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SECTION 317 AND RECENT MEGA PROJECTS .Cam.. ,

Dolores Park West
3847-(3749) 18th Street
Built 1907 RH-3 zoning
Lot: 2,848 sq. feet
Prior to remodel structure: 2,463 sq. feet
2 units plus one other basement unit
New structure: 4,200 sq. feet
One unit plus Au Pair
Sold January 2014: $1.356 million
Sold August 2014: $1.5 million
Asking February 2018: $11.85 million

Section 317 Issues
IUega/ Unit Merger

DEMO Calcs ?
371 Notification?
Permits?
Staff Review?

Relative
Affordability?

+~IM~ac.ns lei ~'>..~r' a~Ma:• 1 . .- w . :.-±'Tt :.r - 1•':.'•~:t•Y~'=1..~'M~1::..itd Z:^3..:T33Y4T':'.:Y!:l.42Cl1~~f~E~~

Noe Looking Glass House
1783 Noe Street
Built 1904 RH-1 zoning
Lot: 3,998 sq. feet
Prior to Demolition/DR structure: 875 sq.feet
One Unit
New Structure: 5,100 sq. feet
One Unit
Sold May 2014: $1.705 million
Asking February 2018: $7.7 million

Laidley Manor
143 Laidley
Built 1957 architecture firm of Campbell &Wong
RH-1 zoning
Lot: 4,996 sq. feet
Prior to remodel structure: 1,424 sq. Feet
One unit plus second "unit"
New structure: 5,320 sq. feet
One Unit
Sold May 2013: $2 million
(asking price $1.35}
Sold February 2018: $9.7 million
(original asking price $10 million)

Section 317 Issues
Admin. Approval
of Demo. At
time of Approval
in 2015, Initial
Value was
determined as
$1.506 million

Relative
Afforolability?

tion 317
Demo Calcs?
Revised to
Alter. Permit
after HRE
concerns of
demo of
2nd Bay Trad

Demo Calcs per
Pr~servatinn?
Relative

Affordability?

General Public Comment Commission Hearing February 22, 2018 from Georgia Schuttish
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I'd like to thank the Planning Department for its response to the Commission's request
for an analysis of the proposed State Senate Bill 827 and its potential effects on San
Francisco. In my opinion, AnMarie Rodgers, Citywide Planning Director; Joshua
Switzky, Land Use &Housing Program Manager, Citywide Division have done a
thoughtful and careful analysis and have given all of us food for thought. Further,
found the analysis to be somewhat heartwarming because it holds in it the importance
of livability, of preserving a pace where we want to live!

Our affordable housing problem is also a global phenomenon. I came across a
documentary video some time ago that I believe that you will find interesting and useful,
a documentary that might help all of us move beyond the rut of our local situation. SB
827 doesn't move beyond that rut. It is based on a popular belief that building more
housing will result in more affordable housing overall. But is that true now?

hope you will watch this documentary video:

Who Owns New Zealand Housing Now?
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HzSAmOQuyjU

It examines why it is that housing has become so unaffordable for people on average
incomes and why it has happened now, in our lifetimes.

There are many effects on who gets to own their own home today and who does not.
You'll have to watch the video to get a glimpse of the complex factors at play here.

Does building more housing make housing more affordable?
This is explored on about minute 28 of the video: Does the housing supply solve
the problems if people simply don't earn enough to be able to afford that
housing?

In the February 5, 2018 Planning Department Memo re SB 827, I noticed the following:

SB 827 would reduce interest in local affordability incentive programs, but
may result in more affordable housing overall.
The up-zoning proposed under SB 827 does not require increased levels of
affordability and could blunt the use of local bonus programs such as HOME SF
but would likely result in the production of more affordable housing due to overall
significantly greater housing production under SB 827 than under existing zoning.

think that the word "may result" is used very intentionally in this analysis, and perhaps
the authors of the analysis would also find value is this documentary video by Bryce
Bruce of New Zealand.

Thank you very much for your time. I hope you find the video interesting.



ev
e 

at
 
P
C
 
ea
ri
nr
 ~
~
'
~

C
 - 

- 
-

~'
~
~
~
~

.
~a

 ~l
i~

 t
~~

 a
ri

u
~ 
ti

i 
t~
~ 
~i

1 
~

;1
11

11
11

1

~ 
ii

i 
1~
{ 
i1

11
6f

 1

Ii
La

lb
a 
31

~ 
~.

E.
.i

li
 l
lt

 ~

~~
~.

I 
1 

I+
 ~
r~

 
y

k"~
 

• s
 

~`
 

r
I~
 

i 
~
 
~
 
r

t"
 

-~
 
c~
 -
`

I~
 

~

~,.
 

, t
 Y+
~
~
 

~
.

•4
#

, 
~
 

~

:
"

~̀
 
~
_

%
;
;
F
R
A
N
C
I
S
C
O

O
ff

ke
 o
f 
E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 a
n
d
 w
or
kf
or
ce
 D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

v
g
1
1
 
t
 
1
 p
1
1
~
.
r
1
~
7
L
r
V
 
I
 
I
A
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
{
~
.
 
V
V
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
.
7
.
7
1
V
1
1

F
e
b
r
u
a
r
y
 2
2
,
 2
0
1
8

i

1
,



L
o
c
a
l
 T
r
e
n
d
s
:
 L
e
a
s
e
 R
a
t
e
s
 U
p
 E
v
e
r
y
w
h
e
r
e
,

U
n
i
o
n
 S
q
u
a
r
e
 U
p
 H
i
g
h
e
r

S
a
n
 F
ra
nc
is
co
 R
et
ai
l

SF
 u
s 
Un
io
n 
Sq
ua
re
 R
et
ai
l

Va
ca
nc
y 
a
n
d
 L
ea
se
 R
at
es

Va
ca
nc

y 
an
d 
te
as
e 
Ra
te
s

y.
o%o

$S
o

$
4
5
 

$
 4
4

9.
D°
lU

8
.
0
%

6
.
0
%
`

$
3
5 

$
3
~
 ~

~
 J

4
.0

 %
3
.
3
%

3
.
2
%
 

3
.
1
%
 

0
 

3
.2

 %
2.

9/
0

$
3
0

~
 I
 

~
 

`
.
.
 

.
~

3
.
0
%

2
.
3
%
 

2
.
2
%
 

2
.
2
%
 

2
.
4
%

3.
G~

~

~
 t
 

~
 
~

~
$
2
5

2
.
0
%

1.
0
%

$
2
0

1.
0%

2
0
0
9

2
0
1
0
 

2
0
1
1
 

2
0
1
2
 

2
0
1
3
 

20
11
4 

2
0
1
5
 

2
0
1
6
 

2
0
1
7

2
0
 7
 
2
0
0
8
 
2
0
0
9
 
2
0
1
0
 
2
0
1
1
 
2
0
1
2
 
2
0
1
3
 
2
0
1
4
 
2
0
1
5
 
2
0
1
6
 
2
0
1
7

C
it
y~
~r
id
e 
V
a
c
a
n
c
y
 

~
 
~
 C
it

yw
id

e 
Re
nt
s

Ci
ty
wi
de
 V
ac

an
cy

 
Un

io
n 
Sq

ua
re

 V
ac

an
cy

~
_
 C
it

y~
vi

tl
e 
Re
nt
s 

~
 ~
 U
ni

on
 S
qu

ar
e 
Re
nt
s

S
ou

rc
e:

 C
oS

fa
r 
2
0
1
7
 Q
4

So
ur
ce
: 
Co
st
ar
 2
0
T
7
 Q
4,
 C
us
hm
an
/l
Na
ke
fi
ef
d 
Ma

rk
et

8e
at

 2
01
7 
Q
4

• 
Un
io
n 
S
q
u
a
r
e
 r
et

ai
l 
le
as
e
ra

te
s
ha
ve

ou
tg
ro
wn
 c
it

yw
id

e
r a
te
s 
by
 a
 w
id
e 
ma
rg
in

• 
Va
ca
nc
ie
s 
ar
e 
lo
w 
bo
th
 c
it

yw
id

e 
(
3
.
2
%
)
 a
n
d
 i
n 
Un
io
n

S
q
u
a
r
e
 (
4
%
)

~
~

,
,■

 F~
~h

l+~
I'~

+~

s~
o

SE
O

X5
0

$~ $3
0

$2
0

3



U
n
i
o
n
 S
q
u
a
r
e
 O
ff
ic
e 
M
a
r
k
e
t
 R
e
l
a
t
i
v
e
 t
o

C
i
t
y
w
i
d
e
 I
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y E
xi

st
in

g 
In
ve
nt
or
y 

Va
ca
nc
y 

Q
u
o
t
e
d

!M
a
r
ke

t

la
s
s
 A

A
re
a

U
ni

on
 S
q
u
a
r
e

R
el
at
iv
e 
to
 C
it
yw
id
e

Bu
il

di
ng

s

2

1.
3
%

To
ta
l 
S
F

2
1
3
,
1
2
5

0.
4
%

Av
er
ag
e 
S
F

1
0
6
,
5
6
3

2
8
.
1
%

V
a
c
 %

2.
9
%

3
7
.
2
%

To
ta
l 
S
F

6
,
2
0
7

0
.
1
%

Ra
te
s

$
7
3
.
0
0

1
1
5
.
9
%

U
ni
on
 S
q
u
a
r
e

7
7

4
,
3
9
0
,
1
6
8

5
7
,
0
1
5

i8
.
6
%

3
7
6
,
6
9
1

$
6
3
.
2
7

la
s
s
 B

Re
la

ti
ve

 t
o 
Ci
ty
wi
de

8
.
0
%

9
.
8
%

1
2
2
.
1
%

1
2
9
.
7
%

1
2
.
7
%

1
0
9
.
0
%

U
ni
on
 S
q
u
a
r
e

3
9

8
1
7
,
6
8
8

2
0
,
9
6
6

5
.
9
%

4
8
,
1
9
4

$
6
2
.
5
8

la
s
s
 C

Re
la

ti
ve

 t
o 
Ci
ty
wi
de

3
.
6
%

5
.
3
%

1
4
7
.
2
%

1
7
2
.
4
%

9
.
2
%

1
2
7
.
3
%

U
ni
on
 S
q
u
a
r
e

1
1
8

5
,
4
2
0
,
9
8
1

4
5
,
9
4
1

8
.
0
%

4
3
1
,
0
9
2

$
6
3
.
4
5

O
T
A
L

Re
la

ti
ve

 t
o 
Ci
ty
wi
de

5
.
4
%

4
.
6
%

8
6
.
2
%

1
1
7
.
2
%

5
.
4
%

1
0
7
.
9
%

S
ou
rc
e:
 C
o
s
t
a
r
 Q
4
 2
0
1
7 U
ni
on
 S
q
u
a
r
e
 h
a
s
 h
ig
he
r 
le
as
e 
ra
te
s 
th
an
 a
ny
 p
ar
t 
of

 t
he
 c
it
y 
at

a
l l 
of

fi
ce

 s
p
a
c
e
 c
la
ss
es

• 
Th

is
 i
s 
de
sp
it
e 
s
o
m
e
w
h
a
t
 h
ig
he
r 
va
ca
nc
y 
ra
te
s 
in

 C
la
ss
 B
 a
n
d

C
la
ss
 C

S
ri
 (~



~ . p
~ 

t
i 

y 
~ 

i
 
4

1 
~ 

J 
~
 
~
 
~
~

 .~
 ~

t

~w
~
'
?
 

