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Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Steven Vettel [mailto:SVettel@fbm.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:05 AM

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

Cc: Tyler Evje (tevje@tcr.com); David Cincotta (DCincotta@jmbm.com); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: 450 O'Farrell Street

Commissioners, | am writing on behalf of Thompson Dorfman Partners, the project sponsor along
with the Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist, of the 450 O’Farrell Street project this is before you today.
The project includes 176 dwelling units and a replacement church following the demolition of three
structures, including the existing church building, except for its O'Farrell Street facade and
colonnade.

Materials in the Planning Department’s files in support of your CEQA Findings include two economic
feasibility reports analyzing the feasibility of the Full Preservation Alternative and the Partial
Preservation Alternative, the first (EPS) prepared by the project sponsor team, and the second
(Willman) a peer review prepared on behalf of the Planning Department. Both studies determined
the two preservation alternatives are not financially feasible, and Planning staff has concurred in
preparing the draft CEQA findings

| am enclosing copies of both reports.

Steven L. Vettel

Partner

svettel@fbm.com

D 415.954.4902 C 415.850.1931
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DRAFT MEMORANDUM

To: Tyler Evje, Thompson | Dorfman Partners, LLC
From: James Musbach, Ashleigh Kanat, and Michael Nimon

Subject: 450 O’Farrell Street Development Feasibility Review and
Evaluation; EPS #161164

Date: November 13, 2017

At the request of 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, the Project Sponsor of 450
O’Farrell Street in San Francisco (the Project), EPS prepared
development pro formas for the proposed project and two alternatives
considered in the planning documents as part of the application process.
This analysis uses static pro forma financial models reflective of vertical
development costs and revenue estimates specific to each of the
alternatives allowing a comparison of developer returns. The
development programs considered in this analysis are described below
and are summarized in Table 1 with design schemes included in the
Appendix.

e A “Full Preservation” alternative resulting in 151,200 square feet of
gross building area, including 97 residential rental units, 800 square
feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,666 square feet of new church
space.

e A “Partial Preservation” alternative resulting in 201,200 square feet
of gross building area, including 162 residential rental units, 4,600
square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,207 square feet of
new church space.

e The “Proposed Project” consists of 237,810 square feet of gross
building area and includes 176 rental residential units and 6,200
square feet of restaurant/retail. This alternative includes 13,595
square feet of new church space.

EPS prepared a development pro forma model for the Proposed Project.
The Project Sponsor provided EPS with baseline data, such as rents,
construction costs, and operating cost assumptions, which EPS reviewed
and revised as appropriate. The financial analysis provides an
independent assessment of the financial returns for each of the
alternatives. The review relies upon industry standards, EPS’s
experience with similar projects, and market conditions and trends in
San Francisco and the Bay Area.
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EPS has reviewed the key market assumptions for reasonableness, but has not conducted a
detailed market analysis. Actual financial outcomes may differ from the pro forma and EPS
findings to the extent that future economic cycles, market, and development trends differ from
current conditions. The analysis is in 2017 dollars.

Summary of Findings

Financial results are shown in Table 2 with the findings described below. Detailed pro formas
for each alternative are shown in Tables 3 through 5.

1. The Full Preservation and Partial Preservation Project alternatives generate
insufficient returns to the Developer. These alternatives generate a yield of 2.9 percent
and 3.9 percent, respectively. These returns are below the feasibility threshold range of 5.5
percent to 6.5 percent for projects of comparable development risk and complexity. This
return range is based on capitalization rate data adjusted for development risk and location
as well as EPS experience with comparable projects.

2. The additional of square footage reflected in the Proposed Project alternative
improves development feasibility. The resulting yield of 4.5 percent still falls slightly
below the typical feasibility range. While the additional space increases total building
development costs, the associated revenues offset the cost increase and improve the relative
performance of the Proposed Project. The Developer has indicated willingness to accept a
4.5 percent return.

Project Description

The Project is bounded by O’Farrell Street, Geary Boulevard, Taylor Street, and Jones Street in
San Francisco’s Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The site currently houses a three-story
26,904-square foot church, the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist. Other uses include a 4,415-
square foot retail space, a 1,012-square foot restaurant, and a residential building at 532 Jones
Street. The buildings comprising the Project are designated as contributing resources to the
Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

The proposed Project envisions partial demolition of the existing Fifth Church of Christ Scientist
building, and the full demolition of the vacant retail building along O’Farrell Street and the
restaurant building along Jones Street. The Project provides a total of 237,810 gross square feet
including 187,640 square feet of residential uses, 6,200 square feet of restaurant/retail space,
13,595 square feet for the church, and 8,398 square feet of open space. The new building would
be 13-stories (130 feet) with 176 dwelling units, restaurant/retail space, and a replacement
church incorporated into the ground level. Twenty-eight units would be Below Market Rate (BMR)
with five of these replacing rent controlled units.2 The parking garage will provide 41 below
grade spaces with additional bicycle parking.

1 IRR Monitor Viewpoint mid-2017 data for the San Francisco market.

2 All alternatives assume 5 replacement units and 13.5 percent BMR units provided onsite, which
is the Project’s current affordability requirement reflective of the recent changes to San
Francisco’s inclusionary housing program.
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Review of Key Assumptions and Methodology

Revenues

This analysis assumes average market rate rents of about $4,400 per unit per month across
each of the alternatives. This estimate is based on a market report prepared for the proposed
Project by the Concord Group in November 2016. Overall, the market-rate rents fall within a
comparable rent range relative to other rental projects in San Francisco based on a review of
recent rents reported by Trulia.com. This analysis does not vary the market rate rent
assumptions by alternative; however, alternatives with lower density will likely achieve lower
rents due to the lack of view premiums, which would further compress yields in these
alternatives. Average per-unit monthly rents for affordable units are estimated to range from
$660 to $1,478 per unit across the alternatives, depending on each alternative’s unit size
distribution. The BMR units are targeted to be affordable to households earning up to 55 percent
of the area median income (AMI). Residential revenue also assumes 7 percent of rental income
in other revenue consisting of storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

For the commercial space, this analysis assumes rents of $60 per square foot per year for retail
on a triple-net basis (NNN). These rents are within the range of comparable retail projects in the
market area. This analysis also assumes parking revenue of $325 per space per month. Lastly,
this analysis assumes reuse of the existing church space, identified as ‘assembly’ land use in the
Environmental Impact Report for the Project. Based on review of similar facility sales in San
Francisco, this analysis assumes a value of about $240 per square foot across all scenarios.3

Vacancy and Operating Expenses

For the residential component, this analysis reflects a vacancy (or other loss) rate of 5.0 percent.
This is a typical level of stabilized vacancy in strong residential markets, such as San Francisco.
For the commercial components, a 5.0 percent vacancy/loss factor is applied to the retail space.

The analysis assumes that annual operating expenses will be $5,000 per unit. These expenses
reflect a blend of market rate and affordable units and typically include property management,
administration, maintenance, utilities, insurance, and taxes. For affordable units, management
and administration expenses also include services required for monitoring, compliance and other
costs associated with fulfilling the affordability requirements. EPS assumes additional property
tax expenses based on the development value of the Project net of the share attributable to the
church assuming a property tax rate of 1.23 percent. A residential capital reserve of 2.0 percent
of gross revenue is also assumed.

For the retail components, operating expenses are assumed to be approximately $18 per square
foot and 90 percent of these expenses are assumed to be recoverable from the tenant,
consistent with a triple-net lease structure.

3 Based on sales comparables reported by Costar for properties with lodging/meeting halls or religious
facility uses sold between 2014 and 2017. The resulting 12 transactions have sale prices ranging from
$83 to $419 per square foot. This value equates to the net rental rate of $14.40 per square foot
assuming a capitalization rate of 6%.
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Development Costs

The cost for new construction generally has been increasing over the past several years due to
improvements in the economy, resurgence of new development activity, and the associated
growth in demand for construction services and materials. The analysis assumes direct
construction cost ranges between approximately $400 and $500 per square foot, depending on
the alternative and reflective of the economies of scale associated with the larger building. The
estimates are based on the February 2017 bid provided by the Project Sponsor, as shown in
Table 7.

Development costs also include site acquisition, indirect costs, project contingency, and
financing. These costs do not vary significantly between the alternatives evaluated in this
analysis. Site acquisition is assumed at $8.7 million for all alternatives. Indirect costs include
architecture and engineering, legal and other professional services, development impact fees,
other permits and fees, marketing, leasing, and retail leasing commissions, general and
administrative, developer fees, and taxes during development.

Development impact fees are estimated for each alternative based on the City’s 2017 fee
schedule, as shown in Table 8. They consist of the transit sustainability, bike parking in lieu,
school impact, child care, utilities connection, and street trees in lieu fees. A soft cost
contingency of 5.0 percent of other indirect costs is also assumed. Lastly, this analysis estimates
a financing cost based on a 65 percent loan to cost ratio with a 5 percent annual interest rate, 60
percent average outstanding balance, and a 2-year construction duration. Total indirect costs
comprise approximately 27 to 28 percent of the direct costs across all alternatives and fall within
a typical range.

Financial Returns

Expected returns on development investment vary based on a range of factors such as risk,
capital and real estate market conditions, building uses, and other trends. All evaluated
alternatives generate yields ranging between 2.9 and 4.5 percent. These yields are based on
annual net operating income as a share of total cost. The Proposed Project generates the highest
return whereas the Full Preservation alternative generates the lowest return.

Projects of comparable development risk and complexity typically require a return threshold
ranging between 5.5 percent and 6.5 percent depending on location, complexity, construction
type, and other risk factors. This range is based on the capitalization rate data reported for a
blend of urban multifamily and commercial uses in San Francisco as well as EPS’s experience
with comparable projects.

Despite the yield for the proposed project falling below the typical return threshold, the
Developer expressed willingness to proceed with the Project. This financial risk and reduced
return may be taken for a number of reasons including strong market fundamentals and tenant
prospects, anticipation of future improvements in market conditions, expected rates of return
lower than assumed in this analysis, access to low-cost funding, or long-term investment
strategy, among others.
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Table 1 DRAFT
Summary of Development Alternatives
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164
Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed

Item Alternative Alternative Project
Gross Building Square Feet (1) 151,200 201,200 237,810
Residential

Net Square Feet 87,595 127,110 143,380

Units 97 162 176

Market Rate 80 136 148
BMR (2) 17 26 28

Residential Unit Count

Studio 14 21 22

1BR 51 87 95

2BR 30 50 55

3BR 2 4 4
Restaurant/Retail

Gross Square Feet 800 4,638 6,200

Net Square Feet 90% 720 4,174 5,580
Church/Assembly Space

Gross Square Feet (preserved) 17,800 12,960 0

Gross Square Feet (new) 10,666 10,207 13,595
Below-Grade Parking Spaces 28 39 41
Courtyard Open Space 2,674 2,950 8,110

(1) Includes residential lobby and leasing office.

(2) Each alternative preserves 5 "restricted" studio units with the remainder based on a 13.5% BMR ratio

requirement. [BMRs = (total units - 5) * 13.5% + 5 (restricted BMRS)]

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 12/11/2017
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Table 2 DRAFT
Summary of Feasibility Results
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Item Alternative Alternative Project
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,108,000 $5,608,000 $6,228,000
Total Development Cost $108,157,000 $143,210,000 $137,463,000
Yield (1) 2.9% 3.9% 4.5%
Funding Gap (2) ($51,648,000) ($41,246,000) ($24,227,000)

(1) A measure of return defined as NOI divided by total development cost.

(2) A subsidy needed to bridge the Project's cost and the resulting finished value.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 12/11/2017
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Table 3
Full Preservation Pro Forma

450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

DRAFT

Item

Assumption

Total (Rounded)

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Gross Building Square Feet 151,200
Residential
Gross Square Feet 87,595
Units 97
Market Rate 80
BMR 17
Retail/Restaurant
Gross Square Feet 800
Net Square Feet (1) 720
Church Square Feet 10,666
Parking Spaces 28
OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (2) $4,400 per month $4,224,000
Below Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (3) $1,080 per month $220,000
Other Income (4) 7.0% $311,000
(less) Operating Expenses (5) $5,000 per unit/year ($485,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.0% ($89,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($222,000)
Residential NOI $3,959,000
Residential Parking Revenue (6) $325 per space/month $109,000
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($22,000)
Parking NOI $87,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $4,046,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) (7) $2,817,000
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) (8) $60.00 /sq. ft./year $43,000
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($2,000)
(plus) Recovered Expenses (9) $16.20 /sq. ft./lyear $12,000
(less) Operating Expenses (10) $8.00 /sq. ft./lyear ($6,000)
(less) Property Taxes (10) $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($7.000)
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $40,000
Assembly Space NOI (11) $251,000
Total NOI (after property taxes) $3,108,000
REVERSION VALUE (12)
Residential and Parking 4.0% cap rate $69,026,000
Retail 6.0% cap rate $649,000
Assembly Space (11) 6.0% cap rate $4,187,000
Total Revenues $73,862,000
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition (13) $8,670,000
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Cost (13) $492 per gross sq.ft. $74,338,000
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per net retail sq.ft. $54,000
Hard Cost Contingency 5.0% of building and TI cost $3,720,000
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $78,112,000
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.0% of direct construction cost $3,124,000
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.0% of direct construction cost $2,343,000
Development Impact Fees see Table 8 $1,180,000
Other Permits and Fees 3.0% of direct construction cost $2,343,000
Marketing, Leasing, and Retail Commissions 1.0% of direct construction cost $781,000
G&A 2.0% of direct construction cost $1,562,000
Developer Fees 6.0% of direct construction cost $4,687,000
Taxes During Development 1.0% of direct construction cost $781,000
Soft Cost Contingency 5.0% of other soft cost $840,000
Financing (14) $3.734,000
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $21,375,000
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 27%
Total Development Costs $108,157,000
Yield (15) 2.9%

(1) A 90% efficiency factor is applied to the gross square footage.

(2) Applies to net square footage; based on recommendations prepared by The Concord Group and Trulia, as of November 2016.

(3) Applies to net square footage; based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for 55% of AMI.

(4) Includes storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

(5) Reflects typical apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of property taxes, based on EPS's experience with similar projects.

(6) Monthly revenue per space provided by Project Sponsor. Assumes 100% occupancy.

(7) As a tax-exempt institution, the church will not pay property taxes. The property tax calculation discounts the taxable basis accordingly.

(8) Retail NNN lease assumption based on CoStar data.

(9) Assumes retail tenants reimburse approximately 90% of Operating Expenses and Property Taxes.

(10) Operating Expenses and Property Taxes combined represent 30% of revenues.

(11) Applies to the existing church space and assumes a net rent of $14.40 per square foot or a value of $240 per square foot based on comparable sales in
San Francisco.

12) Assumes a 2% cost of sale.

13) Provided by the Project Sponsor.

14) Assumes 65% LTC ratio with a 5% annual interest rate, 60% average balance outstanding and 2 year construction period.

15) A measure of unleveraged return calculated as total NOI divided by total development costs.

(
(
(
(
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Table 4
Partial Preservation Pro Forma
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

DRAFT

Item

Assumption

Total (Rounded)

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Gross Building Square Feet 201,200
Residential

Gross Square Feet 127,110

Units 162

Market Rate 136
BMR 26

Retail/Restaurant

Gross Square Feet 4,638

Net Square Feet (1) 4,174
Church Square Feet 10,207
Parking Spaces 39
OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (2) $4,410 per month $7,197,000
Below Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (3) $1,140 per month $356,000
Other Income (4) 7.0% $529,000
(less) Operating Expenses (5) $5,000 per unit/year ($810,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.0% ($151,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($378,000)
Residential NOI $6,743,000
Residential Parking Revenue (6) $325 per space/month $152,000
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($30,000)
Parking NOI $122,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $6,865,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) (7) $5,234,000
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) (8) $60.00 /sq. ft./year $250,000
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($13,000)
(plus) Recovered Expenses (9) $16.20 /sq. ft./year $68,000
(less) Operating Expenses (10) $8.00 /sq. ft./year ($33,000)
(less) Property Taxes (10) $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($42,000)
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $230,000
Assembly Space NOI (11) $144,000

Total NOI (after property taxes) $5,608,000

REVERSION VALUE (12)
Residential and Parking

4.0% cap rate

$128,235,000

Retail 6.0% cap rate $3,763,000
Assembly Space (11) 6.0% cap rate $2,401,000
Total Revenues $134,399,000
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition (13) $8,670,000
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Cost (13) $498 per gross sq.ft. $100,176,000
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per net retail sq.ft. $313,000
Hard Cost Contingency 5.0% of building and TI cost $5,024,000
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $105,513,000
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.0% of direct construction cost $4,221,000
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.0% of direct construction cost $3,165,000
Development Impact Fees see Table 8 $1,733,000
Other Permits and Fees 3.0% of direct construction cost $3,165,000
Marketing, Leasing, and Retail Commissions 1.0% of direct construction cost $1,055,000
G&A 2.0% of direct construction cost $2,110,000
Developer Fees 6.0% of direct construction cost $6,331,000
Taxes During Development 1.0% of direct construction cost $1,055,000
Soft Cost Contingency 5.0% of other soft cost $1,142,000
Financing (14) $5,050,000
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $29,027,000
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 28%
Total Development Costs $143,210,000
Yield (15) 3.9%

(1) A 90% efficiency factor is applied to the gross square footage.

(2) Applies to net square footage; based on recommendations prepared by The Concord Group and Trulia, as of November 2016.

(3) Applies to net square footage; based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for 55% of AMI.

(4) Includes storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

(5) Reflects typical apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of property taxes, based on EPS's experience with similar projects.

(6) Monthly revenue per space provided by Project Sponsor. Assumes 100% occupancy.

(7) As a tax-exempt institution, the church will not pay property taxes. The property tax calculation discounts the taxable basis accordingly.

(8) Retail NNN lease assumption based on CoStar data.

(9) Assumes retail tenants reimburse approximately 90% of Operating Expenses and Property Taxes.

(10) Operating Expenses and Property Taxes combined represent 30% of revenues.

(11) Applies to the existing church space and assumes a net rent of $14.40 per square foot or a value of $240 per square foot based on comparable sales in
San Francisco.

(12) Assumes a 2% cost of sale.

(13) Provided by the Project Sponsor.

(14) Assumes 65% LTC ratio with a 5% annual interest rate, 60% average balance outstanding and 2 year construction period.

(15) A measure of unleveraged return calculated as total NOI divided by total development costs.
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Table 5
Proposed Project Pro Forma
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

DRAFT

Item

Assumption Total (Rounded)

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Gross Building Square Feet 237,810
Residential

Gross Square Feet 143,380

Units 176

Market Rate 148
BMR 28

Retail/Restaurant

Gross Square Feet 6,200

Net Square Feet (1) 5,580
Church Square Feet 13,595
Parking Spaces 41
OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (2) $4,410 per month $7,828,000
Below Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (3) $1,150 per month $384,000
Other Income (4) 7.0% $575,000
(less) Operating Expenses (5) $5,000 per unit/lyear ($880,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.0% ($164,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($411,000)
Residential NOI $7,332,000
Residential Parking Revenue (6) $325 per space/month $160,000
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($32,000)
Parking NOI $128,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $7,460,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) (7) $5,921,000
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) (8) $60.00 /sq. ft./year $335,000
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($17,000)
(less) Operating Expenses (9) $8.00 /sq. ft./year ($45,000)
(less) Property Taxes (9) $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($56,000)
(plus) Recovered Expenses (10) $16.20 /sq. ft./year $90,000
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $307,000

Total NOI (after property taxes) $6,228,000

REVERSION VALUE (11)
Residential and Parking
Retail

Total Revenues

$145,058,000
$3,554,000
$148,612,000

4.0% cap rate
6.0% cap rate

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition (12)

Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Cost (12)
Tenant Improvements (Retail)
Hard Cost Contingency
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs

Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering
Legal and Other Professional Services
Development Impact Fees
Other Permits and Fees
Marketing, Leasing, and Retail Commissions
G&A
Developer Fees
Taxes During Development
Soft Cost Contingency
Financing (13)
Subtotal, Indirect Costs
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs

Total Development Costs

$8,670,000

$402 per gross sq.ft. $95,504,000
$75 per net retail sq.ft. $419,000

5.0% of building and T cost $4,796,000
$100,719,000

4.0% of direct construction cost $4,029,000
3.0% of direct construction cost $3,022,000
see Table 8 $1,989,000
3.0% of direct construction cost $3,022,000
1.0% of direct construction cost $1,007,000
2.0% of direct construction cost $2,014,000
6.0% of direct construction cost $6,043,000
1.0% of direct construction cost $1,007,000
5.0% of other soft cost $1,107,000
$4,834,000

$28,074,000

28%

$137,463,000

Yield (14)

4.5%

(1) A 90% efficiency factor is applied to the gross square footage.

(2) Applies to net square footage; based on recommendations prepared by The Concord Group and Trulia, as of November 2016.
(3) Applies to net square footage; based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for 55% of AMI.

(4) Includes storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

(5) Reflects typical apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of property taxes, based on EPS's experience with similar projects.
(6) Monthly revenue per space provided by Project Sponsor. Assumes 100% occupancy.
(7) As a tax-exempt institution, the church will not pay property taxes. The property tax calculation discounts the taxable basis accordingly.

(8) Retail NNN lease assumption based on CoStar data.

(9) Operating Expenses and Property Taxes combined represent 30% of revenues.

(10) Assumes retail tenants reimburse approximately 90% of Operating Expenses and Property Taxes.

(11) Assumes a 2% cost of sale.
(12) Provided by the Project Sponsor.

(13) Assumes 65% LTC ratio with a 5% annual interest rate, 60% average balance outstanding and 2 year construction period.
(14) A measure of unleveraged return calculated as total NOI divided by total development costs.

Economic & Planning Systems , Inc. 12/11/2017
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Table 6 DRAFT
Summary of Unit Distribution and Rents by Alternative
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Type of Unit Monthly Alternative Alternative Project
Rent (1) Units Share of Total Units Share of Total Units Share of Total

Market Rate

Studio $2,808 8 8.2% 14 8.6% 15 8.4%

1BR $3,888 44 45.4% 75 46.3% 82 46.7%

2BR $5,616 27 27.8% 44 27.2% 48 27.0%

3BR $7,128 1 1.0% 3 1.9% 3 2.0%
Subtotal, Market Rate 80 82.5% 136 84.0% 148 84.0%
Below Market Rate

Studio $1,063 1 1.0% 2 1.2% 2 1.1%

Studio (Restricted) $660 5 5.2% 5 3.1% 5 2.8%

1BR $1,214 7 7.2% 12 7.4% 13 7.3%

2BR $1,353 3 3.1% 6 3.7% 7 4.2%

3BR $1,478 1 1.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.3%
Subtotal, Below Market Rate 17 17.5% 26 16.0% 28 15.8%
Total Residential Units

Studio 9 9.3% 16 9.9% 17 9.7%

Studio (Restricted) 5 5.2% 5 3.1% 5 2.8%

1BR 51 52.6% 87 53.7% 95 54.0%

2BR 30 30.9% 50 30.9% 55 31.3%

3BR 2 2.1% 4 2.5% 4 2.3%
Total 97 100.0% 162 100.0% 176 100.0%

(1) Market rate rents are based on median rent data for San Francisco as aggregated and reported by the Concord Group and Trulia.com, as of
November 2016. Below market rate rents are based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development,

Sources: Thompson | Dorfman; Trulia.com; San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, 2016 Maximum Monthly Rent by Unit
Type; and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table 7 DRAFT
Summary of Construction Costs by Alternative
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Item Alternative Alternative Project (1)
Direct Costs

Restoration and Renovation $6,548,842 $4,497,149 $1,967,530
Residential $43,494,226 $63,156,114 $67,276,094
Other Uses (2) $6,829,529 $11,153,537 $7,348,559
Site Work $3,186,426 $3,248,526 $2,720,076
Subtotal $60,059,023 $82,055,326 $79,312,259
Contractor Contingency 4.5% $2,693,047 3.9% $3,190,721 3.3% $2,619,684
Construction Management Fee 4.8% $2,859,154  4.7% $3,852,922 4.6% $3,673,228
Other (3) 14.5% $8,726,791 13.5% $11,077,014 12.5% $9,898,766
Subtotal $14,278,992 $18,120,657 $16,191,678
Total Construction Cost $74,338,015 $100,175,983 $95,503,937
Construction Cost per Unit $766,371 $618,370 $542,636
Construction Cost per Sq.Ft. $492 $498 $402

(1) Construction cost estimates provided by the Project applicant based on a construction bid dated 02.14.17.
(2) Includes church, retail, and garage uses.
(3) Includes general requirements, general conditions, job equipment, GRT, insurance, and subguard.
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Table 8 DRAFT
Development Impact Fees by Alternative*
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Item Alternative Alternative Project
Transportation Sustainability Fee (Resi) $461,663 $705,450 $808,647
Transportation Sustainability Fee (Retail) $15,152 $87,844 $116,576
Bike Parking In-lieu Fee $2,246 $3,750 $4,074
School Impact Fee (Retail) $310 $1,800 $2,388
Childcare Impact Fee - Resi $211,617 $307,607 $373,605
Childcare Impact Fee - Retail $11,075 $11,075 $11,075
Water Capacity Charge $35,213 $35,213 $35,213
Wastewater Capacity Charge $119,811 $119,811 $119,811
Contractor Connection Fee $120 $120 $120
Meter Rental Deposit $8,580 $8,580 $8,580
Street Trees In-Lieu Fee $9,530 $9,530 $9,530
Total Fees $1,180,147 $1,733,122 $1,989,451

*Note: fee estimates are based on the 2017 San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register published by the

San Francisco Planning Department.
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Summary

Table S.3: Comparison of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to Impacts of the Alternatives — for DEIR

Proposed Project

No Proiect
Alternative

[assumes no
change to
the site]

Full Preservation
Alternative

Partial Preservation
Alternative

Legend: NI = No Impact; LS = Less than Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation; NA = Not

Applicable
This alternative would| ., . . .
The 450 O’Farrell Street church No changes Woqu be include the This alterngpve would retain
o ; made to the existing N and rehabilitate the front of
- building would be retained as a rehabilitation of the o oo
Description : : structures at 450-474 the existing buildings located
public space, with a play area, X church and the g
. ; O’Farrell Street and at 474 and 450 O’ Farrell
café, and other community uses. development of 97
532 Jones Street. ; . : Street.
residential units.
. Three existing Height of new Height of new construction
.. a A single 13_-;tory (130 foot tall, buildings with heights| construction atthe | setback (15’, 20’, 35’) from
Height with an additional 20 feet for the £50 30 and 30 I I 130 f
elevator penthouse) o] , an s_treetwa prop.erty streetwa prqperty eet
' feet. line 130 feet high. high.
Number of Stories 13 3/1/1 13 13
Number of Residential Units 176 5 97 162

Case No. 2013.1535E
February 14, 2017

SF 3243801v1

S.35

450 O'Farrell Street Project
Draft EIR





GSF by Use

Residential 143,380 nsf 87,595 nsf 127,110 nsf
Retail/Restaurant 6,155 gsf 5,427 gsf 800 gsf 4,638 gsf
Leasing Office/Lobby/Amenity 2,490 gsf 4,600 gsf 4,618 gsf
1,726 gsf (existing) d
Church (new) 10,570 gsf N/A 10,666 gsf 8,481 gsf (new)
- 21,800 gsf 12,960 gsf
Existing church 25,800 gsf (assembly/event) (assembly/event)
Below Grade Parking, Building 28 parking spaces 39 parking spaces in
Storage, Bicycle Storage, 21,520 gsf None in belowground belo?/v rou?mdparkin e
Mechanical, and Circulation Space parking ° 9 P 9
Total GSF 235,605 gsf 31,227 gsf 151,236 gsf 201,231 gsf
Common Open Space 8,110 gsf 2,674 gsf 2,950 gsf
Parking and Loading 4
Residential Spaces b 40(2) N/A 28(1) 39(1)
Car-share Spaces ° 1 N/A 0 0
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces 0 N/A 0 0
Total Parking and Loading 41 4 28 39
Yes None Some Some

Summary
Table S.3 (continued)

Case No. 2013.1535E
February 14, 2017

SF 3243801v1

450 O'Farrell Street Project
Draft EIR






Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative
[assumes no

change to
the site]

Full Preservation

Alternative

Partial Preservation

Alternative

Legend: NI = No Impact; LS = Less than Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation; NA = Not

Applicable

Historic Architectural Resources

Impact CR-1: The proposed demolition of the existing Fifth Church
of Christ, Scientist building at 450 O’Farrell Street would have a
substantial adverse effect on an individual historic architectural

resource.

NA

NA

Impact CR-2: The proposed demolition of the existing buildings on
the project site and the new construction, as included under the
proposed project, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a

historic district.

LS

NA

LS

LS

Impact CR-3: Construction activities for the proposed project could
result in physical damage to adjacent historic resources.

LS

NI

LS

LS

Notes:

a The height of the proposed project is 130 feet as measured from 450 O'Farrell Street per Planning Code Sections 260(a)(1)(B) and 260(a)(1)(D).
b For each 25 off-street parking spaces provided, one space must be designed and designated for persons with disabilities per San Francisco Planning Code Section

155(i). The number of ADA-accessible spaces is shown in parentheses.
¢ One space is required per San Francisco Planning Code Section 166.
d Rehabilitated portion of existing building at 474-480 O’Farrell.
e Does not include gross square footage of underground parking.

Source: Johanna Street Architect and Kwan Henmi Architects, 2017.
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WILLDAN

Financial Services

Memorandum

To: Tyler Evje, Thompson, Dorfman Partners, LLC
From: James Edison and Ernesto Vilchis, Willdan Financial Services
Date: April 19, 2018

Re: 450 O’Farrell Street Development Pro Forma Peer Review and Evaluation

At the request of 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, the Project Sponsor of 450 O’Farrell Street in San Francisco
(the Proposed Project), Willdan conducted a peer review of Economic Planning Systems’ (EPS) Feasibility
Review and Evaluation of the Proposed Project and two alternatives considered in the planning
documents as part of the application process. EPS findings are presented in a memorandum dated
November 13, 2017 (the EPS Memorandum) and summarized in Attachment A of this memorandum.

Approach
Willdan’s peer review consisted of two primary tasks:

Assumptions Review: Willdan reviewed the assumptions in the EPS Memorandum and compared them
to other sources, including proformas of comparable projects recently reviewed by Willdan, to assess
whether EPS’ assumptions are supportable. In certain cases, Willdan contacted EPS to determine the
source of assumptions and considered whether the source is consistent with standard professional
practice. Willdan has not conducted an independent market study, but rather has relied on comparables
and our own sources to determine reasonableness. Attachment B, presents a detailed review of EPS'’s
assumptions.

Methodology Review: Willdan reviewed EPS’ model and calculations to confirm that they are consistent
with standard professional practice.

Willdan also replicated EPS’ pro formas and estimated new yields for the Proposed Project and each of
the alternatives assuming slightly different values for the assumptions for which Willdan’s opinion differ
from EPS.

Summary of Findings

1) Retail rents - Willdan does not have sufficient evidence to support retail rents of $60 per square foot
(triple net) assumed in the EPS Memorandum. As explained in Attachment B, retail rents in the
lower portion of the $50 -55 per square foot range are more likely. However, the difference is not
sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.





2)

3)

4)

5)

Residential Operating Expenses - Currently EPS assumes operating expenses of $5,000 per unit.
According to the National Apartment Association, Operating Expenses, net of property taxes, for
mid- & high-rise in San Francisco region are approximately $7,350 per unit. The $5,000 assumption
is more in line with low rise, garden-type apartments in the San Francisco region, which have
estimated operating expenses of approximately $5,500 (net of property taxes). However, the
difference is not sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.

Direct Construction Costs — Willdan reviewed the costs estimates by Webcor and found a few minor
discrepancies, which were corrected by Webcor. The adjusted construction costs per square foot are
as follows:

Scenario Cost per GSF
Full Preservation S464
Partial Preservation $480
Proposed Project $402

Willdan reviewed construction costs for four mid-rise projects in San Francisco and the East Bay. The
range for those projects was $350 to $450 per Gross square foot, inclusive of underground parking.
The cost per GSF for the proposed project fall within this range. The costs for the Full Preservation
and Partial Preservation projects are above these ranges. The is primarily due to the preservation
costs, but also due to having smaller units (costs such as foundations and garage are distributed
over a smaller base). Given these considerations, Willdan finds the revised construction costs
reasonable.

Willdan estimated the impact of the revised costs estimates. The difference in costs not sufficient to
impact EPS’ conclusions.

Methodology - Willdan reviewed the model and all calculations and confirms that, in general, they
are consistent with standard professional practice. The only calculation that Willdan was unable to
confirm was the estimate of Net Operating Income from the assembly space in the Partial
Preservation scenario. EPS estimates NOI from assembly space at $144,000. Willdan estimates it at
$187,000. The difference is not sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.

Yield/Cap Rate — Willdan estimated the yield (NOI/TDC) under a revised set of assumptions for items
1-4 above. The findings are presented in Tables 1-3. The revised estimated yields are as follows:

Scenario EPS Estimate Willdan Estimate
Full Preservation 2.9% 3.0%
Partial Preservation 3.9% 3.9%
Proposed Project 4.5% 4.2%

The differences are not sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.





6) Yield/Cap Rate Threshold - According to EPS, “Projects of comparable development risk and
complexity typically require a return threshold ranging between 5.5 percent and 6.5 percent
depending on location, complexity, construction type, and other risk factors.”

According to Cushman and Wakefield, during the first half of 2017, cap rates for multifamily projects
in San Francisco ranged between 3.5 and 4.75 percent. According to IRR’s Mid-2017 Multifamily
Report, average cap rates in San Francisco were 4.0 and 4.5 percent for Class A and Class B buildings,
respectively. In Willdan’s opinion, 4.25 to 5.25 percent is an appropriate range of return for this type
of project given the emerging nature of the neighborhood, the retail component, and the potential
preservation of the Church structure.

However, even under this alternative feasibility range, EPS feasibility conclusions hold.

Conclusion

Willdan reviewed the assumptions in the EPS Memorandum. We identified 4 instances where
assumptions could be revised, including the construction cost estimates (See bullets 1-4 above). Willdan
estimated yields for the Proposed Project and the two alternatives under the suggested revised
assumptions (See bullet number 5 above). The revised yield estimates are compared against potential
required rates of return threshold, that are lower than the range suggested by EPS (See bullet number 6
above for the return rates suggested by Willdan).

Based on this analysis, Willdan finds EPS analysis and conclusions reasonable and consistent with
standard professional practice.





TABLE 1 - FULL PRESERVATION PRO FORMA

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Building Square Feet 151,200 Retail/Restaurant
Residential Gross Square Feet 800
Gross Square Feet 87,595 Net Square Feet (1) 720
Units 97 Church Square Feet (new) 10,666
Market Rate 80 Church Square Feet (existing) 17,800
BMR 17 Parking Spaces 28
OPERATING REVENUE Assumption Willdan Test EPS Memorandum  Difference
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue $4,400 per month $4,224,000 $4,224,000 S0
BMR Residential Lease Revenue $1,080 per month $220,000 $220,000 S0
Other Income 7.00% $311,000 $311,000 S0
(less) Operating Expenses $7,000 per unit/year ($679,000) (5485,000)  ($194,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.00% ($89,000) ($89,000) S0
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.00% ($222,000) ($222,000) S0
Residential NOI $3,765,000 $3,959,000 ($194,000)
Residential Parking Revenue $325 per space/month $109,000 $109,000 SO
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($22,000) ($22,000) SO
Parking NOI $87,000 $87,000 SO
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $3,852,000 $4,046,000  ($194,000)
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) $2,822,011 $2,817,000 $5,011
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) $50.00 /sq. ft./year $36,000 $43,000 ($7,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.00% ($2,000) ($2,000) S0
(plus) Recovered Expenses $16.20 /sq. ft./year $12,000 $12,000 SO
(less) Operating $8.00 /sq. ft./year ($6,000) ($6,000) SO
(less) Property $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($7,000) ($7,000) SO
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $33,000 $40,000 ($7,000)
Assembly Space NOI $256,000 $251,000 $5,000
Total NOI (after property taxes) $3,111,011 $3,108,000 $3,011
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition $8,670,000 $8,670,000 S0
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Costs S464 per GSF $70,232,000 $74,338,000 ($4,106,000)
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per NSF (retail) $54,000 $54,000 SO
Hard Cost Contingency 5.00% of building and Tl co $3,514,000 $3,720,000  ($206,000)
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $73,800,000 $78,112,000 ($4,312,000)
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.00% of direct costs $2,952,000 $3,124,000  ($172,000)
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.00% of direct costs $2,214,000 $2,343,000  ($129,000)
Development Impact Fees $1,180,000 $1,180,000 S0
Other Permits and Fees 3.00% of direct costs $2,214,000 $2,343,000  ($129,000)
Marketing, Leasing, Retail Commissions 1.00% of direct costs $738,000 $781,000 ($43,000)
G&A 2.00% of direct costs $1,476,000 $1,562,000 ($86,000)
Developer Fees 6.00% of direct costs $4,428,000 $4,687,000  ($259,000)
Taxes During Development 1.00% of direct costs $738,000 $781,000 ($43,000)
Soft Cost Contingency 5.00% of indirect costs $797,000 $840,000 ($43,000)
Financing $3,531,000 $3,734,000 ($203,000)
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $20,268,000 $21,375,000 ($1,107,000)
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 27% 27% S0

Total Development Costs
Yield

Revised assumptions. See Attachment B for details

$102,738,000
3.0%

$108,157,000
2.9%

($5,419,000)
S0





TABLE 2 - PARTIAL PRESERVATION PRO FORMA

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Building Square Feet
Residential

Gross Square Feet

Units

Market Rate

BMR

OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue
BMR Residential Lease Revenue
Other Income
(less) Operating Expenses
(less) Capital Reserve
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
Residential NOI

Residential Parking Revenue
(less) Operating Expenses
Parking NOI

Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes)
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes)

Retail Lease Revenue (NNN)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
(plus) Recovered Expenses
(less) Operating

(less) Property

Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes)

Assembly Space NOI

Total NOI (after property taxes)

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition

Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Costs
Tenant Improvements (Retail)
Hard Cost Contingency
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs

Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering
Legal and Other Professional Services
Development Impact Fees
Other Permits and Fees
Marketing, Leasing, Retail Commissions
G&A
Developer Fees
Taxes During Development
Soft Cost Contingency
Financing
Subtotal, Indirect Costs
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs

Total Development Costs
Yield

201,200 Retail/Restaurant

Gross Square Feet 4,638
127,110 Net Square Feet (1) 4,174
162 Church Square Feet (new) 10,207
136 Church Square Feet (existing) 12,960
26 Parking Spaces 39
Assumption Willdan Test :PS Memorandun Difference
$4,410 per month $7,197,000 $7,197,000 S0
$1,140 per month $356,000 $356,000 S0
7.00% $529,000 $529,000 S0
$7,000 /unit/year ($1,134,000) ($810,000)  ($324,000)
2.00% ($151,000) ($151,000) $0
5.00% ($378,000) ($378,000) $0
$6,419,000 $6,743,000 ($324,000)

$325 /space/month $152,000 $152,000 S0
20% ($30,000) ($30,000) S0
$122,000 $122,000 S0

$6,541,000 $6,865,000 (5324,000)

$5,066,298 $5,234,000 (5167,702)

$50.00 /sq.ft./year $209,000 $250,000 ($41,000)
5.00% ($10,000) ($13,000) $3,000
$16.20 /sq. ft./year $68,000 $68,000 S0
$8.00 /sq. ft./year ($33,000) ($33,000) S0
$10.00 /sq. ft./year ($42,000) ($42,000) S0
$192,000 $230,000 ($38,000)

$187,000 $144,000 $43,000

$5,445,298 $5,608,000 ($162,702)

$8,670,000 $8,670,000 S0

S$480 per GSF $96,531,177 $100,176,000 ($3,644,823)
$75 per NSF (retail) $313,000 $313,000 S0
5.00% of building and Tl co $4,842,000 $5,024,000 ($182,000)
$101,686,177 $105,513,000 ($3,826,823)

4.00% of direct costs $4,067,000 $4,221,000 ($154,000)
3.00% of direct costs $3,051,000 $3,165,000 ($114,000)
$1,733,000 $1,733,000 S0

3.00% of direct costs $3,051,000 $3,165,000 ($114,000)
1.00% of direct costs $1,017,000 $1,055,000 ($38,000)
2.00% of direct costs $2,034,000 $2,110,000 ($76,000)
6.00% of direct costs $6,101,000 $6,331,000 ($230,000)
1.00% of direct costs $1,017,000 $1,055,000 ($38,000)
5.00% of indirect costs $1,104,000 $1,142,000 ($38,000)
$4,870,000 $5,050,000 ($180,000)

$28,045,000 $29,027,000 ($982,000)

28% 28%
$138,401,177 $143,210,000 ($4,808,823)
3.9% 3.9%

Revised assumptions. See Attachment B for details





TABLE 3 - PROPOSED PROJECT PRO FORMA

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Building Square Feet
Residential

Gross Square Feet

Units

Market Rate

BMR

OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue
BMR Residential Lease Revenue
Other Income
(less) Operating Expenses
(less) Capital Reserve
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
Residential NOI

Residential Parking Revenue
(less) Operating Expenses
Parking NOI

Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes)

Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes)

Retail Lease Revenue (NNN)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
(plus) Recovered Expenses
(less) Operating

(less) Property

Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes)

Assembly Space NOI

Total NOI (after property taxes)

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition

Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Costs
Tenant Improvements (Retail)
Hard Cost Contingency
Subtotal, Direct Construciton Costs

Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering
Legal and Other Professional Services
Development Impact Fees
Other Permits and Fees
Marketing, Leasing, Retail Commissions
G&A
Developer Fees
Taxes During Development
Soft Cost Contingency
Financing
Subtotal, Indirect Costs
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs

Total Development Costs
Yield

Revised assumptions. See Attachment B for details

237,810 Retail/Restaurant
Gross Square Feet
143,380 Net Square Feet (1)
176 Church Square Feet (new)
148 Church Square Feet (existing)
28 Parking Spaces
Willdan Test PS Memorandur
$4,410 per month $7,832,000 $7,828,000
$1,150 per month $386,000 $382,000
7.00% $575,000 $575,000
$7,000 per unit/year ($1,232,000) ($880,000)
2.00% ($164,000) ($164,000)
5.00% ($411,000) ($411,000)
$6,986,000 $7,330,000
$325 per space/month $160,000 $160,000
20% ($32,000) ($32,000)
$128,000 $128,000
$7,114,000 $7,458,000
$5,577,000 $5,921,000
$50.00 /sq.ft./year $279,000 $335,000
5.00% ($14,000) ($17,000)
$16.20 /sq. ft./year $90,000 $90,000
$8.00 /sq. ft./year ($45,000) ($45,000)
$10.00 /sq. ft./year ($56,000) ($56,000)
$254,000 $307,000
$5,831,000 $6,228,000
$8,670,000 $8,670,000
$402 per GSF $95,504,000 $95,504,000
$75 per NSF (retail) $419,000 $419,000
5.00% of building and Tl co $4,796,000 $4,796,000

4.00%
3.00%

3.00%
1.00%
2.00%
6.00%
1.00%
5.00%

$100,719,000

$100,719,000

of direct costs $4,029,000 $4,029,000
of direct costs $3,022,000 $3,022,000
$1,989,000 $1,989,000
of direct costs $3,022,000 $3,022,000
of direct costs $1,007,000 $1,007,000
of direct costs $2,014,000 $2,014,000
of direct costs $6,043,000 $6,043,000
of direct costs $1,007,000 $1,007,000
of indirect costs $1,107,000 $1,107,000
$4,834,000 $4,834,000
$28,074,000 $28,074,000

28% 28%
$137,463,000 $137,463,000

4.2% 4.5%

6,200
5,580
13,595
0

41

Difference
$4,000
$4,000

S0
($352,000)
S0
S0
($344,000)

S0
S0
S0

($344,000)
($344,000)

($56,000)
$3,000
S0

S0

S0
($53,000)

($397,000)

S0

S0
S0
S0
S0

S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0

S0





Attachment A — Project Description and EPS findings summary
Project Description
The Proposed Project and the two alternatives are described in page 1 of the EPS report as follows:

e A “Full Preservation” alternative resulting in 151,200 square feet of gross building area,
including 97 residential rental units, 800 square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,666
square feet of new church space.

e A “Partial Preservation” alternative resulting in 201,200 square feet of gross building area,
including 162 residential rental units, 4,600 square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,207
square feet of new church space.

e The “Proposed Project” consists of 237,810 square feet of gross building area and includes 176
rental residential units and 6,200 square feet of restaurant/retail. This alternative includes
13,595 square feet of new church space.

