From: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Subject: FW: Discretionary Review for 701 Hampshire Street continued to 9/6 Planning Commission hearing

Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 5:02:39 PM

Attachments: September Review hearing.docx

Dear Commissioners,

One of the Discretionary Review Requestors, Nina Dobner, for the Project at 701 Hampshire Street
will be unable to attend tomorrow’s hearing. She has requested that | share her email and the
attached statement.

Sincerely,

Ella Samonsky, Senior Planner

Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9112 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Dobner, Nina [mailto:ndobner@ea.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 4:21 PM

To: trevor somers; Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Cc: Jennifer Fieber; ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net

Subject: RE: Discretionary Review for 701 Hampshire Street continued to 9/6 Planning Commission
hearing

Dear Ella

Last night was the first | have heard that the review date moved forward! That did not give me any
time to prepare or change my schedule to attend!

| submit the attached as part of my continued objection to the proposal, just to make sure
SOMETHING gets in the file. | continue to think that Christina and Mark are handling this in a
completely underhand manner.

Can you please make sure my position is represented at the meeting tomorrow by including this
email. | will also prepare something for someone to read.

Thank you

From: trevor somers <sp4ce@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 5, 2018 3:30 PM

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC) <ella.samonsky@sfgov.org>

Cc: Dobner, Nina <ndobner@ea.com>; Jennifer Fieber <jennifer@sftu.org>;
ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Re: Discrectionarty Review for 701 Hampshire Street continued to 9/6 Planning Commission
hearing
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I apologise I am not able to attend this meeting in person.  I was not informed about it and I wasn’t aware of it until Tuesday of this week, and that did not give me time to re-arrange my schedule.

[bookmark: _GoBack]I have not seen any new plans – despite asking for them repeatedly.  The owner had ignored my emails to be included in the process.

I have finally managed to get hold of the plan attached to this meeting, but it is difficult for me to follow them. Dates change and jump around and some of them even have future dates!! 

It also looks to me that there isn’t a proper way to enter the bottom floor, except from the street?  (Does this take up existing street?)  Are these units dug into the ground?  How does that affect the steep hill, and can it be shored up against subsidence?  I would like to be able to review how the bottom units are accessed.

I continue to oppose the project for all the reasons I set out in the initial Discretionary Review.  

I previously submitted more than 50 objection letters from immediate neighbours, and those all still stand.

At this point, my main objections are to the way the owners Mark Colwell and Christina Tran are conducting their business.  They have bullied existing tenants and made their lives miserable.  They own multiple properties in the city and the surrounding area.  According to the Eviction History document for this property, they began trying to evict long-standing tenants in 2015 (which they had to rescind), they have tried various eviction notices for late payment (deliberately issued during tenant’s planned vacations).  They have lied to neighbours about their intentions.  They are aiming to line their own pockets by presenting a super thin veneer of adding affordable units.  (This they are definitely NOT doing, they are taking a building that used to be rent-controlled, with below-market rent, and making the VAST MAJORITY of it market rate units – further lining their own pockets, at the expense of San Francisco’s affordable housing crisis.) 

The proposed 4th floor does not add additional units to the building at all.  It forces them to move a tenant for not other reason that to create luxury units to maximize their profit.  

It is my belief that the owners are adding a 4th story as part of their retrofit plan, giving them the option of forcing tenants to move out for longer.  This is not the first time we are hearing about these RENOVICTIONS.  By approving this plan, you would legitimize this kind of abasement of human rights.


The architect will try and tell you this building is in keeping with the neighbourhood.  It is not.  The absolute vast majority of the is one or two-story homes.   However, I think you would find incredible support amongst the neighbours for adding density if Mark and Christina were not the owners.  (As a neighbourhood group, we have greenlit and supported multiple high-density buildings, such at the one on 19th and Harrison, and the new proposal of the old Cell Space.)  Those projects have treated the neighbours with respect – not tried to make a mockery of the planning process and ram a selfish project down our throats, that benefits only them.  This project does not help San Francisco, and it actively hurts the neighbours.

The plans fail many of the RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES principles.

1. The scale is not compatible with surrounding buildings.

There are no FOUR STORY buildings it the neighbourhood.  The owners are arguing it is almost the same height as a 3-story building, but this is a false equivalence as that building is not next door, and is not at all indicative of the VAST MAJORITY of the buildings in the area (which are 1 or 2 story family homes).

2. It does not maintain light to adjacent properties.  

I have signed letters from all the immediate neighbours protesting the shade analysis and loss of sunlight to our livealbe areas (including lounge, kitchens, dining rooms, bedrooms). The Sunshine Ordnance of San Francisco has offered to review the plans, but Mark and Christine refused to supply them. 

3. 701 Hampshire is only one house away from 2605 19th street, which is protected as part of the Gottleib-Knopf Block Historic District.  The are 9 more protected buildings on Hampshire street on the exact same block as the proposal.  The South Mission Historic Resource states that “any new construction immediately adjacent to these historic resources, including the historic district, needs to ensure that the character-defining features of these resources are maintained.” This includes maintaining HEIGHT PARITY.

This entire planning process has felt  very “ anti-human”.   I urge you to consider the long-term residents.  Many of us have lived here all our lives.  We are raising our families here. We aren’t anti-progress.  We aren’t anti-change, but we are real people.  This project serves only to profit the new owners.  It does the bare minimum to scrape by on shady requirements that make it look like it is adding affordable housing to the city, when actually it is not.  This is fake accounting.

Just watching the proceedings, I have learnt that as long as a project sponsor can clear the way with buyouts and stack the decks with spurious supportive letters from friends, then it issues a greenlight to future speculators to proceed, neighbors and community can be completely ignored.

I have lived in my house, directly next door, for nearly 20 years.  I know and love all my neighbours.  We are a community.  This is not a case of NIMBY-ism.  We love our neighbourhood, and we are happy to see it evolve, we just don’t want it sold to the highest bidder just so selfish, manipulative short-term owners can turn a profit at the expense of long-term residents and constituents. 
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Hi Ella,

Have revised or updated plans been submitted for this meeting? We have not been updated
on any changes to the project plans.

Trevor

From: Samonsky, Ella (CPC) <ella.samonsky@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 5:51 PM

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Subject: Discrectionarty Review for 701 Hampshire Street continued to 9/6 Planning Commission
hearing

You may have seen on the Planning Commission agenda that the Discretionary Review for 701
Hampshire Street ( Case No. 2017-001225DRP-02 ) was recommended for continuance to the
10/25/18 hearing. At the Planning Commission hearing today, the Planning Commission continued

the Discretionary Review of the project to the 9/6 hearing.
Thanks,

Ella Samonsky, Senior Planner

Southeast Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9112 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: core power

Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 2:24:53 PM

Attachments: Divisadero Proposed CorePower Yoda Letter (please read).msq

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq
619 Divisadero Formula Retail - Community Analysis and Recommendation.msg



mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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Divisadero Proposed CorePower Yoga Letter (please read)

		From

		C D

		To

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

		Cc

		Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Hello Honorable Planning Commissioners,



I have attached my letter for the upcoming CorePower Yoga hearing, with a polling attachment.





Thank You,



Charles D.



CorePower Yoga Polling Result.png

The DMA vote was as follows:

26% support the proposal for CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
63% oppose the proposal for CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
11% no opinion

ASNA Residents

31% support the proposal for CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
66% oppose the proposal for CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
3% no opinion

NOPNA Residents

35% support the proposal for CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
59% oppose the proposal for CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
6% no opinion






Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners.docx

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners,





As a neighbor, and a board member of my neighborhood association I have grave concerns and opposed the incoming proposed business CorePower Yoga.


Now, I do understand the general plan from the staff recommendations, and how it may fit into the neighborhood. However, the evaluation or analyzation of Corepower Yoga does not take into consideration of another proposed CorePower Yoga location nearby. CorePower Yoga is currently in 5 locations, Marina, Nob Hill/Vanness, two in financial district, China Basin, including an additional proposed location at Church and Duboce (Duboce Triangle). Now, one is not against business or growth, but this location is very close to the current proposed Divisadero location, which creates a possible saturation of the market. In addition, not to mention the already active, independent, six yoga businesses that already exists in the neighborhood.


In addition, I also have concerns on the chain’s price point and membership exclusivity, after data from the chain itself, the price point does not go far enough in inclusion, and to foster the remaining economic diversity of the neighborhood. 


In contrast, to the chain’s soliciting signatures and support, the Divisadero Merchant Association democratically polled the neighborhood through the three neighborhood association, The Divisadero Neighborhood Association (DMA), The North of Panhandle Neighborhood Association, and Alamo Square Neighborhood Association, that includes documents from the chain itself. Depending on how the community voted, the DMA was willing to respond from the collective community’s feedback. However, the community/residents from all three neighborhood association soundly oppose the CorePower Yoga (See attachment/chart for data).


Commissioners, it understandable the complexity and hard decisions upon you, but we believe this decision should not be so. I welcome you to take these thoughts into consideration, on the slow merging rebirth of San Francisco, that honors the community voice or consensus.








[bookmark: _GoBack]Thank You,


Charles Dupigny


NOPA Resident//Neighbor


Neighborhood Association Board Member 









The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		karoline

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on 

Divisadero.



CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their 

price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or 

want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower 

Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this 

neighborhood!



Thank you,

—karoline hatch-berens

94117




619 Divisadero Formula Retail - Community Analysis and Recommendation

		From

		Affordable Divis Now

		To

		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org



Dear Planning Commissioners,



Attached please find our Community Analysis and Recommendation regarding 619 Divisadero, using the criteria and considerations outlined in the Commission Guide for Formula Retail.



Project: 619 Divisadero CorePower Yoga formula retail conditional use authorization hearing - September 6, 2018

Recommendation: Disapproval



Thank you,





Affordable Divis Steering Committee







20180906-619-Divisadero-Community-Analysis.pdf

Community Analysis

Conditional Use Authorization
Proposed Formula Retail Use CorePower Yoga at 619 Divisadero

2018-004644CUA

Project Address: 619 Divisadero Street

Zoning: Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, 65-A Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 1201/039

Recommendation: Disapproval

This document is an analysis of the proposed formula retail use CorePower Yoga at 619 Divisadero, to
evaluate the appropriateness of this formula retail use at this location, per the Commission Guide for Formula
Retail, found on the SF Planning Department’s website.

Formula retail can act as a homogenizing force in neighborhoods if its presence overwhelms neighborhood
character. Formula retail, if not properly regulated, can detract from San Francisco’s vibrant neighborhoods by
inundating them with familiar brands that lack the uniqueness the City strives to maintain.

Is this Formula Retail Use Necessary or Desirable?

For every conditional use authorization the Planning Commission must determine if the proposed use is
necessary or desirable for the community and compatible with the neighborhood, per Planning Code Sec.
303(c)(1).

There are six businesses that provide yoga services to our neighborhood: Yoga Garden, Yoga du Soleil, Five
Rivers, Bend, Home Sweet Om, and The Center SF. Additionally, Hybrid SF and SALT on Divisadero provide
alternative fitness options to the neighborhood.

Another yoga studio is not necessary for this neighborhood.

While the Planning Department received 12 letters of support for the proposal and a petition of support signed
by representatives of 25 local businesses as of the date of the Planning Department’s Executive Summary,
they also received 30 emails of opposition to the project from neighborhood residents, as well as a letter of
opposition from the Divisadero Merchants Association (DMA).

Since the report date, more letters of opposition have been sent in by the following organizations: Alamo
Square Neighborhood Association (ASNA), Affordable Divis (AD), Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council
(HANC), Grove Residents Rights Resources (GRRR), and Neighbors United (NU). No neighborhood group
has submitted a letter of support for the proposed use.

In sharp contrast, the CorePower Yoga studio proposal at the Duboce location received support from the
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association (DTNA), Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
(CEVNA), and the Merchants of Upper Market and Castro (MUMC), with no opposition letters in the executive
summary, supporting the finding that the project was desirable for that neighborhood.

With so many neighborhood residents and neighborhood organizations opposed to CorePower Yoga on
Divisadero, this project is not desirable for the neighborhood.







Five Criteria Required by the Planning Code

Beyond the general consideration of “necessary or desirable,” the Commission reviews five more specific
criteria in consideration of conditional use authorization for formula retail. Per the Commission Guide for
Formula Retail, the five criteria and methodology for analyzing locational appropriateness should be examined

as described:

1. Existing concentrations of formula retail uses within general vicinity of the proposed project.
2. The availability of other similar uses within the district and within the vicinity of the proposed project.
3. The compatibility of the proposed formula retail use with the existing architectural and aesthetic

character of the district.

4. The existing retail vacancy rates within the district.
5. The existing mix of Citywide-serving retail uses and daily needs serving retail uses within the
appropriate vicinity of the proposed location.

Criteria 1: Existing concentrations
of formula retail uses

Per the Planning Department’s
Executive Summary, “There are
approximately 17 existing Formula
Retail uses out of approximately
195 commercial storefronts in the
Divisadero Street NCT District.”

The existing concentration of
formula retail uses is within three
blocks, between Page Street and
Hayes Street.

“The existing intensity of Formula
Retail uses is approximately
8.72% within the District, which
accounts for approximately 3.42%
of the total linear frontage in that
same vicinity. If approved, the
concentration of Formula Retail
uses would increase to 9.23% and
the total linear frontage would
increase to 3.97% within the
District.”

This new formula retail use would
expand the existing concentration
to a new block where there are
currently no formula retail uses.

© TFormula Retail Establishments
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Criteria 2: The availability of other similar uses within the district and within the vicinity of the proposed project

There are six businesses that

Yoga Tree
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. . . Proposed T =
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There are already many similar uses on Divisadero Street, there are many existing businesses providing yoga
services in the neighborhood and vicinity, and there is another CorePower Yoga studio at Duboce, one mile
from the proposed location at 619 Divisadero.

Criteria 3: The compatibility of the proposed formula retail use with the existing architectural and aesthetic
character of the district.

The Planning Department Executive Summary determined that the property at 619 Divisadero is a historic
resource, “as it falls within the Eligible NOPA (North of the Panhandle) Historic District.” Yet there is no
mention of the historic district or resource in the Planning Department’s Criteria 3 review:

“The Project proposes signage alterations as well as the removal of the security gate in front of the glazing on
the front facade. Any sign alterations will be required to have a permit and comply with the requirements of the
Planning Code and the Formula Retail sign guidelines. Storefront Transparency guidelines are met, with
greater than 60% of ground floor street front transparent, allows for visibility into the building. The Project is
compatible within, and will have no adverse effect on, the architectural and aesthetic characters of the [NCT]
District.”

In order to ensure compatible alterations, demolitions, and new construction, owners of San Francisco Article
10 Landmark buildings and all buildings located within an Article 10 Historic District will need to submit a

Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A).