i
~
~

~ :

'
~"
`'

S'

i 
~
 ~'.

1
 

~n
 

r ~
~ ~

~ 
k~

.~

~ 
.i

.,

;{
 
'
~
 
r

.
:1

1r r

r
.
.
.

-
..
. 

~
J
 

_.
 
~

~~
C 
He
ar
in
g 

v

1'~
~
:

,
I
.

.
.
 
I

'
 ~
 

~
 

~.
:

f
 '
 

t
,

v

-
`
~

Sr 1 ~
.

,.
:
~
 .=

 .~

~ 
s
~

i
s

!
 

~
~

~~
 

S

t
 V
~
 
,
`
~
 
~
 
r
/
 

,.

~
~
 

~
 

i
. ,
~

y

S
A
N

/
~~

■F
R

AN
C

IS
C

O
O

ff
ic

e
 o

! E
co

n
o

m
ic

 a
n

d
 W

o
rk

fo
rc

e
 D

e
ve

lo
p

m
e

n
t



•
 

On
li
ne
 s
al
es
 a
r
e
 d
ri
vi
ng
 r
et
ai
l 
sa
le
s 
g
r
o
w
t
h
,
 a
n
d
 e
x
p
a
n
d
i
n
g
 i
nt
o 
n
e
w
 c
at
eg
or
ie
s.

N
at
io
na
ll
y,
 o
nl
in
e 
re
ta
il
er
s 
a
c
c
o
u
n
t
e
d
 f
or
 4
0
 p
er
ce
nt
 o
f 
re
ta
il
 s
al
es
 g
ro

wt
h 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

2
0
1
4
 a
n
d
 2
0
1
6
,
 w
it
h 
gr
ow
th
 i
n 
ca
te
go
ri
es
 i
nc
lu
di
ng
 a
pp
ar
el

, 
of
fi
ce
 s
up
pl
ie
s,

s
po
rt
in
g 
g
o
o
d
s
,
 t
oy
s,
 a
n
d
 g
ro
ce
ri
es
.

• 
M
a
j
o
r
 r
et
ai
le
rs
 a
r
e
 c
lo

si
ng

 s
to

re
s 
in

 r
ec
or
d 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
,
 r
ef
le
ct
in
g 
a
 n
at
io
na
l

o
ve
rs
up
pl
y 
of

 r
et

ai
l 
s
p
a
c
e
,
 i
nc
re
as
ed
 c
om

pe
ti

ti
on

 w
it
h 
on
li
ne
 s
al
es
, 
a
n
d
 (
fo
r 
s
o
m
e

re
ta
il
 c
ha
in
s)
 d
e
b
t
 o
bl
ig
at
io
ns
 a
ss
oc
ia
te
d 
wi
th
 l
ev
er
ag
ed
 b
uy
ou
ts
.

• 
H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
 w
hi

le
 m
a
n
y
 t
y
p
e
s
 o
f 
st
or
es
 a
r
e
 s
tr
ug
gl
in
g,
 d
is
co
un
t 
re
ta
il
er
s 
co
nt
in
ue
 t
o

o
p
e
n
 n
e
w
 l
oc
at
io
ns
. 
Di
sc
ou
nt
 r
et
ai
le
rs
 a
re
 a
d
d
i
n
g
 s
to
re
s,
 i
nc
lu
di
ng
 d
is
co
un
t

c
lo
th
in
g 
st
or
es
 (
TJ
 M
a
x
x
,
 M
ar
sh
al
ls
),
 d
is
co
un
t 
gr
oc
er
y 
st
or
es
 (
Gr
oc
er
y 
Ou
tl
et
, 
Tr
ad
er

Jo
es
),
 w
a
r
e
h
o
u
s
e
 a
n
d
 g
en
er
al
 m
e
r
c
h
a
n
d
i
s
e
 s
to

re
s 
(C
os
tc
o,
 T
ar
ge
t)
, 
a
n
d
 d
ol
la
r

s
to
re
s.

:}

T
h
e
 n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 r
et
ai
l 
i
n
d
u
s
t
r
y
 i
s 
u
n
d
e
r
g
o
i
n
g
 a

m
aj
or
 r
es
tr
uc
tu
ri
ng



In
 a
d
d
i
t
i
o
n
 t
o 
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 t
r
e
n
d
s
,
 S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o

r e
ta
il
er
s 
a
l
s
o
 f
a
c
e
 m
o
r
e
 l
oc

al
 c
h
a
l
l
e
n
g
e
s

• 
E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 r
ec
ru
it
me
nt
 a
n
d
 r
et

en
ti

on
 c
ha
ll
en
ge
s

• 
Hi
gh
 l
ab

or
 c
os
ts

• 
Hi
gh
 r
en

ts

• 
L
a
n
d
 u
s
e
 r
eg

ul
at

io
ns

 a
n
d
 p
er

mi
tt

in
g 
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts

• 
Lo

ss
 o
f 
lo
ng
-t
im
e 
c
u
s
t
o
m
e
r
s

• 
Pu

bl
ic

 r
ea

lm
 (
st

re
et

s 
a
n
d
 p
ub

li
c 
s
p
a
c
e
s
)
 ch
al
le
ng
es



Co
nc
lu
si
on
 #
1
:
 T
o
 t
hr
iv
e 
in
 a
 m
o
r
e
 c
ha

ll
en

gi
ng

 b
us
in
es
s 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t,
 re

ta
il

er
s

n e
e
d
 t
o 
e
m
b
r
a
c
e
 n
e
w
 t
ec
hn
ol
og
ie
s.
 F
or
 e
xa
mp
le
, 
th

is
 i
nc
lu
de
s 
on
li
ne
 s
al
es
,

s
oc
ia
l 
me
di
a,
 a
n
d
 a
p
p-
ba
se
d 
de
li
ve
ry
 s
er

vi
ce

s.

I m
pl
ic
at
io
ns

• 
Bu

si
ne

ss
es

 m
a
y
 b
en

ef
it

 f
ro
m 
te

ch
ni

ca
l 
a
n
d
 f
in
an
ci
al
 s
up
po
rt
 i
n 
ex

pa
nd

in
g

th
ei
r 
on
li
ne
 p
re
se
nc
e,
 a
dj
us
ti
ng
 t
he

ir
 i
nv
en
to
ri
es
 f
or
 a
 c
ha

ng
in

g 
cu
st
om
er

ba
se

, 
et

c.

• 
Cu

rb
 m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 p
ol
ic
ie
s 
m
a
y
 n
e
e
d
 t
o 
b
e
 r
ev
is
it
ed
 t
o 
ma

in
ta

in
 c
u
s
t
o
m
e
r

a
cc

es
s,

 e
ff

ec
ti

ve
ly

 m
a
n
a
g
e
 c
o
m
p
e
t
i
n
g
 t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n 
n
e
e
d
s
 (
pe

de
st

ri
an

s,
b
ic

yc
li

st
s,

 d
el

iv
er

y 
ve

hi
cl

es
, 
T
N
C
s
,
 a
n
d
 p
ar

ki
ng

),
 a
n
d
 s
up

po
rt

 a
 p
ed

es
tr

ia
n-

fr
ie

nd
ly

 e
nv

ir
on

me
nt

, 
wh

il
e 
en

ab
li

ng
 n
e
w
 b
us

in
es

se
s 
to

 t
ak

e 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
 o
f

e
me

rg
in

g 
de

li
ve

ry
 t
ec

hn
ol

og
ie

s.



Co
nc
lu
si
on
 #
3
:
 Di

ve
rs

if
yi

ng
 t
he

 m
ix

 o
f 
us
es
 i
n 
a
n
 N
C
D
 c
an
 h
el
p 
re
ta
il
er
s 
ex
pa
nd

th
ei
r 
c
u
s
t
o
m
e
r
 b
a
s
e
.
 T
h
e
 c
o
m
p
o
n
e
n
t
s
 o
f 
a
 h
ea
lt
hy
 m
ix

 v
ar

y 
by

 d
is

tr
ic

t,
 b
ut

ty
pi

ca
ll

y 
in

cl
ud

e 
s
o
m
e
 c
om

bi
na

ti
on

 o
f 
th
e 
fo

ll
ow

in
g:

• 
A
n
c
h
o
r
 b
us

in
es

se
s 
th
at
 d
ri
ve
 f
oo
t 
tr
af
fi
c 
to
 t
he
 d
is

tr
ic

t,
 i
nc
lu
di
ng
 t
o 
ot

he
r

b
us
in
es
se
s 

in
 t
he
 s
a
m
e
 c
o
m
m
e
r
c
i
a
l
 d
is

tr
ic

t.
 E
x
a
m
p
l
e
s
 i
nc
lu
de
 f
ul

l -
se

rv
ic

e
g
ro
ce
ry
 s
to
re
s,
 g
en

er
al

 m
e
r
c
h
a
n
d
i
s
e
 s
to

re
s,

 o
th

er
 l
ar
ge
r 
st

or
es

 (
m
a
n
y
 o
f

w
hi

ch
 a
re

 f
or

mu
la

 r
et
ai

l)
 o
r 
a
 c
lu

st
er

 o
f 
re

la
te

d 
re
ta
il
 s
to

re
s 
or
 r
es
ta
ur
an
ts
.

