1551

1539 Taraval Street, Suite 203 ' 4326 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco, CA 94116

10. Residential Design Guidelines. The Planning Commission adopted the 2003 Residential Design
Guidelines in December 2003 to promote design that will protect neighborhood character. All
residential permit applications in the RF and RM zoning districts filed or reviewed after January
1, 2004 are subject to these Guidelines. You can download a copy of the Guidelines from our
website at http://www.sfgov.org/planning or purchase for $3.00 per copy at the Planning
Department office, Ground Floor Lobby or 5% floor. If you fail to adequately address these
concerns the Department may initiate a Discretionary Review hearing for this project.

fa.

Building Scale at the Street. Your proposed building would extend one-story taller than
the adjacent buildings. While the taller element is set back 16" from the front property
line it is only set back 11'-4” from the furthest front building wall with a smaller setback
elsewhere. The proposed third floor would be clearly visible from the street which
would disturb the two story scale at the north side of the street. This is added to the fact
that the subject street is steeply sloped which affords greater views of taller vertical
elements. To address this concern the Department is recommending a 20-foot front
setback at the proposed third floor, measured from the primary front building wall.

Building Scale at the Mid-Block. At the basement level, the proposed building would
extend approximately 32-feet deeper than the adjacent buildings. The added building
depth has an even greater effect on the adjacent building to the east which is at
approximately the same grade level as the proposed extension. To address this concern,
the proposed extension should be substantially shortened at the basement level.

Please note that further comment may follow review of the requested information.

Please direct any questions concerning this notice to the assigned planner, Michael Smith at (415) 558-
6322 or michael.e.smith@sfgov.org. Contact the assigned planner to set up any meeting, should one be
necessary. Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this notice without an appointment.

Thank you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response on your part will help
expedite our review of your permit application.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT





NOPDR #1 sent to: April 11, 2013
Andy Forrest 2013.03.05.1551
1539 Taraval Street, Suite 203 ' 4326 Cesar Chavez Street
San Francisco, CA 94116

10. Residential Design Guidelines. The Planning Commission adopted the 2003 Residential Design
Guidelines in December 2003 to promote design that will protect neighborhood character. All
residential permit applications in the RH and RM zoning districts filed or reviewed after January
1, 2004 are subject to these Guidelines. You can download a copy of the Guidelines from our
website at http://www.sfgov.org/planning or purchase for $3.00 per copy at the Planning
Department office, Ground Floor Lobby or 5% floor. If you fail to adequately address these
concerns the Department may initiate a Discretionary Review hearing for this project.

"a. Building Scale at the Street. Your proposed building would extend one-story taller than
. the adjacent buildings. While the taller element is set back 16’ from the front property
line it is only set back 11’-4” from the furthest front building wall with a smaller setback
elsewhere. The proposed third floor would be clearly visible from the street which
would disturb the two story scale at the north side of the street. This is added to the fact
that the subject street is steeply sloped which affords greater views of taller vertical
elements. To address this concern the Department is recommending a 20-foot front
setback at the proposed third floor, measured from the primary front building wall.

b. Building Scale at the Mid-Block. At the basement level, the proposed building would
extend approximately 32-feet deeper than the adjacent buildings. The added building
depth has an even greater effect on the adjacent building to the east which is at
approximately the same grade level as the proposed extension. To address this concern,
the proposed extension should be substantially shortened at the basement level.

Please note that further comment may follow review of the requested information.
Please direct any questions concerning this notice to the assigned planner, Michael Smith at (415) 558-
6322 or michael.e.smith@sfgov.org. Contact the assigned planner to set up any meeting, should one be

necessary. Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this notice without an appointment.

Thank you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response on your part will help
expedite our review of your permit application.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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:AR AND VERTICAL ADDITION, CONVERTING
EXISTING ATTIC AND BASEMENT TG HABITABLE
USE, AND ADD NEW THIRD FLOCR
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AMMENDMENTS 1
510 PLUMEING MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL !
CODES !
GROSS FLOOR AREA CALCULATION: ANDY FORREST, P. E
,P.E.
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SCOPE OF WORK:

REMODEL AND ADDITION TQ SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENCE,

REAR AND VERTICAL ADDITION, CONVERTING
EXISTING ATTIC AND BASEMENT TO HABITABLE
USE, AND ADD NEW THIRD FLOOR

DESIGN CODE!
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ANDY FORREST, P.E.

CIVIL ENGINEER
Englataring & Dezign
4539 Taraval Stroat, Sulte 203
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4155652213, Fior 5562202
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I

San Francisco, California Block and Lot 6561-010
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ADDITION TO 4326 CESAR CHAVEZ
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ANDY FORREST, P.E.

CIVIL ENGINEER
Engineering & Design
1539 Taraval Street, Suite 203
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Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking

System!
Permit Details Report
Report Date: 10/26/2015 2:50:14 PM
Application Number: 201303051551
Form Number: 3
. CESAR .
Address(es): 6561/010/0 4326 CHAVEZ ST
REMODEL& ADNTTION TOSINGIE FAMITY RESINENCE RFAR & VERTTICAT ADDITION
Description: CONVERTING (E) ATTIC AND BASEMENT TO HABITABLE USE, AND ADD (N) 3RD
FLCOR.
Cost: $500,000.00
Occupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage:
lAction Date _lstage Comments
13/5/2013 TRIAGE,
3/5/2013. FILING.
13/5/2013___ . IFILED
10/17/2013___ |[PLANCHECK]
10/17/2013 . JAPPROVED_|
10/17/2013 __ |ISSUED
Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: OWN
Name: OWNER OWNER
Company Name: OWNER
Address: OWNER * OWNER CA 00000-0000
Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:SIT.E
Step|Station/Arrive [Start h:)l d gg} d Finish [Checked By [Hold Description
1 ICPB__13/5/13 13/5/13 3/5/13__|LEEANITA___|
SMITH
2 |CP-ZOC3/5/13 |4/10/13 0/10/13 MICHAEL, IApproved
SMITH Mail i 2 i
3 |cP-NP |7/18/13 |8/2/13 o0/1/13 e W:;;g;i 311 Notice 8/2/13; Expired 9/1/13
HUANG
4 [BLDG [9/11/13 |9/12/13 |9/17/13 10/4/13 VIVIAN
IApproved Site only! 9-19-13 DPW/BSM shall
not release construction addenda until
complete application and plans for Street
Tmprovement and Minor Sidewalk
Encroachment (MSE) are submitted and
approved Please submit application with all
DPW- (SI) and (MSE) requirements at 1155 Market
5 |psm 9 /17713 19/19/13 9/19/13 |CY LIONGTIAN Street, 3rd floor, and Tel. No. (415) 554-
5810. Your construction addenda will be on
hold, until all necessary DPW/BSM permits
are completed, or the receiving BSM plan
checker-recommending sign off Note: Please
contact Urban Forestry to apply for tree
permit and landscape permit @ 415-554-
6700,
Permit has been assessed a Capacity Charge.
i 50% paid with permit fees; balance due within
6 [SFPUC [10/4/13 [10/15/13 10/15/13 degN?&?TNEY 12 months of permit issued date. See Invoice
attached to application. Route to PPC-
!10_/ 15/13.






Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking

System!

Permit Details Report

Report Date

Application Number:
Form Number:

Address(es):

Description:

Cost:

Occupancy Code:

Building Use:

Disposition / Stage:

10/26/2015 2:49:37 PM
201406128198

3

CESAR
6561/010/0 45326 CHAVEZ ST
REMODEL. ATTERATION & ANNITION TO AN (FISINGT E FAM RESTY CONVERSION OF
(F1 RASEMENT FROM STORAGETOHARITARIF SPACE (N12RNSTORY VERTICAT.
ADNITION. REAR VARTN HORTZONTAT. ADDITTON. (NY FRONT FACADE. EXCAVATION
& FULL FOUNDATION REPLACEMENT, INTERIOR REMODEL THROUGHOUT.
$698,300.00
R-3,U
27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

Action Date _|Stage |Comments

6/12/2014 TRIAGE

6/12/2014. FILING.

6/12/2014, LED

B/20/2014..... BLANCHECK]

8/20/2014___ IAPPROVED._|

8/20/2014, SSUED.

Contact Details:

Contractor Details:

License Number: 959948

Name: LUCAS EASTWOOD

Company Name: EASTWOOD DEVELOPMENT INCORPORATED

Address: 660 VORK ST * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-

0000

Phone:

Addenda Details:

Description:SITE

Step|Station|Arrive |Start In01 d 1?11(1)1: d Finish [Checked By Hold Description
7/17/14; COLLECT PREMIUM P/C FEE. SEI

1 CPB 6/12/14|6/12/14 6/12/14 [SHEK KATHY TTACH APPROVALLETTER. AMARIS.

2 |CP-ZOC|6/12/14l7/8/14 7,/16/14SMITH MICHAEL|

13— {BLDG__I7/17/1417/18/1417/23/14 7/28/14/L1 MABEL

4 |SFFD |7/28/14|8/11/14 8/11/14 EJAE%JSLHMAN approved to ppc
IApproved Site only! 8-12-14 DPW/BSM shall
not release construction addenda until
complete application and plans for Street
Improvement are submitted and approved
Please submit application with all (SI)

DPW- requirements at 1155 Market Street, 3rd

5 BSM 8/11/14|8/12/14 8/12/14 |CY LIONGTIAN (floor, and Tel. No. {415)-554-5810. Your
construction addenda will be on hold, until all
necessary DPW/BSM permits are completed,
or the receiving BSM plan checker-
recommending sign off Note: Please contact
Urban Forestry to apply for tree permit and
landscape permit @ 415-554-6700_________
Permit has been assessed a Capacity Charge.
100% paid with permit fees. See Invoice
attached to application. Requested document:

6 SFPUC [8/12/14(8/13/14|8/13/14 8/13/14 [KUMAR AJAY received from project architect. Route to
PPC. 08/13/14- AK On hold; awaiting
requested pdf documents from project






Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking
System!

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Comnlaint

Number: 201578026
Owner/Agent: E:)[‘ﬁ:?)%REg&TSL Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 1206 CESAR CHAVEZ ST
Contact Name: Block: BrAY
Contact Phone: -- Lot: 010
s 1 COMPLAINANT DATA o
Complainant: SUPPRESSED Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: GSAMARAS
Complainant's A
Phone: Division: BID
Complaint
Source: WEB FORM
%I?S!g.“e‘? o g
vision:

date last observed: 04-NOV-15; time last observed: 8am; identity of person performing the work:
Eastwood Construction; floor: Top/Roof; unit: N/A; exact location: Main Bldg; building type:

Description: Residence/Dwelling WORK BEY OND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: New wall
added on western side extends above roof line which was not on 311 plans, blocking light, need to
install fireproof skylight;

Instructions:

INSPECTOR INFORMATION.
}DIVISLDN SPECTO D_]msr_RIcr,mmRn_Y
B 8

LD SIMAS 6218]16
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT. STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE___ [ TYPE DIV_INSPECTORISTATUS____[COMMENT.
11/06/15 |CASE OPENED BID ‘Limas %?I%IVED
11/16/15 Urgﬂfr%g‘}/ HRERG BID ]Simas &Aggm IATl work to approved plans

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies
City and County of San Franeisco (©2000-2009






June 26, 2014

San Francisco Planning Department g e bd, ol 2
City and County of San Francisco

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 4028 25th Street - Proposed Renovation and Addition

To whom it may concern in Planning,

Id like to formally voice my support for the proposed renovation/addition of the home at 4028 25th Street,
designed by Dumican Mosey Architects. Isaw the plans at the pre-application meeting and feel that the design
presented by the Architect is appropriate in scope, style and size and a nice addition to the neighborhood.
Putting the garage below grade keeps the size down and ensures even greater below-grade stability for the home
in an area renowned for its sub-surface streams and muddy soil.

I've been the owner of the immediately adjacent property for some 2 years now and am pleased to see that
property upgraded with proper structure, drainage and such an appealing design

Sincerely, .

Josh Mogal

229 Jersey St.
M. 650-776-7867
Jjosh@ecohistorical.com





SCHEMATIC DESIGN/PRE-AP]
MEETING

21 APRIL 2014

B )
S g
1 EXISTING FRONT FACADE 2 PROPOSED FRONT FACADE - FOR REF, ONLY LOCATI
PLANNING CODE SECTION 317 DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS: PROJECT DATA:
PROJECT ADDRESS: amy
DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS - PLANNING CODE SEC. 317.b.2.B DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS - PLANNING CODE SEC, 317.b.2.C
YEAR BULT: 1500
« FRONT FACADE - EISTING TOREMAI: (+) 248,7 SQFT. (40%) ~ HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAM (FLOOR 2); (+1-) 1030.7 SOFT. (78%) il st
* FRONT FACADE - ESTING TO BE REMOVED: (+/-)3713 S0FT. [60%) ~ HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTIVG TO BE REMOVED (FLOOR 2): (+/-) 277.4 SOFT. (21%) s o
» REAR FAGADE - EXISTING TO REMAIN: (+£0 SOFT. (0%) ~ HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTIVG TO REMAN (ROCF): {+/-} DSOFT. (8%) ZONNG: A2
* REAR FAGADE - ASTING TO BE REMOVED: [+ 479.4 SOFT, (100%) ~ HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTIVG T BE REMOVED (RODF): (+/-) 1317.150FT. (100%) T LN 0x
- UM OF REAR & FRONT FACADE - EXIBTING T0 BE REMIOVED: _(+/) 650.7 SOFT. (17.4%) > 50 Wax__| | [~ eumior ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED: [+ 15045 SOFT, (60.5%) = SIX WX |
L oG -
« FOUNDATION LEVEL/FLODR 1 - EOSTIIG WALL To REMAI: [+ 00117 LI T. (53%) « VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (MORTH ELEVATION):  (+/:0 SGFT. (0%) CONBIROTIONINTE Ratl.
~ FOUNDATION LEVEL/FLOOR 1 - EXISTING WAL TO REMGVED; (+F) 831" LN, FT. (47%) « VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 BE AEMAVED (NORTH ELEVATION): (+/-] 478.4 SCFT. (100%) VUVEER OFUWELLG UNGS: 1
+ VEATICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (SOUTH ELEVATION):  (+/-) 206 SOFT, (3B.5%) WMEER OF Lo 15T
+ VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMQVED (SOUTH ELEVATION): (/) 414 SGFT. (E1.5%) et N0
- FOUNDATION |EVEL/EASEMENT - EXISTING WALL TO BE REMDVED: ({+/-) 105-1* LIN, FT. {47%) < 65% MAX. \ + VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (WEST ELEVATION): {+/-} 883.1 SOFT, (84.8%) 2ok
* VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEVENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (WEST ELEVATION): (+/-) 1585 SQET. (15.2%)
- VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TOREMAI (EASTELEVATION): (+/-)560.7 SOFT. (50.3%)
« VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (EAST ELEVATION):  (+/-} 550 SQET. (40.7%) ;
- VERTIGAL EWVELDPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 REMAIN (UGHTWELL NDRTH): (+f) 1203 SOFT. (17.6%) AREA CALCULATIC
« VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 BE REMOVED (LIGHTWELL NORTH): (+/-] 36.7 SOFT. [22.2%)
\* VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIM (UGHTWELL SOUTH): (-} 76.6 SOFT. (87.1%)
+ VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED {LIGHTWELL SDUTH): (+/-) 11.3 SOFT. {12.0%)
FLOOR1:
- UK OF VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMERTS - EXISTING T0 BE REWOVED: _(+F) 1.659.8 SOFT. (47.1%) < 50% MAX | - STORAGE AREA
- HABITABLE AREA:
FLOOR2,
. HABITABILE AREX:
SUMMARY OF PLANNING CODE STANDARDS CODES ’ —_—
TOTALS:
- ZOMING DISTRIGT: RH-2 [RESIDENTAL - HOUSE, TWO FALIILY) *2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CEDE) 7 —
*2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE {BASED ON THE 2012 UNIFORM MECHAMNICAL GODE) - STORAGE AREA
- SIDE YARD SETBAGK: NONE REQURED 2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

*2013 CALIFORMIA ELECTRICAL COOE (SASED ON THE 2011 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE)

- FRONT YARD SETBACK: 150
‘ *2013 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTEANATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE)
- REAR YARD SETBACK: 45% OFLOT DEPTH OR AVERAGE DF ADJACENT PROPERTIES oA AT = COD KD ORI (2 INTERRATIONAL RRE CODE)
(INARIM: GREATER OF, 25% OF LOT DEPTH OR 15'07) ~2013 CALIEORMNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE - [GALGREEN)

= WA, HEIGHT LIIT: 400" (AS MEASURED FROM STREET LEVEL) SAND AS AMENDED BY THE CITY OF SAN FRANGISCO AND THE 2008 EDITION OF TITLE-24
300" (AT FRONT YARD SETBACK) ENERGY STANDARDS






C DESIGN/PRE-APPLICATION

MEETING

21 APRIL 2014

PROPOSED FRONT FACADE - FOR REF. ONLY

et

2

| CALCULATIONS:

DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS - PLANNING CODE SEC. 317.6.2.C

1

(+/-) 1039.7 SOFT. (T0%)
(+/) 2074 50T, (21%)
(+/-) DSOFL. Q%)

(+/) 13171 SOFT. (100%)

« HORZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (FLOOR 2):
+ HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXOSTING T0 BE REMOVED [FLOOR 2);
+ HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REKKM (ROGF):

= HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EASTING TO BE REMOVED (ROCF):

~ UM OF HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 BE REMOVED:  (+/- 15945 SOFT, (60.5%) > 50% MAX.

+ VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 REMAIN (NORTH ELEVATION):  {+/-)0 SOFT. (8%)

« VEATIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMQVED (NORTH ELEVATION): (+/) 472.4 BOFT. (100%)
« VERTIGAL ENVELQPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (SOUTH ELEVATION): (/) 205 50FT. (38.5%)

« VERTIGAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 3E REMOVED (SOUTH ELEVATION): (/) 414 SOFT. (61.5%)

« VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING T0 REVAIN (WESTELEVATION):  (+/-) B80.1 SOFT. (34.5%)
« VERTICAL EAVELOPE ELEMENTS - STING T0 BE REMOVED (WEST ELEVATION): {+/-) 159.5 50T, (15.2%)
= VERTIGAL EVELOPE ELEMENTS - XSTING TO REMAIN (EAST ELEVATION): (+/-) 563.7 SOFT. (50.3%)
« VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REVOVED (EASTELEVATION): (/) 559 SOFT. [49.7%)
« VERTICAL ENVELCPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAI (UIGHTWELL NORTH):  (+/) 128.8 SOFT. (77.5%)
« VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED (LIGHTWELL NORTH): (+-) 36.7 SOFT. (22.2%)
« VERTICAL ENVELDPE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO REMAIN (LIGHTWELL SOUTH): (/-] 76.6 SOFT. (87.9%)
« VERTIGAL ENVELOPE. ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE AEMOVED {UGHTWELL SOUTH): (+} 113 SOFT. (12.9%)

+ SUM OF VERTICAL ENVELORE ELEMENTS - EXISTING TO BE REMOVED: (+/-) 1,650.8 SOFT. (47.1%] < 50% MAX,

CODES

*203 CALIFDRNIA BUILDING CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATKINAL BUILDING CODE)
*2013 CALIFORNIA MEGHANICAL CODE (SASED ON THE 2012 UNIFORM MECHANICAL CODE)
*2013 CALIFORNIA PLUKBING CODE

2013 CALIFORMIA ELEGTRICAL CODE [BASED ON THE 2011 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE)}

2013 CALIFORNLA RESIDENTIAL GODE (EASED GN THE 2042 INTERNATIONAL RESIDEKTIAL CODE)
"Z013 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE (BASED ON THE 2012 INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE)

*2013 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

*2013 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE - {CALGREEN)

TAND AS AMENDED BY THE GITY OF SAN FRANCISCO AND THE 2008 EDITION OF TITLE-24
EMERGY STANDARDS
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PROJECT DATA:
PROJECT ADDAESS 4029 25th STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 92114
YEAR BULLT: 1900
BLOCK: a7
o ott
ZONING: RH-Z (RESIDENTIAL - HOUSE, TWO FAMILY)
HEIGHT LIMT: 4%
EXISTING: PROPOSED:
CONSTAUGTION TYPE TPEVS' CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TVREVE {NO CHANGE)
CCCUPANCY: RV OCCUPANCY RUU (NOCHANGE]
NUMEER OF DWELLING NS 1 NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS: 1 (O CHANGE]
MUMEER OF FLOORS 1 +STORAGE (2 TOTAL) NUSIBER OF FLOORS: 3-BASENMENT
SPRINKLERED o ‘SPRINKLERED: YES
AREA CALCULATIONS:
FLOGRY; BASEMENT.
~STORAGE AREA (- 1290GsF. - GARAGE / STORAGE: {v# 741GSF.
- HABITABLE AREA I+ -GsF - HABITABLE AREA: (+#) 149GSF.
FLODRZ: FLOOR 1.
“HASITABLE AREA [+ 131565k, - HABITABLE AREA: (~# 1291CGF.
-ENTRY PORCH: (1) 150 GSF.
W FLOOR2,
: “HABITABLE AREA. [+ 1089GSF,
TOTALS, - EXTERICF :
ToTHs T EF I RTERRACE {+4) 168 GSF.
STORAGE AREA (4 1280C8F, FLOOR,
- HABITABLE AREA [+ 1020GSF
- GARAGE [ STORAGE. 1f) T41GEF,
- EXTERIOR DECKS: [+ 31BGSF.

PROJECT DES

THE PROPQOSED PRC
AND ADDITION TO A
THE FOLLOWING: 1) ¢
HABITABLE SPACE, 2
BASEMENT LEVEL Wi
FACADE, 6} EXCAVAT
REMODEL THROUGH

DRAWING LIS™

ARCHITECTURAL SERES:
-GOVERSHEET
A0t NOTUSED
hoz STREET SGAP
038 PROPOSED Pl
038 PROPOSED PI
A6 PRUPOSED P1
M4 EXSTING/DER
05 PAOPOSED 51
205 BTHG DG
LR} BOSTNGOER
o1z BUSTINGOEN
D13 BOSTNGOEN
A0 PADPOSED B
A PAOPOSED 1:
a1z FHDPOSED 2)
a3 PADPOSED 31
a4 PAOPOSED R
a2 BASTINGTES
K2 FADPOSED
w23 BASTING/DEN
w4 PADPOSED E
x5 BASTIGDE
x5 PAOPOSED E
at BASTNG/DE)
K28 PADPOSED E
a1 PRDPOSED 5
sz PROPOSED §
a3 PADPOSED §
PROJECT TEA
OWNER:
4028 35TH ST, LLG

3618 DMSADERO ST., &0
SAN FRANGISCO, CA 84123
CONTACT:

CHAIS DURKIM - T: 415.407
LUCAS EASTWOQD - T:

ARCHITECT:

DUMICAN MOSEY ARGHITE
260 HARRISGN STREET, HC
SAN FRANGISGD, GA 94107
T-415.485.8322

F: 415.651.9200

E: EDUMICAN@OUMIGANM
C:ERIG DUMIGAN






AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTNENT

W

1650 Mission St.
; Suite 400
San Francisco,
Notice of Planning Department Requirements #1  swfaciso,
Reception:
September 5, 2014 415.558.6378
‘ Fax:
Eric Dumican : 415.558.6409
. Dumican Mosey Architects .
880 Harrison Street, No. 302 b,
San Francisco, CA 94107 415.558.6377
RE: 4028 25™ Street (Address)
6537/011 (Assessor’s Block/Lot)
2014.04.29.4504 (Building Permit Application Number)

Your Building Permit Application No. 2014.04.29.4504 has been received by the Planning Department and
has been assigned to planner Michael Smith. ITe has begun review of your application but the following
information is required before it is accepted as complete and/or is considered Code-complying. Time
limits for review of your project will not commence until we receive the requested information or
materials and verify their accuracy. Please note that further comments may follow review of the

requested information.

In order to proceed with our review of your Building Permit Application, the following is required:

1. Pre-Application Meeting. Your pre-application meeting materials are incomplete because you
did not include a copy of the mailed meeting notice or a list of the neighbors and neighborhood
groups that were invited to the meeting. Please provide this information.

2. Site Plan. Please provide separate existing and proposed site plans with relevant dimensions
indicated that indicate the full width of the adjacent buildings and lots. Your site plans should
include dimensions for the front setback, building depth, rear yard, and depth of addition. Your
site plans should also indicate a new street tree, landscape within the front setback, and
permeable pavers within the driveway if applicable. Please note that staff could not determine
the rear yard compliance of your project because you did not include a proper site plan.

3. Demolition. More information is needed to determine whether or not your project constitutes
residential demolition pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code. For graphic representation,
below each elevation and floor plan please provide the total square footage of surface area
shown, the total square footage of surface area shown to be removed, and the percentage of
surface area to be removed. Revise sheet D1.1 to include exterior wall dimensions in lineal feet at
the foundation level for each side of the building and calculate the percentage to be removed.
Furthermore, on your separate set of existing plans provide separate measurements of the lineal
feet of walls at the foundation level. All of these graphic dimensions must coincide with the

www.siplanning.org





NOPDR #1 sent to: September 5, 2014

Eric Dumican 2014.04.29.4504
880 Harrison Street, No. 302 4028 251 Street
San Francisco, CA 94107

calculations within your demolition table on the title page. Your project will be subject to the
demolition procedures of Section 317 of the Code if the Department determines your project to be
a demolition.

4. Street Tree Removal. Because your project will result in the removal of an existing street tree
you will need to obtain a street tree removal permit from DPW prior to permit approval.

5. Longitudinal Section. Please provide a longitudinal section for the existing building that is
similar to the proposed section drawing on Sheet A3.1.

6. Residential Design Guidelines. The Planning Comumission adopted the 2003 Residential Design
Guidelines in December 2003 to promote design that will protect neighborhood character. All
residential permit applications in the RH and RM zoning districts filed or reviewed after January
1, 2004 are subject to these Guidelines. You can download a copy of the Guidelines from our
website at http://www.sfgov.org/planning or purchase for $3.00 per copy at the Planning
Department office, Ground Floor Lobby or 5% floor. If you fail to adequately address these
concerns the Department may initiate a Discretionary Review hearing for this project.

a. Front Entry. The proposed front entry is very inconspicuously placed on the front
elevation. Most of the buildings within the immediate vicinity have more elaborate front
entries. Please explore ways to provide a more prominent and identifiable front entry.

b. Window Detailing. The proposed horizontally oriented window pattern within the
front bay window is not compatible with the character of the neighborhood which is
defined by more vertically oriented window detailing. Please explore ways to add more
vertical detailing to the windows within the front bay window.

c. Building Base. The first floor glass facade combined with the recess make the upper
floors appear to be floating above the ground which is not compatible with the character
of the neighborhood which is defined by well-grounded buildings. Please explore ways
to ground the building’s upper floors by providing a more solid base to the building.

Please note that further comment may follow review of the requested information.
Please direct any questions concerning this notice to the assigned planner, Michael Smith at (415) 558-
6322 or michael.e.smith@sfgov.org. Contact the assigned planner to set up any meeting, should one be

necessary. Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this notice without an appointment.

Thank you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response on your part will help
expedite our review of your permit application.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking

System!

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET

Comnlaint
Number:

Owner/Agent:

Owner's Phone:

Contact Name:

Contact Phone:

Complainant:

Complainant’s
Phone:
Complaint
Source:
Assigned to
Division:

Description:

Instructions:

INSPECTOR INFORMATION.
\DIVISIONLI.,I‘ISPECI'_ORIlD_[DIS'T.RI.CI‘ ORITY,
U 6289

BLD

201564901
OWNER DATA 4
SUPPRESSED Dete Filed:
- Location: 2098 25TH ST
Block: BRa7
-- Lot: 011
COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
SUPPRESSED )
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: Adora Canotal
Division: PID

311 INTERNET REFERRAL

BID

4028 25th St / Sanchez St — RE: Illegal demolition and excavation, without the benefit of
environmental evalution application, excessive demolition, removal of front historical facade.

311 service request no. 4992703 received on 08/17/2015

17.

REFFERAL INFORMATION

COMPLAINT. STATUS AND COMMENTS.
DATE. _TYPE __IDIVIINSPECTORISTATUS__|COMMENT:

CASE
08/17/15|[CASE OPENED BID [Yu RECEIVED.

CASE Site visit. All work as per
08/24/15/CASE CPENED BID [Yu CLOSED___lplans.

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NGV (HIS):

NOV (BID):

_Inspector Contact Information |

Qnline Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies

City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009
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Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking
System!

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 3/4/2015 9:01:50 PM
Application Number: 201301258758
Form Number: 3 .
Address(es): 6588 /001B/070927THST
HORIZ. ANDITTON AT FRONT + RFAR + (N12RTISTORY VERTICAT, ADDTTON. AT 18T
e FIR- REMODETENGARAGE N BATH (NISTORAGE: 9NN FTR: REMONRLED KITCHEN,
Description: TIVING/TINTNG RMS (M)W (! DRCK CTOSETS: RN FTR- 2 (N RENRMS 2 (N) BATHS,
CLOSETS + DECK. (N) INTERIOR STAIRS & (IN) EXTERIOR SPIRAL STAIRS. (N)
Cost: $466,991.47
Occupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage:
ction Date [Stage IComments
1/25/2013__ [TRIAGE,
1/25/2013_ |FILING___|
1/25/2013___|FILED,
1/17/2014__ APPROVED)
/4/2014___ ISSUED__ |
Contaci Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: Q16328 * .
Name: DAVID BRIAN MCLAIN
Company Name: HIVE BUILDSINC: _» .
Address: A2 COTTER ST * SAN FRANCISCOCA 94112~
0000
Phone:
Addenda Details;
Description:SITE
Step|Station|Arrive |Start [In Hold 02} d Finish |Checked By Hold Description
1. |CPB__ l1/25/13 i1/25/13 1/25/13 ISHEK KATHY___|
[Approved per plans for front and rear
horizontal additions at first and second
2 [CPZOCH/25/13 |3/11/13 10/11/13 VU DOUG floors, and a new third floor with front
deck to existing single-family dwelling. __
’ Mailed 311 Notice 9/3/13; Expired
3 [CP-NP [8/12/13 |9/11/13 9/11/13 [VU DOUG 10/3/13 (Vlad)
4 |BLDG [o/15/13[10/24/13[10/24/13 12/23/13 ?gggg%[‘ site approved
\Approved Site only! 10-24-13 DPW/BSM
shall not release construction addenda
umtil complete application and plans for
Street Improvement and Minor Sidewalk
Encroachment (MSE) are submitted and
DPW- approved Please submit application with
5 |psM 10/24 /13[10/24/15 10/24/13|CY LIONGTIAN [all (SI}and (MSE) requirements at 1155
Market Street, 3rd floor, and Tel. No.
(415) 554-5810. Your construction
addenda will be on hold, until all
necessary DPW /BSM permits are
completed, or the receiving BSM plan
checker-recommending sign off
Reviewed & assessed for capacity charges
50% paid with permit fees; balance due
6 ISFPUC l12/24/1301/8/14 1/8/14 |TOM BILL within 12 months of permit issuance date.
See invoice attached to application. Route
site submittal to PPC01/08/14.
4 Int1 41 EDR orot I F4 4- O Anmno






Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking
System!

Permit Addenda Details Report

Report Date: 3/4/2015 8:36:55 PM
Application Number: 201301258758
Form Number: 2 R

Address{es):

ke b
6588l/1001B /lol709/27THIST.

HORTZ ANNPFTON AT FRONT + REAR + (N1 2RTISTORY VERTTCAT. ADNTION AT
18T FIR: REMODELRED GARAGE. (N1 RATH. {N} STORAGF: 2ND FI.R: REMODELED
Description: KITCHEN. LIVING/DINTNG RMS. (NYW.CL DECK.CTOSETS: aRDFIR: 2 (N
REDRMS o (N)YRATTS, CLOSETS + DECK. (N) INTERTIOR STAIRS & (N) EXT ERIOR
SPIRALSTAIRS. (N)

Cost: $466,991.47

Occupancy Code: R-3

Building Use: 27 -1 BAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

Action DateStage _ |Comments

11/ 26]2014_|I.Ssued

Contact Details:

Contractor Details:

License Number: 916328

Name: DAVID BRIAN MCLAIN

Company Name: HIVE BUILDSINC

Ad ” A2 COTTER ST * SAN FRANCISCOCA 94112-
dres: 0000

Phone: Y .

Addenda DetTily

Description: STRUCT,ARCH,FOUNDATION,T24,CALC,FINALPLANS,
In Out ipinish Checked By |[Hold Description

Hold___|Hold
ND!
v loPB  |a/an4 |a/af1a s/aj1q oD

2 gﬁg 4/21/14 i5/20/14 |6/12/14 7/11/14 |CHANJOSEPH

s [BLDG l4/21/14 428714 lasespia]  lBraia [embn  |approved

4 |MECH |4/30/14 |5/9/14 [5/10/14 6/5/14 %};}ggﬁ!{ Recheck approved as noted 6-5-14

Step Station|Arrive |[Start

T

\Approved! 10-30-14 Subject to all
conditions of DPW/BSM Permit #
141 E-1000 and 14MSE-0423. Pre-
constiruction site meeting and

DPW /BSM sign of is required.
10/28/14: BSM is ready to sign off.
Please route the plans and original
application to BSM. (REF: 141E-1009
and 14 MSE-0423)-CCOn hold.
5/13/14: Per Site Permit conditions
of approval, please submit in-person
or Street Improvement and Minor
Sidewalk Encroachment permit
applications at the main office, 1155
Market Street, 3rd Floor. Download
idewalk applications at

http:/ /www.sfdpw.org/index.aspx?
page=1697. Your construction
addenda will be ON-HOLD until all
hecessary DPW-BSM permits are
completed or plan checker(s) could
recommend sign off to the satellite
office via email. Sign off after BLDG. -
(&6

Copy of site pla_ns and addendum one

DPW-
5 |psm  [5/12/14 |5/13/14 (5/13/14 10/30/14%YONGT1AN

6 CP-ZOCI7/1R14 I7/2r/14 7 /or/1a VITDOLG





CEQA Categorical Exemption
Determination

SAN FRANCISCO Property Infor matxon/P'OJecL Desrnpilon
PLANNING
CEPARTMENT ; PROJECT ADDRESS ’ | BLOCKADT(S)
é_) Wloo !
797 23 5\—* 5
CesENS T U BeRwTG TTTUTRawéeas
p20 ( | 5;? = N thofe |
&dAddition/ Alleration (detailed below] D Demalition (requires HRER if over 50 [ Mew Construction
years old)
EEXD EXEMPTION CLASS
Class 1: Existing Facilities
Interior and extenior akerations; addiions under 10,004 sq.ft.; change of use if principally
permitted or with a CU, : NOTE:
[f neither class applies,
Class 3: New Construction an Ervivonmental
Up to three (3) single family residences; six (6) dwelling units in one building; Evaluntion Application is

commercial/ofiice structures under 10,000 sq./.; accessory structures; utility extensions. required.