Criteria 4: Existing retail vacancy rates

Per the Planning Department Executive Summary, “The Project will slightly decrease the existing retail
vacancy rate within a 300 foot radius and within the Divisadero Street NCT District.”







Within the Divisadero Street NCT District, 18 of the 195 storefronts (9.23%) are currently vacant, which
accounts for approximately 6.66% of the total linear frontage in the same vicinity. If approved, the District’s
vacancy rate would decrease (8.72%) and the linear frontage of vacant storefront would decrease to 6.12% of
the total linear frontage.

The project would represent only a slight decrease in the existing vacancy rate. Many new businesses have
been opening on Divisadero and there continues to be a strong appetite for locally-owned businesses to move

into the neighborhood.

Criteria 5: The existing mix of Citywide-serving retail uses and daily needs serving retail uses

Approximately 98 of the 195 (50.26%) existing Retail uses within the District are considered
neighborhood-serving. While the Executive Summary states that “The Project will increase the concentration
of neighborhood-serving uses in the immediate vicinity as well as within the District,” it does not study the daily
needs serving retail uses.

The following uses Retail Sales and Services are considered “Daily Needs” uses, per the Commission Guide
for Formula Retail: (a) General Grocery (b) Specialty Grocery (c) Pharmaceutical drugs and personal toiletries
(e) Self-service Laundromats and dry cleaning (f) Household goods and services (g) Variety merchandise, pet
supply stores, and pet grooming services (l) Books, music, sporting goods, etc.

Under this definition, a yoga studio will not increase the concentration of daily needs serving retail uses in the
district.

Additional Criteria for Consideration

In addition to analyzing the five Planning Code required criteria, analysis of location appropriateness for
formula retail uses should include the following:

A characterization of the district as a whole.

The Divisadero NCT was created in 2015, and prior to that was the Divisadero NCD (2014), and prior to that
Divisadero was zoned as an NC-2 neighborhood commercial district. Since the Divisadero NCT was formed,
three large-scale development projects have filed applications that have taken advantage of the density
deregulation from the NCT upzoning: 650 Divisadero (66 units, 6 stories), 400 Divisadero (177 units, 6 stories),
and 1355 Fulton (75 units, 9 stories). The NCT consists primarily of 3-story and 4-story buildings, though the
height limit allows 65 feet (6 stories) north of Oak Street.

A characterization of the immediate vicinity of the proposed establishment location.

This storefront is on a very popular block of Divisadero. Many of the small mom-and-pop storefronts are being
replaced by trendier stores and retailers.Your Scents became Topo Designs, Cara Sash and Glass became
Tanner Goods. Mojo Bicycle Cafe is now Fool’s Errand. The former and existing non-formula retail uses reflect
and contribute to the neighborhood’s unique character.

Neighborhood residents successfully stopped chains from expanding on Divisadero even before San Francisco
had formula retail laws. Burger King, Batteries Plus, and Blockbuster all tried to move in, but residents
successfully organized to oppose these national chains in our neighborhood.







A description of the commercial nature of the district.
The retail anchors on the block are Bi-Rite, NOPA, and Bar Crudo. These well-known establishments bring in
residents from other neighborhoods. The commercial district has a variety of stores that offer goods and

services at various prices, but all are welcoming to residents and visitors alike.

A characterization of the demographics of the District.

Pop 244
i . . i . Household 210
While the area median household income for San Francisco is Tract 158.01 MHI 78,594
$118,400, the median household income in the Divisadero NCT i |
neighborhood is $76,426. According to fiscal year 2018 figures, MHI 43,971
“low income” status in San Francisco begins at $82,200/year for
a single person, the highest in the country. For a household of
two the cutoff is $93,950/year. Pop 1529
Households 694
Tract 158.02 MHI 45,227
Once a vibrant, diverse neighborhood known as the Harlem of =04 Ezzgjds —=
the West, the City’s housing affordability crisis has contributed | i+ MHI 63,512
to the displacement of neighborhood residents, particularly low :Eﬁ;ﬁds -
income tenants and people of color. MHI 68,750
The three large-scale developments planned for the Divisadero
NCT propose to add mostly market rate units which are not Tract 164 Pop 2436
i H A H Pop 1685 Households 1219
affordable to our communities vulnerable to gentrification. e it
MHI 74,940
Neighborhood residents organized Affordable Divis to create
and implement a Divisadero Community Plan that strives to
protect residents from displacement and to increase affordable Pop 1558
. . .. s Tract 167 Households 903
housing requirements for the Divisadero NCT District. Pop 1555 MHI 105,500
Households 794

MHI 105,361

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero does not meet the threshold for necessary or desirable, and
would only concentrate and expand formula retail uses in this neighborhood. There are a lot of similar uses on
Divisadero Street already, and the project would represent only a slight decrease in the existing vacancy rate.
Finally, the neighborhood demographics demonstrate that the monthly membership cost of $189, or over
$2,000 per year, would be unaffordable for many neighborhood residents of the Divisadero NCT District. This
would create an uninviting and undesirable environment at odds with our inclusive and diverse neighborhood.

The community finds the project to be neither necessary nor desirable, and incompatible with the surrounding
neighborhood, and recommends disapproval for this formula retail use at this location.

References
e FY 2018 Income Limits - US Department of Housing and Urban Development
City-Data.Com SF Income Map
Commission Guide for Formula Retail - July 2014
Divisadero Community Plan - January 2016
619 Divisadero Formula Retail Use Conditional Use Hearing - CPC Packet including Executive
Summary - September 2018
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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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SIGNIFICANT EFFORTS TO REDUCE
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN SAN FRANCISCO

Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 11:35:17 AM

Attachments: 9.5.18 GCAS Announcements.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, September 05, 2018 11:24 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SIGNIFICANT EFFORTS TO
REDUCE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN SAN FRANCISCO

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

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SIGNIFICANT
EFFORTS TO REDUCE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN
SAN FRANCISCO

In Advance of the Global Climate Action Summit, San Francisco Kicks Off Construction of
City’s Largest Rooftop Solar Array and Pledges Bold Environmental Commitments

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today announced groundbreaking new
environmental commitments to curb greenhouse gas emissions, reduce waste, and advance
green infrastructure investments to further San Francisco’s climate action goals. Mayor Breed,
who was joined by City Department Heads and Sierra Club Executive Director Michael
Brune, also unveiled the City’s largest new conventional rooftop solar installation on the roof
of the Moscone Convention Center, where Governor Jerry Brown’s Global Climate Action
Summit (GCAS) will convene from September 12-14, 2018.

“As the Federal Administration rolls back critical environmental protections, San Francisco
continues to lead in the fight against climate change. The Global Climate Action Summit is a
chance to highlight San Francisco’s environmental leadership on the world stage,” said Mayor
Breed. “We have successfully reduced our greenhouse gas emissions by 30% from 1990
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, September 5, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES SIGNIFICANT
EFFORTS TO REDUCE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS IN
SAN FRANCISCO

In Advance of the Global Climate Action Summit, San Francisco Kicks Off Construction of
City’s Largest Rooftop Solar Array and Pledges Bold Environmental Commitments

San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today announced groundbreaking new
environmental commitments to curb greenhouse gas emissions, reduce waste, and advance green
infrastructure investments to further San Francisco’s climate action goals. Mayor Breed, who
was joined by City Department Heads and Sierra Club Executive Director Michael Brune, also
unveiled the City’s largest new conventional rooftop solar installation on the roof of the
Moscone Convention Center, where Governor Jerry Brown’s Global Climate Action Summit
(GCAS) will convene from September 12-14, 2018.

“As the Federal Administration rolls back critical environmental protections, San Francisco
continues to lead in the fight against climate change. The Global Climate Action Summit is a
chance to highlight San Francisco’s environmental leadership on the world stage,” said Mayor
Breed. “We have successfully reduced our greenhouse gas emissions by 30% from 1990 levels,
while growing our economy by 111% and increasing our population by 20%. But in order to
fully realize the ambitions of the Paris Climate Accord, we must continue to make bold
commitments and accelerate actions that reduce emissions and move us towards a clean energy
future. That 1s why, in addition to formally joining the Sierra Club’s nationwide clean energy
campaign, San Francisco is committing to reducing landfill disposal by 50% by 2030 and
ensuring all of our buildings are net-zero emissions by 2050.”

Building upon San Francisco’s track record of successful greenhouse gas emissions reductions,
Mayor Breed announced that she has agreed to become the newest Mayoral Co-Chair of the
Sierra Club’s Mayors For 100% Clean Energy program, a growing coalition of more than 200
mayors nationwide supporting a goal of 100% clean, renewable energy in their communities. To
that end, Mayor Breed also doubled down on San Francisco’s commitment to 100% renewable
energy and became a formal signatory to the Sierra Club’s nationwide clean energy campaign.

“Mayors can lead our nation toward a healthier, stronger and more prosperous country by
supporting a vision of 100% clean, renewable energy in their communities. Cities don't need to
wait for Washington, D.C. to act in order to move the ball forward on clean energy,” said Sierra
Club Executive Director Michael Brune. “The Sierra Club applauds Mayor Breed for
championing this vision in San Francisco and we look forward to working with her as a Co-Chair
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of our Mayors For 100% Clean Energy program to accelerate the transition away from dirty
fuels to 100% clean and renewable sources of energy for all.”

The GCAS will welcome leaders from cities, states, and regions throughout the world and serve
as an opportunity for deeper worldwide climate commitments. Cities account for 70% of the
world’s greenhouse gas emissions and play a key role in achieving the accelerated emissions
reductions set forward by the Paris Climate Accords.

At the Moscone Center, Mayor Breed committed San Francisco to four key policy pledges:

Zero Waste: Reduce waste generation by 15% and landfill disposal by 50% by 2030.
Decarbonizing Buildings: Net-zero carbon buildings in San Francisco by 2050.
Green Bonds: Issue more green bonds to finance infrastructure and capital projects.
100% Renewable Energy: Switch all electricity in San Francisco to renewables by
2030.

N =

“San Francisco is an example to the country and to the world that a strong economy and strong
environmental policies can go hand-in-hand,” said Debbie Raphael, Director of the San
Francisco Department of the Environment. “Our continued progress shows that these goals drive
action and deliver results that improve our environment and enhance the quality of life for all of
our residents.”

These commitments align with a recently completed analysis by the San Francisco Department
of Environment for achieving deep emissions reductions across key sectors by 2050. To achieve
further near-term reductions, the City plans to expand its renewable energy portfolio, complete a
citywide roll-out of the CleanPowerSF program by 2019, and update green building standards for
both municipal and private sector projects.

The Moscone Center expansion project, scheduled for completion in December 2018,
exemplifies what the new climate-conscious buildings of the future must aim for. The new green
Moscone Convention Center is aiming for LEED Platinum certification and would be the highest
LEED-certified convention center in the nation. In addition, the convention center was designed
for efficiency, from harvesting daylight to capturing more than 12 million gallons of rain water,
foundation groundwater, and condensation water annually for landscape irrigation, on-site toilet
flushing and street cleaning.

“San Francisco’s commitment to environmental sustainability is demonstrated in the Moscone
project,” said San Francisco Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru, whose department is
providing project management and construction management services for the Center. “From
demanding smart building design to strategically reducing energy use and emissions, cities and
states can be leaders in the battle against global warming.”

Key to San Francisco’s clean energy future are new solar installations like the Moscone Center
array. Featuring 792 new panels, the solar generating facility will be San Francisco’s largest
conventional rooftop array once completed and will generate 20% of the building’s energy
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needs. The City's Hetch Hetchy Power System, operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC), will supply the remainder of electricity, ensuring that the Global Climate
Action Summit and other conventions are powered by 100% emissions-free, clean electricity.

“Global climate change starts at home, and now, more than ever, we’re giving San Franciscans
the power to choose cleaner, greener electricity that is generated from local sources,” said
SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. “Between our 100 year-old greenhouse gas-free
Hetch Hetchy Power system and our growing CleanPowerSF community choice energy program,
we are now supplying electricity to meet approximately 50% of the demand in San Francisco.
Publicly owned, carbon-free power is critical to achieving San Francisco’s clean energy vision
and will ensure a greener future for generations to come.”

To celebrate the arrival of the Global Climate Action Summit, many City agencies, businesses,
civic and cultural institutions, and non-profit organizations will showcase their sustainability
efforts through a series of affiliate events. On September 13 (Green Thursday Night), cultural
organizations located around Moscone Center will all be open from 5:00pm -9:00pm offering
free access for a variety of exhibitions and programs as well as live music in Yerba Buena
Gardens. On September 13, Ford Go Bikes will be free for the public to use all day. For more
information, please visit SFArts.org.

“San Francisco has been at the vanguard of environmental policies, and our parks are no
exception. Our ambitious water conservation plan, coupled with our 97% green waste diversion,
demonstrate how cities can maintain their green spaces while reducing their environmental
footprint,” said San Francisco Recreation and Park Department General Manager Phil Ginsburg.

For more information about the Global Climate Action Summit, visit:
http://globalclimateactionsummit.org/.

#HH#
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levels, while growing our economy by 111% and increasing our population by 20%. But in
order to fully realize the ambitions of the Paris Climate Accord, we must continue to make
bold commitments and accelerate actions that reduce emissions and move us towards a clean
energy future. That is why, in addition to formally joining the Sierra Club’s nationwide clean
energy campaign, San Francisco is committing to reducing landfill disposal by 50% by 2030
and ensuring all of our buildings are net-zero emissions by 2050.”

Building upon San Francisco’s track record of successful greenhouse gas emissions
reductions, Mayor Breed announced that she has agreed to become the newest Mayoral Co-
Chair of the Sierra Club’s Mayors For 100% Clean Energy program, a growing coalition of
more than 200 mayors nationwide supporting a goal of 100% clean, renewable energy in their
communities. To that end, Mayor Breed also doubled down on San Francisco’s commitment
to 100% renewable energy and became a formal signatory to the Sierra Club’s nationwide
clean energy campaign.

“Mayors can lead our nation toward a healthier, stronger and more prosperous country by
supporting a vision of 100% clean, renewable energy in their communities. Cities don't need
to wait for Washington, D.C. to act in order to move the ball forward on clean energy,” said
Sierra Club Executive Director Michael Brune. “The Sierra Club applauds Mayor Breed for
championing this vision in San Francisco and we look forward to working with her as a Co-
Chair of our Mayors For 100% Clean Energy program to accelerate the transition away from
dirty fuels to 100% clean and renewable sources of energy for all.”

The GCAS will welcome leaders from cities, states, and regions throughout the world and
serve as an opportunity for deeper worldwide climate commitments. Cities account for 70% of
the world’s greenhouse gas emissions and play a key role in achieving the accelerated
emissions reductions set forward by the Paris Climate Accords.