• 
Re

st
au

ra
nt

s,
 n
ig
ht
li
fe
, a
n
d
 e
n
t
e
r
t
a
i
n
m
e
n
t
 t
ha

t 
c
o
m
p
l
e
m
e
n
t
 r
et

ai
l 
sa

le
s 
a
n
d

s
er
vi
ce
s 
by

 p
ro
vi
di
ng
 d
es

ti
na

ti
on

s 
a
n
d
 g
at
he
ri
ng
 s
p
a
c
e
s
 f
or
 p
ot
en
ti
al

c
us
to
me
rs
.

• 
Pe
rs
on
al
 s
er

vi
ce

s 
&f

it
ne

ss
 c
en
te
rs
 t
ha

t 
pr
ov
id
e 
ne
ed
ed
 s
er

vi
ce

s 
an
d 
al
so

he
lp
 d
ra
w 
fo

ot
 tr

af
fi
c.

• 
Pr
of
es
si
on
al
 s
er

vi
ce

s 
th

at
 p
ro

vi
de

 n
e
e
d
e
d
 s
er
vi
ce
s 
in
 a
n
 o
ff
ic
e-

li
ke

 s
et

ti
ng

d
ir

ec
tl

y 
to
 t
he
 g
en
er
al
 p
ub
li
c.

• 
Of
fi
ce
 &
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 u
s
e
s
 t
ha

t 
m
a
y
 n
ot
 d
ir

ec
tl

y 
se
rv
e 
th
e 
ge
ne
ra
l 
pu
bl
ic
, 
bu
t 
he

lp
g
en
er
at
e 
fo
ot
 t
ra
ff
ic
 a
n
d
 d
e
m
a
n
d
 f
or

 r
et

ai
l.

~,



Co
nc

lu
si

on
 #
4o
 B
y
 o
ff
er
in
g 
a
n
 a
tt
ra
ct
iv
e,
 fu
n 
s
h
o
p
p
i
n
g
 a
n
d
 d
in

in
g 
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

,
N
C
D
s
 c
a
n
 h
el

p 
re

ta
il

er
s 
co
nt
in
ue
 t
o 
d
r
a
w
 f
oo

t 
tr
af
fi
c.

~~i~
~ ~~.

~ ~ ~
~~

 ~~
 

~~

C
on

ti
nu

in
g 
to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
a
n
d
 e
n
h
a
n
c
e
 t
he

 p
ub

li
c 
re

al
m 

is
 c
ri

ti
ca

l.

• 
Ce
le
br
at
in
g 
lo

ca
l 
hi

st
or

ic
 a
n
d
 c
ul

tu
ra

l 
as
se
ts
 c
an

 c
on
tr
ib
ut
e 
to

 a
 u
ni
qu
e 
a
n
d

i n
te
re
st
in
g 
en
vi
ro
nm

en
t.

H
ig

h -
ca

pa
ci

ty
 d
is
tr
ic
t 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 o
rg
an
iz
at
io
ns
 c
an

 h
el
p 
di

st
ri

ct
s 
cr
ea
te
 a

g
re

at
 e
xp
er
ie
nc
e 
fo

r 
re

si
de

nt
s 
a
n
d
 v
is
it
or
s.



5
 L
o
w
e
s
t
 a
n
d
 H
i
g
h
e
s
t
 N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d

V
a
c
a
n
c
y
 R
a
t
e
s

• 
Fi

ve
 h
ig
he
st
 v
ac
an
cy

ra
te
 c
or
ri
do
rs
 a
ve
ra
ge
d

1
6
.
4
%
 i n

 2
0
1
7

zo
.o

°~
~

F i
ve

 l
ow
es
t 
va
ca
nc
y

r a
te
 c
or
ri
do
rs
 a
ve
ra
ge
d 

15
.0
°~
.

6
.
6
%
 i n

 2
0
1
7

10
,a
°t

1 /
3
 o
f 
N
C
D
s
 s
a
w

v a
c
a
n
c
y
 r
at

e 
in
cr
ea
se
s

of
 a
t 
le
as
t 
2
%
s
i
n
c
e
 

5'G
~'`

°

2
0
1
5

~.
ar

Va
ca
nc
y 
Ra

te
s f

ir
 II

N 
Co
rr
id
or
s

w
it
h 
Fi
ve
 L
ow
es
t 
an
d 

Fi
v+
~ H

ig
he
st
 R
a
t
s

15
.7
°I
„ 

15
.~
%n
 

16
.4
°l
0 

15
..
2°
~0
 

16
.4
°0

9.
83
 

9.
5°
~G
 

9.
5°
0 

10
.4
90

9.
29

e
~_

 
_ 

~_
 

.-.
. 

~ _
. 

_ 
o -

--
 

5.
9i
o 

6.
6°

l0
5.
1
%
 

5.
1°

ro
 

5.
31
0

20
1
 

Zc
71
4 

2a
~5

5
 L
o~
,~
v~
st
 ~
 5
 H
ig
he
st

S
ou
rc
e:
 QE

WD
lr
~v
es
tl
rr
Ne
rg
hb
or
ho
od
sS
ur
ve
y2
0~
7Q
d

~~
1~
G 

~t
71
7

A
ve
ra
ge
 V
ac
an
c~
,~

~
J
,
~
 ~
 

1
3

~ ~
 F
 F
~J
Q 

I~►
~ ~

. ~ 
~J

~
'~

,.
, ~

~..
.:..

. ,.
.~ r

 v
 ;

iJ
 it

 v
',~

~v
. 

~~~
~n.

~• 1
,~

;..
~~

; n
.::

u;
~n

~



Co
nc

lu
si

on
 :
S
a
n
 F
ra
nc
is
co
's
 N
C
 d
is

tr
ic

ts
 a
r
e
 u
ni
qu
e,
 m
a
k
i
n
g
 a
o
n
e
-
s
i
z
e
 s
ol
ut
io
n

i m
po

ss
ib

le
.

O
n
g
o
i
n
g
 P
ro

je
ct

s

M
A
P
 2
0
2
0
 (M
is
si
on
 S
t
 N
C
T
,
 M
is
si
on
 A
lc

oh
ol

 S
U
D
)
 —
o
n
g
o
i
n
g

E
xc
el
si
or
/D
11
(O
ut
er
 M
is
si
on
, 
G
e
n
e
v
a
,
 O
c
e
a
n
 A
v
e
)
 —
o
n
g
o
i
n
g

3
rd
 S
t
 B
a
y
v
i
e
w
 —
st

ar
ti

ng
 s
pr

in
g 
2
0
1
8

M
is
si
on
 S
t
 (
C
h
a
v
e
z
 t
o 
Ra

nd
al

l)
 —
st

ar
ti

ng
 s
pr
in
g 
2
0
1
8

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
m
e
d
 t
hr

ou
gh

 F
Y
 1
8
/
1
9
 t
o 
c
o
n
d
u
c
t
 a
n
d
 c
o
m
p
l
e
t
e
 s
ur

ve
ys

 o
f 
al

l 
no
n-

re
si
de
nt
ia
l 
u
s
e
s
 (
g
r
o
u
n
d
 f
lo
or
 a
n
d
 u
p
p
e
r
 s
to
ri
es
) 
in

 a
ll
 N
C
 d
is

tr
ic

ts
 c
it

yw
id

e.
T
hi
s 
wi
ll
 e
n
a
b
l
e
 t
h
e
 D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 t
o 
c
o
m
p
a
r
e
 h
o
w
 N
C
s
 h
a
v
e
 c
h
a
n
g
e
d
 s
in

ce
e
st

ab
li

sh
ed

 i
n 
t
h
e
 1
9
8
0
s
.

1
5



~
~

~'
8
 G
. 

- 
.

..
'. '
g 

am 
`
~
 

..
 

5
 ~

~ 
~ 
'"

w 
'xi

,:,
9 
1
 
~
~

~~
~
 

~
~

I i 
+w

p 
,~

~
'
 

°
 

'
~
~

Iw ~
 

t~
.'
 

~
 

~ 
.v

~~
~
~
^
~
 

~
~

";
is
lr
~r

1I
11

W
w
w
~
1
~
'
"
.
'
~

~
. ~ 
.
m
~
~
s
~
s
r
m
,
s

~u
 a
~~
 ~
~~
 j
ai
 ~
~

11
 ~

~ 
ii
i (
1
1
 i
li

 t
ai
 1
1 

-
 

•

y s
~~ 

~~
~ n

..
~~

i 
r

~
 

r
 
'
 
~
~
~
 
'̂̂

k'
*x

l

.~
 ~.

.

fY
0
.
 F
+
'
~
~
r
A
A
v
-
 

d
~
 

y~

'
~
~
+
 

Z
1
1
f
~
~
1
~
 
4 

3
3
'
x
:
 

~,
~,
~~
..
. 
+
e

r
 

~
~
~
 
~
 

vi
m.

~
r~
 ~
c
~

S
i
o
n
c

~. -~,
 
,.

1 
~
 
w
 

M c
~i
 

~ 
-
 
~

- 
~ 

h
S
A
N

I
~~
FR
AN
CI
SC
O

O
ff

ic
e 
of
 E
c
o
n
o
m
i
c
 a
n
d
 W
or

kf
or

ce
 D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

~~
 

~
 

'i

~̀_
 

"
~
'
.

W
 

"
~
r

. 
s ,
 

~
~
 

1

~,
~~
 

~~
'
~
.
 ~.

re
ce

iv
e 

at
 C
P
C
 

ea
ri
nc
; ̀
~
~
~
~

~
~

Y
 

~
 -
 

s
 

~

z.:
•
 

- 
=-w

~~~
~'~

.~..