Further details about the project are presented in Appendix 1 of the EPS Memorandum.
EPS Findings
Page 2 of the EPS memorandum presents findings of the analysis as follows:

1. The Full Preservation and Partial Preservation Project alternatives generate insufficient
returns to the Developer. These alternatives generate a yield of 2.9 percent and 3.9 percent,
respectively. These returns are below the feasibility threshold range of 5.5 percent to 6.5
percent for projects of comparable development risk and complexity. This return range is based
on capitalization rate data adjusted for development risk and location as well as EPS experience
with comparable projects.

2. The additional of square footage reflected in the Proposed Project alternative improves
development feasibility. The resulting yield of 4.5 percent still falls slightly below the typical
feasibility range. While the additional space increases total building development costs, the
associated revenues offset the cost increase and improve the relative performance of the

Proposed Project. The Developer has indicated willingness to accept a 4.5 percent return.

Table 2 of the EPS Memorandum presents a Summary of Feasibility Results.





Attachment B — Review of Key Assumptions

REVENUES

Market rate rents

Proforma/EPS Assumption Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Market rents assumed by EPS are within range of
current effective rents by unit size at six recently build
Studio  $2,808 Full Preserv. $4,400 apartment buildings in the SOMA, Mid-Mid-Market
1BR $3,888 Partial Preserv. $4,410 submarkets.

Rents Per Unit Weighted Avg. Rents

2 BR $5,616 Proposed Proje $4,410 Willdan did not conduct an in-depth market study but
3BR $7,128 compared EPS assumption against effective rents at
1,456 apartment units tracked by Axiometrics.

“This estimate is based on a market report prepared
for the Proposed Project by the Concord Group in
November 2016. Overall, the market-rate rents fall
within a comparable rent range relative to other rental
projects in San Francisco based on a review of recent
rents reported by Trulia.com”

Below Market Rate (BMR) Rents

Proforma/EPS Assumption Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The BMR units are targeted to be affordable to Affordable rents are consistent with the 2017 rents
households earning up to 55 percent published by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of
of the area median income (AMI). Housing and Community Development. Rents are

exclusive of of utility expenses.

Unit Size Monthly Rent
Studio 51,063
Studio (Restricted) $660
1 Bedroom S1,214
2 Bedroom 51,353
3 Bedroom 51,478

The “Studio (Restricted) units represent replacement
units with fixed rents at the level shown.

! The buildings include the Argenta, AVA, Etta, NEMA, The Wilson, and Olume.
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Other Rental Revenue

Proforma/EPS Assumption
7% of rental income

Consisting of storage fees, Ratio Utility Billing System
(RUBs) income, and other revenue.

Parking revenues

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

According to the National Apartment Association,
“Other Revenue” for mid- & high-rise in the San
Francisco region is 6% of gross potential rent. This
includes utility recovery (water, sewer, trash, and
common area utility).

Proforma/EPS Assumption

$325 per space per month
100% occupancy

Retail Rent

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Parking rates are slightly higher than similar
apartment buildings such as NEMA ($275) and AVA
(5250), but in line with rental rates charged by other
parking garages near in the vicinity.

Facility Monthly Rent
550 O’Farrell St. $300
135 Hyde St. $300
950 O’Farrell $285
175 Turk St. $415

100% occupancy of parking by tenants is unlikely even
under the low parking ratios. However, the limited
supplied of parking in the area, coupled with the
emergence of parking-sharing apps, such as Parking
Cupid, and Monkey Parking, may make it possible to
achieve near full occupancy of parking spaces.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
$60.00 psf (NNN)

“EPS assumes additional property tax expenses based
on the development value of the Project net of the
share attributable to the church assuming a property
tax rate of 1.23 percent.”

Willdan Opinion: High, but no significant effect on EPS
findings.

Current average asking rents in the Lower-Polk/Mid-
Market submarkets range between $32 and $62 per
square foot with a weighted average of $42 per square
foot.

Retail asking rents in other San Francisco
neighborhoods range between $42 and $69 per
square foot, with a weighted average of $53. This





Assembly Space Value/Rent

includes strong retail corridors, such as Cow Hollow,
North Beach, Mission, and Upper Haight.

Willdan recognizes that the offerings in the Lower-
Polk/Mid-Market are for small floor plate, perhaps
outdated spaces. Also, most of the comparables are
for sublet leases, which tend to be lower than new
direct leases. In our opinion a 25 to 30 percent
premium over average asking rents in the
neighborhood (or $50 to 55 per square foot) may be
appropriate for the new retail space at the project.

As reference, Touchtone Commercial Partners is
currently marketing two retail spaces (approx. 8,500
sf. ft.) at 1075 Market Street at an asking rental rate of
$42-545 per square foot. Also, approximately 10,000
sq. ft. of ground floor retail at 1025 market are
available at an asking rate of $38-542 psf.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

$240 psf value / $14.40 annual rate capitalized at 6%
“Based on sales comparables reported by Costar for
properties with lodging/meeting halls or religious
facility uses sold between 2014 and 2017. The

resulting 12 transactions have sale prices ranging from
$83 to $419.”

VACANCY AND OPERATING EXPENSES

Residential Vacancy

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Willdan reviewed the set of comparables used by EPS
in their estimates and compared them against our
own set of comparables. Willdan concludes that EPS
methodology for arriving at the rent is reasonable.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
5%

“This is a typical level of stabilized vacancy in strong
residential markets, such as San Francisco.”

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The 5% estimate is consistent with 2012-16 estimates
from the U.S. Census shown below.

Area Vacancy Rate
San Francisco (Citywide) 2.5%
Tenderloin, Hayes Valley* 5.2%
SOMA, Lower Potrero, Inner 5.7%

Mission, Mid-Market**
*Zip code 94102 **Zip code 93103
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Residential Operating Expenses

Proforma/EPS Assumption
$5,000 per unit.

“These expenses reflect a blend of market rate and
affordable units and typically include property
management, administration, maintenance, utilities,
insurance, and taxes.”

Footnotes of Tables 3-5 state: “Reflects typical
apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of
property taxes, based on EPS’s experience with similar
projects.”

Residential Capital Reserve

Willdan Opinion: Low, but no significant effect on EPS
findings.

According to the National Apartment Association,
Operating Expenses, net of property taxes, for mid- &
high-rise in San Francisco region is approximately
$7,350 per unit.

The $5,000 assumption is more in line with low rise,
garden-type apartments in the San Francisco region,
which have estimated operating expenses of
approximately $5,500 (net of property taxes).

Proforma/EPS Assumption
2.0 percent of gross revenue

(or $920 to $930 per unit)
(18.5% of operating expenses)

Property Tax Expenses

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Nationwide the average minimum per unit
replacement reserve that banks will use when
underwriting a loan is $250 to $300 depending on the
age of the building.

Another commonly used metric is 10% of operating
budget.?

While the current assumption is relatively high, it is
not unreasonable given that the development budget
does not include a capitalized replacement reserve.
Furthermore, Willdan tested a reduction to 1 percent
of gross revenues and there was no effect on the
conclusions by EPS.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
1.23%

“EPS assumes additional property tax expenses based
on the development value of the Project net of the
share attributable to the church assuming a property
tax rate of 1.23 percent.”

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The City’s rate is 1.1723%. EPS’s assumption is
reasonable given that the property is within the
Tenderloin Community Benefit District and subject to
additional fees.

2 This metric is more commonly used for condominiums due the FHA lending requirements.
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Retail Operating Expenses

Proforma/EPS Assumption

$18 per square foot (including $10 psf in property
taxes)

“90 percent of these expenses are assumed to be

recoverable from the tenant, consistent with a triple-
net lease structure.”

Retail Vacancy Rate

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

A detailed breakdown of operating expenses is not
provided, but “Operating Expenses and property taxes
represent 30% of revenues.” This is consistent with
Willdan’s review of similar projects.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

5%

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

San Francisco Retail Vacancy Rate

Time Period Vacancy
Q12017 2.4%
Q22017 3.2%
Q32017 3.4%
Q42017 3.2%

Source: Cushman & Wakefield

Despite increases in 2017, according to Cushman &
Wakefield, the vacancy rate in San Francisco is still one
of the lowest among all major cities in the nation.

However, broker reports for San Francisco tend to
focus on strong retail corridors, such as Union Square.
The Mayor’s Office of Workforce and Economic
Development estimated the commercial storefront
vacancy rate of the Central Market/Tenderloin at 6.6%
in FY15-16.
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DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Direct Construction Costs

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Scenario Cost per GSF
Full Preservation $492
Partial Preservation $498
Proposed Project $402

Construction cost vary “depending on the alternative
and reflective of the economies of scale associated
with the larger building. The estimates are based on
the February 2017 bid provided by the Project
Sponsor.”

Site Acquisition

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable despite error

Willdan reviewed detailed construction cost estimates
by Webcor and discovered a few discrepancies in the
calculations. Webcor revised the cost estimates as
follows:

Scenario Cost per GSF
Full Preservation S464
Partial Preservation $480
Proposed Project $402

In the 4" Quarter of 2017, Rider Levett Bucknall (RLB)
estimated construction costs for multi-family buildings
in the San Francisco Bay Area between $320 and $430
per gross square foot. The upper end of the range
corresponds to Type | buildings in central cities.
Furthermore, Willdan reviewed construction costs for
four mid-rise projects in San Francisco and the East
Bay. The range for those projects was $350 to $450
per Gross square foot, inclusive of underground
parking.

The cost per GSF for the proposed project fall within
this range.

The costs for the Full Preservation and Partial
Preservation projects are above these ranges. The
reason for that is primarily due to the preservation
costs, but also due to having smaller units (costs such
as foundations and garage are distributed over a
smaller base). Given these considerations, Willdan
finds the revised construction costs reasonable.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
$8,670,000 (approximately $435psf of land)

According to the developer site acquisition costs are
based on current contracts and include “the
consideration for the value of all land transferred, plus
any assignment fees, transfer taxes, broker fees, or
other closing costs necessary to complete the

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

A comprehensive appraisal of the property is outside
the scope of this assighment. Nonetheless a cursory
review of recent multi-family transactions shows that
the $465 per square foot of land is within a reasonable
range.
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transactions. Note that not all land closings have yet
occurred.”

Indirect Costs

e 850 Gough St: An 18,000 sf vacant site sold for
$5.4 million ($300psf) on June 2017.3

e 2435-2445 16 Street: A 10,000 sf. lot fully
entitled for 53 units is currently on the market
for $9m ($900psf of land).*

e 1098 Valencia St: A historic structure in a
10,113sf lot sold for $11.898 million ($1,177psf
of land) on November 2017.°

The prices above do not include assignment fees,
transfer taxes, broker fees, or other closing costs
necessary to complete the transactions.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Soft Cost Category % of direct
costs
Architectural & Engineering 4%
Legal and Other Prof. Serv. 3%
Other Permits and Fees 3%
Marketing, Leasing and Retail 1%
G&A 2%
Developer Fees 6%
Taxes During Development 1%

In addition to the soft costs listed above, EPS
profomas include Development Impact Fees, Soft
Contingency, and Financing Costs. A review of these
soft costs category is listed below.

Total indirect costs, including Development Impact
Fees, Soft Cost Contingency, and Financing Costs
ranges from 27 to 28% of direct costs.

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The assumptions for the individual soft costs
categories are consistent with similar projects recently
reviewed by Willdan. While there is some variation
across individual categories (for example, A&E may be
slightly below numbers observed in other projects,
Other Permits and Fees are slightly higher than
observed in other projects), the aggregate indirect
costs as a percentage of direct costs is consistent with
standard professional practices. Typically, soft costs
are 30% of direct costs construction, although they
can range between 25% to 35% depending on the
specifics of the project.

3 http://news.theregistrysf.com/maracor-development-teams-westbrook-condo-development-san-francisco/
4 https://sf.curbed.com/2018/3/14/17121202/16th-street-mission-sale-housing-colors
5 https://sf.curbed.com/2017/11/29/16715286/mission-district-hibernia-bank-sold-sf
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Development Impact Fees

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Scenario Fee per unit
Full Preservation $1,180,147
Partial Preservation $1,733,122
Proposed Project $1,989,451

Project Contingency

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable.

Willdan reviewed the Impact Fees presented in Table
8 of the EPS Memorandum. These costs are consistent
with the rates presented in the 2017 San Francisco
Citywide Development Impact Fee Register.

Willdan identified an omission in Table 8 of the EPS
report. The table does not include a school impact fee
(residential). In 2017, the fee was $3.48 per net square
foot of new residential space; $304,000, $442,000,
and $500,000 for the Full Preservation, Partial
Preservation, and Proposed Project, respectively.
However, while Table 8 does not include a line item
for this impact fee, the amounts are included in the
total fee amounts. This omission does not affect EPS
conclusions.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Hard Cost: 5% of building and Tis
Soft Cost: 5% of other soft costs

Financing Costs

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable
Standard contingency assumption.
Hard cost contingency may be relatively conservative

for the full and partial preservation given the
rehabilitation component of these scenarios.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

65% LTC Ratio

5% Annual Interest Rate

60% Average outstanding balance
2-year construction period
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Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

LTC ratios of 55 to 60% are more common, but
borrowers with strong financials may be able to get
higher ratios of up to 70%.

Many banks charge 300 to 400 points over Libor
depending on borrower. One-month LIBOR is currently
at 1.72%





FINANCIAL RETURNS

Estimated Yield/Cap Rate

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Alternative Yield (NOI/Costs)
Full Preservation 2.9%
Partial Preservation 3.9%
Proposed Project 4.5%

“These yields are based on annual net operating
income as a share of total cost

Yield/Cap Rate Thresholds

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Alternative Yield (NOI/Costs)
Full Preservation 2.9%
Partial Preservation 3.9%
Proposed Project 4.5%

Willdan estimated yields based on revised
assumptions for the following variables: retail rents,
residential operating expenses, residential capital
reserve, development impact fees. Willdan also
adjusted the calculation for the NOI associated with
the assembly/religious use in the partial preservation
scenario.

These changes do not impact the yields significantly.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

“Projects of comparable development risk and
complexity typically require a return threshold ranging
between 5.5 percent and 6.5 percent depending on
location, complexity, construction type, and other risk
factors. This range is based on the capitalization rate
data reported for a blend of urban multifamily and
commercial uses in San Francisco as well as EPS’s
experience with comparable projects.”

EPS notes that “Despite the yield for the proposed
project falling below the typical return threshold, the
Developer expressed willingness to proceed with the
Project. This financial risk and reduced return may be
taken for a number of reasons including strong market
fundamentals and tenant prospects, anticipation of
future improvements in market conditions, expected
rates of return lower than assumed in this analysis,
access to low-cost funding, or long-term investment
strategy, among others.”
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Willdan Opinion: High but does not affect EPS’
conclusions.

The following cap rates are from Cushman &
Wakefield Mid 2017 Cap Rate Survey

San Francisco Multifamily Cap Rates

Building Type Low Mid High
Class A 35 4.13 4.75
Class B 4.0 4.5 5.0

Class C 4.25 4.75 5.25

The following cap rates are from IRR’s 2017
Multifamily Mid-Year Report (San Francisco, Urban
Class buildings)

Building Type
Class A 4.0
Class B 4.5

Furthermore, Paragon Real Estate Group reports
average cap rates for 5+ unit Buildings in 2017 ranging
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from 3.3% in Pacific heights to 5.0% in the Inner
Mission.

In our opinion, a range +/- 50 basis points of the high
cap rate for Class A buildings in the Cushman &
Wakefield estimates (i.e., 4.25 to 5.25) is an
appropriate range of return for this type of project
given the emerging nature of the neighborhood, the
retail component, and the potential preservation of
the Church structure.

As noted above, the returns for the Full Preservation
and the Alternative Preservation scenarios falls below
these revised thresholds. Therefore, EPS’ conclusions
are not affected.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Case # 2013.1535ENV | 450-474 O"Farrell Street/532 Jones Street
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:51:37 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

----- Origina Message-----

From: Adam Sparks [mailto:asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com|

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 11:10 AM

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

Cc: Reports

Subject: Case # 2013.1535ENV | 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

>

> Dear Planning Commissioners:

>

> | am the owner of the property adjacent to the subject project called the Pacific Bay Inn. We are located on the
Northeast corner of Jones and O’ Farrell Streets at 520 Jones Street.

> Although, we are generally supportive as the project as awhole, we were only informed yesterday of a serious
problem that will create afire code hazard. It was never communicated directly to us by the project devel oper.

>

> This hazard will force usto close up existing windows in our building and convert them to blank walls. Thisis
due to the proximity of the project’s building to us, both on the Western side of the project as well as to portion that
wraps around our building on the Northern side (and will be built over the Shalimar Hotel on Jones street). Because
the project's building will be built on their property line and be literally only 1 foot way from our windows (or closer
at other points), we will be forced by the Fire Department to close our windows, as it unlawful per Fire and Building
Code to have awindow so close to an adjacent building.

>

> We are asking that the project developer develop his project with the minimum setback that will allow all our
windowstoremain lawful. Thisisavery modest request.

>

> Moreover, our building is a Category 3 National Landmark, and we are prohibited from making any changes to
our facade-this includes walling off windows. The proximity of the development would put our National Historic
landmark in conflict with the Fire Codes. We want to preserve the Historic Nature of our building as well work with
the developer in this reasonable accommodation. | believe the developer will only need to adjust his building line
by about 5 feet and only in those areas near our windows. | note that the developer has done thisin two areas where
we have windows, But he has not doneit for ALL our windows that are adjacent to his project.

>

> In summary, we are supportive of his project as we believe it will be an overall benefit to our community, our
only concern isthat we don’t want his project to create a Fire Code violation for us, that will put usinto aviolation


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com

forcing usto wall off existing windows.

> Moreover, our building has along term lease with the City of San Francisco to house homeless. This population
isvery vulnerable and the reducing of light and air in our building will create further distress among this population
aswell.

>

>

> This morning, we expressed our concern to the devel oper and he thought that they were reasonable and he would
look in good faith to accommodate us.

>

> However, we humbly ask the the Commission to make preserving our windows a condition of his approval: that
the project's building line be set back in away that none of our windows will be required to be closed and walled
off. Thisisboth amodest and reasonable request in exchange for our support of the pending project.

>

> Thank you.

>

> Sincerely,

>

>

> Adam Sparks

> President

> Pacific Bay Inn, Inc.

> 520 Jones S,

> San Francisco, CA. 94109

>

> Mailing address:

>

> 825 Van Ness Av, Suite 301

> San Francisco, Ca .94109



From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2013.1535ENVCUA - "450 O"Farrell Project"

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:23:12 AM

Attachments: 20131535ENV_450 O"Farrell Peer Review Evaluation_6.13.18.pdf

161164 450 OFarrell_Financial Feasibility Final.pdf
180626 450 O"Farrell Memorandum - 2018 04 19.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: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:20 AM

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

Cc: Fordham, Chelsea (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: 2013.1535ENVCUA - "450 O'Farrell Project”

Commissioners;

Attached are financial feasibility studies, including the Department’s memo analyzing the
alternatives.

Note that in the draft motion with attachments of CEQA Findings for the 450 O’Farrell project, these
Financial Feasibility studies were referenced in the analysis of the alternatives and the results were
summarized in the CEQA Findings document for your information. These reports were always
available in the Administrative Record and available to the public upon request. | am forwarding
these as supplements for your additional information.

| will bring hard copies to the hearing.

Thank you,
Marcelle

Marcelle W Boudreaux, AICP, Associate AIA, Principal Planner
Flex Team Lead, Current Planning Division

ADUs, Legalization, Wireless, Small Projects

Preservation Planner

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9140 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: June 13,2018

TO: Marcelle Boudreaux, Principal Planner, Current Planning Division;

Chelsea Fordham, Principal Planner, Environmental Planning Division
FROM: Jacob Bintliff, Senior Planner, Special Projects and Policy

RE: 450 O’Farrell Street Development Pro Forma Peer Review and Evaluation

[Planning Case 2013.1535ENV]

The Project Sponsor, 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, retained Economic Planning Systems (EPS) to provide
a financial feasibility analysis of the development proposal (the “Proposed Project”) and two lower
density alternatives (the “Partial Preservation” and “Full Preservation” alternatives) included in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project. As documented in the EPS memorandum
“450 O'Farrell Street Development Feasibility Review and Evaluation” (EPS Memo) dated November
13, 2017, EPS concluded that 1) “the Full Preservation and Partial Preservation project alternatives
generate insufficient returns to the Developer” and 2) “The additional square footage reflected in the
Proposed Project alternative improves development feasibility.”

In order to evaluate the validity of these conclusions, the Planning Department directed the Project
Sponsor to provide a peer review of the EPS memo to be performed by a firm included on the
Controller’s Office list of pre-qualified economic consultants. EPS selected Willdan Financial Services
(Willdan) to perform this peer review and Willdan provided a draft Scope of Services for Planning
Department review on February 19, 2018. The Department determined that the Scope of Services was
appropriate and directed the Project Sponsor and Willdan to proceed with the review. On April 19,
2018 Willdan provided a memorandum “450 O'Farrell Street Development Pro Forma Peer Review and
Evaluation,” (Peer Review Memo) which found the “EPS analysis and conclusions to be reasonable and
consistent with standard professional practice.”

The Planning Department has reviewed the EPS Memo and Peer Review Memo, and finds that the
methodology and approach are appropriate and consistent with professional standards, that all key
development assumptions and sources for these assumptions are well-documented and reasonable,
and concurs in the conclusion that the findings of the EPS Memo are reasonable and supportable. This
concurrence is supported by the following findings by the Planning Department, upon review of the
EPS Memo and Peer Review Memo provided:

Methodology and Approach: EPS and Willdan are qualified real estate advisory consulting
firms that have been retained by the various City agencies in the past to conduct financial
feasibility analysis similar to that provided in this case. EPS conducted a static pro forma
feasibility analysis to determine financial feasibility. This methodology is an industry standard
for financial feasibility analysis and the Planning Department as well as other City agencies
and other jurisdictions routinely commission and accept feasibility findings developed using
this method. The EPS Memo clearly documents all key assumptions, applies these assumptions
consistently and reasonably to each development scenario without undue variation, and
provides the pro formas used in the analysis for review. The Peer Review Memo provided by
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Willdan included a review of the assumptions and methodology used in the EPS Memo, and
replicated the pro formas used to perform financial feasibility analysis in order to evaluate the
conclusion of the EPS Memo. The Peer Review Memo provides a detailed summary of the key
assumptions and a copy of the static pro formas used in the peer review analysis. The Planning
Department finds the methodology and approach used in the Peer Review Memo analysis to be
adequate and sufficient to support the feasibility conclusions of the EPS Memo.

Development Assumptions: The financial feasibility analysis rests on three categories of
assumptions, which are applied to each project alternative under analysis. These assumptions
include development costs (land acquisition cost, hard construction costs, soft costs including
legal and architectural fees, City permit and impact fees, sales costs and taxes), construction
financing costs (interest rate, loan to coast ratio, drawdown factor, construction loan fee,
construction period and loan term), and revenues (rental or sale revenue for residential and
commercial components). The EPS Memo and Peer Review Memo both clearly document the
values assumed for each of these inputs for all scenarios. EPS reviewed the key assumptions
provided by the Project Sponsor for reasonableness, and exercised professional judgement to
arrive at reasonable assumptions that were used to conduct the feasibility analysis. Willdan in
turn performed the same level of review and adjustment to key assumptions in the Peer
Review Memo. The Planning Department compared these assumptions to cost and revenue
values observed in recent consultant reports and market study findings, and finds that all
development cost, financing cost, and revenue assumptions are consistent with the range of
values observed in San Francisco for similar projects under current market conditions.

Financial Feasibility Findings: Under the methodology used in the EPS Memo and Peer Review
Memo, financial feasibility is defined as a project that yields a sufficient financial return after
comparing development and financing costs to projected revenues. Financial return is
expressed as yield on cost, which expresses the ratio of a project’s net operating income (NOI)
to total development cost. Yield on cost is a standard feasibility metric for rental projects. EPS -
identified a target yield (i.e. the return below which a developer will not be likely to proceed
with the project) of between 5.5 and 6.5 percent. Willdan identified a range of return of 4.25 to
5.25 percent for the type of project under review. Nonetheless, the Peer Review Memo states
that “even under this alternative feasibility range, EPS feasibility conclusions hold.”
Specifically, the Peer Review Memo concurred with the conclusions of the EPS memo that
neither the Full Preservation nor Partial Preservation alternatives generated sufficient returns,
and that the Proposed Project yielded a higher return. The Planning Department confirms that
this conclusjon is agcurate and supportable based on the assumptions and methodology of both
the EPS Mg

Peer Review Memo.

Jacob Bintliff, bnior Planner
Special Projects and Policy, San Francisco Planning Department
jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org

(415) 5759170

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT






MEMORANDUM

To: Tyler Evje, Thompson | Dorfman Partners, LLC
From: James Musbach, Ashleigh Kanat, and Michael Nimon

Subject: 450 O’Farrell Street Development Feasibility Review and
Evaluation; EPS #161164

Date: June 26, 2018

At the request of 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, the Project Sponsor of 450
O’Farrell Street in San Francisco (the Project), EPS prepared
development pro formas for the proposed project and two alternatives
considered in the planning documents as part of the application process.
This analysis uses static pro forma financial models reflective of vertical
development costs and revenue estimates specific to each of the
alternatives allowing a comparison of developer returns. The
development programs considered in this analysis are described below
and are summarized in Table 1 with design schemes included in the
Appendix.

e A “Full Preservation” alternative resulting in 151,200 square feet of
gross building area, including 97 residential rental units, 800 square
feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,666 square feet of new church
space.

e A “Partial Preservation” alternative resulting in 201,200 square feet
of gross building area, including 162 residential rental units, 4,600
square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,207 square feet of
new church space.

e The “Proposed Project” consists of 237,810 square feet of gross
building area and includes 176 rental residential units and 6,200
square feet of restaurant/retail. This alternative includes 13,595
square feet of new church space.

EPS prepared a development pro forma model for the Proposed Project.
The Project Sponsor provided EPS with baseline data, such as rents,
construction costs, and operating cost assumptions, which EPS reviewed
and revised as appropriate. The financial analysis provides an
independent assessment of the financial returns for each of the
alternatives. The review relies upon industry standards, EPS’s
experience with similar projects, and market conditions and trends in
San Francisco and the Bay Area.
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EPS has reviewed the key market assumptions for reasonableness, but has not conducted a
detailed market analysis. Actual financial outcomes may differ from the pro forma and EPS
findings to the extent that future economic cycles, market, and development trends differ from
current conditions. The analysis is in 2017 dollars.

Summary of Findings

Financial results are shown in Table 2 with the findings described below. Detailed pro formas
for each alternative are shown in Tables 3 through 5.

1. The Full Preservation and Partial Preservation Project alternatives generate
insufficient returns to the Developer. These alternatives generate a yield of 2.9 percent
and 3.9 percent, respectively. These returns are below the feasibility threshold range of 5.5
percent to 6.5 percent for projects of comparable development risk and complexity. This
return range is based on capitalization rate data adjusted for development risk and location
as well as EPS experience with comparable projects.

2. The additional of square footage reflected in the Proposed Project alternative
improves development feasibility. The resulting yield of 4.5 percent still falls slightly
below the typical feasibility range. While the additional space increases total building
development costs, the associated revenues offset the cost increase and improve the relative
performance of the Proposed Project. The Developer has indicated willingness to accept a
4.5 percent return.

Project Description

The Project is bounded by O’Farrell Street, Geary Boulevard, Taylor Street, and Jones Street in
San Francisco’s Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The site currently houses a three-story
26,904-square foot church, the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist. Other uses include a 4,415-
square foot retail space, a 1,012-square foot restaurant, and a residential building at 532 Jones
Street. The buildings comprising the Project are designated as contributing resources to the
Uptown Tenderloin Historic District, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP).

The proposed Project envisions partial demolition of the existing Fifth Church of Christ Scientist
building, and the full demolition of the vacant retail building along O’Farrell Street and the
restaurant building along Jones Street. The Project provides a total of 237,810 gross square feet
including 187,640 square feet of residential uses, 6,200 square feet of restaurant/retail space,
13,595 square feet for the church, and 8,398 square feet of open space. The new building would
be 13-stories (130 feet) with 176 dwelling units, restaurant/retail space, and a replacement
church incorporated into the ground level. Twenty-eight units would be Below Market Rate (BMR)
with five of these replacing rent controlled units.2 The parking garage will provide 41 below
grade spaces with additional bicycle parking.

1 IRR Monitor Viewpoint mid-2017 data for the San Francisco market.

2 All alternatives assume 5 replacement units and 13.5 percent BMR units provided onsite, which
is the Project’s current affordability requirement reflective of the recent changes to San
Francisco’s inclusionary housing program.
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Review of Key Assumptions and Methodology

Revenues

This analysis assumes average market rate rents of about $4,400 per unit per month across
each of the alternatives. This estimate is based on a market report prepared for the proposed
Project by the Concord Group in November 2016. Overall, the market-rate rents fall within a
comparable rent range relative to other rental projects in San Francisco based on a review of
recent rents reported by Trulia.com. This analysis does not vary the market rate rent
assumptions by alternative; however, alternatives with lower density will likely achieve lower
rents due to the lack of view premiums, which would further compress yields in these
alternatives. Average per-unit monthly rents for affordable units are estimated to range from
$660 to $1,478 per unit across the alternatives, depending on each alternative’s unit size
distribution. The BMR units are targeted to be affordable to households earning up to 55 percent
of the area median income (AMI). Residential revenue also assumes 7 percent of rental income
in other revenue consisting of storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

For the commercial space, this analysis assumes rents of $60 per square foot per year for retail
on a triple-net basis (NNN). These rents are within the range of comparable retail projects in the
market area. This analysis also assumes parking revenue of $325 per space per month. Lastly,
this analysis assumes reuse of the existing church space, identified as ‘assembly’ land use in the
Environmental Impact Report for the Project. Based on review of similar facility sales in San
Francisco, this analysis assumes a value of about $240 per square foot across all scenarios.3

Vacancy and Operating Expenses

For the residential component, this analysis reflects a vacancy (or other loss) rate of 5.0 percent.
This is a typical level of stabilized vacancy in strong residential markets, such as San Francisco.
For the commercial components, a 5.0 percent vacancy/loss factor is applied to the retail space.

The analysis assumes that annual operating expenses will be $5,000 per unit. These expenses
reflect a blend of market rate and affordable units and typically include property management,
administration, maintenance, utilities, insurance, and taxes. For affordable units, management
and administration expenses also include services required for monitoring, compliance and other
costs associated with fulfilling the affordability requirements. EPS assumes additional property
tax expenses based on the development value of the Project net of the share attributable to the
church assuming a property tax rate of 1.23 percent. A residential capital reserve of 2.0 percent
of gross revenue is also assumed.

For the retail components, operating expenses are assumed to be approximately $18 per square
foot and 90 percent of these expenses are assumed to be recoverable from the tenant,
consistent with a triple-net lease structure.

3 Based on sales comparables reported by Costar for properties with lodging/meeting halls or religious
facility uses sold between 2014 and 2017. The resulting 12 transactions have sale prices ranging from
$83 to $419 per square foot. This value equates to the net rental rate of $14.40 per square foot
assuming a capitalization rate of 6%.
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Development Costs

The cost for new construction generally has been increasing over the past several years due to
improvements in the economy, resurgence of new development activity, and the associated
growth in demand for construction services and materials. The analysis assumes direct
construction cost ranges between approximately $400 and $500 per square foot, depending on
the alternative and reflective of the economies of scale associated with the larger building. The
estimates are based on the February 2017 bid provided by the Project Sponsor, as shown in
Table 7.

Development costs also include site acquisition, indirect costs, project contingency, and
financing. These costs do not vary significantly between the alternatives evaluated in this
analysis. Site acquisition is assumed at $8.7 million for all alternatives. Indirect costs include
architecture and engineering, legal and other professional services, development impact fees,
other permits and fees, marketing, leasing, and retail leasing commissions, general and
administrative, developer fees, and taxes during development.

Development impact fees are estimated for each alternative based on the City’s 2017 fee
schedule, as shown in Table 8. They consist of the transit sustainability, bike parking in lieu,
school impact, child care, utilities connection, and street trees in lieu fees. A soft cost
contingency of 5.0 percent of other indirect costs is also assumed. Lastly, this analysis estimates
a financing cost based on a 65 percent loan to cost ratio with a 5 percent annual interest rate, 60
percent average outstanding balance, and a 2-year construction duration. Total indirect costs
comprise approximately 27 to 28 percent of the direct costs across all alternatives and fall within
a typical range.

Financial Returns

Expected returns on development investment vary based on a range of factors such as risk,
capital and real estate market conditions, building uses, and other trends. All evaluated
alternatives generate yields ranging between 2.9 and 4.5 percent. These yields are based on
annual net operating income as a share of total cost. The Proposed Project generates the highest
return whereas the Full Preservation alternative generates the lowest return.

Projects of comparable development risk and complexity typically require a return threshold
ranging between 5.5 percent and 6.5 percent depending on location, complexity, construction
type, and other risk factors. This range is based on the capitalization rate data reported for a
blend of urban multifamily and commercial uses in San Francisco as well as EPS’s experience
with comparable projects.

Despite the yield for the proposed project falling below the typical return threshold, the
Developer expressed willingness to proceed with the Project. This financial risk and reduced
return may be taken for a number of reasons including strong market fundamentals and tenant
prospects, anticipation of future improvements in market conditions, expected rates of return
lower than assumed in this analysis, access to low-cost funding, or long-term investment
strategy, among others.
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Table 1

Summary of Development Alternatives
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed

Item Alternative Alternative Project
Gross Building Square Feet (1) 151,200 201,200 237,810
Residential

Net Square Feet 87,595 127,110 143,380

Units 97 162 176

Market Rate 80 136 148
BMR (2) 17 26 28

Residential Unit Count

Studio 14 21 22

1BR 51 87 95

2BR 30 50 55

3BR 2 4 4
Restaurant/Retail

Gross Square Feet 800 4,638 6,200

Net Square Feet 90% 720 4,174 5,580
Church/Assembly Space

Gross Square Feet (preserved) 17,800 10,207 0

Gross Square Feet (new) 10,666 12,960 13,595
Below-Grade Parking Spaces 28 39 41
Courtyard Open Space 2,674 2,950 8,110

(1) Includes residential lobby and leasing office.

(2) Each alternative preserves 5 "restricted" studio units with the remainder based on a 13.5% BMR ratio

requirement. [BMRs = (total units - 5) * 13.5% + 5 (restricted BMRS)]

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 12/8/2017

P:\161000s\1611640FarrellFeasibility\Model\161164_model_ v10.xIsx





Table 2
Summary of Feasibility Results
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Item Alternative Alternative Project
Net Operating Income (NOI) $3,108,000 $5,632,000 $6,228,000
Total Development Cost $108,157,000 $143,210,000 $137,463,000
Yield (1) 2.9% 3.9% 4.5%
Funding Gap (2) ($51,648,000) ($40,810,000) ($24,227,000)

(1) A measure of return defined as NOI divided by total development cost.

(2) A subsidy needed to bridge the Project's cost and the resulting finished value.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 12/8/2017
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Table 3
Full Preservation Pro Forma

450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Item

Assumption

Total (Rounded)

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Gross Building Square Feet 151,200
Residential
Gross Square Feet 87,595
Units 97
Market Rate 80
BMR 17
Retail/Restaurant
Gross Square Feet 800
Net Square Feet (1) 720
Church Square Feet 10,666
Parking Spaces 28
OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (2) $4,400 per month $4,224,000
Below Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (3) $1,080 per month $220,000
Other Income (4) 7.0% $311,000
(less) Operating Expenses (5) $5,000 per unit/year ($485,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.0% ($89,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($222,000)
Residential NOI $3,959,000
Residential Parking Revenue (6) $325 per space/month $109,000
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($22,000)
Parking NOI $87,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $4,046,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) (7) $2,817,000
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) (8) $60.00 /sq. ft./year $43,000
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($2,000)
(plus) Recovered Expenses (9) $16.20 /sq. ft./lyear $12,000
(less) Operating Expenses (10) $8.00 /sq. ft./lyear ($6,000)
(less) Property Taxes (10) $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($7.000)
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $40,000
Assembly Space NOI (11) $251,000
Total NOI (after property taxes) $3,108,000
REVERSION VALUE (12)
Residential and Parking 4.0% cap rate $69,026,000
Retail 6.0% cap rate $649,000
Assembly Space (11) 6.0% cap rate $4,187,000
Total Revenues $73,862,000
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition (13) $8,670,000
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Cost (13) $492 per gross sq.ft. $74,338,000
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per net retail sq.ft. $54,000
Hard Cost Contingency 5.0% of building and TI cost $3,720,000
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $78,112,000
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.0% of direct construction cost $3,124,000
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.0% of direct construction cost $2,343,000
Development Impact Fees see Table 8 $1,180,000
Other Permits and Fees 3.0% of direct construction cost $2,343,000
Marketing, Leasing, and Retail Commissions 1.0% of direct construction cost $781,000
G&A 2.0% of direct construction cost $1,562,000
Developer Fees 6.0% of direct construction cost $4,687,000
Taxes During Development 1.0% of direct construction cost $781,000
Soft Cost Contingency 5.0% of other soft cost $840,000
Financing (14) $3.734,000
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $21,375,000
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 27%
Total Development Costs $108,157,000
Yield (15) 2.9%

(1) A 90% efficiency factor is applied to the gross square footage.

(2) Applies to net square footage; based on recommendations prepared by The Concord Group and Trulia, as of November 2016.

(3) Applies to net square footage; based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for 55% of AMI.

(4) Includes storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

(5) Reflects typical apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of property taxes, based on EPS's experience with similar projects.

(6) Monthly revenue per space provided by Project Sponsor. Assumes 100% occupancy.

(7) As a tax-exempt institution, the church will not pay property taxes. The property tax calculation discounts the taxable basis accordingly.

(8) Retail NNN lease assumption based on CoStar data.

(9) Assumes retail tenants reimburse approximately 90% of Operating Expenses and Property Taxes.

(10) Operating Expenses and Property Taxes combined represent 30% of revenues.

(11) Applies to the existing church space and assumes a net rent of $14.40 per square foot or a value of $240 per square foot based on comparable sales in
San Francisco.

(12) Assumes a 2% cost of sale.

(13) Provided by the Project Sponsor.

(14) Assumes 65% LTC ratio with a 5% annual interest rate, 60% average balance outstanding and 2 year construction period.

(15) A measure of unleveraged return calculated as total NOI divided by total development costs.
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Table 4
Partial Preservation Pro Forma
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Item Assumption Total (Rounded)

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Gross Building Square Feet 201,200
Residential
Gross Square Feet 127,110
Units 162
Market Rate 136
BMR 26
Retail/Restaurant
Gross Square Feet 4,638
Net Square Feet (1) 4,174
Church Square Feet 12,960
Parking Spaces 39
OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (2) $4,410 per month $7,197,000
Below Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (3) $1,140 per month $356,000
Other Income (4) 7.0% $529,000
(less) Operating Expenses (5) $5,000 per unit/year ($810,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.0% ($151,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($378,000)
Residential NOI $6,743,000
Residential Parking Revenue (6) $325 per space/month $152,000
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($30,000)
Parking NOI $122,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $6,865,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) (7) $5,258,000
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) (8) $60.00 /sq. ft./year $250,000
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($13,000)
(plus) Recovered Expenses (9) $16.20 /sq. ft./year $68,000
(less) Operating Expenses (10) $8.00 /sq. ft./year ($33,000)
(less) Property Taxes (10) $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($42,000)
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $230,000
Assembly Space NOI (11) $144,000
Total NOI (after property taxes) $5,632,000
REVERSION VALUE (12)
Residential and Parking 4.0% cap rate $128,826,000
Retail 6.0% cap rate $3,763,000
Assembly Space (11) 6.0% cap rate $2,401,000
Total Revenues $134,990,000
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition (13) $8,670,000
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Cost (13) $498 per gross sq.ft. $100,176,000
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per net retail sq.ft. $313,000
Hard Cost Contingency 5.0% of building and TI cost $5,024,000
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $105,513,000
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.0% of direct construction cost $4,221,000
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.0% of direct construction cost $3,165,000
Development Impact Fees see Table 8 $1,733,000
Other Permits and Fees 3.0% of direct construction cost $3,165,000
Marketing, Leasing, and Retail Commissions 1.0% of direct construction cost $1,055,000
G&A 2.0% of direct construction cost $2,110,000
Developer Fees 6.0% of direct construction cost $6,331,000
Taxes During Development 1.0% of direct construction cost $1,055,000
Soft Cost Contingency 5.0% of other soft cost $1,142,000
Financing (14) $5,050,000
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $29,027,000
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 28%
Total Development Costs $143,210,000
Yield (15) 3.9%

(1) A 90% efficiency factor is applied to the gross square footage.