At the Moscone Center, Mayor Breed committed San Francisco to four key policy pledges:

1. Zero Waste: Reduce waste generation by 15% and landfill disposal by 50% by 2030.

2. Decarbonizing Buildings: Net-zero carbon buildings in San Francisco by 2050.

3. Green Bonds: Issue more green bonds to finance infrastructure and capital projects.

4. 100% Renewable Energy: Switch all electricity in San Francisco to renewables by
2030.

“San Francisco is an example to the country and to the world that a strong economy and strong
environmental policies can go hand-in-hand,” said Debbie Raphael, Director of the San
Francisco Department of the Environment. “Our continued progress shows that these goals
drive action and deliver results that improve our environment and enhance the quality of life
for all of our residents.”

These commitments align with a recently completed analysis by the San Francisco Department
of Environment for achieving deep emissions reductions across key sectors by 2050. To
achieve further near-term reductions, the City plans to expand its renewable energy portfolio,
complete a citywide roll-out of the CleanPowerSF program by 2019, and update green
building standards for both municipal and private sector projects.

The Moscone Center expansion project, scheduled for completion in December 2018,
exemplifies what the new climate-conscious buildings of the future must aim for. The new
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green Moscone Convention Center is aiming for LEED Platinum certification and would be
the highest LEED-certified convention center in the nation. In addition, the convention center
was designed for efficiency, from harvesting daylight to capturing more than 12 million
gallons of rain water, foundation groundwater, and condensation water annually for landscape
irrigation, on-site toilet flushing and street cleaning.

“San Francisco’s commitment to environmental sustainability is demonstrated in the Moscone
project,” said San Francisco Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru, whose department is
providing project management and construction management services for the Center. “From
demanding smart building design to strategically reducing energy use and emissions, cities
and states can be leaders in the battle against global warming.”

Key to San Francisco’s clean energy future are new solar installations like the Moscone Center
array. Featuring 792 new panels, the solar generating facility will be San Francisco’s largest
conventional rooftop array once completed and will generate 20% of the building’s energy
needs. The City's Hetch Hetchy Power System, operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC), will supply the remainder of electricity, ensuring that the Global
Climate Action Summit and other conventions are powered by 100% emissions-free, clean
electricity.

“Global climate change starts at home, and now, more than ever, we’re giving San Franciscans
the power to choose cleaner, greener electricity that is generated from local sources,” said
SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. “Between our 100 year-old greenhouse gas-free
Hetch Hetchy Power system and our growing CleanPowerSF community choice energy
program, we are now supplying electricity to meet approximately 50% of the demand in San
Francisco. Publicly owned, carbon-free power is critical to achieving San Francisco’s clean
energy vision and will ensure a greener future for generations to come.”

To celebrate the arrival of the Global Climate Action Summit, many City agencies, businesses,
civic and cultural institutions, and non-profit organizations will showcase their sustainability
efforts through a series of affiliate events. On September 13 (Green Thursday Night), cultural
organizations located around Moscone Center will all be open from 5:00pm -9:00pm offering
free access for a variety of exhibitions and programs as well as live music in Yerba Buena
Gardens. On September 13, Ford Go Bikes will be free for the public to use all day. For more
information, please visit SEArts.org.

“San Francisco has been at the vanguard of environmental policies, and our parks are no
exception. Our ambitious water conservation plan, coupled with our 97% green waste
diversion, demonstrate how cities can maintain their green spaces while reducing their
environmental footprint,” said San Francisco Recreation and Park Department General
Manager Phil Ginsburg.

For more information about the Global Climate Action Summit, visit:
http://globalclimateactionsummit.org/.
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Subject: Core Power
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The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Chris Morosini

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,

I have lived at 1353 Hayes for the last 10 years and I am very concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.



CorePower Yoga will threaten long-time non-formula retail business Yoga Garden. The space is in the absolute heart of Divis, and will not be additive to the general “vibe” of the neighborhood....this is not the Marina nor do we want it to be. Divis is an arts and food corridor that has thus far been successful for the most part in avoiding the large chains. Let’s not put another Chase Bank in please. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood.



Thank you,



Chris Morosini

1353 Hayes St. 





Sent from my iPhone
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Dear Planning Commission,



I am writing to express concern  with the proposed CorePower Yoga, a chain business, on Divisadero St: The name itself is an oxymoron.  Yoga has nothing to do with power, though development of the corridor sure does:  Who has it, who doesn't, and all the rest of it...




REAL, working San Franciscans don't need or want this chain in the neighborhood: They wouldn't have proposed it in the first place.  




The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. There is plenty of yoga to go around in The City ---most of the studios have their minds on community, breathing and mindfully making the world a better place: These are in fact the CORE VALUES of yoga, to align mind, body and spirit.  The ridiculously named "Core Power Yoga" is "OUT OF ALIGNMENT" WITH DIVISADERO!!!




Thank you,
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Dear Planning Commission, 


I am a neighbor opposing CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 



Don't let the national chain  CorePower Yoga open on Divisadero. It does not reflect the values of our community.  The monthly fee is $189! Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! 



Thank you, 



Get Outlook for Android 
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		planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients
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Dear Planning Commission, 




I am a small business owner concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. 



Small businesses are the backbone of our community and chain businesses are running us out of business – in every industry they encroach on.  Please help small business owners and say NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  



Thank you, 



 



Shelly Ross
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Dear Planning Commission, 




I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! 




We should support the two small, locally owned yoga studios that already exist in our neighborhood.  CorePower is a large, nationwide chain that we do not want.




Thank you,



Hugo Kobayashi





The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
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		Heidi Marshall Booth
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Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.



CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!



Thank you,
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Dear Planning Commission, I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood! Thank you, 




The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		troy barber

		To
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Hello-

I'm writing in opposition to the proposed new yoga chain "CorePower" which is trying to move in to a store front on Divisadero.  I live a few blocks away on the same street and do not feel this over-priced chain is what we need in our neighborhood.  Please reject this application.

Thanks,

Troy Barber

San Francisco, cA
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Dear Planning Commission,
I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,


Phillip Laurent

Grove Street Resident 




6 good reasons to reject the CU application for CorePower Yoga

		From

		Rupert Clayton

		To

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

		Cc

		affordabledivis@gmail.com

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@yahoo.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commissioners,




I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.






1.	CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community or San Francisco.


2.	CorePower Yoga pays its instructors poorly and charges them huge training fees.

3.	CorePower Yoga has been the subject of litigation because employee pay and practices for meal and rest breaks violated California labor laws.

4.	CorePower Yoga has more than 180 locations nationwide and is the epitome of a formula retail chain.

5.	CorePower Yoga provides the same service as two existing long-established and locally owned business within a few blocks.

6.	CorePower Yoga charges a membership fee of nearly $200 a month, well beyond the means of many people in our neighborhood.



The Haight and Divisadero communities are relying on you to express the intent and follow the letter of the San Francisco planning code restrictions on formula retail by denying this conditional use application.




Sincerely,




Rupert Clayton


rupert.clayton@gmail.com







Core Power Yoga 
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		Kenneth Greenstein

		To
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Dear Planning Commission, 



I have been living at 1655 Golden Gate Avenue in my condo for more than 13 years and in the general neighborhood for most of the last 29 years. I have seen many yoga studios come and go.  I must say that I do not like the idea of Core Power Yoga being allowed to build their studio on Divisadero St.





I have heard that Core Power charges a substantial amount of money for their classes. I was doing yoga back in the early 90s before most people had heard of it and classes were about $7, including at multiple yoga studios on Divisadero.  This type of studio is not what we need. Gentrification is out of control in SF and Core Power does not care.  They are just a big chain company which does not belong in our neighborhood.  The people living in my neighborhood do not need nor want Core Power.



Best,



Ken Greenstein 
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Dear Planning Commission,
I am a 25 year resident of the Divis/ Alamo neighborhood and I am concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We do not need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,


Jay W. Sheffield, LCSW




619 Divisadero St./Opposed to Core Power Yoga
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Dear Commissioners,



As a Divisadero neighbor and member of the Divisadero Merchant’s Association, I am writing to state my opposition to granting a Conditional Use approval to Core Power Yoga’s plans to locate here on Divisadero St.  Our neighborhood has been historically opposed to chain-retail operations being located on Divisadero St. and I urge the Commission to uphold this view. The Divisadero corridor between Haight St. and  Geary Blvd. is undergoing considerable change, and I want to see the “mom & pop” character of the local businesses being maintained. There are presently two other yoga studios within blocks of 619 Divisadero, which are locally owned and operated. I strongly feel that Core Power Yoga does not reflect the character and values of the neighborhood and its future. 



Sincerely,



Mark Topetcher

Topetcher Architecture Inc.
828 Divisadero Street  
San Francisco, Ca. 94117

tel: (415) 359-9997
fax: (415) 359-9986

Toparchitecture.com

This e-mail is sent by Topetcher Architecture Inc. and may contain information that is privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient, please delete the e-mail and any attachments without reading, printing, copying or forwarding it, and please notify us.







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:58:56 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: Robert Bakewell [ mailto:rcbakewell @gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:01 AM

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

Subject: The community opposes CorePower Y oga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commission,

| am concerned with the proposed CorePower Y oga on Divisadero.

| cameto San Francisco 40 years ago and stayed at the Shivananda Y oga Institute then located on 7 th Av. Inner
Sunset.

Then | went on to practice lyengar Y ogato this day.

In my opinion CorePower is a corporate racket that exploits the real tradition of yoga.... among other things they
promiseto teach  yoga in 200 hours ... laughable, and | might add , dangerous.

This business is another example of the corporate cheapening of a physical and spiritual art that is being turned into
a commodity focused on profit .

| suppose thisis capitalism asusual... in this case | object.

Regards,

Rob BAKEWELL

415-710-9617

Thank you,
Rob Bakewell

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 450 O"Farrell Street

Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:58:52 AM
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2018-08-30 EPS Addendum report on project feasibility.PDFE
2017-12-08 450 OF - EPS Feasibility Report.pdf

2018-06-26 450 O_Farrell Memorandum - Willdan feasibility report.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: Steven Vettel [mailto:SVettel@fbm.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 9:45 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, you will recall that the conditional use hearing for 450 O’Farrell Street (176 dwelling
units and a replacement church for the Fifth Church of Christ, Scientist) was continued from June 28
to September 13 in order for the project sponsor to investigate several potential funding sources
that representatives of San Francisco Heritage suggested could close the funding gap of the EIR’s full
preservation alternative or partial preservation alternative. Those suggested funding sources
include historic tax credits, new market tax credits, Mills Act property tax reductions, and the sale of
TDRs that would require a rezoning of the site to a C-3 zoning designation.

Real Estate economists EPS has now completed their analysis of the four potential funding sources,
and | am attaching their final memorandum, dated Aug. 30, 2018. EPS concludes that none of these
potential funding sources would be sufficient to close the significant funding gap their original
analysis determined rendered the preservation alternatives infeasible. For your convenience, | am
also enclosing EPS’s original analysis (Dec. 2017) and the peer review of that analysis performed by
Willman (June 2018), both of which were reviewed and confirmed by Planning staff and provided the
substantial evidence for the financial infeasibility findings contained in the Department’s draft CEQA
findings prepared for the June hearing. We have shared these analyses with Heritage and have met
with them twice since the June hearing.

The church and the project developer, Thompson Dorfman Partners, believe EPS’s and Willman’s
analyses are persuasive and request that the Commission approve the project as proposed at the
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MEMORANDUM

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

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

Date: August 30, 2018

This memorandum is an addendum to the previously completed
Development Feasibility Review and Evaluation dated June 26, 2018 for
development of the 450 O’Farrell Street Project (Project) and the
Alternative Preservation Proposals analyzed in the Environmental Impact
Report. It is prepared by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS) for
450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC as part of the response to public comments
received during the Planning Commission Hearing on June 28, 2018.

Background

The Project consists of three sites and is located on the block bounded
by O’Farrell Street, Geary Boulevard, Taylor Street, and Jones Street in
San Francisco’s Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. The proposed
project envisions substantial 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 new building (as studied in the original EPS report dated June 26,
2018) would be 13 stories tall (130 feet) with 176 dwelling units
(187,640 square feet), restaurant/retail space (6,200 square feet), a
replacement church (13,595 square feet) incorporated into the ground
level, and 8,398 square feet of open space. Of the 176 dwelling units,
28 units would be Below Market Rate (BMR) with 5 of these replacing
rent-controlled units.

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). All three lots are zoned
RC-4/North of Market Residential SUD No. 1 and are within an 80-T-
130-T height and bulk district.

In its development feasibility analysis, dated June 26, 2018, EPS
concluded that the Full Preservation and Partial Preservation Project
alternatives generate insufficient returns. The additional density
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reflected in the Developer’s Proposed Project improves development feasibility and brings the
developer returns closer to an acceptable range. Specifically, the funding gaps for the Full
Preservation and Partial Preservation alternatives were estimated at $52 million and $41 million,
respectively, while the Proposed Project has a reduced funding gap of $24 million.

During the public comment period at the Planning Commission Hearing held on June 28, 2018,
several financing mechanisms were referenced that could potentially improve development
feasibility. The alternatives were presented as a way of increasing the feasibility of any potential
project while simultaneously preserving more of the existing church building (Full Preservation or
Partial Preservation alternatives in the EIR). These mechanisms include:

1. Mills Act

2. Historic Preservation Tax Credits
3. New Market Tax Credit, and

4. Transferable Development Rights

This addendum builds on the original development feasibility analysis and examines each of
these financing mechanisms, including their applicability, procedural requirements, risks, and
potential implications on development economics of the Project.

Key Findings

1. All four of the evaluated financing mechanisms are designed to enhance
operational economics and/or improve the feasibility of existing assets.
However, all four are designed for different circumstances than the Preferred Project and
have a range of goals and objectives, different eligibility requirements and risks, and unique
administration requirements in San Francisco. This analysis considers each of these financing
mechanisms’ program-specific criteria in the context of the Project, the alternatives, and
ability to preserve the existing church.