Y'
~
 ~
 
~
1
~
 

_

S
a
n
 F
ra

nc
is

co
 P
la

nn
in

g 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

F
e
b
r
u
a
r
y
 2
2,

 2
0
1
8

IB
C
 

'+
~+
~.
Z 

c.
-.

~ 
~
~
 ~

 ~
~
~

}
~
 

l



U
n
i
o
n
 S
q
u
a
r
e
/
C
-
3
-
R
 Z
o
n
e

C
o
m
p
a
r
e
d
 t
o
 S
F

R
et

ai
l 
Sa

le
s 
$
2
.
1
 b
il

li
on

/y
r

1
3
%
S
F
 S
al

es
 T
a
x
(
$
2
1
 M
)

2
4
%
 S
F
 R
et

ai
l 
Bu
si
ne
ss

1
1
%
S
F
 J
ob
s

2
3
%
 S
F
 H
ot
el
 R
o
o
m
s

„~
 F
 F~I

~.I
~I ~
 I' 

~.
~

~ 
.;

.I~
.'

..
 
ea

r„
,~

,o
 ~

I 
c:

nr
~

~~
~r
r"
a'
IP
v;
'I
c~
Cc
l~
$r
ik

E~
~~
S 
St

K O

N

Ca
li

fo
rn

ia
 S
t

B
us
h 
St

~
 

ro
d
 

s
o ?
 

~
N

~
:

0

~
~

O~
0
~

~
~S

Sf
h ̂

Pi
ne
 S
t

v K N Q~

s,
,

gu
sh

 S
t

3 0

N

i
~
a

2P̀
7- ~
o ò
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UNION SQUARE RETAIL OCCUPANCIES

• There are 45 multi-floor retailers in Union Square; all 45 occupy the ground floor

• 15 of the 45 occupy three floors or more

• 6 of these 15 occupy a third floor above grade; in other words, 9 of the 16 occupy

basement, ground floor, and second floor

• 10 multi-floor (2 floors or more) retailers have leases that originated after 2012

• 3 of these occupy three floors

• 1 of those, Valentino at Grant and Geary ("AA" on the attached map) occupies the

ground floor, second floor, and third floor; the other 2, Christian Dior and Armani ("0"

and "P" on the attached map) occupy the basement, ground floor, and second floor; all

3 are located within 1 block of Union Square

Key Tenant Retail Floors Total Floors
in Building

Original Lease
Commencement

Expirations

A DSW 4 4 August 2011 2021

B Saks Fifth Ave 3 5 Early 80's, Last Renewed

2005

2030

C Tiffany & Co 2 11 Oct 1991 2025

D Williams

Sonoma

3 3 Spring 2002 2027

E Apple 2 2 July 2013 2028

F Nike 4 6 Nov 1993 2026

G Zara 2 3 Jan 2005 2020

H Brooks

Brothers

3 4 Dec 2011 2025

Ferragamo 2 4 1998 2022

J Sak's Men 4 5 July 1997 2017

K The North Face 2 4 Feb 2000 2020

L Victoria's

Secret

2 14 June 2005 2025

M Gucci 2 10 March 1987 2018

N Burberry 3 4 Self Owned Self Owned

O Christian Dior 3 6 Feb 2014 2029

P Armani 3 3 2015 2025

Q Gump's 2 6 Nov 1995 2022

R Express 2 8 2012 2022

S Louis Vuitton 2 10 n/a n/a



T Arthur Beren 2 4 July 2005 2020

U Bulgari 2 7 August 2008 2023

V Suitsupply 2 16 2015 2025

W Chanel 2 3 June 1998 2023

X John Varvatos 2 3 April 2007 2017

Y Britex 3 4 Purchased in 1952, Sold

in 2015, Signed a two

year lease

2017

Z AIISaints 2 10 Apri12010 2020

AA Valentino 3 4 2013 2023

BB Dolce &

Gabbana

2 6 October 2014 2024

CC Skechers 2 2 May 2007 2017

DD CH Carolina

Herrera

2 2 August 2013 2024

EE Hakasan 2 10 May 2012 2022

FF Walgreens 2 2 March 1998 2024

GG H&M 2 4 June 2004 2019

HH Crate &Barrel 3 8 Spring 2000 2020

I I Barnet's NY 4 6 June 2006 2021

JJ Uniglo 2 2 March 2012 2021

KK T-Mobile 2 2 Nov 2013 2024

LL Forever 2l 2 4 June 2010 2025

MM Urban

Outfitters

3 12 n/a 2018

NN Diesel 2 8 Jan 2008 2023

00 Old Navy 3 9 June 1997 2022

PP Ross 3 8 May 2008 2017

QQ AT&T 2 8 May 2015 2026

RR Gap 2 12 June 1994 2016

SS Container

Store

2 16 November 2001 2018

TT Nordstrom

Rack

2 5 Jan 2013 2024

UU Banana

Republic

2 5 March 2012 2022
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February 20, 2018

Via Electronic Mail and Hand Delivery

President Hillis
Members of the Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Lisa.gibson(a~sfqov.orq

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter &Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17~' Floor
San Francisco, California 94111-4109
415.434.9100 main
415.434.3947 fax
wvvw. sheppardmullin.com

Arthur J. Friedman
415.774.2985 direct
afiedman@sheppardmullin.com

File Number: 56RZ-257264

Re: Supplement To Appeal of Preliminary/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration For Alcatraz
Ferry Embarkation Project (Case No. 2017-000188ENV)

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission

On behalf of the City of Sausalito (Sausalito), we provide the following additional
comments and evidence to supplement Sausalito's appeal submitted on December 27, 2017
(Appeal) in advance of the Planning Commission's February 22, 2018 Appeal hearing.

SUMMARY OF CONCERNS

As explained in the Appeal, Sausalito's concerns regarding the Alcatraz Ferry
Embarkation Project (Project) are limited to its authorization of new ferry service from Pier 31 'h
in San Francisco to Fort Baker, located adjacent to Sausalito, under contracts that may extend
for fifty (50) years.

The Project purportedly analyzed in the proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration
(FMND)' consists of: (1) a draft 30-year (plus two additional 10-year options, for a total of 50
years) "General Agreement" between the City and County of San Francisco, operating by and
through the San Francisco Port Commission (Port) and the United States Department of the
Interior, National Park Service (NPS) (Master Agreement); (2) a draft concession contract
between NPS and the selected ferry concessioner (Concession Contract); and (3) a draft lease

The San Francisco Planning Department (SF Planning) issued a Preliminary Mitigated
Negative Declaration (PMND) on December 6, 2017. On February 15, 2018, SF Planning
issued a revised, Draft Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, supported by SF Planning's Staff
Report dated February 15, 2018.
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between the Port and the selected ferry concessioner (Port Lease) (collectively referred to

herein as the "Project Contracts").2

The Planning Commission's task and obligation under California's Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA) includes, among other things, to assess whether the proposed FMND accurately

describes and adequately analyzes the proposed Project. Here, however, the Planning

Commission cannot accomplish this task because the Project Contracts are not included in the

Planning Staffs materials regarding this item. This omission further renders it impossible for

members of the public to meaningfully consider the adequacy of San Francisco's environmental

review regarding the Project's potential impacts, in violation of CEQA's mandatory information

disclosure requirements.

Sausalito discovered since filing the Appeal that SF Planning never reviewed, much less

analyzed the content of the Project Contracts during its environmental review of the Project and

preparation of the FMND. On February 1, 2018, SF Planning responded to Sausalito's request

for an explanation regarding why no Project Contracts were produced in response to Sausalito's

Public Records Act Request (PRA) as follows:

The Planning Department only has the Environmental Application describing the

project. Whatever Julie [Moore] provided from our files is all we have. The

agreement and contracts between NPS and the Port have nothing to do

with our CEQA review, therefore, we do not have copies of these.

(Attached as Exhibit A [emphasis added].) The flaw in this reasoning, of course, is that under

CEQA, the "project" refers to the "underlying activity for which approval is being sought," which

in this case is the Project Contracts. (City of Long Beach v. City of Los Angeles (2018) 19 Cal.

App. 5th 465, * 9 (Jan. 12, 2018.) It is impossible for SF Planning to assure the accuracy of the

Projects description, and therefore the adequacy of environmental review in the absence of the

Project Contracts. This case vividly illustrates the consequences of conducting environmental

review in a vacuum, without the benefit of the documents constituting the underlying activity for

which approval is being sought.

As explained in greater detail below, the FMND is legally deficient largely because the

"project description" does not accurately describe the actual Project as reflected in the Project

Contracts. This inaccurate project description consequently distorts and invalidates virtually all

of the FMND's environmental analysis regarding Fort Baker ferry service. As examples:

• The FMND's project description states: "[t]rips to Fort Baker would be limited to

two per day and would occur on weekends only." (FMND, p. 17.)

However, there is no limit on the frequency of ferry service to Fort Baker in any

of the Project Contracts. To the contrary, the Concession Contract provides

that passenger ferry service shall be determined by the Operating Plan that

2 On January 31, 2018, NPS released its Prospectus for the Project containing the draft

Project Contracts.
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NPS may modify at its discretion. (Concession Contract, pp. 4-5.) The Draft
Operating Plan similarly contains no limitation regarding the number of ferry
trips to Fort Baker. Moreover, not addressed in the FMND, the Project
Contracts additionally authorize unlimited charter ferry services to Fort Baker for
conferences and other special events. (Concession Contract, p. 4, Draft
Operating Plan, p. B-12.)