CEQA IMPACTS (7o be completed by Project Planner )

IF ANY box is initialed below an Environmental Lvaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking
spaces or residential units? Does the project have the potential {o adversely
affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of
nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors {specifically,
schoals, colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential
dwellings [subject to Article 38 of the Health Code], and senior-care
facilities)?

Hazardous Materials: Would the project involve 1) change of use
(including tenant improvements) andfor 2) soil disturbance; on a site witha  «———— -
former gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or

on a site with underground storage tanks? NOTE:

Phase ] Environnmental Site Assessment required for CEQA clearance (E-P initials required) PI‘DjECt Planmer must

initial box below before

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in the soil | :
proceeding to Step 3.

disturbance/madification greater than twa (2) feet below grade in an

archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in non-archeological sensitive ¢ _
areas? Project Can Proceed

With Categorical

Refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA CatEx Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Areas g .
Exemption Review.

Noise: Does the preject include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, : The project does not

colleges, universities, day care facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and trigger any of the CEQA

senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise m'tigation area? . Impacts and can proceed

Refer to: EPArcMap > CEQA CatEx Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area with céﬂegor"::ai exemp’(ion
review.

Subdivision/Lot-Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a
subdivision or lot-line adjustment on a lot with a slope of 20% or more?

Refer to. EP ArcMap > CEQA CatEx Determinatior: Layers >Topography







The four page handout from me to you at General Public Comment on March 1st
with the blue cover has a suggestion for a descriptive definition. Both the
Building Department and the Planning Department could share this definition.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish

Begin forwarded message:

From: <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Meeting on Friday, December 18th 11AM regarding

Demog/Alterations

Date: December 15, 2015 at 1:12:56 PM PST

To: "Richards Dennis (CPC)" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, " Sanchez Scott
(CPC)" <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, "Duffy Joseph (DBI)"
<joseph.duffy@sfgov.org>, "Starr Aaron (CPC)" <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>
Reply-To: <schuttishtr@sbcglobal .net>

Dear Gentlemen:

Commissioner Richards was kind enough to arrange this meeting and
suggested that | send you some material beforehand so we can direct our
conversation. He suggested that we focus on four projects that are
either completed or under construction that | have brought up at the
Commission hearings. Here is what | picked out.

Scan 142 and Scan 143: 168 Jersey Street

Scan 144: 865 Duncan Street

Scan 145: 4326 Cesar Chavez Street

Scan 146: 4028 25th Street

If we have any extra time perhaps we can discuss 709 27th Street. Itis
Scan 147.

Thank you and looking forward to seeing you all on Friday. Have a nice
day.
Sincerely,

Georgia


mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:scott.sanchez@sfgov.org
mailto:joseph.duffy@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net




From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposing 48 Saturn Street: March 8 hearing (2017-005992CUA)
Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 8:49:33 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Dirk Aguilar [mailto:daguilar@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, March 04, 2018 9:35 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rodney Fong; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Bill Holtzman; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Gary Weiss; Mitch LaPlante
Subject: Opposing 48 Saturn Street: March 8 hearing (2017-005992CUA)

Dear Planning Commission,

| am writing in opposition to the proposed project at 48 Saturn Street.

The previous iteration of this project required a Conditional Use Authorization, because it exceeded the
allowable square footage and lot coverage in our Special Use District.

At the 12/21/2017 Conditional Use Hearing you had asked that the project be revised to "a more
appropriate building configuration in this zoning district". While the second unit is a welcome change, the
current iteration is even worse than the previous one: the square footage was further increased and the
new 5fth floor is higher than the other buildings on the same street frontage. This is not appropriate for
our Special Use District. It demonstrates disregard for it.

| would reconsider my position if the 5th floor were eliminated and the project sponsor increased the
amount of open space. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Best regards,

Dirk Aguilar

30 Ord Street
San Francisco, CA 94114


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to 48 Saturn: Case No. 2017.005992CUA
Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 8:51:04 AM

Attachments: 48SaturnCUA.PC.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: CHN IMAP [mailto:gary@corbettheights.org]

Sent: Saturday, March 03, 2018 7:32 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore,
Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Subject: Opposition to 48 Saturn: Case No. 2017.005992CUA


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com
mailto:Jeffrey.Horn@sfgov.org
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

CORBETT HEIGHTS NEIGHBORS
Corbett Heights Neighbors was formed in July 2004 for the purpose of providing a forum for the residents to
discuss common issues and concerns, develop solutions, and guide the direction of the neighborhood. The
goals of the organization are to beautify, maintain and improve the character of the neighborhood, protect

historic architectural resources, ensure that new construction/development is compatible with the
neighborhood, maintain its pocket parks, increase security, provide community outreach and an educational
forum, and encourage friendly association among the neighbors. www.corbettheights.org

March 3, 2018

Jonas lonin, Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 48 Saturn Street, Case No. 2017-005992CUA

Dear Planning Commissioners and President Hillis,
This is another ill-conceived project that, despite being in opposition to what is
stated in the Residential Design Guidelines (excessive height) it is even more in

opposition to the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District legislation.

It's scale and height is out of context with the neighborhood and it covers much
more than the allowable rear yard.

We propose that the upper floor be eliminated. The floor over garage can be a
smaller unit and the upper two floors a larger one. We thoroughly support having
two units, but not at the expense of the neighborhood.

Corbett Heights Neighbors opposes awarding a CUA for this project.

Sincerely,

Gary Weiss, President
Corbett Heights Neighbors






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Commission Update for Week of March 5, 2018
Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 9:23:05 AM
Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 3.5.18.doc

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 05, 2018 9:20 AM

To: Tsang, Francis

Subject: Commission Update for Week of March 5, 2018

Good morning.

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.

Francis

Francis Tsang

Deputy Chief of Staff

Office of Mayor Mark Farrell
City and County of San Francisco

415.554.6467 | francis.tsang@sfgov.org


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:francis.tsang@sfgov.org

To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

March 5, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of March 5, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of March 5, 2018. 

Arts (Monday, March 5, 2PM)


Action Items


· Arts Commission FY 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 Draft Budget

· Motion to approve the mural design of Untitled by artist Strider Patton. The painted mural will be on the exterior San Francisco Unified School District Redding Elementary School Parking Garage wall at 1340 Bush Street, between Polk and Larkin Streets. The painted mural will measure approximately 20 ft. (height) x 90 ft. (length) on the north wall of the parking garage. The project is funded by Groundplay; the painted mural will not become part of the Civic Art Collection.


· Motion to approve an honorarium in the amount of $10,000 to artist Jenny Odell, who was selected as the inaugural SFAC Galleries artist in residence at SF Planning. $5,000 will fund her research during her ten-week residency, and $5,000 will fund the development of a new body of work reflecting on her residency experience.


· Motion to approve curatorial honoraria in the amount of $3,000 to Kevin B. Chen and $3,000 to Jaime Cortez for the research and development of an exhibition celebrating the 50th anniversary of the Neighborhood Arts Program to be held at the SFAC Main Gallery April 27 – June 9, 2018.


· Motion to approve an honorarium in the amount of $6,000 to Brian Singer (Altitude Associates) for the research and development of an exhibition celebrating the tenth anniversary of the SFAC Galleries annual Passport outreach event opening at the SFAC Main Gallery on September 14, 2018.


· Motion to approve the selected fabricator Gizmo Art Production, Inc. for the final design and fabrication of painted cut metal artwork by Yumei Hou for Central Subway: Chinatown Station as recommended by the project selection panel.


· Motion to authorize the Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into contract with the selected fabricator Gizmo Art Production, Inc. for an amount not to exceed $292,120.50 for the final design and fabrication of painted cut metal artwork by Yumei Hou for Central Subway: Chinatown Station.


· Motion to approve design development phase deliverables (revised design of artwork) by Norie Sato for the Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant, Headworks Building.


· Motion to authorize the Director of Cultural Affairs to increase the agreement with Norie Sato from $25,000 to an amount not to exceed $261,000 to add to the scope of work design development, construction documents, and consultation during fabrication and installation for an artwork for the Southeast Wastewater Treatment Plant, Headworks Building.


· Motion to authorize the Director of Cultural Affairs to enter into contract with artist Nikki McClure (McClure & Scott Manufacturing, LLC) for an amount not to exceed $320,000 for design, fabrication, transportation and installation consultation of an artwork for the Ambulance Deployment Facility.


· Motion to approve the proposed temporary signage installation supported by the Bayview Opera House Tenant Board consisting of two 30”x30” photographic prints on fiberglass depicting the portraits of Ruth Williams and Mary L. Booker on either side of the existing tile sign on the Third-Street-facing brick wall of the Bayview Opera House for a maximum of two years’ duration.


· Motion to approve Phase 1 of the SFO Boarding Area A Gate Enhancement Project.


· Motion to approve Phase 3 of the Westside Pump Station Project.


· Motion to approve Phase 1 of the Southeast Health Center Expansion Project.


· Motion to recommend to the Mayor four (4) candidates to fill two (2) vacant positions on the Advisory Committee of Street Artists and Crafts Examiners: Carey Lin, Rodrigo Duran, Deborah Wu and Troy Harris.


· Motion to approve the following panelists to serve, as selected by staff, on San Francisco Arts Commission review panels for the 2018-2019 and 2019-2020 fiscal years:


· Gregory Dawson, Artistic Director, DawsonDanceSF


· Benjamin De Kosnik, Position X, Gothenburg University, Sweden


· Rodrigo Duran, Parade & Events Director, Carnaval San Francisco


· Zackary Forcum, Managing Director, Epiphany Dance Theater


· Jaime Dylan Goode (aka James Goode), sound designer/composer, James Goode Sound


· Aaron Harbour, Co-director, Et al. Gallery


· Pam Mei Harrison, Grants Manager, Oakland Asian Cultural Center


· Jasmin Hoo, Associate Director of Education & Community Programs, American Conservatory Theater


· Rodney Earl Jackson, Jr., actor, Artistic Director and Co-Founder, San Francisco Bay Area Theater Company


· Carolyn Johnson, Associate Director, East Bay Asian Local Development Corporation


· Nathaniel Jue, copywriter, DAE Advertising


· Paula Levine, artist/educator, San Francisco State University


· Caryll Lin (aka Carey Lin), Visual Artist/Director, Stairwell's; Adjunct Educator, SFMOMA; Membership and Communications Manager, California Association of Museums


· Sarah Lockhart, Associate Director, Pro Arts


· Daniella Luck (aka Dania Luck), Audiovisual Technician, Oakland Museum of California


· Nina Mahdavi, Trustee, Caspian Arts Foundation


· Muisi-kongo Malonga, Executive Artistic Director, Fua Dia Congo


· Cynthia Randolph, Chief Creative Officer, Furda


Civil Service (Monday, March 5, 2PM)

Action Items


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


· Airport Commission - $1,500,000 - Contractor will provide engineering support services for professional inspections, evaluations and monitoring of the existing Shoreline Protection System at San Francisco International Airport (Airport).  The Shoreline Protection System is a collection of structures that make up a protection system which protects the Airport from rising sea levels, flooding and other effects of climate change.  It prevents the damage of Airport assets and stops in operations due to environmental changes.  The Contractor will provide services including but not limited to specialized marine, coastal, geotechnical, seismic and structural engineering design services, cost estimating, and engineering support during construction for maintenance and repair projects that may be necessary.  In addition, the Contractor will train Civil Engineering staff on the visual inspection of the shoreline protection system.  From the inspection reports generated by Airport staff, the Airport may request further evaluation by the Contractor for improvements, repairs or replacement of the Shoreline Protection System.


· Airport Commission - $2,500,000 - The proposed work is to provide as needed repair and re-upholstery services for passenger furnishings located throughout the terminals and facilities at San Francisco International Airport.  Work performed will include:


· providing fabrics and filler materials


· re-upholstering worn or torn furnishings in Airport


· re-upholstering worn or torn booth benches in Airport Food Courts


· minor repairs to improve safety and functionality


· repairing or replacing faulty springs, filler materials, insulation, scrims, fastening devices and systems, or other components of upholstered furnishings


· assisting Airport in assessing conditions and scope of “as needed repairs” to Airport furnishings


· furnishing and installing pre-fabricated covers and hand sewn or similar components for furnishings as needed in accordance to manufacturer’s specifications



· General Services Agency–City Administrator
- $500,000 - The Real Estate Division is in need of qualified brokerage firms to assist in reviewing complex property matters involving the purchase, sale or leasing of public or private real estate.  It is the intention of the Division to create a list of pre-qualified firms who will be engaged on an as-needed basis.  Pool members will be required to enter into a personal services contract at the time of engagement.


· General Services Agency –City Administrator - $3,500,000 - Under California Labor Code Section 1776 and S.F. Admin. Code Section 6.22(E) all construction contractors working under contracts issued by the City of San Francisco awarding bodies and performing work covered by prevailing wage requirements are required to provide certified payroll records (CPRs) to the City.  The Office of Labor Standards Enforcement (OLSE) is seeking a vendor to provide the next generation certified payroll and labor compliance system through a software license (subscription to their services).  This new system will be hosted on their secure server, allow reporting on workforce programs, and provide a platform for labor compliance management for labor laws enforced.  For prevailing wage projects, the system will verify pay rates and flag potential violations.  Vendor will provide training to all City contractors, subcontractors and approximately 60 city employees on use of the system.

· Controller - $5,000,000 - Perform specialized audit, analytical and technical assistance consulting and training services to maximize the effectiveness of the Controller’s Office City Services Auditor function to assess and improve the financial condition and performance of City departments.


· Human Services - $620,400 - Contractor will administer and monitor alcohol and drug testing and usage through randomized substance abuse testing services to parents of families involved with child welfare services.  Contractor will provide direct observation drug testing for clients on a range of substances, provide test results to assigned DHS staff, maintain records of all appointments (including missed appointment), and provide data collection results to protective service workers.  Contractor will develop process for referrals for testing, actual testing, to work directly with clients on test scheduling and instructions, provide a web-based tracking and notification system, and report on confidential final results.



· Human Services - $343,874 - Contractor will provide screening for potential SSA/SSI eligibility, through information gathering for completing SSA/SSI applications, data tracking and maintenance, follow through with appeals in the legal process, coordination with SSA, date reporting, benefits maintenance/retention assistance, training, evaluate cases for financial implications, and the similar support in the management of SSA/SSI on behalf of children, youth, and non-minor dependents or wards in foster care placements.

· Fire Department - $750,000 - Repair, maintenance, and specialized cleaning of the Personal Protection Equipment (PPE) worn by Fire Department personnel.  Repairs and alterations must be done in conformance with National Fire Protection Agency (NFPA) standards to ensure Department compliance.  This contract also contains provisions for limited training and repair of Fire Station Wash Extractors on an as-needed basis.

· Municipal Transportation Agency - $6,000,000 - The consultant will help the SFMTA deploy wireless communications for approximately 450 intersections across the City, to support the SFMTA’s traffic signals, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) network, and include collaborating with the SFMTA’s IT Division on network architecture design; supporting and assisting the SFMTA’s Traffic Signal Division with installation, configuration, and optimization of intersection equipment; and providing technical and warranty support as needed for the duration of this 5 year service contract.



· Municipal Transportation Agency - $160,000 - The Agency is seeking a contractor who will provide professional engineering services for the Advanced Train Control System (ATCS) systems performance specification adjustments, system certification for the upcoming Twin Peaks Rail Replacement Project.  The ATCS is an integrated system comprising proprietary on-board, wayside and, central control signaling and communications equipment (including on-board computers, axel counters, signaling cable, relays, and servers) and software.

· Municipal Transportation Agency - $50,000,000 - The proposed scope of work is to develop, for the SFMTA, a new real time vehicle arrival and service update system for the Muni public transportation network.  Known formally as the Next Generation Customer Information System, this system will be designed to empower Muni customers to confidently take transit to their destinations quickly and reliably.  Major elements of the system will include:  (a) a more sophisticated vehicle prediction algorithm, (b) solar-powered signage to expand access to information at unpowered shelters/stops, (c) methods of suggesting alternative routes and informing customers of vehicle crowding prior to boarding, (d) stronger network connectivity by showing transfer connection  times,(e) communication of service delays in real-time, (f) access to stop accessibility information, and (g) date from mobile technologies to better understand customer preferences and improve service/operational planning.  The system will integrate with and make greater use of SFMTA’s investment in its Computer-Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Location (CAD/AVL) system.  Vendor responsible for manufacture and installation of new/replacement signage and ancillary equipment, furnishing back-end software systems, and providing as-needed preventative maintenance and support services to ensure that specialized equipment functions properly, to be in line with the SFMTA’s current service provider.


· Municipal Transportation Agency - $60,000,000 - The contractor will provide a Vendor Managed Inventory (VMI) Services program to manage, support staff, and supply parts of its rail fleet maintenance program.  Four materials storerooms are operated in support of the Rail Fleet: Green, Muni Metro East (MME), Cable Car, and Overhead Lines.  The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has developed the following objectives for management of parts for the Rail Fleet comprised of 149 Breda LRVs, 39 historic streetcars, and 31 cable cars: supply vehicle parts on a cost-effective and efficient basis; provide inventory planning and automated replenishment of spare parts with strict performance guidelines requiring defined response times and fill rates; ensure parts provided allow the SFMTA to meet its objectives in terms of reliability (i.e., Mean Distance Between Failures [MDBF], service interruptions); and ensure SFMTA safety standards are met in any program activity.

· Mayor - $150,000 - Content specific program design, facilitation, consulting, research and evaluation services that include methodologies, best practices on a local, state and national level, accompanied by qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis.  Program design will focus on staff development focused particularly on racial equity and other equity elements that relate to internal and external departmental needs.

· Public Utilities Commission - $8,500,000 - Hetch Hetchy Water & Power’s (HHWP) Renewal and Replacement Program (R&R) was developed to manage aging infrastructure, i.e., asset life extension of existing capital assets.  This ongoing program includes understanding failure mechanisms, detection through comprehensive inspection and assessment, protection/correction.  As part of this program, the SFPUC requires technical support for performing pipeline inspection services for steel pipe using HHWP’s magnetic flux leakage tool, minor repair/replacement design projects, and developing various components of its R&R program for the San Joaquin Pipelines.

· Public Utilities Commission - $7,000,000 - The primary scope of work is to design conveyance infrastructure to alleviate flooding for a susceptible portion of the City.  Work will consist of engineering design and construction support for San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC’s) Folsom Area Stormwater Improvement Project.  This includes up to 4,000 linear feet of approximately 12’ inside diameter tunnel from Alameda and Treat Streets to approximately 7th and Berry Streets, launching and receiving shafts, and all related site investigation work (e.g., geotechnical and hazardous material).

· Public Health - $7,000,000 to $17,000,000 - Contractor(s) will be professional consultants who may provide services requiring broad and deep expertise in specialized areas, providing assistance to the Department as needed in areas such as assessment, evaluation, planning, grant writing media development, and/or technical assistance services to support the planning, evaluation, promotion, and grant development needs of Department Primary Care and Prevention programs, including assistance in compliance with federal, State and local requirements.  Contractor(s) will assess and evaluate findings, provide technical reports, develop media promotion projects, develop grants, and provide expert technical assistance as required.  Training services may include providing specialized courses or modules related to racial and cultural humility.

· General Services Agency–City Administrator - $400,000 to $400,000 - Phase 1: Provide peer review for architectural and engineering designs related to the construction of a new Fleet Maintenance Facility, Phase 2: Provide oversight for construction management tasks during the construction of the Facility.


· General Services Agency–Public Works - $1,600,000 to $3,200,000 - As-needed learning and training services to support staff of design, engineering and construction management divisions regarding industry best practices, such as: sustainable design, design-build project delivery, negotiation strategy, technical training, mediation and partnering.  The Department of Public Works intends to award up to four contracts of up to $400,000 value each, total contracts not to exceed $1,600,000.


· Public Utilities Commission - $3,500,000 to $3,500,000 - A full range of Right of Way work is required.  This includes Planning and Budgets, Pre-California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) activities such as obtaining Permits to Enter, Right of Way Estimates, Appraisals, POST-CEQA Acquisitions, Relocation Services, clerical support services, project tracking, and as-needed work.  Property Management and Lease Negotiation services shall be limited to non-Sewer System Improvement Program (SSIP) projects.

· Public Utilities Commission - $750,000 to $1,494,067 - The Digital Arts Wall is used to showcase and educate the public on the SFPUCs Water, Power and Sewer systems as well as provide real-time information about building performance relating to energy and water efficiency.  This helps fulfill a Leadership Energy Environmental Design (LEED) requirement to incorporate educational components related to sustainability into a LEED certified building.  Contractor will provide support and ongoing maintenance of the $1.2M Digital Arts Wall located at 525 Golden Gate Ave.  The Digital Arts Wall consists of (160) Christie Microtiles which provide seamless digital video canvas with a resolution of 24,000 x 1,800. Scope Change: There are no changes to Obsucra’s previously approved services with regard to its ANNUAL SUPPORT for the Digital Wall software and hardware.  They are merely being extended for an additional three years.  However, as mentioned above, the Digital Art Wall is now entering its 6th year of use at the SFPUC and, as such, is due for a comprehensive system hardware and software upgrade.  As part of this upgrade, SFPUC requires replacement hardware and software that Obscura must purchase and/or build, configure and install for the SFPUC.  


· Public Health - $12,600,000 to $14,600,000 - Contract services are for labor, materials, and equipment necessary to package and remove hazardous wastes (including medical waste) on an intermittent and as-needed basis from City work sites and transport these wastes to permitted disposal facilities.  The contracts also include management and treatment of hazardous wastes at the disposal facilities and lab analysis, materials testing and specialized environmental services to assess the project site and support the Departments efforts to ensure the residents of San Francisco.



· Juvenile Probation - $945,000 to $1,350,000 - This one-time contract, with ongoing hosting services, will seek to develop and implement web-based case management software to assist Probation Officers in assessing and monitoring youthful offenders. Scope Change: The scope of work was created to allow the contractor to work with the department in two phases.  The first phase is the planning phase and the second phase is the implementation phase.  Phase 1 includes: Kick off, Develop Scope of Work, Project Plan, Requirements Matrix and Fit Gap Report, Conversion Plan and Interface Matrix, Reports, Testing Strategy and Finalize Statement of Work.  Phase 2 includes:  Implement Case Management System Implementation Scope of Work, Develop and Implement Final Acceptance Testing Schedule.


· Port - $3,339,396 to $4,039,396 - This work will be completed in four (4) phases to allow the greatest participation of city employees on this project.  This project has complex variables such as historic structures in a marine environment with site contaminants.  An integrated consultant team will prepare a site condition assessment that will facilitate work with city staff and the community stakeholders in developing a conceptual design plan with preliminary cost estimates and ultimately a detailed design for converting this seven (7) acre parcel within Pier 70 as a public park. Scope Change: Complete Schematic Design & Cost estimates for a first phase of Crane Cove Park, which includes, adaptive reuse of National Register Historic resources, new & improved shoreline beach area, site wide historic interpretation & park amenities including, lawns, plazas, furnishings & pathways.  Complete detail design drawings & bid documents for project construction & complete Construction Administration during project construction.  Project Overview:  The City of San Francisco’s 2008 Prop. A & 2012 Prop. B, Parks General Obligation Bond provides approximately $39.5 million for Blue Greenway open space improvement projects along the SF waterfront.  Crane Cove Park is 1 of 9 designated parks funded.



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

· San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Report on Position-Based Testing Program. 

· 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 Appointments Past Charter Authorized Durations under Charter Sections 10.104-16 through 10.104-18.

· Department of Human Resources’ Report on Appointments Exempt from Civil Service under Charter Sections 10.104-16 through 10.104-18.

· Proposed Amendments to the Civil Service Commission’s Policy and Procedures on Exempt Appointments.  


· Appeal by Jeffrey R. A. Edwards on behalf of Robin De Los Reyes of the Denial to File a Late Application for the 8308/8508 Sheriff’s Sergeant Examination After the Closing of the Official Filing Period with the Sheriff Department. Recommendation: Deny the appeal and adopt the report of the Department of Human Resources.

· Appeal by Sandra Funes of the Director of Transportation’s Determination to Administratively Close Her Untimely Complaint of Discrimination. Recommendation: Uphold the Director of Transportation’s decision and denial the appeal.

· Appeal by Benny Lew of the Director of Transportation’s Determination to Administratively Close His Complaint of Discrimination. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny Mr. Lew’s appeal.

· Appeal by Deonte Walker of the Transportation Director’s Finding that there was Insufficient Evidence to Sustain His Complaint of Harassment and Discrimination Due to Race. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny Mr. Walker’s appeal.

Youth (Monday, March 5, 515PM)


Discussion Only 

· Presentation on Epicenter Summit 2018


· Presentation on Close Up Program 

· Leave of Absence Request for February 14-March 12, 2018 for Jonny Mesler


· Leave of Absence Extension Request for February 15-March 5, 2018 for Mary Claire Amable


· Presentation on Previous YC Priorities, DCYF Follow Up, and DYCF Youth Advisory Board Meeting Presentation

Action Items


· BOS File No. 180127 [Hearing on the efficacy and impact of San Francisco gang injunctions] Sponsor: Supervisors Fewer and Ronen

· [Second Reading] Resolution 1718-AL-08 [Resolution supporting additional Environmental Education and Awareness for San Francisco Youth]


Airport (Tuesday, March 6, 9AM)


Action Items


· Approval of Phase C3 to Contract No. 10515.71 - Construction Manager/General Contractor Services for the Plot 2 Aircraft Parking Reconfiguration and South McDonnell Road Realignment Project - Webcor Construction LP dba Webcor Builders - $5,589,882


· Modification Nos. 3 and 4 (Annual Renewal) to Professional Services Contract No. 10071.41 - Project Management Support Services for the Terminal 3 West Modernization Project - WCME JV - $5,990,000


· Modification No. 6 (Annual Renewal) to Professional Services Contract No. 10511.41 - Program Management Support Services for the Airport Security Infrastructure Program - Faith Group, LLC - $4,808,770


· Commence Request for Proposals Process for the Terminal 3 Boarding Area E Retail Specialty Store, the Terminal 3 Boarding Area E Candy Kiosk, and the Terminal 3 Boarding Area E and International Terminal Boarding Area G Wellness Concession Leases


· Commence Request for Proposals Process for an Electronics Stores Lease in Terminal 3, Boarding Areas E and F


· Commence Request for Proposals Process for the Electronics Store Lease in International Terminal Boarding Area A


· Authorization to Accept and Expend Federal Aviation Administration Grant Funds in Federal Fiscal Year 2018 in the Amount of (1) $19,000,000 for an Airfield Improvement Project; and (2) $1,200,000 for the Continuation of the Noise Insulation Program


· Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50167 for a Sustainable Aviation Fuel Feasibility Study


· Authorization to Amend in Federal Fiscal Year 2018 the Acceptance and Expenditure of Federal Aviation Administration Grant Funds in the amounts of (1) $10,875,000 for an Airfield Improvement Project; and (2) $2,900,000 for a Zero Emissions Airport Vehicle Project


· Authorization to Accept and Expend Grant Funds from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District Charge Program in the Amount of $500,000 for the Purchase and Installation of Charging Stations at the Second Long Term Parking Garage, Consolidated Administration Campus, and On-Airport Hotel


· Modification No. 2 to Professional Services for Contract No. 8981.42 Construction Management Support Services for Runway 10R-28L, Overlay and Reconstruction Taxiways F2 and S Project - AECOM Technical Services Inc. - No change in contract amount


· Approve Extension to the Trial Program for VIP and Concierge Services


· Commencement of the Request for Proposals Process for the Expedited Traveler Service Lease


· Amendment No. 8 to Lease No. HSTS02-09-CA348 with the United States of America to Extend the Term of the Lease and Adjust the Annual Rent for Land Occupied by the U.S. Transportation Security Administration


CII (Tuesday, March 6, 1PM) - CANCELLED

Entertainment (Tuesday, March 6, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· Presentation by Nicole Elliott, Director of the San Francisco Office of Cannabis, providing an overview of the office as well as the intersection of cannabis and entertainment regulation.


Action Items


· Hearing and Possible Action regarding applications for permits under the jurisdiction of the Entertainment Commission:

Consent Agenda:


· EC-1433 – Lukezic, Christopher and Thomas Mich, Phonobar, 370 Grove St., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· EC-1434 – Capovilla, Paula et. al, Venga Empanadas, 443 Valencia St., Limited Live Performance Permit.

· Review and Possible Action to Amend the Recommended Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects.

Health (Tuesday, March 6, 4PM)

Discussion Only


· FINANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE - THE MARCH 2018 CONTRACTS REPORT, NEW CONTRACT REQUESTS, SF CITY OPTION & SF COVERED MRA PROGRAM UPDATE, AND THE SFDPH FY2017-18 2ND QUARTER FINANCIAL REPORT.

· UCSF RESEARCH & ACADEMIC BUILDING AT ZUCKERBERG SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL AND TRAUMA CENTER

· 2016 PUBLIC HEALTH & SAFETY BOND UPDATE

· SFDPH FY17-18 2nd QUARTER FINANCIAL REPORT

Action Items


· MARCH 2018 CONTRACTS REPORT


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH THE LAVENDER YOUTH RECREATION AND INFORMATION CENTER (LYRIC), IN THE AMOUNT OF $784,000 WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY, TO PROVIDE PEER NAVIGATION SERVICES FOR TRANSGENDER AND


· GENDER NON-CONFORMING YOUTH, FOR THE PERIOD OCTOBER 16, 2017 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2022 (4.75 YEARS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY, IN THE AMOUNT OF $914,274 WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY, TO PROVIDE SUPPORT OF THE DENTAL TRANSFORMATION INITIATIVE LOCAL DENTAL PILOT PROJECT AND THE SAN FRANCISCO LOCAL ORAL HEALTH PROGRAM, FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 2018 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2022 (4.5 YEARS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH UPTODATE, INC. FOR ACCESS TO THE UPTODATE ANYWHERE APPLICATION FOR CLINICAL DECISION SUPPORT. THE AGREEMENT SHALL BE IN THE AMOUNT OF $1,186,977, WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AMOUNT, FOR THE PERIOD MARCH 1, 2018 TO FEBRUARY 28, 2021 (36 MONTHS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH APEX REVENUE TECHNOLOGIES, TO PROVIDE SERVICES NEEDED IN ORDER TO CONVERT BILLING DATA FROM THE NEW ELECTRONIC HEALTH RECORD SYSTEM INTO A PATIENT BILLING STATEMENT FOR PATIENTS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO HEALTH NETWORK (SFHN) IN THE AMOUNT OF $8,540,000 WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 24 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS FOR THE PERIOD APRIL 1, 2018 TO FEBRUARY 28, 2023 (60 MONTHS).


· REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF A NEW CONTRACT WITH NETSMART TECHNOLOGIES INC., TO IT BACKFILL SERVICES SUPPORTING THE MYAVATAR EMR. NETSMART APPLICATION MANAGEMENT SERVICE (AMS) STAFF WILL PROVIDE NEEDS ANALYSIS, DOCUMENTATION OF STATUS OF APPLICATION AND PROCESSES, EVALUATION OF PROCESSES AND WORK FLOW, DOCUMENTATION OF TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS, PROJECT MANAGEMENT, REPORT AND APPLICATION DEVELOPMENT FOR THE VARIOUS COMPONENTS OF THE AVATAR APPLICATION FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH IN THE AMOUNT OF $5,492,413 WHICH INCLUDES A 12% CONTINGENCY AND AN OPTION TO EXTEND THE CONTRACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL 17 MONTHS. THE TERM OF THE CONTRACT INCLUDING OPTIONS IS FOR THE PERIOD APRIL 1, 2018 TO JANUARY 31, 2022 (47 MONTHS).

· ZSFG MEDICAL STAFF BYLAW REVISION - THE HEALTH COMMISSION WILL CONSIDER REVISIONS TO THE ZSFG MEDICAL STAFF BYLAWS WHICH WERE RECOMMENDED BY THE ZSFG JCC AT ITS OCTOBER 24, 2017 MEETING. APPROVAL IS REQUESTED.


Municipal Transportation Agency (Tuesday, March 6, 1PM)


Action Items


· Requesting the Controller to allot funds and to draw warrants against such funds available or will be available in payment of the following claims against the SFMTA:


· Vadim Smirnov vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC16554415 filed on 9/22/16 for $12,500


· William Brown vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC17558729 filed on 5/8/17 for $14,500


· Terrence Blank vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC16556194 filed on 12/29/16 for $25,000


· Lindsey Dvorak vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC17562370 filed on 11/8/17 for $35,000


· NaNoshka Johnson vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC16555503 filed on 11/23/16 for $40,000


· Making environmental findings and approving the following parking and traffic modifications:

· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − Baden Street, northbound and southbound, at Mangels.  


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS − 18th Street, eastbound and westbound, at Minnesota Street.


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − Innes Avenue, north side from Middle Point Road to 25 feet easterly.


· EXTEND – BUS ZONE − 48th Avenue, west side, from the north curb line of Geary Boulevard to 20 feet southerly.


· ESTABLISH – TRANSIT BULB − Divisadero St., west side, from Clay St. to 35 feet northerly.


· RESCIND – BUS ZONE − Divisadero St., west side, from 35 feet to 100 feet north of Clay St.


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − San Anselmo Avenue, south side, from Santa Ana Avenue to 45 feet easterly; San Anselmo Avenue, north side, from Portola Drive to 30 feet easterly; and Santa Ana Avenue, east side, from San Anselmo Avenue to 30 feet southerly.


· RESCIND – NO LEFT TURN, TRUCKS OVER 22 FEET − Naples Street, northbound, at Russia Avenue; Naples Street, southbound, at Russia Avenue; Russia Avenue, eastbound, at Naples Street; Russia Avenue, westbound, at Naples Street; Naples Street, northbound, at Excelsior Avenue; Naples Street, southbound, at Excelsior Avenue; Excelsior Avenue, eastbound, at Naples Street; and Excelsior Avenue, westbound, at Naples Street.