(2) Applies to net square footage; based on recommendations prepared by The Concord Group and Trulia, as of November 2016.

(3) Applies to net square footage; based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for 55% of AMI.

(4) Includes storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

(5) Reflects typical apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of property taxes, based on EPS's experience with similar projects.

(6) Monthly revenue per space provided by Project Sponsor. Assumes 100% occupancy.

(7) As a tax-exempt institution, the church will not pay property taxes. The property tax calculation discounts the taxable basis accordingly.

(8) Retail NNN lease assumption based on CoStar data.

(9) Assumes retail tenants reimburse approximately 90% of Operating Expenses and Property Taxes.

(10) Operating Expenses and Property Taxes combined represent 30% of revenues.

(11) Applies to the existing church space and assumes a net rent of $14.40 per square foot or a value of $240 per square foot based on comparable sales in
San Francisco.

(12) Assumes a 2% cost of sale.

(13) Provided by the Project Sponsor.

(14) Assumes 65% LTC ratio with a 5% annual interest rate, 60% average balance outstanding and 2 year construction period.

(15) A measure of unleveraged return calculated as total NOI divided by total development costs.
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Table 5
Proposed Project Pro Forma
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Item Assumption Total (Rounded)

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Gross Building Square Feet 237,810
Residential
Gross Square Feet 143,380
Units 176
Market Rate 148
BMR 28
Retail/Restaurant
Gross Square Feet 6,200
Net Square Feet (1) 5,580
Church Square Feet 13,595
Parking Spaces 41
OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (2) $4,410 per month $7,828,000
Below Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue (3) $1,150 per month $384,000
Other Income (4) 7.0% $575,000
(less) Operating Expenses (5) $5,000 per unit/lyear ($880,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.0% ($164,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($411,000)
Residential NOI $7,332,000
Residential Parking Revenue (6) $325 per space/month $160,000
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($32,000)
Parking NOI $128,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $7,460,000
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) (7) $5,921,000
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) (8) $60.00 /sq. ft./year $335,000
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.0% ($17,000)
(less) Operating Expenses (9) $8.00 /sq. ft./year ($45,000)
(less) Property Taxes (9) $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($56,000)
(plus) Recovered Expenses (10) $16.20 /sq. ft./year $90,000
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $307,000
Total NOI (after property taxes) $6,228,000
REVERSION VALUE (11)
Residential and Parking 4.0% cap rate $145,058,000
Retail 6.0% cap rate $3,554,000
Total Revenues $148,612,000
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition (12) $8,670,000
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Cost (12) $402 per gross sq.ft. $95,504,000
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per net retail sq.ft. $419,000
Hard Cost Contingency 5.0% of building and TI cost $4,796,000
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $100,719,000
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.0% of direct construction cost $4,029,000
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.0% of direct construction cost $3,022,000
Development Impact Fees see Table 8 $1,989,000
Other Permits and Fees 3.0% of direct construction cost $3,022,000
Marketing, Leasing, and Retail Commissions 1.0% of direct construction cost $1,007,000
G&A 2.0% of direct construction cost $2,014,000
Developer Fees 6.0% of direct construction cost $6,043,000
Taxes During Development 1.0% of direct construction cost $1,007,000
Soft Cost Contingency 5.0% of other soft cost $1,107,000
Financing (13) $4,834,000
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $28,074,000
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 28%
Total Development Costs $137,463,000
Yield (14) 4.5%

(1) A 90% efficiency factor is applied to the gross square footage.

(2) Applies to net square footage; based on recommendations prepared by The Concord Group and Trulia, as of November 2016.

(3) Applies to net square footage; based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development for 55% of AMI.
(4) Includes storage fees, RUBs income, and other revenue.

(5) Reflects typical apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of property taxes, based on EPS's experience with similar projects.
(6) Monthly revenue per space provided by Project Sponsor. Assumes 100% occupancy.

(7) As a tax-exempt institution, the church will not pay property taxes. The property tax calculation discounts the taxable basis accordingly.
(8) Retail NNN lease assumption based on CoStar data.

(9) Operating Expenses and Property Taxes combined represent 30% of revenues.

(10) Assumes retail tenants reimburse approximately 90% of Operating Expenses and Property Taxes.

(11) Assumes a 2% cost of sale.

(12) Provided by the Project Sponsor.

(13) Assumes 65% LTC ratio with a 5% annual interest rate, 60% average balance outstanding and 2 year construction period.

(14) A measure of unleveraged return calculated as total NOI divided by total development costs.
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Table 6
Summary of Unit Distribution and Rents by Alternative
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Type of Unit Monthly Alternative Alternative Project
Rent (1) Units Share of Total Units Share of Total Units Share of Total

Market Rate

Studio $2,808 8 8.2% 14 8.6% 15 8.4%

1BR $3,888 44 45.4% 75 46.3% 82 46.7%

2BR $5,616 27 27.8% 44 27.2% 48 27.0%

3BR $7,128 1 1.0% 3 1.9% 3 2.0%
Subtotal, Market Rate 80 82.5% 136 84.0% 148 84.0%
Below Market Rate

Studio $1,063 1 1.0% 2 1.2% 2 1.1%

Studio (Restricted) $660 5 5.2% 5 3.1% 5 2.8%

1BR $1,214 7 7.2% 12 7.4% 13 7.3%

2BR $1,353 3 3.1% 6 3.7% 7 4.2%

3BR $1,478 1 1.0% 1 0.6% 1 0.3%
Subtotal, Below Market Rate 17 17.5% 26 16.0% 28 15.8%
Total Residential Units

Studio 9 9.3% 16 9.9% 17 9.7%

Studio (Restricted) 5 5.2% 5 3.1% 5 2.8%

1BR 51 52.6% 87 53.7% 95 54.0%

2BR 30 30.9% 50 30.9% 55 31.3%

3BR 2 2.1% 4 2.5% 4 2.3%
Total 97 100.0% 162 100.0% 176 100.0%

(1) Market rate rents are based on median rent data for San Francisco as aggregated and reported by the Concord Group and Trulia.com, as of
November 2016. Below market rate rents are based on data posted by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development,

Sources: Thompson | Dorfman; Trulia.com; San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, 2016 Maximum Monthly Rent by Unit
Type; and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table 7
Summary of Construction Costs by Alternative
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed
Item Alternative Alternative Project (1)
Direct Costs

Restoration and Renovation $6,548,842 $4,497,149 $1,967,530
Residential $43,494,226 $63,156,114 $67,276,094
Other Uses (2) $6,829,529 $11,153,537 $7,348,559
Site Work $3,186,426 $3,248,526 $2,720,076
Subtotal $60,059,023 $82,055,326 $79,312,259
Contractor Contingency 4.5% $2,693,047 3.9% $3,190,721 3.3% $2,619,684
Construction Management Fee 4.8% $2,859,154 4.7% $3,852,922 4.6% $3,673,228
Other (3) 14.5% $8,726,791 13.5% $11,077,014 12.5% $9,898,766
Subtotal $14,278,992 $18,120,657 $16,191,678
Total Construction Cost $74,338,015 $100,175,983 $95,503,937
Construction Cost per Unit $766,371 $618,370 $542,636
Construction Cost per Sq.Ft. $492 $498 $402

(1) Construction cost estimates provided by the Project applicant based on a construction bid dated 02.14.17.
(2) Includes church, retail, and garage uses.
(3) Includes general requirements, general conditions, job equipment, GRT, insurance, and subguard.
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Table 8
Development Impact Fees by Alternative*
450 O'Farrell Street Feasibility; EPS #161164

Full Preservation Partial Preservation Proposed

Item Alternative Alternative Project

Transportation Sustainability Fee (Resi) $461,663 $705,450 $808,647
Transportation Sustainability Fee (Retail) $15,152 $87,844 $116,576
Bike Parking In-lieu Fee $2,246 $3,750 $4,074
School Impact Fee (Retail) $310 $1,800 $2,388
Childcare Impact Fee - Resi $211,617 $307,607 $373,605
Childcare Impact Fee - Retail $11,075 $11,075 $11,075
Water Capacity Charge $35,213 $35,213 $35,213
Wastewater Capacity Charge $119,811 $119,811 $119,811
Contractor Connection Fee $120 $120 $120
Meter Rental Deposit $8,580 $8,580 $8,580
Street Trees In-Lieu Fee $9,530 $9,530 $9,530
Total Fees $1,180,147 $1,733,122 $1,989,451

*Note: fee estimates are based on the 2017 San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register published by the

San Francisco Planning Department.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 12/8/2017

P:\161000s\1611640FarrellFeasibility\Mode\161164_model_ v10.xIsx





APPENDIX A





Summary

Table S.3: Comparison of Significant Impacts of the Proposed Project to Impacts of the Alternatives — for DEIR

Proposed Project

No Proiect
Alternative

[assumes no
change to
the site]

Full Preservation
Alternative

Partial Preservation
Alternative

Legend: NI = No Impact; LS = Less than Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation; NA = Not

Applicable
This alternative would| ., . . .
The 450 O’Farrell Street church No changes Woqu be include the This alterngpve would retain
o ; made to the existing N and rehabilitate the front of
- building would be retained as a rehabilitation of the o oo
Description : . structures at 450-474 the existing buildings located
public space, with a play area, X church and the g
. ; O’Farrell Street and at 474 and 450 O’ Farrell
café, and other community uses. development of 97
532 Jones Street. ; . : Street.
residential units.
. Three existing Height of new Height of new construction
. .a A single 13_-;tory (130 foot tall, buildings with heights| construction atthe | setback (15’, 20’, 35’) from
Height with an additional 20 feet for the £50 30 and 30 I I 130 f
elevator penthouse) o] , an s_treetwa prop.erty streetwa prqperty eet
' feet. line 130 feet high. high.
Number of Stories 13 3/1/1 13 13
Number of Residential Units 176 5 97 162

Case No. 2013.1535E
February 14, 2017

SF 3243801v1

S.35

450 O'Farrell Street Project
Draft EIR





GSF by Use

Residential 143,380 nsf 87,595 nsf 127,110 nsf
Retail/Restaurant 6,155 gsf 5,427 gsf 800 gsf 4,638 gsf
Leasing Office/Lobby/Amenity 2,490 gsf 4,600 gsf 4,618 gsf
1,726 gsf (existing) d
Church (new) 10,570 gsf N/A 10,666 gsf 8,481 gsf (new)
- 21,800 gsf 12,960 gsf
Existing church 25,800 gsf (assembly/event) (assembly/event)
Below Grade Parking, Building 28 parking spaces 39 parking spaces in
Storage, Bicycle Storage, 21,520 gsf None in belowground belo?/v rou?mdparkin e
Mechanical, and Circulation Space parking ° 9 P 9
Total GSF 235,605 gsf 31,227 gsf 151,236 gsf 201,231 gsf
Common Open Space 8,110 gsf 2,674 gsf 2,950 gsf
Parking and Loading 4
Residential Spaces b 40(2) N/A 28(1) 39(1)
Car-share Spaces ° 1 N/A 0 0
Service Vehicle Loading Spaces 0 N/A 0 0
Total Parking and Loading 41 4 28 39
Yes None Some Some

Summary
Table S.3 (continued)

Case No. 2013.1535E
February 14, 2017

SF 3243801v1

450 O'Farrell Street Project
Draft EIR






Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative
[assumes no

change to
the site]

Full Preservation

Alternative

Partial Preservation

Alternative

Legend: NI = No Impact; LS = Less than Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and unavoidable; SUM = Significant and unavoidable impact with mitigation; NA = Not

Applicable

Historic Architectural Resources

Impact CR-1: The proposed demolition of the existing Fifth Church
of Christ, Scientist building at 450 O’Farrell Street would have a
substantial adverse effect on an individual historic architectural

resource.

NA

NA

Impact CR-2: The proposed demolition of the existing buildings on
the project site and the new construction, as included under the
proposed project, would not have a substantial adverse effect on a

historic district.

LS

NA

LS

LS

Impact CR-3: Construction activities for the proposed project could
result in physical damage to adjacent historic resources.

LS

NI

LS

LS

Notes:

a The height of the proposed project is 130 feet as measured from 450 O'Farrell Street per Planning Code Sections 260(a)(1)(B) and 260(a)(1)(D).
b For each 25 off-street parking spaces provided, one space must be designed and designated for persons with disabilities per San Francisco Planning Code Section

155(i). The number of ADA-accessible spaces is shown in parentheses.
¢ One space is required per San Francisco Planning Code Section 166.
d Rehabilitated portion of existing building at 474-480 O’Farrell.
e Does not include gross square footage of underground parking.

Source: Johanna Street Architect and Kwan Henmi Architects, 2017.

SF 3243801v1
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WILLDAN

Financial Services

Memorandum

To: Tyler Evje, Thompson, Dorfman Partners, LLC
From: James Edison and Ernesto Vilchis, Willdan Financial Services
Date: April 19, 2018

Re: 450 O’Farrell Street Development Pro Forma Peer Review and Evaluation

At the request of 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, the Project Sponsor of 450 O’Farrell Street in San Francisco
(the Proposed Project), Willdan conducted a peer review of Economic Planning Systems’ (EPS) Feasibility
Review and Evaluation of the Proposed Project and two alternatives considered in the planning
documents as part of the application process. EPS findings are presented in a memorandum dated
November 13, 2017 (the EPS Memorandum) and summarized in Attachment A of this memorandum.

Approach
Willdan’s peer review consisted of two primary tasks:

Assumptions Review: Willdan reviewed the assumptions in the EPS Memorandum and compared them
to other sources, including proformas of comparable projects recently reviewed by Willdan, to assess
whether EPS’ assumptions are supportable. In certain cases, Willdan contacted EPS to determine the
source of assumptions and considered whether the source is consistent with standard professional
practice. Willdan has not conducted an independent market study, but rather has relied on comparables
and our own sources to determine reasonableness. Attachment B, presents a detailed review of EPS'’s
assumptions.

Methodology Review: Willdan reviewed EPS’ model and calculations to confirm that they are consistent
with standard professional practice.

Willdan also replicated EPS’ pro formas and estimated new yields for the Proposed Project and each of
the alternatives assuming slightly different values for the assumptions for which Willdan’s opinion differ
from EPS.

Summary of Findings

1) Retail rents - Willdan does not have sufficient evidence to support retail rents of $60 per square foot
(triple net) assumed in the EPS Memorandum. As explained in Attachment B, retail rents in the
lower portion of the $50 -55 per square foot range are more likely. However, the difference is not
sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.





2)

3)

4)

5)

Residential Operating Expenses - Currently EPS assumes operating expenses of $5,000 per unit.
According to the National Apartment Association, Operating Expenses, net of property taxes, for
mid- & high-rise in San Francisco region are approximately $7,350 per unit. The $5,000 assumption
is more in line with low rise, garden-type apartments in the San Francisco region, which have
estimated operating expenses of approximately $5,500 (net of property taxes). However, the
difference is not sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.

Direct Construction Costs — Willdan reviewed the costs estimates by Webcor and found a few minor
discrepancies, which were corrected by Webcor. The adjusted construction costs per square foot are
as follows:

Scenario Cost per GSF
Full Preservation S464
Partial Preservation $480
Proposed Project $402

Willdan reviewed construction costs for four mid-rise projects in San Francisco and the East Bay. The
range for those projects was $350 to $450 per Gross square foot, inclusive of underground parking.
The cost per GSF for the proposed project fall within this range. The costs for the Full Preservation
and Partial Preservation projects are above these ranges. The is primarily due to the preservation
costs, but also due to having smaller units (costs such as foundations and garage are distributed
over a smaller base). Given these considerations, Willdan finds the revised construction costs
reasonable.

Willdan estimated the impact of the revised costs estimates. The difference in costs not sufficient to
impact EPS’ conclusions.

Methodology - Willdan reviewed the model and all calculations and confirms that, in general, they
are consistent with standard professional practice. The only calculation that Willdan was unable to
confirm was the estimate of Net Operating Income from the assembly space in the Partial
Preservation scenario. EPS estimates NOI from assembly space at $144,000. Willdan estimates it at
$187,000. The difference is not sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.

Yield/Cap Rate — Willdan estimated the yield (NOI/TDC) under a revised set of assumptions for items
1-4 above. The findings are presented in Tables 1-3. The revised estimated yields are as follows:

Scenario EPS Estimate Willdan Estimate
Full Preservation 2.9% 3.0%
Partial Preservation 3.9% 3.9%
Proposed Project 4.5% 4.2%

The differences are not sufficient to impact EPS’ conclusions.





6) Yield/Cap Rate Threshold - According to EPS, “Projects of comparable development risk and
complexity typically require a return threshold ranging between 5.5 percent and 6.5 percent
depending on location, complexity, construction type, and other risk factors.”

According to Cushman and Wakefield, during the first half of 2017, cap rates for multifamily projects
in San Francisco ranged between 3.5 and 4.75 percent. According to IRR’s Mid-2017 Multifamily
Report, average cap rates in San Francisco were 4.0 and 4.5 percent for Class A and Class B buildings,
respectively. In Willdan’s opinion, 4.25 to 5.25 percent is an appropriate range of return for this type
of project given the emerging nature of the neighborhood, the retail component, and the potential
preservation of the Church structure.

However, even under this alternative feasibility range, EPS feasibility conclusions hold.

Conclusion

Willdan reviewed the assumptions in the EPS Memorandum. We identified 4 instances where
assumptions could be revised, including the construction cost estimates (See bullets 1-4 above). Willdan
estimated yields for the Proposed Project and the two alternatives under the suggested revised
assumptions (See bullet number 5 above). The revised yield estimates are compared against potential
required rates of return threshold, that are lower than the range suggested by EPS (See bullet number 6
above for the return rates suggested by Willdan).

Based on this analysis, Willdan finds EPS analysis and conclusions reasonable and consistent with
standard professional practice.





TABLE 1 - FULL PRESERVATION PRO FORMA

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Building Square Feet 151,200 Retail/Restaurant
Residential Gross Square Feet 800
Gross Square Feet 87,595 Net Square Feet (1) 720
Units 97 Church Square Feet (new) 10,666
Market Rate 80 Church Square Feet (existing) 17,800
BMR 17 Parking Spaces 28
OPERATING REVENUE Assumption Willdan Test EPS Memorandum  Difference
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue $4,400 per month $4,224,000 $4,224,000 S0
BMR Residential Lease Revenue $1,080 per month $220,000 $220,000 S0
Other Income 7.00% $311,000 $311,000 S0
(less) Operating Expenses $7,000 per unit/year ($679,000) (5485,000)  ($194,000)
(less) Capital Reserve 2.00% ($89,000) ($89,000) S0
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.00% ($222,000) ($222,000) S0
Residential NOI $3,765,000 $3,959,000 ($194,000)
Residential Parking Revenue $325 per space/month $109,000 $109,000 SO
(less) Operating Expenses 20% ($22,000) ($22,000) SO
Parking NOI $87,000 $87,000 SO
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes) $3,852,000 $4,046,000  ($194,000)
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes) $2,822,011 $2,817,000 $5,011
Retail Lease Revenue (NNN) $50.00 /sq. ft./year $36,000 $43,000 ($7,000)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss 5.00% ($2,000) ($2,000) S0
(plus) Recovered Expenses $16.20 /sq. ft./year $12,000 $12,000 SO
(less) Operating $8.00 /sq. ft./year ($6,000) ($6,000) SO
(less) Property $10.00 /sq. ft./year ($7,000) ($7,000) SO
Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes) $33,000 $40,000 ($7,000)
Assembly Space NOI $256,000 $251,000 $5,000
Total NOI (after property taxes) $3,111,011 $3,108,000 $3,011
DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition $8,670,000 $8,670,000 S0
Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Costs S464 per GSF $70,232,000 $74,338,000 ($4,106,000)
Tenant Improvements (Retail) $75 per NSF (retail) $54,000 $54,000 SO
Hard Cost Contingency 5.00% of building and Tl co $3,514,000 $3,720,000  ($206,000)
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs $73,800,000 $78,112,000 ($4,312,000)
Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering 4.00% of direct costs $2,952,000 $3,124,000  ($172,000)
Legal and Other Professional Services 3.00% of direct costs $2,214,000 $2,343,000  ($129,000)
Development Impact Fees $1,180,000 $1,180,000 S0
Other Permits and Fees 3.00% of direct costs $2,214,000 $2,343,000  ($129,000)
Marketing, Leasing, Retail Commissions 1.00% of direct costs $738,000 $781,000 ($43,000)
G&A 2.00% of direct costs $1,476,000 $1,562,000 ($86,000)
Developer Fees 6.00% of direct costs $4,428,000 $4,687,000  ($259,000)
Taxes During Development 1.00% of direct costs $738,000 $781,000 ($43,000)
Soft Cost Contingency 5.00% of indirect costs $797,000 $840,000 ($43,000)
Financing $3,531,000 $3,734,000 ($203,000)
Subtotal, Indirect Costs $20,268,000 $21,375,000 ($1,107,000)
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs 27% 27% S0

Total Development Costs
Yield

Revised assumptions. See Attachment B for details

$102,738,000
3.0%

$108,157,000
2.9%

($5,419,000)
S0





TABLE 2 - PARTIAL PRESERVATION PRO FORMA

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Building Square Feet
Residential

Gross Square Feet

Units

Market Rate

BMR

OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue
BMR Residential Lease Revenue
Other Income
(less) Operating Expenses
(less) Capital Reserve
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
Residential NOI

Residential Parking Revenue
(less) Operating Expenses
Parking NOI

Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes)
Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes)

Retail Lease Revenue (NNN)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
(plus) Recovered Expenses
(less) Operating

(less) Property

Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes)

Assembly Space NOI

Total NOI (after property taxes)

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition

Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Costs
Tenant Improvements (Retail)
Hard Cost Contingency
Subtotal, Direct Construction Costs

Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering
Legal and Other Professional Services
Development Impact Fees
Other Permits and Fees
Marketing, Leasing, Retail Commissions
G&A
Developer Fees
Taxes During Development
Soft Cost Contingency
Financing
Subtotal, Indirect Costs
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs

Total Development Costs
Yield

201,200 Retail/Restaurant

Gross Square Feet 4,638
127,110 Net Square Feet (1) 4,174
162 Church Square Feet (new) 10,207
136 Church Square Feet (existing) 12,960
26 Parking Spaces 39
Assumption Willdan Test :PS Memorandun Difference
$4,410 per month $7,197,000 $7,197,000 S0
$1,140 per month $356,000 $356,000 S0
7.00% $529,000 $529,000 S0
$7,000 /unit/year ($1,134,000) ($810,000)  ($324,000)
2.00% ($151,000) ($151,000) $0
5.00% ($378,000) ($378,000) $0
$6,419,000 $6,743,000 ($324,000)

$325 /space/month $152,000 $152,000 S0
20% ($30,000) ($30,000) S0
$122,000 $122,000 S0

$6,541,000 $6,865,000 (5324,000)

$5,066,298 $5,234,000 (5167,702)

$50.00 /sq.ft./year $209,000 $250,000 ($41,000)
5.00% ($10,000) ($13,000) $3,000
$16.20 /sq. ft./year $68,000 $68,000 S0
$8.00 /sq. ft./year ($33,000) ($33,000) S0
$10.00 /sq. ft./year ($42,000) ($42,000) S0
$192,000 $230,000 ($38,000)

$187,000 $144,000 $43,000

$5,445,298 $5,608,000 ($162,702)

$8,670,000 $8,670,000 S0

S$480 per GSF $96,531,177 $100,176,000 ($3,644,823)
$75 per NSF (retail) $313,000 $313,000 S0
5.00% of building and Tl co $4,842,000 $5,024,000 ($182,000)
$101,686,177 $105,513,000 ($3,826,823)

4.00% of direct costs $4,067,000 $4,221,000 ($154,000)
3.00% of direct costs $3,051,000 $3,165,000 ($114,000)
$1,733,000 $1,733,000 S0

3.00% of direct costs $3,051,000 $3,165,000 ($114,000)
1.00% of direct costs $1,017,000 $1,055,000 ($38,000)
2.00% of direct costs $2,034,000 $2,110,000 ($76,000)
6.00% of direct costs $6,101,000 $6,331,000 ($230,000)
1.00% of direct costs $1,017,000 $1,055,000 ($38,000)
5.00% of indirect costs $1,104,000 $1,142,000 ($38,000)
$4,870,000 $5,050,000 ($180,000)

$28,045,000 $29,027,000 ($982,000)

28% 28%
$138,401,177 $143,210,000 ($4,808,823)
3.9% 3.9%

Revised assumptions. See Attachment B for details





TABLE 3 - PROPOSED PROJECT PRO FORMA

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Gross Building Square Feet
Residential

Gross Square Feet

Units

Market Rate

BMR

OPERATING REVENUE
Market Rate Residential Lease Revenue
BMR Residential Lease Revenue
Other Income
(less) Operating Expenses
(less) Capital Reserve
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
Residential NOI

Residential Parking Revenue
(less) Operating Expenses
Parking NOI

Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (before property taxes)

Subtotal, Residential and Parking NOI (after property taxes)

Retail Lease Revenue (NNN)
(less) Vacancy/Credit Loss
(plus) Recovered Expenses
(less) Operating

(less) Property

Subtotal, Retail NOI (after property taxes)

Assembly Space NOI

Total NOI (after property taxes)

DEVELOPMENT COSTS
Site Acquisition

Direct Construction Costs
Building Construction Costs
Tenant Improvements (Retail)
Hard Cost Contingency
Subtotal, Direct Construciton Costs

Indirect Costs
Architectural & Engineering
Legal and Other Professional Services
Development Impact Fees
Other Permits and Fees
Marketing, Leasing, Retail Commissions
G&A
Developer Fees
Taxes During Development
Soft Cost Contingency
Financing
Subtotal, Indirect Costs
Indirect Costs as % of Direct Costs

Total Development Costs
Yield

Revised assumptions. See Attachment B for details

237,810 Retail/Restaurant
Gross Square Feet
143,380 Net Square Feet (1)
176 Church Square Feet (new)
148 Church Square Feet (existing)
28 Parking Spaces
Willdan Test PS Memorandur
$4,410 per month $7,832,000 $7,828,000
$1,150 per month $386,000 $382,000
7.00% $575,000 $575,000
$7,000 per unit/year ($1,232,000) ($880,000)
2.00% ($164,000) ($164,000)
5.00% ($411,000) ($411,000)
$6,986,000 $7,330,000
$325 per space/month $160,000 $160,000
20% ($32,000) ($32,000)
$128,000 $128,000
$7,114,000 $7,458,000
$5,577,000 $5,921,000
$50.00 /sq.ft./year $279,000 $335,000
5.00% ($14,000) ($17,000)
$16.20 /sq. ft./year $90,000 $90,000
$8.00 /sq. ft./year ($45,000) ($45,000)
$10.00 /sq. ft./year ($56,000) ($56,000)
$254,000 $307,000
$5,831,000 $6,228,000
$8,670,000 $8,670,000
$402 per GSF $95,504,000 $95,504,000
$75 per NSF (retail) $419,000 $419,000
5.00% of building and Tl co $4,796,000 $4,796,000

4.00%
3.00%

3.00%
1.00%
2.00%
6.00%
1.00%
5.00%

$100,719,000

$100,719,000

of direct costs $4,029,000 $4,029,000
of direct costs $3,022,000 $3,022,000
$1,989,000 $1,989,000
of direct costs $3,022,000 $3,022,000
of direct costs $1,007,000 $1,007,000
of direct costs $2,014,000 $2,014,000
of direct costs $6,043,000 $6,043,000
of direct costs $1,007,000 $1,007,000
of indirect costs $1,107,000 $1,107,000
$4,834,000 $4,834,000
$28,074,000 $28,074,000

28% 28%
$137,463,000 $137,463,000

4.2% 4.5%

6,200
5,580
13,595
0

41

Difference
$4,000
$4,000

S0
($352,000)
S0
S0
($344,000)

S0
S0
S0

($344,000)
($344,000)

($56,000)
$3,000
S0

S0

S0
($53,000)

($397,000)

S0

S0
S0
S0
S0

S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0

S0





Attachment A — Project Description and EPS findings summary
Project Description
The Proposed Project and the two alternatives are described in page 1 of the EPS report as follows:

e A “Full Preservation” alternative resulting in 151,200 square feet of gross building area,
including 97 residential rental units, 800 square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,666
square feet of new church space.

e A “Partial Preservation” alternative resulting in 201,200 square feet of gross building area,
including 162 residential rental units, 4,600 square feet of restaurant/retail space, and 10,207
square feet of new church space.

e The “Proposed Project” consists of 237,810 square feet of gross building area and includes 176
rental residential units and 6,200 square feet of restaurant/retail. This alternative includes
13,595 square feet of new church space.

Further details about the project are presented in Appendix 1 of the EPS Memorandum.
EPS Findings
Page 2 of the EPS memorandum presents findings of the analysis as follows:

1. The Full Preservation and Partial Preservation Project alternatives generate insufficient
returns to the Developer. These alternatives generate a yield of 2.9 percent and 3.9 percent,
respectively. These returns are below the feasibility threshold range of 5.5 percent to 6.5
percent for projects of comparable development risk and complexity. This return range is based
on capitalization rate data adjusted for development risk and location as well as EPS experience
with comparable projects.

2. The additional of square footage reflected in the Proposed Project alternative improves
development feasibility. The resulting yield of 4.5 percent still falls slightly below the typical
feasibility range. While the additional space increases total building development costs, the
associated revenues offset the cost increase and improve the relative performance of the

Proposed Project. The Developer has indicated willingness to accept a 4.5 percent return.

Table 2 of the EPS Memorandum presents a Summary of Feasibility Results.





Attachment B — Review of Key Assumptions

REVENUES

Market rate rents

Proforma/EPS Assumption Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Market rents assumed by EPS are within range of
current effective rents by unit size at six recently build
Studio  $2,808 Full Preserv. $4,400 apartment buildings in the SOMA, Mid-Mid-Market
1BR $3,888 Partial Preserv. $4,410 submarkets.

Rents Per Unit Weighted Avg. Rents

2 BR $5,616 Proposed Proje $4,410 Willdan did not conduct an in-depth market study but
3BR $7,128 compared EPS assumption against effective rents at
1,456 apartment units tracked by Axiometrics.

“This estimate is based on a market report prepared
for the Proposed Project by the Concord Group in
November 2016. Overall, the market-rate rents fall
within a comparable rent range relative to other rental
projects in San Francisco based on a review of recent
rents reported by Trulia.com”

Below Market Rate (BMR) Rents

Proforma/EPS Assumption Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The BMR units are targeted to be affordable to Affordable rents are consistent with the 2017 rents
households earning up to 55 percent published by the San Francisco Mayor's Office of
of the area median income (AMI). Housing and Community Development. Rents are

exclusive of of utility expenses.

Unit Size Monthly Rent
Studio 51,063
Studio (Restricted) $660
1 Bedroom S1,214
2 Bedroom 51,353
3 Bedroom 51,478

The “Studio (Restricted) units represent replacement
units with fixed rents at the level shown.

! The buildings include the Argenta, AVA, Etta, NEMA, The Wilson, and Olume.
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Other Rental Revenue

Proforma/EPS Assumption
7% of rental income

Consisting of storage fees, Ratio Utility Billing System
(RUBs) income, and other revenue.

Parking revenues

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

According to the National Apartment Association,
“Other Revenue” for mid- & high-rise in the San
Francisco region is 6% of gross potential rent. This
includes utility recovery (water, sewer, trash, and
common area utility).

Proforma/EPS Assumption

$325 per space per month
100% occupancy

Retail Rent

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Parking rates are slightly higher than similar
apartment buildings such as NEMA ($275) and AVA
(5250), but in line with rental rates charged by other
parking garages near in the vicinity.

Facility Monthly Rent
550 O’Farrell St. $300
135 Hyde St. $300
950 O’Farrell $285
175 Turk St. $415

100% occupancy of parking by tenants is unlikely even
under the low parking ratios. However, the limited
supplied of parking in the area, coupled with the
emergence of parking-sharing apps, such as Parking
Cupid, and Monkey Parking, may make it possible to
achieve near full occupancy of parking spaces.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
$60.00 psf (NNN)

“EPS assumes additional property tax expenses based
on the development value of the Project net of the
share attributable to the church assuming a property
tax rate of 1.23 percent.”

Willdan Opinion: High, but no significant effect on EPS
findings.

Current average asking rents in the Lower-Polk/Mid-
Market submarkets range between $32 and $62 per
square foot with a weighted average of $42 per square
foot.

Retail asking rents in other San Francisco
neighborhoods range between $42 and $69 per
square foot, with a weighted average of $53. This





Assembly Space Value/Rent

includes strong retail corridors, such as Cow Hollow,
North Beach, Mission, and Upper Haight.

Willdan recognizes that the offerings in the Lower-
Polk/Mid-Market are for small floor plate, perhaps
outdated spaces. Also, most of the comparables are
for sublet leases, which tend to be lower than new
direct leases. In our opinion a 25 to 30 percent
premium over average asking rents in the
neighborhood (or $50 to 55 per square foot) may be
appropriate for the new retail space at the project.

As reference, Touchtone Commercial Partners is
currently marketing two retail spaces (approx. 8,500
sf. ft.) at 1075 Market Street at an asking rental rate of
$42-545 per square foot. Also, approximately 10,000
sq. ft. of ground floor retail at 1025 market are
available at an asking rate of $38-542 psf.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

$240 psf value / $14.40 annual rate capitalized at 6%
“Based on sales comparables reported by Costar for
properties with lodging/meeting halls or religious
facility uses sold between 2014 and 2017. The

resulting 12 transactions have sale prices ranging from
$83 to $419.”

VACANCY AND OPERATING EXPENSES

Residential Vacancy

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Willdan reviewed the set of comparables used by EPS
in their estimates and compared them against our
own set of comparables. Willdan concludes that EPS
methodology for arriving at the rent is reasonable.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
5%

“This is a typical level of stabilized vacancy in strong
residential markets, such as San Francisco.”

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The 5% estimate is consistent with 2012-16 estimates
from the U.S. Census shown below.

Area Vacancy Rate
San Francisco (Citywide) 2.5%
Tenderloin, Hayes Valley* 5.2%
SOMA, Lower Potrero, Inner 5.7%

Mission, Mid-Market**
*Zip code 94102 **Zip code 93103
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Residential Operating Expenses

Proforma/EPS Assumption
$5,000 per unit.

“These expenses reflect a blend of market rate and
affordable units and typically include property
management, administration, maintenance, utilities,
insurance, and taxes.”

Footnotes of Tables 3-5 state: “Reflects typical
apartment operating expenses in the Bay Area net of
property taxes, based on EPS’s experience with similar
projects.”

Residential Capital Reserve

Willdan Opinion: Low, but no significant effect on EPS
findings.

According to the National Apartment Association,
Operating Expenses, net of property taxes, for mid- &
high-rise in San Francisco region is approximately
$7,350 per unit.

The $5,000 assumption is more in line with low rise,
garden-type apartments in the San Francisco region,
which have estimated operating expenses of
approximately $5,500 (net of property taxes).

Proforma/EPS Assumption
2.0 percent of gross revenue

(or $920 to $930 per unit)
(18.5% of operating expenses)

Property Tax Expenses

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Nationwide the average minimum per unit
replacement reserve that banks will use when
underwriting a loan is $250 to $300 depending on the
age of the building.

Another commonly used metric is 10% of operating
budget.?

While the current assumption is relatively high, it is
not unreasonable given that the development budget
does not include a capitalized replacement reserve.
Furthermore, Willdan tested a reduction to 1 percent
of gross revenues and there was no effect on the
conclusions by EPS.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
1.23%

“EPS assumes additional property tax expenses based
on the development value of the Project net of the
share attributable to the church assuming a property
tax rate of 1.23 percent.”

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The City’s rate is 1.1723%. EPS’s assumption is
reasonable given that the property is within the
Tenderloin Community Benefit District and subject to
additional fees.

2 This metric is more commonly used for condominiums due the FHA lending requirements.
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Retail Operating Expenses

Proforma/EPS Assumption

$18 per square foot (including $10 psf in property
taxes)

“90 percent of these expenses are assumed to be

recoverable from the tenant, consistent with a triple-
net lease structure.”

Retail Vacancy Rate

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

A detailed breakdown of operating expenses is not
provided, but “Operating Expenses and property taxes
represent 30% of revenues.” This is consistent with
Willdan’s review of similar projects.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

5%

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

San Francisco Retail Vacancy Rate

Time Period Vacancy
Q12017 2.4%
Q22017 3.2%
Q32017 3.4%
Q42017 3.2%

Source: Cushman & Wakefield

Despite increases in 2017, according to Cushman &
Wakefield, the vacancy rate in San Francisco is still one
of the lowest among all major cities in the nation.

However, broker reports for San Francisco tend to
focus on strong retail corridors, such as Union Square.
The Mayor’s Office of Workforce and Economic
Development estimated the commercial storefront
vacancy rate of the Central Market/Tenderloin at 6.6%
in FY15-16.
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DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Direct Construction Costs

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Scenario Cost per GSF
Full Preservation $492
Partial Preservation $498
Proposed Project $402

Construction cost vary “depending on the alternative
and reflective of the economies of scale associated
with the larger building. The estimates are based on
the February 2017 bid provided by the Project
Sponsor.”

Site Acquisition

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable despite error

Willdan reviewed detailed construction cost estimates
by Webcor and discovered a few discrepancies in the
calculations. Webcor revised the cost estimates as
follows:

Scenario Cost per GSF
Full Preservation S464
Partial Preservation $480
Proposed Project $402

In the 4" Quarter of 2017, Rider Levett Bucknall (RLB)
estimated construction costs for multi-family buildings
in the San Francisco Bay Area between $320 and $430
per gross square foot. The upper end of the range
corresponds to Type | buildings in central cities.
Furthermore, Willdan reviewed construction costs for
four mid-rise projects in San Francisco and the East
Bay. The range for those projects was $350 to $450
per Gross square foot, inclusive of underground
parking.

The cost per GSF for the proposed project fall within
this range.

The costs for the Full Preservation and Partial
Preservation projects are above these ranges. The
reason for that is primarily due to the preservation
costs, but also due to having smaller units (costs such
as foundations and garage are distributed over a
smaller base). Given these considerations, Willdan
finds the revised construction costs reasonable.

Proforma/EPS Assumption
$8,670,000 (approximately $435psf of land)

According to the developer site acquisition costs are
based on current contracts and include “the
consideration for the value of all land transferred, plus
any assignment fees, transfer taxes, broker fees, or
other closing costs necessary to complete the

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

A comprehensive appraisal of the property is outside
the scope of this assighment. Nonetheless a cursory
review of recent multi-family transactions shows that
the $465 per square foot of land is within a reasonable
range.
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transactions. Note that not all land closings have yet
occurred.”

Indirect Costs

e 850 Gough St: An 18,000 sf vacant site sold for
$5.4 million ($300psf) on June 2017.3

e 2435-2445 16 Street: A 10,000 sf. lot fully
entitled for 53 units is currently on the market
for $9m ($900psf of land).*

e 1098 Valencia St: A historic structure in a
10,113sf lot sold for $11.898 million ($1,177psf
of land) on November 2017.°

The prices above do not include assignment fees,
transfer taxes, broker fees, or other closing costs
necessary to complete the transactions.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Soft Cost Category % of direct
costs
Architectural & Engineering 4%
Legal and Other Prof. Serv. 3%
Other Permits and Fees 3%
Marketing, Leasing and Retail 1%
G&A 2%
Developer Fees 6%
Taxes During Development 1%

In addition to the soft costs listed above, EPS
profomas include Development Impact Fees, Soft
Contingency, and Financing Costs. A review of these
soft costs category is listed below.

Total indirect costs, including Development Impact
Fees, Soft Cost Contingency, and Financing Costs
ranges from 27 to 28% of direct costs.

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

The assumptions for the individual soft costs
categories are consistent with similar projects recently
reviewed by Willdan. While there is some variation
across individual categories (for example, A&E may be
slightly below numbers observed in other projects,
Other Permits and Fees are slightly higher than
observed in other projects), the aggregate indirect
costs as a percentage of direct costs is consistent with
standard professional practices. Typically, soft costs
are 30% of direct costs construction, although they
can range between 25% to 35% depending on the
specifics of the project.

3 http://news.theregistrysf.com/maracor-development-teams-westbrook-condo-development-san-francisco/
4 https://sf.curbed.com/2018/3/14/17121202/16th-street-mission-sale-housing-colors
5 https://sf.curbed.com/2017/11/29/16715286/mission-district-hibernia-bank-sold-sf
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Development Impact Fees

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Scenario Fee per unit
Full Preservation $1,180,147
Partial Preservation $1,733,122
Proposed Project $1,989,451

Project Contingency

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable.

Willdan reviewed the Impact Fees presented in Table
8 of the EPS Memorandum. These costs are consistent
with the rates presented in the 2017 San Francisco
Citywide Development Impact Fee Register.

Willdan identified an omission in Table 8 of the EPS
report. The table does not include a school impact fee
(residential). In 2017, the fee was $3.48 per net square
foot of new residential space; $304,000, $442,000,
and $500,000 for the Full Preservation, Partial
Preservation, and Proposed Project, respectively.
However, while Table 8 does not include a line item
for this impact fee, the amounts are included in the
total fee amounts. This omission does not affect EPS
conclusions.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Hard Cost: 5% of building and Tis
Soft Cost: 5% of other soft costs

Financing Costs

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable
Standard contingency assumption.
Hard cost contingency may be relatively conservative

for the full and partial preservation given the
rehabilitation component of these scenarios.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

65% LTC Ratio

5% Annual Interest Rate

60% Average outstanding balance
2-year construction period
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Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

LTC ratios of 55 to 60% are more common, but
borrowers with strong financials may be able to get
higher ratios of up to 70%.

Many banks charge 300 to 400 points over Libor
depending on borrower. One-month LIBOR is currently
at 1.72%





FINANCIAL RETURNS

Estimated Yield/Cap Rate

Proforma/EPS Assumption

Alternative Yield (NOI/Costs)
Full Preservation 2.9%
Partial Preservation 3.9%
Proposed Project 4.5%

“These yields are based on annual net operating
income as a share of total cost

Yield/Cap Rate Thresholds

Willdan Opinion: Reasonable

Alternative Yield (NOI/Costs)
Full Preservation 2.9%
Partial Preservation 3.9%
Proposed Project 4.5%

Willdan estimated yields based on revised
assumptions for the following variables: retail rents,
residential operating expenses, residential capital
reserve, development impact fees. Willdan also
adjusted the calculation for the NOI associated with
the assembly/religious use in the partial preservation
scenario.