The FMND's project description states that a "maximum" of 40,000 visitors per
year would travel by ferries to Fort Baker. (FMND, p. 20.) SF Planning Staff's
report dated February 15, 2018 for this hearing similarly states: "[a]s defined in
the PMND project description, the Fort Baker ferry service would be limited to a
maximum of 40,000 passengers annually." (Planning Staff Report, p. 14.) San
Francisco's traffic consultant, Fehr and Peers (F8~P), therefore analyzed the
Project's potential transportation and circulation impacts premised on this
alleged "IimiY' of 40,000 annual passengers. F&P's original report explained
that this assumed maximum limit is "based on ferry service that would be limited
to two trips day and occur only on weekends," and the "fact that Fort Baker, as
a destination by itself, unlikely to draw enough visitors to justify regular service."
(Exhibit B, p. 10.)

However, as explained above, the Project Contracts impose no limit on the
amount of regular ferry service to Fort Baker, and further authorize unlimited
ferry charter service to Fort Baker that was neither described nor analyzed in
the FMND. Moreover, the revised FMND now concedes that Fort Baker ferry
passengers are not drawn solely by the attractions at Fort Baker itself, but
rather additionally by access to the Marin Headlands, other regional parks and
Sausalito. (FMND, pp. 121-122.) The assumptions underlying F&P's less than
significant impacts findings therefore are unsupported by substantial evidence.

• The FMND's project description states that ferry service to Fort Baker would be
provided by a variety of vessels ranging from 125 to 350 passenger capacity.
(FMND, p. 17) The FMND's analysis of the Projects impacts accordingly was
premised on this assumed vessel size. (Staff Report, p. 14.)

However, the Draft Operating Plan provides that, at a minimum, the
concessioner must provide a total of four (4) passenger vessels: finro vessels
with a minimum passenger capacity of 700 passengers each; and two vessels
with a minimum passenger capacity of 500 persons each. (Draft Operating
Plan, p. B-13.) The NPS' Prospectus publication entitled "Business
Opportunity," includes this identical description of "Fleet Size and Minimum
Vessel Requirements." (Exhibit C, p. 16.)

• In apparent recognition of the fact that the Project Contracts impose no limits on
bicycles boarding ferries destined for Fort Baker, the FMND's project
description was revised to clarify that "there are no plans to accommodate
bicycles on the ferry boats." (FMND, p. 17. [emphasis added]) This revision,
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however, reveals that the FMND's finding that the Project would cause no
significant transportation and circulation impacts from bicycles is inaccurate and
unsupported by substantial evidence. The FMND and F&P's report explain that
the analysis of this potential impact was premised on the false assumption that
"the proposed project would not generate any new bicycle trips at the Fort
Baker site because ferry passengers will not be permitted to bring bicycles on
board ferries from Pier 31 '/2....." (FMND, p. 76; see also F&P report, Exhibit
B, p. 53.)

It is entirely foreseeable that bicycles will be allowed to board ferries destined
for Fort Baker during the 50-year life of the Project, particularly because of the
Project's stated objective to improve "connectivity" to the Marin Headlands and
nearby parklands (FMND, p. 121). Impacts from this potential use therefore
must be analyzed.

The foregoing examples reveal that the Planning Commission may not lawfully approve
the FMND in its current form. (City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.
App. 4th 398, 406 ["The negative declaration is inappropriate where the agency has failed either
to provide an accurate project description or to gather information and undertake an adequate
environmental analysis."].) At a minimum, the Planning Commission must impose additional
mitigation measures on the Project in response to the foregoing potentially significant impacts,
including without limitation, the following:

1. No bicycles shall be permitted on ferries departing from Pier 31 '/2 arriving directly or
indirectly at Fort Baker. Bicycles shall be permitted, however, on ferries departing at
Fort Baker. The departing ferries shall have the capacity to accommodate up to 50
bicycles each.

2. For any ferry arriving in Fort Baker with [ to be provided by Sausalito's traffic engineer]
or more passengers, therefore creating the potential for significant traffic, circulation and
public safety impacts in Sausalito from passengers subsequently traveling to Sausalito in
private cars for hire, there shall be connecting shuttle service to Sausalito to meet
demand. This connecting shuttle service departing from Fort Baker shall be available
only for ferry-connecting passengers, and shall be free of charge for these passengers.3

3. For any connecting shuttle service provided from Fort Baker to Sausalito, return shuttle
service shall be provided from downtown Sausalito to connect with ferries departing from

3 Sausalito has retained a traffic engineer to determine the appropriate threshold trigger for this
mitigation measure. Sausalito's traffic engineer takes issue with F&P's methodology and
findings, and has concluded that Fort Baker ferry service may cause several significant
transportation and circulation impacts. Sausalito will submit this evidence in the administrative
record, adding to the existing evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project may cause
significant impacts, in the event that the Planning Commission denies this Appeal.
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Fort Baker to San Francisco. These shuttles shall each have the capacity to transport a
minimum of 20 bicycles.

4. Commencing with ferry service to Fort Baker, the National Park Service (NPS) shall
provide Sausalito with quarterly reports regarding Fort Baker ferry ridership (in-bound
and out-bound, including all passenger transport, charter ferries and/or other
interpretative cruises), as well as ridership information, pedestrian and bicycles,
regarding the connecting shuttle services (in-bound and out-bound).

5. In the event that shuttle/bus or other public transportation link is commenced from Fort
Baker to Muir Woods, or any other destination, all such traffic shall be directed
exclusively to the Alexander Avenue/101 Northbound on-ramp, and shall not travel
through Sausalito.

6. If ferry service from Pier 31 %2 to Fort Baker exceeds 40,000 passengers for any
calendar year, NPS and/or the Port of San Francisco (Port) shall fund a study, to be
conducted and overseen by Sausalito, on the additional ferry service's potential
transportation and/or public safety impact on Sausalito. Based on the findings of the
study, NPS and/or the Port shall contribute their fair share to fund infrastructure and
other improvements to mitigate impacts identified in the study caused by ferry service to
Fort Baker.

SAUSALITO'S REQUEST

Sausalito's Appeal requested that San Francisco either prepare an Environmental
I mpact Report (EIR) to analyze the Project, or alternatively, sever the proposed Fort Baker ferry
service from the Project. As an alternative, however, San Francisco may adopt additional
mitigation measures to ensure that the Projects Fort Baker ferry service will have less than
significant impacts.

As explained in the accompanying letter submitted by Sausalito Mayor Joan Cox,
Sausalito is engaged in discussions with NPS regarding potential mitigation measures to be
added to the Project to address the concerns addressed above and others. Sausalito therefore
requests that the Planning Commission continue this hearing regarding the Appeal for at least
30 days. This extension would allow time for each of the public agencies and their respective
engineers to work collaboratively to draft mitigation measures and employ other strategies
designed to cure the FMND's current CEQA deficiencies and therefore resolve Sausalito's
concerns. Alternatively, the Planning Commission may simply grant this Appeal and reject the
proposed FMND for the Project.
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THE OMISSION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACTS VIOLATES CEQA'S MANDATORY
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

San Francisco's failure to disclose the Project Contracts to the public and include them

with Planning Staff's materials regarding the Appeal violates CEQA's mandatory public

disclosure and public participation requirements by thwarting both the Planning Commission's

and the public's ability to meaningfully assess and/or modify the Project to minimize or avoid

potentially significant environmental impacts.

"Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process..." (Concerned Citizens of

Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32"d District Agricultural Association (1987) 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935.) "The

`privileged position' that members of the public hold in the CEQA process is based on a belief

that citizens can make important contributions to environmental protection and on notions of

democratic decision-making." (Id. at 936.) "CEQA compels an interactive process of

assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be

genuine. It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the

scope, purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to

unforeseen insights that emerge from the process." (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles

(1984) 160 Cal. App. 3d 1178, 1185.) "In short, a project must be open for public discussion

and subject to agency modification during the CEQA process. This process helps demonstrate

to the public that the agency has in fact analyzed and considered the environmental implications

of its action." (Ibid., citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 86.)

The Planning Commission therefore may not lawfully approve the FMND without first

providing both itself and members of the public sufficient notice and opportunity to review and

consider the Project Contracts.

SAN FRANCISCO FAILED TO COMPLY WITH SPECIAL CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS

THAT APPLY TO THIS PROJECT OF STATEWIDE, REGIONAL, OR AREAWIDE
SIGNIFICANCE

Sausalito demonstrated in the Appeal that San Francisco was required to consult with

Sausalito in the same manner as a "responsible agency" because the Project is one of

"Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance," and because Sausalito is a public agency with

transportation facilities within its jurisdiction which could be affected by the Project.

SF Planning contends in response that the Project has no such significance because the

PMND determined that the Project would have less than significant impacts, and even if the

Project had such significance, CEQA's consultation requirements for such projects apply only to

the preparation of EIRs rather than negative declarations. (Staff Report, p. 4.) Both

contentions, however, are incorrect.

First, contrary to SF Planning's claim, the PMND's finding that the Project's impacts

would be less than significant is not relevant to the determination regarding whether a Project

qualifies as one of Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance. CEQA sets a lower threshold,
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and defines such projects broadly to include those that "substantially affect," among other
things, sensitive wildlife habitats, bays and estuaries. Such is the case with the Project here.

Second, contrary to SF Planning's claim, Public Resources Code section 21082.1
expressly imposes on lead agencies the procedural requirements applicable to projects of
Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance in connection with their preparation of EIRs or
negative declarations. (Pub. Res. Code § 21082.1, subd. (c)(4)(C).) In fact, SF Planning's
interpretation is refuted by CEQA Guidelines section 15096(a) and (b), which explain that San
Francisco was required to consult with Sausalito regarding this project of Statewide, Regional or
Areawide Significance in part to assist in the determination regarding whether an EIR or
negative declaration should be prepared.

Finally, SF Planning contends that it sent Sausalito a Notice of Availability of and Intent
to Adopt a Negative Declaration on December 6, 2017. However, Sausalito has no record of
receiving this notice.

THE REVISED FMND AND STAFF RESPONSE DO NOT CURE THE NUMEROUS CEQA
DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED IN THE APPEAL

Sausalito hereby incorporates its Appeal letter dated December 27, 2017. Neither the
revised FMND nor SF Planning Staff's February 15, 2018 report cure the deficiencies identified
therein. We further address select examples of these remaining deficiencies, without waiver of
issues previously raised but not addressed again below.