· RESCIND – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING ANYTIME − Naples Street, west side, from Russia Avenue to 15 feet southerly; Naples Street, west side, from Russia Avenue to 15 feet northerly; Naples Street, east side, from Russia Avenue to 15 feet southerly; Naples Street, east side, from Russia Avenue to 15 feet northerly; Russia Avenue, south side, from Naples Street to 20 feet westerly; Russia Avenue, south side, from Naples Street to 25 feet easterly; Russia Avenue, north side, from Naples Street to 15 feet westerly; Russia Avenue, north side, from Naples Street to 34 feet easterly; Naples Street, west side, from Excelsior Avenue to 20 feet southerly; Naples Street, west side, from Excelsior Avenue to 15 feet northerly; Naples Street, east side, from Excelsior Avenue to 29 feet southerly; Naples Street, east side, from Excelsior Avenue to 15 feet northerly; Excelsior Avenue, south side, from Naples Street to 25 feet westerly; Excelsior Avenue, south side, from Naples Street to 30 feet easterly; Excelsior Avenue, north side, from Naples Street to 15 feet westerly; and Excelsior Avenue, north side, from Naples Street to 15 feet easterly.


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING ANYTIME − Folsom Street, south side, from 12th Street to 10 feet easterly; Folsom Street, south side, from Norfolk Street to 20 feet westerly; and Folsom Street, south side, from Norfolk Street to 16 feet easterly.


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − Seneca Avenue, south side, from Mission Street to 39 feet westerly.


· ESTABLISH – NO PARKING ANYTIME − Arkansas Street, east side, from 17th Street to 137 feet northerly.


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE − Austin Street, south side, from Polk Street to 44 feet westerly.


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Austin Street, south side, from 133 feet to 163 feet east of Van Ness Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – SHARED STREET − Austin Street, from Polk Street to 34 feet westerly.


· ESTABLISH – UNMETERED GENERAL PARKING, 2 HOUR TIME LIMIT, 8 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY − Taraval Street, north side, from 33rd Avenue to 34th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 33rd Avenue to 34th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 34th Avenue to 35th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 34th Avenue to 35th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 25 feet to 140 feet west of 35th Avenue; and Taraval Street, south side, from 35th Avenue to 36th Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – UNMETERED GENERAL PARKING, 4 HOUR TIME LIMIT, 8 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY − Taraval Street, south side, from 43rd Avenue to 44th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 44th Avenue to 45th Avenue; Taraval Street, south side, from 45th Avenue to 46th Avenue; Taraval Street, north side, from 46th Avenue to 47th Avenue; and Taraval Street, south side, from 46th Avenue to 47th Avenue.


· ESTABLISH – GREEN METERED PARKING, 30-MINUTE TIME LIMIT, 9 AM TO 6 PM MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY AND RESCIND – TRANSIT BOARDING ISLAND AND TOW-AWAY NO STOPPING ANYTIME − Taraval Street, north side, from 25th Avenue to 24 feet westerly

· Adopting a Resolution of Local Support for the Safe Routes to School Non-Infrastructure Project, to be funded from a FY 2019 One Bay Area Grant 2 grant in the amount of $2,813,264 from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. 


· Authorizing the Director to execute a lease agreement for the SFMTA Parking Enforcement Section with the Trustees of the Murphy Trust and Christopher J. Harney, as landlord, for 505 7th Street and 899 Bryant Street, including the adjacent paved parking area, in the amount of $6,826,919.32, for a five-year term with four one-year extension option.


· Approving a non-exclusive license with Recycle for Change to authorize placement of textile-recycling donation receptacles at designated parking garages and parking lots administered by the SFMTA, including California/Steiner parking lot at 2450 California Street; Mission Bartlett Garage at 3255 21st Street; and Noe Valley parking lot at 4061 24th Street, at no cost to the City. 

· Approving a parking protected bikeway and parking and traffic modifications along 8th Street between Harrison Street and Townsend Street as follows:

· ESTABLISH – CLASS IV BIKEWAY – 8th Street, southbound from Harrison Street to Townsend Street 


· ESTABLISH – CLASS III BIKEWAY – 8th Street, northbound from Townsend Street to Brannan Street


· RESCIND – BUS ZONE – 8th Street, west side, from Harrison Street to 75 feet southerly; 8th Street, west side, from 100 feet to 240 feet north of Brannan Street 


· RESCIND – BUS FLAG STOP – 8th Street, west side, north of Townsend Street 


· ESTABLISH – TRANSIT BOARDING ISLAND, TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME – 8th Street, west side, from 45 feet to 109 feet south of Harrison Street; 8th Street, west side, from 136 feet to 238 feet south of Brannan Street


· ESTABLISH – GENERAL METERED PARKING – 8th Street, both sides, between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


· RESCIND – METERED MOTORCYCLE PARKING – 8th Street, east side, from Townsend Street to 20 feet northerly


· RESCIND – BLUE ZONE – 8th Street, west side, from Bryant Street to 21 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – BLUE ZONE – Harrison St., north side, from 6 feet to 27 feet west of 8th St.


· RESCIND – METERED YELLOW ZONE, 6-WHEEL COMMERCIAL LOADING 8 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY - 8th Street, west side, from 113 feet to 218 feet south of Bryant Street


· ESTABLISH – METERED YELLOW ZONE, 6-WHEEL COMMERCIAL LOADING 8 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY - 8th Street, west side, from 137 feet to 237 feet north of Brannan Street


· ESTABLISH – METERED YELLOW ZONE, 8 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY – 8th Street, west side, from 20 feet to 72 feet south of Bryant Street; 8th Street, west side, from 212 feet to 292 feet south of Harrison Street


· RESCIND – PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY – 8th Street, west side, from 130 to 163 feet north of Townsend Street


· ESTABLISH – PASSENGER LOADING ZONE, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY – 8th Street, west side, from 127 to 169 feet north of Townsend Street


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO PARKING ANYTIME – 8th Street, west side, from 161 feet to 212 feet south of Harrison Street; 8th Street, west side, from Bryant Street to 260 feet northerly; 8th Street, west side, from Bryant Street to 20 feet southerly; 8th Street, west side, from 72 feet to 136 feet south of Bryant Street; 8th Street, west side, from 199 feet to 316 feet south of Bryant Street; 8th Street, east side, from Townsend Street to 20 feet northerly; 8th Street, west side, from Townsend Street to 77 feet northerly


· ESTABLISH – TOW-AWAY, NO STOPPING ANYTIME – 8th Street, west side, from Brannan Street to 137 feet


· RESCIND – GREEN METERED PARKING, 15 MINUTE TIME LIMIT, 9 AM TO 6 PM, MONDAY THROUGH SATURDAY – 8th Street, east side, from 30 feet to 72 feet north of Townsend Street; 8th Street, east side, from 201 feet to 277 feet north of Townsend Street; 8th Street, west side, from 85 feet to 127 feet north of Townsend Street; 8th Street, west side, from 169 feet to 211 feet north of Townsend Street


· ESTABLISH – MIDBLOCK CROSSWALK – 8th Street, approximately 110 feet south of Harrison Street; 8th Street, approximately 250 feet south of Harrison Street; 8th Street, approximately 135 feet south of Bryant Street; 8th Street, approximately 165 feet south of Brannan Street; 8th Street, approximately 150 feet north of Townsend Street, and


· ESTABLISH – NO TURN ON RED – Brannan Street, eastbound, at 8th Street.

· Making environmental review findings and awarding Contract No. 1305, UCSF Platform and Track Improvement Project to Balfour Beatty Infrastructure for construction of safety, accessibility, and transit reliability improvements, in the amount of $33,249,065, and for a term of 365 days and approving a traffic signal system for 3rd Street at Campus Lane. 

· Presentation and discussion of the FY 2019 and FY 2020 Operating Budget, including possible modifications to various fares, fees, fines, rates and charges; possible new revenue and expenditure sources and reductions; discussion of the FY 2019 and FY 2020 Capital funding through development fees and Population-based General Fund allocation, expanding the institutional pass program, creating a bulks sales discount, adding a single ride low income fare, one-day pass (Muni only), and reducing the visitor passport fare, and adding new fees for planning/development analysis review and development project review, Clipper card replacement, travel shows promoting San Francisco, eliminating fees for television series, etc. by non-profits and government agencies, replacement of lost SFMTA badges, and recovering fees for citations referred for Department of Motor Vehicle vehicle registration holds. 

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL (Closed Session) - Existing Litigation:   


· Sherri Anderson vs. SFMTA, Superior Ct. #CGC16555748, filed on 12/7/16 for $250,000


· Danny Hwang vs. CCSF, Superior Ct. #CGC15547784 filed on 9/4/15 for $125,000


Aging (Wednesday, March 7, 930AM)

Action Items


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Brilliant Corners for the provision of the Scattered Site Housing and Rental Subsidy Administration program during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2023; in the amount of $15,379,070 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $16,916,977.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Self-Help for the Elderly for the provision of a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2023; in the amount of $728,210 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $801,031. 

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, March 7, 5PM)


Action Items


· JURISDICTION REQUEST - Subject property at 473 Haight Street. Brian Brooks, requestor, is asking that the Board take jurisdiction over an Amendment to a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permit, which was issued on January 10, 2018 by the Department of Public Health. The appeal period ended on January 25, 2018, and the jurisdiction request was filed at the Board office on February 15, 2018. Permit Holder: MIPARC, Inc. dba SPARC. Project: temporarily amends the operator's Medical Cannabis Dispensary Permit by authorizing the permit holder to sell Adult Use Cannabis and Cannabis Products to individuals 21 years of age and over at the permitted site.


· APPEAL - ANTHONY TAM vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 566 29th Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 27, 2017, to Steve Huang, of a Site Permit (two-story horizontal addition to existing rear side of building; total addition area is 689sf; interior remodel at second floor and third floor; add second unit to existing building).


· APPEAL - RASA MOSS vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 363 Jersey Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 29, 2017, to 363 Jersey LLC, of a Site Permit (new garage and foundations; horizontal addition at rear and vertical addition; complete interior remodel; replace windows in kind; one-hour property line walls and sprinklers; convert under deck space).


APPEAL - JOHN & CAROL BRODERICK vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 363 Jersey Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 29, 2017, to 363 Jersey LLC, of a Site Permit (new garage and foundations; horizontal addition at rear and vertical addition; complete interior remodel; replace windows in kind; one-hour property line walls and sprinklers; convert under deck space).


· APPEAL - TEAL MOMOTA vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 730 Cabrillo Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on November 30, 2017, to Carey Baker, of an Alteration Permit (remodel of single-family residence including new kitchen, plumbing, electrical, mechanical and structural work; no work on front façade; no fire alarm or sprinkler work; new rear yard deck less than 10' high in buildable area).


· APPEAL - LIDIA WOYTAK vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 1033-1037 Washington Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 15, 2017, to 1033-1037 Washington Street LLC, of a Site Permit (fourth floor residential unit addition to building; renovation of third floor unit entry; renovation of basement; repair of existing egress stair at rear of property; seismic and foundation upgrade).


· APPEAL - LILY ABAGYAN & HAYK HOVSEPYAN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 13 Lucky Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 19, 2017, to 13 Lucky Street LLC, of a Site Permit (erect three-story, Type 5, single-family residence).


· APPEAL - PATRICIA HELDMAN vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Re: 3932-3934 26th Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 26, 2017, to Ninety-four Feet LLC, of an Alteration Permit (replace 110’ foundation).


· APPEAL - DIGITAL 365 MAIN, LLC vs. DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH, Re: 365 Main Street. Appealing the DENIAL on November 15, 2017 of a Noise Variance.


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE APPOINTMENT – Executive Director, Board of Appeals (Closed Session)

Historic Preservation (Wednesday, March 7, 1230PM)

Action Items


· 246 1ST STREET (PHILLIPS BUILDING) – west side of First Street, Assessor's Block 3736, Lot 006 (District 6). Consideration to Recommend to the Board of Supervisors Landmark Designation of the Phillips Building as an Article 10 Landmark pursuant to Section 1004.1 of the Planning Code. 234‐246 First Street is architecturally significant as a distinctive example of the Art Deco style, specifically the Mayan Deco substyle, and is the largest Art Deco style loft building in San Francisco; and is significant for its association with master architects Henry H. Meyers and George R. Klinkhardt. 234‐246 First Street is located within the C-3-O(SD) – Downtown Office (Special Development) Zoning District and 200-S Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

· 31-33 LIBERTY STREET – located on the south side of Liberty Street, Assessor’s Block 3608, Lot 100-101 (District 8). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness and Variance for the replacement of the existing unpermitted two-level deck at rear, replacement of the existing foundation, infill of the existing lightwell at ground level, replacement of the existing windows and doors at ground level of the west façade, and an interior remodel to the existing three-story, two-unit building. The subject property is located within the Article 10 Liberty-Hill Landmark District, and is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Limit. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

31-33 LIBERTY STREET – located on the south side of Liberty Street, Assessor’s Block 3608, Lot 100-101 (District 8). Request for Variance from rear yard requirements pursuant to Section 134 of the Planning Code for the addition of a two-level deck located within the required rear yard. The subject property is located within the Article 10 Liberty-Hill Landmark District, and is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk Limit.


· Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business application: 


· 1750 GEARY BLVD – Kabuki Springs and Spa is a Japanese bathhouse and spa that has served San Francisco for 50 years. 

Police (Wednesday, March 7, 530PM) - CANCELLED

Health Services (Thursday, March 8, 1PM)

Discussion Only


· Review Blue Shield 2017 flex-funded non-Medicare claims experience

· HSS Financial Reporting as of December 31, 2017

Action Items


· Presentation of 10-County Survey amount for 2019 plan year. Staff recommendation: Approve 10-County Survey amount.

· Consideration of program reinsurance (stop/loss) for self-funded and flex-funded health plans. Staff Recommendation: Adequate protections from the risk of unusual large claim experience are in place negating the need for stop loss insurance protection.


· Consideration of Blue Shield Claims Stabilization Reserve. Staff Recommendation: Stabilization reserve is in a deficit position and justifies the need for buy up in 2019 rates.

Human Rights (Thursday, March 8, 530PM)

Discussion Only

· Grant Update: Violence Prevention and Intervention Services for LGBTQI Survivors of Violence


· Staff Recommendations following hearing on January 25, 2018


· Transgender Legal Education & Support Services (RFP)


· Annual Report


· Upcoming Events


· Advisory Committee(s)


· Staff Roles


· My Brother and Sisters Keeper Speaker Series


· HRC Budget update 


· Next Steps on Data


· Joint Commission Meetings

Action Items

· Resolution in Support of Youth Justice Reform

Planning (Thursday, March 8, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance


· 160 CASELLI AVENUE – between Danvers and Clover Streets, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 2690 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to allow demolition an existing single-family residence and illegal structure at the rear of the property and removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit. The proposal includes new construction of a 3-story 2-unit structure at the front of the property within the RH-2 (Residential, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). (Proposed Continuance to March 29, 2018)

· 220 POST STREET – northern side of Post Street between Grant Avenue and Stockton Street; lot 007 of Assessor’s Block 0294 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 210.2 to establish a change of use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to an Office use on the fourth and fifth floors of the subject building, within the C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to April 19, 2018)

Action Items


· 48 SATURN STREET – north side of Saturn Street between Temple Street and Upper Terrace, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a new 39-foot tall, foot two-family dwelling on a vacant lot. The project site is located within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

· 4093 24TH STREET – southeast corner of the intersection at 24th Street and Castro Street, Lot 017 of Assessor’s Block 6507 (District 7) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 728, to install a new unmanned AT&T Mobility Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility consisting of installation of (12) new panel antennas, (3) antennas are to be screened within (3) new FRP faux vents, and (9) antennas are to be screened within (1) FRP box; installation of (20) remote radio units; and installation of ancillary equipment, where some equipment will be screened within a second FRP box as part of the AT&T Mobility Telecommunications Network. All FRP screens, cabling, and ancillary equipment will be painted to match the existing building. The subject property is located within the 24th Street – Noe Valley NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District), and 40-X Height and Bulk Districts. 

· 2099 MARKET STREET – southeast corner of the intersection at Market Street and Church Street, Lot 065 of Assessor’s Block 3544 (District 7) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303(c) and 764, to modify a T-Mobile Macro Wireless Telecommunications Facility consisting of the removal of (2) omni antennas; installation of (3) new panel antennas within (3) new 18-inch diameter FRP radomes; install (6) new TMAs adjacent to antennas but not visible from public views; installation of (3) new RRUs; and installation and removal of ancillary equipment as part of the T-Mobile Telecommunications Network. The subject property is located within the Upper Market NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit District), and 40-X and 50/55x Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 533 JACKSON STREET – southwest corner of Jackson Street and Columbus Avenue; lot 014 of Assessor’s Block 0195 (District 3) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 812.44 to establish a change of use from an existing Limited Restaurant to a Full-Service Restaurant (d.b.a. Raavi) within the CRNC (Chinatown-Residential-Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 531 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD – 531 Bayshore Boulevard; 40, 55, and 75 Waterloo Street; 6-10 Marengo Street, 250 Industrial Street, and 241-261 Loomis Street. Lots 001, 005, 006, 038, and 061 in Assessor’s Block 5607; Lots 001A, 001, and 002 in Assessor’s Block 5582; and Lots 010, 014, and 015 in Assessor’s Block 5583 (District 10) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.3 and 303 to establish a temporary private parking lot for Yellow Cab of San Francisco. The proposal will require repaving and restriping of approximately 121,000 square feet of lot area, currently utilized as surface parking, a recycling center, a private soccer field, and a vacant lot, in order to establish this temporary and private parking lot. This proposal also includes the addition of landscaping and fencing to screen the proposed parking lot from the public right of way. There are three existing buildings on site, approximately 20,900 square feet of floor area, that are proposed for accessory office and general maintenance uses by Yellow Cab. The subject property is located within the PDR-2, Production, Distribution, and Repair Zoning District, Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, Bayshore Boulevard Area Plan, and 65-J 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

· HOURS OF OPERATION FOR LIMITED NONCONFORMING USES – Planning Code Amendment to allow limited nonconforming uses in specified zoning districts to operate between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. with Conditional Use authorization; and making environmental findings and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Schedule for Adoption on or After April 12, 2018

· PLANNING CODE CORRECTIONS ORDINANCE – Planning Code Amendments to correct errors and update outdated references; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and general welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and Schedule for Adoption on or after April 12, 2018

· BIOSOLIDS DIGESTER FACILITIES PROJECT – located at 750 Phelps Street, 1700 Jerrold Avenue, 1800 Jerrold Avenue, and 1801 Jerrold Avenue, Assessor’s Block 5262 Lot 009 and Block 5281 Lot 001 (District 10). Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The SFPUC’s proposed project would construct new solids treatment, odor control, energy recovery, and associated facilities as part of improvements to the wastewater treatment facilities at the existing Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEP) in San Francisco. Nine structures totaling about 136,000 square feet of building area, all of which are less than 65 feet tall, would be demolished at the project site and construction staging areas. The structures to be demolished were built between 1952 and 2009. The project would construct 22 above- and below-ground facilities on about 206,000 square feet of the project site. The tallest new buildings would be 65 feet tall; the tallest new structure, an exhaust stack, would be 75 feet tall. The project site is located within the P (Public Facilities), M-1 (Light Industrial), and M-2 (Industrial) Zoning Districts with a 65-J Height and Bulk Limit. NOTE: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on June 19, 2017. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR. Preliminary Recommendation: Certify

· 88 BROADWAY/735 DAVIS STREET – 48,620-square-foot project site on the north side of Broadway between Davis Street and Front Street; Lots 7 and 8 of Assessor’s Block 0140 (District 3) – Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed demolition of the existing surface parking lots on the site and construction of a 191,300-square-foot mixed-use development. The project would construct two new six-story (65-foot-tall) buildings which would include 178 affordable residential units, 6,500 square feet of commercial space, and a 4,300-square-foot child care facility. The proposed project would also include two mid-block passages, three on-street loading zones, and 120 secured bicycle parking spaces. No off street vehicle parking is proposed. The project site is located  in a C-2 (Community Business) and 65-X Height and Bulk (65-foot maximum height, no bulk limit) Zoning Districts and Waterfront Special Use District No.3. Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold Preliminary Negative Declaration

· 668-678 PAGE STREET – north side of Page Street between Steiner and Fillmore Streets; Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 0843 (District 5) – Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a threestory-over-garage, six-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 District. The project was determined not to be a project under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct or indirect physical change in the environment. Preliminary Recommendation: Disapprove

· 201 STEINER STREET – northwest corner of Steiner and Waller Streets; lot 007 of Assessor’s Block 0861 (District 5) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 186 and 764, to permit a change of use from an existing Limited Restaurant to a Full-Service Restaurant (d.b.a. Café Reveille) in a 1,284 square-foot Limited Commercial Use (LCU) tenant space 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: Approve with Conditions

· 114 LYON STREET – east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the merger of four dwelling units into two dwelling units. The proposed project would legalize the merger of four dwelling units into a 3,096 sq. ft. dwelling and a 341 sq. ft. studio unit behind the garage in a four-story residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, ThreeFamily) 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: Disapprove

114 LYON STREET – east side of Lyon Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 in Assessor’s Block 1220 (District 5) - Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(c), to legalize the construction of a deck and stair located the rear yard of the 4-story four-unit residential building. The subject property is within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

· 1805 DIVISADERO STREET – between Pine and Bush Streets, Lot 058 in Assessor’s Block 1049 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 317, and 711 to allow the removal of an unauthorized dwelling unit on the second story, and conversion of the space to a Retail Sales and Service (Gym) use (d.b.a. Core 40) within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial District, Small-Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject application seeks to abate Planning Enforcement Case No. 2017-004069ENF and Department of Building Inspection Complaint No. 20177332. 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: Disapprove


2714 BROADWAY – north side of Broadway Street, between Divisadero and Broderick Streets, Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 0959 (District 2) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.12.29.6181, proposing alterations to a single family dwelling that include construction of a rear horizontal addition at the second floor, with a roof deck above, at the third floor within a RH-1(D) (Residential, House, One-Family, Detached) 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). Staff Analysis: Abbreviated Discretionary Review. Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 


War Memorial Board (Thursday, March 8, 2PM)


Discussion Only


· Rental Requests:  Opera House; Davies Symphony Hall; Herbst Theatre; Wilsey Center.

Action Items


· Request from Patina Restaurant Group to change the service format and hours for the Opera House North Box Bar and Lobby.


· Request from San Francisco Symphony to install annual season ticket renewal graphics in Davies Symphony Hall from mid-March through June 30, 2018.

Miscellaneous

· Local Homeless Coordinating Board (Monday, March 5, 11AM)

· Sentencing Commission (Wednesday, March 7, 10AM)


· Film Commission Retreat (Thursday, March 8, 9AM) - SPECIAL

· Long Term Care Coordinating Council (Thursday, March 8, 1PM) 


From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar. Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Rodney

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND HEALTH DIRECTOR BARBARA GARCIA ANNOUNCE
EXPANSION OF CITY’S CONSERVATORSHIP BEDS

Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 1:23:34 PM

Attachments: 3.5.18 San Francisco Healing Center Opening.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Monday, March 05, 2018 11:05 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND HEALTH DIRECTOR BARBARA GARCIA
ANNOUNCE EXPANSION OF CITY'S CONSERVATORSHIP BEDS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, March, 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND HEALTH DIRECTOR
BARBARA GARCIA ANNOUNCE EXPANSION OF CITY'S
CONSERVATORSHIP BEDS

Public-private partnership doublesin county capacity for residents dealing with serious
mental health challenges

San Francisco, CA — Mayor Mark Farrell and Health Director Barbara Garcia today
announced the opening of the San Francisco Healing Center, a major expansion of services for
residents experiencing serious mental illnessin the city.

“The mental health problems on our streets are one of the biggest issues facing San
Francisco,” said Mayor Farrell. “By more than doubling our conservatorship beds through our
San Francisco Healing Center, we can provide real results for those with severe mental illness,
along with our residents and businesses’

The new center, located at St. Mary’s Medical Center will, add 54 new conservatorship beds
to the city’ s system of mental health care, more than doubling the current number in the
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, March, 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND HEALTH DIRECTOR
BARBARA GARCIA ANNOUNCE EXPANSION OF CITY’S
CONSERVATORSHIP BEDS

Public-private partnership doubles in county capacity for residents dealing with serious mental
health challenges

San Francisco, CA — Mayor Mark Farrell and Health Director Barbara Garcia today announced
the opening of the San Francisco Healing Center, a major expansion of services for residents
experiencing serious mental illness in the city.

“The mental health problems on our streets are one of the biggest issues facing San Francisco,”
said Mayor Farrell. “By more than doubling our conservatorship beds through our San Francisco
Healing Center, we can provide real results for those with severe mental illness, along with our
residents and businesses”

The new center, located at St. Mary’s Medical Center will, add 54 new conservatorship beds to
the city’s system of mental health care, more than doubling the current number in the county.

These locked psychiatric beds serve a critical need for clients who are placed on conservatorship
and are too ill to live independently but do not require acute hospital care. Expanding the supply
of these beds in San Francisco will increase the county’s capacity to serve people with serious
mental illness.

The clients who will be cared for include people who are gravely disabled due to mental illness
or incompetent to stand trial. Currently, these clients can wait for placement in out-of-county
facilities, acute care hospitals or jail.

“With this new program, we will be able to bring people home, and to provide treatment to San
Franciscans in their own community,” said Barbara Garcia, San Francisco Health Director. “This
is a first-of-its-kind effort that helps to address some of the pressing needs of our mental health
care and hospital systems. This new program is based in a recovery model providing skills and
support for those needing stabilizing mental health services.”

The San Francisco Healing Center will begin serving clients on March 12. San Francisco found a
way to increase services by identifying space in a private hospital to meet the city’s needs and
combining funding from public and private sources.
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The program will be run by Crestwood Behavioral Health. Partners include the City and County
of San Francisco, which is funding the program and is responsible for placements and care for
the seriously mentally ill.

The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) is the lead agency, project coordinator
and will provide program oversight. Dignity Health, the non-profit hospital system, is
contributing to the program toward cost of space and renovations at St. Mary’s Hospital, where
the program is located. UCSF Health contributed $1 million to the cost of renovation and
programming. The San Francisco Healing Center will cost $5 million per year for DPH to
operate 40 beds. An additional 14 beds are available for other providers to purchase for their
clients.

“We are pleased to welcome the San Francisco Healing Center to St. Mary’s Medical Center,”
said Lloyd Dean, President and CEO of Dignity Health. “Our partnership with the City and the
San Francisco Hospital Council is an important step forward to address the long term issues with
mental health. We must work together to support the health and well-being of all San
Franciscans.”

Conservatorship is a form of civil commitment established by a judge upon finding that an
individual is gravely disabled due to serious mental illness and cannot take care of his/her basic
needs for food, clothing or shelter. Serious mental illnesses are treatable, and with proper
treatment and management, people with these disorders can experience recovery.

“The San Francisco Healing Center shows a collective commitment to recovery and will help
those with mental health issues return to productive roles in society,” said Patricia Blum, Ph.D.,
Executive Vice President of Crestwood Behavioral Health. “This supportive process is at the
core of everything we do at Crestwood, and we know from decades of experience that it works.

“This center will play a critical role in expanding the safety net of mental health care in San
Francisco and enable patients to successfully transition between a hospital setting and their
communities,” said Mark Laret, president and chief executive officer of UCSF Health. “We’re
proud to support this center, as part of our ongoing partnership with Dignity Health, and look
forward to the successes of the patients who will receive care in this facility. This collaboration
is a model of health care working at its best to serve the people who need it most.”

The 54 new beds for conserved mentally ill clients at the San Francisco Healing Center will add
to the existing 47 such beds at the Mental Health Rehabilitation Center (MHRC) located in the
Behavioral Health Center on the campus of Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital.

Before the opening of the new beds, clients who needed to be conserved when the MHRC was
full were either placed out of county, waited in the hospital or in jail. When clients are served out
of county, it is a hardship on them and their loved ones. When clients are waiting in the hospital,
it creates a log jam that is felt throughout the system — inpatient psychiatry beds remain full,
causing a back-up at psychiatric emergency services. When clients are waiting in jail, they are in
an environment that is not conducive to their recovery. With the new beds, the system will have
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more capacity, patient flow will improve and people will be treated in the most appropriate
settings.

The San Francisco Healing Center will provide comprehensive programming for recovery and
wellness. The program includes therapeutic care and peer support and a wide variety of
evidence-based treatments, recreational activities and a structured daily schedule, designed to
support and restore clients to enable them to live more independently in the community. The
center will feature 24-hour nursing and psychiatric care, highly trained staff and peer providers,
group and individual counseling, medical care, community linkages, family visits, recreational
and wellness activities, individual recovery plans and discharge planning.

it

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141






county.

These locked psychiatric beds serve a critical need for clients who are placed on
conservatorship and are too ill to live independently but do not require acute hospital care.
Expanding the supply of these beds in San Francisco will increase the county’ s capacity to
serve people with serious mental illness.

The clients who will be cared for include people who are gravely disabled due to mental
illness or incompetent to stand trial. Currently, these clients can wait for placement in out-of-
county facilities, acute care hospitals or jail.

“With this new program, we will be able to bring people home, and to provide treatment to
San Franciscans in their own community,” said Barbara Garcia, San Francisco Health
Director. “Thisis afirst-of-its-kind effort that helps to address some of the pressing needs of
our mental health care and hospital systems. This new program is based in arecovery model
providing skills and support for those needing stabilizing mental health services.”

The San Francisco Healing Center will begin serving clients on March 12. San Francisco
found away to increase services by identifying space in a private hospital to meet the city’s
needs and combining funding from public and private sources.

The program will be run by Crestwood Behavioral Health. Partners include the City and
County of San Francisco, which is funding the program and is responsible for placements and
care for the seriously mentally ill.

The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) is the lead agency, project coordinator
and will provide program oversight. Dignity Health, the non-profit hospital system, is
contributing to the program toward cost of space and renovations at St. Mary’ s Hospital,
where the program is located. UCSF Health contributed $1 million to the cost of renovation
and programming. The San Francisco Healing Center will cost $5 million per year for DPH to
operate 40 beds. An additional 14 beds are available for other providers to purchase for their
clients.

“We are pleased to welcome the San Francisco Healing Center to St. Mary’s Medical Center,”
said Lloyd Dean, President and CEO of Dignity Health. “Our partnership with the City and the
San Francisco Hospital Council is an important step forward to address the long term issues
with mental health. We must work together to support the health and well-being of all San
Franciscans.”

Conservatorship isaform of civil commitment established by ajudge upon finding that an
individua is gravely disabled due to serious mental illness and cannot take care of hig/her
basic needs for food, clothing or shelter. Serious mental ilInesses are treatable, and with proper
treatment and management, people with these disorders can experience recovery.

“The San Francisco Healing Center shows a collective commitment to recovery and will help
those with mental health issues return to productive rolesin society,” said Patricia Blum,
Ph.D., Executive Vice President of Crestwood Behavioral Health. “ This supportive processis
at the core of everything we do at Crestwood, and we know from decades of experience that it
works.



“This center will play acritical role in expanding the safety net of mental health carein San
Francisco and enable patients to successfully transition between a hospital setting and their
communities,” said Mark Laret, president and chief executive officer of UCSF Health. “We're
proud to support this center, as part of our ongoing partnership with Dignity Health, and look
forward to the successes of the patients who will receive care in this facility. This
collaboration isamodel of health care working at its best to serve the people who need it
most.”

The 54 new beds for conserved mentally ill clients at the San Francisco Healing Center will
add to the existing 47 such beds at the Mental Health Rehabilitation Center (MHRC) located
in the Behavioral Health Center on the campus of Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital.

Before the opening of the new beds, clients who needed to be conserved when the MHRC was
full were either placed out of county, waited in the hospital or in jail. When clients are served
out of county, it isahardship on them and their loved ones. When clients are waiting in the
hospital, it creates alog jam that is felt throughout the system — inpatient psychiatry beds
remain full, causing a back-up at psychiatric emergency services. When clients are waiting in
jail, they are in an environment that is not conducive to their recovery. With the new beds, the
system will have more capacity, patient flow will improve and people will be treated in the
most appropriate settings.

The San Francisco Healing Center will provide comprehensive programming for recovery and
wellness. The program includes therapeutic care and peer support and awide variety of
evidence-based treatments, recreational activities and a structured daily schedule, designed to
support and restore clients to enable them to live more independently in the community. The
center will feature 24-hour nursing and psychiatric care, highly trained staff and peer
providers, group and individual counseling, medical care, community linkages, family visits,
recreational and wellness activities, individual recovery plans and discharge planning.



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: 160 Caselli Avenue - Case Number 2016-010185CUA - Submission in Support of Conditional Use and Section
317 Applications

Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 1:25:09 PM

Attachments: 2018-03-05 - Letter to Plannina Commission in Support of 160 Caselli Ave Project CUA 317 Applications with

Exhibits 1-11.PDF

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Graham, Amanda [mailto:AGraham@duanemorris.com]

Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 11:18 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com

Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC);
Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC); Wright, Ben/SFB;
lee_karen@alumni.gsb.stanford.edu; Patrick Perez; Barkley, Alice

Subject: 160 Caselli Avenue - Case Number 2016-010185CUA - Submission in Support of Conditional
Use and Section 317 Applications

Dear Commissioner Hillis,

Attached please find Applicants Ben Wright and Karen Lee’s submission in support of their
Conditional Use and Section 317 Applications for the project at 160 Caselli Avenue.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Very truly yours,

Amanda Graham
Associate

Duane Morris LLP

Spear Tower

One Market Plaza, Suite 2200
San Francisco, CA 94105-1127
P: +1 415 957 3232

F: +1 415 651 9622

C: +1 484 883 2882

agraham@duanemorris.com

www.duanemorris.com

For more information about Duane Morris, please visit http://www.DuaneMorris.com
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March 5, 2018

Commissioner Rich Hillis
President, Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street, 4th floor
San Francisco, CA, 94103

Subject: Application for Conditional Use and Section 317 Applications for
160 Caselli Avenue, San Francisco (Case Number 2016-010185CUA)

Dear Commissioner Hillis,

Karen Lee and Benjamin Wright (herein “Applicants™) propose to demolish a single-
family home and an illegal studio that was constructed without a permit by a previous owner,
and construct a new three-story building with two units suitable for families (“Project”) at 160
Caselli Avenue (“Property”). The illegal studio unit is attached to the single-family home by a
shed roof that shelters the utility room between the single-family home and the illegal unit. Both
buildings are located entirely in the required rear yard.