These changes do not impact the yields significantly.

Proforma/EPS Assumption

“Projects of comparable development risk and
complexity typically require a return threshold ranging
between 5.5 percent and 6.5 percent depending on
location, complexity, construction type, and other risk
factors. This range is based on the capitalization rate
data reported for a blend of urban multifamily and
commercial uses in San Francisco as well as EPS’s
experience with comparable projects.”

EPS notes that “Despite the yield for the proposed
project falling below the typical return threshold, the
Developer expressed willingness to proceed with the
Project. This financial risk and reduced return may be
taken for a number of reasons including strong market
fundamentals and tenant prospects, anticipation of
future improvements in market conditions, expected
rates of return lower than assumed in this analysis,
access to low-cost funding, or long-term investment
strategy, among others.”
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Willdan Opinion: High but does not affect EPS’
conclusions.

The following cap rates are from Cushman &
Wakefield Mid 2017 Cap Rate Survey

San Francisco Multifamily Cap Rates

Building Type Low Mid High
Class A 35 4.13 4.75
Class B 4.0 4.5 5.0

Class C 4.25 4.75 5.25

The following cap rates are from IRR’s 2017
Multifamily Mid-Year Report (San Francisco, Urban
Class buildings)

Building Type
Class A 4.0
Class B 4.5

Furthermore, Paragon Real Estate Group reports
average cap rates for 5+ unit Buildings in 2017 ranging
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from 3.3% in Pacific heights to 5.0% in the Inner
Mission.

In our opinion, a range +/- 50 basis points of the high
cap rate for Class A buildings in the Cushman &
Wakefield estimates (i.e., 4.25 to 5.25) is an
appropriate range of return for this type of project
given the emerging nature of the neighborhood, the
retail component, and the potential preservation of
the Church structure.

As noted above, the returns for the Full Preservation
and the Alternative Preservation scenarios falls below
these revised thresholds. Therefore, EPS’ conclusions
are not affected.






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Johnson. Milicent (CPC)

Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450-474 O"Farrell proposed project

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:22:33 AM

Attachments: Letter opposing currently proposed project at 450-474 O"Farrell Street.docx

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: Carol Ann Rogers [mailto:carolannrogers@prodigy.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:07 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com;
millicent.Johnson@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: 450-474 O'Farrell proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

| am writing to oppose the project at 450-474 O’ Farrell Street (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist) as
currently designed and to request a continuance to allow time for the public and the Commission to
carefully review the economic studies, and for stakeholders to work toward alternatives that would
maximize housing while simultaneously preserving thisimportant historic resource for the Upper
Tenderloin neighborhood and the City.

Approving the project as currently designed presents multiple concerns by:

e permanent loss of asignificant historic building that, if preserved, would enhance the fabric
of this neighborhood and the experience of its residents for the long-term

e continuing the unfortunate practice of “facadism”
encouraging more demolition of historic buildings

Construction of new housing is important to this neighborhood and the City as awhole. There are
aternatives that allow both goals — housing and preservation — to be achieved. This should not be a
“zero sum” solution. Future residents of this neighborhood will benefit from the rich tradition and
urban fabric that preserving the Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist will ensure.

Thank you for your attention.
Carol Ann Rogers,
Community Volunteer & Preservationist

1019 Vallgo Street, San Francisco, CA 94133
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Dear President Hills and Planning Commissioners,



I am writing to oppose the project at 450-474 O’Farrell Street (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist) as currently designed and to request a continuance to allow time for the public and the Commission to carefully review the economic studies, and for stakeholders to work toward alternatives that would maximize housing while simultaneously preserving this important historic resource for the Upper Tenderloin neighborhood and the City.



Approving the project as currently designed presents multiple concerns by:  

· permanent loss of a significant historic building that, if preserved, would enhance the fabric of this neighborhood and the experience of its residents for the long-term

· continuing the unfortunate practice of “facadism” 

· encouraging more demolition of historic buildings

[bookmark: _GoBack]Construction of new housing is important to this neighborhood and the City as a whole. There are alternatives that allow both goals – housing and preservation – to be achieved. This should not be a “zero sum” solution. Future residents of this neighborhood will benefit from the rich tradition and urban fabric that preserving the Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist will ensure.

Thank you for your attention.

Carol Ann Rogers

Community Volunteer & Preservationist

1019 Vallejo Street

San Francisco, CA 94133




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: Dito, Matthew (CPC); Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 278 Monticello

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:22:05 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: Shannon B [mailto:shannonbennerl@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:05 AM

To: Shannon B

Subject: Re: 278 Monticello

To Whom it May Concern,

| am one of the neighbors who was impacted by theillegal residential usage of the building at
278 Monticello.

Because we live near SFSU we do get our share of college students who rent rooms or houses
in the neighborhood. But when 278 Monticello was rented out, it seemed the equivalent of
someone planting an unregulated dormitory (or frat house) in the middle of a single family
residential neighborhood. This one rental changed our quality of living in the neighborhood
drastically.

Suddenly the noise disturbances went way up, parking availability was gone, driveways
blocked, and trash (often empty or half empty bottles of alcohol) was strewn all over. It
seemed like every weekend there was a party that spilled out into the streets. Sometimes the
students would go out onto a balcony (with no railing or barrier), get drunk, and yell out
profanities at people passing by.

One night in February 2016 we neighbors were awake at 1 am as the police spent 45 minutes
breaking up a party with upwards of 200 kids that was being held at 278 Monticello. Another
night the next door neighbors to the right of the property had people ringing their doorbell in
the middle of the night, looking for the party. When our neighbors didn't answer, the young
people hung out in front for afew minutes, then got in a car. Before leaving, one young man
got out of the car and proceeded to urinate into the bushes. We could see this from our house.

When Andy De Chen Y ang originally asked for 6 bedrooms, he told neighbors that he was
building it for his multi-generational family. He spoke with neighbors during the construction
process, chatting about how fun it would be having the kids play with each other and go to the
same schools. We were shocked when instead he built 14 bedrooms and 8 bathrooms and
rented each room out to students. Through the persistence of the neighbors and help from the


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Planning Department, the city finally shut it down and said he had to go back to the original
plan.

And now heisrequesting 10 bedrooms and 8 bathrooms. Instead of doing what the city told
him, he is keeping some of the rooms and asking permission. The typical ask for forgiveness
instead of permission rule of thumb. He has been disingenuous from the start; both with the
neighbors and with the city. At one point | was speaking with someone from the planning
dept, and discovered that the city was under the impression that the landlord actually lived on
the property. He did not, and never has. One day after a particularly loud party, | asked for his
phone number so that | could contact him if there was another problem. When | tried to
contact him, the number went to voicemail and he never returned the call. Why would the city
believe that he will stick to what he is proposing?

Even if | believed that he would stick to this plan (which | don't), 10 bedrooms and 6 bathsis
totally out of line for the character of the neighborhood. Even if it were for family (which it
isn't), that's not in keeping with the integrity of the neighborhood character.

| respectfully ask that you say no to his proposal, and require that he go back to what he was
originally permitted to do.

Thank you,

Shannon Benner-Boxer

Go Giants!



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: Church of Christ Scientist Project--Letter of Support

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:21:49 AM

Attachments: Planning5CCS.docx

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: Anna Sylvester [mailto:anna@sylvestervaluation.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:05 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Church of Christ Scientist Project--Letter of Support
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June 28, 2018



Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103


RE: Support for 450 O’Farrell Street proposed project


Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,



As a Member of the San Francisco Interfaith Council and a Parishioner of The Episcopal Church of St. Mary the Virgin, I am very pleased to bring my support to the 5th Church of Christ, Scientist Project.  I have followed this project since David Murry brought project information to the Interfaith Council and sought support from our members, some five years ago.  

So here we are after a very long haul.  But we made it!



Bravo 5th Church of Christ, Scientist---You didn’t give up when your neighborhood became problematic.  You didn’t just sell off your church property and move out.  No, you found a creative solution.  I am so proud of you.   What a wonderful example you have set for us all.  I support this project because it is a WIN/WIN for all of San Francisco. 



I urge the Planning Commission to adopt the findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including rejecting alternatives as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and to adopt the Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program (MMRP).



I leave you with a reading from Psalm 133:  

“Oh how good and pleasant it is, when brethren live together in unity!”.



Thank you,



Anna Z. Sylvester

Daughter of the King

[bookmark: _GoBack]The Episcopal Church of St. Mary the Virgin
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Feedback for 232 Clipper Street Project
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:44 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: bill.weihl@gmail.com [mailto:bill. weihl@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Bill Weihl

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:58 AM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Feedback for 232 Clipper Street Project

Members of the Planning Commission:

| wanted to provide feedback on the proposed project at 232 Clipper Street. | live with my
family west of there at 280 Clipper Street, and have been at that address since 1996.

| am delighted to see anew building go in at 232 Clipper Street. | aso am supportive of a
multi-unit structure there. We need more housing in SF, and our neighborhood is amix of
single- and multi-unit buildings. | think a 2-unit building will fit well there.

| think it isimportant that the building not be so large that it is out of character with the
neighborhood, or that it looms over the surrounding area - both the sidewalks and the
immediate neighbors.

| think the modifications and conditions suggested by Cathleen Campbell represent a
reasonable compromise - scaling back the size of the 3rd and 4th stories to step them back
from the front and the back of the structure. That said, if the immediate neighbors have
serious concerns about the impact of a 4th story on them, that should be taken into account.

Best,
Bill Weihl
Bill Weihl

Email: bill @weihl.com
Cell: 415-269-9533
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC); Fordham, Chelsea (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 14: 450-474 O"Farrell Street Project/Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist—REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:21 AM

Attachments: Item 14 - 450-474 O"Farrell Project (6.28.18).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mike Buhler [mailto:MBuhler@sfheritage.org]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 8:27 PM

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

Cc: Lopez, Barbara (BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Frye, Tim (CPC)

Subject: Item 14: 450-474 O'Farrell Street Project/Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist—REQUEST FOR
CONTINUANCE

Good evening, President Hillis and Members of the Commission. Attached please find San Francisco
Heritage’s request for a continuance and additional comments regarding the 450-474 O’Farrell
Street Project, Item #14 on the June 28, 2018 Planning Commission Agenda.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mike

SKF r‘ § EERITAGE

Mike Buhler
President & CEO

SAN FRANCISCO HERITAGE
THE HAAS-LILIENTHAL HOUSE
2007 FRANKLIN STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109
P: 415.441.3000 x15
F: 415.441.3015

sfheritage.org
mbuhler@sfheritage.org
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June 27, 2018

Submitted by email

Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Attn: Jonas lonin, Commission Secretary

RE: REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE - 450-474 O'Farrell Street Project
(Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist)

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Commission:

On behalf of San Francisco Heritage, thank you for your careful consideration of the 450-474
O'Farrell Street Project (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist). Heritage does not oppose the
construction of new housing and church facilities on this block, but we are adamant that the
historic church need not be destroyed in order to address these needs. If approved, the
proposed project would establish a troubling precedent as the first to demolish an
individually-eligible historic building within the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic
District for market-rate housing. Its approval would almost certainly encourage similar
proposals to demolish historic buildings within the district, regardless of significance.

For the reasons set forth below, Heritage asks the Planning Commission to continue
the certification hearing and defer any action on the Final EIR and Statement of
Overriding Considerations until at least September 2018:

1. Financial feasibility studies were not provided to the Planning Commission: The
Final EIR rejects both preservation alternatives as economically infeasible based on
two financial studies that have not been provided to the Planning Commission.” The
Responses to Comments state that both reports will “be made available as part of
the staff case report” and will be “considered by the decision-makers at the time of
project approval or disapproval.” (RTC, pp.45, 90) However, neither is included in the
staff case report. A continuance is needed to enable the Planning Commission (and
the public) to review the financial feasibility studies, verify assumptions, and respond
to their findings.

2. The HPC's Facade Retention Policy should inform the Planning Commission’s
review of project alternatives. The Historic Preservation Commission’s draft policy
for facade retention projects is slated for adoption in August 2018. The long-
awaited policy statement is intended to “clarify factors for the project sponsor to

" The “450 O’Farrell Street Development Feasibility Review and Evaluation” was issued by Economic and
Planning Systems Inc. (EPS) on November 13, 2017, followed by an independent review by Willdan
Financial Services dated April 19, 2018.
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address when voluntarily including a portion of an existing building in a larger
development for urban design purposes.” To gauge the appropriateness of facade
retention, the policy provides design guidance based on factors including building
significance, setbacks, character, and interior spaces. As currently designed,
Heritage believes that the 450 O’Farrell Project would represent an especially
egregious and inappropriate use of facade retention because of the church’s
heightened architectural significance and exceptional physical integrity, both inside
and out. (Recent photos of church interior attached.)

Granting a continuance would also allow time to explore rezoning the project site to C-3 to
enable more height and density adjacent to the historic church building, thereby enhancing
the feasibility of preservation options. Rezoning the site would also qualify Fifth Church of
Christ, Scientist for Transfer of Development Rights (TDRs), similar to the rezoning ordinance
sponsored by Supervisor Kim in 2014 to enable St. Boniface to sell TDRs.?

There are myriad preservation success stories involving adaptively used religious buildings
alongside high-density new construction. Indeed, San Francisco is credited with pioneering
this approach as one of the first major cities to establish a TDR program in 1985. As two
recent examples, the Landmarks Preservation Commission in New York City just approved a
29-story tower adjacent to the landmarked Church of St. Luke and St. Matthew. The
developer and the church will combine their properties into a single zoning lot to enable
60,000 square feet of air rights from the church to be used in the development. Similarly,
“The Sanctuary at The Mark” in downtown Seattle opened earlier this year, converting the
once-threatened First United Methodist Church into an event space for the hotel in the
adjacent high-rise office tower. (See attached articles.)

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to comment on the 450-474 O'Farrell Street Project.
Should you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly at
mbuhler@sfheritage.org or 415/441-3000 x15.

Sincerely,

NI

Mike Buhler
President & CEO

CC: Supervisor Jane Kim, District 6
San Francisco Planning Commission
John Rahaim, Planning Director
Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer

2 Based on an FAR of 6:1 for the C-3-G, rezoning 450 O’Farrell would create 73,176 square feet of TDR
(12,196 square feet x 6), with an estimated market value would of $2,012,340 ($27.50 per square foot).





FIFTH CHURCH OF CHRIST, SCIENTIST (450 O’Farrell Street)
Interior photos taken by San Francisco Heritage on April 14, 2017
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FIFTH CHURCH OF CHRIST, SCIENTIST (450 O’Farrell Street)
Interior photos taken by San Francisco Heritage on April 14, 2017
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BROOKLYN TODAY How This Brooklyn Startup Created An Irresistible Snack

lyn Daily Lagle

Daily A.M. eBrief

Landmarks Preservation Commission approves 29-story
tower next door to historic Clinton Hill church

This is the revised design for 550 Clinton Ave., a tower that will be situated thisclose to the
Church of St. Luke and St. Matthew. Rendering by Morris Adjmi Architects via the Landmarks
Preservation Commission

special zoning permit under Section 74-711 of the city Zoning Resolution.

Developer will handle St. Luke
and St. Matthew's facade
restoration

By Lore Croghan
Brooklyn Daily Eagle

Go forth and build that 29-story
tower — right next to the
landmarked Church of St. Luke and
St. Matthew.

On Tuesday, the city Landmarks
Preservation Commission (LPC)
approved Hope Street Capital's
revised Clinton Hill tower-
construction design and its plan to
do facade restoration at the
neighboring church.

The new tower will be located at 550
Clinton Ave.

The Northern-Italian Romanesque
church is an individual city
landmark. It is located at 520
Clinton Ave. It was designed by
architect John Welch and built
between 1888 and 1891.

Jeffrey Gershon's development firm
is required to come up with a
maintenance program for the
historic church in order to get a

Hope Street Capital and the church will combine their properties into a single zoning lot so 60,000 square feet of air rights

from the church can be used in the development.

As far as Section 74-711 proposals are concerned, “This is a textbook case of how it's done right,” Commissioner Michael

Goldblum said before the LPC's unanimous vote of approval.

LPC Chairwoman Meenakshi Srinivasan said she was “very pleased” with the proposal.
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This is an Atlantic Avenue view of the revised design for 550 Clinton Ave. Rendering by Morris Adjmi
Architects via the Landmarks Preservation Commission

A clear view of the iconic belfry
This was Hope Street Capital's second go-round with the preservation agency about the Clinton Hill development project.

In its first appearance before the LPC in January, the firm drew criticism from commissioners for the quality of the
materials it planned to use in its church-facade restoration.

At Tuesday's public meeting at the Landmarks Preservation Commission's Lower Manhattan headquarters, Judith
Saltzman of Li/Saltzman Architects knocked it out of the park with her revised plan for church repairs.

Commissioners applauded her plan, which primarily entails retooling the damaged stone on St. Luke and St. Matthew's
polychromatic facade.

In spots where the historic stone absolutely must be replaced, brownstone from England will be used — or Li/Saltzman
Architects might obtain stone that's salvaged from another Brooklyn church.

Also, architect Morris Adjmi, who designed the pre-cast concrete and glass apartment tower, made subtle tweaks to his
initial plans.

The bottom floors of the tower are designed so that they look like they're twisting.

In the initial version of his design, this made it look like the tower was leaning over the church's iconic belfry, some
commissioners had said at the January hearing.

On Tuesday, Adjmi pointed out that his revised design twists much less and doesn't look like it's leaning over the belfry.
Commission Chairwoman Srinivasan said the revised tower design is “much more subtle.”

The 312-foot-tall tower will sit atop a retail base that will wrap around Clinton Avenue, Atlantic Avenue and Vanderbilt
Avenue.

According to city Finance Department records, Hope Street Capital rents the development site through 99-year leases.

Woman Walks Ahead: Brooklyn’s Catherine
Weldon’s adventures with Sitting Bull. Jessica
Chastain stars in Woman Walks Alone
brooklyneagle.com/articles/2018/...

ih

Brooklyn Daily Eagle
@BklynEagle

Donovan trounces Grimm; Rose dominates
Democratic field
brooklyneagle.com/articles/2018/...
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1. Donovan trounces Grimm; Rose dominates
Democratic field

2. Neighbors worry footbridge connecting
Montague St. to Brooklyn Bridge Park will bring
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3. Check out these top-dollar DUMBO condo
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4. Red Hook industrialist has big plans for
Prospect Park’s former Kensington Stables
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Here's a glimpse of the Church of St. Luke and St. Matthew as it awaits renovation. Eagle file photo by Lore Croghan

March 13,2018 - 3:45pm

Related Articles

Landmarks agency shoots down big addition to 135
Montague St.

Back to the drawing board, sir! The city Landmarks Preservation
Commission shot down longtime landlord Eli Dweck's plan to build an eye-
catching two-story addition on top of an elegant limestone Montague Street
retail building. ... Full Article
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Kevin Daniels throws 'Party of the Century'
to open Sanctuary at the Mark
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ANTHONY BOLANTE | PSBJ

Seattle real estate developer Kevin Daniels threw what he called the Party of the Century
to mark Saturday's reopening of the 107-year-old building below F5 Tower that used to
be the First Seattle United Methodist Church.

The black-tie affair was attended by more than 400 civic and business leaders, including
Mary Thompson, trustee emeritus for the National Trust , which was involved in saving
the building now known as the Sanctuary at the Mark.

"We in the historic preservation world worked long and hard for this," Thompson said
as she sat under the dome of the former church.

Eleven years ago the building was slated for demolition. Church members didn't want
the building to be razed, but faced a dilemma because the land was worth more than the
building.



https://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/search/results?q=Kevin%20Daniels

https://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/search/results?q=Mary%20Thompson



Congregants sold to buy a new property and continue their mission of serving
downtown's homeless and hungry.

"It was nip and tuck and Kevin came to the rescue," said Johnson.

The Sanctuary at The Mark in Seattle

Go behind the scenea with developer Kevin Daniela on this exclusive tour of the under-reconatruction The

Sanctuary at The Mark in downtown Seattle, Sep. 29, 2017. [photos by Anthony Bolante | PSBJ]

'4\ VIEW SLIDESHOW

m 30 photos

TIHE SANCTUANY

Crews from JTM Construction this fall completed the $37.5 million top-to-bottom
renovation of the old church, which is now a meeting and events space.

"In my wildest dreams I didn't think it could happen," Daniels told the crowd.

King County Executive Dow Constantine told the crowd how former Mayor Greg Nickels
and former King County Executive Ron Sims convinced the congregation at the 11th
hour to sell to Daniels, who had a plan to save the building and build the now completed
5F Tower next door.

"I think (church members) were just impressed with (Daniels") sincerity," Thompson
said.



https://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/search/results?q=Greg%20Nickels

https://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/search/results?q=Ron%20Sims



Nickels and Sims attended Saturday along with other key players in the preservation
effort, including the city's former planning director, Diane Sugimura, and members of
Historic Seattle and the Washington Trust for Historic Preservation.

The Sanctuary building is more than a century old and has been seismically retrofitted
to last 100 years or longer.

"Let us not allow ourselves to be boxed into a false choice between preservation and
progress," Constantine said. "If we're smart and determined as hell, we can have both.
We did it here," he said.

One thing that was not discussed Saturday is the hotel at the base of F5 Tower. SLS
Hotels was hiring staff to open around now. Daniels and his financial partner,
Stockbridge Capital instead decided to sell the hotel.



http://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/news/2017/10/06/contract-terminated-for-sls-hotel-in-new-seattle.html
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Feedback for Project at 232 Clipper Street
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:19 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: jlverdi@aol.com [mailto:jlverdi@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 4:40 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Feedback for Project at 232 Clipper Street

President Hillis, Vice President Melgar, and Fellow Commissioners:

I live on Clipper Street, across the street from the proposed project at 232 Clipper. | am writing to you in
opposition to the 4-story design. This project will be before you on July 12. | am writing to ask you to
vote for the 3-story version of the plans, not the 4 story version.

| have lived on Clipper Street for many years and | am very much against construction of a very large
building with 2 hugely unaffordable luxury units built for the lucky few.

| am happy that Mr. Eastwood heeded our call to make his project more in scale with the houses on
Clipper and 25th Streets and submitted a 3-story version of his plans on June 25th to the Planning
Department. Please approve this 3-story version that is more fitting for our block and above all and
potentially more affordable.

Thank you,
Janice Levy


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eordham. Chelsea (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Item 14 2013.1535ENV: 450-474 O'FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET/Certification of Final EIR—
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:19 AM

Attachments: 6 2018 5th church christ sci FEIR.docx

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: Courtney [mailto:cdamkroger@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 5:22 PM

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

Cc: mike buhler; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Item 14 2013.1535ENV: 450-474 O'FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET/Certification of Final
EIR—REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE

June 27,2018

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
City Hall, Room 400

[ Carleton Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: 450-474 O’FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET /Certification of Final EIR—
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

[ write to request that you continue this item. The project evaluated in this EIR proposes
the demolition of an important and designated historic resource—the Fifth Church of
Christ Scientist. The EIR does not include basic information needed to make a fully
informed decision on the proposed project. Granting a continuance would provide time
for the Planning Commission and interested parties to access recently provided financial
feasibility studies.

The proposed project calls for the demolition of the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist,
which is an individually significant historic building within the Uptown Tenderloin


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

June 27, 2018



President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

City Hall, Room 400

I Carleton Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

[bookmark: _GoBack]

RE: 450-474 O’FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET/Certification of Final EIR—REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE



Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:



I write to request that you continue this item. The project evaluated in this EIR proposes the demolition of an important and designated historic resource—the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist .  The EIR does not include basic information needed to make a fully informed decision on the proposed project.  Granting a continuance would provide time for the Planning Commission and interested parties to access recently provided financial feasibility studies.



The proposed project calls for the demolition of the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist,  which is an individually significant historic building within the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic District.  The two preservation alternatives included in the EIR are rejected and found financially infeasible based upon studies that have not been provided to the Planning Commission. Both the Planning Commission and the public should have the benefit of reviewing these reports upon which the future of this National Register-listed property rests.



Nor does the EIR include an alternative that makes use of long-standing financial incentives known to the historic preservation and development communities—the consideration of Transfer of Development Rights (TDRS) and the Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit as well as the New Market Tax Credits. The C-3 district is adjacent to the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist and rezoning the project site to C-3 would allow for TDRs as was successfully undertaken with St. Boniface in 2014.



The proposed project promotes “Facadism” in its most appalling form—on a recognized historic landmark that will be reduced to a simple arcade. To make matters worse, the retention of this piece of the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist  would come at, what I understand, is an astounding cost – several million dollars. To make matters worse, the City’s Historic Preservation Commission is currently working on a Facadism Policy to prevent just this type of expensive tokenism. The HPC currently has a policy in draft form, which is scheduled for adoption at their August 2018 hearing.







In closing I urge you to take the time for a thorough evaluation of the proposal and examination of all opportunities available to retain the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist while also addressing the interests of the Church and developer. 



Sincerely,





Courtney Damkroger

Vice Chair

San Francisco Heritage Board of Directors



cc: Mike Buhler, SF Heritage
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National Register Historic District. The two preservation alternatives included in the EIR
are rejected and found financially infeasible based upon studies that have not been
provided to the Planning Commission. Both the Planning Commission and the public
should have the benefit of reviewing these reports upon which the future of this National
Register-listed property rests.

Nor does the EIR include an alternative that makes use of long-standing financial
incentives known to the historic preservation and development communities—the
consideration of Transfer of Development Rights (TDRS) and the Historic Rehabilitation
Tax Credit as well as the New Market Tax Credits. The C-3 district is adjacent to the Fifth
Church of Christ Scientist and rezoning the project site to C-3 would allow for TDRs as
was successfully undertaken with St. Boniface in 2014.

The proposed project promotes “Facadism” in its most appalling form—on a recognized
historic landmark that will be reduced to a simple arcade. To make matters worse, the
retention of this piece of the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist would come at, what I
understand, is an astounding cost - several million dollars. To make matters worse, the
City’s Historic Preservation Commission is currently working on a Facadism Policy to
prevent just this type of expensive tokenism. The HPC currently has a policy in draft
form, which is scheduled for adoption at their August 2018 hearing.

In closing, I urge you to take the time for a thorough evaluation of the proposal and
examination of all opportunities available to retain the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist
while also addressing the interests of the Church and developer.

Sincerely,
Courtney Damkroger
Vice Chair

San Francisco Heritage Board of Directors

cc: Mike Buhler, SF Heritage



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Moore, Julie (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: SUPPORT 30 Otis St

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:18 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: Rebecca Peacock [mailto:rlhpeacock@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:00 PM

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

Subject: SUPPORT 30 Otis St

Hello,

My name is Rebecca Peacock, and | am a district 6 resident. Let the record show that |
strongly support the project at 30 Otis St.

423 units would go along way and the streetscape redesign would be a welcome addition to
the area. Please add this to the public record.

Commissioners, | urge you to support this project for the betterment of our neighborhoods.
- Rebecca Peacock

rlhpeacock@gmail.com
(267) 663-8648


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Julie.Moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:rlhpeacock@gmail.com

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Christensen. Michael (CPC)
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: June 28th Meeting Re: 792 Capp
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:16 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: thomas plagemann [mailto:thosplag@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 1:44 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Cc: Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: June 28th Meeting Re: 792 Capp

Mr. Hillis and Commissioners,

[ am very disappointed to learn that you rushed to re-schedule the hearing on luxury housing
on our block by speculator Lucas Eastwood without giving us a fair opportunity to prepare and
attend the meeting as a group

I have been worried for some time now that part of your function is to wear us down,
postponing at Mr. Eastwood's convenience and on dates when we either are committed to work
or are given such short notice as to make attendance at the last minute all but impossible.
When we were given opportunity to speak as neighbors it was in a unanimous voice opposing
the luxury housing so inappropriate and destructive to the fabric of the neighborhood. We have
repeatedly expressed to you our very real fears for our futures as long term Mission District
residents and the appalling precedent that this proposed demolition and replacement structure
sets.

It's even more disheartening to see you all cater to the needs of speculator Eastwood and his
wealthy investors so openly and so early on when there can be little doubts in your minds as to
how much this marginalizes the neighborhood's residents moving forward.

Let it go on the record that I too urged you to postponed tomorrows meeting util such time as
we could all participate. Do I think you will maintain the same deference toward us as you

show wealthy developers who have exacted such a toll on working San Franciscan's lives. Most


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Michael.Christensen@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

likely you won't. That does not change the fact that indeed you ought to have done so.

Sincerely,
Thomas Plagemann

415 260-2108

| | Virus-free. www.avast.com


https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=webmail&utm_term=icon
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Project at 232 Clipper Street
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:16 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: elenifer@aol.com [mailto:elenifer@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:31 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Project at 232 Clipper Street

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Helen Ferentinos and | am a long-time Noe Valley resident living on Clipper Street. | am writing to you
regarding the project at 232 Clipper Street.

| am happy to support Mr. Eastwood’s plans for a 3-story building that he submitted on June 25th to the Planning
Department. The 4-story plans that he submitted initially are out of scale and will greatly impact surrounding

neighbors because of light, air, and privacy issues.

Please reject the 4-story massive duplex affordable to only a few and instead, vote for the 3-story design that at
least provides some level of relative affordability with a smaller unit at the first floor.

Yours truly,

Helen Ferentinos


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street

Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:14 AM

Attachments: 232 Clipper Street - NNC Letter in Support of 3-Story Plans for CUA.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: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 12:31 AM

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

Cc: Noeneighborhoodcouncil Info; Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council regarding the
Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street that will be before you on July
12, 2018.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

June 27, 2018

Subject: Conditional Use Authorization for 232 Clipper Street

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), | am writing to express our support for the 3-
story version of the plans submitted for 232 Clipper Street on June 25, 2018.

The new plans for a 3-story duplex are more in line with the mass and scale of the houses on
the block and less menacing to the adjacent neighbors. While we appreciate the revisions
made to the plans to accommodate the neighbors, we take issues with the Project Sponsor’s
characterization of his initial plans for a 4-story luxury duplex as a “family-friendly” design. A
family-friendly design is one that can be approachable by average families in San Francisco.
Neither one of the 3-bedroom units in the initial plans can be considered family-friendly because
neither one of them is affordable by design.

We believe that the 3-story design is more than adequate for providing family-friendly housing
for two equal sized units at 2" and 3" floors plus an ADU at the back of the garage on the first
floor.

That is why we urge you to reject the 4-story design and approve the 3-story version of the
plans that were submitted on June 25.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Dito, Matthew (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 143 Beverly Street"s Letter in Opposition to Agenda Item F.18 - 278 Monticello Street Property
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:00:14 AM

Attachments: 143 Beverly street.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: Beverly Popek [mailto:bhpopek@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 8:55 PM

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

Cc: Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS)

Subject: 143 Beverly Street's Letter in Opposition to Agenda Item F.18 - 278 Monticello Street Property

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Attached is aletter from my neighbors at 143 Beverly Street in opposition to Agenda Item
F.18 - 278 Monticello Property. They are unable to attend the hearing tomorrow and provide
comments.

Regards,

Beverly Popek
139 Beverly Street

Beverly Popek
(415) 939-8019


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

June 27, 2018

Dear San Francisco Planning Commiission:

This letter is to voice our opposition to the construction modifications at 278 Monticel|

property is one of quite a few (135 Beverly Street and 101 Beverly Street) which spe '0 lStreet. This

owners have purchased and converted a single family dwelling into a dormitory for Culating Property

Zoning laws are in place to protect the characteristic and quality of ouyr Neighborh College students,

of permits and approvals to convert single family houses in our neighborhoog is a:;::trl:the issuance
e spirit of the

regulations,

We ask that you require the 278 Monticello owner to only have modificatig

by the planning department. We wish that such a permit to allow 6 bedroo s that were originally issued
truly c?utside the normal and average number of bedrooms in our neighbor:]s 35 Notissued as this is
pla.nnlng approvals, we ask that the Planning Commission provide guidance tOOd' oo fiturs Permit and
neighborhood of single family housing and stop the construction of dormitor? St'aff to retain oyr

a c-onsequence of staff’s actions, our neighborhood is suffering from lack > I.n ou.r neighborhood. As
noise complaints. <k of parking, increaseq trash, and

Sincerely,

7, g Pa(fling,, ‘a/““ - 145 By 4y

Scanned by CamScanner






From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

To: Starr, Aaron (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Agenda Item E.9: SPUR Supports Adding Converted Office Space to the Prop. M Cap
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:56:46 AM

Attachments: SPUR Supports Office Devt Conversions Ordinance.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 8:22 AM

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

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Farrell, Mark (MYR);
Montejano, Jess (MYR); Elliott, Jason (MYR); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Angulo, Sunny
(BOS)

Subject: Agenda Item E.9: SPUR Supports Adding Converted Office Space to the Prop. M Cap

Dear Planning Commissioners.

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Peskin's proposed
legislation that would allow office space square footage converted to non-office uses to be
added back to the office cap.

SPUR strongly supportsthislegislation to modify the administration of 1986's
Proposition M. In SPUR’s 2009 report, The Future of Downtown San Francisco, we
recommend that the city make this change to add back to the allowable supply all the office
space lost due to conversions from office to other uses since the voters approved Prop. M.

Asyou well know, one key strategy for meeting the state and city’s climate goals is through
making smart growth land use decisions. Siting jobs near transit is a key element of this
strategy, and downtown San Francisco is one of few job centersin the Bay Areawhere the
majority of workers take transit to work. That's compared to 11.5 percent of the worker
population regionally.

In addition, with recent demand for San Francisco office space, we face a potential shortage
and displacement of nonprofits and businesses that cannot afford increasingly out-of-reach
commercial rents. This creates challengesif San Francisco isto maintain a diverse economy
with room for different industries and jobs for all kinds of people.

It makes sense from both environmental and equity perspectives to allow more jobsin transit-
rich parts of San Francisco. That’s one reason why the Central SoMa Plan is so important.
Unfortunately, the Prop. M office cap is one barrier to the build-out and implementation of the


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.starr@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

¢ SPUR

San Francisco | San Jose | Oakland

June 27, 2018

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

RE: Office Development Conversions, Case No. 2018-008567PCA (Board File No. 180613)
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Peskin’s proposed
legislation that would allow office space square footage converted to non-office uses to be added
back to the office cap.

SPUR strongly supports this legislation to modify the administration of 1986’s Proposition
M. In SPUR’s 2009 report, The Future of Downtown San Francisco, we recommend that the city
make this change to add back to the allowable supply all the office space lost due to conversions
from office to other uses since the voters approved Prop. M.

As you well know, one key strategy for meeting the state and city’s climate goals is through
making smart growth land use decisions. Siting jobs near transit is a key element of this strategy,
and downtown San Francisco is one of few job centers in the Bay Area where the majority of
workers take transit to work. That’s compared to 11.5 percent of the worker population
regionally.

In addition, with recent demand for San Francisco office space, we face a potential shortage and
displacement of nonprofits and businesses that cannot afford increasingly out-of-reach
commercial rents. This creates challenges if San Francisco is to maintain a diverse economy with
room for different industries and jobs for all kinds of people.

It makes sense from environmental and equity perspectives to allow more jobs in transit-rich
parts of San Francisco. That’s one reason why the Central SoMa Plan is so important.
Unfortunately, the Prop. M office cap is one barrier to the build-out and implementation of the
Central SoMa Plan, including the projected $2 billion in public benefits. With the current balance
of allowable office space, most of the major office projects that will provide so many of the
benefits for Central SoMa could not move forward without this legislation.

' SPUR, The Future of Downtown San Francisco, 2009, page 47
https://www.spur.org/sites/default/files/publications pdfs/SPUR The Future of Downtown SF.pdf

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





This legislation is a smart and logical step toward unlocking this puzzle, and it does not seem to
violate the intentions of 1986 voters. We hope you will approve this ordinance. Please feel free to
reach out if you have any questions.

Best,

Kri 6

ang
Community Planning Policy Director

cc: Mayor Mark Farrell
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
SPUR Board of Directors






Central SoMa Plan, including the projected $2 billion in public benefits. With the current
balance of allowable office space, most of the major office projectsthat will provide so
many of the benefitsfor Central SoMa could not move forward without this legislation.

Thislegidation isasmart and logical step toward unlocking this puzzle, and it does not seem
to violate the intentions of 1986 voters. We hope you will approve this ordinance. Please feel
free to reach out if you have any questions.

Best,
Kristy Wang

Kristy Wang, LEED AP

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

(415) 425-8460 m

kwang@spur.or

Join us this summer for the SPUR Member Parties!
Reserve your spot today >>


mailto:kwang@spur.org
http://www.spur.org/
https://www.facebook.com/SPUR.Urbanist
https://twitter.com/SPUR_Urbanist
https://www.spur.org/join-renew-give/individual-membership
https://www.spur.org/join-renew-give/get-involved
https://www.spur.org/events/2018-05-17/2018-spur-member-parties

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eordham. Chelsea (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450-474 O’Farrell Street Project (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist) : Continuance and Oppose Demolition
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:53:24 AM

Attachments: 1-LETTER 340 O"FARRELL STREET 6-28-18.pdf

1-LETTER 340 O"FARRELL STREET 6-28-18.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Howard [mailto:wongaia@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:17 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 450-474 O'Farrell Street Project (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist) : Continuance and Oppose
Demolition

450-474 O’ Farrell Street Project (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist)
REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF EIR CERTIFICATION

ATTACHED: LETTER TO PLANNING COMMISSIONERS

Regards, Howard Wong, AIA


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Howard Wong, AIA
June 28, 2018

TO: Honorable Planning Commissioners

Rich Hillis, President, Myrna Melgar, Vice President, Rodney Fong,
Millicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards and Jonas
lonin, Commission Secretary

RE: 450-474 O’Farrell Street Project (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist)
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF EIR CERTIFICATION

Dear Commissioners:

Historic, intact and special buildings, like the Fifth Church of Christ,
Scientist, don’t come along very often. Unlike cities with thousands of
years of history, San Francisco has only a few representatives of this
architectural genre. Such rarity has prompted code, planning and legal
guidance---still evolving and some in the process of being implemented.

The building’s unnecessary demolition should be fully informed by detailed
financial feasibility studies, HPC’s Fagade Retention Policy (soon to be
adopted), study of rezoning options, TDR strategies and case studies of
historic religious architecture in harmony with high-density development.

Let caution prevail with a continuance of the EIR certification.
Please oppose the proposed demolition project.

Parenthetically, | often see cities that have culturally and economically
faltered because of poor management of historic architecture and districts.
In San Francisco, we have a gem-in-the-making with the Uptown
Tenderloin National Register Historic District. Let it thrive!

Sincerely,

amma_

Howard Wong, AIA

Howard Wong, AIA 128 Varennes St.  San Francisco, CA 94133  (415)-982-5055  wongaia@aol.com
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Howard Wong, AIA
June 28, 2018

TO: Honorable Planning Commissioners

Rich Hillis, President, Myrna Melgar, Vice President, Rodney Fong,
Millicent Johnson, Joel Koppel, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards and Jonas
lonin, Commission Secretary

RE: 450-474 O’Farrell Street Project (Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist)
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF EIR CERTIFICATION

Dear Commissioners:

Historic, intact and special buildings, like the Fifth Church of Christ,
Scientist, don’t come along very often. Unlike cities with thousands of
years of history, San Francisco has only a few representatives of this
architectural genre. Such rarity has prompted code, planning and legal
guidance---still evolving and some in the process of being implemented.

The building’s unnecessary demolition should be fully informed by detailed
financial feasibility studies, HPC’s Fagade Retention Policy (soon to be
adopted), study of rezoning options, TDR strategies and case studies of
historic religious architecture in harmony with high-density development.

Let caution prevail with a continuance of the EIR certification.
Please oppose the proposed demolition project.

Parenthetically, | often see cities that have culturally and economically
faltered because of poor management of historic architecture and districts.
In San Francisco, we have a gem-in-the-making with the Uptown
Tenderloin National Register Historic District. Let it thrive!

Sincerely,

amma_

Howard Wong, AIA

Howard Wong, AIA 128 Varennes St.  San Francisco, CA 94133  (415)-982-5055  wongaia@aol.com






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Dito, Matthew (CPC)
Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.09.09.5905
Date: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:53:06 AM
Attachments: Letter regarding 278 Monticello Street.docx
Blank 2.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: C'Anne [mailto:sagelola@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:32 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Safai, Ahsha (BOS);
Meyer, Catherine (BOS)

Subject: Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.09.09.5905

Please see the attached statements in regards to the above mentioned permit application. This
isin regardsto the property located at 278 Monticello Street, San Francisco, California
94132.

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions regarding our statement.

Thank you for your time.

C'Anne and Steve Wolf
246 Monticello Street
San Francisco, CA 94132


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

June 28, 2018







[bookmark: _GoBack]Re: 	Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.09.09.5905

	278 Monticello Street, San Francisco, CA 94132	



To Whom It May Concern:



We would like to voice our opinion on the building and permit review for 278 Monticello Street. We are long-time residents of Merced Heights, my husband having bought our home over 20 years ago. We are raising children in this neighborhood and we currently have four at home ranging in age from nearly 18 to 22 months. We love that it is a safe, quiet neighborhood with easy street parking and friendly neighbors. 



Nearly three years ago, 278 Monticello Street was made into a monster. We were at first excited to see what changes might be happening as we would someday love to expand our home for our family, too, especially since it is so large. It soon became clear that 278 Monticello Street was not going to be for one single family to occupy. We were in disbelief when a neighbor told us how many rooms the home was converted to. There simply was no way that could be possible.



After the students moved in we began to see a lot more foot traffic in the neighborhood. Not to mention the lack of parking, which had always been plentiful before. There were loud parties occurring fairly often into the early hours of the morning in which the police had to be called multiple times. We are lucky to have our rooms on the back of the house, but other neighbors are not so lucky. Many were up, unable to sleep due to the noise, with their small children while these parties took place. The trash in the neighborhood also increased during this time along with many inebriated people wandering the neighborhood.



In addition to all this we came to understand that the builder did not properly update the foundation of the home which caused severe damage to the home next door. As far as we are aware, this was never fixed.



Our neighborhood is zoned for single family dwellings. Not multi-unit dwellings. Not dormitories. Not single room occupancies. The builder has rented these rooms out to college students with individual leases which is directly opposed to the zoning in our neighborhood. 



We would ask that you keep Merced Heights as a single family dwelling neighborhood. We would ask that you not approved the proposed permit to increase the number of bedrooms and bathrooms at 278 Monticello Street. We would ask that you revert the house back to the original approved permit, despite the work that was illegally performed to increase the size (and the builder’s profit). 



This issue has been going on in our neighborhood for well over three years now. Please help us to put a stop to it and keep our neighborhood one where families can feel safe and raise children. This building and requested permit are completely out of character for this area of San Francisco.