A. The FMND's Project Description Is Inaccurate And Legally Deficient

As explained above and in Sausalito's original Appeal letter, the FMND's project
description is deeply flawed and inaccurate in numerous respects. These inaccuracies likely
derive from the fact that SF Planning has never reviewed the Project Contracts, and instead has
relied exclusively on NPS's description provided in its application materials. The FMND's
inaccurate project description renders the FMND legally inadequate. The court in City of
Redlands, supra, 96 Cal. App. 4th at 404-406 explained:

An accurate and complete project description is necessary for intelligent
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the agency's action. Only
through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public
decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost,
consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the
proposal...and weigh other alternatives in the balance.

The FMND's project description is further deficient because it fails to describe and
consider the project as a whole, including reasonably foreseeable expansion of the project to
include transport connections to the Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and/or other NPS
destinations. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(a).) SF Planning states in response that "CEQA
provides that the PMND need not engage in speculative analysis of environmental
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consequences for future unspecified development." (Staff Report, p. 11.) That response,
however, does not withstand legal scrutiny on this administrative record.

"The fair argument test requires the preparation of an EIR where there is substantial
evidence that any aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a
significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is
adverse or beneficial." (County of Sanitation Dist. No. 2 of Los Angeles County v. County of
Kern (2005) 127 Cal. App. 4th 1544, 1580; CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(b)(1).) "The finding of
s̀ignificance' of an environmental effect requires the evaluation of ̀direct physical changes in
the environment [that] may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect
changes in the environment [that] may be caused by the project." (Id. at 1581, CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064(d).)

"The test for the strength of the nexus between the project and in indirect physical
change is whether ̀that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact [that] may be caused by the
project." (lbid., citing CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).) "Under the fair argument test, the
inquiry into what is reasonably foreseeable depends on whether the administrative record
contains enough evidence to show a reasonable possibility that a particular [activity] would
[occur] in the future. (Id. at 1584.) Future direct or indirect project activities are not rendered
speculative by virtue prediction. (Id. at 1586.) "Predicting the physical changes a project will
bring about is an inescapable part of CEQA analysis." (Ibid., citing Planning &Conservation
League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 892, 919 [CEQA compels
reasonable forecasting].) The CEQA Guidelines further provide that: "[d]rafting an EIR or
preparing a negative declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While
forecasting the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and
disclose all that it reasonably can." (CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.)

Here, the administrative record contains more than sufficient evidence of a fair argument
demonstrating the possibility that the Project may ultimately result in transport connections to
Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and other NPS destinations.

The 2011 Draft Final Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation and Education Site Feasibility
Study (May 2011), states: "Given that visitation to Alcatraz Island is limited, the
ferry embarkation site is more than just a transit stop....the Embarkation facility
has the potential to be developed as a gateway to the GGNRA and the NPS as
well as to Alcatraz Island. The offerings at the Embarkation Facility could be
expanded in the future, and the Embarkation Facility itself could become a first-
class, distinct experience for visitors to the GGNRA." (Exhibit D, pp. 1-2-1-3.)

This same Study states that the Project objectives include: "...providing for the
opportunity to connect to other parklands (such as Fort Baker, Fort Mason, and
Muir Woods Monument.)" (Id., p. 4-2.)

• On November 10, 2016, San Francisco's CEQA consultant, Anchor QEA, LLC,
submitted a memorandum to SF Planning providing the Projects Description.
The memo describes the purposes of the Project to include: "....provide a
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connection to other Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) parklands
and orientation to the national park system in general." This memo further
states that the Project would provide "convenient transit connections to other
GGNRA parklands, such as Fort Baker...." It further states that additional ferry
services would "provide visitors the opportunity to visit other parks within the
Bay, including the Fort Baker Pier, Angel Island, or other destinations in San
Francisco Bay in the future." (Exhibit E, pp. 1-3 and 6.)

The revised FMND now concedes that the Project would increase visitors to
Fort Baker, the Marin Headlands and "nearby parklands." (FMND, p. 121.) The
vague reference to "nearly parklands" is unexplained. Moreover, while SF
Planning's report asserts that Fort Baker ferry arriving passengers would
access the Marin Headlands solely by connecting pedestrian trails (Staff
Report, p. 15), no evidence is provided to support this conclusory assertion.

Beyond the foregoing evidence affirmatively demonstrating that future transit
connections from Fort Baker to other NPS sites are reasonably foreseeable, neither the FMND
nor Planning Staff's response provide evidence of any effort by San Francisco, much less the
legally required best efforts, to find out all it can from NPS regarding the foregoing reasonable
possibilities. Moreover, Sausalito attempted to gather such evidence by submitting a Freedom
of Information Act (FOIA) request to NPS. Unfortunately, however, Sausalito's efforts to date
have been stymied by NPS' assertion of baseless objections to Sausalito's FOIA request.
(Exhibits F and G). NPS' conduct thus provides an independent reason for the Planning
Commission to continue this Appeal until such time as NPS complies with Sausalito's FOIA
request and San Francisco complies with its obligation to use its best efforts to find out all it can
regarding future foreseeable Project changes.

Finally, the FMND's description of the Project's environmental setting is legally deficient
for the reasons set forth in the Appeal. Revisions to the PMND reflected in the FMND reveal
two additional defects. First, as noted above, the FMND and Planning Staff concede that Fort
Baker arriving ferry passengers will visit the Marin Headlands. The FMND's description of the
project setting, however, provides no information regarding the Marin Headlands. No
information is provided regarding the pedestrian trails allegedly linking the two parks (Staff
Report, p. 15), including the location, length, condition, and route of such trails, and the extent to
which such trails present potential traffic and/or public safety concerns because they require
crossing of Alexander Avenue. This omission renders the FMND's description of the Projects'
environmental setting inadequate as an informational document. Second, although F8~P
acknowledges in its supplemental traffic report that the Project may generate as many as 32
new private car trips to deliver passengers to and from Sausalito, the FMND's description of the
Projects environmental setting provides no information regarding parking capacity and vehicle
queuing/loading capacity at the Fort Baker pier. This omission impedes the ability of the
Planning Commission and members of the public to meaningfully assess the Project's potential
traffic and circulation impacts, including the ability to devise mitigation measures and/or
alternatives.



Sheppardullir~

San Francisco Planning Commission
February 20, 2018
Page 10

B. The FMND's Analysis of Traffic and Circulation Impacts Is Deficient

As explained above, F&P's original and supplemental analysis is premised on the
FMND's flawed description of the Project as "limiting" Fort Baker ferry service to 40,000 annual
passengers, based solely on two roundtrips on weekends only, with no bicycles allowed on
board departing ferries. Consequently, F&P's findings of less than significant impacts are
unsupported by substantial evidence.

Sausalito's retained traffic engineer has identified several additional inaccuracies and
deficiencies in F&P's analysis and findings. For example, F&Ps supplemental traffic analysis
concludes that Fort Baker ferry service may generate as many as 32 new private vehicles
delivering passengers to and from Sausalito. It further asserts, however, that vehicles returning
to the ferry landing to return to San Francisco "would likely arrive over a more dispersed period
of time prior to the ferry departure, such that vehicles would not arrive simultaneously, drivers
would drop ofF passengers, and queues would not form." (F&P Supplemental Report, p. 6.)
This bare assertion, however is unsupported by analysis, investigation or data. It further defies
logic. Contrary to F8~P's assertion, returning vehicles are in fact more likely to arrive
simultaneously, just prior to the ferry's scheduled departure to San Francisco. Moreover, the
FMND provides no information, much less analysis regarding parking capacity, queuing and
loading capacity and adjacent street access conditions at the Fort Baker pier. A fair argument
thus supports the possibility that Fort Baker ferry service may cause significant traffic and
circulation impacts. This is one of several findings that will be further supported in a report
prepared by Sausalito's traffic engineer that Sausalito will submit to San Francisco's Board of
Supervisors should the Planning Commission deny this Appeal.

Finally, F8~P's supplemental traffic report contends that even if traffic from the Fort Baker
ferry service were to increase congestion in Sausalito, it would not be considered a significant
impact because the City of San Francisco does not use traffic congestion as a metric for
assessing transportation impacts. (F8~P Supplemental Report, p. 7.) However, San Francisco's
policy reflects conditions unique to San Francisco (FMND, p. 65), and thus has no relevance nor
application to the Projects potential traffic and circulation impacts on Sausalito. Moreover, even
if San Francisco's transportation impacts policy had any application to Sausalito, it is well settled
that a public agency may not rely on an adopted threshold of significance as a shield designed
to avoid consideration of evidence presented supporting a fair argument that a certain impact
may be significant notwithstanding the applicable threshold of significance. (Communities fora
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 111-114.)

C. The FMND's Inaccurate Project Description Invalidates Virtually All Of The FMND's
Analysis Regarding Fort Baker Ferry Service

As explained in the Appeal, several of the PMND's findings of less than significant
impacts are premised on an inaccurate description of the Project, and therefore are
unsupported by substantial evidence. The revised FMND and Planning Staff's report do not
cure these deficiencies. Moreover, additional information obtained since the Appeal reveals
additional deficiencies in the FMND. We address two such examples.



Sheppard ~
San Francisco Planning Commission
February 20, 2018
Page 11

The MND Conceals Significant Construction Noise Impacts
Previously Identified By NPS in the FEIS

Table 76 of the FEIS prepared by NPS, copied below, summarized the Project's
construction noise impacts on sensitive receptors at Fort Baker. This Table reveals that at the
Recreational Use Area along the Fort Baker pier, construction noise would exceed the
applicable FTA Daytime Noise Criterion of 100 dBA, reaching a maximum of 108 dBA.
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SF Planning commenced its analysis of this potential impact based on the FEIS, but
then modified those findings to support the decision to prepare a negative declaration rather
than an EIR. For example, SF Planning and its environmental consultants held a meeting on
January 11, 2017 to discuss the CEQA analysis for the Project. The notes from the meeting
show that San Francisco's proposed approach to noise impacts was to "review the analysis
presented in the EIS to determine whether additional analyses are required for CEQA."