Conditional use authorization and approval of a Planning Code Section 317 application
by this Commission is required to demolish the existing buildings in order to construct the
Project within the buildable portion of the site and to restore the rear yard corridor. It is our
understanding that the Planning Department (“Department”) will recommend that the Project be
revised to include legalization of the illegal studio unit in the required rear yard, which would
also reduce the depth of the garage level. The Project as proposed and the Department’s
recommendation address different competing public interests.

The Department informed the Applicants that the illegal studio unit must be legalized and
the single-family home can be demolished and replaced with a larger one at the front of the lot.
In order to legalize the illegal studio unit, the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”)
requires demolition and construction of a new building to current Code requirements. The
Department’s decision to legalize the illegal studio is directed at maintaining the housing stock,
in kind, regardless of its legality.

DUANE MORRIS LLP

SPEAR TOWER, ONE MARKET PLAZA, SUITE 2200 PHONE: +1 415 957 3000 FAX: +1 415957 3001
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1127
DM2\8634665.2
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As will be fully discussed below, this Project proposes to replace the existing single-
family home and the illegal studio unit with a three-bedroom townhouse and a two-bedroom
ground floor unit with direct access to rear yard usable open space, as well as restoring the rear
yard corridor, which is supported by the neighbors.! The Project will replace the illegal unit with
a two-bedroom unit and enhance the block’s interior rear yard open space corridor.

THE APPLICANTS

The Applicants purchased the Property in April 2016 and have lived there since. The
Applicants have two sons, ages 9 and 11. Karen’s parents, both 71 years of age, live in San Jose.
Benjamin’s parents, ages 75 and 73, live in Springfield, Massachusetts. Benjamin and Karen
foresee a time when one or more of their parents will need assistance to live independently.

After purchasing the Property, the Applicants met with their architect to explore
renovation and expansion of the existing building and the illegal studio unit into a two-unit
building versus construction of a new two-unit building in the buildable area at the front of the
lot. The goal of the renovation or new construction was to find a design that will meet the
changing needs of the family’s life cycles. All of the conceptual plans to renovate the current
single-family home and reconstruct the illegal studio unit would not meet the changing needs of
the Applicants’ extended family.?> Applicants decided demolition and construction of a new two-
unit building that will replace the illegal unit on the ground floor and a rear yard would best
serve the needs of Applicants while enhancing and restoring the rear yard interior open space
corridor for the adjacent neighbors. The Project will complete the block face along Caselli
Avenue by replacing the front property line fence and carport with a residential building. The
Project is designed with the townhouse unit for the Applicants’ family and the handicap
accessible lower unit for Applicants’ parents when they require support from the Applicants to
live independently. Should the Applicants experience mobility problems in the future, they will
occupy the lower unit with the upper unit occupied by a family member.

PROJECT SITE

The 3,025 square foot (“sq. ft.”) 160 Caselli Avenue lot (“Site”) (Assessor’s Block 2890,
Lot 8) is relatively flat with a slight uphill slope from the east to the west property line and is
located in an RH-2 zoning district on the north side of Caselli Avenue. See block map attached
hereto as Exhibit 1. The 25’ x 121 Site is improved with a two-story, two-bedroom single-
family home constructed in 1907 and a 441 sq. ft. illegal studio unit attached to the rear of the
home by a shed roof. Both buildings are located in the required rear yard. A carport and a solid
property line fence are located at the front of the lot. See the Plans attached to the case report

! The neighbor at 136 Caselli opposes the Project because his property line windows currently face 160

Caselli’s open space located in the front portion of the lot. The proposed Project incorporates side setbacks and/or
light wells to preserve the light and air access to all of the neighboring property line windows.

2 Because the illegal unit would be demolished and Applicants were advised that approval for the Project

would take a year, Applicants have used the illegal unit for their parents’ visits and short-term rentals.
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before the Commission which include photographs of the Site and Site vicinity on Sheets A0.3
and A0.4. See Exhibit 2 for a photograph of the carport® See case report for aerial
photographs.

The existing single family home is a one-story building with an attic floor and is a lawful
non-complying structure because it is located entirely in the required rear yard. The attic floor
has two bedrooms and a bathroom. The Applicants’ bedroom is 7°-1” wide with a ceiling height
ranging from 7°-2” to 7°-10”. Their sons’ bedroom has heights ranging from 6’-3” to 7°-2”. The
minimum height required for habitable space is 7°-6”.

The illegal unit was constructed as a standalone building without a permit. In order to
meet current Building Code requirements, DBI has stated that the illegal studio unit will need to
be demolished because it requires a new foundation, framing, 1-hour fire rated walls and roof,
compliance with Title 24 requirements, connecting the roof drainage to the main sewer,
waterproofing, new electrical, new plumbing, new insulation, new sewer lateral, new
independent electrical and gas meters, new front entry steps, removal of the kitchen and
bathroom, raising a portion of the ceiling to meet the minimum height for habitable space,
relocation and installation of a new kitchen, bathroom, hot water heater, eliminating windows
that are too close to rear and side property lines, installing a larger window to meet light and
ventilation requirements, and additional work to the exterior walls.

The immediate neighborhood includes single-family homes and two-unit residential
buildings with three-story buildings being predominate. Both adjacent buildings are three stories
high. The building to the west has no front setback from the front property line and the building
to the east has a 5° front setback. See Sheet A0.1 and Sheet A0.3 of the plans attached to the
case report. While the existing buildings in the Project vicinity have no uniform or prevailing
architectural vocabulary with roof outlines ranging from flat to gable with varying pitches, the
design of the individual buildings share common architectural features and complement each
other. '

PROPOSED PROJECT

The Project is the demolition of a 1,285 sq. ft. single-family home and the illegal 441 sq.
ft. studio, constructed without a permit, and the construction of a new two-unit, 4,200 sq. ft., 32’-
7> high building in the legal building envelope. The Project will restore the rear yard open space
corridor now occupied by the existing buildings. See the Sanborn map showing the rear yard
interior open space after the Project is completed that was prepared by the architect and is
attached hereto as Exhibit 3.

3 The photograph is from page 6 of the Historic Resource Report prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting dated

June 2016.
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The ground floor will be set back 5° from the front property line, matching the front
setback of the adjacent building to the east. The front facade of the second and third floors will
be set back 5’ on the east side and 2’-6” on the west side matching the neighboring buildings’
front setbacks.

The ground floor will have a 606 sq. ft. garage with two independently accessible parking
spaces, building services, two bicycle parking spaces, entrance lobby and an 866 sq. ft. two-
bedroom, one-bath unit. The 41°- 2 2" deep ground floor unit includes the 12° permissible
intrusion into the required rear yard that will have direct access to the rear yard open space. The
54°-7 % deep 2,502 sq. ft. townhouse contains a living room, dining/kitchen/family area,
powder room, and a small home office on the second floor. The third floor will have two
bedrooms, one bathroom, a laundry room and an ensuite master bedroom. The townhouse will
have 400 sq. ft. of private usable open space in the form of a rear deck at the second floor and
both units will have access to the 1,180 sq. ft. rear yard common usable open space. See Sheets
A2.1 and A2.2 of the plans attached to the case report.

The Project has been designed to preserve the light and air to the adjacent neighbors’
property line windows. For the neighbor to the east, who has several property line windows, the
rear 16°-8 4> of the east side of the Project will be set back 3°-7 %4” from the property line and
there will be a reciprocal light well to ensure sunlight access to the kitchen window. A matching
light well is provided for the neighbor to the west property line window. See Sheets A2.1 and
2.2 in the plans attached to the case report.

The Project provides two new family-sized units with a design focus on the lifecycle of
the Applicants’ extended family by providing a handicap accessible and adaptable unit on the
ground floor suitable for family members as they age. The new two-bedroom, ground floor unit
replaces the poorly designed illegal studio and adds a family-sized unit to the City’s housing
stock. The three-bedroom townhouse unit will allow each of the Applicants’ sons to have their
own bedroom. A

DEMOLITION OF THE SINGLE-FAMILY HOME AND
ILLEGAL UNIT IS WARRANTED

The original Project proposed to demolish the existing home and illegal unit and to
construct a new two-unit building with a ground floor unit behind the garage and a two-story,
three-bedroom townhouse unit on the upper floors. However, no Section 317 application was
submitted to address demolition of the illegal unit and the appraisal submitted did not provide
information on the appraised value of the Property with two legal units versus a single-family
home with an illegal studio unit. Legalization of the illegal studio unit will require that a rear
yard variance be granted by the Zoning Administrator. Without adequate information to fully
evaluate the Project, the Planning Department opined that the unauthorized unit is eligible for
legalization under Section 207.3 and the illegal unit must be brought up to current Building Code
requirements.
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On August 15, 2017, the Project architect met with a DBI plan checker for a pre-
application meeting, at which time the Project architect and the DBI plan checker discussed the
scope of work necessary to renovate and bring the illegal studio unit up to current Building Code
standards based on a scope of work and cost estimate by a licensed contractor estimate showing
the construction costs for renovation of the illegal unit to be $170,600. See Exhibit 4 for a copy
of the contractor’s estimate to renovate the illegal unit to meet Building Code standards dated
July 10, 2017. Accordingly, the architect prepared revised plans and an updated estimate
showing construction costs for demolition and reconstruction of the illegal unit to be $194,526.
See Exhibit 5 for a copy of the contractor’s estimate to demolish and reconstruct the illegal unit
dated September 1, 2017.

On September 1, 2017, the Project architect met with another DBI plan checker to discuss
the scope of work for plans that includes the cost of demolishing the illegal unit. At the meeting,
DBI again stated that demolition of the existing illegal unit and construction of a new
replacement unit is required. DBI also advised the Project architect to include costs for a
structural engineer to design the structural components (e.g., foundation, framing and shear
walls) in the estimate. See Exhibit 6 for e-mail correspondence between the Project architect
and the DBI plan checkers’ statements confirming that the illegal studio unit must be demolished
and reconstructed. After review of the reconstruction costs, DBI reduced the replacement
construction cost for the illegal studio unit to $170,000 or $385.49 per sq. ft. because the
plumbing estimates were deemed to be excessive. See Exhibit 7 for DBI’s cost estimate letter
dated September 7, 2017. The architect estimates the costs for the design professionals to be
approximately $11,300 bringing the total cost to legalize the illegal unit to $181,300.00.

TRAC, a real estate appraisal company engaged by the Applicants opines that
legalization of the illegal unit on the Property would increase the value of the Property by
$127,500, which would allow the Applicants to recoup only 75% of the legalization cost.
TRAC’s appraisal is based on sale comparisons of buildings with two legal units and a single-
family home with an illegal unit. In this case, the cost of renovating the illegal unit is more than
the increase in Property value. A copy of the TRAC appraisal is attached hereto as Exhibit 8.

The Applicants’ mortgage company advised the Applicants that it will not include the
illegal unit in the appraisal amount, but it may consider the illegal unit’s square footage as a
“bonus room.” The Applicants cannot refinance their current mortgage to pay for legalization of
the second unit until after the illegal unit is legalized and the Property’s status is updated to be a
legal two-unit building in the City’s records (i.e. a 3-R report). Under Planning Code Section
317 criteria, legalization is considered to be financially infeasible if the cost to legalize would be
25% more than the increase in Property value. Therefore, the cost to legalize would constitute a
financial hardship on the Applicants because the increase in value of the Property is less than the
cost of legalization.

The appraised value of the land with the existing single-family dwelling is $2,100,000.
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See TRAC Appraisal, Exhibit 8. The single-family home proposed to be demolished was, is and
will be owner-occupied and is not a rental unit or an affordable unit. Demolition and
replacement of the single-family home will not affect the affordability of the existing housing
stock. Currently, portions of the Applicants’ bedroom and the children’s bedroom in the existing
single-family home do not meet minimum height standards for habitable space. The Conditional
Use and Section 317 Applications were amended to update and provide additional information to
the Planning Department. The e-mails regarding DBI’s determination that it requires demolition
of the illegal unit have been provided to the Planning Department.

The Planning Department Property Map website shows that the Property has no history
of building code violations and is not a historic resource under CEQA. See Categorical
Exemption issued for the Project attached to the case report. The previous owner occupied and
the Applicants currently reside in the single-family home with their two children. The illegal
studio unit was vacant when the Applicants purchased the property and has remained so since it
was purchased. The Project will increase the total number of bedrooms from two to five (a
three-bedroom unit and a two-bedroom unit) and is an appropriate development for an infill
housing site.

For the sake of brevity, the General Plan Consistency findings from the attachment to the
Conditional Use/Section 317 Applications is attached hereto as Exhibit 9. Please refer to pages
9 to 15 of the attachment to the Conditional Use/Section 317 Applications for a detailed
discussion as to why demolition of the illegal studio unit and the single-family home is
appropriate.

THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE SECTION 303 CRITERIA FOR
GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE

Legalization of the existing, lawful non-complying, single-family home requires raising
the height of the illegal studio unit building. Section 188(a) of the Planning Code provides that:

.. .[A] noncomplying structure as defined in Section 180 may be enlarged, altered
or relocated, or undergo a change or intensification of use in conformity with the
use limitations of this Code, provided that with respect to such structure there is
no increase in any discrepancy, or any new discrepancy, at any level of the
structure, between existing conditions on the lot and the required standards for
new construction set forth in this Code, and provided the remaining requirements
of this Code are met. [Emphasis added. ]

Even if the illegal unit is treated as a lawful non-complying structure, the renovation
cannot increase the height which is not allowed under Section 188, and Code complying
expansion of the bathroom and kitchen will further reduce the habitable space. Reconstruction
of the illegal studio unit would require a rear yard variance, which will be opposed by neighbors.
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The public policy behind legalization of illegal units is preservation of existing housing
in the City. Illegal units are generally built into the existing building envelope behind a garage
or within the basement. In short, the illegal unit would be within the footprint of an existing
building constructed with a lawful permit. In this case, the illegal unit is a standalone structure
constructed without a permit and is not a lawful non-complying structure. The Building Code
requires habitable space to have a 7°-6” minimum ceiling height for habitable space. In this case,
a portion of the habitable space does not have the minimum 7°-6” ceiling height. The kitchen
does not meet the Building Code minimum distance of 36” between the stove and the refrigerator
or between the counter and the cabinet and shelves next to the refrigerator. The area, size and
clearances of the bathroom fixtures do not meet the Building Code requirements. See Exhibit 10
for photographs of the kitchen and bathroom.

In discussing this case with the Department, it appears that the facts surrounding the
Project Site’s illegal, standalone studio unit constructed without a permit are unique. This case is
distinguishable from the 2622-2624 Greenwich case (herein “Greenwich Project”) that this
Commission heard on February 8, 2018. The Greenwich Project involves horizontal and vertical
expansion of an existing three-story, two-unit building. The Greenwich Project, however, seeks
to reallocate space between the two existing units by relocating the smaller unit from the first and
second floors to the proposed first floor behind the garage and the larger unit on the expanded
second, third and fourth floors. The proposed Greenwich Project would reduce the size of the
smaller unit by approximately 20%, while expanding the larger unit by approximately 140%.
The Commission discussion expressed grave concern that the smaller unit was reduced in size
and consolidated into one floor, while the flat would be expanded to a townhouse unit with three
floors. The Commission took discretionary review and continued the Greenwich Project with
instructions to revise the design so that the size of the smaller relocated unit would be similar in
size to the original unit. As a result of the Commission discussion on the Greenwich Project, the
Department is applying the Commission’s public policy to all units regardless of the particular
facts of each case.

In this case, the illegal studio unit will be replaced by a two-bedroom, 866 square foot
unit located behind the garage on the ground floor of the new two-unit building. The upper
townhouse unit will be designed to meet the Applicants’ family needs without the need of a rear
yard variance. Only the adjacent neighbor to the east has expressed opposition to the Project
because his property line windows face the Project Site’s current front yard open space,
notwithstanding that the Project has incorporated a rear side setback and a light well to preserve
light and air access to all of his property line windows. The other neighbors who are affected by
the existing buildings in the required rear yard support the Project because it would restore the
Project Site’s rear yard and, thus, enhance the mid-block interior open space corridor. See
Support letters attached hereto as Exhibit 11. Moreover, the Project will add to the City’s family

4 Both the Property Information Map and the Sanborn Map on the Planning Department website show that

only one unit exists on the Project Site.

DM2\8634665.2





Commissioner Rich Hillis
March 5, 2018

160 Caselli Avenue

Page 8 of 9

housing stock by providing a three-bedroom owner occupied unit and a two-bedroom rental unit
suitable for a family with children.

While the architecture on the block face is not uniform, the Project design complements
the massing and height of the existing buildings on the block. The Project will integrate
seamlessly into the existing streetscape. The Project design preserves and respects the existing
neighborhood character and the light and air access to the neighbor’s property line windows. For
additional discussion of the Project’s Compliance with Section 303 Criteria, please refer to the
case report, the draft Motion for Approval, and the discussion on pages 4 to 9 of Exhibit 9.

CONCLUSION

The renovation costs to legalize the illegal studio unit have been verified by DBI. The
costs (construction and design professionals) to renovate the illegal unit would exceed any
increase in Property value by approximately forty-two thousand and five hundred dollars. The
Applicants have been informed that they could not obtain financing to cover the costs to legalize
the illegal unit until after the City’s record shows two legal units on the Property.

The Project is designed to provide an environment that will meet the continuum of care
for the lifecycle of the Applicants’ family. The City does not have a sufficient inventory of
family-sized units. Until the two-bedroom unit is occupied by their parents, it would be a rental
unit. The Project will not reduce the number of units on the Site. Rather the Project will replace
a two-bedroom unit and an illegal studio unit with a two-unit building containing a three-
bedroom unit and a two-bedroom unit that will increase the City’s family housing stock, enhance
the Project block’s interior rear yard open space and increase the light and air access to the
adjacent rear yards. Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Very truly your

Alice Suet Yee Bara/ljeykzﬁ/-j

Enclosures: Exhibits 1 through 11

ae; Commissioner Dennis Richards Commissioner Rodney Fong
Commissioner Joel Koppel Commission Milicent A. Johnson
Commissioner Myrna Melgar Commissioner Kathrin Moore
John Rahaim Corey Teague
Elizabeth Watty Delvin Washington
Veronica Flores Ben Wright
Karen Lee Patrick Perez
Amanda Graham File
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

Block Map of Project Site

Photograph of the Carport in the front set back area

Sanborn Map showing rear yard interior open space

Contractor’s estimate to renovate the illegal unit dated July 10, 2017

Contractor's estimate to demolish and reconstruct the illegal unit dated
September 1, 2017

E-mail correspondence between the Project Architect and the DBI plan
checkers

DBI estimate to legalize by reconstructing the illegal unit
TRAC appraisal

The General Plan Consistency findings from the Attachment to the
Conditional Use/Section 317 Applications

Photographs of the bathroom and kitchen in the illegal Unit

Support Letters
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HigToORICAL RESOURCE EvaLUATION 1650 CasSELLI STREET SaM FRaNCISCO, CALIFORMIA

Figure 3: Carport and concrete pathway, view from subject building
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PROPOSAL

RAY TOM CONSTRUCTION INC.
1362 Geneva Averiue San Francisco, CA 94112 Lic. # 1005055
Tel. {415) 5B4-3015 cell (415) 716-1088 fax (415) 3336927

Proposal Submitted To: Work to be Performed at
Ben Wright 160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114
Date of Plans

We hereby propose to complete the following items per plan:

1) Renovate and enlarge bathroom, including lighting & électrical. $ 21,000
2) Renovate kitchen, including lighting & electrical. $ 28,800
3) New heater $ 4,000
4.). New larger windows $ 6,000
5.). New electrical $. 3,000
6.) New insulation $ 2,000
7.) New sewer lateral $ 30,000
8.) New independent electrical meter $ 4,000
9.) New independent gas meter $ 4800
10.)  New roofing & gutters $ 4,500
11.) New siding & paint $ 26,000
12.) New flooring $ 4,000
13.) Repair and replace a significant amount of framing & snding due to dryrot. $ 10,000
14.) __ Repair or shim foundation and framing due to sloping floor. $ 12,000
15.) Light and ventilation $ 2,000
16.) Infill property line window $ 2,500
17.) Rebuild and raise rooficeiling in area next to property line to 8'-0" and L
meet code required 7'-6" minimum. § 6,000
Total $ 170,600

NOTES: Owner pays permit plan fees if needed,

All material is guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to. be performed in

|accordance with the drawings and specifications submitted for the above work and

completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum of $170,600.00 dollars. :

4
Respectully submitted by Q&‘T

Per Ray Tom Construction Inc., dated >/ g /7 7

Acceptance of Proposal

The above prices, specifications and conditions are hereby accepted. You are authorized

|to do the work as specified. Payment to be made as outlined above.

|Date Signature
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PROPOSAL

RAY TOM CONSTRUCTION INC.
1362 Geneva Avenue San Francisco, CA 94112 Lic. # 1005055
Tel. (415) 584-3015 cell (415) 716-1088 fax (415) 333-6927

Proposal Submitted To: Work to be Performed at:
Ben Wright 160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114
Date of Plans

We hereby propose to complete the following items per plan:

1) Demolition $ 10,000
2.) Foundation $ 20,000
3.) New heater $ 4,000
4) New larger windows & doors $ 6,000
5.) New electrical $ 4,000
8.) New insulation $ 2000
7.) New sewer lateral & plumbing work $ 40,000
8.) New independent electrical meter $ 4000
9.) New independent gas meter $ 4,800
10.) New roofing & gutters $ 6,000
11.) Drywall & finish carpentry & paint $ 16,000
12.) New flooring $ 4,000
13.) Framing & siding $ 45000
14.) Tile work $ 5000
15.) Kitchen & bath cabinets $ 5,000
16.) Plumbing & light fixtures $ 6,000
17.) Profit and overhead $ 12,726

Total $ 194,526

NOTES: Owner pays permit & plan fees if needed. Also, all utilities' connection
fees are paid by others.

All material is guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to be performed in
accordance with the drawings and specifications submitted for the above work and
completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum of $194,526.00 dollars.

Respectfully submitted by
Per Ray Tom Construction Inc., Eated 777 //20(7
[

Acceptance of Proposal
The above prices, specifications and conditions are hereby accepted. You are authorized
to do the work as specified. Payment to be made as outlined above.

Date Signature
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From: patrick@designpad.net [mailto:patrick@designpad.net]

Sent: Thursday, February 22, 2018 5:07 PM

To: Kwok, Stephen (DBI) (stephen.kwok@sfgov.org) <stephen.kwok@sfgov.org>
Subject: 160 Caselli Ave.

Dear Stephen,

Thank you for getting back to me regarding 160 Caselli Avenue.

Per our conversation | am confirming that you have spoken to your colleague Jimmy Cheung and you agree with Jimmy’s
assessment of the cost estimate and the scope of work outlined in the drawings which includes demolition of the
building.

Thank you again.

Best regards,

Patrick

design pad patrick perez architect

4040 harlan st. ste. ¢, emenyville, ca84608
ph 4153707268 f: 415.592.1588

a: patrickidesignpad.net

wens dasignpad.net





From: Cheung, Jimmy (DBI) [mailto:jimmy.cheung@sfgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 4:05 PM

To: patrick@designpad.net

Subject: RE: 160 Caselli Ave. demolition process with planning

My recollection matches what you wrote.

Jimmy Cheung, PE

Associate Engineer

Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St.

San Francisco, CA 94103

From: patrick@designpad.net [mailto:patrick@designpad.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 2:20 PM

To: Cheung, Jimmy (DBI) <jimmy.cheung@sfgov.org>

Subject: 160 Caselli Ave. demolition process with planning

Dear Jimmy,

I hope this finds you well, if you recall we met on September 1% of last year to discuss the unit legalization for the
existing rear yard structure at 160 Caselli Avenue. | shared with you the existing and proposed plans along with the
contractor’s cost estimate to legalize the structure. You had agreed with most of the costs but felt the costs to replace
the sewer lateral was a bit high and in your subsequent letter to Veronica you adjusted our cost estimate down to

reflect that.

Please let me know if that is your recollection of the meeting, please see the attached drawings and your letter for your

reference.

Thank you,





Patrick

designpad patrick perez architect
4040 harian st. ste. ¢, emenyville, ca94608
phi 415.370. 7268 f: 415.682.1588

g: patrickidesignpad. net
wienedesignpad.net

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Department of Building Inspection

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.0O., Director

September 07, 2017

Mr. Patrick Perez
4040 Harlen St Suite C
Emeryville, CA 94608

Re: 160 Caselli Ave Cost of Legalization

Dear Mr. Perez;

This letter is in response to the San Francisco Planning Department's request to confirm the
construction costs to legalize the illegal unit at 160 Caselli Ave. | have compared the Architect's
pre-application meeting package with the Department of Building Inspection's 2017 Cost
Schedule and concluded that the cost of legalizing the unit to be approximately $170,000. The
pre-application meeting package contained architectural drawings by DesignPad dated 6/7/17
and a construction cost estimate by Ray Tom Construction (attachment A).

Factors that may affect construction costs include actual site conditions, seasonality, and the
state of the local economy. As such, this letter should be used as an estimate for administrative
purposes only.

Very truly yours,

Jimmy Cheung; PE
Associate Engineer
Technical Services Division

For:
David Leung, Manager, Permit Submittal & Issuance
Dan Lowery, Deputy Director of Permit Services

CC: Veronica Flores San Francisco Planning Department

TECHNICAL SERVICES DIVISION
1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6205 —~ FAX (415) 558-6401
Website: www.sfdbi.org





LEE WRIGHT RESIDENCE
160 CASELLI AVE.
SAN FRANCISCO, CA.

LEGALIZATION OF ILLEGAL UNIT:
COST ANALYSI
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PROPOSAL

RAY TOM CONSTRUCTION INC.
1362 Geneva Avenue San Francisco, CA 94112 Lic. # 1005055
Tel. (415) 584-3015 cell (415) 716-1088 fax (415) 333-6927

Proposal Submitted To: Work to be Performed at:
Ben Wright 160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114
Date of Plans

We hereby propose to complete the following items per plan:

1.) Demolition $ 10,000
2) Foundation $ 20,000
3.) New heater $ 4,000
4. New larger windows & doors $ 6,000
5.) New electrical $ 4,000
6.) New insulation $ 2,000
7.) New sewer lateral & plumbing work $ 40,000
8.) New independent electrical meter $ 4,000
9.) New independent gas meter $ 4,800
10.) New roofing & gutters $ 6,000
11.) Drywall & finish carpentry & paint $ 16,000
12.) New flooring $ 4,000
13.) Framing & siding $ 45,000
14.) Tile work $ 5,000
15.) Kitchen & bath cabinets $ 5,000
16.) Plumbing & light fixtures $ 6,000
17.) Profit and overhead $ 12,726

Total $ 194,526

NOTES: Owner pays permit & plan fees if needed. Also, all utilities' connection
fees are paid by others.

All material is guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to be performed in
accardance with the drawings and specifications submitted for the above work and
completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum of $194,526.00 dollars.

Respectfully submitted by%
Per Ray Tom Construction Inc., dated //20(7
5l

Acceptance of Proposal

The above prices, specifications and conditions are hereby accepted. You are authorized
to do the work as specified. Payment to be made as outlined above.

Date Signature

ATTRCH M ENT A
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APPRAISAL OF REAL PROPERTY

LOCATED AT
160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114
Lot 008, Block 2690

FOR
Benjamin Wright
160 Caselli Ave

San Francisco , CA

OPINION OF VALUE
2,100,000

AS OF
01/08/2018

BY
Robert V. Singer
TRAC - The Real Estate Appraisal Company
336 Claremont Blvd Suite #3
San Francisco, CA 94127
(415) 759-8892
tracappraisal@aol.com

Form GA1V - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE






TRAC - The Real Estate Appraisal Company
336 Claremont Blvd Suite #3

San Francisco, CA 94127

(415) 759-8892

01/17/2018

Benjamin Wright
160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco , CA

Re: Property: 160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114
Borrower: N/A
File No.: 23010062

Opinion of Value: $ 2,100,000
Effective Date: 01/08/2018

In accordance with your request, we have appraised the above referenced property. The report of that appraisal is
attached.

The purpose of the appraisal is to develop an opinion of market value for the property described in this appraisal
report, as improved, in unencumbered fee simple title of ownership.

This report is based on a physical analysis of the site and improvements, a locational analysis of the neighborhood and
city, and an economic analysis of the market for properties such as the subject. The appraisal was developed and the
report was prepared in accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

The opinion of value reported above is as of the stated effective date and is contingent upon the certification and
limiting conditions attached.

Sincerely,

Robert V. Singer

Certification #: AR016094

State: CA Expires: 07/20/2019
tracappraisal@aol.com






TRAC: The Real Estate Appraisal Co.

ESTRICTED APPRAISAL REPORT

R File No.._23010062
Property Address: 160 Caselli Ave City: San Francisco State: CA Zip Code: 94114

.| County: _San Francisco Legal Description: Lot 008, Block 2690

3 Assessor's Parcel #:  2690-008

23| Tax Year: 2017 R.E. Taxes: $ 5,854 Special Assessments: $ 0 Borrower (if applicable): ~ N/A

2 | Current Owner of Record: Wright Occupant: ] Owner [ | Tenant [ ] Vacant | [ ] Manufactured Housing
Property Type:  [X] SFR [ ] 2-4Family [ ] # of Units: 1+Aux | Ownership Restriction: [><] None [ ] PUD [ ] Condo [ ] Coop
Market Area Name:  Eureka Valley/Dolores Heights ~ Map Reference: 41884 Census Tract:  0204.01 [ ] Flood Hazard

The purpose of this appraisal is to develop an opinion of:

[X] Market Value (as defined), or

[ | other type of value (describe)

This report reflects the following value (if not Current, see comments):

[ CGurrent (the Inspection Date is the Effective Date)

[ ] Retrospective

[X] Prospective

E Approaches developed for this appraisal: [ Sales Comparison Approach [ ] Cost Approach [ ] Income Approach [ ] Other:
'-'E‘ Property Rights Appraised: X Fee Simple [ ] Leasehold [ ] Leased Fee [ ] Other (describe)
% Intended Use:  To provide the Planning Department with the value added gained by legalizing the rear unit to proceed with remodeling plans.
@ | Under USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b), this is a Restricted Appraisal Report, and is intended only for the sole use of the named client. There are no other intended users. The
2 client must clearly understand that the appraiser's opinions and conclusions may not be understood properly without additional information in the appraiser's work file.
Client:  Benjamin Wright Address: 160 Caselli Ave, San Francisco, CA 94127
Appraiser.  Robert V. Singer Address: 336 Claremont Blvd Suite #3, San Francisco, CA 94127
FEATURE \ SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 1 COMPARABLE SALE # 2 COMPARABLE SALE # 3
Address 160 Caselli Ave 4151-4153 23rd St 338-340 27th St 3987 19th St
San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114
Proximity to Subject 0.63 miles SE 1.19 miles SE 0.55 miles E
Sale Price $ $ 2100000 $ 2200000 $ 2275000
Sale Price/GLA $ 0 /sq.ft|$ 940.44 /sq.ft. $ 876.49 /sq.ft. $  1,083.33 /sa.ft.
Data Source(s) SFMLS/Realquest |SFMLS#460294 SFMLS#457465 SFMLS#457444
Verification Source(s) Inspection Doc#K508653/Realquest Doc#K462795/Realquest DOC#K461028/Realquest
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) § Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) § Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) § Adjust.
Sales or Financing Conventional Conventional Conventional
Concessions None noted None noted None Noted 0
Date of Sale/Time COE:08/30/2017 O0|COE:06/14/2017 O0|COE:06/08/2017 0
Rights Appraised Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
Location Good Good Good Good
Site 3023 SF 2939 SF 0/2848 SF 0]1481 SF +77,000
View Average Average Average Average
Design (Style) SFR w/lllegal Unit |Legal 2 Units 0O[Legal 2 Units 0[Legal 2 Units 0
Quality of Construction Average Average Average Average
Age 110 91 112 106
Condition Average Average Average Good -75,000
Above Grade Total | Bdrms| Baths | Total | Bdrms| Baths Total | Bdrms|  Baths Total | Bdrms |  Baths
Room Count 7 3 2.1 8 4 2.0 +20,000| 8 4 2.0 +20,000{ 10 | 5 3.0 -20,000
Gross Living Area 1,685 sqft. 2233 sqft. -82,200 2510 sqft. -123,800 2100 sqft. -62,300
Basement & Finished Osf Osf Osf Osf
— | Rooms Below Grade
g Functional Utility Typical Typical Typical Typical
8 Heating/Cooling Central/None Central/None Central/None Baseboard/None
& Energy Efficient ltems Typical Typical Typical Typical
; Garage/Carport 1-Car Offstreet 1-Car Garage None +75,000{2-Car Garage -75,000
8 Porch/Patio/Deck Yard Yard Yard Yard
4
E AUXILIARY UNIT Included in GLA Included in GLA Included in GLA Included in GLA
5
o
i
2| Net Adjustment (Total) [J+ K- |8 62200 []+ [X- |$ 28800 [1+ DJ- |$  -155300
9 Adjusted Sale Price
of Comparables $ 2,037,800 $ 2,171,200 $ 2,119,700

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

See attached addenda.

(I RESTRICTED

Copyright© 2013 by a la mode, inc. This form may be reproduced unmodified without written permission, however, a la mode, inc. must be acknowledged and credited.
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ESTRICTED APPRAISAL REPORT FieNo: 23010062

My research <] did [_| did not reveal any prior sales or transfers of the subject property for the three years prior to the effective date of this appraisal.

