From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC

Subject: FW: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.

Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:54:53 AM

Attachments: 143 Corbett Opp to CUA and Variance.pdf

Corbett Heights Neighbors Opp 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: Stephen M. Williams [mailto:smw@stevewilliamslaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 10:40 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.

Sorry, | guess | mis-understood the rule. | thought that in lieu of having all
these other folks speak | could take the 10 min.....At any rate, please add my
attached letter to the official record of the Commission. | am assuming you
aready have the letter from the Corbett Heights Neighbors official
neighborhood association? If not a copy is attached....

Steve

Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.

San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656

Fax: (415) 776-8047

The information transmitted isintended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received thisin error, please
contact sender and del ete the material from any computer

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 10:04 AM

To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.
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LAW OFFICES OF

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS

1934 Divisadero Street | San Francisco, CA 94115 | TEL 415,292.3656 | FAX: 415.776.8047 | smw@stevewilliamslaw.com

Rich Hillis, President June 15, 2018
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 143 Corbett Avenue
Hearing Date: June 21, 2018
Request for Conditional Use Authorization and Variances from the Corona
Heights Large Residence Special Use District (SUD)-- Building Addition More
Than 3,000 Sq. Ft; Variances/Conditional Use Authorization for Intrusions
into the Minimum Required Rear Yard

President Hillis and Members of the Commission:

All the surrounding neighbors and the Corbett Height Neighbors Neighborhood
Association oppose the granting of a Conditional Use Authorization and variances to the
Project Sponsors in this case. Sponsors purchased the historic home four years ago and
immediately set about to nearly double its square footage by excavating two new floors
of occupancy and expanded the building into the minimum required rear yard---all
without notice to neighbors or neighborhood groups and without permits or plans.

Working illegally for more than two years, Sponsors did this by deception and
serial permitting and wirhout neighborhood notice, without proper permits, without
variances or conditional use authorization, without complying with CEQA or the Maher
Ordinance, without testing the soil or obtaining a geotechnical report on a very steep
slope, without a shoring plan, without an architect or engineer and without any conscience
or consideration for their neighbors. The neighborhood has been subjected to a non-stop
four-year construction project and have had their homes and lives disrupted and put in
danger by the Sponsors reckless and dangerous activities. To top it all off, the Sponsors
(who are wealthy tech investors from Saratoga) then sued their adjacent neighbors in San
Francisco Superior Court for the sole purpose of stopping the neighbors from objecting to
Planning and DBI about their illegal and dangerous construction activities.

Amazingly, this long history of multiple, dangerous violations, lying and cheating
is mentioned only briefly in the packet from the Dept. And even more amazing is that the
Project Sponsors go on the attack (again) accusing the neighbors and the president of the
local neighborhood association of lying about the project sponsors. The Dept also calls it
“illegal” or “unpermitted”” work. Is the Dept also lying?!? The Commission must decide
who is credible and what really happened. How did the building go from 2 to 4 stories
with no proper review, plans or permits?!? The sole reason this case is before the
Commission is to retroactively paper-over the years of multiple violations by the
Sponsors as they terrorized the neighborhood and refused comply with the Planning or
Building Codes. The sole reason this permit is before the Commission is to abate
multiple, shocking violations found by DBI and Planning nearly two years ago.
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The Sponsors purchased the building in May 2014 and immediately set to
completely gut the building without any permits and to add two new floors of occupancy
(The have added approx. 1500 new square feet) .... The neighbors filed the first
complaint in August 2014, and Sponsors dodged that complaint by lying to DBI and got a
permit to, “repair dry rot on floor and wall of third floor bathroom.” At that time, there
was no third floor, no dry rot and the work was being done on the first floor. For the next
two years, every time the neighbors would file a complaint and ask DBI to inspect the
Sponsors lied and obtained a new false permit. This went on for two full years. Because
of this intentional and continuing deception (and false serial permitting) by the Sponsors
it took two years for DBI to act and finally, the first NOV was issued October 24, 2016.

It is without question that the Project Sponsors (and not just their contractors) have
intentionally and knowingly violated numerous code provisions and now seek to legalize
it by receiving a CUA and variance.

Sponsors did the following with utter impunity and deceit:

I. Serial Permitting: Sponsors obtained more than twenty! (20) serial permits,
over-the-counter to avoid Planning and DBI review and to deceive the community and DBI
about the scope and extent of the Project despite the need for a CUA, variances, Planning
Dept. applications, engineering, CEQA review, Maher compliance etc.;

2. Illegal Lot Line Excavation: Sponsors dangerously excavated two new
floors of occupancy on a steep slope and far below the neighbors’ foundations, without
engineering/soil testing, without notice under the Civil Code or Building Code or approved
plans or geotechnical review or a shoring plan---placing the neighbors in grave danger:;

3. Violations of the Special Use District: By adding rwo new floors of occupancy
without review or approval the sponsors added over 1500 s. f. of new occupiable space in
violation of the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District limits of 3000 sq. ft.

4. lllegal Flooding of Downhill Neighbors: Completely excavated the rear yard
undermining retaining walls and causing serious drainage issues. Sponsors then illegally
pumped water directly down the steep slope onto the Market Street neighbors;

5. Illegal Addition in Required Rear Yard: Enclosed (with walls and windows)
second-floor rear deck to create a new occupied room in the required rear yard without
permits, notice or a variance and in violation of the SUD---THIS WAS NOT AN
EXISTING CONDITION AS STATED IN THE DEPT PACKET.

6. Not Asking Forgiveness or Permission: After more than two years of illegal
work at the site and a dozen or more false/perjured permits, DBI finally stopped them
noting that Sponsors has transformed a 2-floor home into four (4)! Sponsors were then
forced to file Planning applications and obtained engineering and Geotech review. Even
now, sponsors themselves have no idea the actual extent of the excavation or square footage
expansion. Further, the Sponsors have filed a bizarre letter brief accusing the neighbors






Rich Hillis, President June 15, 2018
San Francisco Planning Commission 143 Corbett Ave.

and the neighborhood association and the Dept all of “false accusations™ of serial
permitting! This is a continuance of the arrogant, attack dog posture maintained by the
Sponsors and their representatives from the beginning of this difficult journey for the
neighbors.

Notice of Violation Was Issued After Two Years of Illegal Work

Appellants and their neighbors filed several different complaints regarding these
illegal activities beginning in August 2014, but the complaints were abated or closed each
time because Sponsors would go an obtain a new false permit. (Chronology of Permit
Application and Complaints Attached as Exhibit 1) Finally, an inspection by senior DBI
officials in October 2016 brought to light the extent of the violations.

On October 24, 2016 the Department of Building Inspection issued Notice of
Violation (“*NOV™) # 201631352, Exhibit 2. The violation description in NOV #
201631352 states:

A site inspection and a review of issued building permits has revealed that

work is being performed that exceeds the scope of work approved. The

property is described on city record([s] as a 2-story building. At time of

inspection it was noted that the property appears to have four levels. Two

levels have been created below street level. New Framing has been done at

new floors including the installation of new bathrooms. Backyard level has

been excavated and is lower than previous. Retaining walls have been

undermined. A new deck has been constructed at roof top level. (Exhibit 2).

Sponsors bought this property in May 2014 and immediately began work without
ANY permits. The 105-year-old house was completely gutted and although the building is
perched on the side of a very steep hill, two new floors were excavated from underneath
the existing building without required notice under the Civil Code, engineering, permits or
plans. The entire lot was re-graded. Retaining walls were undermined and an external deck
was enclosed to create a new room. A new roof top deck was added- all without proper
permitting or notice.

None of this work was permitted when it was undertaken. Rather the Sponsors
implemented work with no regard to safety or the law. Although the building appears on
city records as a two-story, 2,332 sq. ft. building. (Assessors Information Report below).
ASSESSOR'S REPORT:

Address: 143 CORBETT AV
Parcel: 2656060
Assessed Values:
Land: $1,356,006.00
Structure: $659,144.00
Fixtures: -
Personal Property: -
Last Sale: 5/9/2014
Last Sale Price: $1,834,000.00
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San Francisco Planning Commission 143 Corbett Ave.
Year Built: 1911
Building Area: 2,322 sq ft
Parcel Area: 1,829 sq ft

Parcel Shape:
Parcel Frontage: -
Parcel Depth: -

Construction Type: Wood or steel frame
Use Type: Dwelling

Units: 1

Stories: 2

Rooms: 7

Bedrooms: 3

Bathrooms: 3

Basement: -

THE BUILDING NOW HAS FOUR OCCUPIED FLOORS AND APPROXIMATELY
3,800 SQUARE FEET OF CONDITIONED SPACE. The purpose of the CUA and
variance is to paper-over the violations by Sponsors and their contractors.

Sponsors filed dozens of permits under penalty of perjury stating the building is 3-
4 stories and submitted plans which state that the existing building contains “four stories”.
When the neighbors complained, the Sponsors falsified plans and permit applications and
then claimed that they had been entitled to perform the work all along,.

The Planning Commission now has the chance to correct the dangerous and
contemptuous construction strategy employed by Sponsors. The Commission should deny
the requested “favor” of a CUA and/or variance. Sponsors should be ordered to return the
deck at the rear into an unenclosed exterior deck as it was when purchased. This project
can never qualify as “necessary and desirable” for the community nor is it possible for
Sponsors to show that they are subject to some “extraordinary and exceptional”
circumstance beyond their control or a “hardship” that could possibly justify a variance.

PROJECT HISTORY AND STATUS AT SITE

Sponsors repeatedly submitted false permit applications and false plans for the site,
which among other things, were intended to conceal the fact that Sponsors illegally
excavated two new floors of occupancy from under the existing building and altered a two-
story building to create an unpermitted four-story building.

After two years of ignoring the community, the City finally acknowledged what the
neighbors already knew all along, that there are now two additional occupied floors in the
building which are not on City records. DBI in its NOV’s states that the construction
dangerously undermined the retaining walls which keep these buildings perched on their
hillside locations, and the neighbors’ foundation was endangered.

What is clear is that Sponsors illegally added two floors of occupation, and illegally
enclosed an external deck. The Commission should NOT reward sponsors for lying and
cheating and for years of illegal work. The Commission should require that Sponsors
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reverse these illegal alterations to the building and remove any encroachment into the rear
yard. Sponsors gave no formal notice of an excavation for two new floors of occupancy.
From the beginning Sponsors intentionally concealed the scope of the project, and thereby
avoided the safe, normal, legal building permitting and construction process for properties
in San Francisco. Sponsors now want the Commission to retroactively endorse the process.

The Sponsors did not submit the project to the Planning Department for the required
review. Instead Sponsors applied for some 20+ different piecemeal over-the-counter
permits for various aspects of the Project. All permits were obtained over-the-counter. All
permits were issued without neighborhood notification as is required by Planning Code
Section 311. All the permits were sought retroactively for work which was already
underway, because of complaints filed by numerous neighbors after unpermitted
construction work became obvious.

Two New Floors of Occupancy Were Constructed Illegally

Because of the past two years of illegal and unpermitted construction, the building
currently has four floors of occupancy. This was discovered by DBI during an inspection
which occurred on October 24, 2016. There is a clear pattern of overlapping, ambiguous,
and ultimately false permit applications. Fraud is revealed on the face of every single
permit. The San Francisco Assessor-Recorder’s office lists the subject property as a two
(2) story building. (Exhibit 2 and Assessor’s Report above)

Sponsors Falsified Numerous Permits--Listing an Incorrect Number of “Existing”
Floors of Occupancy

In contrast to the recorded description of the property and all publicly available
descriptions of the property, Sponsors’ permit applications all list three (3) stories of
occupancy plus a basement (four stories).

Sponsors Lied to The Neighbors About the Scope of The Project

In a conversation with the neighbors shortly after purchasing the property in May
2014, Sponsors stated a desire to remodel the Property. Shortly after this conversation the
neighbors noticed the noise of construction work at the site and observed substantial
construction work occurring on the ground floor of the building including a massive
excavation and a large dumpster being filled with soil. There were no publicly posted
permits as is required, and the neighbors did not receive written notice of an application
for such work. On August 7, 2014, the Department of Building Inspection received
Complaint # 201489181 (Exhibit 3), reporting unpermitted construction work on the 1st
floor of the property.

In response on August 11, 2014, Sponsors applied over-the-counter, for Permit #
2014.0811.3493 (Exhibit 4) to “repair dry rot on floor and wall of third floor bathroom and
replace plumbing fixtures; existing lighting and ventilation to remain.” On August 11,2014
Complaint # 201489181 was closed due to the issuance of “PA201408113493".
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This was the first example of Sponsors’ modus operandi for this project. Sponsors
bought the house with the expansion in mind, and upon purchasing the house started the
expansion immediately without proper permits, plans, applications, engineering etc... Each
time they were caught doing unpermitted work, they went back and filed for a false permit
to cover the work they had already implemented.

Sponsors Continued Working on_the First Floor Even Though Their Permit Only
Covered Work on the Third Floor

On September 16, 2014 the Department received Complaint # 201494491 (Exhibit
5) reporting work without a permit and work beyond the scope of the permit. The
Complaint notes as additional information, “gutted 1st floor, permit is for 3rd floor bath.
Earlier complaint abated by inspector who did not visit but assumed permit covered work.”
Exhibit 5.

On September 17, 2014 a DBI Inspector visited the site to investigate Complaint #
201494491. The Inspector noted that the “contractor to provide permits not on site.” Of
course, the Permits were not on site, because the next day on September 18, 2014, Sponsors
applied, over-the-counter, for PA# 2014.0918.6685 (Exhibit 6) to install a new bathroom
on the 3rd floor, remodel existing bathroom on the 3rd floor, and address Complaint
20149441.

On September 18, 2014 the Inspector closed Complaint 20149441, noting that
“PA201409186685 issued for work™. It is clear from this timeline, that Sponsors started
the work which led to Complaint # 201494491, when an Inspector arrived to investigate
the complaint, the sponsors lied and told the Inspector they had merely forgotten to have
their permits on site with them, and then they filed for BPA# 2014.0918.6685 to cover their
tracks.

Sponsors Upgraded Other Systems to Match the Illegal Expanded Square Footage

On November 10, 2014, the Department received Complaint #201407451 (Exhibit
7) which reported that the ceiling of the site was being torn out with the windows open,
and a failure to contain construction related dust and expressed concern about work beyond
the scope of the permit. On November 14, 2014, the Inspector, “issued a correction notice
to extend permit to work done [beyond] scope of permit,” and closed the case. Exhibit 7.

On November 25, 2014, Sponsors applied, over-the-counter, for BPA #
2014.1125.2473 (See Exhibit 8) to “Open walls in various location on 1st 2nd and 3rd
floors to install electrical replacement cables related to electrical permit E201409243026.”
Electrical Permit E201409243026 (See Exhibit 8) was filed for on September 24, 2014 for
“2 bathroom and hallway lights, panel upgrade, demo current electrical and upgrade as
needed...” BPA# 2014.1125.2473 was issued in late November 2014, to cover the
unpermitted work which led to the November 10 complaint, because the electrical permit
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sited in BPA #2014.1125.2473 had been issued nearly 8 weeks prior, for a different project
(bathroom remodel) in a different part of the house (3rd floor).

Sponsors Overwhelmed DBI Inspectors with the Sheer Volume of Permits

Complaint # 201542021 was filed on April 22, 2015 (Exhibit 9). The Complaint
requested a verification that the project did not exceed the permitting which was limited to
a remodel of a third-floor bathroom; the complaint reported that work was going on all day
every day, that the house was taken “down to the studs™ and a new electrical box had been
installed.

On April 27, 2015, Sponsors filed, over-the-counter, for BPA# M581527 to receive
a permitted street space. On April 28, 2015 case was closed with the note, “work per scope
of [permits]”. The notes do not indicate that a site visit occurred. This is a good example
of how Sponsors were successful in evading enforcement for their unpermitted work. When
confronted with a complaint, the project sponsors merely apply for more permits, in the
hopes that the sheer number of permits that they have obtained will obscure the unpermitted
work being performed.

After Illegally Excavating New Floors, Without Permits/Engineering or Shoring,
Sponsors Enclosed an External Deck Without Permits

On July 2, 2015 the Department received Complaint # 201555501 (Exhibit 10),
reporting “work outside the scope of permits 201408113493, 201409186685,
201411252473. Enclosing the deck and putting in windows in the deck.” On July 6, 2015,
Sponsor was issued, over-the-counter, BPA#2015.0706.0719 (See Exhibit 11) to, “replace
rear windows (6) not visible from the street. In-kind, size & type...” On August 10, 2015,
Complaint #201555501, was closed with the note, “per scope of permits.” None of the
previously issued permits covered this type of work, so any window framing that occurred
before August 10 as reported by the complaint, was done without permit.

Therefore, the record is clear. Just before the 4" of July holiday, Sponsor’s
unpermitted work was reported to the DBI. After the weekend on Monday, Sponsors filed
for a Permit for the first time which would cover ostensibly the unpermitted work.
Thereafter the Inspector was unable to return to the site for nearly five weeks, at which
point the work at the site appeared to be within the scope of the active permits.

The Sponsors’ claim that the deck was enclosed previously is false. The fuzzy
exterior photos prove nothing and certainly do not support the contention that the deck was
enclosed prior to the purchase by the Sponsors. Sponsors again lied about this area and
have provided **fuzzy” photos to support the lie.

After Excavating Two New Floors, And Enclosing an_External Deck, Sponsors
Realize That the Building is Not Adequately Supported
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On November 24, 2015 the neighbors filed Complaint # 201580691 (Exhibit 12)
reporting the following work without permits: “1. closing out lightwell between 143 and
145 Corbett Ave; 2. digging out lower level to put in a new unit; 3. completely redid back
deck, closing it in, blocking neighbor’s view.” On November 25, 2015 Sponsors applied
for BPA# 2015.1125.3643 (See Exhibit 13) permitting the “[I|nfill of the lightwell on
southside of house.” On November 30, 2015 Sponsors were issued BPA# 2015.0824.5417
(Exhibit 13) to, “[I]nstall retaining wall, beam and footings in basement.”

The Sponsors’ strategy worked again, and on December 2, 2015 an Inspector closed
Complaint # 201580691, noting “complaint not valid. Multiple permits issued and filed.
See PTS for permits and scopes of work.” The neighbors warned the DBI of work outside
the scope of any permit for two years. Unfortunately, no Inspector inspected the site or
responded to the complaint for over a week. In that time, Sponsors were able to slip in and
apply for two permits to cover work that had been performed without permits. By the time
the Inspector had investigated the complaint, it appears the work was permitted.

After Numerous Complaints for Two_ Years, The Sponsor’s Dangerous and
Unpermitted Excavation Is Discovered

On August 10, 2016, Complaint # 201631352 was received by the DBI. Exhibit 14.
The Complaint states that the work has been going on for 2 years with no signs posted, and
that there has been scaffolding and excavation occurring. Two and one-half months later,
on October 24, 2016 the Department issued a Notice of Violation # 201631352 and Stop
work Order (See Exhibit 2). The Notice of Violation states:

“A site inspection and a review of issued building permits has revealed that work is being
performed that exceeds the scope of work approved. The property is described on city
record as a 2-story building. At time of inspection it was noted that the property appears
to have four levels. Two levels have been created below street level... Backyard level has
been excavated and is lower than previous. Retaining walls have been undermined. ..."

In 3 years and more than 20 permits, Sponsors obscured from the City that they
converted a two-story building into a four-story building. They did this without notice,
permits or oversight. Without warning anyone, Sponsors excavated the space for the two
new floors of occupancy out from underneath the existing building.

The lack of proper notice and permitting is especially important in this instance.
Any excavation on a very steep slope must be done with the utmost care and according to
the rigorous engineering and safety guidelines; however, without the proper notice and
permitting the City, and the neighbors have no way of confirming a site’s safety. In this
case Sponsors deliberately hid what they were doing. Later, it was revealed that the work
had not been done with sufficient care and safety, as Notice of Violation #201631352,
clearly states: “‘retaining_walls have been undermined.” Exhibit 2. This is of concern,
because the project lot and the adjacent neighbors’ lots are on a very steep grade, and any
excavation must be properly shored to prevent catastrophic damage to these buildings’
foundations.
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Sponsors Go on The Offensive and Sue Their Neighbors in The Superior Court

After receiving these complaints and opposition, many reasonable property owners
would recognize that an untenable situation was developing with their neighbors based on
their own illegal actions and take steps to work out their differences in a conciliatory way.
Instead Sponsors hired an attorney who threatened to bring a frivolous lawsuit against the
neighbors if they did not abandon their administrative appeals. See Exhibit 15 Munzinger
letter. On November 7, 2016 Sponsors filed a lawsuit against their neighbors and attempted
to use the lawsuit to have the neighbors stop objecting to the dangerous and illegal work at
the site.

The pattern here speaks for itself. At every stage Sponsors have submitted false
applications and plans. At every stage of this project, Sponsors and their Contractor have
engaged in a deliberate, and coordinated plan to avoid the additional time and cost to do
this project right. Instead Sponsors have requested a flurry of overlapping and vague
permits. These permits were all obtained over-the-counter. None of these permits describe
the work which is being performed, namely the construction of two additional floors of
occupancy, via excavation below grade, and the construction of an additional unit. It would
be of no surprise to anyone familiar with the project to learn that upon completion the
Raghavans intended to put the now two unit property up for sale and make a tidy profit for
their efforts to deceive the City and their neighbors.

The neighbors desire to have a safe, legally permitted, and code compliant project
built next door to their property. Three and one-half years into this Project, the neighbors
still have no idea what the full scope of the Project is, and neither does the City and neither
does the Sponsor. (See, Exhibit 16)—Email from the current architect to his clients stating
that no one knows the full scope of the illegal excavation which occurred at this site.

Conclusion

Sponsors should be required to remove the new construction which enclosed the
back deck. The enclosed deck was never designed to be incorporated into the structure.
This expansion of the building envelope was illegally performed and blocks Appellants’
air and light. The unpermitted roof top deck should also be removed. No CUA or variance
should be awarded to people who deliberately lie and deceive to avoid the City’s permitting
process. This is an extreme case that should be dealt with in an extreme manner.

VERY TRULY YOURS,
A e
N Wit

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS










EXHIBIT 1





6/14/2018

Over-the--counter
Permits by Sponsor

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/Default2.aspx?page=AddressData2&ShowPanel=BID

You selected:

Address: 143 CORBETT AV

Department of Building Inspection

Block/Lot: 2656 / 060

Please select among the following links, the type of permit for which to view address information:

Electrical Permits  Plumbing Permits Building Permits Complaints

(Building permits matching the selected address.)

Permit # [Block [Lot [Street#  [Street Name Unit Current Stage |Stage Date
201712085904 l2656  |o6o [143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 12/12/2017

M840287 [2656  |o6o [143 CORBETT AV [SSUED 10/05/2017
201708094368 }2656 060 (143 CORBETT AV FILED 08/09/2017
201707182269 !2656 060 143 CORBETT AV FILED 07/18/2017
201705166740 2656  |obo [143 CORBETT AV FILED 05/16/2017
201611233483 2056  |0bo |143 CORBETT AV REINSTATED  |o4/05/2017
201703272431 2656 060 143 CORBETT AV FILED 03/27/2017
201609167972 26560  |0obo [143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 12/23/2016
201511253643 2656  |o6o |143 CORBETT AV REINSTATED 12/09/2016
201411252473 2656 060 [143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 11/23/2016

201408113493 2656 060 [143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 11/23/2016

201409186685 12656 060 143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 11/23/2016

201507060719 l2656  [o60 |13 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 09/12/2016
201608195515 2656 060 |143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 08/30/2016
[M717728 2656  |0o6o |143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 08/29/2016
M687747 2656 |060 143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 05/05/2016
201603091590 2656  |060 143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 03/28/2016
M660507 2656 060 |143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 02/02/2016
M654467 2656  |obo [143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 01/13/2016

201508275417 2056 060 143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 11/30/2015

M601647 2656 060 |143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 08/31/2015
201508245070 ]2656 060 143 CORBETT AV FILED 08/24/2015
M508967 2656 0b0 143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 06/30/2015
M581527 26560 060 (143 CORBETT AV ISSUED 04/27/2015
200208012891 2650  |060 [143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 11/18/2002

200210108753 2056 |060 |143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 11/18/2002

200201106676 2650 060|143 CORBETT AV EXPIRED 05/10/2002
200011105445 2656  |obo [143 CORBETT AV EXPIRED 03/10/2001
8911550 26560 060 143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 08/09/1989
8717127 2656 060 [143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 08/22/1988
8811172 2656 |0b0 |143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 08/22/1088
8716328 2656 060 143 CORBETT AV COMPLETE 03/10/1988
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 Francisco o 2018

m





Chronology of Complaints and Permit Applications at 143 Corbett Avenue

May 9, 2014---Property Purchased by Sponsors

August 7, 2014—First Complaint Filed Construction on the Ist floor without permit to date.
DBI Closed August 11-- PA201408113493 issued. ok to close

August 11, 2014—First Permit App.201408113493

REPAIR DRY ROT ON FLOOR & WALL OF THIRD FLOOR BATHROOM.

REPLACE PLUMBING FIXTS. (E) LIGHTING & VENTILATION TO REMAIN.

Cost: $13,000.00
September 16, 2014—Second Complaint Filed

WORK W/O PERMIT: WORK BEYOND SCOPLE OF PERMIT; Gutted Ist floor, permit is 3rd
foor bath. Earlier complaint abated by inspector who did not visit but assumed permit covered
work. DBI Closed Sept.18  PA 201409186685 issued for work cs

September 18, 2014—Second Permit App. 201409186685

INSTALL NEW BATHROOM ON 3RD FLOOR, REMODEL EXISTING
BATHROOM ON 3RD FL. ADDRESS COMPLAINT 20149441
Cost: $25.000.00

November 11, 2014—Third Complaint Filed

Construction with windows open while tearing out ceiling and not containing the dust.
Concerned about safety and possibly working beyond the scope of the permit.

DBI Closed November 14--issued correction notice to extend permit to work done bevond scope of permit.
case closed JB

November 23, 2014---Third Permit App 201411252473

OPEAN WALLS IN VARIOUS LOCATIONS ON IST, 2ND AND FLOORS TO

INSTALL ELECTRICAL REPLACEMENT CABLES RELATED TO ELECTRICAL

PERMIT #E201409243026.

Cost: $1,000.00
April 22, 2015—Fourth Complaint Filed 201542021

143 Corbett --- Complaint please verifv Permit - permit online for a remodel of a bathroom.
Work is going on all day, every day, the house was down to the studs and a new electrical box

has been installed. There seems to be more going on than a remodel of a small bathroom. Also,
checking to see if the permit has been suspended.