2. Preservation of the existing church is not feasible under current market conditions
even with the potential use of one or more of the four financing mechanisms
examined in this analysis. While the Mills Act and/or Transferable Development Rights
could generate revenue for the Project, Historic Preservation Tax Credits and New Market Tax
Credits are not expected to result in any meaningful reduction of the funding gap or improve
the feasibility of preserving more of the church. EPS’s assessment of the economic effects of
each of the examined financing mechanisms is briefly outlined below based on the review of
the enabling statutes and economics of the Project. Following the key findings, each financing
mechanism is further described in this document.

a. Mills Act: While the Project may qualify for the property tax reduction and re-
assessment, the savings are uncertain and would not be significant enough to eliminate
the estimated funding gap and economically justify church preservation costs.

b. Historic Preservation Tax Credits: While these credits require competitive eligibility
based on a set of qualification requirements aimed at rehabilitation spending, it is
designed to bridge a gap where historic preservation is contemplated and meets
preservation standards determined by State and Federal Agencies. However, given the
significant funding gap estimated for the 450 O’Farrell Preservation alternatives, any
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rehabilitation spending is not likely to be feasible. In addition, only the full preservation
alternative could potentially qualify.

c. New Market Tax Credit: While nonresidential portions of the Project may qualify for
New Market Tax Credit funding, if competitively awarded over other applicants, this
mechanism is not tied to historic preservation of the existing church. On the contrary,
this financing vehicle incentivizes new investment into a disadvantaged area, which is
maximized under the Proposed Project alternative.

d. Transferable Development Rights: These revenues would require a rezoning of the
site, designation of the church building as a local historic resource, and downsizing of the
Project to below the level supportable in the current market and would limit the Project’s
ability to create positive value from higher density. Even if this financing vehicle is
considered, TDR value would not be significant enough to eliminate the estimated funding
gap and economically justify church preservation efforts.

Mills Act

Background

The Mills Act is a State Law that provides an incentive to preserve and rehabilitate historic
properties through a property tax reduction. Implemented in 1972, the Mills Act enables the City
and County of San Francisco to enter into 10-year contracts with the owners of historic
structures in order to rehabilitate, restore, and preserve qualifying historic buildings. Reduction
of property taxes is granted if the property owner agrees to adequately preserve the historical
integrity of the property with property reassessment occurring annually. According to the
California Office of Historic Preservation, Mills Act participants may experience property tax
savings of between 40 percent and 60 percent off of their usual tax bill.

Procedures and Qualifying Criteria

To qualify, a property must be listed on the National Register, California Register, or Article 10 or
11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. San Francisco City Staff indicate that most projects
require substantial rehabilitation (such as seismic retrofitting, reroofing, etc.) in order to be
granted final approval by the Board of Supervisors for property tax deductions, thus making this
program somewhat competitive. Using a formula in the Mills Act and Revenue Taxation Code,
property taxes are recalculated based upon the “Income Approach to Value” rather than by the
standard “Market Approach to Value.” The property owner divides the income (or rents) by the
capitalization rate to determine the assessed value of the property.

Within the Project, the Fifth Church of Christ Scientist, along with the retail, basement, and
residential space, are listed on the National Register of Historic Places within the Uptown
Tenderloin Historic District. This suggests that all existing structures at 450 O’Farrell may qualify
for potential property tax reduction under the Mills Act; however, all preservation alternatives
contemplate demolition of the 474 O’Farrell and 532 Jones Street buildings. Moreover, the
Church portion is already exempt from property taxes due to its designation as a religious
institution and a 501(c)(3). Consequentially, it would not incur any additional property tax
reduction benefit under the Mills Act application.
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The degree to which other portions of the Project will qualify is uncertain given the Mills Act
incentives and eligibility requirements. For example, redevelopment of income-producing
properties would reduce the Project’s eligibility for Mills Act. Specifically, priority is granted to
properties that meet the following criteria:

e Structure is a unique building, in danger of deterioration, and needs substantial
rehabilitation.

e The residential or commercial building will receive additional private investment (other than
routine maintenance).

e The project meets Housing and Urban Development (HUD) affordability requirements,
potentially exceeding the requirements.

e The retail will primarily supply goods or services to residents qualifying under HUD low- and
moderate-income areas, or provide employment to low- and moderate-income persons.

Even if the Project qualifies for the Mills Act, the degree to which property tax basis will be
reduced is uncertain and will change annually over the 10-year contract period.1

Historic Preservation Tax Credits

Background

Historic Preservation Tax Credits (HTC) is a Federal Program that provides an incentive to
preserve and rehabilitate historic properties. Enacted in 1981, HTC is a federal income tax credit
that promotes the rehabilitation of income-producing historic properties. In 2017, the HTC was
updated to contain two separate tax credits. First, the Preservation Tax Incentive is a 20 percent
tax credit awarded to private investment in rehabilitating historic properties on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Second, there is a 10 percent credit for the rehabilitation for
nonresidential, non-historic buildings built before 1936.2 In both cases, the credit allows a claim
for expenses against a federal tax liability of property owners or equity funding offered to third
party investors.

1 EPS estimated the Full Preservation alternative to result in a funding gap of $51.6 million based on
an estimated net operating income (NOI) of $3.1 million a year (after property taxes). Based on the
Income Approach under the Mills Act and using a cap rate range of between 4 and 6 percent as
assumed in the June 26, 2018 EPS development feasibility analysis, the Project’'s assessed value
would be estimated at $73.8 million. This suggests a potential assessed value basis reduction of about
23 percent, resulting in the same proportion of property tax reduction from the Project. This reduction
results in about $3.3 million in savings over a 10-year period before factoring in inflation, which is
significantly less than the $52 million funding gap estimated by EPS.

2 Eligibility is limited to a property tax assessment valuation of less than $3.0 million, while
nonresidential buildings are limited to $5.0 million. A property tax assessment exemption requires a
qualified historic preservation consultant to prepare a Historic Structures Requirement (HSR) or a
Conditions Assessment that demonstrates the building is an exceptional example of architectural style
or in danger of deterioration or demolition without rehabilitation.
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Procedures and Qualifying Criteria

Developers typically weigh the advantages and disadvantages of the participation in the HTC
program. Benefits include the potential to obtain tax credits of 20 percent of rehabilitation costs
(upon a final approval of the rehabilitation work meeting the necessary standards). On the cost
side, participation results in the additional time and cost of effort associated with the HTC
application process, which includes obtaining review from the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and the Federal Secretary of the Interior and making necessary adjustments or
investments as required. The current plan of relocating the stained glass, bronze doors and some
other historic features of the church would likely prevent the Project from qualifying for the tax
credits.

In order to qualify, the following requirements must be met:
e Be listed in the National Register of Historic Places

e Meet the substantial rehabilitation test — cost of rehabilitation must exceed the pre-
rehabilitation cost of the building

e Ensure historic character of the building, including its interior features, following the
Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for Rehabilitation as determined by the SHPO and the
Secretary of the Interior

e Be used for income-producing purposes for a minimum of five years

The 450 O’Farrell Project (or portions thereof) could potentially qualify for the HTC program.
However, this program only applies to additional rehabilitation spending rather than existing
operation of the Project. As such, and given the substantial funding gap of the Preservation
scenario identified above, no additional spending for preservation of the buildings is anticipated.
Moreover, any rehabilitation of the church building for an income producing use would likely
require substantial alterations to the building interior and Shannon Street elevation that may not
be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards, thereby diminishing the Project’s
eligibility for HTC. In addition, the proposal to remove many of the existing building’s character-
defining elements, including stained glass windows, an oculus, and bronze exterior doors for
reinstallation in the new church structure, would likely diminish the existing building’s historic
character and eligibility for HTC. As a result, HTC is not expected to result in significant
reduction of the funding gap or feasibility improvements for the Project.

New Markets Tax Credit

Background

The New Market Tax Credit (NMTC) Program, authorized in the Community Renewal Tax Relief
Act of 2000, offers a tax credit against the federal income tax for private investors deploying
Qualified Equity Investments in low-income communities. This program is a part of the
Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFI) Fund. It enables investments through
specialized financial intermediaries, called Community Development Entities (CDEs), to receive a
credit of 39 percent of the original investment amount, claimed over a seven-year period.3 The

3 The credit rate is 5% of the original investment amount in each of the first three years and 6% of
the original investment amount in the final four years.
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program expired in 2014, but Congress extended the program retroactively to 2015 through the
PATH Act. Although there are bills seeking a permanent extension, the program is currently set
to expire in 2019 and its future is uncertain.

Procedures and Qualifying Criteria

In order to qualify as a low-income community in an urbanized area, the Project location must
meet at least one of the following requirements: (1) have a poverty rate of at least 20 percent or
(2) contain a median family income less than or equal to 80 percent of the area median family
income. The Project location qualifies under both conditions with a poverty rate of 43 percent
and a median income of 22 percent.4

Residential rental properties do not qualify for NMTC investment if 80 percent of the income
comes from rental activity. In all three alternatives for the Project, at least 90 percent of the
revenue is generated by residential rents. However, mixed-use real estate buildings and retail
do qualify. The degree to which portions of the Project will qualify is uncertain, as is the
likelihood of a tax credit given that NMTC incentives are competitive. Collectively, there have
been 3,481 NMTC allocation applications requesting $314.6 billion in CDFI Funds. However, only
1,032 awards have been allocated, totaling $50.5 billion in tax credit—hence 30 percent of the
applicants were awarded tax credit benefits since 2000.

While nonresidential portions of the Project may qualify for NMTC funding, this financing
mechanism is not tied to historic preservation of the existing church. On the contrary, this
financing vehicle incentivizes new investment, which is maximized under the Proposed Project
alternative. Given these dynamics, NMTC is not likely to result in any meaningful reduction of
the funding gap or feasibility improvements for the church retention within the Project.

Transferable Development Rights

Background

Many jurisdictions, including San Francisco, allow a trade of development rights between
property owners. Development rights are the maximum amount of floor area permitted within
local zoning guidelines. The floor area has an economic value that may be sold by public
authorities, similar to a cap and trade approach. In particular, metropolitan areas implement
transferable development rights (TDR) systems to allow for more flexibility of the zoning in
dense, urbanized areas. If a developer chooses to build less floor area than the maximum
allowable, he or she may trade the excess density to developers of other sites that would in
effect pay for the ability to increase the floor area above the applicable height and bulk controls.

Since the mid-1980s, San Francisco’s Planning Department has administered a TDR program that
enabled owners of historic properties in C-3 zoning districts to sell development rights to owners,
developers, and investors. The excess TDR units may be bought by the new development and
the proceeds must be used to preserve the historic property that sold its TDR rights. In the past,
TDR pricing has tracked with the overall real estate market for land. Since 2010, TDR prices

4 According to the CDFI Fund Mapping Tool, the Project site is listed as a partially qualified low-income
community: https://www.cims.cdfifund.gov/preparation/?config=config_bea.xml
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have ranged from $5.51 to $37.50 per square foot, with most costing between $18 and $25 per
square foot.

Procedures and Qualifying Criteria

The Project is zoned RC-4/North of Market Residential SUD No. 1 (Residential-Commercial, High
Density) and is within an 80-T/130-T Height and Bulk District. This zoning results in no TDR
value unless the site is rezoned to a C-District as stipulated by the Planning Code according to
the Project sponsor as further outlined in the Appendix.

In San Francisco, a certain number of gross floor area units are permittable to be constructed
within the C-3 Zoning District. Unused units may be transferred to development lots exceeding
the basic floor area ratio limitations. Even if all parcels are rezoned to C-3-G with the church
preserved, and if the church is designated as a Category I, Il, 111 or IV eligible for TDR transfer,
the upzoning is not certain and would result in a potential TDR value of between $1.2 million and
$1.4 million, according to the Project sponsor. However, the rezoning and transfer of TDR from
the church would only allow for development capacity of about 64 residential units on the other
two parcels, which would make the Project infeasible given the funding gap of both preservation
options. Were more units than 64 proposed, the TDRs from the church building would need to be
used on-site to increase the development potential of the other two parcels, resulting in
elimination of the TDR value and requiring a height limit increase for those two parcels.
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APPENDIX

450 O’Farrell Street: Rezoning/TDR Options preserving 450 O’Farrell and constructing
176 units and new church facility on 474 O’Farrell and 532 Jones lots

Currently, all three lots are zoned RC-4/North of Market Residential SUD No. 1 and are within an
80-T-130-T height and bulk district.

Option 1: Rezone all three parcels C-3-G and designate 450 O’Farrell as a Category I, II, 11l or
1V building eligible to transfer TDR.

1. Base FAR limit is 6:1, and TDR may be transferred from 450 O’Farrell only if there is unused
FAR.

2. A 6:1 FAR would yield 132,636 square feet of gross floor area (22,106 total land area x 6).
450 O’Farrell would consume 26,904 sf of that (the existing building), leaving 105,732 gsf for
the residential gsf,® yielding about 107 units and no excess FAR transferrable as TDRs. The
residential building would exceed the 130-foot height limit by about 70 feet.

3. Within 130-foot height limit, unit yield drops from 176 units to 64 units (4 to 7 units per floor
on floors 4-13), consuming 66,000 gsf, leaving about 40,000 TDR, worth approximately $1.2
million ($30/TDR).

4. To achieve 176 units, height limit on 474 O’Farrell would need to increase from 130 feet to
300 feet, yielding an FAR of approximately 9:1 and 66,000 TDR would need to be purchased
to exceed 6:1 base FAR (costing project $1.98 million). There would be no TDR to sell.

Option 2: Rezone 450 O’Farrell C-3-G and designate it as a Category I, II, 111 or 1V building

eligible to transfer TDR; retain 474 O’Farrell and 532 Jones in RC-4/North of Market Residential

SUD zoning.

1. 450 O’Farrell is 12,209.6 sf x 6:1 FAR = 73,258 gsf, producing 46,354 TDR (73,258 less
26,904 existing church), worth approximately $1.39 million

2. RC-4 density limit is one unit per 125 sf of lot area. 474 O’Farrell and 532 Jones total 9,896
sf/125 = 79 units maximum permitted. 64 units is maximum allowed within 130-foot height
limit.

3. To achieve 176 units, height limit on 474 O’Farrell would need to increase from 130 feet to

about 300 feet and a special use district would need to be created to increase the allowable
density well above 1:125 sf.

1 Assumes 23,548 sf of church facility and ground floor circulation is exempt from FAR.
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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.
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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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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.
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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
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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.






continued hearing on September 13. The undisputed evidence establishes that the full preservation
and partial preservation alternatives are indeed infeasible, even with use of one or more of
Heritage’s suggested funding sources.

Please let me know if we can provide any other information prior to the hearing.

Steven L. Vettel

Partner

svettel@fbm.com

D 415.954.4902 C 415.850.1931

FARELLA
BRAUN+MARTEL uir

235 Montgomery Street 171 FL
San Francisco, CA 94104
www.fbm.com
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message. Thank you.

Farella Braun + Martel LLP
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For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Thursday"s Agenda Item 10 - 701 Hampshire Street
Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:58:46 AM
Attachments: Viseqgrad Brief 9-4-18.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: Brett Gladstone [mailto:BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 4:09 PM

To: DPH - bgladstone

Cc: Rich Hillis (rich@fortmason.org); 'richard.hillis@sfgov.org'; Richards, Dennis (CPC);
'rodney@waxmuseum.com'; '‘Rodney.Fong@sfgov.org'; 'moore@speakeasy.com’;
'katherine.moore@sfgov.org'; Joel Koppel (Business.development@eisb.org); Koppel, Joel (CPC); lonin,
Jonas (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'katherine.moore@sfgov.org’

Subject: Thursday's Agenda Item 10 - 701 Hampshire Street

Dear Commissioners:

Last Thursday, you voted to allow a one week continuance for this matter. As aresult, the
matter is to be heard this Thursday September 6. Since we did not expect to have only one week
to address concerns, | was not able to deliver you the attached letter through the staff packet to

Commissioners. | would appreciate your review of it nonetheless.