E Data Source(s):  MLS/RealQuest
o 1st Prior Subject Sale/Transfer Analysis of sale/transfer history and/or any current agreement of sale/listing: The subject sold on 04/16/2016 for
E Date: 04/16/2016 $1,705,000 as a single family home with a non permitted auxiliary unit. The increase in value is due
i Price: 1,705,000 primarily to improved market conditions over the past 1.75 years.
L) Source(s): Public Record
2 2nd Prior Subject Sale/Transfer
é Date:
= [ Price:
Source(s):
Subject Market Area and Marketability: The marketing and exposure time for the subject property is estimated to be under 3 months.
-
2
o
<
=
Site Area: 3023 SF Site View:  Average Topography:  Level Drainage:  Adequate
Zoning Classification: RH2 Description:  Two dwelling units per lot; up
to one unit per 1500 sg.ft. Zoning Compliance: [ Legal [ ] Legal nonconforming (grandfathered) [ liegal  [] No zoning
Highest & Best Use: ~ [X] Presentuse, or [ | Other use (explain)
| Actual Use as of Effective Date:  Single Family Home w/ Auxiliary Use as appraised in this report:  Single Family Home w/Auxiliary
5 Opinion of Highest & Best Use: Single Family Home w/Auxiliary
FEMA Spec'l Flood Hazard Area [ ] Yes [X] No FEMA Flood Zone N/A FEMA Map # NJ/A FEMA Map Date

Site Comments:  No adverse easements were noted at the time of inspection. No signs of environmental hazards or adverse soil conditions
were noted. However, the appraiser is not considered an expert in these fields and it is possible that detection of such conditions could
negatively impact the value conclusion. The subject is well located within the neighborhood.

Improvements Comments: See Attached

IMPROVEMENTS

Indicated Value by: Sales Comparison Approach $ 2,100,000

Indicated Value by: Cost Approach (if developed) $  N/A Indicated Value by: Income Approach (if developed) $ N/A

Final Reconciliation ~ Primary weight is given to the sales comparison approach as it best reflects the buyer's reaction in this market. The cost
and income approaches are not necessary to develop credible results.

This appraisal is made <] "asis", [ ] subject to completion per plans and specifications on the basis of a Hypothetical Condition that the improvements have been
completed, [ ] subject to the following repairs or alterations on the basis of a Hypothetical Condition that the repairs or alterations have been completed, [ | subject to
the following required inspection based on the Extraordinary Assumption that the condition or deficiency does not require alteration or repair:

RECONCILIATION

[] This report is also subject to other Hypothetical Conditions and/or Extraordinary Assumptions as specified in the attached addenda.

Based on the degree of inspection of the subject property, as indicated below, defined Scope of Work, Statement of Assumptions and Limiting Conditions,
and Appraiser’s Certifications, my (our) Opinion of the Market Value (or other specified value type), as defined herein, of the real property that is the subject
of this report is: § 2,100,000 ,asof: 01/08/2018 , which is the effective date of this appraisal.
If indicated above, this Opinion of Value is subject to Hypothetical Conditions and/or Extraordinary Assumptions included in this report. See attached addenda.

'v_) A true and complete copy of this report contains 21 pages, including exhibits which are considered an integral part of the report. This appraisal report may not be
E properly understood without reference to the information contained in the complete report.
= | Attached Exhibits:
é X Scope of Work Y Limiting Cond./Certifications X Narrative Addendum X Photograph Addenda < Sketch Addendum
| X1 Map Addenda X Additional Sales [] Cost Addendum [ Flood Addendum [ Manuf. House Addendum
<| [X] Hypothetical Conditions [ ] Extraordinary Assumptions [ L] L]
Client Contact: Client Name: Benjamin Wright
E-Mail: Address: 160 Caselli Ave, San Francisco, CA 94127
APPRAISER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (if required)
or CO-APPRAISER (if applicable)
&
g . Supervisory or
= | Appraiser Name: obert V. Singer Co-Appraiser Name:
g Company: TMC - The Real Estate Appraisal Company Company:
& | Phone: (415) 759-8892 Fax: (415) 759-8893 Phone: Fax:
E-Mail: tracappraisal@aol.com E-Mail:
Date of Report (Signature): ~ 01/17/2018 Date of Report (Signature):
License or Certification #:  AR016094 State: CA License or Certification #: State:
Designation: Designation:
Expiration Date of License or Certification: 07/20/2019 Expiration Date of License or Certification:
Inspection of Subject: X Interior & Exterior [ ] Exterior Only [ ] None | Inspection of Subject: ] Interior & Exterior [ ] Exterior Only [ ] None
Date of Inspection: 07/12/2017 Date of Inspection:

Copyright© 2013 by a la mode, inc. This form may be reproduced unmodified without written permission, however, a la mode, inc. must be acknowledged and credited.
RESTRI CTED Form GPRTD2 - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE 12/2013





ADDITIONAL COMPARABLE SALES File No.._23010062

FEATURE T SUBJECT COMPARABLE SALE # 4 COMPARABLE SALE # 5 COMPARABLE SALE # 6
Address 160 Caselli Ave 44 Hartford St 3765 21st St
San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114 San Francisco, CA 94114
Proximity to Subject 0.45 miles E 0.64 miles SE
Sale Price $ $ 2050000 $ 2250000 $
Sale Price/GLA $ 0/sqft[8  918.05 /sqft $  1,150.31 /sq.ft. $ /sq.ft.
Data Source(s) SFMLS/Realquest |SFMLS#457181 SFMLS#462856
Verification Source(s) Inspection DOC#455051K/Realquest DOC#K533435/Realquest
VALUE ADJUSTMENTS DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust. DESCRIPTION +(-) $ Adjust.
Sales or Financing Conventional Conventional
Concessions None Noted 0[None Noted 0
Date of Sale/Time COE:05/24/2017 0|COE11/01/2017: 0
Rights Appraised Fee Simple Fee Simple Fee Simple
Location Good Good Good
Site 3023 SF 2548 SF 0/2848 SF 0
View Average Average Good -125,000
Design (Style) SFR w/lllegal Unit |SFR w/lllegal Unit 0|SFR w/lllegal Unit 0
Quality of Construction Average Average Average
Age 110 117 102
Condition Average Average Average
Above Grade Total | Bdrms| Baths | Total | Bdrms| Baths Total | Bdrms|  Baths Total | Bdrms|  Baths
Room Count 7 3 2.1 7 3 2.1 8 4 2.0 +20,000
Gross Living Area 1,685 sq.ft. 2233 sq.ft. -82,200 1956 sq.ft. -40,700 sq.ft
Basement & Finished Osf 0Osf Osf
Rooms Below Grade
Functional Utility Typical Typical Typical
Heating/Cooling Central/None Central/None Central/None
Energy Eficient ltems Typical Typical Typical
Garage/Carport 1-Car Offstreet None +75,000|None +75,000
Porch/Patio/Deck Yard Yard Yard
AUXILIARY UNIT Included in GLA Included in GLA Included in GLA
Net Adjustment (Total) O+ X- |8 7200 [1+ X- |$ 70,700 [J+ [1- [$
Adjusted Sale Price
of Comparables $ 2,042,800 $ 2,179,300 $

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH
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Supplemental Addendum File No. 23010062

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

3-Year Appraisal Notice:

| certify that | have performed appraisal services, as an appraiser regarding the property that is the
subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

Scope to the assignment:

The intended use of this report is to estimate the contributory value that would be gained (or lost) by
converting the rear structure to a legal auxiliary unit (in-law) for use by the .

Existing Configuration:

The subject is a Victorian era structure which appears to have been expanded and reconfigured over the
years. According to public records, the dwelling is noted to be 1716 square feet single family home. The
rear +-360 square foot structure appears to be recognized as legal living area and currently functions as
an in-law unit with no direct access to the main house. The 2 structures are connected by a storage area
which currently contain the hot water heaters. The cost to incorporate the 2 structures to provided direct
interior access from the main house would be minimal. No 3R report was provided for review.

Summary of Sales Comparison Approach:

The appraiser has conducted a 12 month search for comparable properties within the subject's
immediate neighborhood and in similar and competing neighborhoods. Those comparables utilized in
this report are considered the best available at the time of the inspection and most representative of the
subject property. Adjustments are based on market data, matched pair analysis, and/or the appraiser's
experience in the market area. These adjustments are considered to reflect the typical buyer's reaction
based on the principle of substitution.

SITE: Based on market data and the appraiser's experience in the market area, differences in lot sizes
over 500 square feet are adjusted at $50 per square foot difference.

VIEWS: Differences in views are based on market data and are made relative to the subject property.

ROOM COUNT: No adjustment is given for differences in bedroom count as this is reflected in the
overall square footage adjustment. Per market data, 1/2 bathrooms are adjusted at $20,000 each.

SQUARE FOOTAGE: According to current market data, differences in living area 100 square feet are
adjusted at $150/sq. ft. (rounded to the nearest $500). For the purpose of comparison the unwarranted
living area for Comparables #4 and #5 have been included in the GLA.

PARKING: Comparables are adjusted at $75,000 per off street space difference based on market data
and the appraiser's experience in the market area. This adjustment also considers the general lack of
street parking throughout the neighborhood.

Proposed Work To convert to 2 legal units:

Per the client, the estimated cost to convert the rear structure to a legal auxiliary unit is +-$170,000 which
includes but is not limited to structural, foundation, electrical and plumbing and insulation, new kitchens
and bathroom to bring the illegal second unit to Building Code standard. Most of these types of
improvements are not fully recoverable in the marketplace.

RECONCILIATION:

Analysis of comparable sales: Comparables #1, #2 and #3 are legal 2 unit buildings and Comparables #4
and #5 are single family homes with additional unwarranted (non-permitted) in-law units similar to the
subject property. Based on a side by side comparison, the market does not appear to recognize a
premium for legal vs. non-permitted living space.
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Supplemental Addendum File No. 23010062

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

INCREASE IN VALUE BASED ON LIST OF IMPROVEMENTS PROVIDED:

Per the owner, the cost to renovate and legalize the rear unit would be +-$170,000 (see attached cost
proposal). However, a some of the expenses noted are not considered to be fully recoverable in the
marketplace. Such expenses include foundation upgrading, plumbing upgrading, sewage upgrading
electrical upgrading , insulation, siding etc. Based on market data and the appraiser's experience in the
market area, the appraiser estimates a 75% return on dollars invested:

$170,000 (cost to improve) X .75 (recoverable cost) = $127,500 (added-value).

Final Reconciliation:

The estimated increase in value to converting the existing living area into a legal Auxiliary unit is:

$127,500 (One Hundred Twenty Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars)

Current as is value: $2,100,000

Hypothetical value with a Remodeled Legal Auxiliary Unit: $2,227,500
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Assumptions, Limiting Conditions & Scope of Work FileNo: 23010062

Property Address: 160 Caselli Ave City: San Francisco State: CA Zip Code: 94114
Client:  Benjamin Wright Address:
Appraiser:.  Robert V. Singer Address: 336 Claremont Blvd Suite #3, San Francisco, CA 94127

STATEMENT OF ASSUMPTIONS & LIMITING CONDITIONS

- The appraiser will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect either the property being appraised or the title to it. The appraiser assumes that
the title is good and marketable and, therefore, will not render any opinions about the title. The property is appraised on the basis

of it being under responsible ownership.

- The appraiser may have provided a sketch in the appraisal report to show approximate dimensions of the improvements, and any such sketch

is included only to assist the reader of the report in visualizing the property and understanding the appraiser's determination of its size. Unless otherwise
indicated, a Land Survey was not performed.

- If so indicated, the appraiser has examined the available flood maps that are provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (or other

data sources) and has noted in the appraisal report whether the subject site is located in an identified Special Flood Hazard Area. Because the appraiser is
not a surveyor, he or she makes no guarantees, express or implied, regarding this determination.

- The appraiser will not give testimony or appear in court because he or she made an appraisal of the property in question, unless specific arrangements to
do so have been made beforehand.

- If the cost approach is included in this appraisal, the appraiser has estimated the value of the land in the cost approach at its highest and best

use, and the improvements at their contributory value. These separate valuations of the land and improvements must not be used in conjunction

with any other appraisal and are invalid if they are so used. Unless otherwise specifically indicated, the cost approach valug is not an insurance

value, and should not be used as such.

- The appraiser has noted in the appraisal report any adverse conditions (including, but not limited to, needed repairs, depreciation, the presence

of hazardous wastes, toxic substances, etc.) observed during the inspection of the subject property, or that he or she became aware of during the

normal research involved in performing the appraisal. Unless otherwise stated in the appraisal report, the appraiser has no knowledge of any

hidden or unapparent conditions of the property, or adverse environmental conditions (including, but not limited to, the presence of hazardous

wastes, toxic substances, etc.) that would make the property more or less valuable, and has assumed that there are no such conditions and

makes no guarantees or warranties, express or implied, regarding the condition of the property. The appraiser will not be responsible for any

such conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such conditions exist. Because the

appraiser is not an expert in the field of environmental hazards, the appraisal report must not be considered as an environmental assessment of

the property.

- The appraiser obtained the information, estimates, and opinions that were expressed in the appraisal report from sources that he or she

considers to be reliable and believes them to be true and correct. The appraiser does not assume responsibility for the accuracy of such items

that were furnished by other parties.

- The appraiser will not disclose the contents of the appraisal report except as provided for in the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, and
any applicable federal, state or local laws.

- If this appraisal is indicated as subiject to satisfactory completion, repairs, or alterations, the appraiser has based his or her appraisal report

and valuation conclusion on the assumption that completion of the improvements will be performed in a workmanlike manner.

- An appraiser's client is the party (or parties) who engage an appraiser in a specific assignment. Any other party acquiring this report from the

client does not become a party to the appraiser-client relationship. Any persons receiving this appraisal report because of disclosure requirements
applicable to the appraiser's client do not become intended users of this report unless specifically identified by the client at the time of the

assignment.

- The appraiser's written consent and approval must be obtained before this appraisal report can be conveyed by anyone to the public, through advertising,
public relations, news, sales, or by means of any other media, or by its inclusion in a private or public database.

- An appraisal of real property is not a 'home inspection' and should not be construed as such. As part of the valuation process, the appraiser performs a
non-invasive visual inventory that is not intended to reveal defects or detrimental conditions that are not readily apparent. The presence

of such conditions or defects could adversely affect the appraiser's opinion of value. Clients with concerns about such potential negative factors

are encouraged to engage the appropriate type of expert to investigate.

The Scope of Work is the type and extent of research and analyses performed in an appraisal assignment that is required to produce credible assignment
results, given the nature of the appraisal problem, the specific requirements of the intended user(s) and the intended use of the appraisal report. Reliance
upon this report, regardless of how acquired, by any party or for any use, other than those specified in this report by

the Appraiser, is prohibited. The Opinion of Value that is the conclusion of this report is credible only within the context of the Scope of Work, Effective
Date, the Date of Report, the Intended User(s), the Intended Use, the stated Assumptions and Limiting Conditions, any Hypothetical Conditions and/or
Extraordinary Assumptions, and the Type of Value, as defined herein. The appraiser, appraisal firm, and related parties assume no obligation, liability, or
accountability, and will not be responsible for any unauthorized use of this report or its conclusions.

Under USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(c), this is a Restricted Use Appraisal Report, and is intended only for the sole use of the named client. There are no other
intended users. The client must clearly understand that the appraiser's opinions and conclusions may not be understood properly without additional
information in the appraiser's work file.

In developing this appraisal, the appraiser has incorporated only the Sales Comparison Approach. The appraiser has excluded the Cost and Income
Approaches to Value, due to being inapplicable given the limited scope of the appraisal. The appraiser has determined that this appraisal process is not so
limited that the results of the assignment are no longer credible, and the client agrees that the limited scope of analysis is appropriate given the intended
use.

Additional Comments (Scope of Work, Extraordinary Assumptions, Hypothetical Conditions, etc.):
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Certifications FileNo.. 23010062

Property Address: 160 Caselli Ave City: San Francisco State: CA Zip Code: 94114
Client: Benjamin Wright Address:

Appraiser.  Robert V. Singer Address: 336 Claremont Blvd Suite #3, San Francisco, CA 94127
APPRAISER'S CERTIFICATION

| certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

- The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

- The credibility of this report, for the stated use by the stated user(s), of the reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by

the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

- | have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

- Unless otherwise indicated, | have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of this report
within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

- | have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with this assignment.

- My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined resuits.

- My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a predetermined value or direction

in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event
directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.

- My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice that were in effect at the time this report was prepared.

- | did not base, either partially or completely, my analysis and/or the opinion of value in the appraisal report on the race, color, religion,

sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin of either the prospective owners or occupants of the subject property, or of the present

owners or occupants of the properties in the vicinity of the subject property.

- Unless otherwise indicated, | have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.

- Unless otherwise indicated, no one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person(s) signing this certification.

DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE *:

Market value means the most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite
to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus.
Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions
whereby:

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated;

2. Both parties are well informed or well advised and acting in what they consider their own best interests;

3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;

4, Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements comparable thereto; and

5. The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or sales concessions
granted by anyone associated with the sale.

* This definition is from regulations published by federal requlatory agencies pursuant to Title XI of the Financial Institutions

Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act (FIRREA) of 1989 between July 5, 1990, and August 24, 1990, by the Federal Reserve System
(FRS), National Credit Union Administration (NCUA), Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), the Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS),
and the Office of Comptroller of the Currency (OCC). This definition is also referenced in regulations jointly published by the OCC, 0TS,
FRS, and FDIC on June 7, 1994, and in the Interagency Appraisal and Evaluation Guidelines, dated October 27, 1994.

SIGNATURES

Client Contact: Client Name: Benjamin Wright
E-Mail: Address:
APPRAISER SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (if required)
or CO-APPRAISER (if applicable)
Supervisory or
Appraiser Name: obert V. Singer Co-Appraiser Name:
Company: M - The Real Estate Appraisal Company Company:
Phone: (415) 759-8892 Fax: (415) 759-8893 Phone: Fax:
E-Mail: tracappraisal@aol.com E-Mail:
Date Report Signed: 01/17/2018 Date Report Signed:
License or Certification #:  AR016094 State: CA License or Certification #: State:
Designation: Designation:
Expiration Date of License or Certification: 07/20/2019 Expiration Date of License or Certification:
Inspection of Subject: X Interior & Exterior [ Exterior Only ~ [] None | Inspection of Subject: ] Interior & Exterior [ Exterior Only ~ [] None
Date of Inspection: 07/12/2017 Date of Inspection:
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Building Sketch

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State  CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client Benjamin Wright
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TOTAL Sketch by a la mode, inc. Area Calculations Summary
Living Area
Top Level 626 Sq ft
Main Level 698.8 Sq ft
Studio/In-law 360 Sq ft
Total Living Area (Rounded): 1685 Sq ft
Non-living Area
Carport 232.2 5q ft
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Location Map

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94114
Lender/Client Benjamin Wright
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Plat Map

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client Benjamin Wright
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Appraiser’s License

N/A

Borrower

Property Address 160 Caselli Ave

City

Zip Code 94114

CA

State

County San Francisco

San Francisco

Benjamin Wright

Lender/Client

Business, Consumer Services & Housing Agency

BUREAU OF REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS
REAL ESTATE APPRAISER LICENSE

Robert V. Singer

has successfully met the requirements for a license as a residential real estate appraiser in the State of
California and is, therefore, entitled to use the title:

“Certified Residential Real Estate Appraiser”

This license has been issued in accordance with the provisions of the Real Estate Appraisers’ Licensing and
Certification Law.

BREA APPRAISER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: AR 016094

Effective Date:  July 21, 2017
Date Expires: July 20, 2019

iﬁ? Bureau Chief, BREA

3036191

i et

TRUE WATERMARK - HOLD UP
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Subject Photos

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State  CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

Form PICPIX.SR - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc

Subject Front
160 Caselli Ave

Sales Price

Gross Living Area 1,685
Total Rooms 7

Total Bedrooms 3

Total Bathrooms 2.1
Location Good
View Average
Site 3023 SF
Quality Average
Age 110

Subject Main House

Subject Street

.- 1-800-ALAMODE






Interior Photos

Borrower N/A

Property Address 160 Caselli Ave

City San Francisco County San Francisco State  CA Zip Code 94114
Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

—

Rear unit Interior (rear)

Interior (rear) Interior (rear)

Interior (rear) Storage area connecting the 2 areas
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Interior Photos

Borrower N/A

Property Address 160 Caselli Ave

City San Francisco County San Francisco State  CA Zip Code 94114
Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

Storage area connecting the 2 areas Main House

Main House (Interior) Main House (Interior)

Main House (Interior) Main House (Interior)
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Interior Photos

Borrower N/A

Property Address 160 Caselli Ave

City San Francisco County San Francisco State  CA Zip Code 94114
Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

Main House (Interior) Main House (Interior)

Front Yard
(Improvements located at the rear of the site)
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Comparable Photos 1-3

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client

Benjamin Wright

Comparable 1
4151-4153 23rd St

Prox. to Subject
Sales Price
Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

0.63 miles SE
2100000
2233

8

4

2.0
Good
Average
2939 SF
Average
91

Comparable 2

338-340 27th St
Prox. to Subject
Sales Price

Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age

1.19 miles SE
2200000
2510

8

4

2.0
Good
Average
2848 SF
Average
112

Comparable 3

3987 19th St
Prox. to Subject
Sales Price
Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age
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0.55 miles E
2275000
2100

10

5

3.0
Good
Average
1481 SF
Average
106






Comparable Photos 4-6

Borrower N/A

Property Address 160 Caselli Ave

City San Francisco County San Francisco State CA Zip Code 94114
Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

Comparable 4
44 Hartford St
Prox. to Subject 0.45 miles E

Sales Price 2050000
Gross Living Area 2233
Total Rooms 7

Total Bedrooms 3
Total Bathrooms 21

Location Good
View Average
Site 2548 SF
Quality Average
Age 117

Comparable 5

3765 21st St

Prox. to Subject 0.64 miles SE
Sales Price 2250000
Gross Living Area 1956

Total Rooms 8

Total Bedrooms 4
Total Bathrooms 2.0

Location Good
View Good
Site 2848 SF
Quality Average
Age 102

Comparable 6

Prox. to Subject
Sales Price
Gross Living Area
Total Rooms
Total Bedrooms
Total Bathrooms
Location

View

Site

Quality

Age
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Public records

Property Detail Report

For Property Located At :

Owner Information
Owner Name:

Mailing Address:
Vesting Codes:
Purchase Principal Data
Location Information
Legal Description:
County:

Census Tract / Block:
Township-Range-Sect:
l.egal Book/Page:

Legal Lot:

Legal Block:

Markel Area:

Neighbor Code:

Owner Transfer Information

Recording/Sale Date:
Sale Price:
Document #:

Last Market Sale Information

Recording/Sale Date:
Sale Price:

Sale Type:

Document #:

Deed Type:

Transfer Document #:
New Construction:
Title Company:
Lender:

Seller Name

Prior Sale Information
Prior Rec/Sale Date;

160 CASELLI AVE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114-2321 h‘}

Corel

WRIGHT B & LEE K 2007 TRUST
160 CASELLI AVE, SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114-2321 C026
IIRT

BLK2LOT7
SAN FRANCISCO, CA APN:
204.01/3 Alternate APN:
Subdivision
Map Reference:
8 Tract #:
2690 School District:
School District Name:
05K Munic/Township:
i Deed Type
181 Mtg Document #:
04/19/2016 / 04/05/2016 151 Mtg Amount/Type:
$1,705.000 15t Mtg int. Rate/Type:
FULL 1st Mtg Document #;
K231800 2nd Mig Amount/Type:
GRANT DEED 2nd Mtg Int. Rate/Type:

Price Per SqFt
Multi/Split Sale
CHICAGO TITLE CO
WELLS FARGO BK NA
SPECTOR MARTIN

ogic

Photos Available (03/11/20186)

2690-008

PIOCHE & ROBINSON
10-A2 /

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO

$1,364.000 / CONV
250/ ADJ
K231601

i

[y

§993.59

WooD
WALL FURNACE
WOOD SIDING

BUNGALOW
AVERAGE
GOOD

1 DWELLING UNIT (D)

PUBLIC
PUBLIC SERVICE

031311994 | Prior Lender,

$325,000 Prior 1st Mig AmtType:

G0100-997 Priar 18t Mig RatefType:

AFFIDAVIT
Parking Type: NONE Construction:
Garage Area: Heat Type:
Garage Capacity: Exterior wall:
Parking Spaces: Porch Type:
Basement Area: Fatio Type:
Finish Bsmnt Area: Pool;
Basement Type: Air Cond
Roof Type: Style:
Foundation: Quality:
Roaf Material: COMPOSITION Condition!

SHINGLE
Acres: o.ar County Use:
Lot Widlh/Depth: * State Use:
Res/Comm Units: 17 Water Type:
Sewer Type:

Assessed Year: 2018 Property Tax
Improved %: 38% Tax Area:
Tax Year: 2016 Tax Exemption:

Prior Sale Price:

Prior Doc Number:

Prior Deed Type:

Property Characteristics
Gross Area: 1716
Living Area: 1716

Tot Adj Area

Above Grade:

Total Rooms: 7
Bedrooms: 3
Bath(F/H): 1/

Year Built / Eff: 1908 /
Fireplace /

# of Stories: 2

Other Improvements:  Bullding Permit
Site Information

Zoning: RHZ

Lot Area: 3.023
Land Use: SFR

Site Influence:

Tax Information

Total Value: $466,614
Land Value: $287,150
Improvement Value:  $179,464
Total Taxable Valus: $466.814

Form SCNLGL - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE
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Cost to legalize the in-law unit

Borrower N/A
Property Address 160 Caselli Ave
City San Francisco County San Francisco State  CA Zip Code 94114

Lender/Client Benjamin Wright

PROPQOSAL

RAY TOM CONSTRUCTION INC.
1362 Geneva Avenue San Francisco, CA 94112 Lic. # 1005055
Tel. (415) 584-3015 cell (416) 716-1088 fax (415) 333-6927

[Froposal Submitted To: TWork to be Performed at
Ben Wright 160 Caselli Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114
[Date of Plans

We hereby propose to complete the following items per plan:

1.) Renovate and enlarge bathroom, including lighting & electrical. b 21,000
2) Renovate kitchen, including lighting & electrical. p 28,800
3) New heater b 4,000
4.) New larger windows $ 6,000
5.) New electrical $ 3000
6.) New insulation $ 2,000
7.) New sewer lateral $ 30,000
8.) New independent electrical meter $ 4,000
9.) New independent gas meter $ 4800
10.) New rocfing & gutters $ 4,500
11. New siding & paint $ 26,000
12.) New flooring 5 4,000
13.) Repair and replace a significant amount of framing & siding due to dryrot. $ 10,000
14.) Repair or shim foundation and framing due to sloping floor. b 12,000
15.)  Light and ventilation 2,000
16.) nfill property line window $ 2500
17.) Rebuild and raise rooffceiling in area next to property line to 8-0" and
meet code required 7'-6" minimum. $ 6,000
Total $ 170,600

NOTES: Owner pays permit plan fees if needed.

All material is guaranteed to be as specified, and the above work to be performed in
accordance with the drawings and specifications submitted for the above work and

completed in a substantial workmanlike manner for the sum of $170,600.00 dollars.

i
Respectfully submitted by @&“\"

Per Ray Tom Construction Inc., dated 22/7 g /+ ?

Acceptance of Proposal
The above prices, specifications and conditions are hereby accepted. You are authorized
|to do the work as specified. Payment to be made as outlined above.

Date Signature

Form MAP.PLAT - "TOTAL" appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE
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Attachment to Amended Conditional Use Application
January 19, 2018

160 Caselli Avenue

Page 4 of 17

APPROVALS REQUIRED

A.

Planning Commission
Conditional Use Authorization for demolition of a single family home and an
unauthorized residential dwelling (§317) and construction of the new building.

Planning Department
Approval of Site Permit Application and addendum.

Bureau of Streets and Mapping of Department of Public Works (“BSM”)
Associated street and sidewalk permits by BSM.

Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”)

Approval of demolition permit, underpinning permits, site permits and addenda thereto
by DBL.

SFMTA

e Approval of associated street and sidewalk permits.

e Approval of proposed curb cuts.

See https://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/construction-regulations

Department of Public Works (“DPW”)
e Approval of proposed curb cuts, and other sidewalk and street permits.
e Approval of street trees by DPW.

Actions by Other Agencies

Certification letter from Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) that
all asbestos-containing building materials and soil have been removed and disposed of
properly in accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations prior to issuance
of demolition permit by DBI.

Approval of water and sewage connections, erosion and sediment control plans prior to
construction, and a Storm Water Control Plan by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (“PUC”).

THE PROPOSED PROJECT MEETS THE CRITERIA OF §303(c)

1.

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

The Project will demolish a lawful non-conforming building located in the rear yard and

DM2\8483439.2





Attachment to Amended Conditional Use Application
January 19, 2018

160 Caselli Avenue

Page 5 of 17

replace it with a new structure meeting the required rear yard requirements. At the
neighborhood pre-application meeting, the abutting neighbors to the north provided their
support for demolition of the existing building to restore a continuous midblock interior
rear yard corridor. See Exhibit S for a copy of the Sanborn map showing the interior rear
yard open space corridor with the Project’s rear yard highlighted in yellow.

The massing and height of the proposed Project is similar to the buildings in the Project
vicinity. Most of the lots in the Project block have two units similar in size to the
proposed Project. The ground floor unit is 866 sq. ft. and is similar in size to the two-
bedroom units offered in new condominium apartment buildings, except it will have
direct access to rear yard open space. The two-story upper townhouse unit will continue
to be owner occupied by the Applicants’ family. Therefore, the proposed Project is
necessary and desirable for, and compatible with the neighborhood.

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

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

As stated above, the Project will be similar to the size, number of units and massing of
existing buildings in the neighborhood. It will also complete the streetscape by locating
the new structure in the allowable buildable area instead of in the required rear yard with
a fence across the entire length of the front property line.

B. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and
volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading and
of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions of car-share parking
spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this Code

There are no MUNI lines on Caselli Avenue. The number of daily person trips will
increase to 20 compared to the current 17.5. The 2.5 daily person trip increase will have
a de minimus effect on the traffic volume of the streets in the neighborhood. The
proposed Project will provide two off-street parking spaces and will not alter the existing
traffic pattern. Additionally, the Project will provide two bicycle parking spaces in the
garage. Delivery services currently serving the neighborhood will continue and will not
add to existing traffic.

DM2\8483439.2





Attachment to Amended Conditional Use Application
January 19, 2018

160 Caselli Avenue
Page 6 of 17
C. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions, such as noise,

glare, dust and odor.

As a residential use, the Project will not generate noxious or offensive noise, glare, dust
or odor. The off-street parking spaces will be in an enclosed garage. All exterior lighting
will be down lighting.

D. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open
spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs.

The usable open space for the Project will be in the rear yard and a deck off the second
floor. The Project architect will submit landscaping plans to the City for approval.
Currently there are no street trees in front of the Project Site. The Project will plant the
required number of street trees and will have landscaping in the front setback. As
discussed above, all exterior lighting will be down lighting.

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

The Project is consistent with the following General Plan objectives and policies.

Housing Element

Objective 4 - Foster A Housing Stock That Meets The Needs Of All Residents Across Life Cycles.

Policy 4.1: Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families
with children.

Both units of the Project are designed for families with children with direct access to private or
common usable open space.

Policy 4.2: Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing
support and services.

The Project is designed for the lifecycle of the Applicants’ family by providing a handicap
accessible and adaptable unit on the ground floor suitable for family members when they face

mobility issues as they age.

Objective 11 - Support And Respect The Diverse And Distinct Character Of San Francisco’s
Neighborhoods.

DM2\8483439.2





Attachment to Amended Conditional Use Application
January 19, 2018

160 Caselli Avenue

Page 7 of 17

Policy 11.1: Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well designed housing that
emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood
character.

The poorly designed existing building does not meet the needs of the Applicants’ family. If the
illegal unit is brought up to the current Building Code standards, all the rear and side windows
will be eliminated to meet the Fire Code requirements. The neighbors support removal of the
illegal unit, which will restore midblock open space.>? See Exhibit 5 for a copy of the Sanborn
map showing the rear yard interior open space corridor with the project site highlighted in color.
The two units in the Project will provide a quality living environment for the future occupants.
The Project’s design complements the character of the surrounding neighborhood. The new two-
bedroom unit, that replaces the poorly designed illegal unit, will add a family-size unit to the
City’s housing stock.

Policy 11.2: Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

While the architecture in the Project vicinity is not uniform, the massing and height of the
existing buildings have common rhythms and cohesive elements of architectural expression. The
Project conserves and respects the existing neighborhood character and relates well to the street
and to other buildings regardless of style.

Policy 11.3: Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting
existing residential neighborhood character.

The Project complies with the Residential Design Guidelines. See Response to Section
317(g)(5) (N) findings below on pages 10-12.

Objective 12: Balance Housing Growth With Adequate Infrastructure That Serves The City’s
Growing Population.

Policy 12.3: Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the City’s public infrastructure
systems.

The existing building on the Project Site is served by existing infrastructure; no new
infrastructure will be required for the Project.

Objective 13: Prioritize Sustainable Development In Planning For And Constructing New
Housing.

2 The neighbor to the east objects to the Project because the Project would block his view of the

current front yard on the Applicants’ property from his property line windows.

DM2\8483439.2
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The Project will meet the requirements of the City’s Green Building Standard.
Transportation Element
Objective 24 - Improve the ambience of the pedestrian environment.

Policy 24.2 - Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support
them.

Currently there are no street trees in front of the Project Site. The Project includes required street
trees, including an in-grade tree watering system recommended by the San Francisco street tree
planting guidelines, as well as the recommended structural supports for the newly planted trees.

Policy 24.4: Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

The Project will reinforce the streetscape and restore the continuous pedestrian oriented block
face.

Objective 28 - Provide secure and convenient parking facilities for bicycles.
Policy 28.3: Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

The Project will provide two (2) bicycle parking spaces and two (2) off-street parking spaces in a
secure garage on the ground floor.

Objective 34 - Relate the amount of parking in residential areas and neighborhood commercial
districts to the capacity of the city's street system and land use patterns.

Policy 34.1: Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces
without requiring excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well
served by transit and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.

Policy 34.5: Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in
short supply and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number
of existing on-street parking spaces.

The off-street parking spaces meet the Planning Code requirement of one space per unit. The
relocated curb cut for the garage entrance is 9'.

DM2\8483439.2
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THE PROPOSED PROJECT WILL MEET THE SECTION 317(g)(5) CRITERIA FOR

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING RESIDENTIAL UNITS

The Proposed Project will meet the additional criteria of Section 317(g)(5) required for
residential demolition in that:

(A)

(B)

©)

(D)

(E)
(F)

Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations.

The single family home has no history of Code violations related to the single family
home on the Project Site. The studio unit was constructed without an issued permit and
DBI advised the Project architect that the renovation must meet current Building Code
standards.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition.

There is no history of complaints to DBI related to maintenance of the buildings on the
Project Site.