DBI Closed April 28-- work per scope of permits cs

July 2, 2105—Fifth Complaint Filed 201555501
Working outside of scope of permits 201408113493, 2014091860685, 201411252473, Enclosing
the deck and putting in windows in the deck

DBI Closed August 10--- per scope of permits cs

July 6, 2015---Fourth Permit App 201507060719





Chronology of Complaints and Permit Applications at 143 Corbett Avenue

REPLACE REAR WINDOWS (6) NOT VISIBLE FROM THE STREET, IN-KIND SIZLE

& TYPE. U-FACTOR 0.32 MAX.

Cost: $3.200.00
August 24, 2015—Fifth Permit App 201508245070

INTSTALL 2ND UNIT, INSTALL BEDROOM & BATHROOM AND KITCHEN AT

GROUND LEVEL

Cost: $60.000.00
August 27, 2015—Sixth Permit App 201508275417

INSTALL RETAINING WALL, BEAM AND FOOTINGS IN BASEMENT
Cost: $15,000.00
November 24, 2015---Sixth Complaint 201580691

143 Corbett Ave --- Construction without permits on the followings: 1. Closing out the light well

hetween 143 & 145 Corbett Ave. 2. Digging out lower level to put in a new unit. 3. Completely

redid the back deck. It's closed in and made it part of the house, completely blocking our view.

DBI Closed December 2, 2015 Complaint not valid. Multiple permits issued and filed. See
PTS for permits and scopes of work.

November 25, 2015—Seventh Permit App 201511253643

INFILL LIGHTWELL ON SOUTHWEST SIDE OF THE HOUSE.
Cost: $15,000.00
March 9, 2016—Eight Permit App 201603091590

GIRDER REPLACEMENT AT LOWER & BASEMENT LEVELS, ADD

FOUNDATION UPGRADES.

Cost: $8,000.00
August 18, 2016—Ninth Permit App 201608195515

TO OBTAIN FINAL INSPECTION FOR WORK APPROVED UNDER

PA#H201408113493, 201409186685, 201411252473. ALL WORK IS COMPLETE.

Cost: $1.00
August 10, 2016—Seventh Complaint 201631352

143 Corbett Ave, --- Caller states please inspect. Caller states [ want to make sure that this house has
permits, and that it is safe to do the work that is being done at this location. This work has been going on for
2 vears and there is also scaffolding there on and off and excavation. No Signs posted.

September 16, 2016---Tenth Permit App 201609167972

REVISION TO PERMIT #2015112530643: INFILL ON LIGHTWELL ON EAST SIDE OF
BUILDING AS NOTED ON PLAN. CLERICAL ERROR SHOWS WEST.
Cost; $1.00





Chronology of Complaints and Permit Applications at 143 Corbett Avenue

October 24, 2016 --DBI issued Notice of Violation (“NOV™) # 201631352 Based on Complaint

from August 10, 2016---Senior Inspectors Found Multiple Violations

A site inspection and a review of issued building permits has revealed that work is being
performed that exceeds the scope of work approved. The property is described on city
record[s] as a 2-story building. At time of inspection it was noted that the property appears
to have four levels. Two levels have been created below street level. New Framing has been
done at new floors including the installation of new bathrooms. Backyard level has been
excavated and is lower than previous. Retaining walls have been undermined. A new deck
has been constructed at roof top level.

November 23, 2016—Eleventh Permit App 201611233483

TO COMPLY WITH NOV 201631352: INSTALL TEMP SHORING TO LOWER

LEVEL SPACE PER STOP WORK VIOLATION REQUEST OF BLD OFFICIAL.

INSTALL NEW RETAINING WALL AT REAR YARD AS PER PLANS

Cost: $10,000.00

March 27, 2017---Twelfth Permit App. 201703272431

FOUNDATION IMPROVEMENTS AT BASEMENT AND UNDERPIN PARTIAL EXTG WEST REAR
FOUNDATION.
Cost $30,000

May 16. 2017-----Thirteenth Permit App. 201705166740
1 Family Dwelling to a 2 Family Dwelling.

Sponsors were forced to add a unit to comply with the SUD because they had added square
footage exceeding 3,000.

Cost $80,000

July 18, 2017----Fifteenth Permit App. 201707182269

REMOVE (E) FRENCH DOORES, INSTALL NEW DOORS IN (E) OPENING. AT THE BACK OF
BUILDING.

Cost $4300

August 9, 2017----Sixteenth Permit App. 201708094368

COMPLY WITH NOV #201631352. CONSOLIDATE ALL WORK PERFORMED @ INTERIOR &
EXTERIOR. ADD DWELLING UNIT. LEGALIZED REVISED (E) DECK @ UPPER LVL. (N) ROOF
DECK & GUARDRAIL. LEGALIZE BUMP OUT @ REAR BREAKFAST NOOK. VARIANCE:
BREAKFAST NOOK BUMP OUT, SPIRAL STAIR @ GRADE IN REAR YARD.

Cost $150,000






Chronology of Complaints and Permit Applications at 143 Corbett Avenue

Sponsors were forced to complete proper Planning Dept applications (CUA, Variances, Maher
Ordinance, CEQA etc....) to consolidate the 20+ permits, and to devise plans that show what
existed prior to the years of illegal work, what is at the site currently and what is proposed.
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NOTICE OF VIOLATION

of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION NOTICE: | NUMBER: 201631352
City and County of San Francisco DATE: 24-OCT-16
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA 94103

ADDRESS: 143 CORBETT AV

OCCUPANCY/USE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL- 1 & 2 UNIT DWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSESg1.0CK: 2656 LOT: 060

r—J If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only. Further research may indicate that legal use is different. If so, a revised Notice of Violation
will be issued.

OWNER/AGENT: RAGHAVEN RAVI PHONE #: -
MAILING RAGHAVEN RAVI
ADDRESS 143 CORBETT AVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA
94114
PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE: RAGHAVEN RAVI PHONE #: —
VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: CODE/SECTION#

|| WORK WITHOUT PERMIT B _ N

¥/ ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMITREQUIRED 106.4.7
| EXPIRED OR[_|CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 106.4.4
|| UNSAFE BUILDING | | SEE ATTACHMENTS 1021
A site inspection and a review of issued building permits has revealed that work is being performed that exceeds the scope of work
approved. The property is described on city record as a 2 story building. At time of inspection it was noted that the property appears to
have four levels. Two levels have been created below street level. New framing has been done at new floors including the installation
of new bathrooms. Backyard level has been excavated and is lower than previous. Retaining walls have been undermined. A new deck
has been constructed at top roof level.

Code sec: 106A.4.7

CORRECTIVE ACTION:
vISTOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 415-575-6985

V| FILE BUILDING PERMIT WITHIN 30 DAYS [v] (WITH PLANS) A copy of This Notice Must Accompany the Permit Application

v/ |OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 60 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN 120 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION
AMINOFF. _

| JCORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN DAYS. || NO PERMIT REQUIRED

|_\ YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOTICE(S) DATED , THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

® FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.

SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS.
Due to the number of issued permits and the scope of work being performed, it is unclear that all work is covered under the issued
permit. Stop all work and submit a building permit with plans to consolidate all work that has been performed at interior and exterior.
INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY

|| 9% FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1/60) [v] 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)
.- J— N [ ] NO PENALTY
“[OTHER: [ | REINSPECTION FEE § (WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)

APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O I‘ERM]T24_OC.I._- 16 VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS $10000

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
CONTACT INSPECTOR: Kevin T Birmingham
PHONE # 415-575-6985 DIVISION: BID DISTRICT : 18
By:(Inspectors's Signature)






& of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe
| ohe 5 J Substandard or N(mcomplyrs‘g Structure or Land or Ocoupsncy
AW L

BEFARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 2 oo Ao NOT! iy o
Cily and County of San Francisco SECOND NOTICE 20!
1660 Mission Si. « San Frasgiscy, C

appress 143 ..’ﬁ:ms 4 b DATE 1019-""\‘ 6

@{ NOTICE OF VIOLATION —© 4

et il gl AP

OCCUPANC -‘ R 25) __,gw%h- Fc:m\j R_stdnmawcx e A
il:s: WPE ﬁf@ . STORIES 4 BASJLMHL
i hacaes |

----- f1 i beged upon wunnau\rallﬁn-nf\' F mnu (OSPANT TRUL T yat logal use is diftarent. it § pVised Nouce

RIAGENT D o ; i : ? PHONE #

e S I SR BITY i LI TP
IS . PHONE #._.

PERSON CONTACTED @ SITE
DESCRI PTION:

ADDITIONAL WORK- ‘PERMIT REQUIRED (SFBC 106A.4. 7):
EXPIRED PERMIT (SFBC 106A.4. 4), EJcANc“ LLED PERMIT (SFBC 106A.3.7) PA#

Ay, LISt CISEE ATTAC| Pt SR

H(‘ Housmg(‘ndn PC - PiumbmgCoc!e EC- Electranalbodv MC- Mechahical C

CORRECTIVE ACTION:

aTAIN PERMIT WITHIN DAYS. mn couPLETE ALL VD
am'r vnoumons WITHIN . DAYS "' [Ino peRmIT REQUIRED.

-‘]YOI.I FAILED TD CO‘NIFLY Wlﬂ-l THE NO'ﬂCE(S} DJ\TED T

e T'HEREFOHE THIS DEPT HGS INITIJ\TEU ABATEME‘QT F'{

2 Reqna LATRG
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| NOTICE OF VIOLATION 7=

of the Sun Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
Substandard or Nenc (,,,“:ymmrture or Land or Occupancy

FIRST NOTICE COMPLAINT NUMBER
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTIO 'SECOND NOTICE A 3{35

Cat C 2
T R 16
"4'3 , DATE IO Q-'

, .
ADDRESS a | S LIL G_.n__. 3 dl,.en)ns BLOCK

OCCUPANC i
ST. TYPE ﬁg 3 Bi STORIES . . . _|BASEM
! It chviaghend, this - el upors. site -._,.;,,,..,_ﬂ,,.m',"“ Further rasearch may indicate that legal use 1§ differant. If 2o, & revised Notice of Violal
&gmmem 0 _ : _ PHONE #
MAILING ADDRESS S " CITY . : ZIP
PERSONCONTACTED@S!TE SR S L i it .. PHONE #
VIOLATION DESCRIPTION:
SWORK WITHOUTPERMIT (SFBC 103A), [ JADDITIONAL WOHK PERMIT REOUIHED{SFB(‘ 106A.4.7)
JEmeED PERMIT (SFBC 106A.4.4); [ JCANCELLED PERMIT (SFBC 106A.3.7) PA#
U JUNSAFE BUILDING (SFBC 102A); [ JSEE ATTACHMENTS _ ok DL S eges e 1] CODE
t
TR [
i 4 i s 15
|
% 2

~ 8C - Buiding Code.  HC - Mousing Code  PC - Plumbing Code EC - Electrical Code  MG- Mechanical Code

CORRECTIVE ACTION:
[ 1STOP ALL WORK SFBC SR e Y

E IFILE BUILDINC PERHIT APPLI_E:ATION WITHIN A Dﬁ.YS{_] WITH PLANS] f\ ( opy u‘ fl‘ 15 N':'IHI MuJ'I Act umpqm the i‘J. rmit Appli

£ JO&TA!N PEFIMET WlTH!N AN DA\'S AND COMFLE1E ALL WUHN WITH!N 5 DAYS II\ICLUDPNG FIN&L INSPECTION AND SIGNOFF

ijm wounons wrmm ——— DAYS. f Juo PERMIT FIEQUIFIED

{jvou %mn m COMPLY WITH THE ncmcmsy mren e THEREFORE THIS DEPT.}

5 Ml.UﬂE YO COM L‘f T NO ICE ILLC USE ABATEMENT PHOCEEII-'INGS 'I'q BEG

Amu ‘ =e 2 2

: ES’TIGA‘I'ION FEE O H OTHER F EWILL PPLY Saa rover
: :“; Qx Pormit Fee (Work w/o Pamm eﬂar Qiltﬁ(}] /\ 2x Permit
Elomer . e e
APPROX. m'murwonx wa&mun o
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1/26/2017

Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
g:'::;t:"t 201489181
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone;  -- Location: 143 CORBETT AV
Contact Name: Block: 2656
Contact Phone:  -- Lot: 060
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
prmant: - guppRESSED :
Rating;:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: Alma Canindin
Complainant's S
Phone: Division: PID
Complaint Source: TELEPHONE
Assigned to
Division: BID
Description: Construction on the 1st floow without permit to date.
Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|INSPECTOR|ID |DISTRICT|PRIORITY]
BID HERNANDEZ[6286
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE [TYPE DIV |INSPECTOR|STATUS COMMENT
- CASE
08/07/14 [CASE OPENED BID |Schroeder RECEIVED

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
08/08/14 y161 ATION

BID

Hernandez

NO ENTRY  [no entry left a wywo on 8/8/14 mh

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING
08/11/14 161 ATION

BID

Hernandez

CLOSED MH

CASE PA201408113493 issued. ok to close

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NOV (HIS):

Inspector Contact Information [

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
City and County of San Francisco e 2017

Policies

NOV (BID):

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=20148918 1 &Stepin=1
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ll' \ , HE‘FEH
/ "o
DEPARTMENT
BUILDIIG 11 15PEQ

CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

DATE:" —

REASON: -
AUGT 12014
0¥ oproce sy

NoiFiED MR (had iy

AdOD IVIOI4d40

BUILDING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLDQ. INSP.

O

APPROVED:

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION & PUBLIC SAFETY

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

Timothy/Nagata, DBI
AUG 11 201

MECHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDQ. INSPECTION

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

CIVIL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDA. INSPECTION

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

BUREAU OF ENQINEERING

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

[

APPROVED:

vV

HOUSING INSPECTION DIVISION

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.
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August 11, 2014

Re: 143 Corbett Ave.
San Francisco, Ca

To whom It may concem:

| hereby authorize Mr. Javier Solorzano to apply and attain the permits required for
above mentioned address at the City and county of San Francisco.

Infurth ueﬁonrogwdingﬂﬂnmnttarmbumttommﬂﬂmughm






—— AT
Ah L 'nJ County of San Franclaco Edwin M. Les, Mayor
, \ ! ? artment of Bullding Inspection Tom Hul, Acting Director
‘| , ’ oo )
/ I _4/ l‘a ’
DEPARTMENT O'F _ :
BUILDIIG P ISPECTION PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT

AdOD TVIDI440

o DISCLOSURE AND CERTIFICATION

Date: ﬁz " ﬂ‘f' ) O New O Amended
Permit Application No. 201 4. )p{ S JubAddmss:_@m COPRIT PAIT

5 form must be completed s entl N connection with an application for 8 bullding permit (Form /2 B, 4
This form must be amended for all new Information or change in Information for duration of project. Please be advised that the
Department does not regutate permit expediters/consultants or afford them preferential treatment.

[LA._Permit Applicant Information ] ¢ Name 5
O Architect Engineer
I hereby certify that for the purpose of filling an application Phone No. Ein
for a building or other permit with the Central Permit Bureau, - firm Narm;
or completion of any from related to the San Francisco Ucense #
Bullding Code, or to Clty and County ordinances and Explration Date
regulations, or to state laws and codes, | am the owner, the Firm Address
lessee or the agent of the owner/lessee and am authorized ta
::ln? r:iltl documented connected with this application or - ay State Zip

' [ E. _General Contractor Information
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing Is true =
and correct, | am the permit applicant 11am Note; Curnplgte separate licensed contractor’s statement

 Check box(es): e,
O The owner (8) O The lessee (0) Name—@EMngmaaL

O The authorized agent. Check entity{ies): Phone

O Architect (D) O engineer (p) Firm mﬁ%w 4cH

B Contragfyr () O Attomey (F) License # 2249 _

[ I nsultant/Expediter (G) Expiration Date ____ - _Z(78))s

Firm Address - 1

O owed || ® o P—%&J_‘&L_
Print Applicant Nhme _TRARW % co Drixninl. i~ LD
slgn Name __\/| _ o State ap
(5. Owmer inibfation ——72% =1 O contractor not yet selected. If this box s checked;

¥ ’ submit an amended form when known.
Name _Eﬂm%ﬂa@gmo\ O owner-Bullder. If this box is checked, submit Owner-
Phone _ {408\ Gy - gy - Builder Declaration Form.

Addr =2 Loy AUg
esz:‘ = s e <F411C [T Attorney Information-

City i State Zip Mg
LS Lessee Information — ]  Phone
i Address
Name
Phone City State [4
Address = #
| G. Permit Consultant/Expediter _l
City State Zip Name
i_ll Nd‘r.lwct_lEnglncer Infor ) Phone
O None O ustofal Architect(s)/Englneer(s) on project: ~ Address : —
A Name & City State Zip
Architect O Eng
Phone No. Nginecr {_H. _Authorized Agent - Dthers |
Firm Name Name '
License # Phone
Explration Date Address T
Firm Address
City State 2
City State Zip : g :
Please describe your relationship with the owner.
B. Name -
O  Architect O engineer
Phone No.
Firm Name
License #
Expiration Date
Firm Address
City ’ State Zip =

1680 Miawlon Streat ~ San Franciaco CA 84103
Offica (415) 6586088 — Fax (415) 658-6401
Woebsito: vww,sfdbl.org
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112612017 Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Numrl’)er: 201494491
_ OWNER DATA o~
Owner/Agent: SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 143 CORBETT AV
Contact Name: Block: 2656
Contact Phone: - Lot: 060
. COMPLAINANT DATA .
Complainant: SUPPRESSED Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: MASUNCION
Complainant’s C
Plibtics Division: BID
Complaint -
Soutee WEB FORM
Assigned to
Division: -
date last observed: 12-SEP-14; time last observed: 1:00 pmy; identity of person performing the
work: Sandoval? ; floor: First; exact location: Main Bldg; building type: Residence/Dwelling

Deseription: WORK W/O PERMIT; WORK BEYOND SCOPE OF PERMIT; ; additional information: Gutted
15t floor, permit is 3rd floor bath. Earlier complaint abated by inspector who did not visit but
assumed permit covered work. ;

Instructions:

INSPECTOR INFORMATION

DIVISION|INSPECTOR|ID |DISTRICT|PRIORITY

BID ISCHROEDER |114418

REFFERAL INFORMATION

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS

DATE [TYPE [DIV INSPECTOR|STATUS  |[COMMENT

- 3 CASE

09/16/14 [CASE OPENED BID |Schroeder RECEIVED

09/17/14 [CASE OPENED BID [Schroeder R?ig!i‘iil\flil) S8 Vot cofiraclorte provide permits
WITHOUT PERMIT- ICASE

09/18/14 |ADDED, DELETED BID [Schroeder AR A'I"l"l'l pa 201409186685 issued for work cs
FLOOR OCCUPANCY g

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information |

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 Francisco e 2017

http://dbiweb sfgov org/dbipts/default aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201494491 &Stepin=1
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AN FRANCISCO

BUILDINIG IelSPECTION

PEPROVER) ||
" Dept. of Building Insp.
) , Yooty i Saurans SEP 8 0 gm
r;ﬁl'fr{ir.arri@%“ o & s E?
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSe=~Ti0n
i 9DV (B/D)
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT

ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS

FORM 3 (3 OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED
FORM 8 X OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE

NUMBER OF PLAN SETS

—=" ¥ DONOTWRITEABOVETHISLINEY - |
[ FLING FEF RECEPT D (1) STREET AZDRESS OF 1B [TT1]
%leld 4% Copy ewe 2L !Rlﬁ_l

“)hﬂ W

@) ESTIAATED 00T OF X8

% 22 000

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
BUILDING INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR
PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PLANS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO J :
|

AND SPECIRICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWTTH AND
ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPOGE
HEREINAFTER SET FORTH.

D 0034 TYADUdJY YHS0

25500 o k1Y
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AdOD I

SATTFRANICISCO

L) CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS S
[ \/ i ”th DATE: S.m
b | / ) P DB‘ R [ 1
DEFARTIMEIT OF T1av. A m
BUILDIMNG JISPECTION “dB:
BUILDING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLDQ. INSP. NOTIFIED MR
APPROVED: \,. DATE: |
V-/B REASON:
I DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING NOTIFIED MR
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION & PUBLIC BAFETY NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
C/ / M REASON:
Q Uw JeffLai,DBI |
s | SEP 18 204
MECHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDQ. INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR.
D k REASON:
CIVIL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D }}j& REASON:
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
EJ’\ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
S] SFPUC REASON:
mar -
%5 i
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:
- N
HOUSING INSPECTION DIVISION NOTIFIED MR.

iagmiowmournmaﬂnW-medhmmmwmeMlmmmmm
ummm-ummmuum“mm-mwm:wm

Number of sttachments [:]

OWNER'S AUTHORIZED AGENT
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SATFRANCISCO
| Git

i

o Jhe

DEPARTMIENT OF

unty of San Franclsco
De ‘r}mn t of Bullding Inspection

BUILDIIG I lBPECTION

AdOD VIdI1d40

Date: q‘z fﬁt'if

Edwin M. Les, Mayor
Tom C. Hul, S.E., C.B.O., Director

PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT

DISCLOSURE AND CERTIFICATION

ﬂNaw

O Amended

Permit Application No. me Address: {2 ¢ @F.pt_zn’ Aug

This form must be amended for all new Infarmatlon or nhanae In lnfufm:ﬂon for duﬁtian of profect. Please be adﬂsed :ha! ﬂw
Department does not regulate permit expediters/consultants or afford them preferential treatment.

{ A, permit Applicant Information ]

| hereby certify that for the purpose of filling an application
for a bullding or other permit with the Central Permit Buréau,
or completion of any from related to the San Francisco
Building Code, or to City and County ordinances and
regulations, or to state laws and codes, | am the owner, the
lessee or the agent of the owner/lessee and am authorlzed to
slgn all documented mnnecterl with this application or
permit.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing Is true
and correct. | am the permit applicant and | am ’
Check box(es):
O The owner (B) O Thelessee (C)
JE The authorized agent. Check entity(les):
O Architect (D) O Engineer (D)
B contractor (€) O Aattorney (F)
T Ppermit Consultant/Expediter {G} _
O other \ (H)

Print Applicant Name 4
Sign Name .

| B." Owner information ]

Name ZALUALEE  ZAU)

C. Name

O Architect OO engineer
Phone No.
Flrm Name
Lcense #
Explration Date

Flrm Address

Qty State p

| E._General Contractor Information ]
Note: Complete separate licensed contractor's statement
also.

Name __¥ | Drewdyypt  Co.
Phone__ " AT Y4 ZH’['L—-
Flrm Name

Ucense # 3 491{)")

Explration Date q /& E =
Firm Address -
"__Q.{-_.__aa- : Q&40
City State Zip

OO contractor not yet selected. If this box Is checked;
submit an amended form when known.

O owner-Bullder. If this box Is checked, submit Owner-
Bullder Declaratlon Form.

Phone
Address ____| 4% COp g polid
o ¥ '4&}? g A4 [ F.__Attomey Intarmation ]
City A7 State Zip Name
l L. Lessee Information I :2:“'
ress
Name
Phone City State Zip
Address
: |_G. Permit Consultant/Expediter |
City © State Zip Name
| D. Architect/Engineer Information ] .Phnne
O none 0O ustofall Architect(s)/Engineer(s) on project: Address
A. Name Oty State Zp
O Architect O Engineer
ohon No. [ K. Authorized Agent - Others |
Firm Name 5 Name;JM{kﬁa[ﬂ%uy__
License # Phone . ?'Jd?- g
Explration Date Address _ 22 1558 2P =1 'ffﬁ?
Firm Address <. ¥ (e a<4ne
Qry | State zip
Cit State zh
i i ? Please describe your relationship with the owner,
8. Name )
= O Architect O engineer
Phone No.
Flrm Name o
u "
Explration Date
Firm Address
City State Zip

Permit Services, 1660 Misslon Strast — San Francisco CA 84103
Office (415) 568-8088 - Fax (416) 568-8401
Webisite: www.sfdbl.om
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1/26/2017

Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201407451
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 143 CORBETT AV
Contact Name; Block: 2650
Contact Phone: - Lot: 060
, . COMPLAINANT DATA -
Complainant: SUPPRESSED Site:
Rating:
Oceupancy Code:
Received By: ISINTERN
Complainant's = g
Blione: Division: INS
Complaint R .
Siniie: I'ELEPHONE
Assigned to
Division: Bk
Description: Construction with windows open while tearing out ceiling and not containing the dust. Concerned
prony about safety and possibly working beyond the scope of the permit.
Instructions:  Complainant would like a call back after the inspection.
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|INSPECTOR|ID [DISTRICT[PRIORITY
BID ISCHROEDER |114418
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV [INSPECTOR|STATUS ICOMMENT
A ; — lcase
11/10/14 JCASE OPENED BID |Schroeder RECEIVED
L " A QT issued correction notice to extend
11/14/14 glé};g}_llg*)cmousmu BID |Schroeder é‘[e\.(fs)lf‘;l"l} permit to work done beyound scope of
3 »ermil. case closed JB
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information l

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Technical

Support for Online Services

If vou need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies
City and County of San Francisco e 2017

http://dbiweb sfgov org/dbipts/default aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201407451 &Stepin=1
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DEPARTMENT O

A §PPR
Dept. of Building ingp, D
Y UILEH_!_&:!;P:C!’ID:_{ NOV £ 20
bm ey W

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT mr SAN FRANCISCO

ADDITIONS, ALTERATI REPAIRS DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
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‘9ana

&g

AdOO AVIDI440

3INVNSS) 40 GIADYIY
i

5@ /- 1ot

ESHANN TVAOUCAY | | H3BWNN ROLLYOIddY

FORM 3 O OTHER AGENC REQUIRED | PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PLANS |

OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANGE ™ | AcCoreNa 70THE CESOITION AN Fom T pURPOSE ‘ <jE
NUMBER OF PLAN SETS vmlmmmmtr:':m a g
(FILING FEE RECESPT MO mmm'n BOOKa Lo
_ dan ConveTr pe 2656 [Reg || Hg
124274 :‘//45// H000 v 7 il m 1/29/77fL_C

mﬁonmnou T0 BE FURNISHED BY ALL munms

il 0]

TPARI LA

DURNG ves O gnrnu 5 | lu.ml‘-" 0
. n ] PERFORMED?
(14) GENERAL CONTRACTON ADDRESE CALIF, EXPIRATION
, Spo . Dovogis «i Cmua qic ?w—ﬂr 1 Jo%%03 ‘1?1]1 v
{15) OWIKER - LESREE (CROSS OUT ONE) ADDRESS BThCe PHOME (FOR CONTACT BY DEPT)
Jdi 143 coppe il #1324 -2 40
{18) WRITE W OF ALL WORX T BE PERFORMED UNDER THES m PLAXS 15 MOT SUFRICIENT)
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JATI FRATICISCOD

AdOD VIDId40

\ L) CONDITIONS RHD STIPULATIONS
| (rerer | apPry : 6YP B;m m WoRL e
1 dpoufb‘f Wity ' SFRe (Ske. 2909.7. ARASON:
DEPARTMENT OV L '
BUILDIG IMISPEQTION CHECKED
T C % 4»-
NOV 20 Z0% BUILDING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSP. NOTIFIED MR.
APPROBFUTHOMAS LE /%\ i
' [ REASON:
DEPARTMENT OF CITlY PLANNING NOTIFIED MR,
APPROVED: { DATE:
D REASON:
BUREAU OF FIRE P & PUBLIC SAFETY NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
I:I REASON:
MECHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
CIVIL ENGINEER, DEPT, OF BLDQ. INSPECTION NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
BUREAL OF ENG [] NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
DEPARTMENT OF C HEALTH NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
mmm’J AQENCY NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
D REASON:
HOUSING INSPECTION DIVISION NOTIFIED MR.

lqmmmmummwwmmmmmmmmudmmhsmmmmmm

of conditions or stipulat) which are b y made 8 part of this spplication.