Sincerely,



C’Anne & Steve Wolf

246 Monticello Street


| lived at 278 Monticello St. from September 2015-June 2016. It initially seemed like a good
living situation, considering the house is so close to SFSU and that it was so nice and new.
However living with 12 unfamiliar people turned out to be absolutely not ideal and should not
be allowed unless it’s in an actual dorm, in a proper dorm setting, organized by a proper
housing committee. Not to say that we didn’t all make the best of it, but it was just overall not a
good situation having that many people in one house. It could’ve also been a potentially unsafe
situation as well. To make the situation even more interesting, landlords tended to show up on
the property unannounced, | even came downstairs to Andy inside the house one too many
times. In the beginning multiple city officials came to inspect the house, but we were never
given updates on what was going on with the house or why it was being inspected once we
were already living there. Thinking back, I’'m not even sure our leases were legitimate. The
whole concept of the house is rather greedy and | believe that myself and the rest of the
college students who lived in that house were fully taken advantage of.

Holly Galvin
June 28, 2018






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Project at 232 Clipper Street
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:34:27 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Susan Shao [mailto:sshaol@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:34 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Project at 232 Clipper Street

Dear Planning Commissioners,

My nameis Susan Shao and | live at 272 Clipper Street. One of the thing | love about the 200 block of Clipper
Street isthe relatively uniform scale of the homes. While we do have a few larger apartment buildings on our block,
they are located on the far corners.

That iswhy | am writing to you concerning the proposed project at 232 Clipper Street. My neighborsand | arein
support of the 3-story design that Mr. Eastwood submitted on June 25th and are strongly opposed to his 4-story
plans. A 4-story building does not fit in the middle of the block and the 4th story will be visible like a crow’ s nest
from the public’s right of way.

| urge you to approve the 3-story design and spare our street from another out of scale and out of place house.

Sincerely,

Susan Shao


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://maps.google.com/?q=278+Clipper+Street&entry=gmail&source=g
https://maps.google.com/?q=232+Clipper+Street&entry=gmail&source=g

From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Case # 2013.1535ENV | 450-474 O"Farrell Street/532 Jones Street
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:31:50 PM

Attachments: Fwd O"Farrell Street project.msq

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: Mary Tran [mailto:mtran@pacificbayinvestments.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:27 PM

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

Cc: Fordham, Chelsea (CPC); reports@pacifichayinvestments.com

Subject: Case # 2013.1535ENV | 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

Dear Planning Commissioners:

On behalf of the owners of Pacific Bay Inn, Inc., who own of 520 Jones Street, which is adjacent to
the subject project, we would like to formally voice our objection to the hearing being held
tomorrow at 1pm due to the fact that we were not noticed. In fact, after we learned of the hearing
just yesterday from a 3rd party, we immediately voiced our objection directly to the project
developer, Tyler Evje with Thompson | Dorfman Partners, LLC. A copy of this email is attached.

We are requesting that the hearing is postposed until such time that we are properly noticed. Thank
you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Pacific Bay Investments, Inc.
Mary Tran
mtran@pacificbayinvestments.com

825 Van Ness Avenue, Ste. 301
San Francisco, CA 94109

M: 415-341-7832 | P: 415-776-1170 x*104 | F: 415-776-1169


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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http://www.sfplanning.org/
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Fwd: O'Farrell Street project

		From

		Adam Sparks

		To

		Mary Tran; Kiyomi I. Sparks

		Recipients

		mtran@pacificbayinvestments.com; ksparks@pacificbayinvestments.com











Begin forwarded message:






From: Adam Sparks <asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com>



Subject: Fwd: O'Farrell Street project



Date: June 27, 2018 at 4:54:12 PM EDT



To: Tyler Evje <TE@ThompsonDorfman.com>



Cc: Adam Sparks <asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com>







Dear Tyler; 






I just learned today from a friend that you’re having a Planning Department hearing tomorrow regarding the approval of your O’Farrell Street project.   That’s somewhat shocking to me as the owner of the adjacent building because other than the communication from you below, I’ve received no other information, neither plans nor notices from you or the city of tomorrow’s meeting.






As a major stakeholder in this process, frankly I would have expected to be better informed of the progress of this project. 






I would suggest that you postpone the meeting tomorrow in order to give me a chance to review the plans.  


Realistically, the meeting should not even go on tomorrow if the neighbors were  not even noticed and any decision that comes out of a meeting that was not given proper notice can (and should) be overturned on that basis. 


If the meeting is not postponed I would have no choice but to oppose the plan approval on the technical grounds of lack of notice.










Thank you.






Adam Sparks


Pacific Bay Inn


520 Jones St, 


San Francisco, CA. 94109







Begin forwarded message:






From: Adam Sparks <asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com>



Subject: Fwd: O'Farrell Street project



Date: April 19, 2018 at 3:34:00 PM EDT



To: 'Reports' <reports@pacificbayinvestments.com>







These people are the developers who are building adjacent to the pursuit be in on the O’Farrell Street side where the church building is now.  


You can see the attached info sheet as to what they’re doing. 


I think it will improve the neighborhood




Sent from my iPhone



Begin forwarded message:




From: Tyler Evje <TE@ThompsonDorfman.com>
Date: April 19, 2018 at 3:31:57 PM EDT
To: "Adam Sparks - CEO (asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com)" <asparks@pacificbayinvestments.com>
Subject: O'Farrell Street project







Adam,


 


Nice reconnecting with you on the phone right now. In my signature below is all of my contact information. Feel free to reach out anytime. I’ve attached a project flyer as well.


 


We’ll be in touch in the summertime closer to our approvals date.


 


Take care,


 


Tyler Evje


Thompson | Dorfman Partners, LLC
39 Forrest Street, Suite 201
Mill Valley, CA 94941
415 381 3001 Office
415 569 4554 Direct


707 479 7029 Cell


te@thompsondorfman.com
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Fiftfh Church of Christ, Scientist

PROPOSED NEW CHURCH FACILITY AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT
450 O'Farrell Street

For almost 100 years, Fifth Church

of Christ, Scientist has been an active
presence in the Tenderloin. To continue
our activities in the neighborhood,

we are working with |local developer
Thompson | Dorfman to design and
rebuild our church facility. The project,
which also includes new housing,

is designed to meet the needs of

the commun Ity Above is a rendering of the new church and reading room

HOW IS THE SITE CURRENTLY USED?

We own the 450 O’Farrell Street property and offer Christian Science Sunday morning services and Wednesday
evening testimony meetings. The current structure, built in another age, does not fit with our concept of
church today. We urgently require a new church facility that expresses our faith and enables us to fulfill our

healing mission of bringing hope, comfort, compassion, and peace to the individual and the community.

WHAT IS BEING PROPOSED FOR THE SITE?
We are proposing a new mixed-use building that will include our new church facility, with a new sanctuary, Sunday
School, and Christian Science Reading Room. The 13-story mixed-use building on the site will include new housing,

retail, and underground parking.

WILL THE CHURCH OWN OR MANAGE THE HOUSING, LOCALLY-SERVING RETAIL, OR PARKING?
No. In exchange for excess land, which will be used for the new housing, retail, and parking, the developer will

provide a new turnkey church and Christian Science Reading Room.

FAQ 2018

PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT








WHO IS THE DEVELOPER?
Thompson | Dorfman Partners LLC — a well-respected local developer with over 30 years of experience

creating high-quality in-fill housing developments throughout the Bay Area — is the developer for the project.

HOW WOULD THE COMMUNITY BENEFIT FROM THE PROJECT?
We are committed to working with the community to create a development that fits with the neighborhood and
becomes a place for all to enjoy. Benefits of the project include:

e Continuation of Christian Science Sunday services and e Preservation of the existing church facade and portico as
Wednesday testimony meetings in the neighborhood a neighborhood public space

e 176 units of new high-quality transit-friendly housing, e Locally-serving retail for the needs of the immediate
addressing a local need and promoting a greater sense neighborhood

of community e New sidewalks, trees, and plants to add vitality and

e 28 of the units are below-market-rate housing, addressing greenery to the area

on-site affordability goals e New Christian Science Reading Room open to the public

e Integration of the artisan stained-glass windows and for prayer and study during the week, located at street
overhead oculus, bronze doors, and pipe organ, in the level, inviting greater community interface and participation.

new church facility e Reinvigoration of the area

The project has been carefully designed according to law and legal precedent. The project gives the opportunity for
the church to continue its healing mission in the Tenderloin, actively addressing spiritual needs in the community.

WHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS?

For the past two-and-a-half years, our congregation, in cooperation with Thompson | Dorfman, has met with a
variety of community members and local organizations to gather input and gain support. The project is expected
to be approved by the San Francisco Planning Commission in summer 2018, with construction beginning in

mid-2019. We will continue to keep the community informed before and during construction.

WHERE CAN | FIND MORE INFORMATION?

If you would like more information on the project, please visit our website at

www.FifthChurchofChristScientistSF.com. To schedule an in-person meeting or briefing for your organization,

please contact Tracy Craig at (510) 334-4866 or tracy@craig-communications.com.

FAQ 2018

PROPOSED MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT





http://www.FifthChurchofChristScientistSF.com


mailto:tracy%40craig-communications.com?subject=450%20O%27Farrell%20FAQ%20Sheet%20Question










From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Dito, Matthew (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 278 Monticello - Merced Heights
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:25:20 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Debra Greenblat [mailto:debwah@att.net]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:11 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Meyer, Catherine (BOS)

Cc: adamdamico@yahoo.com; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Subject: 278 Monticello - Merced Heights

| have been a homeowner in the Merced Heights neighborhood since 1994. | have watched our
neighborhood change over time — some for the good, but not with the rental situations and construction.
Overall, there are many great qualities about this area of San Francisco and | am so glad that we have
Supervisor Safal representing us.

| am troubled by the construction that is being allowed. A small home was demolished on Ralston and a
new home construction erected in its place (framing photo attached). | know there were complaints, but
since it met with “approval”, there was nothing that could be done.

Tomorrow there will be a hearing regarding 278 M onticello. Numerous complaints have been made about
this property not only from the standpoint of illegal renovations, but from a nuisance point of view. Now,
this project proposes to “legalize” numerousillegal aterations, and, proposes 10 bedrooms and 6 full baths.
Please read that again ... 10 bedrooms and 6 full baths’. | couldn’t use Hardie siding on my recent home
renovation because it “didn’t fit the style of the house”. But, was approved to use it on the back of my house
because “no one can seeit from the street”. | had to pay much more than budgeted to purchase cedar. | was
irritated and disappointed with Planning/DBI because they wanted my 1907 home to conform to the look of
the homes next to mine, probably built 40 years later! What does that mean “conform”? How does the home
on Ralston mentioned above “conform” to the neighborhood? How will the big remodel on Monticello
“conform” to the neighborhood? The landscape of our neighborhood is changing with these monstrous
homes. It isn’t fair for usto have to live next to dormitory homes, not to mention the increased parking
problems. | don’t have a problem with renting a room to a student, but these excessive remodels that
become single room rentals with many people inhabiting is not what our neighborhood should be for
families.

Today | found information on a home two doors away from me at 455 Vernon. Again, it will be amajor
remodel to an already large home, and adding 3 bedrooms, 3 baths, family room, etc. The property owner
has been absent from the picture since he purchased the property, renting it out to numerous people over


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

time.

| pay my taxes, take care of my property, and am disappointed again and again with the way permits are

handled in San Francisco. You also don't make it easy to address concerns with a filing fee of $600 for
Discretionary Review.

Please consider the concerns of those living in Merced Heights.

Thank you.

| || Iﬁ..
n it it lm‘

Debra Greenblat



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450-474 O"Farrell Street (Fifth Church of Christ Scientist
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:24:37 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Richard Rothman [mailto:rrothma@pacbell.net]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:15 PM

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

Cc: Mike Buhler

Subject: 450-474 O'Farrell Street (Fifth Church of Christ Scientist

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| will not be able to attend this hearing on Thursday so | am emailing you in asking that the
Commission postpone this decision until economics study is presented to the Commission.
This project if approved would demolish ahistorically significant building whichisin a
historical preservation district. | am also against so-called facadism. Its not enough just to
save the outside of the building the whole building needs to be save.

| think the developers in the planning staff need to come up with an aternative that saves the
building and provides housing.

Thank you for consideration of these issues.

Richard Rothman San Franciscan resident
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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: public comment re Opera Plaza Cinemas

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:23:30 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:51 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Subject: Fw: public comment re Opera Plaza Cinemas

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: Jim Van Buskirk <jimvanbuskirk@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 1:57 PM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Subject: public comment re Opera Plaza Cinemas

To Whom It May Concern,

[ am unable to attend tomorrow's hearing about the Opera Plaza Cinemas,
which I understand is at risk of closing because of an unaffordable rent hike.
Having lived in San Francisco for over 45 years, and being an avid cinephile
(I co-authored Celluloid San Francisco: the Film Lover's Guide to the Bay Area
Movie Locations) I would like to register my dismay at the prospect of
shuttering more of the Bay Area's few remaining arthouse screens. |
beg of you, please do not allow the greed currently overtaking the
city to further undermine its cultural connections.

Thank you very much,
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Jim Van Buskirk
415-647-5468



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: Please save Opera Plaza Cinemas

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:23:27 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:52 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Please save Opera Plaza Cinemas

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: Rachelle Resnick <rresn50@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:07 PM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Subject: Please save Opera Plaza Cinemas

They show important movies that you can’t see elsewhere in SF. We have lost so many movie
theaters...let’s not lose another.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 232 Clipper Project: July 12 Hearing

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:23:05 PM

Attachments: 180613 Shadow Analysis Report Submitted in Opposition to CUA 232 Clipper St.pdf

Roberts, Brian and Johanna -- Letter to SF Planning Commission 232 Clipper Street Project -- 13June2018.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 W ROBERTS [mailto:johannaroberts@mac.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:55 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com; Brian
Roberts

Subject: 232 Clipper Project: July 12 Hearing

To the San Francisco Planning Commission and Planning Department
Re: 232 Clipper Street Proposal

President Hillis, Vice President Melgar, Fellow Members of the Planning Commission, and Planning
Department:

We are the owners of 236 Clipper, the home immediately adjacent on the west side of the subject
property at 232 Clipper Street. We write in support of the 232 Clipper proposed 3 story plan (“the 3-
Story Project") submitted to the department on the 25th of June 2018 (most recent submittal) for the
reasons set forth below. We remain strongly opposed to the 4-story plan originally submitted to the
Commission for CUA for all the reasons set forth in our letter to the Commission dated June 13, 2018,
including the objectively unreasonable and detrimental impact that the 4-story plan, with its multiple rear
decks and rear massing, would have on our privacy and access to air and light. I've attached our June
13 letter and Shading Analysis demonstrating the substantial negative impact of the 4-story plan. We
have worked cooperatively with the developer to agree upon the 3-Story Project, and it reasonably
balances his objectives, the City's important housing needs, and the extent of impact on the existing
neighbors and neighborhood. We will be present at the hearing on July 12 to speak to these issues and
answer any questions that you may have.

The key points in support of the 3-Story Project are summarized below:

1. Family Size

The two family unit design of the 3-Story Project allows 3.600 sq. ft. of living space. Our adjacent single
family home has roughly 1800 square feet of habitable space, and this is in alignment with the
surrounding homes at 228 Clipper and 244 Clipper. The scale of the 3-Story Project is more than
adequate to provide two meaningful (and hopefully, affordable) family housing units.

2. Rear Yard Extension Limited to One Story with Roof Deck
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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
06/13/2018

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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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
CLIPPER STREET

228 232
CLIPPER CLIPPER

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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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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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






Allowing the rear yard extension as set out in the 3-Story Project is reasonable and acceptable to the
neighbors in that the Developer has reduced it height to one story with roof deck so is lessens the impact
in light and privacy on neighboring back yards. This is a reasonable compromise which allows Eastwood
additional square footage for family housing and eliminates the most detrimental elements of the impact
of the proposed 4-story project (2 story rear extension and multiple roof decks) as detailed further in our
June 13 letter and Shading Analysis

3. Side Setbacks. Based on the adjacent neighbors' documented concerns with privacy and light
access, we have requested and Developer has agreed to includes side setbacks of 3' where the proposed
building adjoins the neighbors to the east and west . Further where these setback walls overshadow the
neighboring houses no windows will be installed on those walls to protect privacy. The scale of the 3-
Story Project will still negatively impact the light and privacy of the neighboring properties, but this is a
reasonable compromise of the varying interests of the parties and the City and it should be approved by
the Commission.

4. RDAT Support

RDAT supports the 3-Story Project as submitted. A brief continuance of the prior hearing set for June 21
was granted based on the developer's and neighbors' agreement to the 3-Story Project so that the RDAT
could also reviwe and provide input. RDAT's support of the 3-Story Project should also weigh heavily in
favor of its approval by the Commission.

For the above-stated reasons and those in our June 13 letter, we respectfully request that the
Commission quickly approve the 3-Story Project.

Respectfully,
Brian and Johanna Roberts
236 Clipper Street



From: retarn mmissions (CP!

To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450 O"Farrell St Project

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:22:26 PM
Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.onin@sf
www.sfplanning.org

From: James Buckley [mailto:jbuckley@uoregon.edu]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:04 PM

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

Subject: 450 O'Farrell St Project

Commissioners,

| am writing to encourage you to take more time to consider the exciting project at 450 O’Farrell. For over two decades | built affordable housing
with non-profit groups in San Francisco, some of which involved the adaptive reuse of historic buildings, and I am now on the faculty of the
School of Architecture and Environment at the University of Oregon in Portland, where | run the historic preservation program. | remain a
summertime resident of San Francisco and | was one the initial members of the Historic Preservation Commission from 2009-2011.

One of the challenges of my current role is to get preservationists to understand the incredible need to build more housing of all kinds and vice
versa - getting housing folks to understand the value of our existing environment in making good places for people to live. As terrific as the
proposed O’Farrell project is in providing much-needed housing, my experience suggests that it would be even better if it properly re-used the
existing church as some kind of public space. Several years ago | worked with the SF Redevelopment Agency to build assisted living units in
Japantown that incorporated the old synagogue on Bush Street as a community room and dining area for the residents. (Photo 1) The result of
the combined old and new elements at the Kokoro project is much stronger than if the whole complex was built new. | also developed another
Christian Science Church, on Haight Street near Masonic, into low-income senior housing - it was a little more expensive to convert the historic
building to residential units but it is an amazing place to live and a great neighbor for the community.(Photo 2)

My experience suggests that saving only the facade of the 450 O’Farrell building is not good practice - in the long run, it is better to incorporate
the bulk of the building into the new use than to have an applied veneer. Another local example | was involved in is the Folsom/Dore
Apartments on SOMA - it was our intention to save the entire front portion of the existing industrial building to preserve the look of the Folsom
St. industrial corridor but in the end we could only save the front facade skin and it doesn’t look right at all. (Photo 3)

| believe the 450 O’Farrell project will serve the community much more in the long run if it makes better use of the wonderful existing church,
and, from my long experience in development, | know that with good design it will not break the budget to do so - in fact, if done well, it could
add financial value to the project as well as provide a public service by preserving one of our amazing historic buildings. It is my understanding
that through rezoning to match the adjacent areas, the project could generate transferable development rights that could raise money for
renovation, and there are also tax credits available for rehabilitation of the historic building.

Finally, I have seen in Portland that is a VERY bad precedent to demolish a contributing structure in a historic district - this practice has led to a
significant change in the character of many neighborhoods without adding much new housing.

It is indeed possible to be a YIMBY supporter of building new housing AND a believer in preserving our unique historic environment. It does
take a little extra thought, and | believe that if you spend a little more time on this important project, you can find ways to both produce
additional housing units for city residents and maintain the city’s heritage for generations to come.

James Buckley, Ph.D.

Venerable Chair in Historic Preservation
University of Oregon

School of Architecture and Environment
70 NW Couch Street
Portland, OR 97209

http://hp.uoregon.edu
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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: Support for 450 O"Farrell project

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:22:11 PM

Attachments: 450 OF - THC Letter of Support.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: Lindsay Mulcahy [mailto:lindsay@thclinic.org]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 3:18 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)
Cc: 'Tyler Evje'; Pratibha Tekkey

Subject: Support for 450 O'Farrell project

Dear Commissioners,

| am pleased to submit a letter on behalf of Tenderloin Housing Clinic in support of the project at
450 O’Farrell. The project sponsor’s thoughtful outreach to the tenants at the nearby THC properties
and subsequent community benefits agreement demonstrates their commitment to maintain and
improve the quality of life of longstanding neighborhood residents. This mixed-use and mixed-
income project has made careful consideration of different modes of transportation and preserves
the historically-significant aspects of the facade. We urge you to approve this project as
recommended by staff.

Best,

Lindsay Mulcahy

Community Organizer

Central City SRO Collaborative

48 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
Office: (415) 775-7110 ext: 1712

Cell: (520) 307-6265
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48 Turk Street

San Francisco, CA. 94102
Phone: (415) 775-7110
Fax: (415) 775-7170
WWW.CCSI0.0rg

June 27,2018

Rich Hillis, Planning Commission President
1650 Missions St., Suite 400
San Francisco CA, 94103

Dear President Hillis:

My name is Lindsay Mulcahy and I am affiliated with the Central City SRO Collaborative, a program
of Tenderloin Housing Clinic. Our organization’s mission is to build community morale and
enhance the quality of life for low-income residents currently occupying Single-Room Occupancy
hotels in the Tenderloin. Our organization specifically represents residents located in the Pierre
Hotel at 540 Jones Street and in the Winton Hotel at 445 O’Farrell Street.

The project sponsors presented their proposed project to our Land Use Committee, meeting with us
multiple times over the last year. Together we have crafted a community benefits package including
installation of ADA accessible entrances, Wili, and renovations of public spaces, will provide long
term benefits to our tenants and alleviate some of the impacts of new construction.

The project will provide a mixed-use, mixed-income project — with a new 5th Church of Christ,
Scientist, 176 units of market rate and below market rate housing, as well as important
neighborhood-serving retail space. We are especially enthusiastic about the project’s commitment to
reserve three market rate units for the Moving On Initiate, a voucher program which allows self-
sufficient tenants currently living in supportive housing to move into non-service enriched housing.
In addition, the project will improve public safety on the O’Farrell block and upgrade the streetscape
of Shannon Street alley and Jones Street.

The design of the project incorporates the columned fagade of the current structure presently
located on the site, and will implement a salvage and reuse plan that will retain important historical
elements of the old structure without serving as a barrier to new construction.

I further support the project because it will be transit friendly and located in close proximity to
MUNI, BART, and the future Central Subway. Vehicular parking has been minimized and ample

bike parking has been provided, which will reduce residents need to own a car.

On behalf of our LLand Use Committee and all of the residents in the Pierre and Winton Hotels, we
eagerly ask the Commission to approve this project as recommended by staff.

Respecttully,
Lindsay Mulcahy

Community Organizer, Central City SRO Collaborative

Cc: Marcelle Boudreaux, Current Planning, SF Planning Department












CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This document is intended for the use of the party to whom it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and protected from
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the addressee, or a person authorized to accept
documents on behalf of the addressee, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure,
dissemination, copying, or other action based on the content of this communication is not
authorized. If you have received this document in error, please immediately reply to the sender
and delete or shred al copies.



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Dito, Matthew (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 289 Monticello Street

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:10:48 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Katie Talbott [mailto:katie@mcneilcapital.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 1:28 PM

To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: richhillisst@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);

Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Meyer, Catherine (BOS);
Katie McCaffrey; Dan Talbott (danjtalbott@gmail.com); adamdamico@yahoo.com; Sandoval, Suhagey

(BOS)

Subject: RE: 289 Monticello Street

Thank you for your reply

From: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 27,2018 1:19 PM

To: Katie Talbott <katie@mcneilcapital.com>

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Secretary,
Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Meyer, Catherine (BOS)
<cathy.mulkeymeyer@sfgov.org>; Katie McCaffrey <katiemccaffrey@hotmail.com>; Dan Talbott
(danjtalbott@gmail.com) <danjtalbott@gmail.com>; adamdamico@yahoo.com; Sandoval, Suhagey
(BOS) <suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: 289 Monticello Street

Thank you Katie,

We agree 100% that the rules were broken and are pushing for discretionary review to be accepted
and only a maximum of 6 bedrooms to be be allowed.

Thank you,

Ahsha
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Ahsha Safai, M.C.P.

District 11 Supervisor

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
(415) 756-8103

OnJun 27, 2018, at 12:56 PM, Katie Talbott <katie@mcneilcapital.com> wrote:
To All Concerned,

We live directly next door to this "house" at 278 Monticello Street and completely oppose
this renovation. It was detrimental to our neighborhood before it was closed down and will be
even more so if it isallowed again.

We lived through nightly late-night loud crazy parties that flowed to the street, garbage
everywhere, abandoned furniture on our property, empty liquor bottles on the streets and
illegal parking everywhere. We cannot imagine going through this all again.

We have small children and do not need them to be affected by the overflow, dangerous
antics of the people who will eventually rent this unofficial Dorm for SF State and City
College. Our neighborhood is a peaceful one with people looking out for each other. Please
respect our safety and our opposition to this construction.

Thank you,

Katie and Dan Talbott
290 Monticello Street
SF, CA 4132

415-307-2226

Katie Talbott
Office of Carole McNeil
McNell Capital

100 Pine Street, 27 F1.
San Francisco, CA 94111
415-229-9060 Office
415-229-9061 Fax
Katie@mcneilcapital.com
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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); Boudreaux. Marcelle (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter in support of Fifth Church O"Farrell St project

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:09:47 PM

Attachments: Fifth.docx

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: Stephanie [mailto:stephaniepeek@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 1:29 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Letter in support of Fifth Church O'Farrell St project

Dear Secretary,

Please share this with the Planning Commissioners before they discuss and vote on the Fifth
Church project
on O’ Farrell St tomorrow Thursday June 28 after 3pm.

Thank you,

Stephanie Peek
35-17th Ave
San Francisco CA 94121

To: The Planning Commission

Date: June 28, 2018

Re: Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist, O’ Farrell St.
Good afternoon, Commissioners.

My name is Stephanie Peek. As alongtime resident of San Francisco, | see the Tenderloin as
one of the clearest examples of the increasing gap between the rich and the poor that is
causing so much pain in our city, which iswhy | ask you to support this project presented by
Fifth Church and its architects. More than ever, the residents in this neighborhood -- both poor
and rich — need a place of spiritual refuge and healing, a place to find peace of mind such as
the church provides with its Reading Room and church services open to all. In my opinion, the
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[bookmark: _GoBack]To: Planning Commission 

Date: June 28, 2018

Re: Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist, O’Farrell St. 



Good afternoon, Commissioners. 



My name is Stephanie Peek. As a longtime resident of San Francisco, I see the Tenderloin as one of the clearest examples of the increasing gap between the rich and the poor that is causing so much pain in our city, which is why I ask you to support this project presented by Fifth Church and its architects. More than ever, the residents in this neighborhood -- both poor and rich --need a place of spiritual refuge and healing, a place to find peace of mind such as the church provides with its Reading Room and services open to all. In my opinion, the church has arrived at a sensible solution to its financial challenges, making it possible to remain in the neighborhood while also providing affordable housing, which we all understand our city needs so badly.  



Thank you for your consideration,

 Stephanie Peek
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church has arrived at a sensible solution to its financial challenges, making it possible to
remain in the neighborhood while also providing affordable housing, which we all understand
our city needs so badly.

Thank you for your consideration,

Stephanie Peek

Letter in support of Fifth Church O'Farrell St project:



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: CCHO Comments HomeSF 2.0, Item 2018-006910PCA
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:09:26 PM

Attachments: CCHO Plan Commission Itr HomeSF leaislation 6-26-2018.pdf
Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.0rg]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 1:37 PM

To: Rich Hillis; Myrna Melgar; Rodney Fong; Dennis Richards; Kathrin Moore; Joel Koppel; Milicent
Johnson; Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Tang, Katy (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS);
paolo.ikeze@sfgov.org

Cc: Peter Cohen; fernando@sfic-409.org

Subject: CCHO Comments HomeSF 2.0, Item 2018-006910PCA

Dear Commissioners

Please see |etter attached we would like to submit for the record on tomorrow's hearing item #10 regarding HomeSF
2.0.

Thank you,
Peter Cohen and Fernando Marti

Council of Community Housing Organizations

Celebrating 40 years as the voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103

415-882-0901 office

www.sfccho.org
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COUNCIL OF COMMUNITY
HOUSING ORGANIZATIONS

The voice of San Francisco's
affordable housing movement

June 26, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commission

RE: HomeSF 2.0 legislation

Dear Commissioners:

Last year at this time, both the HomeSF / Local Density Bonus program and the Inclusionary Housing
policy were adopted by the Board of Supervisors in parallel processes. The final HomeSF legislation had
been amended to reflect key elements of the concerns that CCHO and many other stakeholders had
raised when the AHDB was originally proposed, including tenant protections, slightly improved business
protections, and congruence with the Inclusionary policy.

At the same time, Assemblymember Phil Ting attempted to true-up the city’s new inclusionary policy so
that the state density bonus would not negatively “compete” with the local inclusionary standard.
However, the bill did not pass in the Senate, creating a situation where developers who avail themselves
of the Sate Density Bonus to get a 35% increase in develoment capacity actually receive a REDUCTION in
inclusionary percentage. Thus it is a frustrating situation that our policymakers are now compelled to
propose amendments to change some key elements of the local program to make it more attractive for
market rate developers to do HomeSF developments. The impact of the last two years of empowering
the state density bonus, however useful for suburban jurisdictions and other cities which have no or low
local inclusionary standards, have had a negative impact on San Francisco’s affordable housing policy.

We would like to comment on two concerns regarding the HomeSF 2.0 proposal.

One. The proposal does not track the City’s annually indexed Inclusionary policy.

The citywide inclusionary rate that was agreed upon and unanimously approved by the Board is
continually increasing in increments (eg, .5% annually) to capture incremental land value increases. As
the Office of the Controller report pointed out, the value of unentitled land over five years increased by
350%. This indexed inclusionary amount, which was deemed financially feasible for baseline projects
without the need for a density bonus, will catch up to the density bonus requirements, within six
months (for Tier 1 projects), and in six years (for Tier 2 projects). The baseline inclusionary without any
HomeSF density bonus in 2019 will be 20% for rental projects and 22% for condo projects — ie, HomeSF
Tier 1 gets no additional benefit in exchange for removing density limits for rentals, and actually reduces
the total affordability for condos. If HomeSF 2.0 is renewed after 2020, then by 2027, rental projects

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

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





with 25 or more units with no density bonus will be at 24% affordability, and condo projects without
density bonus will be at 26%. HomeSF’s Tier 2, granting one additional floor, would actually lower the
affordability requirement for the projects.

Two. The proposal lacks a requirement to actually build the HomeSF entitled project.

There is no "use it or lose it" provision in the program, unlike, for example, the recently passed SB35
state bill. Essentially the expedited HomeSF approval can be resold on the land speculation market
without constructing the housing units within a specific period of time.

We offer two possible changes to the proposal for the Planning Commission to consider. These two
amendments do not change the proposal’s income targeting or streamlining changes, only the relation
between citywide inclusionary policies and the density bonus, and provide an assurance that HomeSF
bonuses reult in real units “on-the”ground” and avoid fuelig land speculation.

1. For developments of 25 units and above, link the affordability
requirement to the inclusionary amount applicable at the time of EE
application, as follows:

a. Tier 1-3% above inclusionary
b. Tier 2 -6% above inclusionary
c. Tier 3—-10% above inclusionary

This policy would address the discrepancy between the inclusionary indexing and HomeSF. It
would also address the discrepancy between rentals and condo projects, based on the feasibility
analysis performed for inclusionary, so that rental projects are incentivized equally with
condominiums. For the larger projects of 25 units or more, rather than setting a hard
percentage of affordable units in exchange for the conference of density bonus and
streamlining, setting a percentage above inclusionary would help to track these differences.





The following table demonstrates the differences for a 2018 base case.

2018 Inclusionary
Bldgs 25 units +,
No density bonus

HomeSF 2.0 proposed
All size buildings

CCHO proposal
Bldgs 25 units + only

Rental - 19%
Owner - 21%

Tier 1
Rental — 20%
Owner —20%

Tier 2
Rental — 25%
Owner — 25%

Tier 3
Rental — 30%
Owner — 30%

Tier 1
Rental = 22%
Owner —24%

Tier 2
Rental — 25%
Owner —27%

Tier 3
Rental — 29%
Owner - 31%

Alternatively, the annual increase specified in Sec. 415 could be applied to HomeSF as proposed,
incorporating the Planning staff recommendation for Tier 1 projects of 25 units or more on Page
5 of the staff report. While this is a simpler solution, it does not deal with the financial feasibility
considerations for rental and condominium projects, creating wthin HomeSF a financial
incentive to build condo projects instead of rentals, rather than leaving it to the developer and
market conditions.

2. Include a “use-it-or-lose-it” provision, so that projects that receive the
HomeSF density bonus must file for their building permit within two years
(with a six-month extension due to demonstrated circumstances beyond
the sponsor’s control) or lose their density bonus entitlement.

We believe these two changes would create a policy that is more in line with the conversations and
agreements reached during the inclusionary update last year, and create a more rational policy for the
city.

Sincerely,

Fernando Marti and Peter Cohen
Co-directors, Council of Community Housing Organizations






From: Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

To: Christensen, Michael (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: DENIAL OR DELAY REQUIRED for 792 Capp Street (2017- 001283CUA)
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:06:37 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Davian Contreras [mailto:dvncontreras@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 3:17 PM

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

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: DENIAL OR DELAY REQUIRED for 792 Capp Street (2017- 001283CUA)

Hello Planning Commission,
I am writing in regards to the upcoming hearing for 792 Capp Street (2017- 001283CUA).

As a representative of the Capp Street Community, we are worried that the upcoming
hearing was delayed from June 14 to June 28.

This extremely short delay of only 2 weeks is extremely harmful to community
organization efforts, as it does not allow for proper notification of neighbors, nor is it
sufficient time to request time off from work, school, and other family obligations.

The purpose of these most recent delays was to get more dialogue between the
neighborhood and the speculator Lucas Eastwood. Though the community has
remained steadfast in opposition to demolition, we accepted the request to meet with
him.

| must make it clear that the Capp Street Community is opposed to what Lucas
Eastwood proposed. We are against demolition!!

We reluctantly met with Lucas Eastwood at the request of the Planning Commission,
despite our unified opposition to demolition of 792 Capp Street. After meeting with
him, the Capp Street community feels like we were left at a disadvantage with these
most recent delays not providing us enough time to organize.

It almost feels like these short delays were meant to undermine and silence the voice
of the community.
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Please DENY this project, or at least delay the project to allow time for the community
to actually attend the hearing.

Sincerely,
Davian Contreras
(415) 377-1675



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 232 Clipper Street Proposed Project
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:06:09 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Philip Fleury [mailto:pyfleury@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 3:20 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); NNC

Subject: 232 Clipper Street Proposed Project

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

My nameis Philip Fleury and | am along-time Noe Valley resident. | am writing to you
regarding 232 Clipper Street.

| am happy to support Mr. Eastwood’ s plans for a 3-story building that he submitted on June
25th to the Planning Department. The 4-story plans that he submitted initially are out of scale
and a menace to the surrounding neighbors because the light, air, and privacy issues.

Please regject the 4-story massive duplex affordable to only afew and instead, vote for the 3-
story design that at least provides some level of relative affordability with asmaller unit at the
first floor.

Yourstruly,

Philip Fleury
4033 25th Street
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 232 Clipper Street Neighborhood Feedback
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:06:01 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mike Iriarte [mailto:mike.iriarte@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 3:59 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: 232 Clipper Street Neighborhood Feedback

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,

| am writing you to request that you approve the 3 story design proposed for 232 Clipper
Street. Our neighborhood comprises mostly 2 and 3 story homes and anything that is 4 stories
high will stand our like a sore thumb and negatively impact the neighborhood.

Please rgject the 4 story design as it would only be affordable to the very wealthy and does
nothing to impact the affordable housing issues we current face in San Francisco.

Sincerely,

Mike Iriarte
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Feedback for 232 Clipper Street Project
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:05:53 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Tim McManus [mailto:tmc@aitbusiness.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 8:18 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Feedback for 232 Clipper Street Project

Dear Planning Commissioners:

My name is Tim McManus and | have lived on Clipper Street for many years. | am writing to ask you
to support the 3-story option for 232 Clipper Street for two reasons: 1) provide compatibility with
the surrounding buildings and 2) provide relative affordability for future renters and buyers of these
units.

Maximizing profits require developers to build with the ethos of cramming in as much square
footage as possible regardless of considerations for mass, scale, privacy, and livability. Such is the
case with the 4-story design that the Project Sponsor submitted initially and that is why there is a
groundswell of opposition from the surrounding neighbors. That is why | urge you to reject the plans
for a 4-story monster duplex and instead, vote for the 3-story plans that were submitted as recently
as June 25th to the Planning Department.

Sincerely,
Tim McManus
268 Clipper Street

Tim McManus - President

DAIT @

415.846.3117 (m) /866.248.4240 ext. 101
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 232 Clipper Street Feedback

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:05:48 PM
Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

----- Origina Message-----

From: Kelly Ryer [mailto:kelly.ryer@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 8:58 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com

Subject: 232 Clipper Street Feedback

President Hillis and Commissioners:

My nameis Kelly Ryer and | have lived on Clipper Street for years. | write to ask you to support the 3-story option
for 232 Clipper Street in the interest of providing compatibility with the surrounding buildings and relative
affordability for future renters and buyers of these units.

Maximizing profits requires devel opers to build with the ethos of cramming in as much sguare footage as possible,
regardless of considerations for mass, scale, privacy, and livability. Such is the case with the 4-story design that the
Project Sponsor submitted initially, and that is why thereis a groundswell of opposition from the surrounding
neighbors. | urge you to reject the plans for a4-story monster duplex, and instead vote for the more-reasonable 3-
story plans that were submitted as recently as June 25th to the Planning Department.

Yourstruly,
Kelly Ryer
221 Clipper St.
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 232 Clipper St., Proposed Project
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:05:42 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: julietraun@aol.com [mailto:julietraun@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:57 PM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: 232 Clipper St., Proposed Project

Dear Planning Commissioners,

My name is Julie Traun and my husband and | own our home at 240 Clipper Street, two doors west of the
proposed project at 232 Clipper St. We have resided here for more than 30 years, and have watched our
neighbors come and go, build and remodel. Our home was built prior to 1900 and may be the original
house on this block.

It is a beautiful historic neighborhood and many of the homes are identical, and all are uniform in scale
and size with the exception of apartment buildings on the corners....though neither of those are more than
3 stories. Nothing is more than three stories. While it is a busy street, all can appreciate the feel of this
lovely street.

| am writing because of our very deep concern about the proposed project at 232 Clipper Street. While
my neighbors and | support the 3-story design that Mr. Eastwood submitted on June 25th, we are strongly
opposed to his 4-story plans. A 4-story building does not fit in the neighborhood, this block and certainly
not in the middle of the block for it will be larger than any other building, and frankly, obnoxiously visible to
all the neighbors and the public.

| have watched neighbors remodel of years. All have worked to keep their homes consistent with the feel
of this neighborhood and they have followed the rules; developers should not be permitted to upend our
neighborhoods with out-of-scale and out-of-place homes like this.

| urge you to approve no more than a 3-story design and spare our street from another boxy, tall building.

Sincerely,

Julie Traun
240 Clipper Street
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Conditional Support for 232 Clipper Street Commission Mtg 12 July 2018
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:04:53 PM

Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

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: sfgene@aol.com [mailto:sfgene@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 5:40 AM

To: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);
catherine.moore@sfgove.org; Johnson, Milicent (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com; Secretary,
Commissions (CPC); joel.koppel@sfgove.org

Subject: Conditional Support for 232 Clipper Street Commission Mtg 12 July 2018

To the San Francisco Planning Commission and Planning Department
Re: 232 Clipper Street Proposal
Good Morning:

| represent the owners of 228 Clipper the home immediately adjacent to the East of
the subject property. | want to register our conditional support for the 232 Clipper
proposed 3 story plan submitted to the department on the 25th of June 2018 (most
recent submittal) on the following basis:

Background
Mr. Eastwood originally submitted to the city a plan for a monster size building that

was overpowering, privacy invasive, light blocking, setback hungry and towering
above all the neighboring homes. Mr. Eastwood and the neighborhood residents
cooperatively and tediously over 4 months worked together to result in a plan that is
aesthetically commensurate with the other neighboring homes and provides
Eastwood the opportunity to tear down a small single family home and replace with a
two family 6 or 7 bedroom home as follows:

Conditional

Our support is conditional in that the previously proposed Monster 4 story building is
off the table. There is a rumor that the Eastwood attorney is trying to slip in this
abandoned design back into the mix, a design that the entire neighborhood
vehemently has and will continue to oppose.
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Family Size
The two family design of this home allows almost 3.600 sq. ft. of living space. The

upper unit has 4 bedrooms and the lower unit has 2 bedrooms however if the
developer so decides the garage can be eliminated thus providing close to 4,000 sq.
ft. and one 4 bedroom home and one 3 bedroom home. Public transportation is just
1 1/2 blocks away in two directions for bus and Muni Metro

Rear Yard Extension

Allowing the rear yard extension is reasonable and acceptable to the neighbors in that
Eastwood has reduced it height to one story with roof deck so is lessens the impact
on neighboring back yards. This is a reasonable compromise which allows Eastwood
additional square footage for family housing and eliminating the giant mass of house
as originally proposed with 4 stories.

Side Yard Setbacks

The 3 story plan as proposed includes side setbacks of 3' where the proposed
building adjoins the neighbors to the east and west so as to eliminate the prison wall
effect blocking light and view from the living rooms of the neighboring houses. Further
where these setback walls overshadow the neighboring houses no windows will be
installed on those walls to protect privacy.

Residential Design Advisory Team
RDAT supports this new 3 story plan as submitted

Height and Depth
The 3 story proposal as presented on 6-25-18 (the subject plan) complies with height,

depth and front setbacks for the city residential guidelines

Conclusion

We ask that the Commission quickly approve this proposed 3 story two family unit,
will get it off your agenda without additional hearings, allow Eastwood to tear down
the dilapidated vacant house and move on with the project for new housing.