My attached letter includes a written request to you from one of the building’s tenants that there
be a continuance.

Thank you very much.
Brett Gladstone

Cell 415601 3178.

Brett Gladstone
Partner

Hanson Bridgett LLP
(415) 995-5065 Direct
(415) 995-3517 Fax

BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com
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BRETT GLADSTONE

PARTNER

REAL ESTATE/CONSTRUCTION
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5065

DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3517

E-MAIL BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com

@ HansonBridgett

September 4, 2018

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

President Rich Hillis and Commissioners
Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: September 6, 2018 Hearing on 701 Hampshire Street; Agenda Item No. 10
Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

After the first hearing on this matter earlier this year, | started to represent the owners of this
property and | am writing to request a continuance of six weeks. | am also responding to the
concerns raised by the political director of the Tenant's Union during the public comments
portion of the Continuance Agenda last Thursday. And this letter deals with my clients request
for more time to conclude negotiations with two tenants before you consider the merits of the
permit at a hearing.

Another attorney, Olivia Dopler, represents my clients in discussions with the tenants who will
be inconvenienced by the mandatory seismic retrofit of this building. As you may recall, the
clients felt that since the mandatory seismic retrofit work would create inconveniences to
existing tenants, they would use the construction time to repair aging fixtures in the tenants’
units, add two ADU's to the building to help justify the costs of the unit upgrades, and enlarge
two units. The owners thought that doing all this at the same time would cause a little more
disruption to tenants in the short term, but in the long term would be best for residents in that
there would not be two different construction projects, separated in time. The owners,
unrepresented at the Planning Commission, and finding Planning Staff understandably unable
to provide guidance about the interaction of tenants' rights, the mandatory retrofit program, and
ADU's, innocently stepped into the political minefield created by selfish speculators who have
engaged in what has been known as "renovictions".

Please consider the attached email from one of the tenants to our Planning Staff person, also
asking that you continue this matter so that she has more time to consider the options given to
her.

The concerns of two of the tenants, and Commissioners at the last hearing, are valid ones.
However, the owners are committed to showing that renovictions are not their intent by creating
a formal, written agreement with the tenants that provides protections against renovictions.

Furthermore, it is important not to lose sight of several important goals this project represents
for the City:

Hanson Bridgett LLP
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com
14830434.2





President Rich Hillis and Commissioners
September 4, 2018
Page 2

1) Increasing the useful life of existing units, which by their nature are the most affordable kind
of rental units in the City. The project will upgrade all the units. The attached letter from Lowe
Design and Construction lists some of the existing dangerous features of the building, including
original electrical and heating systems (gas wall units).

2) Creating additional small, affordable by design units, such as the two ADU's being
considered here. The creation of the units may or may not eliminate a parking space. That
decision is being left up to the tenant who has such a parking space. Rent Control law does not
allow my clients to dictate whether or not a parking space is kept.

3) Increasing the size of existing units in recognition that when units are too small, unrelated
people get together to share large family sized units elsewhere, although they are not families.
This goal is met by the increase in bedroom size of two of the building's top floor units.

It's very easy to politicize this building's approval, as the so-called renoviction process is a
detrimental one that has been occurring too often. The Commission has the hard job of deciding
if the present case is one such process. It's easy for the Commission to preliminarily decide that
it is. The San Francisco Tenant's Union (which does not represent the particular tenants in this
building -- who have their own separate counsel), has put this project into the "renoviction box"
in talking to you and in talking to the press. Articles summarizing the renovictions process have
been published by Jennifer Fieber, who has spoken out against this project at hearings.

In reality and unknown to Ms. Fieber, there are very positive discussions occurring now between
two tenants, their representations, and my client's Rent Control attorney. One affected tenant
has informally given her approval of the project based on remaining in her unit while being given
the choice to relocate temporarily if she desires with no limit to the duration of paid relocation
expenses. My clients are providing guarantees that the construction will not extend
unnecessarily, and there will be disincentives to my clients to make the construction the kind of
long one that leads to renovictions.

The other tenant is deciding whether she wants to remain in the building or to consider a buyout
offer. The decision is not being forced on her, contrary to Jennifer Fieber's contentions. The
owners have given her the same option to return to her unit with paid relocation expenses if she
chooses. In fact, Ms. Fieber is not to our knowledge in touch with either tenant. We simply ask
that you listen to what the tenants and their representatives tell you. It's not doing the tenants or
my clients a favor to take what this third party is alleging, and has alleged in in public comment
to you last week. If you wish to believe the Tenant's Union allegations that my clients are strong-
arming the tenants, we ask the Commission to ask for the proof.

San Francisco's housing stock is among the oldest in California, and many buildings such as
this one are outliving their useful lives. The building in question is a 1960 building that that is
built in the style, and even in the design, of a 1960's motel, and it even has the outdoor corridors
typical of motels of that era. Almost sixty years later, the building is receiving its first major
renovation. And the building has been deemed unsafe to the point where the seismic retrofit
portion of the work is mandatory. Seismic upgrades are expensive, and in recognition of that,
the Board of Supervisors has given incentives to owners not to delay in doing them, such as the
incentive of making it easier to integrate ADU units into a building.

14830434.2





President Rich Hillis and Commissioners
September 4, 2018
Page 3

In sum, | ask that the Commission give this time consuming process a little more time. Indeed, it
is the fact that my clients are not strong arming tenants and giving them long periods of time to
discuss the issues with their advisers that is the cause of the delay for which we seek a
continuance.

Very truly yours,

Brett Gladstone
Enclosures

cc: Planner Ella Samonsky
Jonas lonin
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(415)370.8744

1121 Burrows Street
A

Electrical, Plumbing, and Heating Systems Analysis for 701 Hampshire St, San Francisco, CA 94110

The following is an analysis of the remaining useful life of the building’s existing systems.

It is imperative that the old and unsafe electrical, heating, and plumbing systems are upgraded,
regardless of any proposed additions. The old, outdated systems needs a complete replacement to be
considered safe and “to code.” When upgrading any significant portion of these systems, title 24 code
compliance will be triggered, meaning that a partial replacement or update is generally not possible.

These health and safety upgrades are a necessity with this building. Whether they’re completed in
conjunction with the proposed project, or at a later date.

e The building was constructed in 1960 and no updates appear to have been made to the
electrical or plumbing system by previous owner(s).

e The useful life of the electrical, plumbing, and heating systems has been far surpassed (58+
years) and must be replaced for health and safety reasons.

e The electrical and plumbing systems are not to code. Updating portions of the electrical system
will require a complete update to title 24 codes.

e The heating systems (gas wall units) are not safe and are not to code.

e Asubstantial update to the electrical and heating systems are an absolute necessity for health
and safety reasons.

e If upgrade of existing systems occurred during construction of the proposed project, overall
construction time and disruption would be shortened since the proposed project already
involves some updates to existing electrical and plumbing.

e Upgrading the existing systems at a later date would likely be cost-prohibitive.

Matt Lowe

San Francisco Design and Building Contractor

DocuSigned by:

Matt (pwe
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From: yukako ezoe [mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, September 03, 2018 7:31 AM

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Naoki Onodera

Subject: Re: 701 Hampshire Street, San Francisco, CA 94110

Dear Ella,

| am currently in buyout negotiations with Mark and Christina's attorney, Olivia Dopler. |
did not have a chance to consult with an attorney about the buyout until August 20th. My
preference is for a permanent buyout rather than staying and | need more time to negotiate the
buyout. Having a deadline of September 6 would rush negotiations and would not give me
enough time to make a decision that is best for me.

Sincerely,

Yukako Ezoe

Tenant residing in 701 Hampshire Street #102, San Francisco, CA 94110






L L]

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.

From: Patricia Cerda

Sent: Tuesday, September 4, 2018 3:54 PM

To: Brett Gladstone <BGladstone@hansonbridgett.com>
Subject: Visegrad Brief 9-4-18.PDF

Hi Brett,
Attached is the Visegrad brief.

Thanks,

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.


https://www.facebook.com/HansonBridgettLLP
https://twitter.com/HansonBridgett
https://www.hansonbridgett.com/

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: 701 Hampshire Street, San Francisco, CA 94110

Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:55:09 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: Samonsky, Ella (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 5:05 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: FW: 701 Hampshire Street, San Francisco, CA 94110

Hi Jonas,

I have been asked to provide this tenants email, requesting a continuance of 701 Hampshire, be
provided to the Commission.

Thanks,

Ella

From: yukako ezoe [mailto:yukakoe@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, September 03, 2018 7:31 AM

To: Samonsky, Ella (CPC); Naoki Onodera

Subject: Re: 701 Hampshire Street, San Francisco, CA 94110

Dear Ella,

| am currently in buyout negotiations with Mark and Christinas attorney, Olivia
Dopler. I did not have a chance to consult with an attorney about the buyout until August 20th.
My preference isfor a permanent buyout rather than staying and | need more time to negotiate
the buyout. Having a deadline of September 6 would rush negotiations and would not give me
enough time to make a decision that is best for me.

Sincerely,

Y ukako Ezoe
Tenant residing in 701 Hampshire Street #102, San Francisco, CA 94110
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mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES LT. DAVE FALZON TO ENTERTAINMENT
COMMISSION AND MARTHA KNUTZEN TO COMMISSION ON ADULT AGING

Date: Wednesday, September 05, 2018 10:52:32 AM

Attachments: 9.4.18 Commission Nominations.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 5:38 PM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES LT. DAVE FALZON TO
ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION AND MARTHA KNUTZEN TO COMMISSION ON ADULT AGING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, September 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATESLT. DAVE FALZON
TO ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION AND MARTHA
KNUTZEN TO COMMISSION ON ADULT AGING

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today nominated Lt. Dave Falzon to serve on
the Entertainment Commission and Martha Knutzen to serve on the Aging and Adult Services
Commission. Both individuals have an extensive history of public service at the local level
and direct experience with their respective commissions.

“1 am proud to nominate Lt. Dave Falzon to the Entertainment Commission and Martha
Knutzen to the Aging and Adult Services Commission,” said Mayor Breed. “Both have the
qualifications, experience, and strong local tiesto represent our diverse communities as they
work to strengthen our entertainment industry and ensure our seniors age with dignity.”

Lt. Dave Falzon

Lt. Dave Falzon currently serves as the Officer in Charge of the Crime Information Services
Unit in the San Francisco Police Department. Previously, he served as the Officer in Charge of
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, September 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES LT. DAVE FALZON
TO ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION AND MARTHA
KNUTZEN TO COMMISSION ON ADULT AGING

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today nominated Lt. Dave Falzon to serve on the
Entertainment Commission and Martha Knutzen to serve on the Aging and Adult Services
Commission. Both individuals have an extensive history of public service at the local level and
direct experience with their respective commissions.

“l am proud to nominate Lt. Dave Falzon to the Entertainment Commission and Martha Knutzen
to the Aging and Adult Services Commission,” said Mayor Breed. “Both have the qualifications,
experience, and strong local ties to represent our diverse communities as they work to strengthen
our entertainment industry and ensure our seniors age with dignity.”

Lt. Dave Falzon

Lt. Dave Falzon currently serves as the Officer in Charge of the Crime Information Services Unit
in the San Francisco Police Department. Previously, he served as the Officer in Charge of the
Department’s Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Liaison Unit, which is responsible for the
management of over 4,650 ABC licenses.

“It is an honor to be nominated by Mayor Breed to serve as an Entertainment Commissioner,”
said Lt. Falzon. “I look forward to working with my fellow commissioners and lending my
decades of experience in law enforcement, community outreach, and our local entertainment and
nightlife industry.”

Established in 2002, the Entertainment Commission is a charter commission that is responsible
for issuing entertainment permits. Since that time, it has become part of the General Services
Agency, the City agency managed by the City Administrator. This nomination requires
confirmation by the Board of Supervisors.

Lt. Falzon has nearly 27 years of police experience and 10 years in the private sector as the Vice
President General Manager of an equipment rental company. He holds a B.A. in
Management/Leadership from St. Mary’s College.

Martha Knutzen

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





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Martha Knutzen is a longtime community advocate with over 40 years of experience in San
Francisco public service and advocacy. She served on the San Francisco Human Rights
Commission from 1996-2004, where she advocated for policies to support the LGBT
community. Her efforts focused on issues facing those who experience multiple forms of
discrimination, including age, gender, gender identity, appearance, and racial and/or ethnic
status. She served as Co-Chair of a joint hearing with the Aging and Adult Services Commission
on “Aging in the Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender Communities.” The hearing resulted in
groundbreaking city and state legislative changes for the aging LGBT community.

“I am deeply honored to be nominated by Mayor London Breed to the Aging and Adult Services
Commission,” said Knutzen. “I have a lifelong commitment to public service and am thrilled to
be able to serve San Francisco. | look forward to working with the staff of the Department of
Aging and Adult Services to advocate for model programs that help seniors live a healthy,
meaningful and productive life in San Francisco. “

The San Francisco Aging and Adult Services Commission is a charter commission of the City
and County of San Francisco that provides oversight over the Department of Aging and Adult
Services. The Commission's purpose is to formulate, evaluate, and approve goals, objectives,
plans, and programs and to set policies consistent with the overall objectives of the City and
County that are established by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. The nomination is
subject to disapproval by the Board of Supervisors.

Knutzen currently serves on the Board of the Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club. As Co-
Chair in 2012-2013, she continued her advocacy in support of the issues facing LGBT people as
they struggle to live in San Francisco. In 2016, she advocated for the passage of the Dignity
Fund, a ballot initiative that set baseline standards for funding of enhanced supportive services
for San Francisco’s older adult population.

Knutzen is a member of the California State Bar and she retired from her career in legal
technology in 2015. She has a B.A. in Political Science from Scripps College, an M.A. in
Political Science from San Francisco State University, and a J.D. from the University of San
Francisco. Knutzen was born and raised in the Pacific Northwest, and is married to her partner of
32 years, Fran Kipnis. They live in the Civic Center area of San Francisco.

it

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






the Department’ s Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Liaison Unit, which isresponsible for
the management of over 4,650 ABC licenses.

“It isan honor to be nominated by Mayor Breed to serve as an Entertainment Commissioner,”
said Lt. Falzon. “I look forward to working with my fellow commissioners and lending my
decades of experience in law enforcement, community outreach, and our local entertainment
and nightlife industry.”