Number of atiachments D

OWNER'S AUTHORIZED AGENT
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SAHT FRANCISCO

[L'i ":'/

LETMELIT OF

3 !Emaz T Y San Francisco Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Deapartmento - =1 |C“ﬂg Inspécliﬂﬂ

AdOD VIDILHO

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.0., Director

LICENSED CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT

Permit Application No.

Job A(;d_ress: \.4’% W W

Licensed Contractor's Declaration

Pursuant to the Business énd Professions Code Sec. 7031.5, | hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that |
am licensed under the provisions of Chapter 8 (commencing with Sec. 7000) of Division 3 of the Business
and Professions Code, and that my license is in full force and effect. i

05 o>
License Ci!éss b '

Expiration Date %l 6

License Number

Contractor
£l W 2
PRINT
Pn

SIGNATURE

3 )
NOTE: ‘Any jAbioh of the Bus. & Prof. Code Sec 7031.5 by any permit applicant shall be subject to a civil penalty of
nof more thall ve hundred dollars ($500)" Bus. & Prof. Code Sec. 7031.5. Revised 04/30/2010

1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6088 — Fax (415) 558-6401

Website: www.sfdbi.org
3172018 )






EXHIBIT 9





1/26/2017 Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
g‘:‘“;'::;‘;f“ 201542021
Owner/Agent: ?ﬁyﬁ;})‘;g‘ Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 143 CORBETT AV
Contact Name: Block: 2656
Contact Phone: -- Lot: 060
. COMPLAINANT DATA .
Complainant: SUPPRESSED Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
) Received By: Adora Canotal
;E:_}:IIL]“ Hmants Division: PID
g‘::::gi?"“ 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
Assigned to
Division: BIC:
143 Corbett --- Complaint please verify Permit - permit online for a remodel of a bathroom. Work
Description: is going on all day, every day, the house was down to the studs and a new electrical box has been

installed. There seems to be more going on then a remodel of a small bathroom. Also checking to
see if the permit has been suspended.

Instructions: 311 service request no. 4682265 received on 04/22/2015

INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|[INSPECTOR|ID |DISTRICT|PRIORITY
BID ISCHROEDER [114418

REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS

DATE [TYPE DIV|INSPECTOR|STATUS |[COMMENT
o TR CASE
04/22/15|CASE OPENED BID |Schroeder RECEIVED
04/28/15|CASE OPENED BID [Schroeder {Z.ASE + work per scope of oermits cs
CLOSED
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information I

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 Francisco o 2017

htp://dbiweb sfgov org/dbipts/de fault aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=20154202 1 &Stepin=1
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1126/2017 Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Number; | 201555501
.+,  OWNER DATA T
Owner/Agent: SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 143 CORBETT AV
Contact Name: Block: 2656
Contact Phone: -- Lot: 060
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
plamant: - gy ppRESSED :
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: Carmen Hasbun
Complainant's s
Phone: Division: INS
Complaint - .
Salrca: TELEPHONE
Assigned to
Division: Bl

Working outside of scope of permits 201408113493, 201409186685, 201411252473. Enclosing the

Description: deck and putting in windows in the deck.

Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|[INSPECTOR|ID [DISTRICT|PRIORITY
BID SCHROEDER [1144)18
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE [TYPE DIV|INSPECTOR|STATUS ICOMMENT
- T ICASE

07/02/15 |CASE OPENED BID |Schroeder RECEIVED

. T et Ferrnd CASE site visist legal existing deck
07/03/15 [CASE OPENED BID |Schroeder CONTINUED lenclosure cs
08/10/15 |[CASE OPENED BID [Schroeder g?ggl-‘l) per scope of permits cs

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION

NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information I

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 Francisco e 2017

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default. aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201555501&Stepin=1
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SAITFRAMCISY D

) .y :_' PPROVED
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DEPARTMENT GF P of Bullding Insp,
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'0a18
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BUILDING INSPECTION

AdOD IVIdI440

FINVNSSI HOH GE3ADHSAY —

BID 2»(55550] — X §§
APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT m«mm FRANCISCO 2
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS o;f?ms DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION %E

¢ APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
Y BUILDING INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 1
FOHH 3 O OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED | PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANGE WITH THE PLANS
OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE | A50RDANA 7O T DESCRMTION AND FoR THE PURPOSE § g
HEREINAFTER SET FORTH.
_Q_numormssrs T gl L
FLING Fel R WD e 7 B (T 77 =M E
‘UUL 06 2015 | 44, " 209, B

PERIT O [T : = E

(3627 | nu 08208 3‘) mf/ Zs ||

?3’,200
INFORMA®ON TO BE FURNISHED nf ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING

(e
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g be ol 1 ury JLL-.‘A.
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PONAIT OF BUCUPMMCT IILANTID, WMEN REGUIREE.
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wmn“w“uwumammmmmnum

TOES B NUT A BUILD S0 PERMIT RO WORK DAL KE PEEMIT IS BSUID.
i o apdpred,
CMECK APPROPILATY bOX

Q DWKER O ARCHITECT

O LEsEE D AGENT

SCONTRACTOR O ENGINTER

APPLICANT'S CERTIA
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AdOD IVIDI440

SATTFRANCH

5C0

CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

l)l“i'&‘“

DEPARTHEL

»

R

BUILDING JPIGPEY

mqu;Zkﬁ#wPﬁés
=KD

=
Stephen Kwok, DBI1
JUL 06 205

BUILDING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLDO. INSP.

Re.m“.
oL <D fQelcr

L

NOTIFIED MR.

am&nkbi__J

L]

APPROVED:

A

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFED MR.

APPROVED:

BUREAU OF PREVENTION & PUBLIC BAFETY

DATE:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

MECHANICAL ENCMNEER, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSPECTION

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

. OF BLDQ. INSPECTION

DATE:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

BUREAU OF EN

REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

DEPARTMENT OF RUBLIC HEALTH

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

APPROVED:

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

[

APPROVED:

ui

HOUSING INSPECTION DIVISION

DATE:
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

ONISSID0Hd DNIHNG GILHILON SNOSHI TTV 4O SIWVN OGNV S3Lvd 310N - NOLLD3S Q0H

llgn-hcomprrm-l:mwmdhmbU-mwwwnnmbmmn.mdmwm
of conditions or stip s, which ere hersby made a part of this sppitestion.
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I BUILDING I| i)l":f I'fle

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Bullding Inspection

t

"t{IOI:I:IO

AdOD 1

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Tom C. Hul, S.E., C.B.0., Director
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Licensed Contractor's Dec!araﬁo_n\

Pursuant to the Business énd Professions Code Sec. 7031.5, | hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that |
am licensed under the provisions of Chapter 9 (commencing wrth Sec. 7000) of Divislon 3 of the Business

and Professions Code, and that my license is in full force an?reﬁed._._-/> ;
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1/26/2017

Department of Building Inspection

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint
Number: 201580691
. OWNER DATA ate Filed:
Owner/Agent: SUPPRESSED Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: -- Location: 143 CORBETT AV
Contact Name: Block: 26560
Contact Phone: -- Lot: 060
y . COMPLAINANT DATA s
Complainant: SUPPRESSED Site:
Rating:
Oceupancy Code:
Received By: Adora Canotal
Complainant's T
Phiiie: Division: PID
Complaint N —
Sourte: 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
Assigned to
Division: D
143 Corbett Ave --- Construction without permits on the followings: 1. Closing out the light well
Description: between 143 & 145 Corbett Ave. 2, Digging out lower level to put in a new unil. 3. Completely
redid the back deck. It's closed in and made it part of the house, completely blocking our view.
Instructions: 311 5R #5304725 received on 11/24/2015
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION|[INSPECTOR|ID |DISTRICT|PRIORITY
BID HAJNAL 6234 18
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIV |[INSPECTOR|STATUS ICOMMENT
T S —— « CASE
11/24/15 |CASE OPENED BID |Hajnal RECEIVED
= ST NAQE IComplaint not valid. Mutiple permits
12fo2/15 gjt?]::gm PERMIT BID |Hajnal E?SEED issued and ﬁch: S?c PTS for permits
land scopes of work.
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

| Inspector Contact Information |

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 Francisco o 2017

http://dbiweb sfgov.org/dbipts/default. aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=20158069 1 &Stepin=1
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BUILDING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSP. NOTIFIED MR.
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Dept. Wine
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING NOTIFIED MR.
APPROVED: DATE:
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APPROVED: DATE:
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AP DATE:
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LICENSED CONTRACTOR’'S STATEMENT

Permit Appiication No. :?//)fg--'_ [l - Zg" 3&’5
Job Address: 14% LT 7‘\'\/%

‘Licensed Contractor's Declaration

Pursuant to the Business and Professions Code Sec. 7031.5, | hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that |
am licensed under the provisicns of Chapter 9 (commencing with Sec. 7000) of Division 3 of the Business
and Professions Code, and that my license is in full force and effect.

License Number 7 05%09
License Class ﬁ

" Expiration Date %% ) 20 [ f'

' Contractor

Fesvornp <

NOTE: “Any violation of tHe
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& Prof. Coce Sec 7031.5 by any permit applicant shall be subject to a civil penalty of
(8500)* Bus. & Prof. Code Sec. 7031.5. Revised 10/1/2013.
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Website: wwiv. stdbiorg
; Rev 031814





_u\.ll FRAME IJf 0

[F/PIMTF'T Gf
UILDING IrISPEC l'I()ll

OWNER'S NAMES & ADDRESS: ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁ/&m Kari-1+3 LorpeEd e/-5F LA ff’?”’f
- ADDRESS: 17 3 &ﬁ')bﬁfﬁ” a/ €_ ° #OF NOTIFICATIONS:

[

S_TRUCTURAL ADDITION INFORMATION FORM

AdOD 'IV!Oi:I:IQ

—_—
[~

" BLOCK: 26 56 ADDRESS ON APPLICATION (PLANS).
LOT: &l VERIFIED BY: L7 F#r
APPLCATIONS 2V |5 ~[1-2 5 J643 e -
© PERMIT# 14902 3p4 DATE MAILED: 2 E“?/}}f/!é
pateissuen: LS5/ 3 ) L/ L ’
P ———

ADDRESS OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES:

;_cz_’_/‘_ ADDRESS: | ;;’ Lﬂb P}’Jf, 67 ‘/ o __ ADDRESS:
m ADDRESS: ___Aunn.éss:
M_Annnﬁss: ' , __HAI:;ﬁREss: :
Z_/z_éfmnnsss: o ___._ADDRESS:

05 2 ADDRESS: o ‘ ADDR.E-SS:






EXHIBIT 14





COMPLAINT DATA SHEET

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

COMPLAINT NUMBER : 201631352

OWNER/AGENT: RAGHAVEN RAVI DATE FILED:
RAGHAVEN RAVI LOCATION:
143 CORBETT AVE
SAN FRANCISCO CA

BLOCK: 2656
SITE:

94114 RATING:
OWNER'S PHONE --

10-AUG-16
143 CORBETT AV

LOT: 060

OCCUPANCY CODE

RECEIVED BY: Adora Canotal DIVISION: PID

CONTACT NAME
CONTACT PHONE -- COMPLAINT SOURCE: 311 INTERNET REFERRAL
COMPLAINANT: ASSIGNED TO DIVISION: BID

COMPLAINANT'S PHONE --

DESCRIPTION: 143 Corbett Ave, --- Caller states please inspect. Caller states [ want to make sure that this house has permits, and that
it is safe to do the work that is being done at this location. This work has been going on for 2 years and there is also scaffolding there on

and off and excavation. No Signs posted.

INSTRUCTIONS: 311 SR No. 6178651

INSPECTOR INFORMATION

DIVISION INSPECTOR iD DISTRICT PRIORITY
BID BIRMINGHAM 6330 I8

REFFERAL INFORMATION

DATE REFERRED BY TO COMMENT

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
DATE TYPE DIVISIONINSPECTOR  STATUS

10-AUG-16 CASE OPENED BID S HAINAL CASE RECEIVED
12-AUG-16 OTHER BLDG/HOUSING VICBID S HAJNAL CASE CONTINUED

24-0CT-16 WITHOUT PERMIT-OTHE BID K PERMIT RESEARCH
BIRMINGHA
M

24-0CT-16 WITHOUT PERMIT - OTHE BID K FIRST NOV SENT
BIRMINGHA
M

25-0CT-16 WITHOUT PERMIT - OTHE BID K CASE UPDATE
BIRMINGHA
M

PAGE 1 OF 2

COMMENT

Background research for permits and status,

Site visit on 10/21/16, There are multipple
open permits on this project . 1 am doing
reshearch to determn if these cover the work
being performed on the property

st nov issed by K Birmingham

copy of Ist nov mailed by jlu





City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
COMPLAINT NUMBER : 201631352

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
DIVISION DATE DESCRIPTION ACTION COMMENT

NOV (HIS)  NOV (BID)

24-0CT-16

PAGE2OF2
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SHARTSIS FRIESE LLP

One Maritime Plaza ¢ Eighreenth Floor
San Francisco, California 94111-3598
Richard F. Munzinger
rmunzinger@stlaw.com
(415) 773-7340
Fax: (415)421-2922

October 27. 2016

VIA EMAIL (smw@stevewilliamslaw.com

Stephen M. Williams, Esq.

Law Offices of Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero Street

San Francisco, CA 94115

Re: 43 Corbett Avenue; Cease and Desist Demand

Dear Mre. Williams:

I write on behalf of our clients Rajan Raghavan (“Rajan™) and Ravi Raghavan (“Ravi”)
(collectively, the “Raghavans™), to demand that your clients, Jennifer Creelman and Chip Driggs.
cease and desist in their current wrongful and improper conduct. More specifically. your clients
have abused the city permitting and inspection process, harassed the Raghavans to the point of
creating a nuisance, invaded their privacy. intentionally inflicted emotional distress on them.
trespassed on their property and negligently caused damage to it. It your clients do not
immediately cease their wrongful conduct, my clients will have no choice but to file a lawsuit to
compel them to do so and recover for the damages caused by your clients.

As you know, Rajan owns the property located at 143 Corbett Avenue, San Francisco,
California (the “Property”™), and Ravi occupies it. In or about October 2014, the Raghavans
began remodeling the Property. In the course of that remodeling, they have complied with all
applicable laws. rules and regulations. including obtaining all required city permits. (As you
know. your clients requested inspections on several occasions. and those inspections always
concluded that the project was fully legally compliant.) Accordingly, the Raghavans are entitled
to proceed with their remodeling project and to the use and enjoyment of their Property.

Untortunately. your clients” wrongful conduct has delayed the remodeling of the Property
and made it more expensive, as well as interfered with my clients’ right to use and enjoy the
Property. Among other things. your clients have harassed the Raghavans and the individuals
working on the project by constantly complaining to and confronting them with no legitimate
basis. For example. your clients have continually harassed the Raghavans and their agents with
demands that they delay the commencement of work each morning until long after the time
allowed by law. Your clients have further frivolously complained that the Raghavans have “too
many permits.” which of course, they are required to obtain by law. Your clients have also

Tel: (413) 4216500 ¢ www.stlaw.com ¢ Fax: (415)421.2922





Stephen M. Williams, Esq.
October 27, 2016

Page 2

continually demanded access to the Raghavans™ Property and documents and information in
order to inspect and approve the project, even though they have no right in law or equity to do
either.  Your clients have further harassed Ravi for his lawful use of the Property. such as
exercising. watching television or listening to music. Taken as a whole, your clients’ conduct
constitutes a nuisance, invasion of privacy. intentional infliction of emotional distress and
interference with contract.

Your clients have also completely disregarded and invaded the Raghavans™ privacy and
trespassed on their Property. On or about October 1, 2015, your client entered onto my clients’
Property at approximately 9:30 p.m. without permission and yelled vulgarities at Ravi and his
friends for supposedly making too much noise at a party. No other neighbors complained.
Ravi’s boss and work colleagues were also present. Putting aside the fact that a party at 9:30
p.m. is a reasonable part of normal life in a major metropolitan area, your client did not have
permission or any legal justification for entering the Property. She could have called or emailed
the Raghavans or even called the police, but she did not have the right to trespass and then
embarrass and harass Ravi and his guests.

In addition to Ms. Creelman’s personal trespass, your clients have trespassed on the
Raghavans® Property and negligently damaged it by failing to repair a water lcak. despite
knowing that this leak exists and is causing damage to my clients’ Property. and despite
numerous demands by my clients that you fix it.

Moreover. your clients have delayed and interfered with the Raghavans’ construction by
filing and pursuing frivolous administrative complaints and objections with the city planning
department and demanding inspections with no legitimate basis. Your clients have persisted in
their frivolous complaints and objections despite being notified that their conduct was causing
material delay and expense to the Raghavans and despite your clients knowing that their position
is frivolous.

For example, your clients have refused. and continue to refuse, to withdraw their
frivolous appeal of the Raghavans™ pending lightwell project despite knowing that the plans are
proper. and that there is no construction planned for the side of the property adjacent to your
clients” home, which was your clients’ only complaint with that project. As you and your clients
know, there was never any construction planned for the side of the Property adjacent to your
clients’ home, and the information on the initial permit stating otherwise was a clerical error.
which has been corrected. It will be obvious to a judge and jury that your clients’ refusal to
withdraw their appeal, despite being represented by counsel who can advise them as to its lack of
merit, is the result of bad faith and a desire to intentionally delay and hamper the project. to the
Raghavans® detriment. As you know, such conduct is the basis for claims for abuse of process
and malicious prosecution, for which your clients would be liable for the Raghavans' attorneys’
fees. construction costs and other losses arising from their frivolous complaints to the city.

I called you a few days ago to introduce myself and try to resolve this dispute. In the
course of" our conversation. you confirmed that you and your clients knew that the lightwell
project was not planned for the side of the Property adjacent to your clients’ property. However,
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you stated that your clients would not dismiss the appeal. You also stated that your clients
intended to “pile on™ further complaints with the city regarding the Raghavans’ construction.

Although you did not provide any further detail, we have since learned that your clients
have filed objections with the city relating to the Raghavans supposedly building new spaces
which did not exist before and supposedly building an illegal kitchen nook. However. your
clients have absolutely no evidence that any of the construction they have challenged is
improper. nor is it. To the contrary, all of the work at issue is legal and permitted.

Morcover, as your clients know from living there before the prior owner of the Property
sold to the Raghavans, the spaces your clients now claim are “new” were there before the
Raghavans purchased the Property. The Raghavans are not building any new spaces. which your
clients know, and which will be easily established by City records and documents from the
Raghavans™ purchase of the Property. For example, | have attached as Exhibit A an appraisal
report created prior to the Raghavans’ purchase of the Property. including a diagram of the
rooms in the Property and photos of the rooms, all of which clearly establish that the spaces your
clients claim to be new are pre-existing. Finally, your clients know that the previous owner
rented out the basement space, so they cannot claim in good faith that they believe that space is
new. I your clients persist with their baseless objections. we will present this evidence, along
with the disclosure documents from the Raghavans™ purchase of the property and testimony by
the real estate agent for the sale and by the Raghavans’ contractor.

As | advised on our call, if your clients do not dismiss their frivolous appeals and
objections and refrain from further malicious abuse of the legal process. then. when these
proceedings are over, and the Raghavans have prevailed in them, they will sue your clients for
abuse of process and malicious prosecution. To prevail. the Raghavans need only show (1) that
they prevailed against your clients” objections with the city, (2) that your clients lacked probable
causce for bringing those actions, and (3) that your clients acted out of malice. Daniels v.
Robbins, 182 Cal. App. 4th 204, 216 (2010): Citi-Wide Preferred Couriers, Inc. v. Golden Eagle
Ins. Corp.. 14 Cal. App. 4th 906, 911 (2003).

The Raghavans will establish these clements at trial. First, they will prevail against your
clients” appeals and objections. Next, the Raghavans will establish that your clients acted
without probable cause. As I'm sure you have advised your clients, the test for whether a legal
proceeding was based on “probable cause™ is whether the party that brought the proceeding (i.e.,
your clients). had any hard evidence or concrete basis for their position. See Sheldon Appel Co.
v. Albert & Oliker, 47 Cal. 3d 863, 868 (1989): see also Sangster v. Paetkau, 68 Cal. App. 4th
I51. 164-65 (1998). Your clients do not possess a shred of evidence that any of the work they
have challenged was unpermitted, improper or new. When your clients are called to the stand
under oath in front of a jury in the action the Raghavans file for malicious prosecution and abuse
ol process. they will not be able to identify any basis for their frivolous legal proceedings.
Finally. the Raghavans will establish malice based on the lack of probable cause, and based on
your clients” many emails and actions showing their disdain and personal animosity towards the
Raghavans. See Grindle v. Lorbeer, 196 Cal. App. 3d 1461, 1465-66 (1987) (malice may be
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inferred trom lack of probable cause). In addition, the Raghavans will call a mutual neighbor to
testify that your clients informed that neighbor that they were intentionally harassing the
Raghavans and interfering with their construction.

You argued in our call that the Raghavans would be barred {rom bringing a lawsuit for
malicious prosecution or abuse of process by the anti-SLAPP statute. but such claims routinely
survive an anti-SLAPP challenge. See Soukup v. Law Offices of Herbert Hafif (2006) 39 Cal. 4th
260, 291 (1995). In Soukup. the plaintiff succeeded in making a prima facie showing that the
prior action (1) was commenced by or at the direction of the defendant and was pursued to a
legal termination favorable to the plaintiff: (2) was brought without probable cause: and (3) was
initiated with malice. Accordingly, the case was allowed to proceed. See also Slaney v. Ranger
Ins. Co. 115 Cal. App. 4th 306, 321 (2004) (plaintiff was able to make prima facie showing of
termination of prior suit in its favor, lack of probable cause. and malice and therefore survived an
anti-SLAPP motion); Ross v. Kish, 145 Cal. App. 4th 188, 197-98 (2006) (denial of anti-SLAPP
motion upheld where plaintiff showed a probability of prevailing on malicious prosccution
claim); HMS Capital. Inc. v. Lawyers Title Co.. 118 Cal. App. 4th 204, 214-219 (2004) (plaintiff
established probability of prevailing on malicious prosecution claim and therefore defendant’s
anti-SLAPP motion was denied).

Here, as set forth above, the Raghavans have ample evidence to establish a prima facie
likelihood of success on the merits and thus will defeat an anti-SLAPP motion. As you know, all
evidence offered by the Raghavans in opposition to such a motion will be accepted by the court
as truc. and any evidence offered by your clients will only be considered if it is completely
dispositive of an issue as a matter of law. Flately v. Mauro. 39 Cal. 4th 299, 323-326 (2006).

In closing, the Raghavans would prefer to try to resolve this matter amicably. To this
end, please promptly make a specific settlement proposal as to what your clients seek in order to
agree to dismiss their appeals, stop trespassing and harassing the Raghavans and to refrain from
interfering further with the Raghavans’ construction. Please be advised that the Raghavans are
not willing to forgo any construction or give your clients control over any aspect of construction,
so please refrain from making any settlement proposals that include such terms.

I we are not able to resolve this matter amicably very soon, and your clients continue
their trespass, nuisance, harassment and abuse of the legal process, then the Raghavans will file a
lawsuit in superior court. If your clients force the Raghavans to do so, they will seek legal fees,
the increased cost of construction resulting from your clients’ harassment and delay. damages
caused by the leak on your clients’ property, nuisance damages, trespass damages and emotional
distress damages. which together will easily exceed the jurisdictional minimum for an unlimited
Jurisdiction case. The Raghavans will also seek punitive damages.
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We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
h/du.{( )
Richard F. Munzinger

RFM:sft
Enclosures

10294001\7822176 v3
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From: Mark Cruz

To: Rajan Raghavan; ragini raghavan

Cc: Ravi Raghavan; Erevan O"Neill

Subject: 143 Corbett : Synopsis of Call with Jeff Horn Today
Date: Thursday, May 31, 2018 12:16:51 PM
Attachments: iti

143 Corbett - Opposition Letter - May 20th 2018.pdf
Email from Jennifer and Steve Williams - 4-30-18.pdf

Rajan, Ragini, Ravi
I just had a discussion with Jeff Horn. Here is a synopsis of what transpired.

e Attached are two recent emails from Steve/Jennifer and the Corona Heights
District emails.

e They are partially attacking the Planning Department for potentially allowing
the rear Breakfast nook to remain, as a violation of the SUD and
Planning Code. I had always assumed the small angled protrusion may need
to be removed, but I never thought the whole breakfast nook would be
challenged like this. The newly formed Corna Heights SUD is being cited by
Steve Williams, even though it did not exist until this year. His timeline seems
to argue we never had a nook but rather an enclosed "deck". We will need
to show those "histories" from Google Earth. It seems the motive of Jennifer
and Chip is that they want to "enclosed a rear deck" also.

« Steve is bringing up the structural integrity of the rear deck and nook into this
discussion, but I mentioned that we have always had every intention of
upgrading the entire building to current seismic code. This is why we hired
Erevan O'Neil. Steve's argument may be that the Nook had irregular framing
and need to be removed. We always wanted to reframe the deck and
supports to current code, we just never had the chance.

» The over-excavation on the lower unit (design/build by Francisco) is not really
the issue because we have a Geotechnical Report and Categorical Exemption
from CEQA. The commision may discuss it, but it has been done and
inspected by DBI. We only excavated to provide a proper ceiling height for
our unit, that we are allowed by the RH-2 district.

« Some of my square footage numbers are being scrutinized regarding
"existing" and "new". I plan to review this and revise the drawings to show the
full scope. I had trouble tracking Francisco's areas of work in the basement,
so I myself am confused on what is really classified as new and existing down
there.

e There is a chance the Roof Deck could be asked to be removed from
the application by the commision. They have been denying these kinds of roof
decks lately. We are still allowed to provide the interior stair to the roof, but
they may question our need for "open space" as they call it. We can still
provide a platform for cleaning our solar panels. So if it comes up, we will
remove the "deck" form the application. We will not mention it.