Kind Regards, Gene

American Design & Build Inc.
17150 Mount ackson Trail
5= PO Box67 RioNido, CA 95471

X 'Fﬂhﬂhhﬂm




From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Conditional Support for 232 Clipper Street Commission Mtg 12 July 2018
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:04:44 PM

Attachments: image001.png

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: sfgene@aol.com [mailto:sfgene@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 5:45 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); luislfe@gmail.com

Subject: Fwd: Conditional Support for 232 Clipper Street Commission Mtg 12 July 2018

From: sfgene@aol.com

To: richhillissf@gmail.com, joel.koppel@sfgov.org, myrna.melgar@sfgov.org,
planning@rodneyfong.com, dennis.richards@sfgov.org,
kathrin.moore@sfgov.org, milicent.johnson@sfgov.org,
cathleen.campbell@sfgov.org, commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

Sent: 6/27/2018 5:42:06 AM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: Conditional Support for 232 Clipper Street Commission Mtg 12 July
2018

To the San Francisco Planning Commission and Planning Department
Re: 232 Clipper Street Proposal
Good Morning:

| represent the owners of 228 Clipper the home immediately adjacent to the
East of the subject property. | want to register our conditional support for the
232 Clipper proposed 3 story plan submitted to the department on the 25th of
June 2018 (most recent submittal) on the following basis:

Background
Mr. Eastwood originally submitted to the city a plan for a monster size building

that was overpowering, privacy invasive, light blocking, setback hungry and
towering above all the neighboring homes. Mr. Eastwood and the
neighborhood residents cooperatively and tediously over 4 months worked
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together to result in a plan that is aesthetically commensurate with the other
neighboring homes and provides Eastwood the opportunity to tear down a
small single family home and replace with a two family 6 or 7 bedroom home
as follows:

Conditional

Our support is conditional in that the previously proposed Monster 4 story
building is off the table. There is a rumor that the Eastwood attorney is trying
to slip in this abandoned design back into the mix, a design that the entire
neighborhood vehemently has and will continue to oppose.

Family Size
The two family design of this home allows almost 3.600 sq. ft. of living space.

The upper unit has 4 bedrooms and the lower unit has 2 bedrooms however if
the developer so decides the garage can be eliminated thus providing close to
4,000 sq. ft. and one 4 bedroom home and one 3 bedroom home. Public
transportation is just 1 1/2 blocks away in two directions for bus and Muni
Metro

Rear Yard Extension

Allowing the rear yard extension is reasonable and acceptable to the
neighbors in that Eastwood has reduced it height to one story with roof deck
so is lessens the impact on neighboring back yards. This is a reasonable
compromise which allows Eastwood additional square footage for family
housing and eliminating the giant mass of house as originally proposed with 4
stories.

Side Yard Setbacks

The 3 story plan as proposed includes side setbacks of 3' where the proposed
building adjoins the neighbors to the east and west so as to eliminate the
prison wall effect blocking light and view from the living rooms of the
neighboring houses. Further where these setback walls overshadow the
neighboring houses no windows will be installed on those walls to protect
privacy.

Residential Design Advisory Team
RDAT supports this new 3 story plan as submitted

Height and Depth
The 3 story proposal as presented on 6-25-18 (the subject plan) complies with

height, depth and front setbacks for the city residential guidelines

Conclusion

We ask that the Commission quickly approve this proposed 3 story two family
unit, will get it off your agenda without additional hearings, allow Eastwood to
tear down the dilapidated vacant house and move on with the project for new
housing.



Kind Regards, Gene




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: Opera Plaza Cinema

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:04:35 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:54 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Vellve, Sara (CPC)
Subject: Fw: Opera Plaza Cinema

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 amore 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: carleton Hoffman <carletonhoffman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:22:07 AM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Subject: Opera Plaza Cinema

please don't approve the closing of this venue!
thank you,

Carleton Hoffman,

Bernal Heights
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support: Item 13a. 2018-007182CUA: 188 HOOPER, 1140 7TH STREET, AND 1111 8TH STREET
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:04:14 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

----- Origina Message-----

From: Paul Wermer [mailto:pw-sc_paul @sonic.net]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 7:27 AM

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

Cc: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Subject: Support: Item 13a. 2018-007182CUA: 188 HOOPER, 1140 7TH STREET, AND 1111 8TH STREET

Dear Planning Commissioners:

Please approve the California College of the Arts application
2018-007182CUA.

It is encouraging to see academic ingtitutions investing in San
Francisco, and especially so when they recognize the importance of
providing student housing, services and educational facilitiesina
compact area.

As with most desirable urban environments today, San Francisco's
housing, especially low cost housing, isin short supply - yet that is

what students need. By developing student housing in the manner proposed
here, CCA will reduce demand on San Francisco's housing stock, while
ensuring their ability to shield students from excessive housing cost
increases.

Please approve this project.

Sincerely yours,
Paul Wermer

Paul Wermer
2309 Cdlifornia Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

+1 415 929 1680
paul @pw-sc.com


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:pw-sc_paul@sonic.net




From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Project on 232 Clipper Street
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:03:49 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Anita Chawla [mailto:anita@global-change.us]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 7:25 AM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Project on 232 Clipper Street

President Hillis, Vice President Melgar, and Fellow Commissioners:

| am writing you to voice my opposition to the 4-story design proposed for the project at 232
Clipper Street. This project will be before you on July 12 and that iswhy | am writing to urge
you to vote for the 3-story version of the plans.

| have lived on Clipper Street for anumber of years and | would not like to see my street being
greatly impacted by a massive building that has no benefit other than providing 2 hugely
unaffordable luxury units for alucky few.

| am happy that Mr. Eastwood heeded our call to make his project more in scale with the
houses on Clipper Street and submitted a 3-story version of his plans on June 25th to the
Planning Department. | would grestly appreciate it if you approve this 3-story version that is
more fitting for our block and above all, more affordable for younger families.

Thank you,

Anita Chawla
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Proposed Project at 232 Clipper Street
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:02:25 PM
Attachments: image.png

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: Paul Lamoreux [mailto:paul.lamoreux@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:05 AM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com
Subject: Proposed Project at 232 Clipper Street

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission,

AsaNoe Valey old-timer, | am loathe to see another monster duplex in Noe Valley and that iswhy | am writing to
you. The project at 232 Clipper Street can only work if the massing of the building is limited to 3 stories as
recommended by the Notice of Planning Department Requirements repeatedly. The 4-story design that the Project
Sponsor presented initially, and is being touted as family-size dwellings, is not only an eye sore but aso far from
being accessible to average familiesin San Francisco. Each of the 3-bedroom units of the 4-story design fetches at
least $2.5 million dollarsin Noe Valley. Hardly a number affordable to great majority of San Francisco families.

Secondly, families come in many sizes. Only 17% of al households in Noe Valley come with children. More
importantly, average family sizein Noe Valley isONLY 2.10 persons as reported by point2home.com. That means
that a solid mgjority of familiesin my neighborhood don’t have any children and in fact, might well be interested in
asmaller and arelatively more affordable unit that a 3-story design offers. Here are the demographics report on
Noe Valley:

Number of Households in Noe Valley

Total Households 58,608
Family Households 22 202
MNon-family Households 36,406
Households With Children 10 212
Households Without Children 48 388

Average People Per Household 210
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Non-far
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That iswhy | urge you to support the proposed 3-story version that is more in line with our neighborhood’ s scale
and our population’s pocket book.

Sincerely,

Paul Lamoreux
246 Clipper Street


https://maps.google.com/?q=246+Clipper+Street&entry=gmail&source=g

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: Support for 450 O’Farrell Street proposed project

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:02:18 PM

Attachments: Documentl.docx

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: Carl VanOs [mailto:cnv@shcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:20 AM

To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); ourfifthchurch@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Support for 450 O’Farrell Street proposed project

Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for 450 O’ Farrell Street proposed project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

Asalong term resident and business owner in San Francisco | urge you to approve the 450
O’ Farrell Street project. Please help the revitalize this blighted neighborhood. This area of the
Tenderloin desperately needs more structurally safe, code compliant residential housing.
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Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103



RE: Support for 450 O’Farrell Street proposed project



Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,



As a long term resident and business owner in San Francisco I urge you to approve the 450 O’Farrell Street project. Please help the revitalize this blighted neighborhood. This area of the Tenderloin desperately needs more structurally safe, code compliant residential housing.





Sincerely,



Carl N. Vanos

1604A Grove Street

San Francisco, CA 94117
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Sincerely,
Carl N. Vanos
1604A Grove Street

San Francisco, CA 94117



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Project Feedback for 232 Clipper Street
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:01:59 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Brian Pritchard [mailto:aquatic7@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:19 AM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Noe Neighborhood Council

Subject: Project Feedback for 232 Clipper Street

President Hillis, Vice President Melgar, and Fellow Commissioners:

| am writing to voice my opposition to the 4-story design proposed for the project at 232 Clipper Street. This project
will be discussed on July 12, before you, and that is why | am writing to ask you to vote for the 3-story version of
the plans.

| am happy to hear that Mr. Eastwood heeded our call to make his project more in scale with the houses on Clipper
Street and submitted a 3-story version of his plans on June 25th to the Planning Department. | would greatly
appreciate it if you approve this 3-story version that is more fitting and above al, more affordable for families.

Thank you,

Brian Pritchard
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: lkezoe, Paolo (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: HOME-SF Amendments - #10 for June 28th meeting
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:01:38 PM

Attachments: HOME SFE overview.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: Tang, Katy (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:39 AM

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); Mohan, Menaka (BOS)

Subject: HOME-SF Amendments - #10 for June 28th meeting

Commissioners,

In advance of Thursday’s Planning Commission meeting, | wanted to offer time to discuss with you
any questions you have regarding our proposed legislation to amend the HOME-SF program. We
have found that many project sponsors are opting to use the State Density Bonus Law, and felt it was
necessary to make our local HOME-SF program more competitive/attractive.

Attached is a summary sheet that describes the changes.
If you need any additional information, please feel free to contact me at 415-279-4100.

Thank you,
Katy

Katy Tang | District 4 Supervisor
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 264

(415) 554-7460

www.sfbos.org/Tang

Facebook: KatyTangSF
Twitter: @SupervisorTang
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Member, Board of Supervisors
District 4

City and County of San Francisco

KATY TANG

HOME-SF 2.0 Overview

HOME-SF 2.0: Builds upon optional local program that incentivizes the creation of affordable
housing in market-rate projects by offering up to two additional floors and other zoning incentives.
Applies to projects of three units or more (RH-1 and RH-2 excluded from program), and prohibits
demolition of existing residential units. Requires Planning Commission approval and new tiers expire
by December 31, 2019. Continues to encourage new family-friendly housing in parts of the city well
served by parks and transit.

GOALS

1) Respond to recent state legislation such as SB 827 and the State Density Bonus Law to
incentivize project sponsors to choose the local HOME-SF program.

2) Provide projects with a time-bound entitlement process after CEQA is completed.

3) Ease the process for 100% Affordable Housing Projects taking advantage of HOME-SF.

4) Incentivize the construction of housing affordable to moderate and middle-income workforce
households and families.

ELIGIBILITY (mostly the same as original HOME-SF legislation)
e Applies to buildings with 3+ units
e New construction only — excludes any project that includes an addition to an existing
structure
o Excluded from program:

(0]

(o]
o
o

o

(0]

INCENTIVES

RH-1 and RH-2

Area plans

North of Market Residential Special Use District

Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan south of the centerline of Broadway (to make
consistent with General Plan)

District 9 - HOME-SF applies to District 9 parcels until an ordinance is adopted by
the Board of Supervisors directing the Planning Department to study the creation of
an area plan wholly or partially located in Supervisorial District 9.

Northeast quadrant area north of Post Street and east of Van Ness Avenue, with
exception of soft sites (defined as lots 12,500 square feet or more with existing
structures that cover less than 20% of the zoned capacity)

All NCTs excluded from HOME-SF

e Provides development bonuses, including up to 20 additional feet and other zoning
incentives, if project meets affordability requirements
e Incentives vary depending on the level of affordability





Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

District 4

KATY TANG

REQUIREMENTS (mostly same as original HOME-SF legislation)

o NEW: 20%, 25%, or 30% on-site permanently affordable housing (original HOME-SF
legislation required 30% on-site permanently affordable housing only)

e Unit mix: At least 40% of new units required to include 2+ bedrooms with at least 10% of all
units as 3-bedrooms; or option of having 50% unit mix that contains some 3-bedrooms or
larger units

e Planning Commission approval

e Protections for tenants and rent-controlled units

0 No displacement of existing residential tenants
o No demolition, removal or conversion of any existing residential units

o Family-friendly amenities — Encourages the inclusion of 3+ bedroom units in unit mix, the
distribution of larger units on all floors and adjacent to open spaces or play yards, and the
incorporation of family-friendly amenities such as bathtubs, stroller storage, and open space
and yards.

e Unit pricing — all HOME-SF units must be marketed at least 20% less than current market
rate for that unit size and neighborhood, and MOHCD shall reduce the AMI levels to
maintain such pricing (note: HOME-SF units in lower income tiers will likely always be
priced below market rate)

e Unit size - HOME-SF units shall be no smaller than the minimum unit sizes set forth by the
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee as of May 16, 2017.

PROCESS CHANGES THROUGH HOME-SF 2.0:

e Projects that submit their Environmental Evaluation before or on December 31, 2019 can still
utilize the Tiers even after the HOME SF 2.0 expires.

e Pilot program ends on 12/31/2019. Legislation directs the Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) to study new rates as part of its reconvening.

e Projects must be approved by the Planning Commission within 120 days of the environmental
evaluation (CEQA) to be completed.

e Planning Commission must find that the projects comply with design guidelines, and if the
project is proposing a lot merger that results in street frontage that is more than 125 feet on
any one street it must also comply with the design guidelines.

¢ Planning Commission must make findings related to small business support (same as in
original HOME-SF legislation)

e 100% affordable HOME-SF projects would no longer subject to a hearing and can be
approved by the Director of Planning.

SMALL BUSINESS SUPPORT (same as original HOME-SF legislation)

o Enhanced protections and options for existing commercial tenants. Planning Commission
must make five findings related to business displacement (this requirement is unique to
HOME-SF)

o Requirement for replacement of ground floor level active uses at like size of any
neighborhood commercial space impacted by a project using HOME-SF

o Requirement for commercial tenant support, including early notification of no less than 18
months from relocation date and observance of commercial relocation best practices





Member, Board of Supervisors
District 4

City and County of San Francisco

KATY TANG

e Additional finding that Planning Commission must make related to business displacement
regarding Legacy Businesses and Formula Retail.
e Prohibits non-existing Formula Retail to occupy ground floor of HOME-SF project.

o Note: Formula retail prohibition on ground floor does not apply to sites with existing
fringe financial, self-storage, motel, automobile sales/rental, gas station, car wash,
mortuaries, adult entertainment, massage, medical cannabis dispensary, and tobacco
shop uses.

INCOME ELIGIBILITY (same as original HOME-SF legislation)
Note: Income levels and % distribution for BMR units are independent of income levels in Section
415 of Planning Code (Inclusionary Housing requirements).

e 55% AMI is $45,600 for one person; $65,100 for a family of four

e 80% AMI is $66, 300 for one person; $94, 700 for a family of four
e 105% AM is $87,050 for one person; $124,300 for a family of four
e 110% AMI is $91,200 for one person; $130,250 for a family of four
e 130% AMI is $107,750 for one person; $153,900 for a family of four
TIME-LIMITED PROGRAM CHANGES THROUGH HOME-SF 2.0
Current HOME- Proposed: HOME SF 2.0 through 1/1/2020
SF program
HOME-SF Tier 1 Tier2 Tier 3
(BJK‘/; ;‘te 30% 20% 25% 30%
Ownership | 12% @80%AMI 10% @ 80%AMI 10% @ 80% AMI 10% @ 80%AMI
9% @105%AMI 5% @ 105% AMI 8% @ 105% AMI 10% @ 105%AMI
9% @130%AMI 5% @ 130% AMI 7% @ 130% AMI 10% @ 130%AMI
Rental 12%@55%AMI 10% @ 55%AMI 10% @55% AMI 10% @ 55%AMI
9% @80%AMI 5% @ 80% AMI 8% @ 80%AMI 10% @ 80%AMI
9% @110%AMI 5% @ 110%AMI 7% @110% AMI 10% @ 110% AMI
Incentives | Form based density | Form based density Form based density | Form based density
5’ ground floor 5’ ground floor bump | 5° ground floor 5’ ground floor bump
bump . bump o )
3 Zoning Two additional stories
Two additional modifications One additional story ) o
stories _ 3 Zoning modifications
3 Zoning
3 Zoning modifications
modifications
Process Modified Planning Commission Hearing
Conditional Use Approved within 120 days of CEQA completed
Modified Conditional Use Authorization findings
Appeal Board of Board of Appeals
Supervisors

Scheduled for Planning Commission on June 28, 2018

Last updated: 05/22/2018










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); Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Subject: FW: 17222 27th Avenue, Item 2

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:01:14 PM

Attachments: 1722 27th Avenue - ADU DR 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: Dylan Casey [mailto:dylan@carlaef.org]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:08 AM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: 17222 27th Avenue, Item 2

Dear Planning Commission,

Please consider the attached comment letter on item 2 scheduled for tomorrow's commission
meeting.

Thank you,
Dylan Casey

ADU Director, California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund
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California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

1260 Market Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

hi@carlaef.org CaRLA

June 27, 2018

City of San Francisco
Planning Commission
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: 1722 27™ Avenue — Discretionary Review

Dear Planning Commission, and City Attorney,

The California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund (CaRLA) submits this letter
to inform the Planning Commission and the Planning Department that they have an obligation to
abide by relevant state housing laws when reviewing applications for permits to construct
accessory dwelling units (ADUs).

The current application would permit the expansion of an existing single-family home to
facilitate a new ADU. State law is clear that cities are prohibited from applying discretionary
review procedures during the consideration of ADU applications. Section 65852.2(a)(4) states:

An existing ordinance governing the creation of an accessory dwelling unit by a
local agency or an accessory dwelling ordinance adopted by a local agency
subsequent to the effective date of the act adding this paragraph shall provide an
approval process that includes only ministerial provisions for the approval of
accessory dwelling units and shall not include any discretionary processes,
provisions, or requirements for those units, except as otherwise provided in this
subdivision.

Given that this application process has already far exceeded the level of review permitted by state
law, the Planning Commission should not continue this application, deny the request for
discretionary review and approve the permits.

Applications to add ADUs to existing single-family homes such as this could help address

the current housing shortage by providing much needed rental units relatively cheaply. San





Francisco specifically has over two thirds of its land area devoted to single-family homes.
Removing barriers to ADUs such as long permitting times and the uncertainty of the discretionary
review process could open up many of these parcels for new backyard rental units. San Francisco
should follow the state-mandated procedures and exempt this and future ADU applications from
discretionary review procedures.

CaRLA is a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation whose mission includes advocating for
increased access to housing for Californians at all income levels, including low-income
households. This proposal would provide badly needed rental housing in a single-family home
neighborhood. While no one project will solve the regional housing crisis, this proposal would
help provide the kind of housing San Francisco needs to mitigate displacement, provide shelter for
its growing population, and arrest unsustainable housing price appreciation. You may learn more

about CaRLA at www.carlaef.org.

Sincerely,

Dylan Casey
ADU Director

California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund - hi@carlaef.org

1260 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Dito, Matthew (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Letter regarding tomorrow"s Agenda Item F.18 - 278 Monticello Street Property
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:00:30 PM

Attachments: opposition to 278 Monticello modifications.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: Beverly Popek [mailto:bhpopek@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:14 AM

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

Cc: Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS)

Subject: Letter regarding tomorrow's Agenda Item F.18 - 278 Monticello Street Property

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| am unable to make public comment on this matter and attached is a letter regarding Agenda
Item F.18 - 278 Monticello Property.

Regards,
Beverly

Beverly Popek
(415) 939-8019


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Matthew.Dito@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

June 27, 2018
Dear San Francisco Planning Commission:

This letter is regarding the request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2014.09.09.5905 (Item F. 18 of the June 28, 2018 Meeting Agenda). | am unable to speak at your
meeting and this letter is in opposition to the construction modifications that the owner of 278

Monticello Street has completed to this property.

Born, raised and living just one block away from 278 Monticello Street, | am a native San Franciscan

with children, a husband and an elderly mother in this neighborhood. | am very upset that the City and
County of San Francisco has allowed the current modifications of 278 Monticello. | have discussed this
matter to Supervisor Safai’s office as well as other neighbors and the SF Planning Commission needs to
provide oversight to planning and inspection staff to enforce and provide the proper interpretations of

regulations, laws and ordinances in our neighborhood.

Zoning regulations have been established to preserve the character of neighborhoods in San Francisco
and | feel that the “City” has let my neighborhood and family down because my neighborhood is being
converted into a district of dormitories. This area is not zoned for such a thing and the 278 Monticello
Street property shall become another dormitory or motel. The bigger picture is that this is another
dwelling that a family could have lived in. And people want to know why families are moving away from
San Francisco? Housing is one issue and this is where your commission can make a difference to retain

our neighborhood for its original purpose of providing family dwellings.

279 Monticello is just another property that wants to follow a trend of converted single family dwellings
to dorms for SFSU students in my neighborhood. Facts to consider: the property owners do not live
onsite and they rent out all rooms to SFSU students and essentially, it becomes a dormitory. Another
fact is that there is trend of single family dwellings being converted into dormitories in my neighborhood
and just on my block (Beverly Street). Here are some examples just on my block: the house next to
mine, 135 Beverly Street, is operated this way. In addition to renting out the four bedrooms, the owner
has converted the living and dining rooms into “rooms” to rent as well. Each semester, the house has 6
to 12 unrelated students living there. Just two days ago, we were informed that 127 Beverly Street (two
doors down from me and next to 135 Beverly) has a new owner and the concern is that 127 Beverly
Street will be converted to another dorm. 101 Beverly Street was a single family dwelling that in the
past two years has been converted into a female student dormitory which houses 8 to 12 SFSU women.
Since this is a corner house, the parties flow out into the street. Most roomers on my block (Beverly
Street) have a car. There is less or sometimes no parking. In addition, the parking spaces are smaller
than their cars and they also block our driveways and we can’t even get our cars in or out and SFMTA
has to get involved. We will work with Supervisor Safai to find the loopholes and unclear/grey areas to

stop this trend of conversion of family houses into dorms and motels.

In conclusion, you may not have known about such issues but now that you have been informed, | would
like you provide oversight and look into all relevant departments (planning and building inspection that
has allowed this degradation to my neighborhood. If this is out of your purview, perhaps a special

Scanned by CamScanner





collaboration with the departments that can address these issues raised here? Bottom-line, | don’t feel
that the planning and inspection departments’ interpretation of the regulations and laws are consistent
with the intent. The outcome has hurt the quality of life in my neighborhood (no parking, public
urination, issues with blocked driveways, increased trash on the street, noise complaints). Please
support and take a stand for families in San Francisco. Your commission can make a difference in my
quality of life as | try to continue to live here and raise a family in San Francisco.

If there are any questions or you need additional information, please don’t hesitate to contact me. In
addition, if there is a stakeholder meeting or task committee formed in response to this issue, please
contact me as | would like to participate in providing feedback.

Sincerely,

fopels.

Beverly Popek
139 Beverly Street Resident
bhpopek@gmail.com

cc: Supervisor Safai

Scanned by CamScanner






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 232 Clipper Street Request

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:59:50 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

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

From: Colin Thurlow [mailto:sfgyves@sbcglobal .net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:41 AM

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

Cc: Campbell, Cathleen (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com

Subject: 232 Clipper Street Request

President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

My nameis Colin Thurlow and | am a 30+ year resident of Noe Valley. | am writing to you regarding 232 Clipper
Street as| live directly behind this property on 25th Street.

| am happy to support Mr. Eastwood' s plans for a 3-story building that he submitted on June 25th to the Planning
Department. The 4-story plans that he submitted initially are out of scale and a menace to the surrounding neighbors
because the light, air, and privacy issues.

Please reject the 4-story massive duplex affordable to only afew and instead, vote for the 3-story design that at least
provides some level of relative affordability with a smaller unit at the first floor.

Yourstruly,

Colin Thurlow


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:sfgyves@sbcglobal.net

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: Capp Street Hearing. TWO WEEK CONTINUANCE REQUEST

Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:58:24 AM

FYI

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: Christensen, Michael (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:02 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: FW: Capp Street Hearing. TWO WEEK CONTINUANCE REQUEST

Brett bcc'd everyone so I'm not sure if this request was received by your office, so I'm forwarding just in case.

Respectfully,

Michael Christensen, Planner

Southeast Team, Current Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8742 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Brett Gladstone [mailto:BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:47 AM

To: DPH - bgladstone

Subject: Capp Street Hearing. TWO WEEK CONTINUANCE REQUEST

Good morning Commissioners.  We are requesting a two week continuance so that the

community has additional time to review terms of the proposed agreement we are negotiating with

a nonprofit housing provider. The community has received the key terms of the draft agreement.
That nonprofit has asked that we not make public an agreement that is still in discussion.

Thank you.

Brett Gladstone

Brett Gladstone
Partner
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Hanson Bridgett LLP
(415) 995-5065 Direct
(415) 995-3517 Fax

BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com

425 Market Street, 26th Floor | |
San Francisco, CA 94105

San Francisco | Sacramento | North Bay | East Bay | Los Angeles

This communication, including any attachments, is confidential and may be protected by privilege. If you are not the intended
recipient, any use, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received
this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by telephone or email, and permanently delete all copies,
electronic or other, you may have.

The foregoing applies even if this notice is embedded in a message that is forwarded or attached.
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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: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON SUPREME COURT DECISION IN JANUS VS AFSCME CASE
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:57:42 AM

Attachments: 6.27.18 Supreme Court Labor Decision.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:10 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON SUPREME COURT DECISION IN JANUS VS
AFSCME CASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 27, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**% STATEMENT ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON SUPREME COURT DECISION
IN JANUS VS AFSCME CASE

“Today’ s decision by the United States Supreme Court to weaken our public sector |abor
unions is another unfortunate setback for our working-class families, who are aready facing
unprecedented attacks by hostile Congressional Republicans and a heartless Presidential
Administration.

Despite the disappointing news today, | am here to say, unequivocally, that San Francisco will
always remain a strong union City and | will continue to support our brothers and sistersin the
labor movement. Labor literally helped build this city and our union members have long been
on the frontlines fighting for civil rights, justice and equality. We will never forget that—the
labor movement is part of our City’s DNA.

In the coming weeks, | will work with the incoming Mayoral administration, our Human
Resource department and our union leaders to discuss strategies and policies that will help
protect and support our public sector labor members. We will not let today’ s decision deter our
commitment to the hardworking individuals who contribute so much to the unique fabric of
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR MARK E. FARRELL

SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, June 27, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR MARK FARRELL ON SUPREME COURT DECISION
IN JANUS VS AFSCME CASE

“Today’s decision by the United States Supreme Court to weaken our public sector labor unions
is another unfortunate setback for our working-class families, who are already facing
unprecedented attacks by hostile Congressional Republicans and a heartless Presidential
Administration.

Despite the disappointing news today, | am here to say, unequivocally, that San Francisco will
always remain a strong union City and | will continue to support our brothers and sisters in the
labor movement. Labor literally helped build this city and our union members have long been on
the frontlines fighting for civil rights, justice and equality. We will never forget that—the labor
movement is part of our City’s DNA.

In the coming weeks, | will work with the incoming Mayoral administration, our Human
Resource department and our union leaders to discuss strategies and policies that will help
protect and support our public sector labor members. We will not let today’s decision deter our
commitment to the hardworking individuals who contribute so much to the unique fabric of our
great City.”

it

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






our great City.”



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: 2018-007182CUA & 2016-001557ENX
Date: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:53:47 AM
Attachments: image001.png
imaqge002.png
image003.png
imaqe004.png
image005.png

PlaceMade CCA Support Letter 6.26.18.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Chloe V. Angelis [mailto:cangelis@reubenlaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:35 AM

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Daniel Frattin

Subject: 2018-007182CUA & 2016-001557ENX

Jonas and Esmeralda,

Attached please find a letter from Kate Sofis on behalf of PlaceMade, in support of the above-
referenced CCA projects. CCA is scheduled for items 13a and 13b on tomorrow’s Planning
Commission agenda.

Thanks.

REUBEN, JUNIUS &ROSE, u.»

Chloe Angelis, Attorney
Tel: (415) 567-9000
Fax: (415) 399-9480
cangelis@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com

SF Office: Oakland Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600 456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104 Oakland, CA 94607

Wiin(o

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE — This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and
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PLACEMADE

June 25, 2018

Rich Hillis, President

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: California College of the Arts
188 Hooper Street, 1140 7th Street, 1111 8th Street
Case No. 2016-001557

Dear Commissioners:

| am writing on behalf of PlaceMade — SFMade’s affordable industrial space subsidiary- to urge
the Planning Commission to approve CCA’s proposal to construct a 520-bed student housing building at
188 Hooper Street and a new academic building at 1140 7th Street.

As we eagerly await the completion of our new PlaceMade Manufacturing Foundry at 150
Hooper Street, we are thrilled to see CCA move forward with its plans to unify both its Bay Area
campuses at the site of the existing Showplace Square campus. As a well-respected arts and design
school, CCA is an ideal neighbor for the new PlaceMade building, a 54,000 square foot affordable
production space for manufacturers to work in a collaborative community environment. CCA and our
parent organization, SFMade, have a longstanding program partnership, including presenting shared
educational offerings as well as CCA hosting SFMade’s annual Holiday Fair. We are excited about the
opportunities for further collaboration that our new physical proximity will present.

CCA’s project will utilize the large vacant lot at 1140 7th, improving safety and elevating the
pedestrian environment on three large frontages. Additionally, the new developments will add street
improvements, including abundant bike parking, street trees, landscaping, and new bulbouts and
crosswalks.

Most exciting is that the expanded campus will bring new students, faculty, and student
residents to the area, enlivening the neighborhood and creating new patrons for neighborhood-serving
business to grow and/or establish themselves here. The project will create a cohesive urban campus,
and particularly in conjunction with the adjacent PlaceMade building, will solidify the neighborhood as
destination for arts, design, and craft manufacturing.

Sincerely,

e e —

Kate Sofis, CEO
SFMade/PlaceMade






may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a
reply to the sender and delete the transmittal and any attachments.



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); Sider, Dan (CPC)

Subject: FW: Office of Cannabis Letter to Planning Commission Leadership

Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 1:56:23 PM

Attachments: scan0024.pdf

FYI

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: Elliott, Nicole (ADM)

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 12:42 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC); Kelly, Naomi (ADM); Bukowski, Kenneth (ADM); Barnes, Bill (ADM)
Subject: Office of Cannabis Letter to Planning Commission Leadership

Good afternoon Jonas,

Please find attached a letter to President Hillis and Vice President Melgar requesting their
consideration of changes to the Planning Department CB3P program. May | please request your
assistance in distributing this letter to Commission leadership?

Thank you, and please don’t hesitate to reach out if you have questions.

Best,
Nicole

Nicole Elliott | /ZERE

Director

Office of Cannabis | ZEM AMEEHRAE
City & County of San Francisco
officeofcannabis.sfgov.org
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a

Mark Farrell Ll
Mayor SAN FRANCISCO
Naomi M. Kelly OFFICE OF CANNABIS

City Administrator Nicole Elliott, Director

June 26, 2018

Rich Hillis Myra Melgar

President Vice President

Planning Commission Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Cannabis Equity Program & Community Business Priority Processing Program
Dear President Hillis and Vice President Melgar:

I write today to request the Planning Commission amend the scope of the Community Business Priority Processing
Program (CB3P) to allow the City’s Cannabis Equity Program applicants seeking cannabis business permits that
require Conditional Use Approval the opportunity to participate in the program.

In anticipation of the City and County of San Francisco adopting the 2018 commercial cannabis regulatory
structure, the Office of Cannabis, in collaboration with the Controller’s Office and the Human Rights Commission,
drafted an Equity Report. This report calls out key barriers to entering the adult-use cannabis market, including
financial, technical and criminal barriers. The report stated that the City must invest in these communities and we
must end or revise policies that continue to marginalize communities disproportionately impacted by the War on
Drugs if we wish to see a successful program.

Originally established to streamline the Conditional Use Approval process for certain small businesses, the CB3P
program’s stated goal is to maintain an eclectic and diverse range of small businesses in San Francisco. Further, it
acknowledges that the process of establishing a small business can be overwhelming. Nowhere can this
overwhelming process have more negative consequences than with our entrepreneurs who come from the
communities that continue to bear the brunt of burdens caused by the War on Drugs. These applicants are already
disadvantaged by a long list of potential barriers to entering the industry, however, the financial and real estate
barriers barriers are only exacerbated by the Conditional Use Approval process.

The Office of Cannabis believes in the Planning Commission’s goal of supporting a vibrant and diverse small
business community, and is committed to doing all it can to leverage existing city programs for the purpose of
providing pathways to success for Cannabis Equity Program participants. With this in mind, a revision to the
Planning Department’s CB3P program has the potential to mitigate some of our equity applicants’ most significant
barriers to entering the commercial cannabis market. It is for these reasons that | respectfully request you consider
revising the CB3P program to allow the City’s cannabis equity applicants to experience the program’s proven

benefits. -
Sincerely,
~ )
. / _:/_ /_/
{ .~ l,_.(: A 445 /) e
Nicole Elliott

Director, Office of Cannabis

cc: Commissioners, San Francisco Planning Commission
John Rahaim, Director, San Francisco Planning Department
Jonas lonan, Secretary, San Francisco Planning Commission






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: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 10:13:11 AM

Attachments: Support Letter for Fifth Church.docx

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: Laurel and Steve Mason [mailto:landsmason@shaw.ca]

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 9:10 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Subject: Letter in Support of the Proposed Project at 450 O'Farrell Street

To Whom it may Concern,
Please find attached a letter in support of the 450 O'Farrell Street project.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Laurel Howard Mason


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Laurel Howard Mason

5452 Dalrymple Crescent N.W.

Calgary, Alberta, Canada

T3A 1R3



June 25, 2018



Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103



RE: Letter in support of the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell Street



Dear President Hills and Commissioners:



My family and I have had occasion to visit Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist in San Francisco many times during the past several years.  We have always received a warm welcome from the friendly members of this church, and have appreciated their vitality and the hospitality they extend to visitors and their community.



It is important to note that the numerous steep stairs leading up from the foyer to the church auditorium are an imposing challenge to senior visitors.  My father, for instance, found it quite taxing to make his way up the two sets of stairs, needing to pause a few times on the way up.



A few years ago, when our son was eight years old, he attended the Sunday School.  He loved his teacher, and had an inspiring time talking with her, however his comment was that the Sunday School, located in the basement, was “scary” and that the stairs going down were “so steep”.  This is certainly not the impression that the members of this church would like their young attendees to take away.



[bookmark: _GoBack]These examples, gathered from our personal experience, emphasize the necessity for a new church, and an accessible Reading Room for quiet study, in order to accommodate the needs of both the younger and more elderly visitors and members.



We have a great fondness for Fifth Church, and appreciate the sincere and dedicated planning that has resulted in a design intended to enrich the experience of the members, guests and adherents of the church, to revitalize the area, and to accommodate the needs of the larger community.





Due to the timeline involved, and the unpredictable nature of mail delivery from Canada to the U.S., this letter is being sent via email.  A paper copy of this letter will follow via regular mail, 



Sincerely,





Laurel Howard Mason







52 Dot G
LR

anezs 2018

o —

155 VisonSvek St 0
S X1

RE: Lot n sapporof e proposed proeta 450 O Farl et
by 30 R st it Chorn oG, it n o0

i potan et s st s g o om0
e e 0 o g s Sty 4
Ay S 3wy o w3 e

o s 20wt ur o vt oy o st m Sy

Sl e a1 iy s kg i
R s ot e S SEro st bsrent s

Sy S o o i e 50 S T oty
o ot oo o s

e crarie gopers o s cparc cprasce e
ey o o chh sk o el R o b ot .
ot ot o b 7 Y o 0y

o gt rdross o Pt G, vt i scr
i bt s et 5 G S S

s o s e s e o g o etz
e s 0 e o 6 s ooy





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: Letter to Planning Commission Regarding 450 O" Farrell Street Project

Date: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:07:15 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: PIC, PLN (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 6:57 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Silva, Christine (CPC)

Subject: Fw: Letter to Planning Commission Regarding 450 O' Farrell Street Project

fyi

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

The information provided in this correspondence is based on a preliminary review of information provided by the
reguestor. It does not constitute a comprehensive review of the project or request. For amore extensive review it is
strongly recommended to schedule a project review meeting. The information provided in this email does not
constitute a Zoning Administrator |etter 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: Mary Ann Cahill <maryann-maryann@att.net>

Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 1:45 PM

To: PIC, PLN (CPC); Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Subject: Letter to Planning Commission Regarding 450 O' Farrell Street Project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

| am amember of Ninth Church of Christ Scientist, San Francisco (175
Junipero Serra Boulevard), and aresident at Arden Wood.

| am writing in support of approval for the project for 450 O’ Farrell
Street (Fifth Church of Christ Scientist, San Francisco).

Our religion advocates that we should be good citizens and good
neighbors. Fifth Church has been fulfilling that demand for amost 100
years. And this new project would continue to do that.
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The new building would be in keeping with the neighborhood; in fact, it
would enhance it with its beautiful design.

It would help the families in the neighborhood. It would provide some
more affordable housing. | understand there are about 3,000 children in
the area. The Church has awonderful Sunday School program aswell asa
child care areafor children too young to attend Sunday School.

Everyone is welcome.

The new design will offer a Reading Room, which isa quiet, clean, safe
place for rest and study, with resources for reading, purchasing,
borrowing or working on-line, augmented by helpful librarians and
workers. Everyoneiswelcome.

Healing harmony is central to our religion. It doesn't stop with our
members but extends to, and blesses, the neighborhood and the world,
which we pray for daily.

| understand that the members of the church have been working
harmoniously with the planning commission. We expect that to continue
and, as| have said, harmony is a hallmark of true Christian Science.

With this expectancy in mind, we confidently declare with Mary Baker
Eddy, our Founder and the Discoverer of Christian Science, that
...whatever blesses one, blesses all (SCIENCE AND HEALTH WITH
KEY TO THE SCRIPTURES, pg. 206)

Thank you very much for your consideration of this letter
and the project at 450 O’ Farrell Street.

Sincerely,
Mary Ann Cahill
445 Wawona Street, #305

SF.CA. 94116
(415) 342-4963



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: Support for 450 O"Farrell street project

Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:39:19 PM

Attachments: 5th church support.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: Daniel Emerson [mailto:demerson@lightandmotion.com]
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:26 PM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Marcelle.Boudreaux@sfgov.com

Subject: Support for 450 O'Farrell street project

Daniel T. Emerson
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FROM THE DESK OF

DANIEL EMERSON

June 25,2018

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

Dear President Hills and Commissioners

| am writing in support of the 450 O’Farrell Street project sponsored by the 5th Church
of Christ Scientists. As past member of the Church my family and | spent a good deal
of time in the Tenderloin and got to know the area through our work at the church.
The area has many challenges, but as you dig deeper into the people and the place it
is a vibrant community which the church members, most of whom commute into the
city to attend, love and appreciate.

The genesis of the project, hatched over 2 decades ago, remains to bless the
community and continue to bring healing and support to it. Our membership
expresses their support through prayer and love, not soup kitchens and outreach.
Both are important and necessary. Jesus fed the multitude, but his most important
contribution was his clear understanding and sharing of our true identity as children
of God, an understanding that lifts us up and propels us forward.

As we looked at our expansive property, we recognized that what blesses one blesses
all. A well conceived project that; brings housing for families, members, and young
professionals, thoughtful design, a fresh church and reading room to share inspiration
and healing, will bless the Tenderloin and help to move it forward.

With our many years of experience in the neighborhood, we understand the
streetscape, how to be inclusive while protecting the property, open while safe, how
to design to make it easy to clean and maintain an attractive and welcoming presence.
These elements are lacking with the current structure, designed for an era long gone.

It is past time to build this project and embrace the now that is our community, city
and church.

Sincerely yours,

Daniel T. Emerson

24509 PORTOLA AVE CARMEL, CA 93923






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2017- 006758DRP (6/28 Item #2, 1722 27th Ave)
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 1:18:09 PM

Attachments: 1722 27th Ave 20180628.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: Westside = best side! [mailto:westsidebestsidesf@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 1:13 PM

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

Cc: Tang, Katy (BOS); Samonsky, Ella (CPC); bill@xiearchdesign.com; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 2017- 006758DRP (6/28 Item #2, 1722 27th Ave)

Dear Planning Commissioners,

Please find attached our letter of SUPPORT for the proposal at 1722 27th Avenue, which
consists of amodest 3rd floor vertical addition and an ADU on the first floor.

In summary: as neighbors of the Sunset District, we enthusiastically SUPPORT this project,
and on behalf of our 200 members, we please ask you to:

- NOT continue thisitem until July 26,
- NOT take DR, and
- APPROVE it.

Thanks for your time,

Maelig Morvan
Westside = best side!

| | Garanti sans virus. www.avast.com
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ﬁﬁ Westside = best side! HHHH

Phone: 415.779.2031 | Email: westsidebestsidesf(@gmail.com

Re: 1722 27th Ave / Case No.: 2017-006758DRP / June 28, 2018 meeting (ltem #2)

Position: APPROVE; do not continue to 7/26, do not accept DR

Dear Planning Commissioners,

There is absolutely no reason to continue this item. This proposal is compliant with both existing
zoning (RH-1, residential house - one family) and height limit (40-X, 40 feet or 4 stories), as well
as San Francisco’s current Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation.

Furthermore, there is also no reason to take discretionary review and to deny this project. This
should be a no-brainer: it will not only add a much needed home thanks to the ADU on the first
floor, but also enable the owners to establish the home they need for themselves thanks to the
vertical addition.

The reasons neighbors cite to justify the DR are despicable (neighbors who, incidentally, don’t
even live immediately adjacent to 1722 27th Ave). For example, Casey McCoy (who lives
across the street a few houses down) wrote that they are "concerned about the building permit"
because "we can temper our neighbors' ambitions when those ambitions infringe upon our own
serenity”. Really?

Ariadne Prater, Mitchell, Joshua, and Elena Allen (who live on the other side of the block) are
really concerned about many things, including privacy, which comes "at a premium”, and are
against the proposal because only people like them "have vested themselves in the
neighborhood". Read: not these newcomers.

We are also very concerned that the DR was initiated by CC Sofronas (who lives across the
street), on behalf of the "Mid-Sunset Neighborhood Association", a shell community
organization that only exists to initiate such appeals, and has not had a meeting in years. What
this means is that instead of paying the $597 fee to delay this project with a DR request, in this
case, it is FREE! Indeed, this fee does not apply when a "neighborhood organization" files the
DR.