SF Planning accordingly followed the noise approach used in the FEIS, even structuring its
impact summary tables in the same way. However, in contrast to the FEIS, the PMND and
FMND delete any discussion of the Project's construction noise impacts on the Recreational
Use Area. Table 19 (Construction Noise At Fort Baker), copied below, deletes the Recreational
Use Area column without any explanation.
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(FMND, p. 87.)a

Moreover, the FMND's modeling shows that construction noise impacts at Fort Baker
would be even greater than was predicted in the FEIS. For example, while the FEIS predicted
maximum construction noise levels of 55 dBA at the USCG Station and Bay Area Discovery
Museum, the FMND reveals they would be 72.8 and 67.1 dBA, respectively, during pile driving.

4 Notably, the column identifying "Recreational Use Area" impacts was selectively deleted

solely from Table 19, addressing Construction Noise Impacts. This column is reintroduced in

Table 20, identifying Operational Noise Impacts, where inclusion of this analysis does not

disclose that the Project will exceed the threshold of significance.
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This indicates that the significant construction noise impact on the Recreational Use Area will be
even greater than disclosed in the FEIS. (Table 19, FEIS, p. 87.)

Table 19 further summarizes the Project's potential construction noise impacts
separately as to "Pile Driving," and "Non-Pile Driving." As to the former, the FMND asserts that
no threshold of significance applies. (See Table 19 [stating Noise Ordinance Threshold "N/A"].)
That approach, however, is unlawful because while a lead agency has discretion to choose an
appropriate threshold of significance, it cannot refuse to apply any threshold whatsoever. Here,
as shown in the FEIS, Fort Baker is a federal property, and the FTA noise standards should be
applied. In fact, the FMND applies the FTA noise standards in the next section analyzing
operational noise impacts. (See Table 20, FMND, pp. 87-88.)

As to "Non-Pile Driving" construction noise, Table 19 purports to rely on the County of
Marin's Noise Ordinance limiting construction to daytime activities. (See FMND, p. 81.) The
FMND contends that by complying with that ordinance, "Non-Pile Driving" construction noise is
less than significant. (See Table 19 [stating "Noise Ordinance Threshold" — "Work restricted to
daytime hours.") However, compliance with a local noise ordinance does not ensure that a
projects CEQA impacts are less than significant. (See Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of
Santa Clara (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 714, 733 ["compliance with [local noise] ordinance does not
foreclose the possibility of significant noise impacts."].)

In summary, the FEIS itself provides substantial evidence of a fair argument that Fort
Baker ferry construction noise will have significant impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, thus
triggering the requirement to prepare an EIR. It is apparent, however, that the FMND
suppresses this information by excluding the data revealed in the FEIS demonstrating this
significant impact. Under CEQA, "stubborn problems" must not be "swept under the rug" as this
destroys "the integrity of the process." (Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach
(2017) 2 Cal.5th 918, 940.)5

2. New Information Reveals Additional Recreation Impacts Not Addressed In
The FMND

As noted above, the revised FMND now states that the Project would increase visitors to
the Marin Headlands and "nearby parklands," but that impacts to these parks would be less than
significant. However, this conclusory assertion is unsupported by analysis or supporting
evidence. The FMND provides no information regarding these parks. No estimates are
provided regarding how many new visitors will visit these parks because of the Project, and by
what means. No information is provided regarding the threshold of significance the FMND
applied to assess such impacts. Nor is any evidence provided demonstrating how Project

5 As an additional and independent legal deficiency, the FMND provides no analysis of
potential noise impacts resulting from construction of the Project's pedestrian pathway,
notwithstanding the fact that this pathway extends substantially closer to sensitive receptors
than the Fort Baker pier.
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impacts fall below this threshold. The FMND therefore is legally inadequate as an informational
document.

D. The FMND Fails To Adequately Analyze And Mitigate Potential Hazards, Pollutants
and Water Quality Impacts

Sausalito explained in its Appeal that the PMND's reliance on compliance with various
regulatory requirements and permits to mitigate potential impacts is insufficient because none
are imposed as enforceable mitigation measures. Planning Staff responds that mitigation
measures are not required where compliance with necessary permits and enforceable
regulations is mandatory and will include specific measures designed to mitigate impacts. (Staff
Report, p. 24.) Not so. The Project's required compliance with regulatory requirements should
be analyzed in the FMND so that the decision makers and members of the public can assess
whether compliance adequately mitigates the Project's potential environmental impacts.
Moreover, each such regulatory requirement must further be identified as an enforceable
mitigation measure, rather than merely as "part of the project." Compression of the analysis of
the project's description and necessary mitigation measures into a single issue violates CEQA.
(Lotus v. Department of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th 645, 656.)

Additionally, the Project's regulatory compliance requirements identified by the Planning
Staff largely pertain to Project construction, and therefore do not fully address Sausalito's stated
concerns regarding potentially significant impacts resulting from Fort Baker ferry service
operations. (Staff Report, p. 24.) ,Moreover, the FMND and the Staff Report fail to adequately
respond to Sausalito's observations that the PMND's reliance on "future plans" to be
"developed" to mitigate the Projects potential impacts contravenes CEQA's prohibition of
deferred mitigation. The Staff Report simply asserts that the FMND "fully adheres" to CEQA's
requirements pertaining to deferred mitigation without addressing the specific examples of
unlawful deferred mitigation identified in the Appeal.

CONCLUSION

As explained in Sausalito's Appeal and the accompanying letter submitted by Sausalito
Mayor Joan Cox, Sausalito is a proponent and great supporter of regional planning solutions.
However, the reduction of impacts on San Francisco and the Golden Gate Bridge cannot result
in increased congestion and overcrowding in Sausalito.

Sausalito encourages the Planning Commission to continue the hearing on this Appeal
to allow time for this Commission and members of the public to review and comprehend the
actual Project as set forth in the Project Contacts. A continuance would additionally allow time
for the agencies to work cooperatively in drafting mitigation measures and considering other
strategies designed to lessen and avoid potentially significant impacts from Fort Baker ferry
construction and operations.
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Sausalito welcomes the opportunity to work collaboratively with NPS and San Francisco.

Very truly yours,

Arthur J. Friedman
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER 8~ HAMPTON ~~P

SMRH:485499734.1

cc: Brian Aviles —National Parks Conservancy
Catherine Barner —Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy
Diane Oshima —Port of San Francisco
Julie Moore — SF Planning Department, Staff Contact
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Arthur Friedman

From: CPC-Record Request <CPC-Record Request@sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, February 5, 2018 11:30 Ati1
To: Alex Merritt; CPC-Record Request
Gc: Arthur Friedman; Mary Wagner
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry

Embarkation Projed,.Case No. 2017-000188ENV

Alegi,
Please see respond below.

Records Requests
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 4Q0 San Francisco, CA 94103
Main: 415.558.6378 ~ www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Prooerty Information Mai

From: Alex Merritt [mailto:amerritt@sheppardmullin.com]
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2018 2:08 PM
To: CPC-RecordRequest
Cc: Arthur Friedman; Mary Wagner
Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project, Case No.
2017-000188ENV

Just following up on this. When can we expel a response?

Thank you,
Alex

Alexander L. Merritt
415.774.2976 ~ dlf2Ct
415.403.6089 ~ direct fax
amerrittCa?sheppardmullin.com ~ Bio

SheppardMullin
Sheppard Mullin Richter &Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 941 1 1-41 09
415.434.9100 ~ main
www.sheppardmullin.com

From: Alex Merritt

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2018 9:47 AM

To: 'CPC-Record Request' <CPC-RecordReauest@sfQov.or~>

Cc: Arthur Friedman <afriedman@sheppardmullin.com>; Mary Wagner <MWa~ner@sausalito.~ov>

Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project, Case No.

2017-000188ENV

Thank you for producing these records. We believe, however, that the production is incomplete. The deficiencies

include, without limitation:



Request 1 seeks all agreements constituting the Project, including the long-term agreement between the Port

and NPS, all proposed concession contracts, and all contracts related to ferry service. Because these agreements

are part of the Project that is being evaluated in the MND, we believe Planning must have copies of these

agreements. Can you please explain why they were not produced, or why Planning does not have them?

-The Planning Department only has the Environmental Evaluation Application describing the project. Whatever

Julie provided from our files is all we have. The agreement and contracts between NPS and the Port have

nothing to do with our CEQA review, therefore, we do not have copies of these.

• Request 9 seeks a copy of the City's PowerPoint presentation from the January 22, 2018 meeting to the BCDC

Design Review Board and Port's Waterfront Design Advisory Committee. I personally attended that meeting and

know that the PowerPoint presentation exists. Can you please explain why it was not produced?

-The Planning Department did not produce any PowerPoint presentation nor did we attend BCQC Design Review

Board and Port's Waterfront Design Advisory Committee meeting. Therefore, we do not have this PowerPoint

presentation.

• The email production entitled "SGeorge Emails Alcatraz Pier 31.5" is missing the attachments. Can you please re-

produce these emails with all attachments.
The emails and attachments c<~uld Ue accessed via this ]ink: httRs:U~les.acrobat.com/a/preview/f596da14-b76f-

4600-8624-ad27af216cb3

Alexander L. Merritt

415.774.2976 ~ direct

415.403.6089 ~ direct fax

amerrittC~shepRardmullin.com ~ Bio

SheppardMullin
Sheppard Mullin Richter &Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 941 1 1-41 09

415.434.9100 ~ main

www.sheppardmullin.com

From: CPC-RecordRequest [mailto:CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.or~]

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 4:42 PM

To: Alex Merritt <amerritt@sheppardmullin.com>; CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sf~ov.org>

Cc: Arthur Friedman <afriedmanC~sheppardmullin.com>; Mary Wagner <MWa~ner@sausalito.~ov>

Subject: RE: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST: Public Records for the Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation Project, Case No.

2017-000188ENV

Mr. Merritt,

Tl~e complete record was produced including the second request.