I am mounting a poster on the front of the House tomorrow announcing the
meeting, being held on June 21st. Will anyone be home?

« I am meeting Jeff Horn on site @ Corbett St sometime on Tuesday or
Wednesday, once he confirms a time.

I think this describes why the process is "discretionary." The versions of project
history being brought up have all these implications that have to review by the
commission. Please call me anytime today after, when you like to discuss this





further.

Mark Cruz RA
CRUZ A+D






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

May 21, 2018

Jeff Horn, Senior Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Streel, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 143 Corbelt Avenue

Dear Mr. Horn:

Corbell Heights Neighbors OPPOSES the granting of CUA or Variance to the sponsors of
the project at 143 Corbett Avenue. There have been over four years of unpermitted work,
serial permitting, and overall deception on the part of the contractors and projecl
SPONSOrs.

On top of this, we OPPOSE sanctioning the horizontal expansion that encroaches into the
already minimal required rear yard open space within the Corona Heights Large
Residential SUD.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Gary Weiss, President
Corbett Heights Neighbors





June 12, 2018

Jeff Horn, Senior Planner
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 143 Corbett Ave

Dear Mr. Horn:

We Live at 149 Corbett Avenue. We oppose the granting of the CUA or
Variance to the sponsors of the project at 143 Corbett Avenue. We also
oppose the sanctioning of the horizontal expansion as it sets a precedent
for other neighbors to expand and or enclose their decks creating a lack of
privacy and light.

CHN recently passed the Corona Heights Large Residential SUD and we
want to make sure that we send a message to all future sponsors that long
standing unpermitted work will not be rewarded retroactively. Particularly
neighbors that so blatantly and irresponsibly excavated and rebuilt a home
using 19 over-the-counter permits to hide what they were doing.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Stephanie and Steven Moomijian
149 Corbett Ave.






Steve,
The CPC Rules & Regs, require three speakers. Not the names of three people you will be representing. But the
names of three speakers for the presentation.

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: Stephen M. Williams [mailto:smw@stevewilliamslaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 4:25 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.

Thanks Jonas....I will be speaking for Stephanie and Steven Moomjian who
live at 149 Corbett and for Anders Nelson who lives below the project at 3016
Market Street.

Steve

Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.

San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656

Fax: (415) 776-8047

The information transmitted isintended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
thisinformation by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received thisin error, please
contact sender and del ete the material from any computer.

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:35 AM

To: Stephen M. Williams <smw@stevewilliamslaw.com>; richhillissf@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.

Steve,
| will need the names of at least three speakers.

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

From: Stephen M. Williams [mailto:smw@stevewilliamslaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 8:45 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Request for Organized Opposition on 143 Corbett Ave.

President Hillis and Secretary lonin:

| am writing to request atime slot for organized opposition for the
CUA/Variance hearing on 143 Corbett Ave---Agenda Items #16 a & b. Many
of the neighbors will attend but prefer not to speak on the matter.

Thanksyou

Steve Williams

Stephen M. Williams
1934 Divisadero St.

San Francisco, CA 94115
Ph: (415) 292-3656

Fax: (415) 776-8047

The information transmitted isintended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon
this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received thisin error, please
contact sender and del ete the material from any computer.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opera Plaza Cinemas

Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:42:07 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: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:59 AM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Opera Plaza Cinemas

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of
information provided by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the
project or request. For a more extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a
project review meeting. The information provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning
Administrator letter of determination. To receive aletter of determination you must submit a
formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For complaints, please contact the Code
Enforcement Division.

From: Barbara Gersh <bgersh@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 1:23:01 PM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Subject: Opera Plaza Cinemas

Hello,

I'velived in SF since 1972, and am an avid film-goer. I'm disturbed by the prospective loss of
screens showing foreign and independent films if the Planning Commission grants the building
owner's request to change the use of the Opera Plaza Cinemas.

There are multiple screens to see the latest superheroes films from Hollywood, but very limited
venues that screen international films. If we are truly to be a"world-class city”, we need to preserve
the cultural opportunities that distinguish us from lesser towns. Already, we miss seeing many films
that play in NY C and Los Angeles because of the lack of venues. Losing the Opera Plaza Cinema
would be a blow to the substantial cineaste community in the Bay Area. Over the years, we've lost
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the Surf, Cento Cedar, Metro, and other theaters that showed awide variety of films.

As| understand it, Landmark is willing to continue operation of this location, including renovating
the theaters. Please assist their efforts rather than the greed of the property owner. Theretail already
existing at thislocation is less than stellar, and we don't need more mediocre restaurants, etc. We do
need to preserve theaters willing to program thought-provoking films.

Thank you,
Barbara Gersh

649 Brussels St
SF, CA 94134



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Keep Opera Plaza Theater open!

Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:41:48 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: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 12:25 PM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Keep Opera Plaza Theater open!

Fyi

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of
information provided by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the
project or request. For a more extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a
project review meeting. The information provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning
Administrator letter of determination. To receive aletter of determination you must submit a
formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For complaints, please contact the Code
Enforcement Division.

From: Audrey Cole <Audrey@AudreyCole.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:51:49 AM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Subject: Keep Opera Plaza Theater open!

Hi. OperaPlazais such a special theater. | see amost everything | go out for there. Please,
please find some creative way to keep it open.

Thank you,

Audrey Cole

Audrey D. Cole
Computer Consulting - Databases in Access, Fox and FileMaker
415-648-1926 voice - 415-648-9455 fax - Audrey@AudreyCole.com
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: opera plaza

Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:40:47 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: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 1:36 PM
To: Vellve, Sara (CPC)

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Silva, Christine (CPC)
Subject: Fw: opera plaza

fyi

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of information provided
by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the project or request. For a more
extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a project review meeting. The information
provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning Administrator letter of determination. To receive a
letter of determination you must submit a formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For
complaints, please contact the Code Enforcement Division.

From: Lani Asher <laniasher8@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:03 AM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Subject: opera plaza

OMG please save this gem. Sometimes culture is more important than money. Why would
the landlord raise the rent on a struggling cinema art house. Do they want another boring
chain something in there?.Please save them. As a 30 year resident of this fair city. | am sick of

thank you

lani asher
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Glen Park



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC

Subject: FW: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA - Small Business Commission urging not to approve

Date: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:14:18 AM

Attachments: 2018.06.18 Healty Spot 2017-015611CUA.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: Dick-Endrizzi, Regina (ECN)

Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 6:57 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)

Subject: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA - Small Business Commission urging not to approve

For your information:

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

My apologies for the 11 hour communication. | am without commission staff and so the handling of Small
Business Communication has been delay. | plan to be at the Planning Commission (schedule permitting), to
speak at public comment on the SBC’s recommendation. | greatly appreciate you taking this into
consideration. Below is the content of the attached letter to you.

June 18, 2018

Rich Hillis

Planning Commission President
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA 4049 24t Street
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners,

On May 21, 2018 the Small Business Commission received a presentation from small individually owned pet
stores and groomers of the Noe Valley and Castro merchant areas. At this meeting the Small Business
Commission took action and unanimously approved (4-0) to send a recommendation to the Planning
Commission NOT TO APPROVE the formula retail conditional use application of HealthySpot at 4049 24th
Street under Planning Code 303.1(d)(2) The availability of other similar uses with similar uses within the
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CiTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MARK FARRELL, MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION

REGINA DICK-ENDRIZZI, DIRECTOR

June 18, 2018

Rich Hillis

Planning Commission President
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Item 15: 2017-015611CUA 4049D8treet
Dear President Hillis and Honorable Commissioners,

On May 21, 2018 the Small Business Commission received arpagion from small individually owned pet
stores and groomers of the Noe Valley and Castro merchant atgthiss meeting the Small Business
Commission took action and unanimously approved (4-6¢mal a recommendation to the Planning Commission
NOT TO APPROVE the formula retail conditional use applaratf HealthySpot at 4049 ©4&treet under

Planning Code 303.1(d)(2) The availability of other ghmuses with similar uses within the Neighborhood
Commercial District, ) and (3)he existing retail vacancy rates within the district andhinithe vicinity of the
proposed project. And did so due to the importance of preserving small ind#grgrpet service businesses and to
encourage the formula retaikt store to open in other parts of the City where SarciB@mnis not well served.

The Small Business Commission (SBC) rarely makes a recomnamntiathe Planning Commission on
individual projects before the Planning Commission. tbibe noted that the few times it has, it has specifically
been on formula retail pet stores planning to open on ommex@hant corridors where there are longtime
individually owned pet stores, particularly when they ariiaffy Legacy Businesses.

For historical record on November 5, 2009 the SBC sentea tetthe Planning Commission informing you of its
recommendation not to approve the conditional use applicatidtefod=ood Express at 2244-60 Lombard Street
@Divisadero, as the neighborhood was well served with tle Stgres, and 4 groomer in an 8 block radius.
There were two pet stores that would have been most impactedal/@onnection Il at 2419 Chestnut Street @
Divisadero and Catnip + Bones at 2220 Chestnut Street @ PiEnee2244-60 Lombard Street was
approximately 3 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Comnmed¢t The Planning Commission did not
approve this formula retail conditional use application.

In 2010 Pet Food Express applied again for a formula retadlitonal use at another location, 3150 California
Street, 13 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connedtttiofihe full Small Business Commission did not
have an opportunity to provide a recommendation to the Pi@ommission, but its Legislation and Policy
Committee did and made the same recommendation to not tovagpi®formula retail condition use application.
This Planning Commission did approve the formula conifiase application for the 3150 California location.

Pet Food Express opened this location in 2011. SincebtiterCatnip + Bones and Animal Connection Il have
closed. Animal Connection closed on itd"2hniversary year. A current check on Yelp shows that there are no
longer general pet stores on Union Street. There are twopetiabze boutique stores 1) rororiri — a clothing
only boutique just for pets and 2) La Meral Bakery which lmutique bakery for pets that has a patio area for
throwing pet parties.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
T:415.554.6134 F: 415.558.7844 E: SFOSB@SFGOV.ORG W: WWW.SFOSB.ORG





CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS
SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION

L egacy Business Consider ation:

In 2015 the Board of Supervisors made a clear statementighahportant to preserve the City's legacy
businesses (30+ years) when it established the Legacy BuRiegissry and this was affirmed by voters of San
Francisco in November 2011 with Proposition J.

The Legacy Business Registry has 4 independent neighborhokstd@s - The Booksmith, Dog Eared Books,
Green Apple Books, and Russian Hill Bookstore. There viiaseawhen formula retails bookstores, such as
Barnes & Noble, Borders and Waldenbooks were a threat to theflensighborhood bookstores. Today
Boarders, Waldenbooks are defunct. Had there not been rigeffouts to protect these neighborhood bookstores,
would these 4 business made it to 30 years, or wouldftties have been similar to Catnip + Bones and Animal
Connection 11?

On June 11, 2018 the Small Business Commission place@Mi®ming, 4299 24 Street (2 blocks from project
site) and The Animal Company, 1370 Castro (half a block frooject site), on the Legacy Business registry.
These two business have each been in business for in Neg ¥alBO + years. For a business to stay in business
for this length of time is due to serving their custonagrd neighborhood well. These two businesses would be
most impacted by Healthy Spot opening a location in Noe Vaheyare much closer in proximity to the formula
retailer than Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection Il wereetd-Bod Express.

There is a reason the Small Business Commission has stepgpédimibox to make recommendations to the
Planning Commission on pet store formula retail conditioselprojects. The Small Business Commission likens
the neighborhood serving pet business as important buséespreserve and believe the economic history and
dynamic of bookstores is to be applied when it comes tstpets along with the importance of preserving our
Legacy Businesses.

The Small Business Commission finds that any justificatiogpprove the project due to the vacancy rate in Noe
Valley and a great need to fill a vacant retail store front ®ettonomic vitality of the corridor, is not accurate
and therefore not justification to approve this pet stomadita retail conditional use. Noe Valley does not have a
high number of vacancies. At its March 12, 2018, SBC meehimy, Cohen, of the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development presented tt&tdte of the Retail Sector: Challenges and OpportunitreSda

Francisco’s Neighborhood Commercial DistrictsMs. Cohen noted that Noe Valley does not have a retail
vacancy problem, especially when compared to other businesstslist San Francisco.

The Small Business Commission is supportive of formetiail pet businesses opening in San Francisco, as there
are areas that are in need of pet stores, we can safely say Sascbrhasiareas in the City that are pet store
desserts. Such areas are the Outer Mission, Excelsior andyie\B. (please see the attached Yelp maps). The
Small Business Commission urges real estate agents andrpdbstaula retailers to open stores in these areas.
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will happéiptidentify profitable locations.

Commissioners, it is with hope that you find this recandation helpful and NOT APPROVE the formula retail
conditional use application for HealtySpot at 4049 3treet.

Sincerely,

oy z@z%

Regina Dick-Endrizzi
Director, Office of Small Business

cc. John Rahaim, Director Planning Department

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
T:415.554.6134 F: 415.558.7844 E: SFOSB@SFGOV.ORG W: WWW.SFOSB.ORG






Neighborhood Commercial District, ) and (3) The existing retail vacancy rates within the district and within
the vicinity of the proposed project. And did so due to the importance of preserving small independent pet
service businesses and to encourage the formula retail pet store to open in other parts of the City where
San Francisco is not well served.

The Small Business Commission (SBC) rarely makes a recommendation to the Planning Commission on
individual projects before the Planning Commission. It is to be noted that the few times it has, it has
specifically been on formula retail pet stores planning to open on or near merchant corridors where there
are longtime individually owned pet stores, particularly when they are officially Legacy Businesses.

For historical record on November 5, 2009 the SBC sent a letter to the Planning Commission informing you
of its recommendation not to approve the conditional use application for Pet Food Express at 2244-60
Lombard Street @Divisadero, as the neighborhood was well served with the 8 pet stores, and 4 groomer in
an 8 block radius. There were two pet stores that would have been most impacted, Animal Connection Il at
2419 Chestnut Street @ Divisadero and Catnip + Bones at 2220 Chestnut Street @ Pierce. The 2244-60
Lombard Street was approximately 3 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection Il. The Planning
Commission did not approve this formula retail conditional use application.

In 2010 Pet Food Express applied again for a formula retail conditional use at another location, 3150
California Street, 13 blocks from Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection Il. The full Small Business
Commission did not have an opportunity to provide a recommendation to the Planning Commission, but its
Legislation and Policy Committee did and made the same recommendation to not to approve this formula
retail condition use application. This Planning Commission did approve the formula conditional use
application for the 3150 California location.

Pet Food Express opened this location in 2011. Since then both Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II

oth anniversary year. A current check on Yelp shows that

have closed. Animal Connection closed on its 2
there are no longer general pet stores on Union Street. There are two very specialize boutique stores 1)
rororiri — a clothing only boutique just for pets and 2) La Meral Bakery which is a boutique bakery for pets

that has a patio area for throwing pet parties.

Legacy Business Consideration:
In 2015 the Board of Supervisors made a clear statement that it is important to preserve the City’s legacy

businesses (30+ years) when it established the Legacy Business Registry and this was affirmed by voters of
San Francisco in November 2011 with Proposition J.

The Legacy Business Registry has 4 independent neighborhood bookstores - The Booksmith, Dog Eared
Books, Green Apple Books, and Russian Hill Bookstore. There was a time when formula retails bookstores,
such as Barnes & Noble, Borders and Waldenbooks were a threat to these small neighborhood bookstores.
Today Boarders, Waldenbooks are defunct. Had there not been rigorous efforts to protect these
neighborhood bookstores, would these 4 business made it to 30 years, or would their fates have been
similar to Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection II?

OnJune 11, 2018 the Small Business Commission placed VIP Grooming, 4299 24t Street (2 blocks from
project site) and The Animal Company, 1370 Castro (half a block from project site), on the Legacy Business



registry. These two business have each been in business for in Noe Valley for 30 + years. For a business to
stay in business for this length of time is due to serving their customers and neighborhood well. These two
businesses would be most impacted by Healthy Spot opening a location in Noe Valley and are much closer
in proximity to the formula retailer than Catnip + Bones and Animal Connection Il were to Pet Food Express.

There is a reason the Small Business Commission has stepped out of the box to make recommendations to
the Planning Commission on pet store formula retail conditional use projects. The Small Business
Commission likens the neighborhood serving pet business as important businesses to preserve and believe
the economic history and dynamic of bookstores is to be applied when it comes to pet stores along with the
importance of preserving our Legacy Businesses.

The Small Business Commission finds that any justification to approve the project due to the vacancy rate in
Noe Valley and a great need to fill a vacant retail store front for the economic vitality of the corridor, is not
accurate and therefore not justification to approve this pet store formula retail conditional use. Noe Valley
does not have a high number of vacancies. At its March 12, 2018, SBC meeting, Amy Cohen, of the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development presented the “State of the Retail Sector: Challenges and
Opportunities for San Francisco’s Neighborhood Commercial Districts”. Ms. Cohen noted that Noe Valley
does not have a retail vacancy problem, especially when compared to other business districts in San
Francisco.

The Small Business Commission is supportive of formula retail pet businesses opening in San Francisco, as
there are areas that are in need of pet stores, we can safely say San Francisco has areas in the City that are
pet store desserts. Such areas are the Outer Mission, Excelsior and the Bayview. (please see the attached
Yelp maps). The Small Business Commission urges real estate agents and pet store formula retailers to
open stores in these areas. The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will happily help identify
profitable locations.

Commissioners, it is with hope that you find this recommendation helpful and NOT APPROVE the formula
retail conditional use application for HealtySpot at 4049 24t street.

Kindly,

Regina Dick-Endrizzi | Executive Director | Office of Small Business
regina.dick-endrizzi@sfgov.org | D: 415.554.6481 |O: 415.554.6134 |c: 415.902-4573
City Hall, Suite 110 | 1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place | San Francisco, CA 94102

www.sfosb.org | businessportal.sfgov.org | facebook | twitter
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: ADU proposal

Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:13:52 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: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 4:17 PM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Cc: Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)
Subject: RE: ADU proposal

I've copied Commissions Secretary email in relation to the email below addressed to the Planning
Commissioners for this Thursday 6/21 hearing.

Thanks for forwarding!

From: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 1:57 PM
To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Cc: CPC.ADU

Subject: Fw: ADU proposal

Hi Marcelle

Who would be the primary contact for this item?
Thanks.

>]B

Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org

The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of information provided
by the requestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the project or request. For a more
extensive review it is strongly recommended to schedule a project review meeting. The information
provided in this email does not constitute a Zoning Administrator letter of determination. To receive a
letter of determination you must submit a formal request directly to the Zoning Administrator. For
complaints, please contact the Code Enforcement Division.

From: Jos K Hoegger <khoegger@pacbell.net>
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Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 9:09 PM
To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Cc: Ozzie Rohm

Subject: ADU proposal

Planning Commission Chair and Commissioners,

My wife and myself are San Francisco natives living on Mt. Davidson. We are opposed to the ADU
proposals being introduced at your Thursday meeting.

We do not need more densification, we do need affordable housing programs. Adding ADU units
onto single family housing will not result in affordable units. It will simply inflate the prices of homes
as perspective buyers will seek every means to generate income to pay their monthly payments.
Many of these proposed ADU's will become short term rentals which will generate higher monthly
payments compared to long term rentals which are also subject to the just cause eviction
ordinances.

Where is the social benefit to these ADU proposals? They increase prices, do not provide affordable
housing for families and primarily will serve tourists. | have been an active real estate broker in San
Francisco for 43 years and | assure you this is bad policy for San Francisco residents.

We need programs addressing affordability. Many urban studies have shown that for every market
rate house buyer there are two service related buyers required to service the market rate buyer's
needs. Service related buyer's cannot afford to buy or rent within S.F. Any proposal encouraging
market rate housing is thus regressive. We need policy's that greatly stimulate AFFORDABILITY?

San Francisco
Ken and Kathy Hoegger



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street
Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:13:25 AM

Attachments: 180605 _Shadow Analysis Report.pdf

2018.06.18 232 Clipper Planning Commission 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: Kelly Garayoa Sanchez [mailto:kelly.garayoa@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 4:22 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Luis Felipe Sanchez; Gene Tygielski
Subject: Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street

Dear President Hillis and Members for the Planning Commission,

Thank you for taking the time to hear our objections regarding the Conditional Use
Authorization for 232 Clipper Street (with the hearing set for Thursday, June 21, 2018).

Asthe direct neighbors (East side) to 232 Clipper, we wholeheartedly agree with the
requirements of the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) as conveyed in the Notice of
Planning Department Requirements #1, dated February 14, 2018.

Our specific request is that the Project Sponsor (Eastwood) be required to comply with the
following requirements:

e Limit the massing of the building to a maximum of 3 floors.

e Limit the horizontal and vertical addition to extend no further into the rear yard
than the primary rear wall of the adjacent house (236 Clipper)

» Reduce the quantity and scale of glazing on the front and rear facades

» Remove the front roof deck.
Please see the attached air and light study enclosed which shows how detrimental the impact
of the plans (even the RDAT recommendation) would be to our home and rental unit. On our
East side there is an apartment building that extends the length and width of the property. The
new property will exaggerate our existing light and air constraints further. (Note: the air and
light study missed 2 recently added sky lightsin our second floor which would be completely
‘red’ in every scenario presented)

It is also worth noting that the Project Sponsor has verbally agreed to the following
concessions, which we appreciate, but need to formalize:

1. The front setback request is reasonable
2. 3 stories vs. 4
3. The massing in the rear yard is still an issue as it over powers and shadows
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l. INTRODUCTION & ANALYSIS SUMMARY

SYMPHYSIS was asked to perform a shading analysis to assess the shading impact
of a proposed 4-story residential building located at 232 Clipper Street, upon the
adjacent properties at 228 and 236 Clipper Street.

The adjacent neighbors at 228 and 236 Clipper Street are concerned that the
proposed 40°-0” tall building will cast additional shadows on their rear yards, rear

decks and significantly reduce light through their adjacent skylights.

After performing a shading analysis, SYMPHYSIS concludes that the proposed 4 —

story building at 232 Clipper Street will add significant shading (> 20% increase) to

all the adjacent skylights, moderate shading (10-20% increase) to the rear decks

(3). and marginal shading (0-5% increase) to the rear yards of the properties at
228 and 236 Clipper Street.

The report herein describes the proposed project, and the methodology used for

the shading analysis, along with its results. =

‘AArch, LEED AP

Olivier A. Pennetier,
SYMPHYSIS Principal
06/05/2018

Our services consist of professional opinions and conclusions developed in accordance with generally accepted environmental design
and solar engineering principles and practices. Our conclusions and recommendations are based on the information provided by the
clients, USGS Digital Elevation Model and publically available Geographic Information System database.
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Il. PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project is located at 232 Clipper Street, in the center of the Noe

Valley neighborhood. &

FIGURE 1: LOCATION MAP
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FIGURE 2: BLOCK MAP
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. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a new 4-story, 2-family residential building that will
replace an existing single story structure, located at 232 Clipper Street, on the
South end of Block 6548, Lot 09. The existing building is currently 17°-9 %2 high
from the center of the front property line and 55’-5” deep from the front property

line.

The proposed building would add 23 feet 3 inches to the overall building height
for a total height of 40°-0”, and would extend toward the north of the property
74’-3” from the front property line. The rear of the proposed building features a

series of stepping roof decks to minimize rear massing.

The following drawings, provided by the project sponsor, show the proposed
project’s elevations and cross section, in relation to the adjacent neighbors at 236

and 228 Clipper Street. ®
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FIGURE 3: PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION
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V. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & RESULTS

A 3D model of the neighboring city blocks was developed, using Geographic
Information System (GIS) database, photogrammetric building and terrain
elevation models from Google Earth, and the proposed plans from the project’s

architect Curtis Hollenbeck.

Analysis grids were fitted to the rear yards of 228 and 236 Clipper Street
properties, as well as their rear yard decks and skylights adjacent to the proposed
project. These analysis grids record the amount of solar radiation and shading
percentage before and after the proposed project, and show the areas of
difference. This process allows us to assess the location and amount of any

shading impact.

The analysis was performed for the entire year on an hourly basis, from 12:00 AM
to 11:00 PM, using the available weather data file (TMY3) from San Francisco
Airport. The shading analysis took in consideration the effect of building
overshadowing as well as the terrain, but disregarded the effects of trees and
vegetation. The results are expressed in percentage shading as well as sunlight
hours. In addition, another round of calculation was done, using the City’s
established protocol and methodology for assessing shadowing, with a square-
foot per hour metric (sgft/hr). This methodology differs with the former one in that
the calculation times are set to one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset.
Note that this methodology is most appropriate for horizontal surfaces as it is
compared to an unobstructed plane (flat). The methodology is part of the City’s

section 295 shading analysis protocol and is not a requirement for this project.

The results of this shading analysis show that the proposed 4-story project at 232
Clipper Street adds substantial additional shading on the adjacent properties
skylights, most notably the West facing skylights (2) at 228 Clipper Street, and the
East facing skylight at 236 Clipper Street. The west facing skylight at 236 Clipper
Street is also noticeably impacted by the proposed project, although to a lesser
extent. All adjacent skylights experience an increase in shading over 20%. +34%
increase in shading on the West facing skylight at 236 Clipper, +104% increase in
shading on the West facing skylight at 228 Clipper and +137% increase in shading
on the East facing skylight at 236 Clipper — a loss of 1,308 hours of direct sunlight
on this skylight alone throughout the year.
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The three rear decks analyzed fared somewhat better than the skylights, with

shading increase of 10% for the rear deck at 236 Clipper and upper rear deck at
228 Clipper Street, to over 11% shading increase at the lower deck of 228 Clipper
Street. Still yet, this lower rear deck would experience a loss of 382 hours of direct

sunlight.

Both rear yards experience marginal shading increase of +6% each - a smaller
number due to the large size of the area of analysis. In the rear yard of 236
Clipper Street, the impact is more pronounced in the northern, central-to-eastern
portion of the yard. In the rear yard of 228 Clipper Street, the impact is mostly

experienced in the central and Southern portion of the yard.

For comparison purposes, a similar analysis was performed with the 4th story of
the proposed project clipped off to see the effect of the top story on the overall
shading impact. The analysis shows that the 4th story mostly impacts the west
skylights at 228 Clipper Street, and the West and East skylights at 236 Clipper
Street. The upper deck at 228 Clipper also suffers from the additional top story.
The lower decks and yards are not substantially affected by the 4th story

compared to the 3-story only building.