Established in 2002, the Entertainment Commission is a charter commission that is
responsible for issuing entertainment permits. Since that time, it has become part of the
Genera Services Agency, the City agency managed by the City Administrator. This
nomination requires confirmation by the Board of Supervisors.

Lt. Falzon has nearly 27 years of police experience and 10 yearsin the private sector as the
Vice President General Manager of an equipment rental company. He holdsaB.A. in
Management/L eadership from St. Mary’s College.

M artha Knutzen

Martha Knutzen is alongtime community advocate with over 40 years of experience in San
Francisco public service and advocacy. She served on the San Francisco Human Rights
Commission from 1996-2004, where she advocated for policies to support the LGBT
community. Her efforts focused on issues facing those who experience multiple forms of
discrimination, including age, gender, gender identity, appearance, and racial and/or ethnic
status. She served as Co-Chair of ajoint hearing with the Aging and Adult Services
Commission on “Aging in the Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender Communities.” The hearing
resulted in groundbreaking city and state legislative changes for the aging LGBT community.

“1 am deeply honored to be nominated by Mayor London Breed to the Aging and Adult
Services Commission,” said Knutzen. “1 have alifelong commitment to public service and am
thrilled to be able to serve San Francisco. | look forward to working with the staff of the
Department of Aging and Adult Services to advocate for model programs that help seniorslive
a healthy, meaningful and productive life in San Francisco. “

The San Francisco Aging and Adult Services Commission is a charter commission of the City
and County of San Francisco that provides oversight over the Department of Aging and Adult
Services. The Commission's purpose is to formulate, evaluate, and approve goals, objectives,
plans, and programs and to set policies consistent with the overall objectives of the City and
County that are established by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors. The nomination is
subject to disapproval by the Board of Supervisors.

Knutzen currently serves on the Board of the Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club. As Co-
Chair in 2012-2013, she continued her advocacy in support of the issues facing LGBT people
asthey struggle to live in San Francisco. In 2016, she advocated for the passage of the Dignity
Fund, aballot initiative that set baseline standards for funding of enhanced supportive services
for San Francisco’ s older adult population.

Knutzen isamember of the California State Bar and she retired from her career in legal
technology in 2015. She hasaB.A. in Political Science from Scripps College, an M.A. in
Political Science from San Francisco State University, and a J.D. from the University of San



Francisco. Knutzen was born and raised in the Pacific Northwest, and is married to her partner
of 32 years, Fran Kipnis. They livein the Civic Center area of San Francisco.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: core

Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 2:38:52 PM

Attachments: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

The SF Divisadero community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg



mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Bri Kapellas

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission, 

I'm an avid yogi and live on Divisadero St. I am concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.




CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood - there are plenty of locally owned options that are wonderful and actively contribute to our community. We want to support local businesses and real people who will value the neighborhood and we deserve the opportunity to support local businesses in our neighborhood. 



Thank you, 



Bri






The SF Divisadero community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		arl s

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,


I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.



I urge you to vote against


letting national chain CorePower Yoga move into Divisadero neighborhood. It does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. ($189 amonth!). We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!



Thank you,



Get Outlook for Android






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: core power

Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 1:55:27 PM

Attachments: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq
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The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Maya Chupkov

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,



I am a neighbor that lives on Divisadero concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of my community. Their price points are too high for myself and my neighbors. We do not need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  



The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,


Maya




The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		Vanessa Hodgson

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,


I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood. The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!



Thank you,


Vanessa




From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Alamo Square Neighborhood Association position on 619 Divisadero CorePower Yoga
Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 1:55:15 PM

Attachments: ASNA Position on CorePower Yoga at 619 Divisadero.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: Alamo Square Neighborhood Assoc [mailto:alamosquare@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 12:47 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com; Weissglass, David (CPC);
Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Brown, Vallie (BOS); board@alamosqg.org

Subject: Alamo Square Neighborhood Association position on 619 Divisadero CorePower Yoga

September 4, 2018

Re: 619 Divisadero - CorePower Yoga proposal
Dear Planning Commissioners,

Alamo Square Neighborhood Association (ASNA) is a non-profit organization dedicated to
building and nurturing community, creating a safe neighborhood, conserving our local
history, and maintaining and improving our park.

ASNA does not support the proposal for CorePower Yoga at 619 Divisadero Street. The
ASNA Board of Directors voted 7-5 (with one abstention) on the position of Non-Support
for this proposed formula retail use.

We carefully considered this decision. We understand that retail vacancies are not ideal,
and CorePower could draw new customers and businesses to the area. We also considered
the financial support that CorePower Yoga has offered to the Divisadero Merchants
Association (DMA).

However, DMA voted not to support this chain after surveying merchants and
neighborhood residents, and Yoga Garden is also opposed to this proposal. If CorePower
Yoga is approved to move in, we put our locally-based yoga services at risk. Finally, with the
upcoming CorePower Yoga location at Duboce opening very soon, we cannot support
CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

Thank you,
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September 4, 2018

Re: 619 Divisadero - CorePower Yoga proposal
Dear Planning Commissioners,

Alamo Square Neighborhood Association (ASNA) is a non-profit organization dedicated to
building and nurturing community, creating a safe neighborhood, conserving our local history,
and maintaining and improving our park.

ASNA does not support the proposal for CorePower Yoga at 619 Divisadero Street. The ASNA
Board of Directors voted 7-5 (with one abstention) on the position of Non-Support for this
proposed formula retail use.

We carefully considered this decision. We understand that retail vacancies are not ideal, and
CorePower could draw new customers and businesses to the area. We also considered the
financial support that CorePower Yoga has offered to the Divisadero Merchants Association
(DMA).

However, DMA voted not to support this chain after surveying merchants and neighborhood

residents, and Yoga Garden is also opposed to this proposal. If CorePower Yoga is approved to
move in, we put our locally-based yoga services at risk. Finally, with the upcoming CorePower
Yoga location at Duboce opening very soon, we cannot support CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

Thank you,

}&Mww%

Gus Hernandez
President, Board of Directors
Alamo Square Neighborhood Association






Gus Hernandez
President, Board of Directors
Alamo Square Neighborhood Association




From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: core power yoga

Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 1:53:15 PM

Attachments: The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg

Community Opposition to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msq
The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.msg
Please no CorePower Yoga on Divisadero!.msq



mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org

The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		sean Socks

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,

I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.



CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community. Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!



Thank you,





Best Regards,



Sean Socks

415-264-1727




Community Opposition to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		David Woo

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Commissioners,



My name is David Woo and I am a resident of District 5 and I am very concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga business on Divisadero St.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!



Sincerely,



David Woo







The community opposes CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

		From

		John Stair

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,
I am a neighbor concerned with the proposed CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.

CorePower Yoga does not reflect the values of our community.  Their price points are too high for our diverse community. We don't need or want this chain in our neighborhood.  The community says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero.  It is neither necessary or desirable for this neighborhood!

Thank you,




John Stair

626 Masonic Ave.




Please no CorePower Yoga on Divisadero!

		From

		Hannah Mae

		To

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

		Recipients

		planning@rodneyfong.com; dennis.richards@sfgov.org; joel.koppel@sfgov.org; kathrin.moore@sfgov.org; milicent.johnson@sfgov.org; myrna.melgar@sfgov.org; richhillissf@yahoo.com; david.weissglass@sfgov.org; commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; affordabledivis@gmail.com



Dear Planning Commission,



Please no CorePower Yoga on Divisadero. We don't need an outpost of this expensive national chain in our neighborhood when we already have four local options in two blocks around Divis and Fell. Please say no.



Thank you,




Hannah Blair




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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SAN JOSE MAYOR SAM LICCARDO AND OAKLAND

MAYOR LIBBY SCHAAF OPPOSE STATE PROPOSAL DERAILING CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAMS AND RAISING
UTILITY RATES FOR CUSTOMERS STATEWIDE

Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 11:09:12 AM
Attachments: 9.4.18 CPUC Fee Proposal.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 11:05 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SAN JOSE MAYOR SAM LICCARDO AND
OAKLAND MAYOR LIBBY SCHAAF OPPOSE STATE PROPOSAL DERAILING CLEAN ENERGY PROGRAMS
AND RAISING UTILITY RATES FOR CUSTOMERS STATEWIDE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, September 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SAN JOSE MAYOR
SAM LICCARDO AND OAKLAND MAYOR LIBBY SCHAAF
OPPOSE STATE PROPOSAL DERAILING CLEAN ENERGY
PROGRAMSAND RAISING UTILITY RATESFOR
CUSTOMERS STATEWIDE

California Public Utilities Commission Proposed Fee Structure Turns Back Clock on Sate’s
Climate Change Goals

San Francisco, CA—San Francisco Mayor London Breed, San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo and
Oakland Mayor Libby Schaaf today voiced their concerns about a proposal under
consideration by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) that could disrupt the
state’' s clean power programs and increase energy fees on customers.

On September 13, the CPUC is scheduled to vote on one of two proposals for the state's
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA), an exit fee that energy customers pay when
they switch to community-based clean power program providers—known as Community
Choice Aggregators (CCAs)—in lieu of investor owned utilities (IOUS).
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, September 4, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SAN JOSE MAYOR
SAM LICCARDO AND OAKLAND MAYOR LIBBY SCHAAF
OPPOSE STATE PROPOSAL DERAILING CLEAN ENERGY
PROGRAMS AND RAISING UTILITY RATES FOR
CUSTOMERS STATEWIDE

California Public Utilities Commission Proposed Fee Structure Turns Back Clock on State’s
Climate Change Goals

San Francisco, CA—San Francisco Mayor London Breed, San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo and
Oakland Mayor Libby Schaaf today voiced their concerns about a proposal under consideration
by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) that could disrupt the state’s clean power
programs and increase energy fees on customers.

On September 13, the CPUC is scheduled to vote on one of two proposals for the state’s Power
Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA), an exit fee that energy customers pay when they switch
to community-based clean power program providers—known as Community Choice
Aggregators (CCAs)—in lieu of investor owned utilities (IOUs).

One proposal, put forth by CPUC Commissioner Carla Peterman would immediately increase
exit fees charged by PG&E and other 10Us by as much as 25 percent, according to preliminary
analysis based on the data CalCCA (the state’s CCA association) has, creating volatility and
uncertainty in these fees, and threatening the future of our community choice clean energy
programs. The other proposal, by the judge overseeing the proceeding, properly balances the
elements that make up the exit fees creating a level playing field for CCAs.

“At a time when President Trump is dismantling environmental regulations that address global

climate change, California and our cities must continue to lead,” said San Francisco Mayor

London Breed. “CleanPowerSF is central to San Francisco’s efforts to reduce our greenhouse gas
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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emissions and make our electricity 100% carbon-free by 2030. This proposal makes it more
expensive for San Franciscans to choose clean energy over dirty fossil fuels.”

Run by local governments, CCAs are key to the state and region’s ambitious climate change
goals, including a proposal passed by state lawmakers last week to move California to 100
percent renewable energy by 2045. There are 19 CCA programs throughout the state, operated
by and accountable to individual cities and counties, each using innovative private-public
partnerships to offer cleaner, cheaper energy options.

If adopted by the CPUC, Commissioner Peterman’s PCIA fee proposal would shift costs to CCA
customers, hampering CCA programs’ effort to expand their programmatic offerings, such as
battery storage and energy efficiency, and enroll more customers. Several CCA programs are in
their early stages, and this exit fee proposal is expected to halt or slow those programs before
their scheduled launch dates.

“This proposal would raise energy prices for all Oaklanders, but it would cost our most
vulnerable customers the most,” said Oakland Mayor Libby Schaaf. “Delivering clean energy at
a low cost to all Oakland residents and businesses is an equity issue. | urge all Commissioners to
make the right choice for fair and equitable energy regulations, and to allow us to meet our city’s
ambitious climate goals while keeping our customers rooted in Oakland.”

"At a time when climate change has wrought natural disasters throughout our state, this utility-
backed proposal threatens to deprive cities like San Jose of their most impactful tool for
dramatically reducing GHG emissions: Community Choice Energy programs,” said San Jose
Mayor Sam Liccardo. “This manipulation of the PUC rule-making process by PG&E and other
utilities will handcuff our residents from making sustainable choices, undermine local control of
green energy production, and harm our planet. “

In addition to rolling back clean energy efforts by local communities, the PCIA fee increase
would lead to rate hikes and price volatility for customers across California. The rate increase
would be particularly burdensome for low-income customers, raising significant concerns about
equity issues in marginalized communities. This proposal would also continue to incentivize
resource mismanagement by investor-owned utilities, further increasing all customers’ rates.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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San Francisco has announced plans to rely on 100 percent renewable energy sources by 2030 and
to be carbon neutral by 2050. To date, the City’s CCA program, CleanPowerSF, has enrolled
more than 108,000 customers, and reduced San Francisco’s greenhouse gas footprint by an
estimated 82,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide, equivalent to removing more than 17,000
passenger cars from the road for a year, during only its first two years of operation. An additional
257,000 customers are anticipated to enroll in CleanPowerSF in 2019.

Last year, the San Jose City Council unanimously approved the creation of San Jose Clean
Energy in response to overwhelming community support. East Bay Community Energy (EBCE)
began serving its municipal and commercial customers throughout Alameda County and eleven
of its cities earlier this year. EBCE was formed to accelerate voluntary local actions to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and provide local community benefits including through support of the
programs outlined in its innovative and stakeholder-driven Local Development Business plan.
EBCE will enroll its residential customers this November.

Mayors Breed, Liccardo and Schaaf urge the CPUC to adopt the Administrative Law Judge’s
proposed decision and not Commissioner Peterman’s alternate decision. The proposed decision
would create a much more balanced and fair exit fee structure for customers and would maintain
exit fees at reasonable levels while transitioning to a long-term solution intended to reduce costs
for all customers, which will be designed during a second phase.

The CPUC vote is expected to take place on September 13, as San Francisco is hosting
environmental leaders from across the world for the Global Climate Action Summit.

i

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

https://www.sanjosecleanenergy.org/

https://ebce.org/
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One proposal, put forth by CPUC Commissioner Carla Peterman would immediately increase
exit fees charged by PG& E and other IOUs by as much as 25 percent, according to
preliminary analysis based on the data CalCCA (the state’s CCA association) has, creating
volatility and uncertainty in these fees, and threatening the future of our community choice
clean energy programs. The other proposal, by the judge overseeing the proceeding, properly
balances the elements that make up the exit fees creating alevel playing field for CCAs.

“At atime when President Trump is dismantling environmental regulations that address global
climate change, Californiaand our cities must continue to lead,” said San Francisco Mayor
London Breed. “ CleanPowerSF is central to San Francisco’s efforts to reduce our greenhouse
gas emissions and make our electricity 100% carbon-free by 2030. This proposal makes it
more expensive for San Franciscans to choose clean energy over dirty fossil fuels.”