Whether the property is an “historical resource” under CEQA.

Tim Kelly Consulting prepared a Historic Resource Evaluation Part I (“HRE”) for 160
Caselli Avenue dated June, 2016, a copy of which was submitted with the environmental
review application. The HRE found that the 160 Caselli building and the rear addition
would not be individually eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources under any criteria and is not located in a designated or an identified potential
historic district. Therefore, the building to be demolished is not a historic resource under
CEQA.

Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA.

Inasmuch as the building on the Project Site is not a historic resource, demolition of the
existing buildings will have no adverse impact under CEQA.

Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; and
Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and
Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing.

The proposed two-story three-bedroom townhouse will replace the existing legal unit
currently occupied by the Applicants and will be occupied by the Applicants and their
family. The illegal unit was vacant when the Applicants purchased the Property. A legal
866 sq. ft. two-bedroom ground floor unit in the Project will replace the illegal unit with
direct access from the sidewalk and to usable common open space.

DM2\8483439.2
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(G)
(H)
)

Q)

(K)

(L)

M)

(N)

Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
neighborhood diversity.

Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood
cultural and economic diversity.

Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing.

The Project will add a family-sized unit to the City's Housing stock. The Project, with
two family units, will conserve the existing neighborhood character and will preserve the
neighborhood's cultural and economic diversity. The rental of the illegal unit, if
legalized, does not constitute an affordable unit because it can be rented for market rent.

Whether the project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by
Section 4135.

The Project is not subject to the requirements of Section 415 because it is a two-unit
building.

Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established
neighborhoods.

The Project is the redevelopment of an existing lot with a lawful non-complying structure
and a structure in the rear yard constructed without any permits. The Project will be in-
fill housing on a lot in an established residential district.

Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on- site.

The Project will increase the number of family-size units on the Property from one to
two.

Whether the project creates new supportive housing.

Similar to the existing building, there will be no supportive housing on the Site.
However, to the extent that the Project is designed for the life cycles of the Applicants’
immediate families, including their aging parents, the lower unit will allow their parents
to live independently with the assistance of the Applicants and their children.

Whether the project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant
design guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character.

As discussed above, the existing home is a lawful complying structure in that it is located
entirely in the required rear yard. The illegal second unit is also located in the rear yard
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open space. The proposed Project will be consistent with the Residential Design
Guidelines in that:

1. Front Setback: The Building will be developed in the Planning Code allowable
buildable area, thereby continuing the street facade. The upper floor front setback will
serve as a transition between the five-foot front setback of the building to the east and the
building to the west with no front setback. The additional setback provided at the ground
floor level will have landscaping to create pedestrian interest complying with the
Residential Design Guidelines.

2. Rear Yard: The Project will restore the interior rear yard open space corridor and
enhance the mid-block open space. The Project will improve the light and privacy of the
adjacent structures and the abutting building sharing a common rear property line.

3. Building Scale: The proposed three-story building is similar in height, depth and
overall massing compared to the adjacent neighbors and will be compatible with the
surrounding buildings, and the building scale of the street as well as at the mid-block
open space.

4. Building Form (facade width, proportions and rooflines): The block has a
variety of styles and sizes of homes with some having a higher degree of detailing and
ornamentation than others that have very sparse facades. The proposed fagade
incorporates vertical windows that are common features throughout the block face, which
will help to continue the rhythm of the street. The Bay and the projecting roof trim
reflect similar features of other buildings on the block face and serve to provide
continuity and visual interest. The width is similar to the other buildings in the
neighborhood, and the proportion of the facades glazed elements are similar to the
adjacent building to the west. The front of the building will have a flat roof similar to the
building to the west and many of the buildings on the block face. Similar to both of the
adjacent buildings the rear half of the building has a pitched roof to lessen the bulk and to
minimize impact on light access to the neighbors.

5. Architectural Features: The building entrance is on the east side similar to the
building to the west and others on the block. The facade of the upper two floors includes
a bay window. Similar to both adjacent buildings, the garage is located on the west side
but will be setback below a bay to lessen its presence. The front entry is part of the
narrow tall element on the east side with landscaped planters separating it from the
garage that emphasize its presence. The garage door will be 10" wide with a 9'-0" curb
cut.

6. Rooftop Architectural Features: There will be no usable open space or an
associated stair penthouse on the roof. The only features on the roof would be flues and
skylights behind the parapet that will not be visible from the street.

DM2\8483439.2
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)

(P)

Q

(R)

7. Building Details:

Some buildings on the block face have a higher degree of detailing and ornamentation
while others have very sparse facades. The Project will have no ornamentation but will
have varying facade planes to add interest and shadow lines to the facade. The Bay
includes grouped windows to create a horizontal glazed element reminiscent of the
building to the west.

The neighbor to the east has several property line windows. The Project provides
reciprocal light wells to ensure that sunlight access to the neighbors’ windows is
preserved. The Project also provides significant setbacks along the eastern wall of the
building and a light well for the neighbor’s property line windows. The window
proportions are compatible with the buildings in the neighborhood. Similar to many
buildings in the neighborhood, the aluminum-clad windows will have wood trims. The
front facade material will be stucco and the rear facade will be vertical wood siding and
metal railings for the second floor deck.

Whether the project increases the number of on-site Dwelling Units.

While the Project will not increase the number of on-site dwelling units, it will increase
the size of the two-bedroom unit to a three-bedroom unit, the illegal studio unit to an 866
sq. ft. two-bedroom unit and restore the required rear yard, which will enhance the rear
yard corridor.

Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

The Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms from 2 to 5.

Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot.
The Project maximizes the allowable density under the Planning Code.

If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all of the existing units with new Dwelling
Units of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms.

While the original two-story single family home could be used as a three-bedroom unit,
access to two of the bedrooms would be through the third bedroom. See Sheet Al.1 of
Exhibit 1. Each bedroom in the three-bedroom townhouse of the proposed Project will
be independently accessible. The future occupants of the unit will have more common
open space than currently exists, which will be suitable for a family with children. The
Project will replace a small illegal studio unit with a handicap adaptable two-bedroom
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unit suitable for family or handicap individuals with direct access to usable rear yard
open space.

Removal of Unauthorized Units. In addition to the criteria set forth in Subsections (g)(1)
through (g)(4) above, the Planning Commission shall consider the criteria below in the review
of applications for removal of Unauthorized Units:

(A)  Whether the Unauthorized Unit or Units are eligible for legalization under Section 207.3
of this Code;

The Planning Department has opined that the unauthorized unit is eligible for legalization under
section 207.3. A DBI plan checker advised the Project architect that the illegal unit must be
brought up to current Building Code requirements. Legalization of the unit requires a rear yard
variance being granted by the Zoning Administrator.

(B) Whether the costs to legalize the Unauthorized Unit or Units under the Planning,
Building, and other applicable Codes is reasonable based on how such cost compares to the
average cost of legalization per unit derived from the cost of projects on the Planning
Department's Master List of Additional Dwelling Units Approved required by Section 207.3(k) of
this Code.

The Building Code requires habitable space to have a 7°-6” minimum ceiling height, while a
kitchen, bathroom, hallway, and laundry room can have ceilings as low as 7°-0”. In this case, a
small portion of the habitable space does not have the minimum 7'-6" ceiling height. Neither the
bathroom nor the kitchen meets the Building Code standards. There is 21 clearance between
the stove and the refrigerator and 24" between the counter and the cabinet and shelves next to the
refrigerator. The Code minimum isle width is 36”. There are minimum dimensions governing
the area, size and clearances around bath fixtures. The toilet needs to have 24” of clearance in
front and 15 on each side of the center-line of the toilet. The toilet has only 14 front clearance
and the shower pan does not meet the 3' x 3' minimum requirement. See photographs attached
hereto as Exhibit 6 and Sheet Al1.1 of Exhibit 2. Legalization of the illegal unit would require
removal of the kitchen and bathroom, raising a portion of the ceiling, relocation and installation
of a new kitchen and bathroom, and additional work to the interior and exterior.

The average cost of legalization per unit for Prototype B, a one-bedroom unit, is projected to be
$193,622. See excerpts from the Department's Accessory Dwelling Unit publication attached
hereto as Exhibit 7. It is noted that the illegal unit prototype B in the Department's publication is
constructed within the existing building envelope and is for one-bedroom units, whereas the
illegal unit is a studio unit with a sleeping area. Therefore, the $193,622 legalization cost would
not include exterior walls, ceilings, floors and foundation. DBI estimated $170,000 for the cost
of renovation for the illegal 441 sq. ft. studio unit, or $385.89 per square foot including the area
for the shed for the water heater. A copy of the DBI estimate is attached hereto as Exhibit 8.
Prior to submission of this application, a representative of the Applicants contacted the
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Department to ascertain the square footage of the Prototype B unit to determine the per square
foot cost of legalization. The Department was unable to provide a per square footage cost
because the data was based on an average of samples studied, which did not include a square
footage average. Thus, the Applicants' conclusion is that the per square foot renovation cost is
not reasonable.

(C)  Whether it is financially feasible to legalize the Unauthorized Unit or Units. Such
determination will be based on the costs to legalize the Unauthorized Unit(s) under the
Planning, Building, and other applicable Codes in comparison to the added value that legalizing
said Units would provide to the subject property. The gain in the value of the subject property
shall be based on the current value of the property with the Unauthorized Unit(s) compared to
the value of the property if the Unauthorized Unit(s) is/are legalized. The calculation of the gain
in value shall be conducted and approved by a California licensed property appraiser.
Legalization would be deemed financially feasible if gain in the value of the subject property is
equal to or greater than the cost to legalize the Unauthorized Unit.

After consultation with DBI, the project architect prepared plans and a scope of work to bring the
illegal unit up to current Building Code Standards and solicited a bid from a licensed contractor.
The contractor estimated the construction costs to be $170,600. The Department requested that
DBI review the contractors' estimate. DBI determined that the cost to renovate the unit to Code
would be $170,000 or $385.49 per sq. ft. See Exhibit 9 for a copy of the estimated construction
cost of $170,600 to renovate the unit to meet Building Code standards and Exhibit 8 for DBI’s
cost estimate letter dated September 7, 2017.

The Applicants engaged the services of TRAC, a real estate appraisal company. TRAC opines
that legalization of the illegal unit on the Property would increase the value of the Property by
$127,500, which would allow the Applicants to recoup 75% of the legalization cost. A copy of
the TRAC appraisal is attached hereto as Exhibit 10. TRAC’s appraisal is based on sale
comparisons of buildings with two legal units and a single family home with an illegal unit.
Under Planning Code criteria, legalization is financially infeasible in that the cost to legalize the
unauthorized unit would be 25% more than the increase in Property value. See Exhibit 10,
Supplemental Addendum, at page 7; see also Exhibits 8 and 9. In this case, the cost of
renovating the illegal unit is more than the increase in Property value.

(D)  If no City funds are available to assist the property owner with the cost of legalization,
whether the cost would constitute a financial hardship.

The cost to legalize would constitute a financial hardship because the increase in value of the
Property is less than the cost of legalization. Moreover, the bank holding the current mortgage
advised the Applicants that it will not include the illegal unit in the appraisal, but it may consider
the illegal unit as a “bonus room”. Only after the illegal unit is legalized and the Property is
officially deemed a two-unit building could the Applicants apply to refinance their current
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mortgage to pay for construction to legalize the second unit.

PRIORITY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES — PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1

1.

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

The Project is located in an RH-2 zoning district, which does not permit retail uses.
There is no retail use currently at the site. The proposed Project is consistent with the
policies of Section 101.1(b)(1).

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

The Project will provide a three-bedroom unit designed for occupancy by the Applicants
and their family. The Project, with two family-sized units, will conserve and protect the
existing neighborhood and preserve the cultural and economic diversity of the
neighborhood. The proposed Project is consistent with the policies of Section
101.1(b)(2).

That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Applicants currently reside in the single family home. The illegal unit was vacant
when the Applicants purchased the property. The Project will increase the City’s family
housing stock by one. The Project is consistent with the policies of Section 101.1(b)(3).

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

There is no Muni transit service in front of the Project Site. The Project will relocate the
existing curb cut and provide one off-street parking space for each of the proposed units.
Thus, the Project will not impede Muni transit service or overburden the neighborhood’s
on-street parking. The Project is consistent with the policies of Section 101.1(b)(4).

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

No industrial or service sector uses exist on the Project Site. The Project Site is zoned
RH-2, which does not allow industrial or service uses. The Project is consistent with the
policies of Section 101.1(b)(5).
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4637 Eighteanth Street
San Francisco CA 94114

December 18, 2017

Commissioner Rich Hillis
President of Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

co: Scolt Sanchez
Veronica Flores
Delvin Washington

Re: 160 Caselli Avenue
We support the proposed project to remave the existing structures on the

subject property and replace them with a new two-family dwelling. We
own and live at the property directly behind 160 Caselli, facing 18th Street.

The subject property’s rearmost structure ends at the property line between
us, Construction of a new building at the front of the site will open up the
rear yard, The inner block benefits from nice yards and gardens on the
other parcels. This change will enhance the green urban environment for
everyone's benefit.

Yours very truly,

A

Sidney Gage™

:&weio Ctgﬂ

Frances Gage

<Support Letter.docx>





1 February 2018

San Francisco City Planning Dept
1650 Mission Street #400
San Francisco CA 94103

Re: 160 Caselli Ave - Permit Application
Dear Sir or Madam

| am writing to offer my support for the proposed project for demolition/new construction at 160
Caselli Ave. | am a resident on the same city block as this project and firmly believe that this
project should go ahead. | have seen the existing structure and it clearly needs to be
demolished. The new construction planned by the homeowners (Ben Wright and Karen Lee)
will be a positive addition to the neighborhood.

For your reference, | purchased my home at 4607-18th Street in 2007 and have been living at
this address since then. | also lived in San Francisco (as a renter) in 1996-1998.

Please let me know if you require any additional information.

Regards,

T Pe

Phaedra Fisher
4607 - 18th Street
San Francisco CA 94114

Email: phaedra@pobox.com
M. 415 254 1822





Prerre & Susanne Khawand
36 Casellt Ave

San Francisco, CA 94114
December 22, 2017

Commussioner Rich Hilhs
President of Planning Commussion
1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

cc' Scott Sanchez
Veronica Flores
Delvin Washington

Dear Commussioner Rich Hillis

After receiving and reviewing the proposed plans for 160 Caselli property, we believe that the
plans will enhance the look and feel of the neighborhood, with the removal of the existing
building at 160 Caselli Street helping restore the rear yards of the proposed project and its
adjacent buildings and the abutting buildings. And from the perspective of those who live across
the street from the property, the proposed plans would move the house to the front of the
property which completes the street wall and adds curb appeal

Sincerely,

Pierre & Susanne Khawand





Ann Tarantine

162-164 Caselli Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94114
December 27, 2017

Commissioner Rich Hillis
President of Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

cc: Scott Sanchez
Veronica Flores
Delvin Washington

Dear Commissioner Rich Hillis:

My name is Ann Tarantine, owner of 162-164 Caselli Avenue. I am writing to you in regards to my
adjacent neighbors’ (Ben Wright and Karen Lee) proposed renovation of their property 160 Caselli
Avenue.

In December, 2016, I attended an informative public hearing about their proposal. Ben Wright and Karen
Lee provided clear and transparent details of the home’s transformation as well as its direct impact to
adjacent neighbors. Further, all of my questions were responded to completely. Lastly, they sent me a
copy of the architectural plans for my further perusal.

Based on this comprehensive information, I wholeheartedly support their home project - for many reasons
- two of which I will highlight here:

1) The new and updated building will provide a welcome enhancement to the neighborhood as well
as contribute to the cohesiveness of the already existing ‘front of the lot’ surrounding homes.

2) The second reason is the removal of the rear building in their rear yard which will extend an
already existing rear yard open space feel — a rare and precious commodity in dense San
Francisco — currently created by the five adjoining and abutting homes, including my own. The
prospect of having a larger rear yard ‘sanctuary’ is truly an unexpected improvement.

Do let me know if there are any further questions you need answered regarding the Wright/Lee project.
As their neighbor, I am grateful for their efforts to augment this building and have been truly appreciative
of their respect to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Ann Tarantine





David Corbell

4631 18™ Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
February 3, 2018

Commissioner Rich Hillis
President of Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

cc: Scott Sanchez
Veronica Flores
Delvin Washington

Dear Commissioner Rich Hillis:

I own the property behind 160 Caselli Avenue (4631-4633 18™ Street), touching the back
northeast corner of that property. I support the proposed project at 160 Caselli Avenue. Removal
of the existing building would restore and improve the rear yards of the proposed project and the
other buildings on the block. I have received the plans for the project.

Sincerely,

L2/

David Corbell





Tudor Havriliuc

4639 18" Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
February 3, 2018

Commissioner Rich Hillis
President of Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

cc: Scott Sanchez
Veronica Flores
Delvin Washington

Dear Commissioner Rich Hillis:

I own 4639-4641 18" Street, which is on the northwest corner behind 160 Caselli Avenue. I have
received the plans for the proposed project at this address. Due to the fact that the project at 160
Caselli Avenue would lead to the removal of the existing home and would improve the rear yards
on the block, I support this project.

Tudor Havriliuc





		01

		02

		03

		04

		05

		06

		07

		08

		09

		10

		11

		12

		13

		14

		15

		IMG_4105

		IMG_4106

		IMG_4107

		IMG_4108

		IMG_4109

		IMG_4110

		IMG_4111



		16








Confidentiality Notice: This electronic mail transmission is privileged and confidential and is intended only for the review of the party to
whom it is addressed. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately return it to the sender. Unintended transmission
shall not constitute waiver of the attorney-client or any other privilege.



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Rodney Fong; MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@gmail.com)

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: 650 Divisadero - Insufficient on-site affordable housing - Community Letter from Affordable Divis
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 8:55:10 AM

Attachments: Community Letter to 650 Divisadero - 3-6-2018.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Gus Hernandez [mailto:gushernandezl@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 7:18 AM

To: Patrick Szeto; richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Koppel,
Joel (CPC); rodney@waxmuseum.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Board of
Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: 650 Divisadero - Insufficient on-site affordable housing - Community Letter from Affordable
Divis

March 6, 2018

To: Patrick Szeto, Developer 650 Divisadero; San Francisco Planning Commission: Rich Hillis,
President, Myrna Melgar, Vice President, Commissioners Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel,
Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

CC: San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Planning Director John Rahaim, Zoning Administrator Scott
Sanchez

Mr. Szeto and San Francisco Planning Commission,

Affordable Divis has now waited over two years for a higher affordable housing requirement for 650
Divisadero. When Supervisor Breed refused to rescind her NCT legislation, Affordable Divis responded
by holding community meetings and a neighborhood forum in December 2015 to create the Divisadero
Community Plan.

In 2014, Mayor Ed Lee pledged to build 30,000 homes, of which half would be affordable. According to
the Mayor’s Office:

"In 2014, Mayor Lee pledged to construct 30,000 new and rehabilitated homes throughout the
City by 2020, with half available to low, working and middle income San Franciscans. San
Francisco is well on track towards those goals. Since announcing his Housing Plan in January
2014, over 17,100 units have been built or completely rehabilitated, with over 6,100 of those units
permanently affordable to low and moderate income San Franciscans.”

The Divisadero Community Plan also calls for half of the new housing units on Divisadero Street to be
affordable. In the absence of any additional affordable housing requirement for 650 Divisadero,
Affordable Divis requests that the project meet the Affordable Housing requirement of the Divisadero
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mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
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March 6, 2018

To: Patrick Szeto, Developer 650 Divisadero; San Francisco Planning Commission: Rich Hillis, President, Myrna Melgar,
Vice President, Commissioners Rodney Fong, Milicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

CC: San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Planning Director John Rahaim, Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez

Mr. Szeto and San Francisco Planning Commission,

Affordable Divis has now waited over two years for a higher affordable housing requirement for 650 Divisadero. When
Supervisor Breed refused to rescind her NCT legislation, Affordable Divis responded by holding community meetings and

a neighborhood forum in December 2015 to create the Divisadero Community Plan.

In 2014, Mayor Ed Lee pledged to build 30,000 homes, of which half would be affordable. According to the Mayor’s Office:

"In 2014, Mayor Lee pledged to construct 30,000 new and rehabilitated homes throughout the City by 2020, with
half available to low, working and middle income San Franciscans. San Francisco is well on track towards
those goals. Since announcing his Housing Plan in January 2014, over 17,100 units have been built or completely
rehabilitated, with over 6,100 of those units permanently affordable to low and moderate income San
Franciscans.”

The Divisadero Community Plan also calls for half of the new housing units on Divisadero Street to be affordable. In the
absence of any additional affordable housing requirement for 650 Divisadero, Affordable Divis requests that the project
meet the Affordable Housing requirement of the Divisadero Community Plan.

According to the City’s analysis, 650 Divisadero is currently required to build only 13.5% on-site affordable, since the
project sponsor filed the first Environmental Application in 2014. 13.5% is equal to just 9 units of low income housing out
of 66 units. Affordable Divis proposes the following additional affordable housing requirements for 650 Divisadero, based
on the Divisadero Community Plan:

An additional 8 units affordable for low income households (up to 50% AMI) for a total of 17 units; and

An additional 8 units affordable for households 50%-80% AMI; and

An additional 8 units affordable for households 80%-100% AMI

If you can agree to this in writing, Affordable Divis will be ready to support your proposal for 650 Divisadero.

If no additional affordable housing is included for 650 Divisadero above the 9 units already required, then we must oppose
this project, since it will not meet the threshold to be necessary or desirable for the neighborhood and for San Francisco.

Thank you,

Affordable Divis Steering Committee

Yayne Abeba, Lisa Awbrey, Maya Chupkov, Charles Dupigny, Gus Hernandez, Richard Kay, Quintin Mecke, Dean
Preston, Jennifer Snyder, Tes Welborn, Calvin Welch,
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Divisadero Community Plan (DCP)

Part 1. Height/Bulk and Design Principles for New and Infill development Does 650
Divisadero
meet this
requirement
of the DCP
as of
3/1/2018

1.1. Allow bulk, density, and height increases only if affordability and all other development No

requirements of this plan are strictly adhered to. Any project seeking bulk, density, or height increase

within the Divisadero Community Plan Area must go through the Conditional Use authorization

process with the San Francisco Planning Department.

1.2 Except for 100% affordable projects, no height increase shall exceed two floors above current Yes

zoning, as depicted in the attached map as of January 2016.

1.3 No unit shall be less than 400 square feet in any new development; exceptions may be granted No

for developments that include 100% senior housing.

1.4 Unit types must be varied in any new private development and include 40% 2-bedroom or 30% Yes

3-bedroom units to accommodate families.

1.5 Project design must maintain and contribute to the architectural character of the neighborhood. No

No demolition of buildings that are architecturally and/or historically contributory to the character of

the neighborhood.

1.6 The “Affordable Housing Density Bonus Program” (AHBP) as currently proposed as of January N/A

2016 threatens neighborhood character, fails to require sufficient affordability, and fails to protect

existing rent controlled units and neighborhood serving retail businesses. The AHBP shall not apply

in the community plan area for this reason, and affordability and density levels defined in this plan

shall apply instead.

Part 2. Affordability

2.1 Rent controlled units and/or subsidized units shall not be demolished, eliminated, or reduced in Yes

any way.

2.2 Development shall not displace current residents. Yes

2.3 In light of the acute need for affordable housing, the community wishes to prioritize and No

affirmatively attract development projects that are 100% affordable to low, moderate, and middle

income San Franciscans.

2.4 Area Median Income shall be for the city of San Francisco only, not the HUD Metro AMI, which No

includes Marin and San Mateo counties.

2.5 In mixed income developments, all affordable units shall be built onsite. Yes

2.6 Any new development of 10 units or more shall have 50% of the units affordable to households No

under the San Francisco median income. One half of those affordable units must be affordable to

households earning below or up to 50% of the San Francisco AMI, one fourth must be affordable to

households earning between 50%-80% of the AMI, and the remaining affordable units must be

affordable to households earning between 80-100% of the AMI.

2.7 Affordability restrictions must be permanent. Yes

2.8 Affordable rental units in new developments must be maintained as affordable permanently even | Yes






if the building converts to ownership units.

2.9 The community is particularly concerned with the lack of housing for seniors. Housing affordable
to seniors on fixed incomes is a neighborhood priority.

No

Part 3. Infrastructure and Transit

3.1 Infrastructure and transit improvements must be linked to development. The City, SFMTA, and
PG&E must present a plan including a timetable and budget on these improvements as a condition
of new high-density development (10 units or more). The City shall publicize any proposed
infrastructure/transit plan and budget for the Divisadero neighborhood prior to processing any
high-density project application.

The proposed plan shall be released to the public as a draft through mailings to property owners,
renters, and residents, as well as neighborhood groups, with an opportunity for public comment.

No new high-density development shall be approved without infrastructure and public transit
improvements.

No

3.2 Developer shall pay a Transit Impact Development Fee as shown below. The funds shall be
used for public transit improvements that benefit the neighborhood.

a. Residential projects up to 50 units: $7.74 per square foot

b. Residential projects of 51 to 99 units: $8.98 per square foot

c. Residential projects of 100 units or more: $10.21 per square foot

No

3.3 The City shall conduct a community benefit nexus study for the Divisadero Community Plan Area
to determine a Community Benefit Fee, and the developer shall pay the maximum Community
Benefit Fee as determined by the nexus study.

No

3.4 Pedestrian use must be maximized in all new development with minimum number of curb cuts to
minimize car interactions with pedestrians/bikers.

Yes

3.5 No new curb cuts on Divisadero Street. Curb cuts on Oak and Fell streets pose particular
problems in light of the volume of traffic on these streets, and are disfavored.

Yes

3.6 Bike friendly street design, which reduces bike conflicts between both cars and pedestrians,
must be established. Publically accessible bike sharing pods shall be sited inside new developments
whenever possible.

No

3.7 Development shall add green space for community and natural areas. This includes space
between buildings, on sidewalks, and rear garden areas. Maximize public access to open spaces
created as part of new developments.

No

3.8 Minimum sidewalk width abutting new developments over 10 units shall be 12 feet. The depth of
the front setback requirement shall be the average of the existing setbacks of the two adjacent
buildings.

Yes

3.9 The City shall provide more public trash cans with any increase in population.

No

Part 4: Preservation and Enhancement of Neighborhood Serving Retail Uses

4.1 Neighborhood-serving retail uses, as defined in the Planning Code, are a priority in the plan
area.

TBD

4.2 High-density new development must dedicate at least 50% of its proposed retail space as
neighborhood-serving retail.

TBD

4.3 No new formula retail shall be allowed in any development seeking a density bonus

Yes

4.4 Nonprofit use of commercial space shall be encouraged. The community also favors local hiring,

No






businesses that serve a range of income groups, and businesses that are family friendly.

4.5 Current requirement of Conditional Use authorization for businesses over 4000 sq. feet shall be N/A

maintained and strictly enforced by the City.

Part 5: Neighborhood Notice

5.1 Neighborhood Notice. In addition to notice required by law, for any proposed high-density No

development (10 units or more) in the Community Plan Area, the project developer shall notify all

residents and merchants in the Community Plan Area at least 60 days before its required

pre-application meeting. Such notice includes, but is not limited to, mailings to both renters and

owners near the proposed project, outreach to neighborhood associations and groups, posting in

public view, and notice to anyone who has signed up for such notice.

5.2 Rezoning — Community Meeting. Any rezoning of the neighborhood must be preceded by a No.

community meeting hosted by the Planning Department and the District 5 Supervisor, and the Rezoning on

Affordable Divis organization, and shall be preceded by 60 days’ notice calculated to reach all which this

residents and merchants in the Community Plan Area. In advance of that meeting, the Planning project is

Department shall prepare a written summary of the zoning change that includes specific examples of | based was

what would be newly allowable under the change. done without
community
input.

5.3 Opportunity to Comment on Transit/Infrastructure Plan. The City shall release its draft N/A

infrastructure/transit plan and budget for the plan area prior to processing any high-density

development applications. The City shall notify neighbors and neighborhood groups in the

Community Plan Area of the draft plan, with 60 days’ notice, with an opportunity for public comment.

5.4 Amendments to Existing Applications. In addition to any notification already required for changes | No

in development applications, any project increasing density, bulk or height by more than 10% from
that specified in an original application must begin with a new application, and Planning Department
must commence review as if the project is new.






650 Divisadero Timeline

Jan 2014
EEA considered complete
16 units
adaptive reuse
12% low income

July 2015
Divisadero NCT Rezoning

Aug 2015
Revised EEA submitted
60 units
demolished building
12% low income

Dec 2015
Divis-Fillmore Ordinance
introduced

Dec 2016
Revised EEA submitted
66 units
demolished building
13.5% low income
(Prop C Grandfather clause
using Jan 2014 filing date)

!

\~

. T

Conditional Use Authorization:
exceeds 10,000 sq ft,
exceeds bulk limits

Variance:
insufficient rear yard






Community Plan.

According to the City’s analysis, 650 Divisadero is currently required to build only 13.5% on-site
affordable, since the project sponsor filed the first Environmental Application in 2014. 13.5% is equal to
just 9 units of low income housing out of 66 units. Affordable Divis proposes the following additional
affordable housing requirements for 650 Divisadero, based on the Divisadero Community Plan:

An additional 8 units affordable for low income households (up to 50% AMI) for a total of 17 units; and
An additional 8 units affordable for households 50%-80% AMI; and
An additional 8 units affordable for households 80%-100% AMI

If you can agree to this in writing, Affordable Divis will be ready to support your proposal for 650
Divisadero.

If no additional affordable housing is included for 650 Divisadero above the 9 units already required, then
we must oppose this project, since it will not meet the threshold to be necessary or desirable for the
neighborhood and for San Francisco.

Thank you,

Affordable Divis Steering Committee

Yayne Abeba, Lisa Awbrey, Maya Chupkov, Charles Dupigny, Gus Hernandez, Richard Kay, Quintin
Mecke, Dean Preston, Jennifer Snyder, Tes Welborn, Calvin Welch



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: Central SOMA Neighbors 5-min Video Presentation - Mar 1 Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 8:56:50 AM

Attachments: presentation4a.mp4

Please post to our webpage.

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Gina Cariaga [mailto:msginac@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 11:05 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Fwd: Central SOMA Neighbors 5-min Video Presentation - Mar 1 Planning Commission Hearing

To: Jonas P. lonian, Planning Commission Secretary

Although addressed to you within the forwarded email, | inadvertently left off your email
address when sending this video presentation to the Planning Commissioners last week. |
apologize for the omission.

| intended for this video content to be included as part of the record for the March 1 hearing.
Please let me know if thisis still possible at thistime.

Thanks for your attention to this.

Regards,

Gina Cariaga

Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBIu
Phone: 415.889.6624

—Gina
Begin forwarded message:

From: Gina Cariaga <msginac@gmail.com>

Date: March 1, 2018 at 9:33:31 PM PST

To: richhillissf@gmail.com, myrna.melgar@sfgov.org,
planning@rodneyfong.com, joel .koppel @sfgov.org, kathrin.moore@sfgov.org,
dennis.richards@sfgov.org, John.Rahaim@sfgov.org, Jane. Kim@sfgov.org,
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"Wertheim, Steve" <steve.wertheim@sfgov.org>

Cc: Jonathan Berk <jonathan.b.berk@gmail.com>, Richard Drury
<richard@lozeaudrury.com>, Doug Chermak <doug@lozeaudrury.com>
Subject: Central SOMA Neighbors5-min Video Presentation - Mar 1
Planning Commission Hearing

To:  Commission President Rich Hillis
Planning Commissioners

Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary

John Rahaim, Planning Director
Steve Wertheim, Central SoMa Plan Project Manager

Supervisor Jane Kim

On behalf of Central SOMA Neighbors, | apologize for holding up today's
Planning Department hearing due to technical difficulties with our video
presentation. Thiswas our first attempt to use a video presentation at City Hall.

| have attached our 5-minute video. It was prepared by the Central SOMA
Neighbors Chair, Jonathan Berk. Although | provided hard copy of the
presentation slides today at the hearing, the slides only serve to support Jonathan's
important narrative.

Thank for your patience today at the hearing, and for your attention to this video
presentation.

Sincerely,

GinaCariaga

631 Folsom Street HOA (SFBIu)
415.889.6624
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: followup to Planning Commission hearing on Housing Element Reporting -- Admin Code Sec10E.4
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:47:50 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

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: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.0rg]

Sent: Friday, March 02, 2018 4:54 PM

To: Ojeda, Teresa (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)

Cc: Rich Hillis; Myrna Melgar; drichards20@outlook.com; Buckley, Jeff (MYR); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Peter
Cohen; fernando@sfic-409.org

Subject: followup to Planning Commission hearing on Housing Element Reporting -- Admin Code
Secl0E.4

Planning staff and Commissioners

A followup to the hearing a week ago on the Housign Element Reporting to make one
suggestion on the "Dashboard.”

Planning staff made an excellent presentation, and a key point was that as of 2017Q3
the City should be at about 34% of SF’s 8-year RHNA goals for each of the four
housing need categories. Having that benchmark incorporated into the Dashboard
table would be very helpful for policymakers and the public, to see at each quarterly
snapshot how the pace of production is keeping up with the RHNA/Housing Element
goals for 2016 thru 2023.

Adding that benchmark percentage as a column in the production table seems an
easy addition and will make these quarterly reports most informative.

Thank you for considering. And please contact us with any followup questions.

Regards,
Peter and Fernando

Council of Community Housing Organizations
Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement

325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103
415-882-0901 office

www.sfccho.org

On Tue, Feb 20, 2018 at 9:00 AM, Council of Community Housing Organizations
<ccho@sfic-409.0rg> wrote:
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Planning folks

Thanks for this HCD reporting information. To be clear, it appears the RHNA reporting for
affordable units, and mirrored in the quarterly Dashboard report, includes the RAD and
HopeSF rehab units. Please correct usif that is not the case here.

The Dashboard as being proposed to Commission this week seems a reasonabl e format
revision. At least you have pulled the "completed and entitled units' table to the front page, even though it's now a
separate table from the "actual production” table. It does not completely subordinate the entitlements trends, which
isakey part of the insight provided by this quarterly report.