The following graphics shows the developed model for the analysis, as well as
graphic representations of the shading impact extents of the additional shading
caused by the proposed project in comparison to the existing conditions. Tables

summarize the results of the analysis. B
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CLIPPER STREET

FIGURE 6: 3D MODEL OF EXISTING CONDITIONS — SEPTEMBER 215" @ 9:45 AM
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FIGURE 7: 3D MODEL OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS — DECEMBER 215" @ NOON
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FIGURE 8: AREAS SELECTED FOR THE ANALYSIS

OBJECT ATTRIBUTES
Avg. Shading Percentage - Diffgrence

Vele Range 1000 - 120.0

FIGURE 9: BIRD EYE VIEW OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING - RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING
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FIGURE 11: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING — RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 3-STORY DESIGN
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Table 1: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 4 story design:

PROPOSED 4 STORY DESIGN 05/21/18
236 CLIPPER

YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT
BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER | %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 63.58 67.34 59% | 76.70 84.79 10.6% 22.30 5295 | 137.4% 25.30 33.90 34.0%
YEARLY SUN HOURS 1533.91 1373.90 -10.4% 975.40 640.24 -34.4% 3298.90 1990.40 -39.7% 3168.90 2801.35 -11.6%
228 CLIPPER
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS
BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER | %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 68.42 72.50 6.0% | 77.03 86.01 11.7% 68.62 75.87 10.6% 23.34 47.64 | 104.1%
YEARLY SUN HOURS | 1326.56 | 1155.94 | -12.9% | 950.91 | 577.47 | -390.8% | 1316.12 | 1009.77 | -23.3% | 3251.63 | 221357 | -31.9%
Table 2: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 3 story design:
3 STORY DESIGN
236 CLIPPER
YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 63.58 67.07 5.5% 76.70 84.30 9.9% 22.30 45.95 106.1% 25.30 27.70 9.5%
YEARLY SUN HOURS | 1533.91 | 1385.48 -9.7% | 97540 | 650.69 | -33.3% | 3298.90 | 2282.70 | -30.8% | 3168.90 | 3067.80 -3.2%
228 CLIPPER
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 68.42 72.00 5.2% 77.03 85.49 11.0% 68.62 73.35 6.9% 23.34 27.59 18.2%
YEARLY SUN HOURS 1326.56 1177.85 -11.2% 959.91 600.47 -37.4% 1316.12 1114.60 -15.3% 3251.63 3074.07 -5.5%

Table 3: Shadow Load Calculation per City’s Methodology - 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset

EXISTING PROPOSED PROPOSED
SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) NET NEW SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) TOTAL SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR)
REAR YARD @ 228 3,775,142 256,697 4,031,840
64.65% 4.40% 69.04%
REAR LOWER DECK @ 228 2 20 50
75.88% 9.67% 85.55%
REAR UPPER DECK @ 228 195,333 22,177 217,510
66.55% 7.56% 74.11%
WEST SKYLIGHTS @ 228 2i2iL il OlZe
14.57% 26.76% 41.33%
REAR YARD @ 236 2,821,592 284,571 3,106,163
58.49% 5.90% 64.39%
REAR DECK @ 236 114,864 7,348 122,212
78.82% 5.04% 83.86%
EAST SKYLIGHT @ 236 So0e- el 250
23.05% 24.24% 47.29%
WEST SKYLIGHT @ 236 1,852 811 2,664
18.50% 8.11% 26.61%
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June 18, 2018

Dear President Hillis and Members for the Planning Commission,

Thank you for taking the time to hear our objections regarding the
Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street (with the hearing set
for Thursday, June 21, 2018).

As the direct neighbors (East side) to 232 Clipper, we wholeheartedly agree
with the requirements of the Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) as
conveyed in the Notice of Planning Department Requirements #1, dated
February 14, 2018.

Our specific request is that the Project Sponsor (Eastwood) be required to
comply with the following requirements:

e Limit the massing of the building to a maximum of 3 floors.

e Limit the horizontal and vertical addition to extend no further into
the rear yard than the primary rear wall of the adjacent house (236
Clipper)

e Reduce the quantity and scale of glazing on the front and rear facades

e Remove the front roof deck.

Please see the attached air and light study enclosed which shows how
detrimental the impact of the plans (even the RDAT recommendation)
would be to our home and rental unit. On our East side there is an
apartment building that extends the length and width of the property. The
new property will exaggerate our existing light and air constraints further.
(Note: the air and light study missed 2 recently added sky lights in our
second floor which would be completely ‘red’ in every scenario presented)

It is also worth noting that the Project Sponsor has verbally agreed to the
following concessions, which we appreciate, but need to formalize:

1. The front setback request is reasonable

2. 3 stories vs. 4

3. The massing in the rear yard is still an issue as it over powers and
shadows neighboring houses





4. Set back the 3rd floor wall only 3 feet (whereas it would be more
reasonable to set back 2nd and 3rd floors 5 feet (this is only as it
applies to his east walls)

As homeowners and landlords in San Francisco, we appreciate the need for
affordable housing. It is possible for the Project Sponsor to create 2
affordable units by removing the garage (J-line train and several city buses
are 2 blocks away) and reducing the bulk of the home. The current plans
are not affordable on a sq. ft basis.

We further urge you to reject the Conditional Use Authorization for this
project until the above modifications have been applied to the plans.

Sincerely,

Kelly Garayoa Sanchez (kelly.garayoa@gmail.com)
Luis Sanchez Castillo (luisife@gmail.com)

228 Clipper Street

San Francisco, CA 94109
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Conditional Use Permit for Healthy Spot in Noe Valley
Date: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 11:12:50 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: Susan Alexander [mailto:salexandersf@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 5:58 PM

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

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Conditional Use Permit for Healthy Spot in Noe Valley

Dear Commissioners:

Asa22-year Noe Valley resident and homeowner, | am writing in staunch opposition to the
conditional use permit for the L A-based Healthy Spot chain pet shop proposed for Noe Valley.

Noe Valley currently has four excellent pet and grooming shops that fully serve the needs of
our community and beyond. In addition is the nearby Pet Food Expressin the Castro for
anything the local shops may lack.

There is absolutely no need for this chain store to invade our neighborhood and potentially
siphon business from these longstanding shops owned and run by people committed to the
good of our community. It’s hard enough for small businesses to operate in this expensive
neighborhood where rents keep going up and up. To put an unnecessary chain store into one of
the many empty storefronts risks exacerbating the problem.

| strongly urge you to reject this conditional use permit and keep Healthy Spot out of Noe
Valley. Let them go to amall where they belong.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yourstruly,
Susan Alexander

Susan Alexander
319 Hill Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** JOINT STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED ON SEPARATION
OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN BORDER

Date: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 11:32:51 AM

Attachments: 6.19.18 Family Separation Policy.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: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 10:07 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** JOINT STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON BREED ON
SEPARATION OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN BORDER

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** JOINT STATEMENT ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON
BREED ON SEPARATION OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN
BORDER

SAN FRANCISCO, Ca - Mayor Mark Farrell and Mayor-Elect London Breed have called
upon United States Attorney General Jeff Sessionsto immediately stop separating families at
the Mexican border as an anti-immigration policy.

Mayor Mark Farrell:

“Asafather of three young children | will never support the federal administration’s decision
to tear apart families and use children as pawnsin a political game. The images we are seeing
of children warehoused in metal cages are beyond the pale and sicken me to my core.

What we are witnessing runs completely counter to our country’s values and founding
principles. | am urging the federal government to immediately reconsider their immigration
policy changes and provide clear, humane reunification plans. More than ever, we need
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MARK E. FARRELL
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, June 19, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** JOINT STATEMENT ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL AND MAYOR-ELECT LONDON
BREED ON SEPARATION OF FAMILIES AT THE MEXICAN
BORDER

SAN FRANCISCO, Ca - Mayor Mark Farrell and Mayor-Elect London Breed have called upon
United States Attorney General Jeff Sessions to immediately stop separating families at the
Mexican border as an anti-immigration policy.

Mayor Mark Farrell:

“As a father of three young children I will never support the federal administration’s decision to
tear apart families and use children as pawns in a political game. The images we are seeing of
children warehoused in metal cages are beyond the pale and sicken me to my core.

What we are witnessing runs completely counter to our country’s values and founding principles.
| am urging the federal government to immediately reconsider their immigration policy changes
and provide clear, humane reunification plans. More than ever, we need Congress to move
forward with comprehensive immigration reform measures for our country.

Board President and Mayor-Elect London Breed:

"The policy of forcibly removing children from their parents at our border is horrific and
unacceptable.

Families who are seeking asylum and refuge in our city—our Sanctuary City, deserve our
support and our compassion. As Mayor-Elect, I will continue to support our immigrant
communities and fight for comprehensive immigration reform so all our families can live
without fear of separation and deportation.”

i

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






Congress to move forward with comprehensive immigration reform measures for our country.
Board President and Mayor-Elect London Breed:

"The policy of forcibly removing children from their parents at our border is horrific and
unacceptable.

Families who are seeking asylum and refuge in our city—our Sanctuary City, deserve our
support and our compassion. As Mayor-Elect, | will continue to support our immigrant
communities and fight for comprehensive immigration reform so al our families can live
without fear of separation and deportation.”
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: File No. 180423 - CSFN"s Follow-up Letter on Mayor"s "Process Improvements” to be Acted on June 19,
2018 at BOS Meeting

Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 3:41:41 PM

Attachments: CSEN-ProcessImprovementsLetter20180618.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net]

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 3:38 PM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); 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)

Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); ‘Rich Hillis'; ‘Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)

Subject: File No. 180423 - CSFN's Follow-up Letter on Mayor's "Process Improvements" to be Acted on
June 19, 2018 at BOS Meeting

Please see attached CSFN Letter on Mayor’s Legislation on “Process Improvements”.
Thank you.

Rose Hillson, CSFN-LUC, Chair

for George Wooding, CSFN President
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June 18, 2018

Supervisor President London Breed
Board of Supervisors

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: File No. 180423 - Mayor’s “Process Improvements” Ordinance for June 19, 2018 BOS Meeting
ADDENDUM LETTER

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) has additional outstanding concerns regarding
the “Process Improvements” Legislation (Planning: 2018-004633PCA).

Neighbors requested notice on pop-outs at the Planning Commission meeting on June 7, 2018. The PC
approved that. Then on June 11, 2018, the BOS-LUC reversed that decision. Today, pop-outs are
required by Planning Code Sec. 136(c)(25) to be noticed

The BOS-LUC decided to “compromise” on the “noticing” of pop-outs via the Pre-application

Process. This process is one that has *no* Planning Department involvement at all by the time the Pre-
application Meeting occurs. The neighbors will no longer have the PC decide on these matters and will
instead be left with an over-the-counter permit issuance at DBI with a short 15-Day Notice to

Appeal. Here are some issues as to what is wrong with using the Pre-application Process:

1. Plans presented at Pre-application Meetings have *not* gone through Planning for conformance
to code yet.

2. No planner will be able to help the neighbors as they have no idea of plans that have not come
through their department. The neighbor is left with no assistance.

3. The Pre-application Plans are therefore very sketchy with no requirements as those for current
311/312 Notices

4. The Pre-application Plans have not gone been scrutinized by Fire Department nor Public Works
nor compliance with any other agencies/codes

5. Itis unknown if the RDAT manager (not staff level per new process change) will be available to
neighbors for questions and response time to neighbors will be at the mercy of the Planning
staff’s time, possibly resulting in the neighbors not getting their concerns addressed.

6. Who decides and ensures Pre-application Plans get into the neighbor’s hands? Where are these
steps codified, articulated in full details?

7. Who decides and ensures *future* iterations of “Pre-application” Plans get into the neighbor’s
hands?

8. PC'’s current notification radius ranges from 150 ft. to 1,000 ft. with the majority of the notices with
a 300-ft. radius. Planning stated that they wanted “consistency” and went with the number of
days for the majority of notices to be at 20 days rather than 30 days; yet, when the majority of
notices are for 300-ft. radius, they went against this logic and chose 150-ft. radius. This is not
consistent based on prior action for determination of notice period change. Therefore, revert to
what exists today for 311/312 (new 333) notices to 30 days as indicated in CSFN’s prior letter.

9. People can be on vacation during the Pre-application meeting notice period which can be as
short as 7 calendar days upon receipt with no assurance by Planning that the mailing has gone
out because the Project Sponsor sends them. Neighbors do *not* get a notice from DBI that a





permit is issued (so the 15-day clock for appeal runs out). They are not held accountable except
to themselves.

10.In the June 7, 2018 Executive Summary with this “Pre-application with Block Book” idea in it for
the BOS-LUC meeting, it was noted that this Pre-application route with “Block Book” notification
would work. This is not necessarily so for those without electronic access nor for those who do
not belong to neighborhood organizations and would have to pay $39 per parcel to get
noticed. This is not a good method of notification; and again, this just appeared 72 hours prior to
the meeting — with no neighborhood input.

=>» Urge Board of Supervisors to not take BOS-LUC recommendation due to issues that also will
arise with not everybody having electronic notification and plans not being approved by Planning
first. There should not be any iterations or the time clock on appeals will run out with no recourse
for the neighbors. The more this is massaged, the worse it seems to get. This urging is not a
great solution.

Other issues regarding notification:

1. To date, no specific fully detailed information has been given to the public on what exactly will be
on the postcards proposed to notify neighbors. It is unknown what information currently provided
on 311/312 Notices will not show on these postcards.

2. If neighbors do not have electronic access, how do they find out about a project?

=>» Urge Board of Supervisors to have Planning and Department of Building Inspection detail the
steps for notification to the public — whether about postcards, or other forms of notification,
knowing that not everybody has electronic access nor speak English — and with meaningful
dialogue to get down in writing the steps for Planning to notify neighbors as it is not
clear. Neighborhood leaders, members of the public have a right to know what will happen next
to them and request that until all details are fully documented as part of the process with
concurrence and certainty for the neighbors, this needs to be postponed. Neighborhood input
was sorely lacking from when Planning Staff started meeting with the developers, land use
attorneys and architects shortly after January 2018 — with a draft to the Mayor around April 2018
just prior to the media announcement, initiation at Planning Commission on May 1 -- with *no*
meetings with neighbors (as evident in Sunshined documents/emails) let alone just the
neighborhood leadership. This urging is also not a great solution.

In light of the above, since the neighbors will not have any certainty on how the notifications will work,
and with the rush to get rid of Planning involvement in pop-outs and PC involvement in other areas
including no supervisorial intervention and to have neighbors only fall back on the DBI Board of Appeals,
this portion of the “Process Improvements” legislation needs to be re-done as it is impactful to
neighbors.

=> Urge Board of Supervisors to DUPLICATE THE FILE — Noticing & process details to be vetted
further! Supervisor Kim duplicated the Article 10/11 “murals” section already for later
vetting. Pass only the “100% Affordable” portion of this “Process Improvements” legislation as
there was no outreach to the neighborhoods.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
ol &mi,\?
George S. Woodfng, President

Cc:  Clerk of the Board, Planning Commissioners, Commissions Secretary, Planning Department






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 6/21 Agenda Item F.9: SPUR supports ADU Legislation
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 3:36:01 PM

Attachments: SPUR Supports ADU Leaislation 062118 (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: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org]

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 2:28 PM

To: Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent
(CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Planning@rodneyfong.com

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS);
Haddadan, Kimia (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC)

Subject: 6/21 Agenda Item F.9: SPUR supports ADU Legislation

Dear Planning Commissioners:

At the Planning Commission meeting two weeks ago, Commissioner Richards articulated a concern that
the Housing Accountability Act could intersect with this proposed ADU legislation and San Francisco’s
demolition controls, resulting in the risk that a developer could invoke the HAA and remove the Planning
Commission’s ability to deny a demolition permit. Assuming that the Housing Accountability Act
applies to single-family housing development projects, the ability to include an ADU as part of a
new construction project should not change the circumstances/limited ability of the Planning
Commission to deny demolition permits.* As Commissioner Hillis stated, our city has a serious
housing shortage, and we need to work on all fronts to add housing across San Francisco. ADUs are a
low-impact solution that are appropriate in all kinds of neighborhoods.

SPUR continues to support Supervisor Tang’s proposed legislation, which addresses some of the most
common challenges that ADUs currently face — exposure requirements, bicycle parking requirements
and street tree requirements —and identifies strategic opportunities to create more ADUs in new
construction projects and within the buildable envelope of existing structures. We also enthusiastically
support a combined pre-application process that gets Planning, DBI and Fire in the room at the same
time.

We appreciate that San Francisco is clearly serious about making its ADU regulations most effective.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Best,
Kristy

*The language of the Housing Accountability Act does not explicitly include or exclude single-family
homes, and it has not yet been decided in the courts either.
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San Francisco | San Jose | Oakland

June 18,2018

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

RE:  Accessory Dwelling Units Case No. 2018-004194PCA (Board File No. 180268)
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on the accessory dwelling unit legislation now proposed by
Supervisor Tang. In-law units have many benefits: they serve many kinds of households, they typically
rent for lower rents, and they easily add density in all kinds of neighborhoods with limited impact.

At the Planning Commission meeting two weeks ago, Commissioner Richards articulated a concern that
the Housing Accountability Act could intersect with this proposed ADU legislation and San Francisco’s
demolition controls, resulting in the risk that a developer could invoke the HAA and remove the Planning
Commission’s ability to deny a demolition permit. Assuming that the Housing Accountability Act
applies to single-family housing development projects, the ability to include an ADU as part of a
new construction project should not change the circumstances/limited ability of the Planning
Commission to deny demolition permits.- As Commissioner Hillis stated, our city has a serious housing
shortage, and we need to work on all fronts to add housing across San Francisco. ADUs are a low-impact
solution that are appropriate in all kinds of neighborhoods.

SPUR continues to support Supervisor Tang’s proposed legislation, which addresses some of the most
common challenges that ADUs currently face — exposure requirements, bicycle parking requirements and
street tree requirements —and identifies strategic opportunities to create more ADUs in new construction
projects and within the buildable envelope of existing structures. We also enthusiastically support a
combined pre-application process that gets Planning, DBI and Fire in the room at the same time.

We appreciate that San Francisco is clearly serious about making its ADU regulations most effective.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Best,
Kris an§:6
Comminity Planning Policy Director

cc: Supervisor Katy Tang
SPUR Board of Directors

* The language of the Housing Accountability Act does not explicitly include or exclude single-family homes, and it has not yet
been decided in the courts either.

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






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.or

Join us this summer for the SPUR Member Parties!
Reserve your spot today >>
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item #28, Board File 180423 Review for Downtown, etc. (aka 2018-004633PCA "Process Improvements")
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:43:19 AM

Attachments: CSEN - Process Improvements BOS - ver 1a.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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net]

Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 5:03 PM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); 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)

Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff, Jacob (CPC)

Subject: Item #28, Board File 180423 Review for Downtown, etc. (aka 2018-004633PCA "Process
Improvements™)

Dear President Breed (Mayor-Elect) and Members of the Board of Supervisors:
Please see attached letter from the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
(CSFN) re subject-referenced matter you will be taking action on on June 19, 2018.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Is

Rose Hillson, Chair of Land Use Committee, CSFN

for George Wooding, President, CSFN

cc: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Commissions Secretary,
Director Rahaim, Planner Bintliff
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June 15, 2018

Supervisor President London Breed
Board of Supervisors

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689

Re: File No. 180423 - Mayor's “Process Improvements” Ordinance, scheduled for hearing on June 19, 2018

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods is concerned that the BOS/LUC on June 11, 2018 proposed
adjustments to the Process Simplifications ordinance that went counter to some good Planning Commission
recommendations. Those recommendations were arrived at after a five-hour discussion and much
compromise on everyone's part.

In respect of this discussion and the complex decisions made, we ask that the Board of Supervisors support
the following recommendations:

o Change all noticing times to 30 days
o Do not change the already existing pop-out noticing requirements.
o Require Planning Department Approval of Pre-application Meeting plans as to code and other usual

requirements before the Pre-app meeting
. At the time the DBI permit is granted, supply neighbors with a copy of the permit.
Change all noticing times to 30 days

It is not clear that shortening the notice time for some situations from 30 to 20 days would have much of an
impact on the overall length of time it takes to build a project as there are other parts of the process that are
more drawn out, and these will not be modified. On the contrary, the sole goal of this shortening by 10 days
seems to be to abridge the rights of the community to learn about and weigh in on development in their
community.

Do not change the already existing pop-out noticing requirements

The Planning Commission recommended no change to the current pop-out noticing procedure. However, the
BOS/LUC proposed changes from the current policy that would result in noticing solely during a Pre-app
process, with appeal to the Board of Appeals. There are many problems with this approach:

e Pop-outs would be only noticed to a few adjacent neighbors, some of whom might be out of town
for most or all of the 15 day Pre-app period.

e The time limit for appeal for the pop-out is a meager 15 days. As a consequence, there is limited or
no time for neighbors to work out differences on their own.

e The 15-day time limit will induce people to immediately file an appeal to the Board of Appeals, thus
putting a larger load on that Board.

e The Pre-app plans would be preliminary and would not have been vetted by the Planning
Department. This makes it difficult for neighbors to understand what is going to happen next door
to them. The default will be to assume the worst and to file an appeal.





e The information that is available via the Pre-app notification is inadequate for a meaningful and
thorough appeal, because the plans available would be much more limited than what would be avail
under the 311/312 process.

e Many San Franciscans for whom English is not their prime language would be disenfranchised; under
the Pre-app process there are no interpretation facilities available to non-English speakers as there
would be under 311/312 procedures.

e The whole process is unclear with regard to the ability of an aggrieved neighbor to amend or file
subsequent appeals if and when the pop-out plans change.

e RH-1 neighbors of RH-2 properties would have less protection for their adjacent open space because
the rights of review and appeal for their RH-2 neighbors' projects would have been drastically
restricted.

e The pop-out description is fundamentally weak in that it seems not to prohibit serial pop-outs; the
whole yard can be filled by a sequence of pop-outs. For this reason, it is better to allow a more
complete Planning Department process so that the history and context of these developments can
be understood. There is not good justification for streamlining the process - while any single pop-
out plan may seem a modest change, the history and context of pop-outs on a property needs to be
evaluated carefully.

Require Planning Department Approval of Pre-application Meeting plans as to code and other usual
requirements before the Pre-app meeting, and at the time the DBI permit is granted, supply neighbors with
a copy of the permit.

e Project Sponsor shall obtain Planning Department approval of Plans that are to be given to neighbors
at Pre-application Meetings.

e Project Sponsor shall give neighbors copies of approved plans and permit at time of approval of
permit.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
5.8 Mw&;\?
i

George Wooding
President

Ccc: Clerk of the Board, Planning Commission, Commissions Secretary, Planning Department






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC
To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: SF Chamber Letter re: FR Permit for Healthy Spot
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:43:06 AM
Attachments: imaqge001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
6.15.18 Support Healthy Spot Retail Permit Application.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: Alexander Mitra [mailto:amitra@sfchamber.com]

Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:24 PM

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

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: SF Chamber Letter re: FR Permit for Healthy Spot

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

Please see the attached letter from the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce supporting Healthy

Spot’s application for a permit to open a retail location on 24™ Street in Noe Valley.
Thank you,

Alex Mitra

Manager, Public Policy

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

235 Montgomery St., Ste. 760, San Francisco, CA 94104
(0) 415-352-8808 # (E) amitra@sfchamber.com

fIwlin
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June 15, 2018

Commissioner Rich Hillis, President
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: SUPPORT Healthy Spot Retail Permit Application
Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing the interests of thousands of local businesses,
supports Healthy Spot in its application for a permit to open a retail location on 24" Street in Noe Valley.

Healthy Spot’s pet service business is an excellent fit for the former Radio Shack site along Noe Valley’s
major commercial corridor. That space, long occupied by the national formula retailer, has been vacant
for some time and is an ugly blight in an otherwise lovely neighborhood shopping street. Since Healthy
Spot is also considered formula retail because it has more than eleven locations, operating in this site is
appropriate and consistent with the city’s criteria for formula retail in a neighborhood commercial
district.

Filling the empty store, one of several vacant spots on 24" Street, with pet-oriented retail that serves a
residential, pet-friendly neighborhood, benefits the community in multiple ways. Healthy Spot will
generate foot traffic that will boost other shops, restaurants and professional service providers on the
street. It will offer healthy supplies and unique services at a reasonable cost that compliment the
options offered to local residents who can choose for themselves where to shop for pet supplies. In
addition, Healthy Spot’s founders have committed to hiring locally and producing neighborhood events
in the Noe Valley Town Square every year.

Noe Valley’s 24™" Street, like other neighborhood commercial districts in

San Francisco, is struggling to keep its brick and mortar retail stores occupied and thriving. Healthy Spot
will be a welcome addition to the corridor and a great Noe Valley neighbor. The San Francisco Chamber
of Commerce urges the Planning Commission to approve its permit application.

Sincerely,

Jim Lazarus
Senior Vice President, Public Policy

cc: Clerk of the Planning Commission, to be distributed to all Planning Commissioners






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Boudreaux. Marcelle (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450 O"Farrell St. proposed project

Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:42:36 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

----- Original Message-----

From: Laura Hollis [mailto:laurahollisO0@att.net]
Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2018 3:38 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: 450 O'Farrell St. proposed project
Planning Commission

SF Planning Department

1650 Mission St.,Suite 400

SF, CA 94103

RE: Support for 450 O'Farrell St. proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

I think this project will be awin-win for 450 O'Farrell St. meeting the needs of the community with below-market-
rate housing and retail also providing a church facility, and a Christian Science Reading Room. It would be an
expression of revitalization every one would enjoy.

Respectfully, LauraHoallis (alifetime resident of our beautiful city)
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Objections to Conditional Use Authorization Application - 232 Clipper St., CASE NO. 2017-011414CUA
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:41:54 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: Julie Traun [mailto:julietraun@aol.com]

Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2018 3:52 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Campbell, Cathleen (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Re: Objections to Conditional Use Authorization Application - 232 Clipper St., CASE NO. 2017-
011414CUA

Correction: my house is two doors West of 232 Clipper. 232 Clipper is two doors East of my
own.

Thank you!
Julie

Sent from my iPhone
On Jun 15, 2018, at 8:21 PM, julietraun@aol.com wrote:

Dear Commissioners,

Please see my attached letter submitted in opposition to the Conditional Use Authorization
Application for 232 Clipper Street, CASE NO 2017-011414CUA.

I have also pasted the content of the letter below:

Julie Traun
240 Clipper Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
415-225-5004

Iuligiraun@ao[.com

June 15, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
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1650 Mission Street
Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103
Via: Email

Re:  Objectionsto Conditional Use Authorization Application
Project Address: 232 Clipper Street
CASE NO. 2017-011414CUA

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,

| write to lodge my strong objections to the above referenced project two doors
west of my own on Clipper Street.

My husband purchased our home on Clipper Street in 1971, at approximately the
same time as Kim Mecuri Bullis and her son Steve Bullis. We were neighbors
and good friends until Steve's death which lead to the sale of his property at 232
Clipper Street to Mr. Eastwood, the proponent of the plans before you. These
plans are opposed by every neighbor we know, as well as the Noe Neighborhood
Council.