Run by local governments, CCAs are key to the state and region’s ambitious climate change
goals, including a proposal passed by state lawmakers last week to move Californiato 100
percent renewable energy by 2045. There are 19 CCA programs throughout the state, operated
by and accountable to individual cities and counties, each using innovative private-public
partnerships to offer cleaner, cheaper energy options.

If adopted by the CPUC, Commissioner Peterman’s PCIA fee proposal would shift costs to
CCA customers, hampering CCA programs’ effort to expand their programmatic offerings,
such as battery storage and energy efficiency, and enroll more customers. Several CCA
programs are in their early stages, and this exit fee proposal is expected to halt or slow those
programs before their scheduled launch dates.

“This proposal would raise energy prices for all Oaklanders, but it would cost our most
vulnerable customers the most,” said Oakland Mayor Libby Schaaf. “ Delivering clean energy
at alow cost to all Oakland residents and businessesis an equity issue. | urge all
Commissioners to make the right choice for fair and equitable energy regulations, and to allow
us to meet our city’ s ambitious climate goals while keeping our customers rooted in Oakland.”

"At atime when climate change has wrought natural disasters throughout our state, this utility-
backed proposal threatens to deprive cities like San Jose of their most impactful tool for
dramatically reducing GHG emissions: Community Choice Energy programs,” said San Jose
Mayor Sam Liccardo. “ This manipulation of the PUC rule-making process by PG& E and
other utilities will handcuff our residents from making sustainable choices, undermine local
control of green energy production, and harm our planet. “

In addition to rolling back clean energy efforts by local communities, the PCIA feeincrease
would lead to rate hikes and price volatility for customers across California. The rate increase
would be particularly burdensome for low-income customers, raising significant concerns
about equity issues in marginalized communities. This proposal would also continue to
incentivize resource mismanagement by investor-owned utilities, further increasing all
customers' rates.

San Francisco has announced plans to rely on 100 percent renewable energy sources by 2030
and to be carbon neutral by 2050. To date, the City’s CCA program, CleanPowerSF, has
enrolled more than 108,000 customers, and reduced San Francisco’ s greenhouse gas footprint
by an estimated 82,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide, equivalent to removing more than


https://www.cleanpowersf.org/

17,000 passenger cars from the road for ayear, during only its first two years of operation. An
additional 257,000 customers are anticipated to enroll in CleanPowerSF in 2019.

Last year, the San Jose City Council unanimously approved the creation of San Jose Clean
Energy in response to overwhelming community support. East Bay Community Energy
(EBCE) began serving its municipal and commercial customers throughout Alameda County
and eleven of its cities earlier this year. EBCE was formed to accelerate voluntary local
actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and provide local community benefits including
through support of the programs outlined in its innovative and stakeholder-driven Local
Development Business plan. EBCE will enroll its residential customers this November.

Mayors Breed, Liccardo and Schaaf urge the CPUC to adopt the Administrative Law Judge's
proposed decision and not Commissioner Peterman’ s alternate decision. The proposed
decision would create a much more balanced and fair exit fee structure for customers and
would maintain exit fees at reasonable levels while transitioning to along-term solution
intended to reduce costs for all customers, which will be designed during a second phase.

The CPUC vote is expected to take place on September 13, as San Francisco is hosting
environmental leaders from across the world for the Global Climate Action Summit.
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From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Cc: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)

Subject: FW: Demolition Calculations

Date: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 9:36:42 AM
Attachments: Adjusting Demo Calcs.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Sunday, September 02, 2018 11:15 AM

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

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Subject: Demolition Calculations


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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September 2, 2018

President Rich Hillis

Vice-President Myrna Melgar
Commissioner Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Joel Koppel
Commissioner Milicent Johnson
Commissioner Dennis Richards
Commissioner Rodney Fong

San Francisco Planning Commission.
Room 400 - City Hall

San Francisco, California 24103

Dear Commissioners:

For over four years | have plagued the Planning Commission with photos of alteration projects,
primarily in Noe Valley, that look like Tantamount to Demolition. Some have been deemed to be
s0, some have not. But those that have not been deemed are certainly close. While

neighborhood character, planning process, payment of proper fees to the City are all important
factors in this issue, the overriding one should be the relative affordability of housing in the City.

| have also plagued the Commission with stories about pairs of flats, scattered around the City
that have major alteration permits. These flats have been fundamentally tumed into single
family homes. Because of this loss of housing it is urgent that Section 317 (b) (7) be
eliminated from the Planning Code.

The Commission cannot do that on their own, but did implement the Residential Flat Policy
which will be celebrating its anniversary on October 12th. Thank you and perhaps it would be
good to get an update on this policy from Staff at some point soon.

This letter requests that the Commission use the powers granted in Section 317 to make
adjustments to the Demolition Calculations. The Planning Commission has not adjusted
the numerical criteria for Tantamount to Demolition since ion 317 was enacted.

Over the past four years, the Zoning Administrator, Mr. Sanchez has used his powers to up the
value at least three times, allowing him to administratively approve demolitions in the RH-1.
(The *amount” is now at $1.9 million).

As we all are aware Supervisor Peskin plans to propose new legisiation concerning demolitions
sometime soon. In the meantime, the Planning Commission could show their support for
amending Section 317 by adjusting the Demo Calcs per the existing Section 317. Please
consider initiating this and plan a hearing in the next few weeks. It could coincide with the
anniversary of the Residential Flat Policy.

Sincerely,

Seryf

Georgia Schuttish






From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Welcome back from your recess Honorable members of the Board of Supervisors

Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 2:55:41 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 2:03 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Breed, London (MYR); Kim, Jane
(BOS); Rahaim, John (CPC); Vu, Doug (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); David Chiu

Subject: Welcome back from your recess Honorable members of the Board of Supervisors

Dear Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors;

OMG! Its August 31, 2018 and 2PM. It has been while since my last email (my-chime-
in) to you all. There is so much to catch up on. First: Welcome back and I trust you all
had a great and restful recess. A lot has happened since. Secondly: I'm back too. (For
the new members of the Board and to our new Honorable Mayor London Breed
(Congrats to all). Six year ago, | promised our then late Mayor Edwin Lee and a few
others that after | retire | will try to continue to do my civic duty and would chime in
with my personal thoughts on various issues and most of all to continue with
supporting many if not all of Mayor Edwin Lee's visions. Thirdly: This is my third
quarterly check in for this year. Today, as | understand it, a few up coming issues will
soon to be before you and | was not sure of the timing. However, in reference to your
full boards (agenda) for 9/4/2018 here is my partial list, no organization or specific
order. | hope my email works, it normally does.

| continue to fully support the following items and | would like your continued
support to:

1. The Central SOMA Plan/Project: Since June 2015 or there a bouts, a lot of time
has been spent on this Project, more time than | see as necessary. It has been well
documented &vented and there has been several parts to this Plan. This Plan is an
ideal win win for all. It helps pave the way for a concise master plan for this blighted
area, because it makes a wonderful transition for the Western, Eastern, the HUB Plan
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plus a few other plans out there. Since June of 2015 | have been monitoring and
submitting my comments to this Projects DEIR to both the SF Planning Department
and the SF Planning Commission. | also believe you too were cc on my comment to
these DEIR/s.

2. The appeal to the 430 Main Street, 180697, 180698, 180699 and 180700. From
the 7/31/2018, this was tabled was not sure what this meant(?). Again this Project
took to long to get this far. We need this project approved as it will provide the much
needed housing and retail to another blighted area. To me, this should be one of the
How to Project models. | fully support it and hope you too will approve it.

Incidentally, this email applies to all Members of the Board of Supervisors, all
committees, all Legislative Bodies and as as needed. Our City needs your continued
support with these approvals. Unfortunately, we can't make everyone happy. Both the
SF Planning Department and the SF Planning Commission including the Sponsor
have work hard and diligently with these DEIR/s including the communities and the
various District Supervisors to justify your support and approvals towards a wonderful
compromise to all.

With out our continued support and approvals on these DEIRS; our
Developer/Sponsors will find other avenues to accomplish their project/s. Such as;
move to other cites, abandon the project all together, leaving our City, (especially with
our housing issues), retail, office space and etc.. As | see it, this has already
happened, the One Oak is a prime case. In the process - the big picture , our City
means well, but the process is making it too hard to meet our housing, retail and
office space needs. These projects cost the developer big time.

Because our City does not have the budget/funds to do all this work, these Projects
need everyone’s continued support! The developers/sponsors need it too. In the past
we have already lost too many great projects that could had already been approved
and built. As | see it, we have lost developers moving on because of the continued
rising cost of construction, the process was too slow in approvals, getting permits,
and most of all getting it built.

Everyone on the Board including the Planning Commission, your doing a fine job and
I'm a happy San Francisco native/resident, camper and property owner in District 7,
so please continue along that line.

Finally, 1. | still believe there needs to be a better way to expedite these projects both
to benefit both the City, the developers and especially the community for a win win
situation. But it looks like that's for another time. 2. In the meantime, the City



continues to loose, because of the additional benefits and revenue these projects
brings to the city are not happening. Having said that, 3. Don't get me wrong, |
appreciate all that is being done with the updated and up coming legislation to make
some of the housing issues happened, including Mayor Edwin Lees “order” in
expediting this process. 4. | would like to have my comments added to each of the
Projects’ Project file as my full support.We need to still enforce and expedite this
process.

OK, and yes, | have been a resident of San Francisco for 75+ years, own a home
here in District 7. Currently retired and still old school.Formerly lived in District 3 for
forty + years.

As usual, if anyone has any questions; second thoughts to my personal opinion/s,
my rambling emails please feel free to reach out and let me hear your thoughts, be it
good or bad. Thanks for reading my rambling emails & comments.

Have a great and wonderful day and again, welcome back!

Sincerely, Dennis



From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Neighbors United says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 1:10:37 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: Neighbors United [mailto:neighborsunitedsf@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 12:54 PM

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

Subject: Neighbors United says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commissioners,

CorePower Y oga has over 170 locations in the US, with five existing locations in San
Francisco and a new studio opening on Duboce. Our community has a history of opposing
chainsin this neighborhood. CorePower Y ogawill not contribute to the unique character of
Divisadero. CorePower Y ogais a profit-driven business that has a history of bad faith
relations with their employees. We think Divisadero deserves better.

We urge you to vote no on CorePower Y oga on Divisadero.

Thank you,

Neighbors United


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: No Core Power Yoga on Divisadero Street
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 12:05:56 PM
Attachments: 20-Anniversary-v1l copy.pngq

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: David Nelson [mailto:yogidavid@yogagardensf.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 2:14 PM

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

Subject: No Core Power Yoga on Divisadero Street

Hi,

My nameis David Nelson, and | am asmall business owner and property owner 3 blocks from
the subject property. My business, Y oga Garden SF, would be a competitor business of Core
Power Y oga. We are a 20-year old family-owned business, and we have been in thislocation
for 14 of those years.

Y oga Garden welcomes investment in our commercia corridor and we also welcome other
fitness and yoga businesses to join us in this neighborhood, so that it continues to grow as a
robust destination for local residents, other San Franciscans, and tourists. So in thisregard we
are not opposed to CorePower.

However, we are concerned with the aggressive expansion of their formularetail footprint in
San Francisco, with five locations and two within 1/2 mile of Y oga Garden. Core Power hasin
excess of 170 yoga studiosin the US, and expanding rapidly with the stated goal of going
public with more than 500 studios in the US.

Additionally, the issues of employee treatment has made the news locally and nationally, and
as such, | don't believe they represent the best that we can bring to the neighborhood. On these
grounds, we are opposed to the expansion of their brand in the space on Divisadero Street.

David J Nelson
MANAGING PARTNER

Y oga Garden SF (415) 552-9644

Y ogaGardenSF.com
Connect with us on Facebook | Instagram


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.yogagardensf.com/
http://facebook.com/yogagardensf
https://www.instagram.com/yogagardensf/
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From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano. Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2018-004644CUA: HANC strongly opposes CU application for CorePower Yoga at 619 Divisadero
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 12:00:42 PM

Attachments: HANC comments on 619 Divisadero CorePower Yoda CU application 2018.08.30.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: Rupert Clayton [mailto:rupert.clayton@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 10:42 PM

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

Cc: Weissglass, David (CPC)

Subject: 2018-004644CUA: HANC strongly opposes CU application for CorePower Yoga at 619
Divisadero

Dear Commissioners,

Please find attached the Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council's letter detailing our strong
opposition to the proposed conditional-use application for CorePower Y oga at 619 Divisadero,
which is scheduled to be heard at your September 6 meeting.

Sincerely,

Rupert Clayton
HANC Housing and Land-Use Chair

landuse@hanc-sf.org


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

HAIGHT ASHBURY NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

August 30, 2018
Bruce Wolfe
President To: Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission
e 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
Vicﬁf?;’;idﬁfs San Francisco, CA 94103

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
Christian Vaisse
Recording Secretary

From: Rupert Clayton

James Sword Housing and Land Use Chair

Corresponding Secretary Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council

Tes Welborn landuse@hanc-sf.otrg

Treasurer

Jim Rhoads Re: Conditional Use application 2018-004644CUA

Nominating Chair

Richard Ivanhoe Dear Mr. Hillis and Commissionets,

Membership Chair

Runert C1 I am writing on behalf of the Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council to strongly
uper ayton .. . .

Hofsing amﬁand Use Chair oppose the approval of conditional use authorization for the proposed use of the

property at 619 Divisadero Street for an outlet of CorePower Yoga.
Karen Fishkin

Recycling Chair . L. . . .
This property falls within the boundaries of our neighborhood council, and some

of you may know that HANC was among the many long-time neighborhood
MEMBERS-AT-LARGE advocates for the formula retail restrictions that form part of the San Francisco
Planning Code. The application before you is a textbook case of the type of
displacement of locally-owned businesses by national chains that prompted the
Dave Groeschel adoption and expansion of these regulations.

Joey Cain

Dorrie Hunti . .
e Rt on You need only look at CorePower Yoga’s business and its proposed use of the

Carlie Leduc property to understand why this CU application should be rejected:

Shime Vot e CorePower Yoga is based in Denver and has more than 180 locations, many
Alex Aquino of them in California.

e e e San Francisco Planning Code section 303.1(b) states that Formula Retail
Lorelei Vaisse restrictions apply to any “retail sales or service activity or retail sales or service

Youth Liaison establishment that has eleven or more other retail sales establishments in

operation, or with local land use or permit entitlements already approved,
located anywhere in the world.”

e A gym is a designated use covered by Formula Retail restrictions.

e 619 Divisadero Street is within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood
Commercial Transit INCT) Zoning District, which means CU approval is
required for Formula Retail uses.