By continuing this item, and even considering taking the DR, you would keep encouraging
discretionary review requests, like this one, to be used as delaying and extortion tactics — the
Project Sponsor already scaled down their proposal following the 311 notice, which is
unacceptable. What transpires in these letters (and the opposition to housing near them in





general) is a clear refusal of any change in "their" neighborhood, and of any new neighbors who
do not live like them. It is "immigrants welcome" on their front yard signs... until these
immigrants add one unit, a few bedrooms, and a story.

This sensible proposal adds a good size (two bedrooms) ADU, and three bedrooms in the main
home for what seems to be a multigenerational household. These kinds of additions are very
common in the Sunset District (see photos attached for a couple of examples) and are 100%
compatible with the “neighborhood character” as it stands today, as well as a good way to
gradually grow our neighborhood’s housing stock without radical changes. All of this while
staying significantly under current zoning capacity (29 feet high for 40 allowed).

Our organization follows the Planning Commission’s meetings, and we believe that your
emphasis on respecting local zoning codes when adding housing (during the SB 827
discussion), as well as family-sized homes (during the Home-SF discussion), now needs to
translate into action. This project does address both, which means you need to approve it
without any more delay. Some of you said they opposed SB 827 because existing zoning and
ADUs were enough to increase our housing stock.

Now is the time to prove it.

On behalf of our 200 members, we ask that you please do not continue this item to July 26, that
you do not take the DR, and that you approve this project.

Thank you,

Maelig Morvan
Sunset District resident and Westside = best side! co-founder

Cc: Katy Tang, District 4 Supervisor
Ella Samonsky, Planner in charge
Bill Xie Guan, Project Sponsor





These 2 single-family homes were built identical. The one on the left now has a 3rd floor
addition.

This Sunset District house used to be 2 stories until 2015 (left), it is now 3 stories (right).






From: lonin. Jonas (CPC)

To: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY
Cc: Luellen, Mark (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Subject: RE: Advance CPC Calendar Request - Hearst for Aug. 30?
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 12:01:14 PM

Done.

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

onas.ionin@sf
www.sfplanning.org

From: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC)

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 11:59 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Luellen, Mark (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Subject: RE: Advance CPC Calendar Request - Hearst for Aug. 30?

Sept. 6th

From: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC)

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 11:59 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Luellen, Mark (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Subject: RE: Advance CPC Calendar Request - Hearst for Aug. 30?

OK, I'll take Sept—36'":
Thanks!
Eiliesh

Eiliesh Tuffy, Senior Planner

Northeast Team - Preservation, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.9191 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:37 AM

To: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Luellen, Mark (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Subject: RE: Advance CPC Calendar Request - Hearst for Aug. 30?

Eiliesh,
Aug. 30™ s closed. | can offer Sept. 6.

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: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC)

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 9:00 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Luellen, Mark (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Subject: Advance CPC Calendar Request - Hearst for Aug. 30?

Hi, Jonas,
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After speaking with EP, the soonest we will be able to take this to Planning Commission based on Sponsor submittals and the expiration
of the MND comment period is August 30.

Therefore, Esmeralda’s vacant spot does not need to be taken by Hearst — should another project need it!

(I' have also updated the case report suffix for the Legislative Text Amendment case to PCA, as noted below.)

Is it possible to bump Hearst to August 30 on your advanced calendar, in light of the EP scheduling update?

Sincerely,
Eiliesh

Eiliesh Tuffy, Senior Planner

Northeast Team - Preservation, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.9191 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Tuffy, Eiliesh (CPC)

Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 11:23 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Luellen, Mark (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Advance CPC Calendar Request - Aug. 23 opening (Hearst?)

Hi, Jonas, Mark & Claudine,

| just spoke to Esmeralda, whose 2799 241 Street no longer need a slot on the August 23 Planning Commission agenda (DR was not
filed).

I’'m hoping we can swap out 24" Street to place the Hearst Building in its place for 8/23, if you think that will work with the remaining
agenda items, Jonas.

Should 8/23 not be possible, perhaps we can grab 8/30.

Thank you!
Sincerely,
Eiliesh

AUG 30 CPC

2016-007303DNXCUA 5 Third Street (Hearst Building) Tuffy
(District 6) Convert existing office building for
new Hotel use.

2016-007303PCA 5 Third Street (Hearst Building) Tuffy
({District 6) Text Amendment — Planning
Commission review of proposed sponsor-
Initiated Sec. 188 amendment, to add 188(g)
related to rooftop appurtenances.

Eiliesh Tuffy, Senior Planner

Northeast Team - Preservation, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.9191 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Boudreaux, Marcelle (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for 450 O"Farrell Street Proposed Project
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:53:17 AM

Attachments: Church Letter of Support - O"Farrell Street - Tenderloin .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: Stephan Reese [mailto:stephangreese@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 6:17 AM

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Support for 450 O'Farrell Street Proposed Project

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

Enclosed in thisemail is aletter of support for the proposed project on 450 O'Farrell. This
email isfollowed up by a Fedex letter sent to you recently from Brooklyn, NY.

| request that you kindly consider this document, asit is a testament of the impact that the
Fifth Church of Christ, Science has had on my upbringing and development. It also details the
impact the church and it members has on the Tenderloin asa community.

Thank you for your consideration.

Stephan Reese
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June 25th 2018
Dear President Hillis and the Commissioners,

Kindly consider this letter of support. The Fifth Church of Christ, Science in the Tenderloin has
been instrumental to my spiritual and personal development. As an African-American raised in
San Francisco, | have seen the community benefit from the services offered by the Fifth Church.
It serves as a stabilizing force and its presence has been beneficial to businesses and
community organizations in the immediate area. Over the decades | have also observed
positive impacts from the skills and the resources that its members bring to our community.

The Sunday school services have helped me form positive relationships with community
members in the Tenderloin, church members and wider community, which in turn assisted me in
constructing meaningful understandings of self and wider world.

It is essential for the presence of the church be continued and its current development goals
realized. These goals increase locally oriented growth for the Tenderloin and the extremely
diverse populations that live there.

Community connections in our state, city and beyond often align with community services,
spiritual growth and community connectedness. In this fluid cultural, political and economic
climate, our city is undergoing change that has disrupted the livelihood outcomes and displaced
the lives of so many native San Franciscans. The Fifth Church of Christ, Science is a crucial
institution that drives inclusion and the type local community engagement that reflects San
Francisco’s history of diversity. It contributions act as a force to counteracts current social and
economic upheaval thats affecting the lives of so many residents in the Tenderloin.

Sincerely,

Stephan Quincy Reese
415.574.1088






From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Bintliff. Jacob (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Sierra Club letter - File 180423, Process Improvements Ordinance, Item 28, BOS hearing
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:52:59 AM

Attachments: Sierra Club - File 180423, Process Improve Ord Final.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: Kathy Howard [mailto:kathyhoward@earthlink.net]

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 8:59 AM

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

Subject: Sierra Club letter - File 180423, Process Improvements Ordinance, Item 28, BOS hearing

Commissioners,

Attached please find the Sierra Club's recommendations for File 180423, the Process Improvements
Ordinance, Item 28 on the Tuesday BOS agenda.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Thank you for your consideration.

Katherine Howard
Executive Committee
SF Group

Sierra Club
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WSIERRA CLUB

SAN FRANCISCO BAY

Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco counties

June 24, 2018

Supervisor President London Breed and
Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall

San Francisco, CA

Re: File NO. 180423, Process Improvements Ordinance

Dear Supervisor President Breed,

The Sierra Club strongly supports the power of the people to participate in the development of
regulations, plans, and evaluation criteria at every level of decision-making for their communities. San
Franciscans have a right to know what is going on in their city and to have a say in local planning
decisions. The Sierra Club also understands the need to face the state's affordable housing crisis head-
on -- having a decent home for everyone is critical.

Unfortunately, much of the current housing legislation - and this legislation in particular - has left the
people of San Francisco out of the decision-making process. Not only were the local residents not
consulted, but despite five hours of public testimony at the Planning Commission, most of the
suggestions from the residents and the Planning Commission were ignored in the legislation put forth by
the BOS Land Use Committee.

The Sierra Club suggests that the Board of Supervisors send the legislation back to the Planning
Department, to be subject to an extensive and invigorating public process.

Short of that, we propose the following amendments to the current legislation:

e Standardize all notices at 30 days: The Planning Department proposed making the noticing
periods consistent for all notices that go out. Unfortunately, this included shortening some
notices from 30 to 20 days, thereby making it more difficult for many residents to receive a
notice, get up to speed on a project, and try to come to an agreement with the project
sponsors. The Planning Commission recommended 30 days, but the BOS/LUC inexplicably
supported the shorter 20 day period. The Sierra Club supports the change for all noticing to 30
days.

e Retain the current noticing for pop-outs: The public deserves a full process for these additions
to their neighbors' homes. The proposal for a Pre-App process at the BOS/LUC was well-
intentioned, but this process involves a very short time line that could be easily missed by
someone travelling out of town. The Pre-App process does not require definite or final plans to
judge the project by, gives the homeowner recourse to only the Board of Appeals, and does not
allow for time or inclination to work out a compromise between neighbors. The rationale of
saving two FTE is laudable but not compelling in the face of depriving residents of input into
what is happening right next door to them. In addition, it is likely that those FTE requirements
will be transferred to the Board of Appeals -- who will have to deal with a sudden onslaught of
appeals, as the first response to any Pre-App notice will be to appeal first, negotiate later.
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WSIERRA CLUB

SAN FRANCISCO BAY

Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco counties

e Retain the current document noticing size and content requirements: Shrinking from a packet
with full plans to a postcard is also shrinking the ability of people to find the postcard in the mail
and then understand what is happening from the limited content that a postcard can hold.

e Retain newspaper noticing and availability in languages in addition to English. Not everyone has
a computer or knows how to access the internet. Disenfranchisement due to language barriers
should never be acceptable in San Francisco.

We suggest that a more public process be followed in all future legislation that has such a direct impact
on the lives of San Francisco residents. Thoughtful city and regional planning with extensive civic input
is the best way to provide housing for people now and for a city everyone can call home for future
generations.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Aéé714444¢{/ )94“**L“‘2\
Katherine Howard

Executive Committee
San Francisco Group

cc: Clerk of the Board, Planning Commission, Planning Department, Office of the Mayor
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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: Commission Update for the Week of June 25, 2018
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:10:22 AM

Attachments: Commission Weekly Update 6.25.18.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 25, 2018 9:51 AM

To: Tsang, Francis

Subject: Commission Update for the Week of June 25, 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 25, 2018

Re: 

Commission Update for the Week of June 25, 2018

This memorandum summarizes and highlights agenda items before commissions and boards for the week of June 25, 2018. 


Film (Monday, June 25, 2PM)

Discussion Only


· PRESIDENT’S REPORT - President Wang will report about: (1) her recent trip to Taipei for the signing of the MOU between the San Francisco Film Commission and the Taipei Film Commission (2) the upcoming launch of the Netflix TV series, A Taiwanese Tale of Two Cities (3) her attendance at the CAAM Fest Award Ceremony Brunch to speak about Film SF and the Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program.


· COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS - By Commissioners to share about tasks they have completed or plan to complete in relation to the Stage Space, facilitation of Production/Tech/Advertising Relationships, Branding/Marketing/Advertising of Film SF, Neighborhood/Merchant group relationship building, the Scene in San Francisco Rebate Program.


· EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT - This report will include: (1) an announcement about OEWD Executive Director Todd Rufo’s departure for a new job (2) an announcement about the status of the Scene in San Francisco Rebate program 10 year extension proposal before the Board of Supervisors (3) an update on the number of recent film permits and notable productions which have shot in San Francisco (4) an update on upcoming productions (5) a report on the partnership with CAAMFest and the screening of the film Bitter Melon (6) a report about the Frameline film festival partnership in June (7) an update on the status of the effort to extend the CA State Film Tax Credit.

Port (Monday, June 25, 10AM) - SPECIAL

Action Items


· CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL AND REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATOR – Property: Piers 31–33, located at Francisco and Bay Streets and The Embarcadero. The Port and National Park Service are negotiating business terms for use of portions of Piers 31–33 as a long-term ferry embarkation site for passenger service to Alcatraz Island. In this executive session, the Port’s negotiator seeks direction from the Port Commission on factors affecting the price and terms of payment, including price structure, financing mechanisms and other factors affecting the form, manner and timing of payment of the consideration for the property interests. The executive session discussions will enhance the capacity of the Port Commission during its public deliberations and actions to set the price and payment term that are most likely to maximize the benefits to the Port, the City and the people of the State of California. (Closed Session)

· Request adoption of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project (2017-000188ENV) located at Piers 31-33 on The Embarcadero at Bay Street (Site) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; and


Request approval of three transaction documents: (1) a General Agreement between the Port and the National Park Service (NPS) for a thirty-year term with two ten-year options for use of the Site primarily as the embarkation to Alcatraz Island including: (2) a form lease with an initial ferry concessioner to be selected by NPS for site improvements and ferry services including from the Site to Alcatraz Island coterminous with the ferry concession contract; and (3) a lease with the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy for site improvements and to operate visitor amenities including a visitor-contact station and café for a thirty-year term with two ten-year options coterminous with the General Agreement. 


Small Business (Monday, June 25, 2PM)


Action Items


· BOS File No. 180482 - Permit Review Procedures and Zoning Controls - Neighborhood Commercial Districts in Supervisorial Districts 4 and 11. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create a two-year pilot program removing public notice and Planning Commission review for certain uses in Neighborhood Commercial Districts in Supervisorial Districts 4 and 11; modifying zoning controls for certain uses in Supervisorial Districts 4 and 11.  (Tang, Safai)

· BOS File No. 180519 - Environment Code - Food Service Waste Reduction. 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. (Tang, Safai, Breed, Sheehy, Peskin, Yee, Ronen, Fewer)


· BOS File No. 180320- Planning Code - Catering as an Accessory Use in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow Catering as an Accessory Use to Limited Restaurants in Neighborhood Commercial Districts under certain conditions. (Safai)

PUC (Tuesday, June 26, 130PM)


Discussion Only


· Recognition of Jim Wood, Laborers’ International Union of North America, Local Union #1130, and Michael Theriault, San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council, upon their respective retirements

· CleanPowerSF Update

· Update on Section 541 of H.R. 5952 - Commerce, Justice, Science and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2019 related to National Marine Fisheries Service’s participation in the Don Pedro and La Grange Hydroelectric Projects licensing proceedings before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission


Action Items


· Approve Amendment No. 2 to Agreement No. CS-324.A, Security Consulting and Design Services, with CH2M Hill Engineers, Inc.; and authorize the General Manager to execute this amendment, extending the term by six months for a total agreement duration of four years and six months, with no change to the agreement amount.

· Authorize the General Manager to execute Amendment Two to the Gas Pipeline Cross Bore Agreement with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) to extend the term by three and a half years until April 13, 2021, for a total term of six and a half years, to allow PG&E additional time to complete inspection and repair of gas line cross bores through SFPUC sewer facilities.

· Confirm and approve the analysis and conclusions set forth in the Revised Water Supply Assessment for the proposed India Basin Project, pursuant to the State of California Water Code Section 10910 et seq., California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 21151.9, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15155.


· Authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute a grant agreement with the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) for an amount not-toexceed $370,000, and with a duration of four years, to integrate the SFPUC’s Big Ideas Science, Technology, Engineering and Math Education Framework into SFUSD science curriculum for all students K-12.

· Approve Amendment No. 3 to Agreement No. CS-242A with Baseline Environmental Consulting, Agreement No. CS-242B with ESA+Orion Joint Venture, and Agreement No. CS-242C with URS Corporation Americas to continue to provide environmental analyses, surveys, and reports, and prepare resource agency permit applications; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute amendments to Agreements Nos. CS-242A–C, increasing each of the three agreements by $4,000,000, for a total not-toexceed amount of $9,600,000 per agreement, with no change to the contract duration, and for CS-242C only, to execute a name change from URS Corporation Americas to URS Corporation.

· Approve and authorize the General Manager to execute an Assignment and Assumption Agreement for Agreement No. CS-242D, As-Needed Environmental Support, from RMC Water and Environment to Woodard & Curran, Inc.; approve Amendment No. 3 to Agreement No. CS-242D; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute Amendment No. 3 to CS-242D in an amount of $4,000,000, for a total not-to-exceed agreement amount of $9,600,000, with no change to the agreement duration.

· Approve Amendment No. 5 to Agreement No. CS-716, Calaveras Dam Replacement, with URS Corporation to provide ongoing engineering support during construction, start-up, and commissioning of the project; and authorize the General Manager to negotiate and execute Amendment No. 5 increasing  the agreement by $2,415,000, for a total agreement amount of $30,915,000, and extending the term by 13 months, for a total agreement duration of 16 years, 10 months, subject to Board of Supervisors approval pursuant to Charter Section 9.118.


Board of Appeals (Wednesday, June 27, 5PM) - CANCELLED

Fire (Wednesday, June 28, 5PM)


Discussion Only


· PRESENTATION FROM THE NERT ADVISORY BOARD - Members from the NERT Advisory Board to make presentation.

Police (Wednesday, June 27, 530PM) - CANCELLED

Status of Women (Wednesday, June 27, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· Girl’s Report - MSW Policy Fellow Galina Yudovich will present on the 2018 Update on Girls in San Francisco: Resiliency in a Changing City, she will be joined by Alezandra Melendrez, Director of Research & Policy at Young Women's Freedom Center. 


· Community Needs Assessment Presentation - The presentation of University of Utah's findings from the San Francisco Violence Against Women Needs Assessment. The findings will be presented by Dr. Annie Isabel Fukushima, the project's Principal Investigator.

Action Items


· Resolution Recognizing Dixie Horning 


· Resolution Recognizing Teresa Ewins 


· Resolution Recognizing Denise Schmidt 


· Position of Support for Proposed Legislation on Harassment Prevention Training for City Employees - Reporting Requirements for City Departments - Time Frame for Filing Equal Employment Opportunity Complaints (File No. 180546) 

Housing Authority (Thursday, June 28, 4PM)


Discussion Only


· PUBLIC HEARING/PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO’S FIVE YEAR PLAN, ANNUAL PLAN CAPITAL GRANT FUND AS MANDATED BY SECTION 511 OF THE QUALITY HOUSING AND WORK RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1998 TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Action Items


· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXPEND AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED SIXTY TWO THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED TWENTY DOLLARS ($62,920) FOR CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICIAL BUSINESS PARKING PERMITS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2018

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO UTILIZE THE U.S. COMMUNITIES PARTNER AGREEMENT WITH HD SUPPLY TO PROVIDE MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES TO THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO INCREASING THE CONTRACT BY THREE HUNDRED TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($310,000) WITH A NEW CUMULATIVE AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED FIVE HUNDRED SIXTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($560,000)

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO INCREASE THE U.S. COMMUNITIES PARTNER AGREEMENT CONTRACT WITH THE HOME DEPOT TO PROVIDE MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES TO THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BY FOUR HUNDRED SIXTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($465,000) WITH A NEW CUMULATIVE NOT-TOEXCEED AMOUNT TO ONE MILLION, THREE HUNDRED FIFTEEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,315,000)

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO AMEND THE MARCH 23, 2018 ENGAGEMENT LETTER WITH BDO USA, LLP FOR FINANCE CONSULTING SERVICES TO INCREASE THE CONTRACT AMOUNT BY NINE THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED TWENTY-SIX DOLLARS ($9,826) FOR A TOTAL CONTRACT AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED THIRTY-EIGHT THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED SIX DOLLARS ($38,806)

· RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND APPROVING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO AN ONE YEAR CONTRACT WITH OPTIONS TO EXTEND UP TO FOUR ADDITIONAL ONE YEAR PERIODS FOR A CUMULATIVE FIVE YEAR MAXIMUM WITH SUNRISE CREDIT SERVICES, INC. TO PROVIDE COLLECTION SERVICES

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING THE ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO SUBMIT TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ("HUD") THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO'S ANNUAL PLAN, FIVE-YEAR PLAN UPDATE AND CAPITAL GRANT FUND AS MANDATED BY SECTION 511 OF THE QUALITY HOUSING AND WORK RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1998

Human Services (Thursday, June 28, 930AM)


Action Items


· Requesting ratification of actions taken by the Executive Director since the May 24, 2018 Regular Meeting in accordance with Commission authorization of June 28, 2018:


1. Submission of requests to encumber funds in the total amount of $3,468,977 for purchase of services or


supplies and contingency amounts;


2. Submission of 0 temporary position(s) for possible use in order to fill positions on a temporary basis;


3. Submission of report of 64 temporary appointment(s) made during the period of 5.12.18 thru 6.15.18.


· Requesting approval of the Continuing Authorizations that may be taken by the Executive Director in Fiscal Year 2018-2019

· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with DRESS FOR SUCCESS SAN FRANCISCO for the provision of interview suiting services for women entering the workforce; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $141,750, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $155,925.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with RICHMOND AREA MULTI-SERVICES, INC. to provide pre-vocational services and pre-vocational behavioral health evaluation services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $2,909,748, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $3,200,723.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with BAY AREA LEGAL AID to provide client advocacy & individualized legal support services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,223,790, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,346,169.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with ARRIBA JUNTOS to provide Transitional Employment Support Services (TESS); during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,137,444, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,251,188.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with YOUNG COMMUNITY DEVELOPERS to provide Transitional Employment Support Services (TESS); during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,333,548, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,466,903.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with SAN FRANCISCO CONSUMER CREDIT COUNSELING SERVICE OF SAN FRANCISCO to provide Smart Money Coaching services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; in the amount of $292,088, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $321,297.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with SAN FRANCISCO CLEAN CITY COALITION to provide neighborhood beautification and employment training services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; in the amount of $319,093, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $351,002.


· Requesting authorization to renew the grant agreement with AMERICAN RED CROSS BAY AREA CHAPTER to provide fiscal intermediary services for the hotel extension program; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $180,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $198,000.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract with EK ERGONOMICS to provide ergonomic assessment & evaluation services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; in the amount of $35,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $38,500.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new grant agreement with HUCKLEBERRY YOUTH PROGRAMS for the provision of crisis intervention and case management services for commercially sexually exploited children; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $1,494,756, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,644,232.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant with FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES for the provision of a pilot program for respite care for emergency placements; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019; for an additional amount of $132,119, with a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,342,542.


· Requesting authorization to modify the grant with HOMELESS PRENATAL PROGRAM to provide increased staffing for the New Beginnings programs; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; for an additional amount of $320,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $1,197,557.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract with CPS HR CONSULTING to provide conflict resolution, team building, coaching, and leadership development services; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2020; in an amount of $28,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total contract amount not to exceed $30,800.


· Requesting authorization to renew the contract agreement with ACF TECHNOLOGIES INC. to provide an appointment and lobby management system; during the period July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2021; in the amount of $399,000, plus a 10% contingency for a total amount not to exceed $438,900.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract agreement with PIER 2 MARKETING for the provision of developing an internal communications plan; during the period October 1, 2018 to September 30, 2019; for a total amount not to exceed $90,000.


· Requesting authorization to enter into a new contract agreement with MYTHICS to provide Oracle cloud services; during the period August 1, 2018 to June 30, 2023; for a total amount not to exceed $2,084,850.


Planning (Thursday, June 28, 1PM)

Consideration of Items Proposed for Continuance

· AMEND ZONING MAP AND ABOLISH LEGISLATED SETBACK ON 19TH AVENUE BETWEEN QUINTARA AND RIVERA STREETS – Planning Code Amendment abolishing a nine-foot legislated setback on the west side of 19th Avenue between Quintara and Rivera Street, and revising the Zoning Map to rezone from RH-1 (Residential, House; One-Family) to RM2 (Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 001 (located at the intersection of 19th Avenue and Quintara Street), Lot No. 033 (2121-19th Avenue), Lot No. 034 (2145-19th Avenue), and Lot No. 037 (2115-19th Avenue); adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. (Proposed Continuance to July 12, 2018)

· 1722 27TH AVENUE – east side between Moraga and Noriega Street; Lot 046 in Assessor’s Block 2023 (District 15) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0519.7060, to construct a vertical (third floor) and horizontal rear addition of approximately 1,835 square feet, and to add an accessory dwelling unit (per Ordinance 95-17) to the ground floor of an existing single family home within a RH-1 (Residential, House – One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height & 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 DR and Approve (Proposed Continuance to July 26, 2018)

· 601 VAN NESS AVENUE – west side of Van Ness Avenue; Lot 027 in Assessor’s Block 0762 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.4 and 303(j) to discontinue a Movie Theatre use (Opera Plaza Cinema) of approximately 6,380 square feet and propose a Retail Sales and Service use within a RC-4 (Residential-Commercial High Density) Zoning District, the Van Ness Avenue Special Use District, and 130-V 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 (Proposed Continuance to September 13, 2018) 

· 271 UPPER TERRACE, 301-303 UPPER TERRACE, 4500 17TH STREET – 15,800-square-foot project site between Upper Terrace and Roosevelt Way/17th Street; Lots 32, 34, and 35 of Assessor’s Block 2628 (District 8) – Appeal of Preliminary Negative Declaration for the proposed project to subdivide three contiguous lots into five lots, demolish a single-family residence, remodel an existing two-unit residence, and construct eight new units. The proposed project would result in 15 off-street parking spaces. The project site is located in a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Use District in 40-X Height and Bulk District. Preliminary Recommendation: Uphold Preliminary Negative Declaration (Proposed Continuance to October 25, 2018)

Action Items

· OFFICE DEVELOPMENT CONVERSIONS [BOARD FILE NO. 180613] – Planning Code Amendment to allow square footage of baseline office space that is converted to nonoffice uses to be available for allocation under the Office Development Limit Program and requiring Zoning Administrator written determination for such space; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Approval

· HOME-SF AND 100% AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAMS – Planning Code Amendment for the Housing Opportunities Mean Equity-San Francisco (HOME-SF) program to revise the amount of inclusionary housing required and the types of development bonuses received for projects with complete environmental evaluation applications submitted on or before December 31, 2019, with existing requirements and bonuses revived for projects with complete environmental evaluation applications submitted on or after January 1, 2020, and to require project authorization under Planning Code section 328; revising the 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program to eliminate a Planning Commission review hearing for 100% affordable housing projects upon delegation by the Planning Commission; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modification

· INTENTION TO INITIATE DEPARTMENT-SPONSORED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT – DOGPATCH PUBLIC REALM – Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning Commission will consider a Resolution of Intention to Initiate Amendments to the General Plan. The amendments are intended to incorporate the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan by reference in the General Plan to establish a clear guiding framework for investments in complete streets, parks and open spaces within the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan Area. Future public and private public realm projects would follow the guidance and prioritization framework set forth in the Central Waterfront – Dogpatch Public Realm Plan. The current land use policies and zoning in the Central Waterfront Area Plan will remain unchanged. Preliminary Recommendation: Initiate and schedule a hearing

· CALTRANS GRANT – In May 2018, the Planning Department was awarded $391,212 in competitive grant funds from the California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) Adaptation Planning Grant program for the San Francisco Southeast Mobility Adaptation Strategy (SMAS). The California Department of Transportation requires that the ‘Governing Body’ of the San Francisco Planning Department adopt a Resolution confirming the authority of the Department Director to accept the grant funds by entering into contract with CalTrans. CalTrans must receive this Resolution by August 15, 2018 in order for the grant to commence on October 1, 2018. Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt

· 188 HOOPER, 1140 7TH STREET, AND 1111 8TH STREET – north side of Irwin Street, south side of Hooper Street, west side of 7th Street, and east side of 8th Street on Lot: 004 in Assessor’s Block 3820; north side of Hooper Street, south side of Channel Street, east side of Carolina Street, and east side of 8th Street on Lot: 004 in Assessor’s Block 3808 (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization-Planned Unit Development, pursuant to Planning Code Sections: 145.5, 210.3, 249.67, 303, 304, and 843.45 to construct a new twoto-four-story, academic (institutional use) building (DBA California College of the Arts) measuring approximately 96,500 square feet. Under the PUD, the project is seeking to establish a retail sales and service use size (dining food hall) greater than 4,000 gross square feet (Planning Code Section 843.45) in an UMU Zoning District as well as an exception to the Planning Code requirements for street frontage-ground floor ceiling height in a PDR-1-D Zoning District (Planning Code Section 145.5). The subject property is located within a Production, Distribution, and Repair – Design (PDR-1-D) Zoning District, the Art & Design Educational Special Use District, and 58-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

188 HOOPER – north side of Hooper Street, south side of Channel Street, east side of Carolina Street, and east side of 8th Street on Lot: 004 in Assessor’s Block 3808 (District 10) – Request for a Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections: 210.3, 249.67, 329, and 843, to construct a new five-story (or 56 feet 2 inches tall) student housing building for the California College of the Arts, measuring approximately 133,634 gross square feet of residential use with 520 student housing beds in 337 group housing bedrooms (in 280 group housing units), and approximately 8,000 square feet of ground floor retail sales and service use (dining food hall). Under the LPA, the project is seeking an exception to Planning Code requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), street frontage – active use and ground floor height (Planning Code Section 145.1), off-street loading (Planning Code Section 152.1), and mid-block alley (Planning Code Section 270.2). The proposed project is located within a Production, Distribution, and Repair – Design (PDR-1-D) Zoning District, the Art & Design Educational Special Use District and 58-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

· 450-474 O’FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET – on a block bounded by Geary Street to the north, O’Farrell Street to the south, Taylor Street to the east, and Jones Street to the west (Assessor’s block/lot 0317/007, 0317/009, and 0317/011) (District 6) – Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report. The project site is currently developed with the three-story (50-foot-tall), 26,904-square-foot Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist building, including a 1,400-square-foot parking lot with four parking spaces, at 450 O’Farrell Street; a one-story (30-foot-tall), 4,415-square-foot vacant retail building at 474 O’Farrell Street; 


and a one-story (30-foot-tall), 1,012-square-foot restaurant and residential building with basement at 532 Jones Street. The proposed project would demolish the existing structures, merge the three lots, and construct a 13-story, 130-foot-tall, 226,514-sf mixeduse building. The church façade at 450 O’Farrell Street would be retained as part of the proposed project. The proposed development would include up to 182,668 sf of residential space (with 176 dwelling units), 3,827 sf of restaurant and retail space, and 9,555 sf of religious institution space. Up to 46 parking spaces would be provided within a 22,105-sf, one-level subterranean parking garage with access off of Shannon Street. The project site is located in a Residential-Commercial, High Density (RC-4) District, the North of Market Residential Special Use District No. 1, 80-T-130-T Height and Bulk District, and the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic District. NOTE: The public hearing on the Draft EIR is closed. The public comment period for the Draft EIR ended on December 11, 2017. Public comment will be received when the item is called during the hearing. However, comments submitted may not be included in the Final EIR. Preliminary Recommendation: Certify the Final EIR

450-474 O’FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET – on a block bounded by bounded by Geary Street to the north, O’Farrell Street to the south, Taylor Street to the east, and Jones Street to the west (Assessor’s block/lot 0317/007, 0317/009, and 0317/011) (District 6) – The proposal requests Planning Commission consideration of adoption of CEQA Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act for a Project that would demolish the existing structures, merge the three lots, and construct a 13-story, 130-foot-tall, 226,514-sf mixeduse building. The church façade at 450 O’Farrell Street would be retained as part of the proposed project. The proposed development would include up to 182,668 sf of residential space (with 176 dwelling units), 3,827 sf of restaurant and retail space, and 9,555 sf of religious institution space. Up to 46 parking spaces would be provided within a 22,105-sf, one-level subterranean parking garage with access off of Shannon Street. The project site is located in a Residential-Commercial, High Density (RC-4) District, North of Market Residential Special Use District No. 1, 80-T-130-T Height and Bulk District, and the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic 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: Adopt CEQA Findings

450-474 O’FARRELL STREET/532 JONES STREET – on the block is bounded by Geary Street to the north, O’Farrell Street to the south, Taylor Street to the east, and Jones Street to the west (Assessor’s block/lot 0317/007, 0317/009, and 0317/011) (District 6) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 for: i) Planned Unit Development pursuant to Section 304, with modifications for rear yard (Section 134), dwelling unit exposure (Section 140); off-street loading (Section 152) and permitted obstructions (Section 136); and additional findings for ii) for demolition of five existing dwelling units (Section 317); iii) exceeding height of 50 feet with street frontage greater than 50 feet (Section 253); iv) height greater than 80 feet in North of Market Residential Special Use District No. 1 (Section 249.5/263.7); v) bulk exceedance (Section 270/271); vi) establishment of new religious institution use (Section 303). The project site is currently developed with the three-story (50-foot-tall), 26,904-square-foot Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist building, including a 1,400-square-foot parking lot with four parking spaces, at 450 O’Farrell Street; a one-story (30-foot-tall), 4,415-square-foot vacant retail building at 474 O’Farrell Street; and a one-story (30-foot-tall), 1,012-square-foot restaurant and residential building with basement at 532 Jones Street. The proposed project would demolish the existing structures, merge the three lots, and construct a 13-story, 130-foottall, 226,514-sf mixed-use building. The church façade at 450 O’Farrell Street would be retained as part of the proposed project. The proposed development would include up to 182,668 sf of residential space (with 176 dwelling units), 3,827 sf of restaurant and retail space, and 9,555 sf of religious institution space. Up to 46 parking spaces would be provided within a 22,105-sf, one-level subterranean parking garage with access off of Shannon Street. The project site is located in a Residential-Commercial, High Density (RC4) District, the North of Market Residential Special Use District No. 1, 80-T-130-T Height and Bulk District, and the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic District. Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

· 2750 19TH STREET – located at the northeast corner of Bryant and 19th Streets, Lot 004A in Assessor’s Block 4023 (District 10) - Request for a Large Project Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for the demolition of an existing industrial building, with the exception of the brick facade, and new construction of a six-story, 68-foot tall, mixed-use building (measuring approximately 72,365 square feet) with 60 dwelling units, approximately 10,000 square feet ground floor Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) space, 24 below-grade off-street parking spaces, two car-share parking space, 84 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and 13 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The Project includes 4,800 square feet of common open space roof deck. Under the LPA, the project is seeking an exception to certain Planning Code requirements, including: 1) rear yard (Planning Code Section 134) and 2) dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code Section 140). The project site is located within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) and 68-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


· 792 CAPP STREET – west side of Capp Street, between 22nd and 23rd Streets; lot 019B of Assessor’s Block 3637 (District 9) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.4, 303, and 317, proposing to demolish the existing two-story single-family home and construct a new four-story (40 foot tall) residential structure containing four dwelling units within a Residential Transit Oriented - Mission (RTO-M) Zoning District, Calle 24 Special Use 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

· 278 MONTICELLO STREET – east side between Garfield and Shields Streets; Lot 041 in Assessor’s Block 7002 (District 11) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.09.09.5905, proposing to legalize the addition of four bedrooms to a single-family home, and remove the unpermitted addition of three other bedrooms, for a total of ten bedrooms. The project also proposes to legalize the conversion of the front façade to stucco. The project is within a RH-1 (Residential, House – One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height & 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 DR and Approve

Misc. 

· Urban Forestry Council Meeting (Tuesday, June 26, 6PM)

· Southeast Community Facility Commission Retreat (Wednesday, June 27, 10AM, 1601 Griffith Avenue) 


From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 601 Van Ness Avenue Conditional Use Authorization
Date: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:57:20 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Opera Plaza [mailto:operaplazaneighbor@att.net]

Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:51 PM

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

Cc: Sara.Velive@sfgov.org

Subject: 601 Van Ness Avenue Conditional Use Authorization

Subject: 601 Van Ness Avenue Conditional Use Authorization 2017-009224CUA
June 22, 2018

Dear Sara and San Francisco Planning Commissioners:

We are writing today to express our concerns about the removal of Opera Plaza Cinema and the Movie
Theatre use located at 601 Van Ness Avenue.

We strongly oppose Opera Plaza, LP plans which now seems to be an out of control entity not providing
for the benefits of the residents at Opera Plaza.

Opera Plaza was established as a MULTIPLE USE, CONDOMINIUM COMMUNITY of Residences,
Garage, and RETAIL space, specifically designated for "the benefit of the Residents. " That's how

the Condominiums were advertised and sold. In addition, residents pay 80% of their monthly HOA fees,
meaning they carry the maintenance costs for the Retail stores, precisely because they are there "for the
benefit of the Residents.”

Until our fellow Opera Plaza renter's and condo owners are allowed to maintain some voice when
decisions are being made on the future of Opera Plaza complex we remain united on maintaining the
current retail stores that currently exist including Opera Plaza Cinema.

Please allow the Opera Plaza Neighbors voice be heard on this matter and allow Opera Plaza Cinema to
remain as a Movie Theatre and deny the Conditional Use authorization request.

We also realize that members of Opera Plaza community many have prior obligations and may not be

able to attend the public hearing so we ask that you give this letter more weight as it represents the
wishes many Opera Plaza Neighbors.

Respectfully,


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

Opera Plaza Neighbors Collective
Opera Plaza Neighbors

Opera Plaza Neighbors

601 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102-3200
Operaplazaneighbor@att.net



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project
Date: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:41:51 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: TAC [mailto:tac_s_f@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 12:54 PM

To: Fordham, Chelsea (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project

Subject: 450-474 Q’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project
Final Environmental Impact Report Certification
(Planning Department File No 2013.1535ENV)

June 20, 2018

Chelsea Fordham and Planning Commission Members:

Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco strongly opposes this project because it does not

replace unit for unit of the demolition of the five rent-controlled units in the Shalimar Building at 532
Jones Street. Providing Below Market Rate Units in place of five rent-controlled permanently reduces

the number of rental units available to future Tenderloin residents in the future. It also does not
cater to the existing neighborhood population by providing between 10 to 30% AMI rental units
which is urgently needed in the North of Market Area where this building is located. Our
neighborhood is seeing many more family housing (multi-bedroom units) being built. When the
Tenderloin has traditional been made up as SRO's and one-bedroom apartments. We find the that
developers are building for a different population which bring different needs such as more cars and
the demand for more families services. The Tenderloin currently has only one all age public park as
we have still the need for a large grocery store and more public open spaces, public parks and
plazas. The current
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resident population would like to be able to move into new housing units that they can afford, but
when they hear the details on who will be the future tenants they realize their dreams for better
living conditions will never happen. The current population want to offer their current housing to
others who are on long waiting lists and need to be housed now. Please help improve the residents
lives who have been long awaiting nearby housing this was what the Mid-Market Project Area
Committee, Tenderloin 2000, Lower Eddy Leavenworth Corridor Plan, the Twitter agreements have
all been disappointments to residents. Please help us.

The Tenderloin resident planners have not been allowed to create a master planning process for the
future of the neighborhood, therefore when new developments are proposed, another chance for
alternative options are never considered such as parks, plazas, dogie parks, more non-profit offices
since many have or will be displaced, and we have no neighborhood library, no street permit
parking, and other resources that can be found in more affluent neighborhoods have lobbied for to
resist negative impacts.

The new building owners plan to build and market this new building as being in the Union Square
neighborhood which is incorrect and provide market rate condos on a city block where none exist.

More low income rental units need to be proposed before the Tenant Associations Coalition of San
Francisco can even consider supporting this project, especially since a non-profit entity originally
owned the land/building

and will profit from the improvements to land value and church upgrades to a dying congregation.
More tangible benefits also need to be proposed to the locals instead of just the already existing
non-profits who always seem to get hand outs for their pet projects.

450 O'Farrell Street development provides new construction of a market-rate housing development
for residents not currently living in the Tenderloin and therefore not contributing to the well-being
and future of the community. The building as proposed will end up being controlled by a Condo
Owners Association and will end up placing new demands for police services, cleaning up the
neighborhood, and removing any trace of community that currently exist for years on this block of
the Tenderloin. This will cause friction between economic-social classes of residents and will
continue the gentrification of the Tenderloin. We are looking for so safeguards in the Condo
Association's rules or deeds to protect the Tenderloin in the future.

Nearby residents are concerned about the blockage of sunlight and air circulation, and the increase
wind gusts from a 150 foot new building that will take many months to build.



Additional issues is the loss of the Shalimar Restaurant at 532 Jones Street which is a contributing
restaurant to our Little Delhi business district. Price-wise Shalimar Restaurant provides the cheapest
Pakistani/Indian cuisine of the nearby restaurants in the one block stretch between Geary and
O'Farrell Streets on Jones Street. Chutney at 511 Jones Street is about 15% more expensive and
Palwan at 501 O'Farrell Street is about 30%. Also impressive is that Shalimar maintains a 4.0 start
rating on Yelp whereas Chutney and Palwan have a 3.5 star rating on Yelp.

The loss of several store frontages is also alarming to the nearby community. Having no eyes and
ears on huge segments of the sidewalk. The proposed project is removing four store fronts and
putting in only two proposed commercial spaces accessible from the sidewalk. This design does not
fit well with the desires of the existing community members. Especially, when tourists, residents, the
neighborhood work force desires safe streets, with a street frontages that provide improvements
not more barriers and hazards.

The Religious Institution is proposing 3 floors of space with 4 offices and 4 restrooms, community
members have questions about this out of proportion configuration, when much needed low-
income housing could be added to at least one floor of the Religious Institution.

The massing of the site to 150 feet in a 80 foot NOMSUD again is out of character for the
neighborhood. Preserving the North of Market SUD guidelines is very important to our community
since no real community benefits have been made public the community to garner support.

Then there is Shannon Alley which has been a hope for change through a number a community
activists who have tried to make positive impacts on Shannon Alley. Only the upper half near Geary
Street is being attended to by the Union Square BID on a regular basis based on their management
plan and services provided to business/property owners. The lower half of Shannon Alley near
O'Farrell Street is visibly neglected by the Church or any other entity that may be charged with
cleaning up the Alley. The sidewalks in San Francisco are the responsibility of the property owner.

There is also concern about the collection of murals that have been paints on Shannon Alley and the
purposed increase of noise pollution, air pollution, and traffic which will deter tourists and visitors
from enjoying the beautiful murals that have won countless recognition awards (including San
Francisco Beautiful), and many positive media articles both locally, national, and international press.
Also the future disruption of construction and traffic which will make it impossible for future
projects, workshops, and walking tours to be held.



Another concern for Shannon Alley is the impact parking and driveway access onto Shannon Alley
which will increase the traffic flow, in addition the development's lobby entrance will also be on
Shannon Alley which increase even more traffic with package deliveries, maintenance calls, taxis,
ride share pick-up and ride share. Shannon Alley is currently a one way traffic from Geary Street to
O'Farrell Streets. Now the large impacts from the 40,000 for hire cars now on the streets of San
Francisco that currently are in hurry to pick up as many passengers as possible by disregarding the
rules of the road.

Since it is very clear to the community that the small congregation of less than 2 dozen members are
not able to multiple into a proposed 200 new church facility, which then becomes a question about
community benefit for whom. We would love to hear an actual action plan on how the church will
attract new followers.