As longtime owners on this street — perhaps the longest — we have watched
dozens of homes renovated. On each and every occasion, the renovation was
compatible with the surrounding structures and undertaken with a spirit of
collaboration — until now. What is proposed by Mr. Eastwood stands alone in
stark and unacceptable contrast to the beauty and spirit of this street and
neighborhood.

NO home anywhere near usisfour stories, none are anywhere near as large, and
none so negatively impact the privacy and light of neighbors.

Height and Depth are unacceptable. The current structure at 232 Clipper Street
isasingle story home and all surrounding homes are no more than three floors.
Therefore the proposed height of four stories and the proposed depth, which adds
more than 23 feet to the existing home, are grossly incompatible for the project
will extend well beyond the adjacent homes, both of which were recently
renovated to be compatible with their adjacent neighbors and respectful of their
light and privacy.

Rear Massing of Project is unacceptable. In recent years, the adjacent homesto
the proposed structure have undertaken modest renovations; the rear of the
renovated homes are intentionally lower and smaller than the front facades out of
respect for privacy, light and neighborhood compatibility. This project proposes a
massive structure to the rear of the property with two decks, one off the 3das

well asthe 41 floor. This massive rear structure will impact not only the adjacent
neighbors but homes beyond. Our home is free standing on the side facing the
project and our bathroom privacy on the third floor as well as our main room
privacy on our second floor will cease to exist. | can’t imagine the magnitude of
the detrimental impact on privacy and light on the adjacent neighbors. This



proposed project clearly violates the Residential Designs Guidelines and it must
be rejected.

Glazing on Front and Rear is unacceptable. The proportion and size of
windows on the front and rear of the proposed structure are completely
incompatible with al existing structures on the block and neighborhood. The
Planning Department agreed. The number and scale of glazing must be
significantly reduced.

The Front Roof Deck is unacceptable. The proposed upper level roof deck must
also be rejected for privacy and compatibility concerns.

| join my neighbors in lodging these serious objections to this massive project and
urge this Commission to reject the Conditional Use Authorization application.
Please consider my prior correspondence with Mr. Campbell, copied on this |etter.

| will join my neighbors at the hearing scheduled for June 212,
Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

JULIEA. TRAUN

cc: Cathleen Campbell

<Traun Letter to Planning Commission 232 Clipper St..pdf>



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Commissioner’s Packet for ADU legislation for June 21, 2018 Hearing
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:39:06 AM

Attachments: 2018-004194PCA - Public comment.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: SchuT [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 7:30 PM

To: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson,
Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Commissioner’s Packet for ADU legislation for June 21, 2018 Hearing

Dear President Hillis and Fellow Commissioners,

I submitted this attached comment on the ADU legislation for your packet. I believe I was
timely. | sent a pdf to Staff on Wednesday morning, June 13th. | delivered 15 copies to the
Department’s 4th floor reception desk that same afternoon.

Here is my comment which was not in the actual online packet for ADUs, but is listed
separately in the Supporting Documents of the Commission Agenda website as “Public
Comment”.

Anyway here it is again, just in case you want to read it.

Thank you.

Georgia Schuttish

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-004194PCA %20-
%20Public%20comment.pdf

Sent from my iPad
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June 12, 2018

To: Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors

Re: ADUa scheduled for June 21, 2018 at Planning Commission
Board of Supervisors File No. 180268

Dear Commissioners and Supervisors:

| am requesting that you include an amendment to this legislation that
defines “proposed” as any project that does not involve a demolition of a
single family home, particularly in the RH-1 zoned neighborhoods. ADUs
should not be an economic incentive to demolish existing housing,
because as is clear from the Housing Element, existing housing is
generally considered to be more affordable than new construction.

Please consider the following broad points about ADUs:

What is the concept of an ADU? It is an “extra” dwelling unit on a lot. Itis
intended to provide private and separate, somewhat smaller living space,
either for a relative or as a source of additional income as a rental property
to the homeowner. That is the concern of the individual property owner.

What is the policy concern of government? It is to expand housing
opportunities that are more affordable by design to more of the population.

It is concerning if ADUs could be an incentive to demolish a house just to
build a very large house with an ADU. | think that is what occurred with
the Discretionary Review for 653 28th Street (RH-1) which the Commission
approved in September 2017. If there had been no DR, the Commission
would not have heard this project. Contrary to what Ms. Mohan and
Director Rahaim said at the June 7th hearing, that any demolition would
require a CUA, that is not true for projects in the RH-1 which can be
Administratively Approved. Vast swaths of the City are, for better or worse
depending on your point of view, zoned RH-1. | do not think anyone
wants to see an uptick in demolitions across these neighborhoods.

Sound, relatively affordable housing in the RH-1 neighborhoods can add
ADUs without demolition. It is not good infill housing, to increase the
ADUs, by demolishing single family homes and thereby doing what was
referred to at the Planning Commission hearing on June 7th as “backdoor
up-zoning” and lose relatively affordable housing.





Please consider this point: As the Planning Commission has discussed
during deliberations for many projects, they have no control over how the
interior of a property is used. Given the economics of building and the
explosion of “monster home” construction it seems reasonable to suggest
that the living space from an ADU in totally brand new single family
construction is more likely to be kept off the market as a rental unit, and
instead, will be absorbed into the main, larger portion of the new housing.
This is probably less likely when an ADU is added to an existing building.

Until recently the City’s ADU legislation did not include the word
“proposed”. The State legislation does. ( SB 229 which went into effect in
September 2017 and SB 831 which is pending). This State legislation was
proposed by Senator Wieckowski. He represents the East Bay where
there is more land and potentially brand new single family or town homes
that could accommodate ADUs. That makes sense for “proposed”
housing in the areas of California where there is still undeveloped land.
San Francisco does not have undeveloped land....but there is space for
ADUs in existing single family housing as Staff discussed in their
presentation at the June 7th Commission hearing.

The idea of ADUs as infill is great for those single-family homeowners who
want to add the unit. It is not great when it means the Demolition of
housing by speculators or by a developer who wants to avoid the City’s
intention to densify by pretending to densify, but actually only wants to
build a big house. It is bad when existing, affordable housing is lost.

This seems like a potential loophole and potentially a negative for
housing in San Francisco. Please create a definition of “proposed”
that prohibits demolition of sound, viable, relatively affordable
housing that matches San Francisco housing needs for now and in
the future, and is compliant with the Housing Element of the General
Plan. ADUs can be added to existing buildings, not demolished ones.

Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish

cc: Kimia Haddadan; Marcelle Boudreaux; Jonas lonin; Scott Sanchez;
John Rahaim; Menaka Mohan;











From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Commission Update for the Week of June 18, 2018
Date: Monday, June 18, 2018 10:26:07 AM

Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 6.18.18.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, June 18, 2018 9:51 AM

To: Tsang, Francis

Subject: Commission Update for the Week of June 18, 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
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To: 

Mayor’s Senior Staff

From: 

Francis Tsang

Date: 

June 18, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of June 18, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of June 18, 2018. 

Civil Service (Monday, June 18, 2PM)


Action Items

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

· Airport Commission - $2,000,000 - The proposed work is an overnight bus service to and from the San Francisco International Airport (SFO) between Millbrae BART and Caltrain stations, and all local bus stops on Route 292 between downtown San Francisco and south to Palo Alto.  This is a late night bus service that operates 7 days per week between the hours of 12:45 a.m. and 6:00 a.m.  Additionally, SamTrans will provide emergency replacement bus service when Airtrain is shut down due to unforeseen circumstances.

· Airport Commission - $1,200,000 - Contractor will provide ongoing representation of the San Francisco International Airport (Airport) before the California State Legislature and Executive Administration in Sacramento, CA, to identify and advocate for or against legislation and regulatory matters that may impact the Airport.  This work requires a dedicated presence in Sacramento, CA, and requires the Contractor maintains good relationships with state legislators and their staff.


· Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing - $778,492 - Technical assistance to the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) to support the implementation of HSH’s Five-Year Strategic Framework, and the Department’s work to drive systems transformation and culture change.  Includes assessment to Department’s approach to addressing homelessness in San Francisco, as well as specific strategies in the following areas: adult homelessness, family homelessness, youth homelessness, street homelessness, coordinated entry systems for all populations, problem solving strategies, data and performance measurement.



· Public Utilities Commission - $150,000 - Itron Inc. (“Itron”) specializes in time-series data analysis, statistical modeling, forecasting process consulting, and forecasting system implementation.  The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) will retain Itron’s services on an as-needed basis, pursuant to a task order process.  For each task order, Itron will propose a scope of work which will include, but not be limited to:  staffing plan, project schedule, deliverables and costs.  Technical services will vary depending on business requirements throughout the contract term.  However, the following services will be performed beginning in 2019:


· Short Term Model Review.  SFPUC currently runs three (3) short-term forecasting models once a week for power scheduling.  Itron proposes to review the models and recommend improvements.


· Short Term Model Development.  SFPUC obtains a short-term forecast for the Clean Power San Francisco (CPSF) customers for use in power scheduling.  Itron will develop a forecast model for the CPSF load consistent with the current SFPUC models reviewed in item 1 above.


· Long Term Model Development.  SFPUC requires a long-term forecasting framework designed to forecast 5 years ahead.  Itron will develop the forecasting framework with template models that may be expanded by SFPUC staff.  Itron will develop the framework and the forecast template models and support SFPUC staff through their model development.


· Other tasks over the term of the contract will include: (1) Reviewing model accuracy and suggesting model improvements; (2) Providing training to new MetrixND/LT users; (3) Assisting with development of new models for new customer classes; and (4) Modeling long-term load changes due to changes in energy usage patterns.


Contract Amount: Upon execution of Amendment 2, the contract not to exceed amount will be $401,830.  Of this, $150,000 has been allocated to as-needed technical services.  The remaining amount has been allocated for annual software support.


· Public Utilities Commission - $1,000,000 - The proposed work are tunnel and geotechnical engineering design, and engineering support during construction for SFPUC’s Kansas and Marin Streets Sewer Improvements Project.  This project is proposing a 8-foot diameter tunnel (starting from the intersection of Kansas and Marin Streets, and running approximately 900-feet west towards Lot 31, which is within City Property), launching and receiving shafts, junction structures, and all related site investigation work (i.e. geotechnical and hazardous material).  The primary purpose of the project is to increase hydraulic conveyance to alleviate flooding for a susceptible portion of the City.

· Recreation and Park - $1,800,000 - RPD wishes to select a pool of three to four consultants to perform Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) and Archeological Review (AR) services on an as-needed basis for various projects.  Each contract will be limited to $600,000, and funds would not be encumbered until a specific project has been assigned to a consultant.


· Airport - $600,000 - Veterinary care services for approximately 15-20 canine members of the K9 Unit of the San Francisco Police Department Airport Bureau, at the San Francisco International Airport (Airport).  Care will include examinations, disease prevention programs, diet and weight management services, medications, and treatments as necessary for various conditions and illnesses.


· Assessor/Recorder - $20,000,000 to $20,000,000 - The project is a multi-phase, joint endeavor between the Office of the Assessor-Recorder (ASR), the Treasurer & Tax Collector (TTX), and Office of the Controller (CON) to secure and modernize the City’s property tax functions by replacing legacy systems that enable the assessment and collection of approximately $2.5 billion in annual property tax revenues.The departments currently maintain two separate legacy IT systems to perform these functions.The ASR plans to procure the following professional service(s): 1. Implementation services 2. Data conversion services 3. Independent Verification and Validation Services.The replacement of the City’s property assessment & tax system is one of the three major IT projects identified by the Information & Communication Technology (ICT) Plan for FY 18-22.Anticipated Outcomes are: 1. Increase Efficiency and Quality: Re-engineer assessment and tax business processes based on best practices and eliminate manual processes and workarounds.2. Improve Revenue Collection:Increase turnaround time for assessments and provide timely tax billing, revenue collection and certification to reduce revenue at risk.3. Build a Resilient IT Infrastructure:Secure $2.5 billion in revenue through modern technology platforms that are secure and resilient.4. Increase Access to Data: Improve information available to public and policymakers and enable better revenue forecasting and data analysis.5.Improve Taxpayer Service and Transparency:Integrate property tax and assessment functions among the three departments for better customer service.


· Public Health - $1,300,000 to $2,300,000 - Provide an on-site, comprehensive dental service program for the residents of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH).  The dental services shall meet or exceed the standards of the State of California Medi-Cal Denti-Cal Program.  The services will include, at a minimum: routine treatment and examinations, radiographs, cleanings and fillings, relinings and repairs of dentures, fabrication of new full and partial dentures, extractions and bedside care to patients unable to come to the LHH Dental Clinic.

· Public Health - $11,800,000 to $21,800,000 - Contractor(s) will provide specialized consulting services in the area of information technology.  As-needed and intermittent services to include:  needs analysis, documentation of status of applications and processes, evaluation of processes and work flow, documentation of technical specifications, project management, enterprise Master Patient Index (eMPI) and Master Data Management (MDM) services, data warehouse and archiving initiatives, applications support, research and preparation analyses of future state initiatives, documentation of specifications for new applications, and overall project support for interdepartmental clinical data integration initiatives.  Focus areas will include systems and applications for:  Whole Person Care Initiatives, Population Health, Environmental Health, Communicable Diseases, Prevention, financial systems, clinical systems, ongoing integration initiatives, Electronic Health Record (EHR)-related activities, managed care services, and technology modernization projects.
Modification
05/31/2023


· Public Utilities Commission - $28,500,000 to $30,915,000 - The work under Amendment No. 5 will provide additional engineering support during the construction phase of the Calaveras Dam Replacement Project (CDRP).  Engineering support services will include reviewing of submittals, responding to Request for Information, revising drawings and specifications to address project issues that arise during the course of construction and in respond to Division of Safety of Dam (DSOD) request, attending construction meetings at the site, providing assistant during start-up, and commissioning of the project.


· Department of Emergency Management - $900,00 to $1,800,000 - This request is to contract with San Francisco Fleet Week Association to help coordinate Fleet Week activities, which will include large-scale event production, facilitation and overall management of a multi-day set of events.  The partnership with the San Francisco Fleet Week Association will sustain coordination with external private sector, non-profit and Federal Government partners, including members of the Department of Defense (U.S. Navy and Marines).  This request will be for three years.

· Appeal by Veronica Thorne-Dixson of the Rejection of Her Application for Class 2322 Nurse Manager, Maternal Child Adolescent Health Specialty Area. Recommendation: Adopt the report and deny Ms. Thorne-Dixson’s appeal.

Youth (Monday, June 18, 515PM)


Action Items

· Legislation Referred from the Board of Supervisors

· BOS File No. 180519 [Ordinance amending the Environment Code to prohibit the sale or use in the City of single use food service ware made with fluorinated chemicals and certain items made with plastic; requiring that food service ware accessories be provided only on request or at self-service stations; requiring reusable beverage cups at events on City property; removing waiver provisions; setting operative dates; and affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act.] Sponsors: Supervisors Tang; Safai, Breed, Sheehy, Peskin, Yee, Ronen, Fewer


Airport (Tuesday, June 19, 9AM)

Discussion Only


· Retirement Resolution for Ms. Christina Ho, Executive Secretary II - Resolution thanking Ms. Christina Ho, Executive Secretary II, for her 37 years of service with the City and County of San Francisco.


· Retirement Resolution for Ms. Diane L. Artz - Resolution thanking Ms. Diane L. Artz for over 29 years of faithful service to the City and County of San Francisco.


· Retirement Resolution for Ms. Jean Caramatti - Resolution thanking Ms. Jean Caramatti for 45 years of service to the City and County of San Francisco, with 36 of those years at San Francisco International Airport.

Action Items

· Approval of Phase D of Contract No. 8768.66 Design-Build Services for the Airport Hotel Project - Webcor Construction LP dba Webcor Builders - $35,544,200


· Award of Contract No. 11068.66 Design-Build Services for the Energy Management Control System Project - Suffolk Construction Company, Inc. - $10,948,093


· Award of Contract No. 11211.44 Terminal Management System Upgrade - SITA Information Networking Computing USA, Inc. - $8,122,395


· Authorization to Enter into a Contribution Agreement with, and to Accept a $6,250,000 Contribution from United Airlines, Inc., for the 400 Hertz Ground Power Converter Units and Preconditioned Air Units System Installation Project at Plots 40 and 41


· Award of Contract No. 50169 State Legislative Advocacy Services - Edelstein Gilbert Robson & Smith, LLC - $540,000


· Award of Contract No. 50160 Veterinary Services for the San Francisco Police Department Airport Bureau K9 Unit - San Bruno Pet Hospital - $450,000


· Award of Contract No. 50119.02 As-Needed Individualized Executive Management Development and Staff Training Services - Ashton 212 - $400,000


· Award of Contract No. 50167 Sustainable Aviation Fuel Feasibility Study: Infrastructure and Logistics - WSP USA, Inc. - $371,000


· Award of the Expedited Traveler Service Lease - Alclear, LLC


· Commencement of the Request for Proposals Process for the Terminal 1 Retail Concession Lease 3 - Specialty Retail


· Modification No. 1 to Contract No. 10551.61 Airfield Signage Upgrade Phase A Project - Vellutini Corporation dba Royal Electric Company - $250,000


· Authorization to Conduct a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50164 - Airport Guest Services Training, Mystery Shopping, and Consultation Services


· Authorization to Conduct a Request for Proposals for Contract No. 50165 - Airport Guest Surveys, Research, and Fieldwork Services and to Negotiate


· Determination to Proceed with the Airport Wide UPS Replacement and Upgrade Project and Authorization to Call for Bids for Contract No. 11198.61, Construction Services for the Airport Wide Uninterrupted Power Supply (UPS) Replacement and Upgrade Project


· Authorization to Establish a Pool of Pre-Qualified Consultants to Provide Natural Resources Planning Services on an As-Needed Basis


· Authorization to Issue a Request for Qualifications/Proposals for Professional Services Contract No. 11371.50 As-Needed Exterior Envelope and Waterproofing Consulting Services


· Grant of Authority to Accept Certain Gifts of Objects to SFO Museum 

Community Investment & Infrastructure (Tuesday, June 19, 1PM)

Action Items

· Approving, pursuant to the Transbay Implementation Agreement, a Third Amendment to the Contract with Conger Moss Guillard Landscape Architecture to complete design and construction administration for the Folsom Streetscape Improvements by increasing the not-to-exceed amount by $667,969, for a total maximum aggregate amount of $4,420,106; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area 


· Authorizing, pursuant to the Transbay Implementation Agreement, a Third Amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding with the City and County of San Francisco, acting through its Department of Public Works to increase funding in an additional amount not to exceed $17,966,556 for an aggregate total not to exceed $19,079,347 for the Transbay Folsom Street Improvement Project that is within the scope of the Transit Center District Plan Project approved under the Final Environmental Impact Report Transit Center District Plan and Transit Tower (“FEIR”), a Program EIR, and is adequately described in the FEIR and its addendum for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area 

· Approving a variance under the Mission Bay South Design for Development for artwork on Block 40 at 1800 Owens Street that exceeds standards for vertical dimensions and for clearance from, and projection over, the sidewalk; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 

· Authorizing a Personal Services Contract with Lowercase Productions (“Lowercase”), a sole proprietorship in an amount not to exceed $100,000 for web development services, specifically the design, overhaul and revamp of the current OCII website 

· Establishing classifications of positions and compensation schedules for Successor Agency staff and establishing authority for appointment to and vacation from positions under said classifications and other matters

Entertainment (Tuesday, June 19, 530PM)


Action Items

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

Consent Agenda:


· EC-1449 – Clyde, Janet, Vesuvio, 255 Columbus Ave., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· EC-1450 – Sison, Deanna and Mia Weening, Victory Hall & Parlor, 360 Ritch St., Limited Live Performance Permit.


· EC-1424 – Murphy, Scott, Nate Valentine, and Chad Donnelly, August Hall & Fifth Arrow, 420 & 430 Mason St., amendment to include Mechanical Amusement Device Permit.


· Public Employee Appointment:  Executive Director, Entertainment Commission.  Discussion and possible action to submit nominees to the Mayor (Closed Session)

Health (Tuesday, June 19, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· 2016 PUBLIC BOND UPDATE

· UCSF RESEARCH AND ACADEMIC BUILDING AT ZSFG UPDATE

Action Items

· VOTE TO HOLD THE AUGUST 7, 2018 HEALTH COMMISSION MEETING AT THE RICHMOND RECREATION CENTER LOCATED AT 251 18TH AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA 94121

· LHH GIFT FUND EXPENDITURE BUDGET FY2018-19

· REVISED LHH 45-01 GIFT FUND MANAGEMENT POLICY

· CONFERENCE WITH CITY ATTORNEY - Existing Litigation - Settlement of Litigation: Rita Kae Restrepo and Cheryl Randolph, $195.000.00 Rita Kae Restrepo and Cheryl Randolph vs. City and County of San Francisco, Mark White, Gerard Padilla, and Does 1-20. (San Francisco Superior Court, Case No.) (Closed Session)


MTA (Tuesday, June 19, 1PM)


Discussion Only


· Update on Vision Zero


· Presentation and Discussion regarding the Public Outreach and Engagement.

Action Items

· Authorizing the disposal of 12 surplus vintage streetcars. 


· Establishing a revised meeting schedule for meetings of the SFMTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission Policy and Governance Committee to meet at 10:00 a.m. on the fourth Tuesday of every month.

· Amending the Transportation Code, Division II, to revise the pilot Powered Scooter Share Permit Program by increasing the fines for repeated Powered Scooter Share Parking violations, and making technical corrections to clarify the scope of the fines, and the authority of the Director of Transportation to issue procedures governing the review of Powered Scooter Share Permit Program application and revocation decisions.

· Approving Contract No. SFMTA-2017-11, Maintenance of Electronic Card Access Security Systems, with Microbiz Security Company, for the maintenance of alarm systems at SFMTA facilities, in an amount not to exceed $800,000, and for a term of five years. 


· Approving Amendment #3 to Contract No. SFMTA 2016/29, Safety Management Software and Configuration Services Contract with Intelex Technologies, for additional software development, configuration and integration services to implement an SFMTA Safety Management Database System to increase the contract amount by $252,731 for a total contract amount not to exceed $1,991,730 and no additional time.

· Approving the following parking and traffic modifications associated with the 8th Avenue Neighborway Project as follows:

· ESTABLISH – NO LEFT TURN  - Fulton Street, eastbound left turn to northbound 8th Avenue


· ESTABLISH – RED ZONE - 8th Avenue, west side, from Cabrillo Street to 12 feet northerly; 8th Avenue, east side, from Cabrillo Street to 20 feet southerly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 8th Avenue to 6 feet easterly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 8th Avenue to 13 feet westerly; 8th Avenue, west side, from Balboa Street to 18 feet northerly; 8th Avenue, east side, from Balboa Street to 17 feet southerly; Balboa Street, south side, from 8th Avenue to 19 feet westerly; 8th Avenue, east side, from Anza Street to 18 feet southerly; 8th Avenue, west side, from Anza Street to 20 feet northerly; Anza Street, north side, from 8th Avenue to 20 feet easterly; 8th Avenue, west side, from Geary Boulevard to 23 feet northerly; Cabrillo Street, north side, from 9th Avenue to 7 feet westerly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 9th Avenue to 8 feet easterly; Cabrillo Street, south side, from 9th Avenue to 20 feet westerly; 9th Avenue, east side, from Cabrillo Street to 6 feet southerly


· ESTABLISH – 45 DEGREE BACK-IN ANGLED PARKING - 8th Avenue, west side, from Clement Street to 190 feet southerly 


· ESTABLISH – STOP SIGNS - Cabrillo Street, eastbound and westbound, at 9th Avenue.

· Supporting an ordinance that would amend the Business and Tax Regulations Code to add a new gross receipts tax category for transportation network company services, private transit vehicle services, and autonomous vehicle passenger services. 


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - Anticipated Litigation as defendant (Closed Session)

Aging & Adult Services (Wednesday, June 20, 130PM)


Action Items


· Requesting authorization to modify the existing grant with Community Living Campaign Community Services for the provision of Consulting Services; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; for an additional amount of $100,000 for a new grant amount of $484,000 plus 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $532,400.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Felton Institute for the provision of the Long Term Care Ombudsman Program during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $485,026 plus a 10% contingency for a total grant amount not to exceed $533,528.

· Requesting authorization to renew grant agreement with Openhouse for the provision of LGBT Cultural Sensitivity Training during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2021; in the amount of $139,107 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $153,017.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Bayview Hunter’s Point Multipurpose Senior Services for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $254,620 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $280,082.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Catholic Charities for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $153,382 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $168,720.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Golden Gate Senior Services for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $146,904 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $161,594.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Institute on Aging for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $240,244 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $264,268.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Mission Neighborhood Centers for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $160,378 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $176,416.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Northern California Presbyterian Homes & Services (NCPHS) for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $310,082 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $341,090.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with On Lok Day Services / 30th Street Senior Center for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $207,428 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $228,170.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Openhouse for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $150,102 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $165,112.

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Self Help for the Elderly for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $590,000 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $649,000. 


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with Toolworks for the provision of Aging and Disability Resource Centers (ADRC) during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2020; in the amount of $111,706 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed of $122,876.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Asian Americans Advancing Justice – Asian Law Caucus for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $186,391 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $205,030.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with La Raza Centro Legal for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $178,738 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $196,611.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Legal Assistance to the Elderly for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $499,413 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $549,354.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Nihonmachi Legal Outreach dba API Legal Outreach for the provision of legal services to older adults; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $145,854 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $160,439. 

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Independent Living Resource Center San Francisco for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $142,019 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $156,220.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with La Raza Centro Legal for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $41,640 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $45,804.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Legal Assistance to the Elderly for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $41,640 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $45,804. 

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Nihonmachi Legal Outreach dba API Legal Outreach for the provision of legal services to younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $142,994 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $157,293.

· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Self Help for the Elderly for the provision of the health insurance counseling and advocacy program (HICAP) to seniors and younger adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019; in the amount of $367,928 plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $404,720.

· Requesting authorization to modify the grant agreement with On Lok Day Services for the provision of Elderly Nutrition Program Congregate Meals; during the period of July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018; in the addition amount of $21,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $4,461,216. 


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with Q Foundation dba AIDS Housing Alliance/SF for the provision of Housing Subsidies for older adults and adults with disabilities; during the period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; in the amount of $4,173,320, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $4,590,652.