Given the clear fact that CorePower Yoga comes under the scope of the Formula
Retail restrictions, it remains to be determined whether there is some extenuating
circumstance that should override the presumption of denial.

PO Box 170518 <« San Francisco <% CA 94117
www.hanc-sf.org info@hanc.sf-org






San Francisco Planning Code section 303.1(d) lays out criteria for the Commission to consider in these
circumstances. Two of these are particularly relevant to this application:

303.1(d)(2) The availability of other similar retail uses within the district and within the vicinity of the
proposed project.

There are at least two existing yoga studios in the immediate area: Yoga Loft at 321 Divisadero and Yoga Garden at
286 Divisadero, which has been in business since 1998. Both are single-location businesses that appear to be locally
owned. Further afield in District 5 there are many similar locally-owned yoga studios. Permitting CorePower
Yoga to open on Divisadero Street will damage long-standing locally owned businesses and benefit a
national chain operator based outside California.

303.1(d)(4) The existing retail vacancy rates within the district and within the vicinity of the proposed project.

Vacancy rates on Divisadero are relatively low, due to the desirability of the street for venture capital-backed
businesses, but vacancy rates across District 5 (e.g. on Haight Street) are high, specifically because commercial
property owners are holding out for rents that can only be afforded by national chain businesses. Permitting
CorePower Yoga would send a signal to commercial landlords that they should continue to raise rents
because there are no meaningful obstacles to national chains opening in San Francisco neighborhoods.
Denying the application will encourage the landlord to instead seek a local, non-Formula Retail tenant and will
thereby reduce the upward pressure on commercial rents.

Beyond these narrow points, it is relevant to look more broadly at the merits of the proposed business and assess
the neighborhood’s real need for these services. As stated in the Formula Retail regulations:

303.1(a)(7) The increase of Formula Retail businesses in the City's neighborhood commercial areas, if not
monitored and regulated, will hamper the City's goal of a diverse retail base with distinct neighborhood
retailing personalities comprised of a mix of businesses. Specifically, the unregulated and unmonitored
establishment of additional Formula Retail uses may unduly limit or eliminate business establishment
opportunities for smaller or medinm-sized businesses, many of which tend to be non-traditional or unique,
and unduly skew the mix of businesses towards formula retailers in lieu of unique or start-up retailers,
thereby decreasing the diversity of merchandise available to residents and visitors and the diversity of purveyors
of merchandise.

While we understand that there are occasional cases where a Formula Retail use can bring such new benefits to a
neighborhood that it’s appropriate to grant a Conditional Use Authorization, it should be plainly obvious that there
are few better examples of “carrying coals to Newcastle” than opening a yoga chain in San Francisco.

It is clear from online comments that CorePower Yoga pays its staff poorly. It appears to rely on a steady flow of
relatively inexperienced instructors who lack the work experience to challenge their pay and conditions. This may be
unsurprising for a business offering “entry-level” employment. However, new employees at CorePower Yoga are
required to pay the company $2,500-$3,000 for training in order to teach for the company. This is not the type of
business opportunity that San Francisco should foster.

We trust that the Commission will send a clear message to this and future applicants that the Formula Retail
provisions of the Planning Code are firm requirements and not aspirational guidelines. Commissioners, please reject
this application.






Sincerely,

Rupert Clayton
HANC Housing and Land Use Chair
landuse@hanc-sf.org

Copies to:
richhillissf@yahoo.com
myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
planning@rodneyfong.com
milicent.johnson@sfgov.org
joelL.koppel@sfgov.org
kathrin.moore@sfgov.otg
dennis.richards@sfgov.org
david.weissglass@sfgov.org
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org







From: Secretary, Commissions (CPC

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Grove Residents says NO to CorePower Yoga on Divisadero
Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 12:00:30 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

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

From: Grove Residents Rights Resource [mailto:grrr@groveresidents.org]

Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 10:29 AM

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

Subject: Grove Residents says NO to CorePower Y oga on Divisadero

Dear Planning Commissioners,

CorePower Yoga has over 170 locations in the US, with five existing
locations in San Francisco and a new studio opening on Duboce. Our
community has a history of opposing chains in this neighborhood.
CorePower Yogawill not contribute to the unique character of
Divisadero. CorePower Y ogais a profit-driven business that has a
history of bad faith relations with their employees. We think Divisadero
deserves better.

We urge you to vote no on CorePower Y oga on Divisadero.

Thank you,
Grove Residents' Rights Resource

http://www.groveresidents.org


mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:grrr@groveresidents.org
http://www.groveresidents.org/

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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES AMANDA EAKEN TO SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 11:54:12 AM

Attachments: 8.31.18 SFMTA Board of Directors.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: Friday, August 31, 2018 11:41 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES AMANDA EAKEN TO SAN
FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY BOARD OF DIRECTORS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, August 31, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESSRELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATESAMANDA EAKENTO
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Eaken brings decades of experience in transportation policy, involvement in landmark
transportation legislation

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today nominated Amanda Eaken to the Board
of Directorsfor the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Eakenisa
leading expert and advocate for sustainable urban planning in land use and transportation

policy.

Eaken currently serves as the Director of Transportation & Climate for the Natural Resources
Defense Council, where she focuses on reducing transportation-related pollution. She also
serves as the Director of Transportation for the Bloomberg American Cities Climate
Challenge, a $70 million, two-and-a-half year initiative to support 20 U.S. citiesin their efforts
to set and meet aggressive climate goals.

“ Amanda Eaken has an extensive track record of promoting progressive policies to improve
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, August 31, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NOMINATES AMANDA EAKEN TO
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Eaken brings decades of experience in transportation policy, involvement in landmark
transportation legislation

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today nominated Amanda Eaken to the Board of
Directors for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Eaken is a leading
expert and advocate for sustainable urban planning in land use and transportation policy.

Eaken currently serves as the Director of Transportation & Climate for the Natural Resources
Defense Council, where she focuses on reducing transportation-related pollution. She also serves
as the Director of Transportation for the Bloomberg American Cities Climate Challenge, a $70
million, two-and-a-half year initiative to support 20 U.S. cities in their efforts to set and meet
aggressive climate goals.

“Amanda Eaken has an extensive track record of promoting progressive policies to improve
public transportation,” said Mayor Breed. “Her expertise on issues regarding transportation, land
use, and the connection to sustainable communities will bring a valuable perspective to the
SFMTA Board of Directors as they work to improve transportation for all San Franciscans.”

Eaken was instrumental in the passage of SB 375 (D-Steinberg), a first-in-the-nation law to
connect transportation and land use to climate change in order to encourage development that
allows residents to rely less on cars for mobility. She also helped pass reforms to the California
Environmental Quality Act to prioritize walking, bicycling, and public transportation.

“I am honored to be nominated by Mayor Breed to serve on the SFMTA Board of Directors,”
said Eaken. “As a regular Muni rider and bicyclist in the City, | am excited for the opportunity to
improve the reliability of our transportation network and help San Francisco implement our
transit first goals.”

The seven-member SFMTA Board of Directors is responsible for the oversight of the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the advancement of San Francisco’s Transit
First Policy. Eaken is being nominated to fill a vacancy created when former Director Joel
Ramos was hired to lead the SFMTA’s Community Response Team.

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





OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

“Amanda Eaken would be a wonderful addition to the SFMTA Board of Directors,” said
California State Senator Scott Wiener. “Not only is she a nationally-renowned transportation
expert, but she is also deeply committed to the Agency’s mission.”

Eaken lives in the Panhandle neighborhood. She is an avid bicyclist and a regular rider of the 5-
Rapid bus. She has a Master’s Degree in City Planning from the University of California,
Berkeley and a Bachelor’s Degree from Dartmouth College.

HH#

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






public transportation,” said Mayor Breed. “Her expertise on issues regarding transportation,
land use, and the connection to sustainable communities will bring a valuable perspective to
the SFMTA Board of Directors as they work to improve transportation for all San
Franciscans.”

Eaken was instrumental in the passage of SB 375 (D-Steinberg), afirst-in-the-nation law to
connect transportation and land use to climate change in order to encourage development that
allows residentsto rely less on cars for mobility. She also helped pass reformsto the
California Environmental Quality Act to prioritize walking, bicycling, and public
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“1 am honored to be nominated by Mayor Breed to serve on the SFMTA Board of Directors,”
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trangit first goals.”

The seven-member SFMTA Board of Directorsis responsible for the oversight of the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the advancement of San Francisco’'s Transit
First Policy. Eaken is being nominated to fill avacancy created when former Director Joel
Ramos was hired to lead the SFMTA’s Community Response Team.

“ Amanda Eaken would be a wonderful addition to the SFMTA Board of Directors,” said
California State Senator Scott Wiener. “Not only is she a nationally-renowned transportation
expert, but sheis also degply committed to the Agency’s mission.”

Eaken lives in the Panhandle neighborhood. Sheis an avid bicyclist and aregular rider of the
5-Rapid bus. She has a Master’s Degree in City Planning from the University of California,
Berkeley and a Bachelor’ s Degree from Dartmouth College.
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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: Special Phone Hours

Date: Friday, August 31, 2018 11:16:59 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.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: Form700@fppc.ca.gov [mailto:Form700@fppc.ca.gov]
Sent: Friday, August 31, 2018 10:42 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Special Phone Hours

1102 Q Street « Suite 3000  Sacramento, CA 95811

August 31, 2018
Jonas lonin

1650 Mission St Ste 4
San Francisco, CA 94103-2491

SPECIAL PHONE HOURS DURING ELECTION SEASON!

SEPTEMBER 4 — NOVEMBER 6

Starting September 4, 2018, the California Fair Political Practices Commission will change our phone
advice hours to accommodate the influx of phone calls received during election season. The phone
advice hours during September 4th through the November 6 will be as follows:

Mondays and Tuesdays Wednesdays and Thursdays
9:00 am to 12:00 pm. 1:00 pm to 4:00 pm.

E-mail advice will still be available Monday through Friday during business hours. Please note that
after November 6th, the phone advice hours will return to our regular schedule.
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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: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE ACCELERATING
CREATION OF NEW HOUSING

Date: Thursday, August 30, 2018 11:23:01 AM

Attachments: 8.30.18 ADU Acceleration.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2018 11:22 AM

To: MayorsPressOffice, MYR (MYR)

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE
ACCELERATING CREATION OF NEW HOUSING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 30, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED I SSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE
ACCELERATING CREATION OF NEW HOUSING

Executive order will streamline the approval of accessory dwelling units and clear the backlog
of existing applications to create more housing throughout San Francisco, including adding
new rent-controlled units

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today issued an Executive Directive to
accelerate the approval of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), commonly known asin-law
units, and to clear the backlog of pending applications. ADUs are an important part of Mayor
Breed' s strategy to create more housing throughout the City, and the only way to add new
rent-controlled units to San Francisco’s housing supply. However, the lack of clear and
consistent standards has subjected applications to an unnecessarily long review period,
resulting in a backlog of 900 applications in some stage of review.

Mayor Breed' s Executive Directive calls for al outstanding ADU applications to be responded
to within the next six months, and requires that moving forward, all new applications must be
acted upon within four months. The Directive instructs City departments to set clear, objective
code standards for ADU applications, which will provide the guidance necessary for
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 30, 2018
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE
ACCELERATING CREATION OF NEW HOUSING

Executive order will streamline the approval of accessory dwelling units and clear the backlog of
existing applications to create more housing throughout San Francisco, including adding new
rent-controlled units

San Francisco, CA—Mayor London N. Breed today issued an Executive Directive to accelerate
the approval of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), commonly known as in-law units, and to
clear the backlog of pending applications. ADUs are an important part of Mayor Breed’s strategy
to create more housing throughout the City, and the only way to add new rent-controlled units to
San Francisco’s housing supply. However, the lack of clear and consistent standards has
subjected applications to an unnecessarily long review period, resulting in a backlog of 900
applications in some stage of review.

Mayor Breed’s Executive Directive calls for all outstanding ADU applications to be responded
to within the next six months, and requires that moving forward, all new applications must be
acted upon within four months. The Directive instructs City departments to set clear, objective
code standards for ADU applications, which will provide the guidance necessary for applicants
to navigate otherwise conflicting code sections, and as a result, allow these units to be approved
more quickly. This will take the form of an information sheet, also being issued today, that will
set these standards so all ADU applicants have clear and reliable guidelines.

“San Francisco is in desperate need of more housing, and we need to be encouraging the
construction of new homes, particularly when we are talking about new rent-controlled housing,”
said Mayor Breed. “The current backlog of ADU applications is unacceptable and a clear sign
that the process is not working. When people apply to build these new homes, it should be clear
what their application should include and that the City will handle their application efficiently.
We cannot let the process drag on for months and months, as that delays homes from being built
and discourages future applicants.”

Since 2014 when the first ordinance was passed to allow the construction of new ADUSs in the
Castro neighborhood, the program has gradually expanded to allow new ADU construction
throughout San Francisco. ADUs are constructed within buildings, using underutilized storage or
parking spaces, and are often cheaper and faster to build than traditional units. When an ADU is
built within a rent-controlled building, that new ADU is also subject to rent control. More than
90% of the 377 ADUs permitted to date will be rent-controlled.
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“We cannot say that we want to create more housing opportunities and then put barriers that
restrict people from creating housing,” said Supervisor Katy Tang. “These are practical solutions
to help property owners create more ADUs without jeopardizing life safety issues, and | am glad
to see our City departments working collaboratively on this issue.”

City departments have already taken steps to clarify and expedite the review process, including
dedicating a window at the Department of Building Inspection to provide specific guidance on
ADU s to potential applicants, and a station staffed by an employee from the San Francisco
Planning Department that allows applicants to schedule appointments online to review ADU-
specific code requirements.

“We are committed to fast-tracking and streamlining the permit issuance and inspection process
for all housing and ADU projects,” said Tom Hui, Director of the San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection. “We are taking additional steps to ensure the review and approval process

allows greater flexibility and predictability without sacrificing safety or livability.”

Clearing up inconsistencies in various code requirement approvals, such as shared paths of
travel, emergency escape and rescue openings, and alarm systems is a key part of reforming this
review process. The information sheet created as part of today’s Directive clarifies those code
requirements in a central document that City departments and prospective applicants can easily
reference.

“San Francisco's ADU program is a model for how to add density in existing buildings,” said
Mark Hogan, an architect who has worked on numerous ADU applications. “But the program
has been mired in bureaucracy for the first few years of its existence. It has been slow to see
these units start construction, even with a huge number of permits filed. This is a welcome
change that will help get these sorely needed homes built quickly.”

Further information about the City of San Francisco’s Accessory Dwelling Unit program is

available online at sfdbi.org/adu.
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