We are also concern about the blocking off of the sidewalk during construction forcing pedestrians
to walk into oncoming traffic, on both O'Farrell Street and Jones Streets which are highly traveled
streets, now with more than 40,000 for hire cars on the streets of San Francisco with no real
regulations pedestrian safety very important and measures are needed to protect safe passage
during both day and night time hours.

There needs to be more promising talks with the developer, church, and nearby residents who will
be impacted if this project is approved. Right now as proposed there are many outstanding
concerns.

We also would like to point out we have held community meetings on 450 O'Farrell Street have had
communications with many community members since 2005 about issues concerning this location.

In 2012 The Fifth Church of Christ Scientist assured community members that they would work on
creating a drug free community along around their property. Over a three year period they had 343
police citations recorded. Today there still exists criminal activity problems.

In 2013, the city of San Francisco launched Open311, a mobile app that allows residents to easily
report public disorder like loitering, dirty sidewalks, or vandalism by snapping a photo and sending
their location. The app can feel altruistic; residents, for example, are able to report the whereabouts
of homeless people who seem to be in need of assistance. But some worry that the dispatches can



result in unnecessary citations or harassment. And while broken-windows policing remains
controversial, a 2015 poll suggested that it’s still largely accepted by the general public, so when
people see something, they’re likely to say something. After the app launched, 311 calls increased
throughout the city, and one study showed that gentrifying neighborhoods saw a disproportionate
spike such as the Tenderloin.

This year Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco celebrates 20 years of community organizing
and improving the lives of renters in San Francisco.

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to comment on the 450-470 O'Farrell Street, 532 Jones Street
Project. Should you or any of the Planning Commissioners have any questions, please do not hesitate
to contact me directly at tac_s_f@yahoo.com .

Sincerely,

Michael Nulty
Co-Founder / Program Director

Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco

Tenant Associations Coalition of San Francisco
P.O. Box 420846;

San Francisco, CA 94142-0846

415-339-8327 Voice / 415-820-1565 Fax

http://15thanniversarytac.blogspot.com/
http://tenantassociationscoalition.blogspot.com/

http://groups.yahoo.com/group/TenantAssociationsCoalition/
Serving San Francisco since September, 1997
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project
Date: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:41:21 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Michael Nulty [mailto:sf_district6@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 1:52 PM

To: Fordham, Chelsea (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC);
Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project

Subject: 450-474 Q’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street Project

Final Environmental Impact Report Certification

(Planning Department File No 2013.1535ENV)

June 20, 2018

Chelsea Fordham and Planning Commission Members:

Today, | am writing to request electronic copies of Responses to comments on the Draft EIR for 450-
474 O'Farrell Street/ 532 Jones Street Project State Clearinghouse No. 2107022067.

| would like copies sent to the following interested parties:

Alliance for a Better District 6
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E-mail: sf_districtb@yahoo.com

The following Organizations were actual commented on the Draft EIR and never received a hard
copy.

North of Market Business Association

E-mail: nomba@att.net

Tenderloin Tenants

E-Mail: TenderloinTenants@yahoo.com

The Alliance for a Better District 6 did not see a distribution list on who was actually mailed hard
copies of the Draft EIR. So we are not sure about other interested parties being notified or receiving
a timely public notice in order to provide additional public comment on the adoption of the Draft
EIR.

Sincerely,

Michael Nulty
Executive Director

Alliance for a Better District 6

Michael Nulty
Civic Leader

P.O. Box 420846

San Francisco, CA 94142-0846
(415) 339-8327

(415) 820-1565 - FAX


mailto:sf_district6@yahoo.com
mailto:nomba@att.net
mailto:TenderloinTenants@yahoo.com

Celebrating 40 years of social and economic justice advocacy. Building a better tomorrow for all.

https://www.linkedin.com/in/michaelnulty
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: File 180423 - CSFN Letter on "Process Improvements" Amendments for June 26 BOS Meeting
Date: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:41:15 PM

Attachments: CSEN-Process Improvements Amendments June 26 FINAL.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: Thursday, June 21, 2018 4:44 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);
Bintliff, Jacob (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC); Karunaratne, Kanishka (ECN); MayorMarkFarrell (MYR); BOS-
Legislative Aides

Subject: File 180423 - CSFN Letter on "Process Improvements” Amendments for June 26 BOS Meeting

President Breed and Members of the Board,

Please see attached Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) letter
regarding “Process Improvements” amendments (not available to public until
tomorrow) for your June 26 consideration of the legislation.

Thank you for your time and careful scrutiny on this matter.

Sincerely,

Is

Rose Hillson

For George Wooding, President, CSFN
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Coalition for San Francisco

e e T e T

':‘H:’:Nelghborhoods

www.csfn.net « PO Box 320098 « San Francisco CA 94132-0098 « 415.262.0440 « Est 1972

June 21, 2018

President London Breed and Members of the Board
Board of Supervisors

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689

Re: File 180423 — Amendments to Mayor's Process Improvement Ordinance for June 26, 2018
Meeting

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) thanks the Board for its continuance of
this matter from June 19, 2018 to June 26, 2018. This “omnibus” 70+ page legislation has been
on a fast track for approval, as evidenced in Sunshined documents and by Planning’s own
admission. As it is, we have been left with very little time to get these suggested amendments
to you for your consideration before the June 26th meeting.

At the June 7, 2018 Planning Commission hearing, the Planning Commission carefully
considered the public's concerns and adopted a resolution regarding the legislation.
Unfortunately, the BOS Land Use Committee overturned most of the points of this resolution at
the June 11, 2018 BOS/LUC hearing.

CSFN strongly urges that the full Board adopt most of the initial recommendations from the
June 7, 2018 Planning Commission resolution. In order for this legislation to move forward, the
outstanding and repeated requests for changes need to be incorporated into the amendments
due out for the June 26 meeting. If there are any unresolved details, they should be sorted out
with the neighbors taking part in that process.

In particular, CSFN strongly urges the Board to:

1. Establish a 30-day across-the-board notification period on all notices (including 311/312);

2. Retain the current required notification for pop-outs (Sec. 136(c)(25) of Planning Code) as it
is today (e.g. in 311/312 notification);

3. Do *not* substitute “Pre-application Meetings” for neighborhood notification (e.g. for pop-
outs);

4. Retain the current required notification for decks and garages under decks/underground

(Sec. 136(c)(24) and 136(c)(26) of Planning Code as it is today (e.g., in 311/312
notification));

5. Retain the current notification in other languages in addition to English, per existing
Sunshine Ordinance;

6. Retain the current specifications for the contents of notices set forth in Section 311(c) (2)
and 311(c)(5)(A), (B), (E), (F), (G) and (H). (See Attachment A highlighting specifications
omitted from proposed amendments) To clarify required contents of notices, add a new
subdivision (D) following proposed section 333(d)(C) as follows:
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333(d) Content of Notice.

(1) All notices provided pursuant to this section 333 shall have a format and content
determined by the Zoning Administrator, and shall at a minimum include the
following:

(A) the address and block/lot number(s) of the subject project; and

(B) the Planning Department case humber or Building Permit Application
number, as applicable for the subject project; and

(C) the basic details of the project, including whether the project is a demolition,
new construction, alteration or change of use; and basic details comparing
the existing and proposed conditions at the property including building height,
number of stories, dwelling unit count, number of parking spaces, and the use
of the building, and

(D) the current specifications for the contents of notices set forth in Sections
311(c) (2) and 311(c)(5)(A), (B), (E), (F), (G) and (H).

7. Standardize all notification to the 300 ft radius. The majority of notices is currently 300 ft.
Modify proposed section 333(e)(2)(C) to require notice not less than 300 feet, instead of
150 feet, of the subject property;

8. Do not use postcards as substitutes for the current 11”x17” notice formats used today (per
Supervisor Peskin’s letter of June 7, 2018);

9. Retain current 11”x17” mailed 311/312 notices. Not everyone has large-format printers,
and plans printed a smaller size may be too difficult to read. Not everyone has computer
access. In addition, if the City's software does not work with an individual's particular
browser or other settings, then that individual is also denied access to the electronic plans.

10. Modify Section 311(a)(2) Alterations to read: ". . .an alteration shall be defined as an
increase to the exterior dimensions of a building except those features listed in Section
136(c)(1) through 136(c)(23) and Sec. 136(c)(27) in districts where those sections apply:"
This will continue to provide notice for pop-outs, decks and garages under
decks/underground.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

|

George Wooding
President

Attachment A: Planning Code section 311, highlighted

CC: Clerk of the Board, Planning Commission, Planning Department, Mayor’s Office

Page 2 of 5





Attachment A

SEC. 311. RESIDENTIAL PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES
FOR RH, RM, AND RTO DISTRICTS.

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to establish procedures for reviewing building
permit applications for lots in R Districts in order to determine compatibility of the proposal with
the neighborhood and for providing notice to property owners and residents on the site and
neighboring the site of the proposed project and to interested neighborhood organizations, so that
concerns about a project may be identified and resolved during the review of the permit.

(b) Applicability. Except as indicated herein, all building permit applications for demolition
and/or new construction, and/or alteration of residential buildings, including the removal of an
authorized or unauthorized residential unit, in RH, RM, and RTO Districts shall be subject to the
notification and review procedures required by this Section. Subsection 311(e) regarding
demolition permits and approval of replacement structures shall apply to all R Districts.

(1) For the purposes of this Section, an alteration in RH and RM Districts shall be defined
as any change in use, removal of more than 75 percent of a residential building's existing interior
wall framing or the removal of more than 75 percent of the area of the existing framing, or an
increase to the exterior dimensions of a residential building except those features listed in
Section 136(c)(1) through 136(c)(24) and 136(c)(26). Notwithstanding the foregoing or any other
requirement of this Section 311, a change of use to a Child Care Facility, as defined in Section
102, shall not be subject to the notification requirements of this Section 311.

(2) For the purposes of this Section, an alteration in RTO Districts shall be defined as a
change of use described in Section 312(c), removal of more than 75 percent of a building's
existing interior wall framing or the removal of more than 75 percent of the area of the existing
framing, or an increase to the exterior dimensions of a building except those features listed in
Section 136(c)(1) through 136(c)(24) and 136(c)(26). Notwithstanding the foregoing or any other
requirement of this Section 311, a change of use to a Child Care Facility, as defined in Section
102, shall not be subject to the notification requirements of this Section 311.

(c) Building Permit Application Review for Compliance and Notification. Upon
acceptance of any application subject to this Section, the Planning Department shall review the
proposed project for compliance with the Planning Code and any applicable design guidelines
approved by the Planning Commission. Applications determined not to be in compliance with
the standards of Articles 1.2, 1.5, 2 and 2.5 of the Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines,
including design guidelines for specific areas adopted by the Planning Commission, or with any
applicable conditions of previous approvals regarding the project, shall be held until either the
application is determined to be in compliance, is disapproved or a recommendation for
cancellation is sent to the Department of Building Inspection.

(1) Residential Design Guidelines. The construction of new residential buildings and
alteration of existing residential buildings in R Districts shall be consistent with the design
policies and guidelines of the General Plan and with the "Residential Design Guidelines" as
adopted and periodically amended for specific areas or conditions by the Planning Commission.
The design for new buildings with residential uses in RTO Districts shall also be consistent with
the design standards and guidelines of the "Ground Floor Residential Units Design Guidelines"
as adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission. The Planning Director may
require modifications to the exterior of a proposed new residential building or proposed
alteration of an existing residential building in order to bring it into conformity with the
"Residential Design Guidelines" and with the General Plan. These modifications may include,
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but are not limited to, changes in siting, building envelope, scale texture and detailing, openings,
and landscaping.

(2) Notification. Upon determination that an application is in compliance with the
development standards of the Planning Code, the Planning Department shall cause a notice to be
posted on the site pursuant to rules established by the Zoning Administrator and shall cause a
written notice describing the proposed project to be sent in the manner described below. This
notice shall be in addition to any notices required by the Building Code and shall have a format
and content determined by the Zoning Administrator. It shall include a description of the
proposal compared to any existing improvements on the site with dimensions of the basic
features, elevations and site plan of the proposed project including the position of any adjacent
buildings, exterior dimensions and finishes, and a graphic reference scale. The notice shall
describe the project review process and shall set forth the mailing date of the notice and the
expiration date of the notification period.

Written notice shall be mailed to the notification group which shall include the project
sponsor, tenants of the subject property, relevant neighborhood organizations as described in
Subparagraph 311(c)(2)(C) below, all individuals having made a written request for notification
for a specific parcel or parcels pursuant to Planning Code Section 351 and all owners and, to the
extent practical, occupants, of properties in the notification area. For the purposes of
Section 311(g) below, written notice shall also be mailed to tenants of the subject property in
authorized residential units.

(A) The notification area shall be all properties within 150 feet of the subject lot in the
same Assessor's Block and on the block face across from the subject lot. When the subject lot is
a corner lot, the notification area shall further include all property on both block faces across
from the subject lot, and the corner property diagonally across the street.

(B) The latest City-wide Assessor's roll for names and addresses of owners shall be used
for said notice.

(C) The Planning Department shall maintain a list, available for public review, of
neighborhood organizations which have indicated an interest in specific properties or areas. The
organizations having indicated an interest in the subject lot or its area shall be included in the
notification group for the proposed project.

(3) Notification Period. All building permit applications shall be held for a period of 30
calendar days from the date of the mailed notice to allow review by residents and owners of
neighboring properties and by neighborhood groups.

(4) Elimination of Duplicate Notice. The notice provisions of this Section may be waived
by the Zoning Administrator for building permit applications for projects that have been, or
before approval will be, the subject of a duly noticed public hearing before the Planning
Commission or Zoning Administrator, provided that the nature of work for which the building
permit application is required is both substantially included in the hearing notice and is the
subject of the hearing.

(5) Notification Package. The notification package for a project subject to notice under this
Section 311 shall include a written notice and reduced-size drawings of the project.

(A) The written notice shall compare the proposed project to the existing conditions at the
development lot. Change to basic features of the project that are quantifiable shall be disclosed
on the written notice. The basic features of existing and proposed conditions shall include, where
applicable, front setback, building depth, rear yard depth side setbacks, building height, number
of stories, dwelling unit count and use of the building.
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(B) The written notice shall describe whether the project is a demolition, new construction
or alteration project. If the project is an alteration, the type of alteration shall be described:
horizontal, vertical or both horizontal and vertical additions and where the alteration is located.

(C) Written project description shall be part of the notice. In addition, the notice shall
describe the project review process, information on how to obtain additional information and the
contact information of the Planning Department.

(D) The building permit application number(s) shall be disclosed in the written notice.
The start and expiration dates of the notice shall be stated. A description about the recipient's
rights to request additional information, to request Discretionary Review by the Planning
Commission and to appeal to other boards or commissions shall be provided.

(E) 11x17 sized or equivalent drawings to scale shall be included with the Section 311
written notice. The drawings shall illustrate the existing and proposed conditions in relationship
to the adjacent properties. All dimensions and text throughout the drawings shall be legible. The
drawings shall include a site plan, floor plans and elevations documenting dimensional changes |
that correspond to the basic features included in the written notice. i

(F) The existing and proposed site plan shall illustrate the project including the full lotﬂ
and structures of the directly adjacent properties.

(G) The existing and proposed floor plans shall illustrate the location and removal of
interior and exterior walls. The use of each room shall be labeled. Significant dimensions shall
be provided to document the change proposed by the project.

(H) The existing and proposed elevations shall document the change in building volume:
height and depth. Dimensional changes shall be documented, including overall building height
and also parapets, penthouses and other proposed vertical and horizontal building extensions.
The front and rear elevations shall include the full profiles of the adjacent structures including
the adjacent structures' doors, windows and general massing. Each side elevation shall include
the full profile of the adjacent building in the foreground of the project, and the adjacent
windows, lightwells and general massing shall be illustrated.

(d) Requests for Planning Commission Review. A request for the Planning Commission to
exercise its discretionary review powers over a specific building permit application shall be
considered by the Planning Commission if received by the Planning Department no later than
5:00 p.m. of the last day of the notification period as described under Subsection (¢)(3) above,
subject to guidelines adopted by the Planning Commission. The project sponsor of a building
permit application may request discretionary review by the Planning Commission to resolve
conflicts between the Director of Planning and the project sponsor concerning requested
modifications to comply with the Residential Design Guidelines.

(1) Scheduling of Hearing. The Zoning Administrator shall set a time for hearing requests
for discretionary review by the Planning Commission within a reasonable period.

(2) Notice. Mailed notice of the discretionary review hearing by the Planning Commission
shall be given not less than 10 days prior to the date of the hearing to the notification group as
described in Paragraph 311(c)(2) above. Posted notice of the hearing shall be made as provided
under Planning Code Section 306.8.

(¢) Demolition of Dwellings, Approval of Replacement Structure Required. Unless the
building is determined to pose a serious and imminent hazard as defined in the Building Code an
application authorizing demolition in any R District of an historic or architecturally important
building or of a dwelling shall not be approved and issued until the City has granted final
approval of a building permit for construction of the replacement building. A building permit is
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: File 180423 - CSFN Letter on "Process Improvements" Amendments for June 26 BOS Meeting
Date: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:41:01 PM

Attachments: CSEN-Process Improvements Amendments June 26 FINAL.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: Thursday, June 21, 2018 4:52 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: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Karunaratne, Kanishka (ECN); MayorMarkFarrell (MYR);
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar,
Myrna (CPC); 'Rich Hillis'; 'Rodney Fong'; Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: File 180423 - CSFN Letter on "Process Improvements” Amendments for June 26 BOS Meeting

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board,

| support the June 21, 2018 letter regarding the yet unpublished amendments to the
“Process Improvements” legislation.

In short, they are:
Make all notices 30-day across the board (including 311/312)

Retain the current required notification for pop-outs

Do not substitute “Pre-application Meetings” for neighborhood notification
Retain current notifications for decks and garages under decks/underground
Retain notification in other languages than English

Retain detailed specs for notice content as exists today but are being eliminated
Standardize all notices to the majority it is today — 300 ft. radius

Do not use postcards

Retain current 11"x17” mailed 311/312 notices; issues with electronic access
Modify to include as alteration certain features such as pop-outs, decks and
garages under
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| urge you to make these amendments before finalizing the legislation.

 In addition, if, as the Planning staff stated in various meetings at the Board and
at Planning Commission, the details of the notification are to be “ironed out”
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June 21, 2018

President London Breed and Members of the Board
Board of Supervisors

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689

Re: File 180423 — Amendments to Mayor's Process Improvement Ordinance for June 26, 2018
Meeting

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) thanks the Board for its continuance of
this matter from June 19, 2018 to June 26, 2018. This “omnibus” 70+ page legislation has been
on a fast track for approval, as evidenced in Sunshined documents and by Planning’s own
admission. As it is, we have been left with very little time to get these suggested amendments
to you for your consideration before the June 26th meeting.

At the June 7, 2018 Planning Commission hearing, the Planning Commission carefully
considered the public's concerns and adopted a resolution regarding the legislation.
Unfortunately, the BOS Land Use Committee overturned most of the points of this resolution at
the June 11, 2018 BOS/LUC hearing.

CSFN strongly urges that the full Board adopt most of the initial recommendations from the
June 7, 2018 Planning Commission resolution. In order for this legislation to move forward, the
outstanding and repeated requests for changes need to be incorporated into the amendments
due out for the June 26 meeting. If there are any unresolved details, they should be sorted out
with the neighbors taking part in that process.

In particular, CSFN strongly urges the Board to:

1. Establish a 30-day across-the-board notification period on all notices (including 311/312);

2. Retain the current required notification for pop-outs (Sec. 136(c)(25) of Planning Code) as it
is today (e.g. in 311/312 notification);

3. Do *not* substitute “Pre-application Meetings” for neighborhood notification (e.g. for pop-
outs);

4. Retain the current required notification for decks and garages under decks/underground

(Sec. 136(c)(24) and 136(c)(26) of Planning Code as it is today (e.g., in 311/312
notification));

5. Retain the current notification in other languages in addition to English, per existing
Sunshine Ordinance;

6. Retain the current specifications for the contents of notices set forth in Section 311(c) (2)
and 311(c)(5)(A), (B), (E), (F), (G) and (H). (See Attachment A highlighting specifications
omitted from proposed amendments) To clarify required contents of notices, add a new
subdivision (D) following proposed section 333(d)(C) as follows:
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333(d) Content of Notice.

(1) All notices provided pursuant to this section 333 shall have a format and content
determined by the Zoning Administrator, and shall at a minimum include the
following:

(A) the address and block/lot number(s) of the subject project; and

(B) the Planning Department case humber or Building Permit Application
number, as applicable for the subject project; and

(C) the basic details of the project, including whether the project is a demolition,
new construction, alteration or change of use; and basic details comparing
the existing and proposed conditions at the property including building height,
number of stories, dwelling unit count, number of parking spaces, and the use
of the building, and

(D) the current specifications for the contents of notices set forth in Sections
311(c) (2) and 311(c)(5)(A), (B), (E), (F), (G) and (H).

7. Standardize all notification to the 300 ft radius. The majority of notices is currently 300 ft.
Modify proposed section 333(e)(2)(C) to require notice not less than 300 feet, instead of
150 feet, of the subject property;

8. Do not use postcards as substitutes for the current 11”x17” notice formats used today (per
Supervisor Peskin’s letter of June 7, 2018);

9. Retain current 11”x17” mailed 311/312 notices. Not everyone has large-format printers,
and plans printed a smaller size may be too difficult to read. Not everyone has computer
access. In addition, if the City's software does not work with an individual's particular
browser or other settings, then that individual is also denied access to the electronic plans.

10. Modify Section 311(a)(2) Alterations to read: ". . .an alteration shall be defined as an
increase to the exterior dimensions of a building except those features listed in Section
136(c)(1) through 136(c)(23) and Sec. 136(c)(27) in districts where those sections apply:"
This will continue to provide notice for pop-outs, decks and garages under
decks/underground.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

|

George Wooding
President

Attachment A: Planning Code section 311, highlighted

CC: Clerk of the Board, Planning Commission, Planning Department, Mayor’s Office
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Attachment A

SEC. 311. RESIDENTIAL PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES
FOR RH, RM, AND RTO DISTRICTS.

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to establish procedures for reviewing building
permit applications for lots in R Districts in order to determine compatibility of the proposal with
the neighborhood and for providing notice to property owners and residents on the site and
neighboring the site of the proposed project and to interested neighborhood organizations, so that
concerns about a project may be identified and resolved during the review of the permit.

(b) Applicability. Except as indicated herein, all building permit applications for demolition
and/or new construction, and/or alteration of residential buildings, including the removal of an
authorized or unauthorized residential unit, in RH, RM, and RTO Districts shall be subject to the
notification and review procedures required by this Section. Subsection 311(e) regarding
demolition permits and approval of replacement structures shall apply to all R Districts.

(1) For the purposes of this Section, an alteration in RH and RM Districts shall be defined
as any change in use, removal of more than 75 percent of a residential building's existing interior
wall framing or the removal of more than 75 percent of the area of the existing framing, or an
increase to the exterior dimensions of a residential building except those features listed in
Section 136(c)(1) through 136(c)(24) and 136(c)(26). Notwithstanding the foregoing or any other
requirement of this Section 311, a change of use to a Child Care Facility, as defined in Section
102, shall not be subject to the notification requirements of this Section 311.

(2) For the purposes of this Section, an alteration in RTO Districts shall be defined as a
change of use described in Section 312(c), removal of more than 75 percent of a building's
existing interior wall framing or the removal of more than 75 percent of the area of the existing
framing, or an increase to the exterior dimensions of a building except those features listed in
Section 136(c)(1) through 136(c)(24) and 136(c)(26). Notwithstanding the foregoing or any other
requirement of this Section 311, a change of use to a Child Care Facility, as defined in Section
102, shall not be subject to the notification requirements of this Section 311.

(c) Building Permit Application Review for Compliance and Notification. Upon
acceptance of any application subject to this Section, the Planning Department shall review the
proposed project for compliance with the Planning Code and any applicable design guidelines
approved by the Planning Commission. Applications determined not to be in compliance with
the standards of Articles 1.2, 1.5, 2 and 2.5 of the Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines,
including design guidelines for specific areas adopted by the Planning Commission, or with any
applicable conditions of previous approvals regarding the project, shall be held until either the
application is determined to be in compliance, is disapproved or a recommendation for
cancellation is sent to the Department of Building Inspection.

(1) Residential Design Guidelines. The construction of new residential buildings and
alteration of existing residential buildings in R Districts shall be consistent with the design
policies and guidelines of the General Plan and with the "Residential Design Guidelines" as
adopted and periodically amended for specific areas or conditions by the Planning Commission.
The design for new buildings with residential uses in RTO Districts shall also be consistent with
the design standards and guidelines of the "Ground Floor Residential Units Design Guidelines"
as adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission. The Planning Director may
require modifications to the exterior of a proposed new residential building or proposed
alteration of an existing residential building in order to bring it into conformity with the
"Residential Design Guidelines" and with the General Plan. These modifications may include,
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but are not limited to, changes in siting, building envelope, scale texture and detailing, openings,
and landscaping.

(2) Notification. Upon determination that an application is in compliance with the
development standards of the Planning Code, the Planning Department shall cause a notice to be
posted on the site pursuant to rules established by the Zoning Administrator and shall cause a
written notice describing the proposed project to be sent in the manner described below. This
notice shall be in addition to any notices required by the Building Code and shall have a format
and content determined by the Zoning Administrator. It shall include a description of the
proposal compared to any existing improvements on the site with dimensions of the basic
features, elevations and site plan of the proposed project including the position of any adjacent
buildings, exterior dimensions and finishes, and a graphic reference scale. The notice shall
describe the project review process and shall set forth the mailing date of the notice and the
expiration date of the notification period.

Written notice shall be mailed to the notification group which shall include the project
sponsor, tenants of the subject property, relevant neighborhood organizations as described in
Subparagraph 311(c)(2)(C) below, all individuals having made a written request for notification
for a specific parcel or parcels pursuant to Planning Code Section 351 and all owners and, to the
extent practical, occupants, of properties in the notification area. For the purposes of
Section 311(g) below, written notice shall also be mailed to tenants of the subject property in
authorized residential units.

(A) The notification area shall be all properties within 150 feet of the subject lot in the
same Assessor's Block and on the block face across from the subject lot. When the subject lot is
a corner lot, the notification area shall further include all property on both block faces across
from the subject lot, and the corner property diagonally across the street.

(B) The latest City-wide Assessor's roll for names and addresses of owners shall be used
for said notice.

(C) The Planning Department shall maintain a list, available for public review, of
neighborhood organizations which have indicated an interest in specific properties or areas. The
organizations having indicated an interest in the subject lot or its area shall be included in the
notification group for the proposed project.

(3) Notification Period. All building permit applications shall be held for a period of 30
calendar days from the date of the mailed notice to allow review by residents and owners of
neighboring properties and by neighborhood groups.

(4) Elimination of Duplicate Notice. The notice provisions of this Section may be waived
by the Zoning Administrator for building permit applications for projects that have been, or
before approval will be, the subject of a duly noticed public hearing before the Planning
Commission or Zoning Administrator, provided that the nature of work for which the building
permit application is required is both substantially included in the hearing notice and is the
subject of the hearing.

(5) Notification Package. The notification package for a project subject to notice under this
Section 311 shall include a written notice and reduced-size drawings of the project.

(A) The written notice shall compare the proposed project to the existing conditions at the
development lot. Change to basic features of the project that are quantifiable shall be disclosed
on the written notice. The basic features of existing and proposed conditions shall include, where
applicable, front setback, building depth, rear yard depth side setbacks, building height, number
of stories, dwelling unit count and use of the building.
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(B) The written notice shall describe whether the project is a demolition, new construction
or alteration project. If the project is an alteration, the type of alteration shall be described:
horizontal, vertical or both horizontal and vertical additions and where the alteration is located.

(C) Written project description shall be part of the notice. In addition, the notice shall
describe the project review process, information on how to obtain additional information and the
contact information of the Planning Department.

(D) The building permit application number(s) shall be disclosed in the written notice.
The start and expiration dates of the notice shall be stated. A description about the recipient's
rights to request additional information, to request Discretionary Review by the Planning
Commission and to appeal to other boards or commissions shall be provided.

(E) 11x17 sized or equivalent drawings to scale shall be included with the Section 311
written notice. The drawings shall illustrate the existing and proposed conditions in relationship
to the adjacent properties. All dimensions and text throughout the drawings shall be legible. The
drawings shall include a site plan, floor plans and elevations documenting dimensional changes |
that correspond to the basic features included in the written notice. i

(F) The existing and proposed site plan shall illustrate the project including the full lotﬂ
and structures of the directly adjacent properties.

(G) The existing and proposed floor plans shall illustrate the location and removal of
interior and exterior walls. The use of each room shall be labeled. Significant dimensions shall
be provided to document the change proposed by the project.

(H) The existing and proposed elevations shall document the change in building volume:
height and depth. Dimensional changes shall be documented, including overall building height
and also parapets, penthouses and other proposed vertical and horizontal building extensions.
The front and rear elevations shall include the full profiles of the adjacent structures including
the adjacent structures' doors, windows and general massing. Each side elevation shall include
the full profile of the adjacent building in the foreground of the project, and the adjacent
windows, lightwells and general massing shall be illustrated.

(d) Requests for Planning Commission Review. A request for the Planning Commission to
exercise its discretionary review powers over a specific building permit application shall be
considered by the Planning Commission if received by the Planning Department no later than
5:00 p.m. of the last day of the notification period as described under Subsection (¢)(3) above,
subject to guidelines adopted by the Planning Commission. The project sponsor of a building
permit application may request discretionary review by the Planning Commission to resolve
conflicts between the Director of Planning and the project sponsor concerning requested
modifications to comply with the Residential Design Guidelines.

(1) Scheduling of Hearing. The Zoning Administrator shall set a time for hearing requests
for discretionary review by the Planning Commission within a reasonable period.

(2) Notice. Mailed notice of the discretionary review hearing by the Planning Commission
shall be given not less than 10 days prior to the date of the hearing to the notification group as
described in Paragraph 311(c)(2) above. Posted notice of the hearing shall be made as provided
under Planning Code Section 306.8.

(¢) Demolition of Dwellings, Approval of Replacement Structure Required. Unless the
building is determined to pose a serious and imminent hazard as defined in the Building Code an
application authorizing demolition in any R District of an historic or architecturally important
building or of a dwelling shall not be approved and issued until the City has granted final
approval of a building permit for construction of the replacement building. A building permit is
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later, please advise when that will occur to have neighborhood participation in a
meaningful way.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

/s

Rose Hillson

CSFN-LUC, Chair
Member Delegate to CSFN



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Friday, June 22, 2018 12:40:46 PM

FW: SocketSite™ | San Francisco Sues Developer with History of Under-Permitted Work

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 9:37 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@yahoo.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Kathrin Moore; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC);

planning@rodneyfong.com

Subject: SocketSite™ | San Francisco Sues Developer with History of Under-Permitted Work

Dear Commissioners:
FYI
Georgia Schuttish

San Francisco Sues Developer with History
of Under-Permitted Work

June 21, 2018

bachman_erlich_overdrive

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCQ, a Municipal Corporation; and
the PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA, by and through Dennis J.
Herrera, City Attorney for the City and County
of San Francisco,

Plaintiffs,
Vs.

ASHOK GUJRAL, an individual, SF
REALTY PARTNERS, LLC, a California
Limited Liability Corporation, GEP SPV 1,
LLC, a California Limited Liability
Corporation, GROWTH EQUITY
PARTNERS, LLC, a California Limited
Liability Corporation, and DOE ONE through
DOE FIFTY, inclusive,

Defendants.

Case No. CGG_18—567 469

COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE AND OTHER
RELIEF

Type of Case: (42) Other Complaint

City Attorney Dennis Herrera has just filed suit in San Francisco Superior Court against Ashok
Gujral, a local real estate developer and investor accused of routinely engaging in under-permitted
construction on residential properties throughout San Francisco.
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http://www.socketsite.com/archives/2018/06/san-francisco-sues-developer-with-pattern-of-under-permitted-work.html
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According to the complaint, Gujral would seek permits for simple and uncomplicated projects and
then routinely conduct major renovations that were beyond the scope of the permits issued. From
the City Attorney’s Office:

Between June 2015 and September 2016, Gujral purchased seven residential properties in San
Francisco. Shortly after purchase, Gujral followed a similar approach with each. First, he would
seek permits for what he claimed would be simple construction, like interior remodeling or
removing plumbing and electrical fixtures. The permits were issued quickly without additional
review by other City departments. Gujral would then do major renovations at each property that
went well beyond what was represented in the permit applications. By doing this, Gujral evaded
proper City oversight and applicable permit fees while unlawfully bulking up homes to apparently
flip them for a higher profit.

“If you get a permit to remodel your kitchen, it doesn’t mean you get to build a new wing onto the
back of your house,” Herrera said. “Real estate scofflaws trying to make a quick buck by flouting
the law increase safety risks, endanger the character of our neighborhoods and cheat honest
developers by creating an uneven playing field. Let this be a warning to those who think they can
ignore the rules while flipping as many homes as they can.”

While Gujral had obtained permits for an “interior” remodel of the Noe Valley home at 1613 Church
Street, the resultant work included both vertical and horizontal additions, not to mention a new roof
deck.
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Over in Bernal Heights, Gujral converted a two-unit building at 120 Brewster into a single-family
home without a required dwelling unit merger (DUM) and expanded the envelope behind a new
facade at 4068 Folsom Street, including the addition of a new rear deck and patio, without the
benefit of any permits.


https://gallery.mailchimp.com/561c7fcf27d46702f57bdf30b/files/1d593b91-f718-45c2-8d51-0d836f767b1e/Gujral_file_stamped_complaint.pdf
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Under-permitted work on Bernal Heights homes at 437 Ellsworth and 310 Montcalm is outlined in
the complaint as well.
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Over in Dogpatch, Gu ral removed the historic fagade of 903 Minnesota Street sans approval. And
the facade of 531 33rd Avenue in the Outer Richmond was removed, and a top floor deck enlarged,
sans approval as well.
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And in addition to seeking court oversight to ensure that all the aforementioned properties are
brought into compliance with San Francisco’s building and planning codes, the City is seeking civil
penalties of up to $2,500 for each act of unfair and unlawful business competition; daily penalties of
up to $500 for each violation of the San Francisco Building Code; and daily penalties of at least $200
for each violation of the San Francisco Planning Code committed at each of the properties.

“We're seeking a steep penalty to ensure that cheating the system isn’t worth it for unscrupulous
developers,” Herrera said. “If you think gaming the system will just be part of the cost of doing
business, think again.”
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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 21, 2018 12:16:11 PM

Attachments: 2018 06 21.pdf
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Commissioners,
Attached is this week’s Board 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
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Summary of Board Activities
June 18-22, 2018

Planning Commission Report: June 21, 2018

LAND USE COMMITTEE:

Canceled

FULL BOARD:

180187 Planning Code - Reauthorizing Section 210.3C Concerning New Production,
Distribution, and Repair Space. Sponsor: Cohen. PASSED Second Read

180387 Planning Code - Landmark Designation of 234-246 First Street (aka Phillips
Building). Sponsor: Kim. Staff: S Ferguson. Passed First Read

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. First Read

On Tuesday, the Board also considered the Mayor’s Process Improvements Ordinance.
The Supervisors moved unanimously to continue the Ordinance to the June 26 Board
meeting, in order to allow time to draft certain amendments to the neighborhood
notification provisions. Specifically, the amendments would address the proposed
notification period of 20 days, notification requirements for “pop-outs”, the required
minimum size of 311/312 notices, and the multilingual translation requirements for

notices.

180019 Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Community Plan Evaluation - 2918-2924
Mission Street. Staff: Moore. Item 35-38

Finally, at this week’s Board meeting, the Board upheld the CEQA appeal for 2918
Mission Street. The proposed project would merge three lots into a single lot, demolish
an existing laundromat building, and construct an eight-story building, containing

75 dwelling units with ground floor retail. The Planning Commission approved this

application on November 30, 2017,

The decision at the Board of Supervisors turned on a single argument: that the
CEQA shadow analysis was not adequate. Specifically, the Board found that the
Planning Department should have considered shadow impacts on the adjacent Zaida T.

Rodriguez early education school as a potential environmental effect. The Board
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concluded that, although the nearby school is not currently enrolled in the San Francisco
Shared Schoolyard Project, it should have been treated as such, assuming that the

school is likely to be included in the program in the future.

The appeal also raised issues related to growth projections relied on in the EIR for the
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, the effects of market rate development on
gentrification and displacement, cumulative transportation impacts, and impacts of noise

and dust during project construction on students at the adjacent school.

The Board’s action to uphold the appeal voids the project approvals. The project must
return back to the Planning Department for processing consistent with the Board's

findings, which are being drafted by the City Attorney’s Office.

INTRODUCTIONS:
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RECEIVED

JUN 27 2018

CITY & COUNTY OF S F

PLANNING DEPARTM
CPC/HPC -

Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Support for 450 O’Farrell Street proposed project
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a long term resident and business owner in San Francisco I urge you to approve the
450 O’Farrell Street project. Please help the revitalize this blighted neighborhood. This
area of the Tenderloin desperately needs more structurally safe, code compliant
residential housing.

Sindcirely,

Carl N. Vanos

1604 A Grove Street

San Francisco, CA 94117



P. 0. Box 1294
El Granada, CA 94018

San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street, Ground Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Dear Commission Members,

Although [ am not a resident of San Francisco, I come to the city often, both as a
student at the Istituto Italiano Scuola and as a member of the Scuola’s board, located
in Opera Plaza. I am a frequent patron of the cinema there—at least twice a month—
and 1 have been for years.

[ am writing to request that you turn down Opera Plaza’s plan to evict the theater
and to replace it with a retail establishment. Over the last few years, many theaters
along or near the Van Ness corridor have disappeared—the Lumiere, the old theater
on Polk and California, the theater on Van Ness that looked like a stack of ice cubes,
and the Richelieu.

Although the Opera Plaza cinema badly needs renovation (the seats are lumpy and
old), still it has a place and a purpose in the neighborhood. Also, it’s the only theater
complex in San Francisco, besides the Embarcadero, that routinely shows foreign
and independent films.

[ hope that the commission members will turn down this proposal.

Dtnine Spemen

Deanne Spears

Many thanks.

dkspears@gmail.com
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JUN 27 2018

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
CPCMHPC



Yvonne Renoult
445 Wawona Street
San Francisco, CA 94116

VED
June 13, 2018 RECEI

Planning Commission JUN 25 2018

San Francisco Planning Department CITY & COUNTY OF S.F
1650 Mission St., Suite 400 PMNNlrsé%g/Eir;AcRTMENT

San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

I’m writing to you in support of the mixed-use development plan for Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist on 450
O’Farrell Street. | am a member of another Christian Science Church (First Church of Christ, Scientist in Pacific
Heights).

This project has so many elements that are certain to bless the community as well as the church itself. We are
all aware of the great need for more housing in the City. The Tenderloin district would gain not just more
affordable housing with this project, but a lovely presentation that juxtaposes the old with the new. What a
great symbol of progress for our city that cherishes our lovely heritage while valuing sensible progress.

There aren’t too many places one can enter to find a peaceful space for meditation and quietude in our busy
city. The Christian Science Reading Room offers this to the public in a sense of inclusiveness and outreach of
its neighbors. The spirit of this new design allows the Reading Room to be more open and welcoming, fulfilling
its mission of inclusivity, serenity and peace.

| have often found a great refuge from the busy street when visiting the meditative environment of a Christian
Science Reading Room during a lunch break or on a busy weekend of hectic shopping. Redesigning the
Christian Science Reading Room so that it is more accessible and approachable, allowing this peaceful place to
serve the public as a quiet refuge, is sure to enrich the neighborhood.

In addition, it is important that communities of faith of all stripes have their rights protected to use their
assets in whatever way is needed to sustain their mission.

This project seems like a win-win for the community and for the church. Our City needs to use creative ways
 like this thoughtful mixed-use project to incorporate lovely architectural features of value into smart-use
spaces for housing and vitalizing centers that enrich the neighborhoods of San Franciso.

Thank you for your service in supporting projects such as this one, helping our city grow in thoughtful and
meaningful ways.

Sincerel

Yvoniie Renoult {



. Mary Ann Cahill a0 ar aryant
ject: Letter to San Francisco planning commission on behalf of Fifth Church project at 450 O'Farrell Street
Jate: June 20, 2018 at 6:11 PM

I ) ns.secreta

RECEIVED
Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department JUN 22 208
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 CITY & COUNTY OF S.F
San Francisco, CA 94103 e T

Re: Support for 450 O’ Farrell Street proposed project
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

| am a member of Ninth Church of Christ Scientist, San Francisco (175
Junipero Serra Boulevard), and a resident at Arden Wood.

| am writing in support of approval for the project for 450 O’Farrell Street
(Fifth Church of Christ Scientist, San Francisco).

Our religion advocates that we should be good citizens and good
neighbors. Fifth Church has been fulfilling that demand for almost 100
years. And this new project would continue to do that.

The new building would be in keeping with the neighborhood; in fact, it
would enhance it with its beautiful design.

It would help the families in the neighborhood. It would provide some
more affordable housing. | understand there are about 3,000 children in
the area. The Church has a wonderful Sunday School program as well as
a child care area for children too young to attend Sunday School.
Everyone is welcome.

The new design will offer a Reading Room, which is a quiet, clean, safe
place for rest and study, with resources for reading, purchasing, borrowing
or working on-line, augmented by helpful librarians and workers. Everyone
is welcome.

Healing harmony is central to our religion. It doesn’t stop with our
members but extends to, and blesses, the neighborhood and the world,



which we pray tor dally.

| understand that the members of the church have been working
harmoniously with the planning commission. We expect that to continue;
and, as | have said, harmony is a hallmark of true Christian Science.

With this expectancy in mind, we confidently declare with Mary Baker
Eddy, our Founder and the Discoverer of Christian Science, that
“...whatever blesses one, blesses all...” (SCIENCE AND HEALTH WITH
KEY TO THE SCRIPTURES, pg. 206)

Thank you very much for your consideration of this letter
and the project at 450 O’Farrell Street.

Sincerely,

Mary Ann Cahill

/ /
/ 77/, .ﬁ (A /{ﬂ
445 Wawona Street, #305
S.F. CA. 94116

(415) 342-4963



RECEIVED

. N JUN 22 2018
Dear President Hillis and R

Commissioners,

CPC/HPC

| am very supportive of your ideas and
plans for the Christian Science church in
downtown San Francisco. It will add
additional office spaces and residencies
which are much needed. It's a step
forward in reacting a place of beauty.

Aileen
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