· Confer with legal counsel - advice from the City Attorney regarding a proposed settlement of the claim by Estate Research Associates, # 18-01629, filed with the City and County of San Francisco on January 18, 2018; up to $90,000. (Closed Session)

Board of Appeals (Wednesday, June 20, 5PM)

Action Items

· APPEAL - MARLENE KRAMER vs. DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL, Re: 2242 35th Avenue. Protesting the ISSUANCE on March 06, 2018, to Gene Lau, of an Alteration Permit (revision to BPA No. 2017/10/17/1427; interior room reconfiguration per plans; new deck at rear; replace two front windows in-kind with aluminum clad wood windows). Note: on May 09, 2018, the Board voted 5-0 to continue this matter to allow time for DBI to research the permit history and report back on the status of the project in relation to those permits.

· APPEAL - ABDALLA JOSEPH DBA “SAVE MOR MART” vs. DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH, Re: 4522 3rd Street. Appealing the DENIAL on March 02, 2018, of a Tobacco Sales Establishment Permit (pursuant to Article 19H of the San Francisco Health Code). Note: on April 25, 2018, the Board voted 5-0 to continue this matter to allow time for the Department of Public Health to provide information regarding their density cap analysis On June 06, 2018, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson absent) to continue this matter to allow time for the appellant to get a Letter of Determination from the Department of Building Inspection’s Technical Services Division regarding the seismic upgrades at 4500 3rd Street.


· APPEAL - PRESIDIO HEIGHTS ASSOCIATION OF NEIGHBORS vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 3512 Clay Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on February 23, 2018, to Verizon Wireless, of a Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit (construction of a personal wireless service facility in a Zoning Protected Location). Note: On May 09, 2018, the Board voted 5-0 to continue the matter for the preparation of written findings to support a decision to grant the appeal and deny the permit, on the basis that the wireless facility would significantly impair the defining aspects of the neighborhood.


· APPEAL - JOSE BADILLO DBA “JOSE’S TOWING LLC” vs. POLICE DEPT., Re: 54 Vesta Street. Appealing the REVOCATION on February 14, 2018, of a Tow Car Firm Permit and a Tow Car Operator Permit.

· APPEAL - CONNIE MAR vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Re: 2 Garfield Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on April 18, 2018, of a Public Works Order (DENIAL of request to remove two significant trees with replacement on private property).


· APPEAL - UNION SQUARE BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT vs. SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS BUREAU OF STREET USE AND MAPPING, Re: 281 Geary Street. Protesting the ISSUANCE on April 27, 2018, to San Francisco’s Hometown Creamery, of a Mobile Food Facility Permit (conditional approval of the request to operate a mobile food facility at a location 80 linear feet east of the Powell Street and Geary Street intersection, operating Friday and Saturday from 6:00PM to 11:00PM, and Sunday from 11:00AM to 11:00PM).


Building Inspection (Wednesday, June 20, 10AM)

Discussion Only


· Discussion on the California State Fire Marshall Code interpretation regarding High-rise measurement when the roof is occupied.


· Discussion regarding DBI update on Civil Grand Jury recommendations from both FY 15-16 and FY 12-13.


· Discussion regarding DBI’s policies and procedures for vacant buildings.


· Update on Accela permit and project tracking system.

Elections (Wednesday, June 20, 6PM)


Action Items

· Commission Media Piece about the June 5, 2018 Election and Future Plans - Discussion and possible action regarding the Commission publishing an op-ed and/or blog post about the June 5, 2018 Election and future plans, including about the use of ranked choice voting.

· Commission Social Media, Additional Channel - Discussion and possible action regarding the Commission creating an account on the online publishing platform called Medium https://medium.com/ .


· Objectives and Process for annual Performance Evaluation Director of Elections - Discussion and Possible Action regarding the preparation of objectives and process for Performance Evaluation of the Director of Elections (Closed Session)


Historic Preservation (Wednesday, June 20, 1230PM)


Action Items

· 2694 MCALLISTER - Consideration of a Request for Landmark Initiation of a tree

· 966 MINNESOTA STREET – located on the west side of Minnesota Street, Assessor’s Block 4106, Lot 012 (District 10). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for an increase in the property’s overall building envelope area through the enclosure of an existing exterior covered porch at the ground floor and the enclosure of two existing exterior covered balconies at the second and third floors of the subject property. The proposed project also includes replacement of rear windows, repairs to the existing decks at the second and third floors, and related interior alterations. 966 Minnesota Street is a contributor to the Article 10 Dogpatch 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 with Conditions

· 1100 FULTON STREET – located on the north side of Fulton Street at its intersection with Pierce Street, Assessor’s Block 0777, Lot 005 (District 5). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the modification of ten existing garage openings at the ground level, including the removal of garage doors and the installation of new windows and doors with new surrounding brick to match the existing polychromatic brick at the base of the building. This work, along with interior alterations, is tied to the addition of six accessory dwelling units at the first floor of the building in portions of the building currently serving as garage and storage space. 1100 Fulton Street is located within the Article 10 Alamo Square Landmark District, a RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning District, and 40-X Height and Bulk Limit. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 30 OTIS STREET – DRAFT Environmental Impact Report - The 36,042-square-foot (sf) project site comprises five lots (Assessors Block 3505, Lots 10, 12, 13, 16, and 18) (District 6) along Otis Street, 12th Street, Colusa Alley, and Chase Court in the South of Market neighborhood. Five commercial buildings, ranging from one to three stories, currently exist on the site. The proposed project would merge the lots, demolish the existing buildings, and construct a residential building with ground-floor retail and arts activity uses. The proposed building would comprise a 10-story podium structure extending across the entire site and a 27-story single tower in the southeastern portion of the building, at the corner of Otis and 12th streets. The proposed building would be 85 to 250 feet tall and approximately 404,770 gsf. The project includes approximately 423 residential units, 5,585 sf of retail space in three ground floor spaces, 16,600 sf of arts activities space with studios and a theater for the City Ballet School, and approximately 23,000 sf of open space on the ground floor and residential terraces. Streetscape improvements include a 7,200-sf public plaza at the corner of 12th Street and South Van Ness Avenue and 960-sf plaza on Otis Street. Two basement levels would provide 71 residential parking spaces and three carshare spaces. The building at 14-18 Otis Street has been determined individually eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources. The project site is located in a Downtown General Commercial (C-3-G) and Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) districts and 85/250 R-2 and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

Police (Wednesday, June 20, 530PM)


Action Items

· Discussion and possible action to approve issuance of Department Bulletin 18-101, Booking Biological Evidence,  per DGO 3.01, modifying Department General Order 6.02, “Physical Evidence and Crime Scenes.”

· CONFERENCE WITH NEGOTIATOR-COLLECTIVE BARGAINING. Anticipated Issues Under Negotiation:  DGO 2.04, “Complaints Against Officers,” DGO 3.01, “Written Communications System,” DGO 5.02, “Use of Electronic Control Weapons,” DGO. 5.15, “Enforcement of Immigration Laws,” and DGO 10.11, “Body Worn Cameras” (Closed Session)


· PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE EVALUATION:  Chief of Police. Review of findings and Chief’s decision to return or not return officers to duty following an officer-involved shooting (OIS 18-005) (Closed Session)


· PERSONNEL EXCEPTION:   Status and calendaring of pending disciplinary cases (Closed Session)

Library (Thursday, June 21, 530PM)

Discussion Only


· City Librarian Recruitment Update - This is an update on the City Librarian Recruitment position process.

· Facilities Projects Update - This is a discussion item on Facilities including Main Library elevators and the Eureka Valley/Harvey Milk Branch project.

· City Librarian’s Report - The City Librarian will give updates on: San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA) partnership; Golden Gate Valley Branch Centennial; and 2018 Gale/Library Journal Library of the Year Winner. 


Planning (Thursday, June 21, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· 701 HAMPSHIRE STREET – south east corner of the intersection of 19th and Hampshire Streets; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 4078 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0124.7741, proposing to convert the ground floor garage space into two accessory dwelling units and construct a vertical addition (fourth floor) of approximately 1,051 square feet (vertical addition would add living space to the existing units #4 and #5 on the third floor), and interior and exterior remodel of the existing six-unit apartment building within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. (Proposed Continuance to August 30, 2018)

· 650 DIVISADERO STREET – southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets; Lot 002B in Assessor’s Block 1202 (District 5) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10 and 746.11 to permit the development of a 6-story mixed-use building containing 66 residential dwelling units above 26 ground floor parking spaces and 3,528 square feet of commercial uses within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and 65-A Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


 (Proposed Continuance to September 6, 2018)


Discussion Only


· INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT – 700 Innes Avenue, the area generally bounded by Innes Avenue on the west, the Griffith Street right-of-way on the north, the San Francisco Bay on the east and the Earl Street right-of-way on the south (largely excluding parcels with structures). Informational Hearing on The India Basin Mixed-Use Project, which would include the development of roughly 24 undeveloped acres (parcels and designated rights-of-way) that would result in approximately 1,575 residential units, 209,000 gsf of non-residential use, up to 1,800 parking spaces, 1,575 bike parking spaces, 15.5 acres of new and improved publicly accessible open space, new streets and other public realm improvements. The subject site is currently within NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Small-scale) and M-1 (Light Industrial) Use Districts and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


Action Items

· 2421 CLEMENT STREET - south side of Clement Street between 25th and 26th Avenues, Lot 039 in Assessor’s Block 1457 (District 1) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 717 to permit change of use from a vacant, first floor storefront to a Limited Restaurant use (an ice cream shop d.b.a. Let’s Roll) at an approximately 530 square foot tenant space within the Outer Clement Street NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk district. Minor tenant improvements, including a business sign and a new window in an existing opening at the front façade, are also proposed. 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

· 550B CASTRO STREET – between 18th and 19th Streets, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 2695 (District 8) - Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 715 for the establishment of a Massage Establishment (d.b.a. Always Tan) at an existing 1,250 square-foot tenant space at the ground floor of an existing two-story commercial building, currently occupied by the listed tenant for personal service use, within the Castro Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) 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

· ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT AMENDMENTS [BOARD FILE NO. 180268] – Planning Code Amendment to authorize the Zoning Administrator to waive or modify bicycle parking requirements for an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), allow more than one unauthorized unit constructed without a permit to be legalized, exempt from the permit notification requirement ADUs constructed within the defined existing built envelope, allow conversion of an existing stand-alone garage or storage structure to an ADU and expansion of the existing building envelope to add dormers, eliminate the street tree requirement for an ADU, and allow one ADU to be added to a new residential building of three units or less as a component of the new construction. It would also amend the Building Code to provide for a pre-application plan review for ADUs. (Continued from Regular meeting on June 7, 2018) Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modification

· CATERING AS AN ACCESSORY USE IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS – Planning Code Amendment, sponsored by Supervisor Safai, to allow catering as an accessory use to limited restaurants in Neighborhood Commercial Districts under certain conditions; affirming the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act Determination; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare pursuant to Planning Code Section 302. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

· INDIA BASIN MIXED-USE PROJECT – 700 Innes Avenue, the area generally bounded by Innes Avenue on the west, the Griffith Street right-of-way on the north, the San Francisco Bay on the east and the Earl Street right-of-way on the south (largely excluding parcels with structures). Initiation of General Plan Amendments to amend: (1) the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan by removing Policy 1.6 and Figure 6, which currently designate the subject site for industrial use and amending Figure 3 “Land Use Map”; (2) the Urban Design Element by amending Map 4, “Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings”; (3) the Commerce And Industry Element by amending Map 1 “Generalized Commercial And Industrial Land Use Plan”; and (4) the Recreation And Open Space Element by amending Policy 2.4. The India Basin Mixed-Use Project would include the development of roughly 24 undeveloped acres (parcels and designated rights-of-way) that would result in approximately 1,575 residential units, 209,000 gsf of non-residential use, up to 1,800 parking spaces, 1,575 bike parking spaces, 15.5 acres of new and improved publicly accessible open space, new streets and other public realm improvements. The subject site is currently within NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Small-scale) and M-1 (Light Industrial) Use Districts and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and schedule a public hearing on or after July 26, 2018

· 228-230 CLAYTON STREET – east side of Clayton Street between Hayes and Fell Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 1210 (District 5) – Request for a Condominium Conversion Subdivision, pursuant to Subdivision Code Sections 1332 and 1381, to convert a four-story, five-unit building into residential condominiums. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 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: Approve with Conditions

· 331 PENNSYLVANIA STREET – east side between 18th and 19th Streets; Lot 026 of Assessor’s Block 4040 (District 10) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 207, 209.1, and 303, to construct up to one dwelling unit per 1,500 square feet of lot area and for a change of use from Institutional (residential care facility) to Residential (seven dwelling units) in the RH-2 Zoning District. The project includes an interior remodel, addition of rear decks, and changes to the exterior. The subject property 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). (Continued from Regular meeting on June 7, 2018) Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 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 a 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). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 4049 24TH STREET – south side of 24th Street between Castro and Noe Streets; Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 6507 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 303.1 to establish a Formula Retail use (dba “Healthy Spot”) within an vacant 2,496 square foot commercial retail unit (previously occupied by “RadioShack”). The proposal includes non-structural tenant improvements and new exterior finishes. The project is located in the 24th Street-Noe Valley Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) 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

· 143 CORBETT AVENUE – south side of Corbett Avenue between Hattie and Danvers Streets, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to legalize a horizontal rear addition and to add a spiral staircase and deck infill at the basement level to a proposed two-family residence. The project includes the legalization of previous interior alterations and  expansion, through excavation, and continued alterations of the lower two floors to create a second unit. The project proposes the removal of approximately two feet from the bottom of the bay window at the building’s front façade. The project is located in 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: Approve with Conditions


143 CORBETT AVENUE – south side of Corbett Avenue between Hattie and Danvers Streets, Lot 005 in Assessor’s Block 2627 (District 8) - Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for rear yard setback requirements, pursuant to Section 134, to legalize a horizontal rear addition and to add a spiral staircase and deck infill at the basement level to a proposed two-family residence. The project is located in a RH-2 (Residential House, TwoFamily) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.


· 232 CLIPPER STREET – north side between Sanchez and Noe Streets; Lot 009 of Assessor’s Block 6548 (District 8) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, for a project proposing to demolish an existing one-story single-family residence and construct a new four-story structure with two dwelling units. The project includes excavation associated landscaping. The subject property 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: Approve with Conditions

· 345 4TH STREET – located on the north side of 4th Street between Harrison and Folsom Streets; Lot 165 in Assessor’s Block 3751 (District 9) – Request for Large Project Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, to allow the demolition of a twostory retail building with adjacent parking lot and new construction of a seven-story commercial office building (less than 50,000 sf) with ground floor retail and is seeking an exception to active use requirements, under Section 145.1, along the Tandang Sora Street frontage. The project is located within a MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District and 85-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

345 4TH STREET- located on the north side of 4th Street between Harrison and Folsom Streets; Lot 165 in Assessor’s Block 3751 (District 9) – Request for Office Allocation pursuant to Planning Code Section 321, the project is seeking an office allocation approval pursuant to Section 321 from the reserve for smaller buildings (less than 50,000 sf) . The project is located within a MUO (Mixed Use-Office) Zoning District and 85-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

· 460 WEST PORTAL AVENUE – west side of West Portal Avenue between 15th Avenue and Sloat Boulevard; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 2484 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303, and 317, to allow the conversion of the existing residential building at the 460 West Portal Avenue to a school/educational use, providing administrative office, meeting, and guest faculty housing space to an educational facility d.b.a. Waldorf High School. The subject property is located within a RH‐1(D) (Residential, House‐District, 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). Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 89 ROOSEVELT WAY – south side of Roosevelt Way at Buena Vista Terrace; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 2612 (District 8) - Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2016.09.19.8061, proposing the vertical addition of a mezzanine level with roof decks to an existing 3-story building 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: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

Rec and Park (Thursday, June 21, 10AM)

Discussion Only


· SAN FRANCISCO ZOO - Presentation and discussion only to update the Commission on operational and management issues at the San Francisco Zoo.

· NEW BUSINESS/AGENDA SETTING

· Lincoln Park Golf Course


· Golden Gate Park Stables


· Community Gardens Policy


· South End Rowing Club


· Dolphin Club


· Golden Gate Yacht Club


· India Basin


· Commemorative Bench Program


· Esprit Park


· Golden Gate Park Tennis Fees


· Geneva Car Barn Project


· Golden Gate Park, Alvord Lake


· Esprit Park


· Garfield Pool

Action Items

· WILLIE “WOO WOO” WONG PLAYGROUND – AWARD OF CONTRACT - Discussion and possible action to: 1) award a contract for the construction of Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground to CLW Builders, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $8,883,600; and 2) amend the design services contract with CMG Landscape Architecture for Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground to increase the contract by $64,700, for a total not to exceed $1,300,000, which is 5 percent above the amended base contract.


· CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES FUNDING - Discussion and possible action to adopt a resolution authorizing the General Manager and his/her designees to apply for Hazardous Mitigation and Pre-Disaster Mitigation Funding from the California Office of Emergency Services (CalOES) as needed during the next three years, and 2) as necessary, enter into grant agreements with the CalOES for the management of grant funds.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANT – SAN FRANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE - Discussion and possible action to recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Recreation and Park Department to accept and expend a cash grant from the San Francisco Parks Alliance of approximately $150,000, generated by the annual Crab Fest fundraiser event in February 2018, to support the Edwin M. Lee Scholarship Program.


· GARDENS ADJACENT TO CONSERVATORY OF FLOWERS – TEMPORARY ART INSTALLATION - Discussion and possible action to approve a request from the JSLH Foundation to extend for two additional years, the placement of the temporary art installation entitled “La Rose Des Vents” by artist Jean-Michel Othoniel at the gardens adjacent to the Conservatory of Flowers in Golden Gate Park for the period from July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020.


· ACCEPTANCE OF GRANTS - Discussion and possible action to accept and expend the following grants: 1) a cash grant of $20,000 from the National Recreation and Parks Association to support the Greenagers program; 2) a cash grant of $15,000 from the Friends of Camp Mather to support the Camp Mather sport court upgrades Community Opportunity Fund project; 3) a cash grant of $44,100.00 from the San Francisco Parks Alliance, on behalf of the Friends of Alta Plaza Park, to support new park benches and bike racks in the Park.


· SAN FRANCISCO ZOO – INCREASE OF ADMISSION FEES - Discussion and possible action to approve a request by the San Francisco Zoological Society to increase the admission fees at the San Francisco Zoo and Gardens as per Section 15.6 of the San Francisco Zoo Lease and Management Agreement By and Between the City and County of San Francisco and the San Francisco Zoological Society. 

· 858 STANYAN SHADOW ON GOLDEN GATE PARK - Discussion and possible action to adopt a resolution recommending to the Planning Commission regarding whether or not the new shadow cast by the proposed project at 858 Stanyan Street will have a significant adverse impact on the use of Golden Gate Park, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinance). 

· OPEN SPACE FUND CONTINGENCY RESERVE- DEFERRED MAINTENANCE - Discussion and possible action to approve: 1) the allocation of $1,155,000 from the Open Space Fund Contingency Reserve (the Undesignated Deferred Maintenance sub-fund) to fund infrastructure deferred maintenance projects, and 2) the allocation of $400,000 from the Open space Fund Contingency Reserve (the Undesignated Reserve sub-fund) to fund the acquisition and installation of wildlife-proof waste receptacles, and the engineering and construction to stabilize the Degaussing Station building on Marina Green. 

· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – PENDING LITIGATION - Anita Lofton, et al v. City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Superior Court, Case No. CGC-15-549595 (filed December 23, 2015) Plaintiffs to dismiss claims with prejudice in exchange for City payment of $60,000. (Closed Session)

Miscellaneous

· Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Citizens Advisory Committee (Monday, June 18, 6PM) 



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC

Subject: FW: 2017-009348CUAVAR

Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:53:16 AM

Attachments: 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: Rich Hillis [mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:49 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Fwd: 2017-009348CUAVAR

In case you didn’t receive.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ledlie <koelsch1886@comcast.net>
Date: June 15, 2018 at 9:46:10 AM PDT

To: richhillissf @gmail.com
Cc: Gary Weiss <gary @corbettheights.org>
Subject: 2017-009348CUAVAR

Dear Commission Hillis:

Please see the attached letter of opposition from the Corbett Heights Neighbors
regarding the above.

Thank you.
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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

May 21, 2018

Jeff Horn, Senior Planner

Southwest Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

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

Re: 143 Corbett Avenue

Dear Mr. Horn:

Corbett Heights Neighbors OPPOSES the granting of CUA or Variance to the sponsors of
the project at 143 Corbett Avenue. There have been over four years of unpermitted work,
serial permitting, and overall deception on the part of the contractors and project
Sponsors.

On top of this, we OPPOSE sanctioning the horizontal expansion that encroaches into the
already minimal required rear yard open space within the Corona Helghts Large
Residential SUD.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Gary Weiss, President
Corbett Heights Neighbors






From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Board File 180423/2018-004633PCA Planning Case on "Process Improvements"
Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:40:39 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: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 1:26 PM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); 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)

Cc: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Bintliff,
Jacob (CPC); Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Board File 180423/2018-004633PCA Planning Case on "Process Improvements"

Dear Board of Supervisors,

At the June 11, 2018 Board of Supervisors (BOS) Land Use Committee (LUC) [Tang,
Safai, Kim], it was decided, besides changing various items that neighborhoods
sought, to not adopt Planning Commission recommendations including leaving the
notices at 30 days for 311/312s and adopting a 20-day noticing for everything.

One of the adopted points was how to notice the rear yard pop-outs. The BOS-LUC
decided to notice these via the Pre-Application meeting/notice rather than 311/312 (or
even the proposed new Sec. 333 which would give 20/30-day notice (whatever is
decided on) but rather would go only to adjacent neighbors with a 15-day appeal to
the Board of Appeals. The plans would not have gone through Planning Department
because at one Planning Commission meeting staff mentioned that plans for
proposed projects at Pre-application meetings would not yet have been approved by
Planning (compliance to code, etc.).

This idea to use the Pre-application Meeting/Notice can have a number of
consequences:

1. “Un-reviewed-by-Planning” plans are shown to neighbors with no definite
requirements as are required by Planning Code for 311/312 Notices today.
Neighbors will not necessarily be given accurate dimensions of project, have
nobody to ask about the plans at Planning because they are not yet involved at
this stage of the game. And the 15-day clock to appeal to Board of Appeals is


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/

running. Will the Board of Appeals get auto-magic Appeals increasing suddenly
due to this proposal? Saving 2 FTEs at Planning may require 2 FTEs to be
hired at Department of Building Inspection.

. “Un-reviewed-by-Planning” plans are promised to the neighbors but there is no
assurance of the plans will not change as they are usually preliminary.

. The “Process Improvements” legislation has text that states there will not be any
duplicate notice if another notice has been sent by somebody on the same or
similar project. So if there are iterations of the plans shown at the Pre-
application Meeting, how long would it take for the Project Sponsor to give them
to the neighbors after the Pre-application meeting while the 15-day Appeal
Period to the Board of Appeals for the initial Pre-application Meeting is running?

. The legislation states that people who do not speak English as their main
language can get a callback from an interpreter the next day on projects notified
via the 311/312 Notification (to be consolidated under the new Sec. 333 as
general notice); but the Pre-application meeting has no assurance of language
interpreters which would take more time.

. The idea that neighbors can get together with the neighboring owners to come
to some agreement is not under the same rules as the 311/312 Notices today.
They cannot go to Community Board if neighbors do not speak with each other
—no right to. They cannot ask Planning because Planning knows nothing of
Preliminary plans at Pre-application Meetings. Neighbors and neighborhood
organizations with particular characteristics may find themselves not being able
to do much except to file at the Board of Appeals and at what cost? How much
is the fee?

. What is the mechanism for neighbors to know when the “un-reviewed-by-
Planning” plans for Pre-application meetings have been posted to the website
since we’re eliminating paper notices? What would be the time parameters?

. Pre-application Meeting Notices are in the Project Sponsor’s envelopes, many
of which | have received with no return address and in non-descript Size 10
envelopes which may get lost in most people’s mail as unimportant.

Sometimes, these notices are not dated with very sketchy information on them
and with contact information that may never get the neighbors any responses as
some are P.O. Boxes and such.

. The change from 30-day noticing to 20-day noticing is not going to apply to
these Pre-application Meeting Notices.

. Maybe other consequences to neighborhoods but | do think this needs to be



thought through especially with shortened noticing, rules for duplicate noticing,
etc.

Thank you for your attention to this matter as you plan to take action on Tuesday,
June 19, 2018 at the Full Board.
Rose Hillson



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Adjacent Neighbor"s Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street

Date: Friday, June 15, 2018 9:37:32 AM

Attachments: Roberts, Brian and Johanna -- Letter to SF Planning Commission 232 Clipper Street Project -- 13June2018.pdf

180613 Shadow Analysis Report Submitted in Opposition to CUA 232 Clipper St.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: Johanna Roberts [mailto:jroberts@PENUMBRAINC.COM]

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 7:06 PM

To: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); millicent.johnson@sfgov.org; rich.hillis@sfgov.org

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); 'broberts@pipelinerx.com’;
johannaroberts@mac.com

Subject: Adjacent Neighbor's Opposition to Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street

President Hillis and Members of the SF Planning Commission,

Please see the attached letter and Shading Analysis submitted in opposition to the Conditional Use
Authorization application for 232 Clipper Street scheduled for hearing on June 21, 2018.

Thanks for your consideration and please let us know if you have any questions.

Respectfully,
Johanna Roberts
236 Clipper Street (adjacent neighbor)

Johanna Roberts
Deputy General Counsel
Penumbra, Inc. « One Penumbra Place, Alameda, CA 94502

direct 510.748.3241 « cell 415.602.2449 - johanna.roberts@penumbrainc.com_» www.penumbrainc.com

This electronic message, including its attachments, is COMPANY CONFIDENTIAL and may contain
PROPRIETARY or LEGALLY PRIVILEGED information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost
by any erroneous transmission. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
use, disclosure, copying, or distribution of this message or any of the information included in it is
unauthorized and strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify
the sender by reply e-mail and permanently delete this message and its attachments, along with any
copies thereof.
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June 13, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street

Suite 400

San Franaisco, CA 94103

Adjacent Neighbor’s Objections to Conditional Use Authorization Application
Project Address: 232 Clipper Street
Case No: 2017-011414CUA

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,

We own the single-family home located at 236 Clipper Street, immediately adjacent to 232 Clipper
Street (the “Project”) to the west, and we write to state our strong objections to the developer’s
proposed plans and Conditional Use Authorization application.

To provide some context, we purchased our home in 2002, just before the birth of our first child, and we
have raised our family of five in this home since then. We have undertaken two projects for our home ~
a moderate rear addition and restoration of the fagade, both in full compliance with all City rules,
regulations and guidelines and with every effort made to respect our neighbors and neighborhood
during the projects. The developer’s plan to build a 4-story structure which will dwarf all the
neighboring homes and which is completely out of line with every other structure on the block,
combined with his marked unwillingness to consider our concerns and the multiple NOPDRs issued by
the Planning Department, is enough to make us consider joining the rest of the families fleeing San
Francisco. We fully recognize the difficult issues that you grapple with in managing San Francisco's
housing challenges, but granting this Project’s Conditional Use Authorization application based on the
plans under submission is unsupportable.