That said, the other part of our conversation with Planning staff last week is about the frequency and
visibility of this information for the Commission and public. The Administrative Code calls for every case
report to include this pipeline update, and staff indicates that is too logistically onerous. On the other
hand, a quarterly posting to the references page on the DCP website leaves this important information
effectively out of view and usefulness. What we proposed to Planning staff as a practical compromise is
that the latest quarterly dashboard be posted every week as a direct link in the Director's Report of the
commission agenda -- so that anyone can easily see it and download it with ease on a regular basis. And
then each time the Dashboard information is updated quarterly, not only should the document link be in
the Commission agenda but our suggestion is that the Planning Director verbally summarize it for the
Commisison and the public at that hearing as part of the Director's Report item. This seems a practical
alternative to the much more fine-grained Admin Code requirement. We hope the Planning Commission
and staff agree.

Thank you again for taking the time to get "into the weeds" on this valuable Dashboard information tool.
We look forward to the Commission discussion this Thursday.

Best regards,
Peter and Fernando

Council of Community Housing Organizations

Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103
415-882-0901 office

www.sfccho.org

On Fri, Feb 16, 2018 at 4:17 PM, Ojeda, Teresa (CPC) <teresa.ojeda@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Peter and Fernando

Attached are our 2015 and 2016 submittals to HCD. These should correspond with column 4 of the
first table in the report. Note that the housing element law allows for up to % of the RHNA
production goals can be met through rehab, preservation of at-risk units, and acquisition of units.
These units as well as projects with five units or more are listed in the report.

The MSExcel shows housing production for the first three quarters of 2017. These, along with

production for the 4th quarter, will be sent on to HCD — using their template - in our 2017 submittal
due 1 April 2018. We will include any rehabs, preservation, and acquisitions in 2017 in that report
(although I think we’ve reached the max allowed by law for VLI).

Let me know if you have questions.

Teresa
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From: CCHO [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.0rg]
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 10:01 AM

To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Ojeda, Teresa (CPC)

Cc: Rich Hillis; Myrna Melgar; Buckley, Jeff (MYR); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Peter Cohen; fernando@sfic-
409.org; Sanders, Deborah (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC); drichards20@outlook.com

Subject: Followup to yesterday's meeting Re: Housing Element Reporting -- Admin Code Secl10E.4

Planning folks

Thank you for the meeting yesterday to walk us through your ideas for revising the Residential
Pipeline Report (aka the "Dashboard"). It was a good discussion and our suggestions seemed to land
well.

Again we just reiterate the importance and the value of seeing these trends in both built and
entitled units juxtaposed on the one-page Dashboard report even if those two sets of numbers
tracking are to be more clearly distinguished in the revised format.

We do have a formal request to the department as followup--would you please send us the source
data used to compile the "actual production" columns of the Dashboard tables. That will be helpful
to understand clearly the various types of projects that the production is comprised of. Please send
that to us before the Feb 22nd Commission hearing. Thank you.

Best regards,
Peter and Fernando

SF Council of Community Housing Organizations

The voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement -- 40 years strong
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103

415-882-0901

www.sfccho.org

From: Council of Community Housing Organizations
Sent: 2/13/2018 8:28 PM

To: Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Sanders, Deborah (CPC); Green, Andrea (CPC)
Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Rich Hillis; Myrna Melgar; Buckley, Jeff (MYR): lonin, Jonas (CPC): Ojeda,

Teresa (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Peter Cohen; fernando@sfic-409.org
Subject: Re: setting a meeting Re: Housing Element Reporting -- Admin Code Sec10E.4

Planning folks

Thanks for setting the meeting. We'll see you Wednesday (tomorrow) 2:00pm.
Best regards,

Peter and Fernando

On Mon, Feb 12, 2018 at 11:49 AM, Council of Community Housing Organizations
<ccho@sfic-409.0rg> wrote:

Thank you AnMarie. Deborah and Andrea, the best windows for us are Wednesday between
1-4pm or Tuesday after 3:30pm.
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Peter and Fernando

Council of Community Housing Organizations

Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103

415-882-0901 office

www.sfccho.org

On Mon, Feb 12, 2018 at 9:23 AM, Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>
wrote:
Good morning Peter & Fernando,

Thank you for sending the Admin Code section. We understand that that is the origin of this report
and we will continue to meet the requirements, as outlined. The current format is a product of both
the Code Requirements and previous Commissioner requests. The hearing on 2/22 will revisit the
Commission’s request for how the information is provided while continuing to provide all of the info
required by ordinance. A meeting to discuss in more detail is a good idea.

I’'m adding Andrea Green and Deborah Sanders to this email so that they can work on scheduling the
meeting. The Commission is scheduled to consider a new format at their 2/22 meeting. In other
emails about John’s schedule, it seems that he may not have availability for meetings until March.
(Andrea, can you advise about John’s availability?).

Deborah, can you coordinate with Peter and Fernando from CCHO about a meeting with me, them,
and ideally Teresa or Josh that would happen before 2/22? If any of the Planning Commissioners
(Commissioner Hillis & Commissioner Melgar) included on this email are interested in joining us,
please coordinate with their schedules too.

Much appreciated,

AnMarie Rodgers
Director of Citywide Planning

From: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.0rg]

Sent: Friday, February 09, 2018 4:37 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)

Cc: Rich Hillis; Myrna Melgar; Buckley, Jeff (MYR); fernando@sfic-409.org; Peter Cohen
Subject: Fwd: Housing Element Reporting -- Admin Code Sec 10E.4

John and Anmarie

Hi. We've heard afair amount of buzz about the Residential Pipeline Report (akathe
"Dashboard") and would ask that we have a meet with you and interested commissioners next
week in advance of the Thursday hearing.

From the staff's report at last week's meeting it sounds like there will be arevised Pipeline
Report format being presented to the Commission for approval this coming week. Asyou
know thisis akey quarterly snapshot that came from legislation several years ago to establish
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more robust and regular reporting on several indicators of housing pipeline performance. That
Admin Code section is attached here as quick reference for all on this email group. Changing
the format of the Dashboard all of a sudden is asurprise, and potentially a concern for all of us
who've been relying on that informative data report.

We much appreciate you finding atime to get together and talk through this together. Any
time on Wednesday between 1-4pm isflexible for us. Or Tuesday after 3:30pm.

Best regards,
Peter and Fernando

Council of Community Housing Organizations
Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement

[The entire original message is not included.]



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@amail.com); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Case 2016-007850ENV - 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 3:03:08 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

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: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:51 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Peskin, Aaron
(BOS); MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Case 2016-007850ENV - 88 Broadway

Good afternoon Honorable Members of the Planning
Commission. I'm sorry | will be unable to attend your
3/8/2018 Commission meeting. My name is Dennis
Hong, I'm a San Francisco resident (70+ years),
currently retired. | grew up in both North Beach and
Chinatown for more than 40+ years. This area between
Grant Ave., Broadway and the piers, was part of our
stomping grounds. Specifically pier 25 (?) we used to fish
off that pier. Sadly the pier is no more there.

Last week | was in receipt of this Projects NOA/IS/MND
notice. Since then | had a limited chance to review and
comment on this projects NOA / intent to Adopt a MND.
Miss Delumo is working on that now. | will be unable to
attend this meeting. | hope that I'm not premature with
my comments, but after reviewing this document online, |
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fully support the Project. Despite the shortage in
housing, especially for the "seniors", this is a wonderful
and unique project that | believe will help bridge that gap.
| hope you too will agree with me and support it. Besides
that, this project will make a great transition from the
North Beach thru this semi blighted area to the
Embarcadero and the water front. In addition to this, it
would be nice to put this Project in sinc with our late
Mayor Edwin Lees' Executive Directive to expedite this
process.

| believe the Planning department successfully
addressed all the issues the opposition/appellant had
and has done another great job with this document.
Incidentally, | worked on these type of EIR docs before
the computer generation or even the auto typewriters
were used. Back then it was the real cut and paste, white
outs and etc..

Finally, thank you for the opportunity for me to continue
to comment on these DEIR / Projects & the process.
Again, | look forward to your support of this project.

Please share this email with the project notes and it's
support. Should any one have a question to my email,
please feel free to get hold of me at
dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com

Best, Dennis Hong
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@amail.com); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin

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

Cc: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON UNITED STATES
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 9:37:12 AM

Attachments: 3.7.18 Sanctuary Lawsuit.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 07, 2018 9:30 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON UNITED STATES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, March 7, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**x STATEMENT ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON UNITED STATES
ATTORNEY GENERAL'SLAWSUIT

“This morning, United States Attorney General Jeff Sessions came into our state and attacked
our values, our policies and our people. In response to this stunt, I want my message to be
clear to Attorney General Sessions: your threats will not change who we are. They will not
deter our mission. They will not shake our beliefs.

Like California, San Francisco is a place of Sanctuary. We are a place where everyone can
strive to create a brighter future for themselves and their families. Our statutes arein
compliance with federal law. If the federal government believes thereis aneed to detain a
criminal, we will honor a crimina warrant, as we always have, and we always will.

We know that thisis not about enforcing federal law. Thisis about attacking communities and
residents who do not adhere to the government’ s fear-based and divisive agenda. This
administration believe in States' rights when it is convenient for their cause. They support
individual rights when it fits their political agenda.

But we will not be intimidated. No matter how hard the federal administration tries to export
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MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, March 7, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON UNITED STATES
ATTORNEY GENERAL’S LAWSUIT

“This morning, United States Attorney General Jeff Sessions came into our state and attacked
our values, our policies and our people. In response to this stunt, I want my message to be clear
to Attorney General Sessions: your threats will not change who we are. They will not deter our
mission. They will not shake our beliefs.

Like California, San Francisco is a place of Sanctuary. We are a place where everyone can strive
to create a brighter future for themselves and their families. Our statutes are in compliance with
federal law. If the federal government believes there is a need to detain a criminal, we will honor
a criminal warrant, as we always have, and we always will.

We know that this is not about enforcing federal law. This is about attacking communities and
residents who do not adhere to the government’s fear-based and divisive agenda. This
administration believe in States’ rights when it is convenient for their cause. They support
individual rights when it fits their political agenda.

But we will not be intimidated. No matter how hard the federal administration tries to export
their politics of fear, we will remain a city of love and compassion. We will remain a Sanctuary
City.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane
Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MOODY’'S AWARDS SAN FRANCISCO'S BOND RATINGS HIGHEST LEVELS IN CITY
HISTORY

Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 3:06:48 PM

Attachments: 3.8.18 Bond Ratinas Uparade.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 07, 2018 2:05 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MOODY'S AWARDS SAN FRANCISCO'S BOND RATINGS HIGHEST
LEVELS IN CITY HISTORY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, March 8, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***
MOODY’'SAWARDS SAN FRANCISCO’SBOND RATINGS

HIGHEST LEVELSINCITY HISTORY
Credit agency upgrades San Francisco ratings to highest possible levels

San Francisco, CA —Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that Moody’ s—one of the world’'s
“Big Three” credit agencies—has upgraded San Francisco’s bond ratings, resulting in highest
credit rating in the City’ s history.

The credit agency upgraded San Francisco General Obligation bond rating from Aal to Aaa,
the highest rating in its system. High credit ratings allow the City to issue debt at lower
borrowing costs.

“San Francisco isjustifiably being recognized for the efforts we have taken to become a
national model of responsible fiscal governance,” said Mayor Mark Farrell. “We are one of the
only mgjor citiesin the country to approve comprehensive pension reform and retiree
healthcare reform at the ballot box, and our City government has continually passed fiscally
sustainable budgets. This ratings increase could not have happened without the collaboration
and hard work of the Mayor’ s Budget Office, the Controller’s Office and the Board of
Supervisors. Our City has made great stridesin recent years, and | am proud to be Mayor for
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MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, March 8, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MOODY’S AWARDS SAN FRANCISCO’S BOND RATINGS
HIGHEST LEVELS IN CITY HISTORY

Credit agency upgrades San Francisco ratings to highest possible levels

San Francisco, CA — Mayor Mark Farrell today announced that Moody’s—one of the world’s
“Big Three” credit agencies—has upgraded San Francisco’s bond ratings, resulting in highest
credit rating in the City’s history.

The credit agency upgraded San Francisco General Obligation bond rating from Aal to Aaa, the
highest rating in its system. High credit ratings allow the City to issue debt at lower borrowing
costs.

“San Francisco is justifiably being recognized for the efforts we have taken to become a national
model of responsible fiscal governance,” said Mayor Mark Farrell. “We are one of the only
major cities in the country to approve comprehensive pension reform and retiree healthcare
reform at the ballot box, and our City government has continually passed fiscally sustainable
budgets. This ratings increase could not have happened without the collaboration and hard work
of the Mayor’s Budget Office, the Controller’s Office and the Board of Supervisors. Our City
has made great strides in recent years, and I am proud to be Mayor for this historic moment.”

The rating upgrade was attributed to the City’s operating revenue growth, long-term
strengthening in the City’s economy, tax base and socioeconomic profile and demonstrated
record of sustainable budgeting and financial management practices. Moody’s also cited San
Francisco’s role as a regional economic center, effective management of liabilities, as well as the
strength of the voter-approved, unlimited property tax pledge securing the bonds.

Under the stewardship of former Mayor Ed Lee, Mayor Farrell and the Board of Supervisors,
San Francisco has invested historic levels of funding in the City’s reserves, with rainy day
reserves now with a $449 million balance. This represents a remarkable improvement since the
last downturn and a historic high for the City. As Moody’s notes, voter-adopted measures in the
past eight years have also served to better manage the City’s key long-term liabilities.

“As Chair of the Budget Committee, I’'m proud of our work in balancing the City’s budget,
building adequate reserves and planning for San Francisco's financial future,” said Supervisor
Malia Cohen. “Moody’s upgrade is a recognition of the strength of our City’s economy and the
budgeting procedures we've put in place.”

The City concluded its annual rating meetings with Moody’s, Standard & Poor’s and Fitch in
November 2017. In February 2018, the City requested ratings in connection with the upcoming
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

sale of approximately $76.71 million in general obligation bonds for recreation and park
facilities projects and $174.59 million in general obligation bonds for transportation
infrastructure and facilities.

The City expects to sell the bonds in the coming weeks. Today, Standard & Poor’s affirmed the
rating on general obligation bonds and other long-term obligations at AA+/AA, respectively, and
revised San Francisco’s outlook to positive from stable. The Fitch rating is still pending.

HH#
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this historic moment.”

The rating upgrade was attributed to the City’ s operating revenue growth, long-term
strengthening in the City’ s economy, tax base and socioeconomic profile and demonstrated
record of sustainable budgeting and financial management practices. Moody’ s also cited San
Francisco’srole as aregional economic center, effective management of liabilities, aswell as
the strength of the voter-approved, unlimited property tax pledge securing the bonds.

Under the stewardship of former Mayor Ed Lee, Mayor Farrell and the Board of Supervisors,
San Francisco has invested historic levels of funding in the City’ s reserves, with rainy day
reserves now with a $449 million balance. This represents a remarkable improvement since
the last downturn and a historic high for the City. AsMoody’s notes, voter-adopted measures
in the past eight years have also served to better manage the City’ s key long-term liabilities.

“As Chair of the Budget Committee, I’'m proud of our work in balancing the City’ s budget,
building adequate reserves and planning for San Francisco's financial future,” said Supervisor
Malia Cohen. “Moody’ s upgrade is a recognition of the strength of our City’s economy and
the budgeting procedures we've put in place.”

The City concluded its annual rating meetings with Moody’s, Standard & Poor’s and Fitchin
November 2017. In February 2018, the City requested ratings in connection with the
upcoming sale of approximately $76.71 million in general obligation bonds for recreation and
park facilities projects and $174.59 million in general obligation bonds for transportation
infrastructure and facilities.

The City expects to sell the bonds in the coming weeks. Today, Standard & Poor’ s affirmed
the rating on general obligation bonds and other long-term obligations at AA+/AA,
respectively, and revised San Francisco’s outlook to positive from stable. The Fitch rating is
still pending.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: MILICENT JOHNSON (milicentjohnsonsf@amail.com); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Melgar. Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter from MPNA - Central SOMA Plan Legislation

Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 3:12:59 PM

Attachments: MPNA - Central Soma Plan Letter.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: chris@middlepolk.org [mailto:chris@middlepolk.org]

Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 1:58 PM

To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Wertheim, Steve (CPC)
Cc: Corrette, Moses (BOS)

Subject: Letter from MPNA - Central SOMA Plan Legislation

Please see the attached letter from the Middle Polk Neighborhood Association's regarding
specific amendments to the Central SOMA Plan legislation.

Thank you,
-Chris Gembinski

MPNA Chair
916-300-5704
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association
March 6, 2018
(by e-mail only)

Steve Wertheim
Planning Department
City and County of San Francisco

RE: Central Soma Plan Legislation — Requests for Amendments
Dear Mr. Wertheim:

We wanted to first thank you and the rest of planning staff for all of the work and thought that
has gone into the Central Soma Plan. We are broadly supportive of the plan provided that it
maximizes housing under the existing EIR. We write to offer some specific amendments in the
realm of pedestrian safety and sustainable transportation. We are request five specific changes.

Amendment 1

Planning Code section 145.4 (required active ground floor uses) - please include something for
BOTH sides of Second Street - not just the west side; as the east side of Second Street also
should be pedestrian oriented with fine grain storefronts. Please require active ground floor uses
along Fourth Street as it is a major pedestrian street that follows the Central Subway and it is the
major walking route from Caltrain - between Townsend and Folsom.

Amendment 2

Planning Code section 151.1 must be amended. It currently provides, “Dwelling Units in MUG
District within the Central SoMa SUD and the CMUO Districts P up to one car for each two
Dwelling Units; NP above 0.50 cars for each Dwelling Unit.” This section should be .25 rather
than .5 for parcels close to Caltrain where we should be encourage car free housing along
Townsend Street between Third and Sixth. The most concerning are the large developments
sites in this stretch.

Amendment 3

The non-residential parking needs to be more limited to keep in the sprit of transit oriented
development. The plan currently reads, “Office uses in the CMUO District P up to one car per

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918
http://www.middlepolk.org
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Middle Polk Neighborhood Association

3,500 square feet of Occupied Floor Area.” This permitted-office parking needs to be
substantially reduced or eliminated. Parking garages result in more commuters driving into the
City must be discouraged.

Amendment 4

Greater care has to be given to the alleys of Central SOMA, please amend Planning Code section
155(r)(2) to protect all Central Soma Alleys given that there very nature they are pedestrian first
and cars can barely squeeze through theses alleys.

Amendment 5

Central SOMA must preserve and enhance nightlife by adopting a prop-x —like replacement
requirement. This would require any entertainment or bar use to be replaced 1-for-1 in a new
development or at a smaller percentage than 1-for-1 if the new space is offered at below-market-
rate.

We look forward to working with the department on ensuring that these changes are effectuated.

Sincerely,

Chris Gembinski
Chair

MPNA

Cc:  John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
Jane Kim, Supervisor, District 6
Commissions Secretary (for distribution to the Planning Comission.)

PO Box 640918
San Francisco, CA 94164-0918
http://www.middlepolk.org






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Diane

Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Executive Directive 18-01 2020 Census: An Accurate, Complete, and Inclusive Count of San Francisco"s
Population

Date: Thursday, March 08, 2018 8:54:19 AM

Attachments: Executive Directive 18 01 2020 Census An Accurate Complete and Inclusive Count of San Francisco"s

Population.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 4:53 PM

To: CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; Ojeda, Teresa (CPC)

Subject: FW: Executive Directive 18-01 2020 Census: An Accurate, Complete, and Inclusive Count of
San Francisco's Population

From: MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 4:49 PM

To: MYR-ALL Department Heads

Cc: MYR-AIl Department Head Assistant

Subject: Executive Directive 18-01 2020 Census: An Accurate, Complete, and Inclusive Count of San
Francisco's Population

Dear Department Heads:
Please find attached an Executive Directive from Mayor Mark E. Farrell.

Thank you,

Caitlin Jacobson

Special Assistant to the Mayor

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 200
San Francisco, CA

Tel: 415.554.6910
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MARK FARRELL
MAYOR

QFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE 18-01
2020 CENSUS: AN ACCURATE, COMPLETE AND INCLUSIVE COUNT
OF SAN FRANCISCO’S POPULATION

March 6, 2018

The 2020 Census, one of the most important and comprehensive mass mobilization events in the United
States, will occur on April 1, 2020, affecting every comimunity, municipality, city, county, state and
tribal area in the nation. Mandated by the U.S. Constitution, the census has been conducted every 10
years since 1790 to provide an accurate and trustworthy count of every person living in the United
States (including all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and Island Areas).

An accurate, complete, unbiased and nonpartisan count is essential. However, the 2020 Census will
be extremely challenging given increased privacy concerns, attempts to politicize a nonpartisan effort,
intense distrust of the federal government, and increased levels of fear among immigrants and
vulnerable communities.

It is critical to San Francisco that we conduct an accurate, complete, fair and inclusive count of
every resident, regardless of status.

Each person in San Francisco who is counted impacts:

Our Voice: - Apportionment, Congressional seats and representation in state and local government;

Qur Community Services: - Vital programs, infrastructure and services such as schools, hospitals,
roads, public transportation, emergency food and shelter, senior programs, and economic
empowerment zones; and,

Our Fuir Share of Funding: Federal funding formulas and annual distribution of over $600 billion
each year for essential City programs and setvices over the next decade.

It is absolutely critical that each and every resident and community member in San Francisco
participate fully in the 2020 Census. This will require the active involvenient and cooperation of ALL
San Francisco city departments.

Therefore, by virtue of the power and authority vested in my by Section 3.100 of the San Francisco
Charter to provide administeation and oversight of all departments and governmental units in the
executive branch of the City and County of San Francisco, I do hereby issue this Executive Directive
to become effective immediately:

1 BR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
San FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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Planning, Preparation and Implementation- the City Administrator’s Office of Civic
Engagement & Immigrant Affairs (OCEIA), is hereby re-authorized to oversee the planning,
coordination, grantmaking and implementation of San Francisco’s outreach and education efforts
to ensure an accurate, complete, fair and inclusive count of all residents throughout the 2020
Census campaign. OCEIA will staff the San Francisco Complete Count Committee and coordinate
activities with the U.S. Census Bureau and State of California Census teams.

Establishment of Complete Count Committee- A diverse Complete Count Committee is key to
successfully reaching all segments of the community, in particular, historically hard-to-count,
underrepresented populations, therefore, I am establishing the San Francisco 2020 Census
Complete Count Committee (“SFCCC™) whose volunteer members will work with the City and
community to develop outreach and education strategies. SFCCC members reflecting the City’s
diversity will be announced by OCEIA and the City Administrator no later than April 1, 2018.

Ensuring Privacy and Confidentiality- All City Departments and Agencies will work with
OCEIA and the City Attorney’s Office to ensure that employees and partners are trained on laws
ensuring the confidentiality of information for the census. No identifying information provided,
collected or recorded by City employees in connection with 2020 Census efforts, including address
verification of standard and non-standard dwelling units, may be used for enforcement actions of
any kind.

Ensuring Inclusion of All Residents and Communities- OCEIA will coordinate activities with
city agencies and community partners to ensure that outreach and education efforts are inclusive
and fair. All residents, regardless of the language spoken, will be provided with accurate, timely
information.

Ensuring Department Participation and Interagency Coordination- Every Department Head
will designate a senior-level program or constituency relations staff representative to serve as a
primary point of contact to OCEIA for the 2020 Census. Departments will partner and actively
participate in any and all 2020 Census-related committees and activities established by the City.

This Executive Directive will take effect immediately and will remain in place until rescinded by future
written communication. For questions regarding the 2020 Census or implementation of this Executive
Directive, please contact the Office of Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs, Executive Director
Adrienne Pon, at (415) 581.2360, civic.engagement@sfgov.org.

V783

Mark Farrell
Mayor, City & County of San Francisco






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis
Cc: Son. Chanbory (CPC)
Subject: FW: 88 Broadway PMND Appeal (2016--007850ENV) - Public Comments
Date: Thursday, March 08, 2018 9:53:51 AM
Attachments: 88 Broadway Appeal Comments.pdf
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Jonas P. lonin,
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: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 5:07 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC); Fordham, Chelsea (CPC)

Subject: RE: 88 Broadway PMND Appeal (2016--007850ENV) - Public Comments

Hi,

If you have not yet forwarded the PDF | sent earlier to the Planning Commission, and it is not too
late. Three additional emails came in and are included in the attached version of the comments.

Regards,

Jenny Delumo
Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B e B & X

From: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 2:44 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC); Fordham, Chelsea (CPC)

Subject: 88 Broadway PMND Appeal (2016--007850ENV) - Public Comments
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From: Dana Andreoli

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway - Bridge + The John Stewart Company
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 7:44:57 PM

Dear Ms. Delumo and Mr. Hillis:

I am a resident of San Francisco and live in the Telegraph Hill neighborhood. I am
writing to express my support for Bridge + The John Stewart Company's proposed
affordable housing development project at 88 Broadway. Among the proposed
project’'s many worthy components, housing for the formerly homeless population is
desperately and urgently needed in this city. | urge you to dismiss the appeal of the
Negative Declaration, not allow the project to be obstructed by lengthy and
unnecessary studies and reporting which will only make the project more costly and
less affordable.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.

Dana M. Andreoli

Steyer Lowenthal Boodrookas
Alvarez & Smith LLP

cell: +1.415.205.4304
dana.andreoli@gmail.com




mailto:dana.andreoli@gmail.com


mailto:Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org


mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com


mailto:dana.andreoli@gmail.com







From: Judy O"Shea

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway Must Go Through
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 9:00:32 AM

Gentle People,

I adore Mark Bruno. He's a North Beach treasure. But in the case of 88 Broadway, he’s just wrong. First
for representing a group that won't identify themselves, second for trying to stop 182 affordable living
units out of the very neighborhood he works so hard for. This affordable housing project was a god-
send to the socio-economic diversity of North Beach that makes it such a wonderful place to live, and |
do live there and have for the past twenty-three years.

We know that the city has a housing crisis, that it takes forever to get plans through our approval
process, and this one has passed through all the hoops. Why stop it now? (And especially because of
an appeal from a group who refuses to identify themselves?) Our neighborhood was a leader in the
development of our wonderful organization that provides triage for homeless, North Beach Citizens, we
have fought for diverse housing so we can maintain our village...PLEASE do not stop this project.

I would be there in person, but I'll be at a memorial for another fighter for the marginalized of San
Francisco, Robert Lee, M.D., who counseled the homeless: He was a strong supporter of 88 Broadway.

Most sincerely in support of 88 Broadway,

Judy O’'Shea
199 Chestnut, SF
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From: phil williams

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; jcrane@f-sc.com
Subject: 88 Broadway Please approve this project now!
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 3:36:41 PM

We seniors living on telegraph hill need affordable housing today1

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Bri Belur

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway Project
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 4:17:41 PM

Hi Jenny & Riche,

As a San Francisco resident, 1 would like to express my full support for the
development project 88 Broadway. This city needs more projects like this one to
help address some of our massive housing problems. Delaying it further only denies
housing to citizens of this community who desperately need it.

Fondly,
-Bri Belur
SF Resident
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From: Allison Vigil

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillssf@amail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway Project

Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 3:47:12 PM
Hello,

I am a long time resident of San Francisco (proudly born and raised), and | wanted
to assert my stance on the proposed 88 Broadway project. | think the project will
add great value to the community. It is important that this project come to fruition.
Please consider my comments as someone who cares deeply about San Francisco,

my home.Thanks for your time.

Sincerely,
Ally Vigil
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From: Harvey Hacker

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Janet Crane
Subject: 88 Broadway Project

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 8:50:39 AM
Jenny

| was astonished to learn that negative declaration on environmental impacts has
been challenged. 88 Broadway is a good project and the challenge should be denied.

Harvey Hacker

Harvey Hacker Architects
344 Harriet Street, Suite 101
San Francisco 94103
415.957.0579 tel
415.957.5851 fax

www.harveyhacker.com
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From: Adam Levine

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Subject: 88 Broadway Support

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:37:29 PM
Ms. Delumo,

I am writing to voice my strong support for the 88 Broadway project located at the
intersection of Broadway and Front. This is precisely type of infill, mixed income,
mixed use development that San Francisco needs.

This project will serve up to 20% formerly homeless residents, will provide
affordable housing options for moderate income households, and will offer dedicated
units for the city's elderly population.

The San Francisco Planning Department has already issued a Negative Declaration,
indicating that the project does not pose a significant environmental impact. There is
now an appeal filed against this declaration in an effort to slow the already
cumbersome approval and development process.

As a resident of San Francisco, | urge to support this project and uphold the original
Negative Declaration.

Sincerely,

Adam Levine
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From: Demetri Polites

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Regina Sneed; richhillssf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway project
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 7:48:52 PM

Dear Ms. Defumo and Mr. Hills:

| recently learned of the affordable housing proposal for 88 Broadway in San Francisco.
Without knowing all the particulars it seems to me it should go forward for the following
reasons:

1. The project has been through extensive agency reviews and 22 public hearings

2. It conforms 100% to the current Planning Code

3. The City has an affordable housing crisis. This project provides housing for seniors and
people crucial to SF like teachers and firefighters .

4. This is exactly the type of project that San Franciscans have said that they want to see on

Port owned lands.
5. The group behind this appeal will not reveal their identity so the true motive behind slowing

this project down cannot be determined.
Your thoughtful consideration is appreciated.

Demetri Polites, M.D.
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From: regina sneed

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com

Subject: 88 Broadway project

Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 7:35:05 PM

Dear members of the Planning Commission:

I write to support your approval of this 100% affordable housing project that will serve seniors and
families without further environmental review. | have been following this project because | know both
Bridge Housing and the John Stewart Company are excellent builders of quality affordable housing in
the city.

As an environmental activist and a past President of San Francisco Tomorrow and a former City
Environment Commissioner during the Commission’s first year, | am very familiar with the requirements
and this project meets them without variances and has not even asked for eligible density bonuses to
add additional stories.

There have been numerous hearings, some of which | have watched on the city government channel.
There is no public interest in delaying approval of this project. | urge you to move it forward without
delay.

I am unable to attend the March 9, 2018 hearing because | will be attending a memorial service for Bob
Lee.

Thank you for your consideration.
Regina Sneed

San Francisco resident since 1971
Sent from my iPad
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From: Sara Sabin

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:56:52 PM

Dear Ms. Delumo & Mr. Hillis -

As a resident of SF, | have been following the project at 88 Broadway for the last
year and would like you to know that | fully support the project moving forward.

This housing project will provide MUCH needed housing to a group of middle-income
earners who would be able to afford a house in any other city as they have GOOD
jobs, but due to the cost of living in SF, cannot afford proper housing. I'm asking
that we help some of our teachers be able to afford to live in the city they teach

in!

| fully support this project not only because of the middle-income earners who need
a reasonable place to live - but for a multitude of other benefits that this new
project would bring to the neighborhood.

Thank you!
Sara Sabin

2235 Broadway, #16
SF, CA 94115
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From: Janet Jones

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; jcrane@f-sc.com
Subject: 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:01:56 PM
Ms Delumo

I am writing to support affordable housing at 88 Broadway. | understand
that there have been two years of design, reviews by numerous agencies
and 22 public hearings, and that the group behind this appeal will not
reveal its identity. We need this housing and it conforms to the planning
code. Further delay by an unknown group seems unreasonable and not in
the best interests of our city. Thank you. Janet Jones

Janet Boeth Jones

1 400 Geary Blvd # 1107
SF CA 94109-9306

(415) 771-9908
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From: Rob Mignola

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 3:40:52 PM
Hello,

As a resident of San Francisco, | fully support of the project at 88 Broadway. | think that it would be a
tremendous benefit to the community and love to see developments that help the homeless and senior
populations. Not to mention all the families that will benefit from this. From what it sounds like, this is
a "win win" situation for everyone. Thank you!

Rob Mignola
3536 Lawton Street
San Francisco, CA 94122
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From: K&P

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; jcrane@f-sc.com
Subject: 88 Broadway

Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 10:39:46 AM

Dear Planning committee members,

There has been an extensive permitting process for a 100% affordable housing project at 88
Broadway The project sponsors are Bridge Housing and the John Stewart Company, both leaders
in providing affordable housing in this region. The proposed community includes 52 senior
housing units and 130 family units and is 100% compliant with the City's Planning Code, requiring
no variances. In fact, it could be 3 stories taller by the most recent code changes to favor
affordable housing, but the project sponsors decided to forgo that density bonus. This project
meets our goals for new housing to help maintain low income/middle income housing in our city.

1. The project has been through extensive agency reviews and 22 public hearings

2. It conforms 100% to the current Planning Code

3. The City has an affordable housing crisis. This project provides housing for seniors
and people crucial to SF like teachers and firefighters .

4. This is exactly the type of project that San Franciscans have said that they want to
see on Port owned lands.

5. The group behind this appeal will not reveal their identity so the true motive behind
slowing this project down cannot be determined.

Please allow this project to proceed without further delay.

Thank you,
Karen Liao

154 Lombard St
SF, CA 94111
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From: Ann Gossman

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com

Subject: 88 Broadway

Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 4:23:18 PM

I wish to support going forward on housing proposed for teachers, etc. at 88 Broadway. Sincerely,
ann Gossman

Sent from my iPad
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From: Elora Anthony

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 4:54:02 PM

To Whom It May Concern --

I am a resident of San Francisco for the past 12 years and have been following the
development activity surrounding the 88 Broadway project.

I am expressing my full support for the project for a number of reasons, but most
especially because that it will add to our City's much-needed housing stock.

My husband (born and raised in SF) and | (immigrated to SF Bay Area at 5 years
old) do not take for granted the luck we've been handed that allows us to live and
work in this City. We are fully aware that this luck can run out at any time if/when
our landlord decides to increase our rent, eventually causing us to leave this City
altogether. We are fortunate, but there are so many others that are not.

This project is much needed. It is so incredibly obvious. How much longer will it be
delayed at the cost of lost housing opportunities for hard-working people?

Thank you.
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From: taylor upchurch

To: richhillissf@amail.com; Delumo, Jenny (CPC)
Subject: 88 Broadway
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:25:38 PM

Good afternoon,

I'm writing you to express my strong support for the proposed mixed-use project at
88 Broadway, in advance of the SFPC hearing on Thursday.

As a resident of SF for almost 14 years, I've witnessed the disastrous effects of the
city's persistent lack of affordable housing for seniors, formerly homeless, and the
working class in general. For a 178-unit project which directly addresses each of
those groups to be potentially ground to a halt over a complaint about parking
spaces would be simply ludicrous, given its proximity to public transit. I sincerely
hope that the Planning Commission will agree that the city's dire need for new
projects such as this one should supersede the complaints of one community group,
particularly when so many other groups in the community already strongly support
the project as well.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Taylor Upchurch
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From: Rod Freebairn-Smith

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Moore, Kathrin (CPC)

Subject: 88 Broadway: letter in favor of the project and against the appeal of the PMND
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 11:39:08 AM

Attachments: Letter in support of 88 Broadway.pdf

Dear Ms Delumo and Planning Commission President Hillis:

| attach a letter in favor of the 88 Broadway affordable housing project and in
opposition to the appeal of the Negative Declaration.

I write this as a 47 year resident of Telegraph Hill and North Beach, Principal of
Freebairn-Smith & Crane Architects, 11 year Civic Design Commissioner for the San
Francisco Arts Commission, former 2 term President of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers, 8
year member of the SPUR Board of Directors, 6 year member of the SF Port/City
North East Waterfront Citizens Advisory Committee and Visiting Professor of
Architecture and Harvard/MIT, UC Berkeley, Stanford and the University of Rome.

Working with these organizations, | have spent years of my professional life
advocating for community serving uses like this project in the Northern Waterfront
neighborhoods.

I am unable to attend the hearing in person as it conflicts with a memorial service
for Robert Lee, a very important member of our community.

I urge you to act promptly and decisively to dismiss this appeal. The
Planning Department's draft motion defends the conclusions of the
original Negative Declaration with great thoroughness.

Sincerely,

Rod Freebairn-Smith
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From: Rod Freebairn-Smith <rfs@f-sc.com>
Subject: Building Needed Affordable Housing
Date: March 6, 2018 1:34:48 AM PST

88 Broadway:

Affordable Housing

(52 Senior, 130 Family Units)
Suggestions for the 8 March Hearing;
In support of this project.

President and
Commissioners,

San Francisco
Planning Commission:

Written Testimony Urging
Continuing Your Approvals
of this Project without further
delays; urging your direction
to let the PMND stand
unchallenged.

Honorable Commissioners:
Likely pressed for time? Then read only
captions on the right hand column.

If time allows, my remarks of this
project's setting and its planning
background may interest you.
Some lengthy observations are
listed below in this left column.

Some project justifications

are offered: discussion from us,

the 50 year N.E. District 3 residents,
so many of whom are solidly behind
this project. We hope you will

find ways to expedite this

long needed housing.

Rod Freebairn-Smith
(some qualifications
are listed below)

President, Honorable Planning
Commissioners, some thoughts
regarding affordable housing
and the 88 Broadway project
follow.









BUILDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
N.E. EMBARCADERO, DISTRICT 3

A City Development Perspective:
In the sixties and seventies, 50-60 years ago,
we made exhausting local effort and even
national appeals to Senators Cranston (for SF),
Magnuson (for Seattle) Tip O’Neil (Boston)
seeking to fund removal of elevated

freeway structures blocking residents' and visitors'
views and connection to the waterfronts of
three maijor port cities. Two (SF and Boston)
were successful; one more, (Seattle), may be
successful by 2020-2025. Locally, we

still thank Loma Prieta in 19891

Slow, Steady Success
of Our Long Term
Embarcadero Planning,
and Bay Fronting Port

Properties

Decades of hearings, ballot issues, citizen
agreements precede this addition of

housing along the North Embarcadero.

A broad political voter base supports it.

Not only San Francisco's housing advocates,
but the will of a majority of our voters.

From a Supervisiorial, Mayoral, and Commission
perspective we cannot, now in the 11th hour,

allow petty infighting from spoilers who want to undo
two long years of broad, citizen based planning
housing for this site.. The public objectives

of the appeal aren't clear; it fails in facts and argument..

For example, Columbus Avenue studies showed
us large evening and week-end vacancies in
the Embarcadero Center's multi-level garaging.
Shared-use of that parking's over-capacity
would seem ideally timed for the parking needs
of the Exploratorium, a future Zinzani, etc..

The location, and the housing design now under
your review unguestionably meets years of San
Franciscans' testimony pleading to assist mitigate
even a small portion of today's lower middle
income housing displacements, a crisis

so aggravated by our inflated housing costs.

Public Frustration with

Commissions and Government
Along with this decade's increasing need

for far more affordable housing, we would
greatly benefit from faster governmental
reviews and approval, by a smoother pipeline.
Not easily done! Unfortunately, it seems only
to happen in wartime. I'll not go there.

A site of high public expectation,
50 to 60 years in planning preparation
dating to removal of elevated freeway.

Very broad local and city support

Unclear, weak  legal challenge,
crucially needed affordable housing
must not fall victim to a minor,
questionable legal challenge.

Loss of surface parking unlikely

to be felt due to a large surplus

of evening and week-end parking
under Golden Gateway offices and
beneath commercial structures









The public's frustration is palpable.

In this 88 Broadway project, can the
Planning Commission help us by going
forward "by Right". i.e. very Quickly. By
approving without conditions the addition
of housing on this previously approved site,
built within all necessary controls?

In District 3, probably citywide, frustration
underlies low turn-outs and voter cynicism.

In response, Supervisors, Mayor, and Commissions

must find new ways to accelerate these urgent
projects.

The Broader CA Political Setting
Creates Additional Urgency Here

The mood statewide. particularly in Sacramento:

If a project conforms to all controls, then that project

must receive the assist of fast-track reviews.

Even here in progressive SF, our own
boggy permit procedures frequently result
in a powerful anti-governmental backlash,
(we need to be more aware of that
professionally, and to respond).

Approval ef the use of our limited urban land
must remain in the hands of elected and of

our appointed representatives; but we must find
ways to provide project oversight using faster
procedures. Another threshold for Al support?

Today's building industry financing,
design, approvals, and construction
procedures are simply too slow to

meet the needs of the 50 million
Californians who will live here

by 2050. Fear of that growth may be a
useful constraint on it, but reasonable
analysts believe those extra millions are
inevitable, not going away, and we must
have systems to provide housing for them.

Might you be interested in demonstrating
at a local Commission's level, that we -
are in fact capable of moving a project's,
(i.e. this project) implementation within

a compressed calendar, impressively
faster all the way to project occupancy?

This 88 housing proposal is a
poster child in the City's affordable
program; we expect its progress
can be exemplary for reasonable
speed of housing production
badly needed.

We recognize Sacramento's and
California’s pressure to demonstrate

that we can, locally, get our clogged
housing delivery unstuck at the approval,
and governmental levels,

without State interventions. We must
not let small challenges lengthen

the calendar on 88 Broadway.









Commissioners and Staff:

Your tireless reviews, your nights reéding,
site visits, departmental staff work, etc. etc.
on critical city forming matters, on urban
fabric that so dramatically expresses

our political/cultural values.... those many
hours of your daily work are highly appreciated...
not just by those of us in the profession,
but by a major portion of the public-at-large
who we rarely hear from in your support.

| speak sympathetically from 11years of
public hearings, often attacked, well meant
years similarly given as a commissioner.

R.T. Freebairn-Smith
Architect/Principal,
Freebairn-Smith & Crane
LEED AP

Planning, Urban Design,
Architecture

880 Lombard Street
San Francisco,

CA 94133

rf-s @f-sc.com
415-290-8225 cel.

B.Arch., M.Arch, Stanford,
M.Arch&Urb. Des., M.L.T.
NCARB, SAH, RIIA

Life Memb. Society of
Architectural Historians

SF Arts Commission,
Civic Design Commissioner
11 years

Board of Directors, SPUR 8 years

SFPort/City: North East Waterfront
Citizens Advisory Coimmittee
(NEWAG) 6 years

Visiting Prof: Harvard/MIT; UC Berk.,
University of Rome; Stanford.

Twice President: Telegraph Hill
Dwellers














From: L Johns

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Janet Crane

Subject: 88 Broadway/yes

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 1:47:24 PM

Hello, I'm a Tel Hill resident who supports the construction of new affordable housing at 88
Broadway. The action filed against it is exactly what gives EIR a bad name. We need EIR in
many cases but not this one. Who is paying for this?! Using a local we all know, with a great
heart for neighbors in distress. Why is he doing this?!

If support for the project counts in how you respond to his action, put this email in the +
column. SF desperately needs housing. There isn't a lot of empty space in District 3 to do its
share. With this project, we start!

I work every day across the street from 88 Broadway and can attest that new housing there
will not interfere with anything visible or atmospheric except the existing parking lot,
undoubtedly convenient for white collar business in the area but a reasonable sacrifice for
new housing. Especially the affordable housing proposed here!

Thank you for doing all you can to move this project along. Regards, Lucy Johns 561
Greenwich St SF CA 94133.




mailto:ljohns@metacosmos.org


mailto:Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org


mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com


mailto:jcrane@f-sc.com







From: Jeanne Milligan

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com

Subject: Affordable Housing 88 Broadway March 9, 1:00 p.m. hearing
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 10:50:00 AM

Before the Commission on March 8", as | understand it, is a brief from North
Beach resident, Marc Bruno. As a nearly 40 year resident of Telegraph Hill,
although not presently living there, | am well aware of Marc Bruno as a voice of
dissent on many projects. On this particular project, he represents the worst of
that community’s attitude known as NIMBYism.

North Beach is not so precious, that it cannot extend some additional height
and/or depth to projects such as affordable housing, that is desperately
needed in this city, and particularly in North Beach. He wants it built
somewhere else? Not here!

A full EIR is NOT warranted in this instance, the developers have the experience
and the commitment to take responsibility for the issues that will impact this
neighborhood.

As you know, the project has been through extensive agency reviews and 22
public hearings

2. It conforms 100% to the current Planning Code

3. The City has an affordable housing crisis. This project provides housing for
seniors and people crucial to SF like teachers and firefighters .

4. This is exactly the type of project that San Franciscans have said that they
want to see on Port owned lands.

5. The group behind this appeal will not reveal their identity so the true motive
behind slowing this project down cannot be determined.

Who is Marc Bruno representing? This is an frivolous demand on
his part and | implore the Commission to deny his request.

| cannot attend this meeting, but would like to represent myself with this
communication.

Thank you.

Jeanne Milligan
(415)613-8435
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From: Patricia Franks

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Janet Crane
Subject: Affordable Housing Project 88 Broadway
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 10:54:13 AM

Dear Ms. Delumo,

I am writing in support of moving forward with this housing project without delay. The project has been
under design and review by numerous public agencies and has had 22 public hearings over a period
two years.

Now a challenge has been mounted by an appeal by Mr. Marc Bruno to the Planning Commission to
require that the project undergo a full Environmental Impact Review, which will take another two years.
Mr. Bruno has said he has mounted this challenge as a favor to an organization that he cannot name.

I am a senior who has lived in the northeast part of San Francisco for more than forty years. | know
firsthand of seniors--people like me--and others who are in desperate need of affordable housing.

Please consider these arguments in favor of the project:

1. It conforms 100% to the current Planning Code.

2. The City has an affordable housing crisis. This project provides housing for seniors and people
crucial to the community like teachers and firefighters.

3. This is exactly the type of project that San Franciscans have said that they want to see on Port-
owned lands.

4. The group behind this appeal will not reveal their identity so the true motive behind slowing this
project down cannot be determined.

Sincerely,

Patricia E. Franks

899 Green Street Apt 506
San Francisco, CA 94133
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From: MARIA MANSI

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillssf@gmail.com; Crane, Janet
Subject: Affordable Housing at 88 Broadway
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 10:26:57 AM

| am writing to ask you to vote in favor of this project. This city is in desperate need of
affordable housing. This program has been through extensive agency reviews and
public hearings and conforms 100% to the planning code. It is ludicrous that an entity
that even refuses to give its name should have the potential to stop a project that is
so badly needed by so many people. Please dismiss Marc Bruno's challenge to this
project. Help keep San Francisco a city that cares.

Marie Mansi
Registered voter




mailto:mjzlvr@comcast.net


mailto:Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org


mailto:richhillssf@gmail.com


mailto:jcrane@f-sc.com







From: Sheila Collins

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com

Subject: Affordable Housing

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 11:27:24 AM

I am writing in favor of affordable housing in SanFrancisco. When | began teaching
in 1965, | was one of the few teachers

from out of state who was not living in his/her family home..Rents were fairly high
then but most were able to find reasonable housing

by sharing with others in the same boat. However, time has changed drastically
since then and teachers are having to commute from further and further away,
leaving little time for work-related responsibilities and for time with their families. It
seems that housing for city workers such as teachers, police officers, firefighters,
medical emergency aides is the only solution to this problem. The challenge to

this plan is irresponsible and without merit.

sheila collins
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From: Aaron Thornton

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Marie Debor
Cc: Bill Leddy; Mario Russo; Don Lusty
Subject: Appeal Hearing Presentation Materials
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 11:03:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
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image004.png

image005.png

Jenny.

Could you send us a copy of the packet that was sent to the planning commission for Thursday’s

appeal hearing.
It would also be helpful if we could see the presentation planning will be making to the commission.

In case the conversation turns to design issues, we could also bring a few slides in addition to the
PMND images we submitted last week

Could we incorporate those as an addenda to your presentation?

Or we could bring a flash drive to have on hand if needed.

Thanks.

Aaron Thornton AIA
Senior Associate

LEDDY MAYTUM STACY ARCHITECTS

677 Harrison Street, San Francisco, CA 94107
415.495.1700 x 304

www.Imsarch.com

2017 National AIA Architecture Firm Award Recipient

From: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) [mailto:jenny.delumo@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 1, 2018 5:21 PM

To: Marie Debor <mdebor@bridgehousing.com>

Cc: Aaron Thornton <athornton@Imsarch.com>

Subject: RE: Appeal hearing

Let me get back to you once | see the final agenda. It never hurts to get there at the start, but
depending on which projects are ahead of us it could take a while.

Jenny Delumo
Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B e« 0 & X

From: Marie Debor [mailto:mdebor@bridgehousing.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 5:13 PM

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)
Cc: Aaron Thornton
Subject: RE: Appeal hearing

Great. Thanks for the update. | believe the hearing starts at 1 pm. Do you suggest we be there at the
start of the meeting?

Marie

Marie Debor | Vice President of Development
BRIDGE Housing | D: 949-229-7075 | C: 949-500-8866 | mdebor@ bridgehousing.com

From: Delumo, Jenny (CPC) [mailto:jenny.delumo@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 1, 2018 5:11 PM

To: Marie Debor <mdebor@bridgehousing.com>
Cc: Aaron Thornton <athornton@Imsarch.com>
Subject: RE: Appeal hearing

Hi Marie,

| do not have an agenda yet, but believe we will be the fourth project under the regular calendar.
The agenda should be up by tomorrow afternoon.

Jenny

Jenny Delumo
Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B e 0 & X

From: Marie Debor [mailto:mdebor@bridgehousing.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 5:08 PM

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)
Cc: Aaron Thornton
Subject: Appeal hearing
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Jenny,

We checked the Planning Commission’s website to see if an agenda is already available for the
appeal hearing. | couldn’t find it posted yet and thought | would check with you.

Let us know if you have a copy of the agenda. Thanks.
Marie

Marie Debor | Vice President of Development
BRIDGE Housing | D: 949-229-7075 | C: 949-500-8866 | mdebor@ bridgehousing.com
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From: Dennis Hong

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS);
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR)

Subject: Case 2016-007850ENV - 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:51:53 PM

Good afternoon Honorable Members of the Planning
Commission. I'm sorry | will be unable to attend your
3/8/2018 Commission meeting. My name is Dennis
Hong, I'm a San Francisco resident (70+ years),
currently retired. | grew up in both North Beach and
Chinatown for more than 40+ years. This area between
Grant Ave., Broadway and the piers, was part of our
stomping grounds. Specifically pier 25 (?) we used to
fish off that pier. Sadly the pier is no more there.

Last week | was in receipt of this Projects NOA/IS/MND
notice. Since then I had a limited chance to review and
comment on this projects NOA / intent to Adopt a MND.
Miss Delumo is working on that now. | will be unable to
attend this meeting. | hope that I'm not premature with
my comments, but after reviewing this document online,
| fully support the Project. Despite the shortage in
housing, especially for the "seniors", this is a wonderful
and unique project that | believe will help bridge that
gap. | hope you too will agree with me and support it.
Besides that, this project will make a great transition
from the North Beach thru this semi blighted area to the
Embarcadero and the water front. In addition to this, it
would be nice to put this Project in sinc with our late
Mayor Edwin Lees' Executive Directive to expedite this
process.
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| believe the Planning department successfully
addressed all the issues the opposition/appellant had
and has done another great job with this document.
Incidentally, | worked on these type of EIR docs before
the computer generation or even the auto typewriters
were used. Back then it was the real cut and paste,
white outs and etc..

Finally, thank you for the opportunity for me to continue
to comment on these DEIR / Projects & the process.
Again, | look forward to your support of this project.

Please share this email with the project notes and it's
support. Should any one have a question to my email,
please feel free to get hold of me at
dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com

Best, Dennis Hong









From: Janet Crane

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Rich Hillis
Subject: Email in support of 88 Broadway and against the appeal of the Negative Declaration case # 2016-007850ENV
Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 7:23:34 PM

Dear Ms. Delumo and Commission President Hillis:

This email is in support of the affordable housing project at 88 Broadway and against the appeal of the Negative
Declaration.

| am a 47 year resident of North Beach and Principal Architect with Freebairn-Smith & Crane.

As Co-founder and Board Chair of NEXT Village San Francisco, an 8 year old non profit providing assistance to
seniors in this area and a 14 year Board Member of North Beach Citizens, a homeless support organization, |
have been monitoring the issues around affordable housing in North East San Francisco for many years.

It is universally accepted that there is an affordable housing crisis in San Francisco. And yet when it comes to
granting approvals to this exemplary 100% affordable project with 52 senior and 130 family units, itis as if the
crisis doesn't exist.

This appeal to the Negative Declaration comes after 2 years of design, review by humerous agencies and 23
public hearings. The project conforms to the Planning Code, requiring no variances. The project sponsors have
foregone the density bonus of three additional floors that would be their right to stay in scale with their context.

| have attended several of the 23 public hearings that this project has undertaken and am very familiar with the
project's design and program. The design, by a highly respected San Francisco firm, has many admirable
features: it is articulated to provide a scale compatible with the surrounding structures. It has through block
walkways, attractive opens space and through block pedestrian walkways. Details of the design have been
modified in response to public comment.

This City has a transit first policy and this project is designed with that in mind. The Planning Department
has prepared a thorough refutation of the appeal for Thursday's hearing.

The Negative Declaration appeal requesting a full EIR to study traffic impacts is a classic tactic intended to delay
and possibly cause this project's financing to fail. The plaintiff, a lifelong supporter of the disadvantaged, when
guestioned why he would act against an affordable housing project, has admitted to me that he filed the appeal
as a favor to a larger group whose name he can't reveal. Therefore the motive of this mystery group in attempting
to delay this project cannot be determined and the validity of this appeal is tainted.

Taking the larger view, the voters of San Francisco made it perfectly clear in recent years that they want
this kind of housing on Port lands.

If the City truly stands behind its own policy to encourage affordable projects of this kind, it should deny
this appeal and move forward with all speed to complete the approvals of 88 Broadway.

Sincerely,

Janet Crane Architect.

Janet Crane

Freebairn-Smith and Crane
Planning, Urban Design, Architecture
442 Post Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94102
415-398-4094
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From: Janet Crane

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Rich Hillis
Subject: Fwd: affordable housing
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 11:54:00 AM

This email is from a senior who lives in North Beach and is in response to the need
to deny the 88 Broadway appeal,

Best regards,

Janet Crane

Janet Crane

Freebairn-Smith and Crane
Planning, Urban Design, Architecture
442 Post Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94102
415-398-4094

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Barbara Thompson <bwtpmj@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Mar 6, 2018 at 11:50 AM

Subject: affordable housing

To: jcrane@f-sc.com

| strong;y agree for the need for affprdable housing for seniors.

Barbara Thompson
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From: David Long

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: | strongly support 88 Broadway. You should too.
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 5:55:40 PM

Hello,

I'm writing to tell you that | strongly support the construction of the project at 88
Broadway as it is currently envisioned. There has been ample public input, most of
which has been positive. The project as it stands will address the needs of both
seniors and middle income families who are often forgotten in our conversations
about housing. The project will also be filled with 20% formerly homeless residents
which is very admirable.

The John Steward Co. and Bridge have put together an excellent development

proposal. Please do not cave to hyperlocal pressures and ask these good faith
developers to spend time and money on an unnecessary EIR.

Thankyou

David Long
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From: Ashley Amezcua

To: richhillissf@amail.com; Delumo, Jenny (CPC)
Subject: | support 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 12:00:03 PM

Hi,

I have lived in San Francisco my whole life. | believe the 88 Broadway project would
be a great success in our community and urge you to stand by it. 88 Broadway will
give hope to families, the homeless and middle class workers. We as a community
need to come together and help one another. This would be a fantastic project to
show how much we care about our community, teachers, less fortunate and people
who have been hoping for a second chance. This is their chance.

Thank you for your time.
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From: Molly Tello

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; jcrane@f-sc.com

Subject: | support the Affordable Housing Project at 88 Broadway
Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 2:12:34 PM

Dear Ms. Delumo,

| am writing to urge you to not allow obstruction of the Affordable Housing Project at 88 Broadway.
This project is exactly what San Francisco needs - and it needs it as soon as possible. Time is of the
essence to provide more affordable housing to our senior and low-income populations. As a Russian
Hill dweller and Assistant Executive Director and Volunteer Coordinator of NEXT Village SF, a
nonprofit that helps seniors age in place in the northeastern quadrant of San Francisco, | am
appalled by the lack of affordable housing options available to underserved populations and people
crucial to SF like teachers and firefighters.

This project at 88 Broadway has undergone extensive agency reviews and 23 public hearings, and
it’s in 100% conformance to the current Planning Code. With the current housing crisis, we San
Franciscans need you to please take a stand for the swift completion of this project and vote against
requiring a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as requested in Marc Bruno’s challenge to this
worthy project.

Thank you for your help to make affordable housing for our dear San Franciscans the priority.
Sincerely,

Molly Tello

Assistant Director and Volunteer Coordinator
NEXT Village SF

Email: molly@nextvillagesf.org
http://www.nextsf.or

(858)245-5575 (M)

Like us on Facebook

WATCH a quick video about NEXT Village SF.
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From: Gail Switzer

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Janet Crane; Rod Freebairn-Smith

Subject: In favor of Housing Project at 88 Broadway
Date: Monday, March 05, 2018 6:22:19 PM

As a long term resident of Telegraph Hill and now the Financial District
and as a member of both Telegraph Hill Dwellers and Barbary Coast
Neighbors, I've been following this development at 88 Broadway for many
years. At last a project that addresses the affordable housing needs of the
city and will provide much needed housing for seniors and middle income
people such as teachers and firefighters! And now the unreasonable
request for a full environmental impact report for the project.

If this request is granted, the effect will be a long delay and a large
financial burden that will jeopardize this much needed project. There is no
need for the full environmental impact report for the following reasons:

The project has been through extensive agency reviews and 22 public hearings

It conforms 100% to the current Planning Code

The City has an affordable housing crisis.

. This is exactly the type of project that San Franciscans have said that they want to see on Port

owned lands.

5. The group behind this appeal will not reveal their identity so the true motive behind slowing this
project down cannot be determined.

6. The Planning Department has determined that the design is compatible with the character of the
surrounding warehouse district.

N

Thank you for your consideration. | hope this project will move forward
with the speed needed to address our very real housing crisis.

Gail Switzer
1 Pine Street, #2101
San Francisco, CA 94111
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From: Hollister Sidney J.P.

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Crane, Janet
Subject: Proposed housing at 88 Broadway
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 11:40:50 AM

Dear City Planner Delumo--

I am writing to support the proposed affordable housing project at 88 Broadway.
It has been thoroughly reviewed by your agency and through more than 20 public
hearings. he City has an affordable housing crisis, as you know, and this project
helps deal with that crisis by providing housing for seniors and people like teachers,
who, though crucial to the City, are often unable to find housing in San Francisco.
San Franciscans have said repeatedly that this is exactly the kind of project that
should be built on Port owned lands. Of course, this being San Francisco, there is
an appeal in opposition to the project. Oddly, however, the supporters of he appeal
do not want to be known either to your department or to the public, which is
completely unacceptable.

| urge you to support this project and reject the appeal.

Cordially,

Sidney J.P. Hollister
465 Chestnut St.

San Francisco CA 94133
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From: Janet Jones

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Subject: Re: 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 3:54:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thanks - didn't mean to shout at you with large boldface type - gmail did
that

On Tue, Mar 6, 2018 at 3:45 PM, Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org>
wrote:

Hello Ms. Jones,

Thank you for sharing your comments about the appeal of the 88 Broadway Project. | will add this
to the project file and forward your comments to the Planning Commission.

Kind regards,

Jenny Delumo

Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco. CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B o O & X

From: Janet Jones [mailto:janetjones1107@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 2:01 PM

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; jcrane@f-sc.com
Subject: 88 Broadway
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Ms Delumo

I am writing to support affordable housing at 88 Broadway. | understand
that there have been tWo years of design, reviews by
numerous agencies and 22 public hearings, and that the
group behind this appeal will not reveal its identity. We need this housing
and it conforms to the planning code. Further delay by an unknown

group seems unreasonable and not in the best interests of our city.
Thank you. Janet Jones

Janet Boeth Jones

1

400 Geary Blvd # 1107
SE CA 94109-9306

(415) 771-9908

Janet Boeth Jones

1400 Geary Blvd # 1107
SF CA 94109-9306
(415) 771-9908
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From: Janet Crane

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Cc: Rich Hillis

Subject: Re: Email in support of 88 Broadway and against the appeal of the Negative Declaration case # 2016-
007850ENV

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 9:54:10 AM

Attachments: image004.png
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Hello Jenny:

Just to let you know that this hearing for 88 Broadway is exactly at the same time
as the 2 - 4 pm memorial service for Bob Lee, a much loved resident for many
decades of North Beach and Telegraph Hill. This has created a serious conflict for
many people who would otherwise attend the hearing. Some may send in emails
but had this conflict not occurred, the project would have had a much larger
contingent in favor of the project present at the hearing,

Best regards,
Janet Crane

Janet Crane

Freebairn-Smith and Crane
Planning, Urban Design, Architecture
442 Post Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94102
415-398-4094

On Tue, Mar 6, 2018 at 8:14 AM, Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org>
wrote:

Hello Ms. Crane,

Thank you for your letter regarding the appeal of the 88 Broadway Project. | will add this to the
project file.

Kind regards,

Jenny Delumo

Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division
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Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

From: Janet Crane [mailto:jcrane@f-sc.com]

Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 7:23 PM

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); Rich Hillis

Subject: Email in support of 88 Broadway and against the appeal of the Negative Declaration case #
2016-007850ENV

Dear Ms. Delumo and Commission President Hillis:

This email is in support of the affordable housing project at 88 Broadway and against the appeal of
the Negative Declaration.

| am a 47 year resident of North Beach and Principal Architect with Freebairn-Smith & Crane.

As Co-founder and Board Chair of NEXT Village San Francisco, an 8 year old non profit providing
assistance to seniors in this area and a 14 year Board Member of North Beach Citizens, a homeless
support organization, | have been monitoring the issues around affordable housing in North East San
Francisco for many years.

It is universally accepted that there is an affordable housing crisis in San Francisco. And yet when it
comes to granting approvals to this exemplary 100% affordable project with 52 senior and 130 family
units, it is as if the crisis doesn't exist.

This appeal to the Negative Declaration comes after 2 years of design, review by numerous
agencies and 23 public hearings. The project conforms to the Planning Code, requiring no
variances. The project sponsors have foregone the density bonus of three additional floors that
would be their right to stay in scale with their context.

| have attended several of the 23 public hearings that this project has undertaken and am very
familiar with the project's design and program. The design, by a highly respected San Francisco
firm, has many admirable features: it is articulated to provide a scale compatible with the surrounding
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structures. It has through block walkways, attractive opens space and through block pedestrian
walkways. Details of the design have been modified in response to public comment.

This City has a transit first policy and this project is designed with that in mind. The
Planning Department has prepared a thorough refutation of the appeal for Thursday's
hearing.

The Negative Declaration appeal requesting a full EIR to study traffic impacts is a classic tactic
intended to delay and possibly cause this project's financing to fail. The plaintiff, a lifelong supporter
of the disadvantaged, when questioned why he would act against an affordable housing project, has
admitted to me that he filed the appeal as a favor to a larger group whose name he can't reveal.
Therefore the motive of this mystery group in attempting to delay this project cannot be determined
and the validity of this appeal is tainted.

Taking the larger view, the voters of San Francisco made it perfectly clear in recent years that
they want this kind of housing on Port lands.

If the City truly stands behind its own policy to encourage affordable projects of this kind, it
should deny this appeal and move forward with all speed to complete the approvals of 88
Broadway.

Sincerely,

Janet Crane Architect.

Janet Crane
Freebairn-Smith and Crane
Planning, Urban Design, Architecture

442 Post Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94102

415-398-4094
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From: Rob Mignola

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC)

Subject: Re: RE: 88 Broadway

Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 5:12:44 PM
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Thanks Jenny. Have a wonderful evening!
Rob Mignola

On Tuesday, March 6, 2018, 3:50:52 PM PST, Delumo, Jenny (CPC) <jenny.delumo@sfgov.org>
wrote:

Hello Mr. Mignola,

Thank you for sharing your comments about the appeal of the 88 Broadway Project. | will
add this to the project file and forward your comments to the Planning Commission.

Kind regards,

Jenny Delumo

Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or
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From: Rob Mignola [mailto:roblsfc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 3:41 PM

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: 88 Broadway
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Hello,

As a resident of San Francisco, | fully support of the project at 88 Broadway. | think that it would be a
tremendous benefit to the community and love to see developments that help the homeless and senior
populations. Not to mention all the families that will benefit from this. From what it sounds like, this is
a "win win" situation for everyone. Thank you!

Rob Mignola
3536 Lawton Street

San Francisco, CA 94122









From: kim

To: Delumo, Jenny (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com

Cc: jcrane@f-sc.com

Subject: Support for Affordable Housing Project at 88 Broadway
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 11:57:21 AM

Dear Planning Commissioner President Hills and City Planner Delumo:

| am a constituent of District 3, living at 695 Greenwich, and | am a volunteer
and board member of NEXT Village SF. | support the affordable housing
project at 88 Broadway for the following reasons:

1. The project has been through extensive agency reviews and 23 public
hearings

2. It conforms 100% to the current Planning Code

3. The City has an affordable housing crisis. This project provides housing for
seniors and people crucial to SF like teachers and firefighters

4. This is exactly the type of project that San Franciscans have said that they
want to see on Port owned lands

5. Some units are reserved for seniors, one of our most at-risk populations

6. The Planning Department has created a thorough refutation of the content
of the appeal

7. The group behind this appeal will not reveal their identity so the true
motive behind slowing this project down cannot be determined.

Thank you for your consideration,
Kim Rotchy
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Hello,

A member of the public requested that the Planning Department forward all of the emails recently
received in support for the 88 Broadway Project to the Planning Commission. Please see the
attached PDF for copies of these comments.

Regards,

Jenny Delumo
Senior Environmental Planner, Environmental Planning Division

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9146 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Son. Chanbory (CPC

Subject: FW: 2015.012729ENV, 600 Van Ness Avenue
Date: Thursday, March 08, 2018 10:34:24 AM
Attachments: VNCNC600VN(b).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Marlayne Morgan [mailto:marlaynel6@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 10:25 AM

To: Rich Hillis; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Kathrin Moore; Koppel, Joel (CPC); RODNEY FONG; Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Bendix, Brittany (CPC); Kim, Jane (BOS);
Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org; ames warshell; Gail Baugh; Marlayne Morgan; Robert E. David; Carol Ann
Rogers; Chris Schulman; Kathleen Courtney; Adam Mayer; Terry McGuire; Lynne Newhouse Segal; Fiona
O'Shea; Eric Lopez; Chris Gembinski; matthew mansfield; Tenny Tsai/USA

Subject: 2015.012729ENV, 600 Van Ness Avenue

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

Please see the attached | etter in support of 600 Van Ness Avenue.

Regards,

Marlayne Morgan and Jim Warshell
Co-Chairs
Van Ness Corridor Neighborhoods Council
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V. NCNC

VAN NESS CORRIDOR NEIGHBORHOODS COUNCIL

Cathedral Hill Neighbors Association * Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association * Hayes Valley Neighbor-
hood Association * Lower Polk Neighbors* Middle Polk Neighborhood Association * Pacific Heights Residents
Association * Russian Hill Community Association* Russian Hill Neighbors* Western SoMa Voice

March 8, 2018

President Rich Hillis
SF Planning Commission

Re Case No: 2015.012729ENV, 600 Van Ness Avenue
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

The original project proposed for 600 Van Ness had been significantly modi-
fied by requests from the Tenderloin School before members of the Van Ness
Corridor Neighborhoods Council (VNCNC) met with the project sponsor in
January of 2017. Due to concerns about wind and shadow impact on their
roof top playground, the building had been redesigned to reduce environmen-
tal impact and the adjacent EIm Alley changed to eliminate loading, and to be
repaved and landscaped to create a more attractive and safer street for the
school and its students.

However, neighborhood concerns still included the lack of BMR housing on
site, the use of nested bedrooms and the request for .75 parking for this
mixed use condominium project. After further discussions with VNCNC, the
project sponsor has agreed to remove the nested bedrooms from this now168
rental unit project, and to reduce the parking to .50. We do appreciate these
modifications; however we still are not convinced that the number of studio
and small one bedroom units in this project supports this amount of on site
parking.





The ground floor has 6,241 square feet of retail, and we are pleased to hear
that the project sponsor is willing to work with us on finding tenants for this
space (or spaces) with our mutual interest in procuring a grocery store.

The architectural design of the building gives attention to every side of the
building, including the side that is facing the Tenderloin neighborhood and
preserves the view of the Civic Center for the school. Our group found the
twisting facade provides an attractive addition to the Van Ness Corridor, and
hopes the Commission urges the architect to use stone or other natural mate-
rials in the inset panels, rather than duplicate the facade of the unlamented
1960’s Jack Tar Hotel, fortunately no longer on Van Ness Avenue.

We feel the project sponsor should be commended for their level of communi-
ty engagement with both the school and the neighbors and we ask you to
support their proposal for 600 Van Ness.

Regards,

IS
Marlayne Morgan and Jim Warshell
Co-Chairs

c. Jonas lonin
John Rahaim
Sup. Jane Kim