As you will see in the file, we have repeatedly expressed our objections to the developer’s proposed
plans for the Project. Our objections are captured in both of the NOPDRs issued by the Planning
Department, based on the Project’s multiple violations of the Residential Design Guidelines. In
addition, we have serious concerns regarding the detrimental impact that the Project will have on our
access to light and the privacy of our home and yard. We have undertaken a Shading Analysis attached
to this letter to demonstrate the substantial increase in shade and shadows that we will suffer if this
Project is approved.

1. Project is not compatible with height and depth of surrounding buildings. The Project’s
proposed height of four stories and forty feet is incompatible with the surrounding buildings as
fully demonstrated in the plans themselves (see A4.1) as well as in the renderings included in
our attached Shading Analysis (see pp. 5-6). Both adjacent homes are three-story structures
with substantially smaller footprints than the proposed Project. In addition, the Project
proposes to add more than 23 feet in height to the existing structure on this plot. This Project
should be limited to a maximum of three floors to ensure the scale is compatible with the
surrounding buildings. In addition to the incompatibility of scale to the neighboring structures,





the size of the Project has a substantial detrimental effect on the light and privacy of our
property,

Rear massing of the Project is not compatible with the existing building scale. The Project’s
proposal to have a four-story structure with multiple rear decks (at both the 3™ and 4™ floor
levels) extending well beyond the existing rear walls of the adjacent structures violates the
Residential Design Guidelines, as articulated by the Planning Department’s NOPDRs. The
NOPDRs advised that the 3" and 4™ stories should be limited to the 3-story wall of our home
with any additional structure beyond this point limited to two-stories with a setback from the
side property lines. Instead, the developer’s Project plans submitted for CUA review include a
three-story structure (with an additional roof deck) adjacent to our two-story structure and a
two-story structure (with an additional roof deck) jutting well past the existing wall of our home.
This rear massing with multiple decks violates the Residential Design Guidelines and seriously
impinges on cur light and privacy.

Glazing on front and rear facades is incompatible with existing buildings on the block and in the
neighborhood. We agree with the NOPDRs issued by the Planning Department that the Project
must reduce the proportion and size of the windows on the front and rear facades in order to
comply with the Residential Design Guidelines and scope of glazing on surrounding buildings.

The proposed upper level front roof deck should be removed. We agree with the NOPDRs issued
by the Planning Department that the upper level front roof deck must be removed based on
privacy concermns.

The scale and rear massing of the Project substantially interferes with the light and privacy of
our home. In addition to the concerns repeatedly raised by the Planning Department in its
NOPDRs, the scale and rear massing of the Project directly impinges on our privacy and access to
light. As noted above, the Project has rear-facing decks at both the 3" and 4" floor levels.

These decks will loom above and look directly down and into our yard, rear deck (at the 2™ floor
level), skylights (at the 2™ floor level), and rear master bedroom windows (see, e.g., rendering at
page 9 of Shading Analysis), raising serious privacy concerns. Please refer to the appendices at
page 19 and 20 of the Shading Analysis for a rendering of the clear view from one of the
Project’s rear decks directly into our master bedroom windows, as well as a rendering of the
privacy impact on our rear deck. In addition, the height and scale of the Project will have a
substantial detrimental impact on our access to light as documented in the attached Shading
Analysis. As that report shows, we will suffer significant shading {greater than 20% increase) to
the skylights that provide the primary source of light for our 2™ story kitchen/family area, and
moderate shading increase to our rear deck (see, e.g., renderings and data at pages 9, 11-13 of
Shading Analysis). The Project will more than double the amount of shading we experience in





the skylights in our kitchen/family area (see, e.g., page 13 of Shading Analysis). We strongly
oppose the Project as submitted to the Commission for CUA on this basis.

For all of the reasons above, we urge the Commission to reject the Conditional Use Authorization
application for this Project until modifications to address the above issues have been implemented.

We plan to attend the hearing scheduled for June 21 before the Commission and are happy to answer
any questions you may have,

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of this matter.

Respectiully,

E&f\«lnw Pl ¥

and Johanna Roberts






SHADOW ANALYSIS REPORT

FOR 232 CLIPPER STREET | JUNE 13™ 2018

240"

2
> e
L, *.e‘wi‘a

," i,
FAA
By,

e

Report prepared by Olivier PENNETIER
Principal

SYMPHYSIS

Bioclimatic Design Consulting
olivier@symphysis.net






TABLE OF CONTENTS

SHADOW ANALYSIS REPORT

I INTRODUCTION & ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Il. PROJECT LOCATION

M. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

IV.  ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & RESULTS

APPENDICE A | PROPOSED FRONT VIEW RENDERING

APPENDICE B | EXISTING REAR VIEW RENDERING

APPENDICE C | PROPOSED REAR VIEW RENDERING

APPENDICE D | PROPOSED REAR VIEW RENDERING

APPENDICE E | PROPOSED VIEW FROM BEDROOM RENDERING __

APPENDICE F | PROPOSED VIEW FROM REAR DECK RENDERING__

15

16

17

18

19

20





l. INTRODUCTION & ANALYSIS SUMMARY

SYMPHYSIS was asked to perform a shading analysis to assess the shading impact
of a proposed 4-story residential building located at 232 Clipper Street, upon the
adjacent properties at 228 and 236 Clipper Street.

The adjacent neighbors at 228 and 236 Clipper Street are concerned that the
proposed 40°-0” tall building will cast additional shadows on their rear yards, rear

decks and significantly reduce light through their adjacent skylights.

After performing a shading analysis, SYMPHYSIS concludes that the proposed 4 —

story building at 232 Clipper Street will add significant shading (> 20% increase) to

all the adjacent skylights, moderate shading (10-20% increase) to the rear decks

(3). and marginal shading (0-5% increase) to the rear yards of the properties at
228 and 236 Clipper Street.

The report herein describes the proposed project, and the methodology used for

the shading analysis, along with its results. ™

‘AArch, LEED AP

Olivier A. Pennetier,
SYMPHYSIS Principal
06/13/2018

Our services consist of professional opinions and conclusions developed in accordance with generally accepted environmental design
and solar engineering principles and practices. Our conclusions and recommendations are based on the information provided by the
clients, USGS Digital Elevation Model and publically available Geographic Information System database.
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Il. PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project is located at 232 Clipper Street, in the center of the Noe

Valley neighborhood. &

FIGURE 1: LOCATION MAP
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. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a new 4-story, 2-family residential building that will
replace an existing single story structure, located at 232 Clipper Street, on the
South end of Block 6548, Lot 09. The existing building is currently 17°-9 %2 high
from the center of the front property line and 55’-5” deep from the front property

line.

The proposed building would add 23 feet 3 inches to the overall building height
for a total height of 40°-0”, and would extend toward the north of the property
74’-3” from the front property line. The rear of the proposed building features a

series of stepping roof decks to minimize rear massing.

The following drawings, provided by the project sponsor, show the proposed
project’s elevations and cross section, in relation to the adjacent neighbors at 236

and 228 Clipper Street. ®
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ADJACENT PROPERTY SUBJEGT PROPERTY ADJACENT PROPERTY

FIGURE 3: PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION
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V. ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY & RESULTS

A 3D model of the neighboring city blocks was developed, using Geographic
Information System (GIS) database, photogrammetric building and terrain
elevation models from Google Earth, and the proposed plans from the project’s

architect Curtis Hollenbeck.

Analysis grids were fitted to the rear yards of 228 and 236 Clipper Street
properties, as well as their rear yard decks and skylights adjacent to the proposed
project. These analysis grids record the amount of solar radiation and shading
percentage before and after the proposed project, and show the areas of
difference. This process allows us to assess the location and amount of any

shading impact.

The analysis was performed for the entire year on an hourly basis, from 12:00 AM
to 11:00 PM, using the available weather data file (TMY3) from San Francisco
Airport. The shading analysis took in consideration the effect of building
overshadowing as well as the terrain, but disregarded the effects of trees and
vegetation. The results are expressed in percentage shading as well as sunlight
hours. In addition, another round of calculation was done, using the City’s
established protocol and methodology for assessing shadowing, with a square-
foot per hour metric (sgft/hr). This methodology differs with the former one in that
the calculation times are set to one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset.
Note that this methodology is most appropriate for horizontal surfaces as it is
compared to an unobstructed plane (flat). The methodology is part of the City’s

section 295 shading analysis protocol and is not a requirement for this project.

The results of this shading analysis show that the proposed 4-story project at 232
Clipper Street adds substantial additional shading on the adjacent properties
skylights, most notably the West facing skylights (2) at 228 Clipper Street, and the
East facing skylight at 236 Clipper Street. The west facing skylight at 236 Clipper
Street is also noticeably impacted by the proposed project, although to a lesser
extent. All adjacent skylights experience an increase in shading over 20%. +34%
increase in shading on the West facing skylight at 236 Clipper, +104% increase in
shading on the West facing skylight at 228 Clipper and +137% increase in shading
on the East facing skylight at 236 Clipper — a loss of 1,308 hours of direct sunlight
on this skylight alone throughout the year.
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The three rear decks analyzed fared somewhat better than the skylights, with

shading increase of 10% for the rear deck at 236 Clipper and upper rear deck at
228 Clipper Street, to over 11% shading increase at the lower deck of 228 Clipper
Street. Still yet, this lower rear deck would experience a loss of 382 hours of direct

sunlight.

Both rear yards experience marginal shading increase of +6% each - a smaller
number due to the large size of the area of analysis. In the rear yard of 236
Clipper Street, the impact is more pronounced in the northern, central-to-eastern
portion of the yard. In the rear yard of 228 Clipper Street, the impact is mostly

experienced in the central and Southern portion of the yard.

For comparison purposes, a similar analysis was performed with the 4th story of
the proposed project clipped off to see the effect of the top story on the overall
shading impact. The analysis shows that the 4th story mostly impacts the west
skylights at 228 Clipper Street, and the West and East skylights at 236 Clipper
Street. The upper deck at 228 Clipper also suffers from the additional top story.
The lower decks and yards are not substantially affected by the 4th story

compared to the 3-story only building.

The following graphics shows the developed model for the analysis, as well as
graphic representations of the shading impact extents of the additional shading
caused by the proposed project in comparison to the existing conditions. Tables

summarize the results of the analysis. B
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FIGURE 6: 3D MODEL OF EXISTING CONDITIONS — SEPTEMBER 215 @ 9:45 AM
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FIGURE 7: 3D MODEL OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS — DECEMBER 215" @ NOON
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FIGURE 8: 3D MODEL OF EXISTING CONDITIONS — SEPTEMBER 215 @ 9:45 AM
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FIGURE 9: 3D MODEL OF PROPOSED CONDITIONS WITH 3-STORY DESIGN — DECEMBER 215" @ NOON
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FIGURE 10: AREAS SELECTED FOR THE ANALYSIS
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FIGURE 11: BIRD EYE VIEW OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING - RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING
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FIGURE 12: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING — RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 4-STORY DESIGN
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FIGURE 12: MAP OF MOST IMPACTED AREAS BY ADDITIONAL SHADING — RED = >20% + INCREASE IN SHADING WITH 3-STORY DESIGN
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Table 1: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 4 story design:

PROPOSED 4 STORY DESIGN 05/21/18
236 CLIPPER

YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT
BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER | %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 63.58 67.34 59% | 76.70 84.79 10.6% 22.30 5295 | 137.4% 25.30 33.90 34.0%
YEARLY SUN HOURS 1533.91 1373.90 -10.4% 975.40 640.24 -34.4% 3298.90 1990.40 -39.7% 3168.90 2801.35 -11.6%
228 CLIPPER
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS
BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER | %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER %DIFF | BEFORE | AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 68.42 72.50 6.0% | 77.03 86.01 11.7% 68.62 75.87 10.6% 23.34 47.64 | 104.1%
YEARLY SUN HOURS | 1326.56 | 1155.94 | -12.9% | 950.91 | 577.47 | -39.8% | 1316.12 | 1009.77 | -23.3% | 3251.63 | 221357 | -31.9%
Table 2: Shading Percentage & Sunlight Hours Summary Table for 3 story design:
3 STORY DESIGN
236 CLIPPER
YARD DECK EAST SKYLIGHT WEST SKYLIGHT
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 63.58 67.07 5.5% 76.70 84.30 9.9% 22.30 45.95 106.1% 25.30 27.70 9.5%
YEARLY SUN HOURS | 1533.91 | 1385.48 -9.7% | 97540 | 650.69 | -33.3% | 3298.90 | 2282.70 | -30.8% | 3168.90 | 3067.80 -3.2%
228 CLIPPER
YARD LOWER DECK UPPER DECK WEST SKYLIGHTS
BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF BEFORE AFTER % DIFF
SHADING % 68.42 72.00 5.2% 77.03 85.49 11.0% 68.62 73.35 6.9% 23.34 27.59 18.2%
YEARLY SUN HOURS 1326.56 1177.85 -11.2% 959.91 600.47 -37.4% 1316.12 1114.60 -15.3% 3251.63 3074.07 -5.5%

Table 3: Shadow Load Calculation per City’s Methodology - 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset

EXISTING PROPOSED PROPOSED
SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) NET NEW SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR) TOTAL SHADOW LOAD (SF/HR)
REAR YARD @ 228 3,775,142 256,697 4,031,840
64.65% 4.40% 69.04%
REAR LOWER DECK @ 228 d 2 20 L5 0
75.88% 9.67% 85.55%
REAR UPPER DECK @ 228 195,333 22,177 217,510
66.55% 7.56% 74.11%
WEST SKYLIGHTS @ 228 2L ol OlZes
14.57% 26.76% 41.33%
REAR YARD @ 236 2,821,592 284,571 3,106,163
58.49% 5.90% 64.39%
REAR DECK @ 236 114,864 7,348 122,212
78.82% 5.04% 83.86%
EAST SKYLIGHT @ 236 So0e- el 256
23.05% 24.24% 47.29%
WEST SKYLIGHT @ 236 1,852 811 2,664
18.50% 8.11% 26.61%
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APPENDICE B | EXISTING
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APPENDICE C | PROPO!
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APPENDICE D | PROPOSED REAR VIEW RENDERING
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| PROPOSED VIEW FROM REAR DECK RENDERING
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From: Starr, Aaron (CPC)

To: Planning@RodneyFong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards. Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel
(CPC); Melgar. Myrna (CPC); Johnson. Milicent (CPC)

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: Board Report

Date: Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:12:30 PM

Attachments: 2018 06 14.pdf
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Commissioners,
Attached, please find this week’s Board of Supervisors Report.

Sincerely,

Aaron Starr, MA
Manager of Legislative Affairs

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6362 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: aaron.starr@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.or

B e« 0 &6 X
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Summary of Board Activities
June 11-15, 2018

Planning Commission Report: June 14, 2018

LAND USE COMMITTEE:

180423 Planning Code - Review for Downtown and Affordable Housing Projects; Notification
Requirements; Review of Alterations to Historical Landmarks and in Conservation Districts.
Sponsor: Mayor. Staff: J Bintliff.

On Monday, the Land Use Committee considered the Mayor’s Process Improvements
Ordinance. Commissioners, you heard this item last week at your June 7 hearing. At that hearing

you voted to recommend the ordinance with modifications.

The Committee adopted several of the Commission’s recommendations, including an
amendment to require that all notification materials be provided according to adopted Planning
Commission policy; however, the Committee voted to maintain the proposed 20-day standard
notification period, and did not include amendments regarding design review, performance

standards, prevailing wage, and building code standards for 100% affordable housing projects.

The Committee also maintained the exemption of limited rear yard additions, also known as
pop-outs, from neighborhood notification requirements; however, the Committee amended the
Ordinance to require notification for these pop-outs if the existing structure has been modified
in the previous 3 years. The committee also urged the Planning Commission to adopt a policy to

require Pre-Application meetings for these rear yard additions.

In the end, Committee voted without objection to refer the amended ordinance to the full

Board at the June 19 regular meeting.

In addition, Supervisor Kim moved to duplicate the file in order to introduce further
amendments to Articles 10 and 11. These amendments would allow administrative approval of
certain minor scopes of work on historic structures. Specifically, the administrative approval of
“signs, murals, or exterior paint installed to celebrate an event or anniversary or an event of
national or international significance relevant to the historic context of the landmark or historic

district.”



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3488367&GUID=811BB45B-3CC1-442F-B8DE-6FFBE8C2B6E7



Summary of Board Activities
June 11-15, 2018

Planning Commission Report: June 14, 2018

The duplicated ordinance were scheduled to be heard at the Committee’s July 9 hearing, and
the duplicated version of the ordinance would be returned to the Historic Preservation

Commission and Planning Commission for review following action by the Committee.

FULL BOARD:

e 180117 Planning Code - Increasing the Transportation Sustainability Fee for Large Non-
Residential Projects. Sponsor: Peskin. PASSED Second Read

e 180187 Planning Code - Reauthorizing Section 210.3C Concerning New Production,
Distribution, and Repair Space. Sponsor: Cohen. Passed First Read

INTRODUCTIONS:

None



https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3333622&GUID=79D8200C-3BCB-473D-A1CC-B4000246B5A9

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3360010&GUID=E7C59C00-A226-4FC8-83D6-CCDC819A2674



		Land Use Committee:

		Full Board:

		Introductions:

		None
























From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Richards. Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O"Farrell Street

Date: Thursday, June 14, 2018 12:00:44 PM

Attachments: 450 OFarrell.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: Stephen Sass [mailto:smsass@outlook.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 11:37 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Subject: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street

Good morning. As much as | would like to attend the Planning Commission meeting on June
28 to voice my support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street in person, | will be out
of town that day and submit this letter instead. Thank you.

SMS

Stephen Sass San Francisco CA
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1067 Market Street #5001
San Francisco, CA 94103

Via US Mail and email
June 14, 2018

Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Support for 450 O'Farrell Street proposed project
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

The proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street is worthy of your support for several
reasons.

I rent an apartment in Mid-Market about a ten-minute walk from 450 O'Farrell Street.
Additional rental units in this area of the city are needed. Renters like me who
appreciate the diversity of the Tenderloin and also enjoy the proximity to Union Square
and the Financial District would welcome the increased choice this project represents.

I began attending Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist a few months ago. I am impressed
that its members have a long-term vision for staying in the Tenderloin and serving the
community by providing church services, Sunday School for children and teenagers, and
a Reading Room that invites its neighbors and passersby in for quiet study of the Bible
and Christian Science literature. I have found these members to be kind and supportive
to newcomers like me as well as to each other. They are sincere in their desire to
extend the church’s 100-year history well into the future. Right-sizing their facility as
the project proposes would enable them to focus on their mission to provide spiritual
refreshment in an environment that encourages healing through prayer.

Approving the 450 O'Farrell Street project would be a boon to San Francisco and to the
Tenderloin in particular.

Sincerely,

Stephen M. Sass

cc: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org.






JOSEPH J. TITIL, JR. & JOHN V. GIUSTI

4406-A Eighteenth Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-2429

Phone: 415.626.0767 Fax: 415.626.0747 R EC E 'vE D
June 15,2018 JUN 19 2018

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F

. . PLANNING DEPARTMENT
San Francisco Planning Department CPC/MHPC

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: William Hemenger & Frank Lambetecchio - 89 Roosevelt Way Project

Dear Commissioners:

We have known Bill Hemenger and Frank Lambetecchio for over fifteen years as neighbors.
When they were able to purchase 89 Roosevelt Way it was in much need of updating and
general renovations. They had the foresight to see the potential for the property. To date,
they have done any and all work in accordance with City code requirements.

We fully support the project they are requesting approval for and we are certain the project
will add value to their property as well as surrounding neighborhood properties.

Thank you for your attention to our letter of support.

4 M—s%

Joséph J. Titi, Jr. and Jo n V. Giusti

Respectfully yours,

cc: William Hemenger & Frank Lambetecchio
89 Roosevelt Way
San Francisco, CA94114



Laura Hollis
166 Grand View Ave

SF, CA 94114 RECEIVED
JUN 18 2018
CITY & counTy
June 16, 2018 PLANNlré% CD/E‘I;ACRngAFJ:T S.F

Planning Commission

SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St.,Suite 400
SF, CA 94103

RE: Support for 450 O'Farrell St. proposed project
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

| think this project will be a win-win for 450 O'Farrell St. meeting the needs
of the community with below-market-rate housing and retail also providing
a church facility, and a Christian Science Reading Room. It would be an
expression of revitalization every one would enjoy.

Respectfully,
g = fgyﬁb

(a lifetime resident of our beautiful city)



RECEIVED

June 8, 2018 JUN 13 2018
CITY & COUNT
Planning Commission PLANNING Dé\F{ARYTM(E):;' s
CPCHPC

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

Regarding: Support For 450 O’Farrell Street Proposed Project
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

When | was a young adult, | moved to San Francisco to attend the American
Conservatory Theatre Training Program. My finances at the time were meager, so |
could only afford a studio apartment in the Tenderloin area of San Francisco. It was
my first time away from my friends and family. [ attended the Fifth Church of Christ
Scientist, San Francisco many times during those two years. The church provided a
great deal of comfort for me—it was a peaceful, safe place to pray. The
relationships, character growth, and experiences gained at that church have
continued to act as a strong foundation for me in my professional career.

[ urge your approval vote for the 450 O’Farrell Street Project. Speaking from
experience as a former Tenderloin resident, it would bring a much needed blessing
to the people of this San Francisco neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Es f
, B [ 7 PR —
1;11/‘% I, 7 I':};-I{_c:" A

. s

Mrs. D L Gallegos
1009 N Pacific Ave, #4466
Glendale, CA 91202



1067 Market Street #5001
San Francisco, CA 94103

Via US Mail and email RECEIVED
June 14, 2018 JUN 15 2018
. . CITY & COUNTY OF 8.F
Planning Commission PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC

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

Re: Support for 450 O'Farrell Street proposed project
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

The proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street is worthy of your support for several
reasons.

I rent an apartment in Mid-Market about a ten-minute walk from 450 OFarrell Street.
Additional rental units in this area of the city are needed. Renters like me who
appreciate the diversity of the Tenderloin and also enjoy the proximity to Union Square
and the Financial District would welcome the increased choice this project represents.

I began attending Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist a few months ago. I am impressed
that its members have a long-term vision for staying in the Tenderloin and serving the
community by providing church services, Sunday School for children and teenagers, and
a Reading Room that invites its neighbors and passersby in for quiet study of the Bible
and Christian Science literature. I have found these members to be kind and supportive
to newcomers like me as well as to each other. They are sincere in their desire to
extend the church’s 100-year history well into the future. Right-sizing their facility as
the project proposes would enable them to focus on their mission to provide spiritual
refreshment in an environment that encourages healing through prayer.

Approving the 450 O'Farrell Street project would be a boon to San Francisco and to the
Tenderloin in particular.

Sincerejx,

Stephen M. Sass

cc: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org.



RECEIVED

Dennis and Sharon Shea
1743 27t Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94122 JUN | 5 2018
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F
June 12, 2018 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CPC/HPC

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Re:  Discretionary Review, 1722 27% Avenue, Thursday 6/28/18

We are not able to go to the Discretionary Review, as we will be out of town.
Following are our concerns:

The remodel/additions consists of 9 bedrooms with 7.5 baths, an in-law apartment,
deck, (a vertical and horizontal addition) and laundry facilities located outside of the
main building with a one-car garage. This looks like 7 of the bedrooms have a bath
this looks like a master bedroom/bath. Which gives opportunity to rent out rooms
with a private bath. According to the plans the estimated cost of this remodel is
approximately $150,000. [s this possible in San Francisco? When an addition of a
full bathroom can cost at least $10,000.

s this for family members as ADU is typically for or is this to be rented out? Are
they under rent control with reported income and what kind of guidelines will they
be under and inspected?

Our street is already congested and parking is already a problem with an addition of
this size, it will only add to an existing problem.

What type of impact would this have on water and sewer? Will they need a bigger
size water meter, larger pipes and could it possibly affect water pressure?

The character of neighborhoods change but this seems to be drastic. There should
be some accountability and keeping in mind the existing character of the
neighborhood. The Central Sunset is a residential district consisting mainly of
single-family homes, most have an in-law unit. This is not the dense housing of the
downtown area.

San Francisco is 49 sq. miles we should not create housing so dense that we change
the character of a residential neighborhood forever. What makes each
neighborhood unique is the different style, and the character of what that
neighborhood has to offer.

We have lived in this neighborhood for 40+ years. We have seen a lot of changes
with the change from single-family homes to rentals of rooms and in-laws rather



then family owned. We have seen garages and lawns disappear, parking congestion,

car break-ins, more litter on the streets and not knowing your neighbors because of
the constant turnover.

Please consider this when reviewing these plans.

Sincerely,

Dennis Shea '

i
NI~ \L e

‘Sharon Shea :

- ~



GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE

aS HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT

Golden Gate Transit
101t Andersen Drive

San Rafael, CA 94901-5318
www.goldengate.org
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Jonas P. lonin, Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Department
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Golden Gate Transit Bus Storage Facility
CEQA Addendum Public Meeting

The Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & Transportation District (District) is preparing a California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) environmental document to address the potential impacts of proposed
operational changes to its Bus Storage Facility. The bus lot is within the block bounded by Third, Fourth, Perry, and
Stillman Streets. The CEQA document will update and supplement the Transbay Terminal Final Environmental Impact Report that
was certified by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority in 2004. District buses were originally planned to layover between service
runs at the Transbay Transit Center but this may not be possible, which would require greater use of the Bus Storage Facility.

Without the use of the Transbay Transit Center bus plaza space, the District
proposes to re-route Basic Bus (Regional) Routes 30, 70, and 101 to layover at the What:

Bus Storage Facility using Howard, 4th, Perry, 3rd, and Folsom Streets. As a result | Golden Gate Transit Bus Storage Facility
of these proposed operational changes, the hours at the Bus Storage Facility CEQA Addendum

would expand from 7am to 7pm to 5:15am to 12:40am on weekdays and 5:45am
to 12:45am on weekends. A total of approximately 3-4 additional buses per hour
would use the Bus Storage Facility during these hours from Routes 30, 70, and
101 as a result of the project.

Where:
SF Fire Department Headquarters Fire
Commission Room

o bk ; . ; . ) : 698 2nd St, San Francisco, CA 94107
The District will be conducting a public meeting to provide an overview of

the Bus Storage Facility operational changes and proposed route changes on
June 27, 2018 6:30pm - 8:00pm at the SF Fire Department Headquarters Fire When:
Commission Room. Please join us to learn more about the project! June 27, 2018 (6:30pm-8:00pm)