Records Requests
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Mafn: 415.558.5378 ~ www.sf~lannina.ora
fan Francisco Property Information Map

From: Alex Merritt [mailto:amerrittCa~sheppardmullin:c~m]
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 9:30 AM
To: CPC-RecordRequest
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FEHR~'PEERS

December 4, 2017

Sherie George

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Alcatraz Embarkation Facility —Pier 31-1/2 Circulation Study

(2017-000188ENV) —Final

This letter report presents a study of transportation-related effects and impacts of the proposed

Alcatraz Embarkation Facility and Visitors Center Expansion ("Proposed Project') located at Pier 31-

~/z on the Embarcadero in San Francisco.

Multiple factors led to a decision to enhance and expand the Alcatraz embarkation facilities.

According to the Park Service, the public areas are entirely outdoors and the site has a temporary

visual character that is inappropriate for a National Park. Additionally, visitor demand is expected

to grow in line with a general growth in tourism in San Francisco, and while the current facility could

accommodate this growth, the Proposed Project would provide a more comfortable experience for

visitors.

This letter presents a description and assessment of existing transportation conditions at the project

site including the travel patterns of site visitors and National Park Service (NPS) employees. This is

followed by an assessment of travel demand due to the Proposed Project expansion. Then,

proposed pick-up/drop-off loading facilities and other transportation-related elements of the

Proposed Project are assessed for potential impacts. The report culminates in a set of recommended

improvements.

PRQJECT DESCRIPTION

PIER 31 1/i

Alcatraz Island, a National Historic Landmark, is part of and managed by the Golden Gate National

Recreation Area (GGNRA), a National Park Service (NPS or Park Service) unit that includes numerous

park facilities within the San Francisco Bay Area, including Fort Mason, Fort Baker, Crissy Field,
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FORT BAKER

Figure 5 shows the concept plan for the proposed improvements at Fort Baker. The construction

necessary to establish ferry service at Fort Baker would primarily involve upgrades to the existing

concrete pier, which was constructed for military purposes in the late 1930s. The pier, an extension

of Moore Road, is located at the mouth of Horseshoe Bay at the southern tip of the Fort Baker site.

In addition to structural upgrades, water and lighting utilities would be extended and rerouted to

the pier. Finally, a new pedestrian pathway would be constructed to connect Cavallo Point Lodge

and the Bay Area Discovery Museum with the pier. The proposed path would require updating

existing pedestrian infrastructure on the pier and the path between Cavallo Point Lodge and the

Discovery Museum, as well as constructing an entirely new path, measuring approximately one-

quartermile, between the Discovery Museum and pier. These upgrades would include adding ADA-

compliant ramps to the Murray Circle sidewalk where it intersects the access road between Murray

Circle and McReynolds Road just north of East Road.

It is anticipated that roughly 40,000 visitors pe.r year would travel to Fort Baker from Pier 31'/z under

the Proposed Project. This estimate is based on ferry service that would be limited to two trips per

day and occur only on weekends; a variety of operational and physical constraints, including limited

existing parking at Fort Baker, existing congestion in and around Sausalito; and the fact that Fort

Baker, as a destination by itself, is unlikely to draw enough visitors to justify regular service. No new

parking would be provided at the site to accommodate ferry passengers. There would also be no

ticket sales at Fort Baker, and no shuttle service would be provided to serve ferry passengers.

Cars would still be able to access Moore Road, which connects Center Road with the pier, and the

existing parking near the pier would not be removed. There would be no alterations to parking

anywhere at Fort Baker. Ferry operations would utilize a small portion of the pier on weekends, the

majority of which would remain open for recreational uses including fishing and sightseeing.

Construction is anticipated to begin at Fort Baker in 2023. See full description in Appendix A.
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the Proposed Project's impacts on bicycle conditions would be less than significant. Although the

Proposed Project would have less-than-significant bicycle impacts, the NPS should consider

Improvement Measure TR-4 to provide additional bike parking.

Fort Baker

The Proposed Project will not generate any new bicycle trips at the Fort Baker site, since ferry

passengers will not be permitted to bring a bicycle on-board and rental bicycles are not available

at the site. The new pedestrian pathway would potentially separate pedestrians from bicyclists,

reducing the likelihood for conflicts. The Project would not create potentially hazardous conditions

for cyclists nor interfere with bicycle accessibility in the area. Therefore, the impacts would be less

than significant

PARKING IMPACTS

Pier 31 '/z

On-Site Parking

Under the Proposed Project, off-street parking for staff would be relocated into the interior of the

Pier 31 shed building. Eight tandem parking spaces and three ADA accessible spaces would be

provided. The ADA accessible spaces would be available to staff as well as visitors. Eight unrestricted

spaces is a reduction from the current staff parking supply and would not accommodate the staff

parking demand observed during the June 2017 site visit. During the mid-day period, 12 staff

vehicles were parked in the on-site lot. The unmet staff parking demand would either move to off-

site lots or shift to another mode of travel. This change does not create a substantial parking deficit

and in the event that these staff continue to drive, their parking needs could be accommodated by

the observed supply in nearby lots.

Off-Site Parking

As shown in Table 7, the Proposed Project would increase parking demand by approximately eight

spaces during the peak utilization period (12:OOPM — 3:OOPM). The 2013 EIS found that there are

1,125 off-street and 690 on-street parking spots within one-quarter mile of Pier 31 '/z. During the

peak utilization period parking was, on average 80 percent occupied. Spot checks performed by

Fehr &Peers in June 2017 of on-street and off-street parking showed that parking conditions have

not substantially changed since the 2013 analysis. Given parking supply and observed utilization
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The Service's ridership projections for the Alcatraz and Angel Island ferry reflect the Alcatraz visitation limits
imposed by the Service, discussed previously. Given these Eimits, the maximum number of visitors the
Concessioner may transport to Alcatraz Island by passenger.ferry annually is approximately 1.8 million, and
the maximum number of Park Cruise passengers annually is 90,000. The Service plans to enforce the
visitation limits presented in this Business Opportunity during the term of the Draft Contract. Therefore, as

part of financial projections, Offerors must not project ridership exceeding visitation limits described herein.

The Alcatraz and Angel Island Hop Ferry projected revenue range presented in Exhibit 9 do not include
Alcatraz Audio Tour fees, FLREA Expanded Amenity'Fee, Behind-the-Scenes tour, or any Angel Island fees
that do not contribute to the Concessioner's revenue.

FLEET SIZE AND MINIMUM VESSEL REQUIREMENTS

The Concessioner must provide and use a minimum of four passenger ferry vessels to provide the Required
Services under the Draft Contract. The vessels must have the following minimum passenger capacities in
order to provide for a comfortable, high quality visitor experience and also to ensure adequate capacity for

return trips:

• Vessel 1: 700 passengers
• Vessel 2: 700 passengers
• Vessel 3: 500 passengers
• Vessel 4: 500 passengers

In addition, the Concessioner must use vessels that conform to the vessel minimum requirements described in

detail in the Draft Contract Section 8(E)(2) and (3) and in Exhibit B (Operating Plan) Section 5(G) Minimum
Vessel Requirements. The minimum vessel requirements require, among other things, the Concessioner to
use EPA-certified Tier 3 propulsion and auxiliary engines within 36 months (1,096 days) following the
effective date of the Draft Contract. The Concessioner may use additional vessels, as approved by the Service,

as long as they conform to requirements specified in the Graft Contract and Exhibit B (Operating Plan).

RENT PAID TO PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO

The Lease between the Port and the Concessioner describes the percentage rent and additional rent the
Concessioner will pay directly to~the Port for use of the San Francisco Embarkation Site throughout the term

of the Draft Contract. Exhibit 10 summarizes this information.
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Predecisional Draft —Not for Public Distribution
Draft Finai Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation and Education Site Feasibility Study

Criterion 11. Site minunizes travel time to
Alcatraz Island to less than 15 minutes

(critical).

Criterion le. Site offers opportunity for

incorporating sustainability (value-added).

Criterion lf. Site has adequate space to

support operational activities (storage,

deliveries, staff, etc.) (5,500 square feet is

critical; 10,900 square feet is value-added).

Criterion lg. Site ensures availability. of

administrative parking spaces within one

block (five spaces is critical; ten spaces is

value-added).

Objective 2. Allow for development of an

immediately identifiable, distinct, first-class

NPS visitor welcome area. This includes a site

that allows a clearly defined sense of arrival,

the setting of which is in keeping with a

National Park site and an authentic Alcatraz

Island experience; a site that ensures that NPS

can define all aspects of the visitor experience,

from pre-arrival to departure; a site that

allows NPS the flexibility to modify and

define interpretive materials, indoor and

outdoor space, signage, and other features of

the site; and a site that accommodates

emerging technologies, growth, and visitor

needs without unnecessary delays in

approvals.

Criterion 2a. Building permit is provided

with long-term lease of~ a non-NPS site that

supports permanent installation of exhibits

and facilities as deemed necessary 'by NPS

(critical).

Criterion 2b. Facilities dedicated to NPS

sole use for the Embarkation Facility

(critical).

Criterion 2d. Immediately adjacent uses

(current and planned) are compatible with

the NPS mission and desired visitor

experience (critical).

Criterion 2e. View of Alcatraz Island

desirable (a) from Embarkation Facility and

(b) immediately after dispatch (value-

added).

Objective 3. Provide adequate visitor support

space and facilities to offer a comfortable, fully

accessible, and welcoming experience,

including a portal to the GGNRA that begins

to connect visitors waiting for a ferry or

visiting the site to the stories of Alcatraz

Island, GGNRA, NPS, and the natural and

cultural history of the San Francisco Bay

Area, while accommodating visitor flow to and

through the site without confusion.

Criterion 3a. Adequate space to present

desired programming (as detailed in the

Space Planning Model), including the

ability to develop indoor, covered, and

weather-protected space as well as outdoor

space (critical and value-added).

Criterion 3b. Other events or nearby land

use and related pedestrians or vehicles do

not unduly confuse or impede Alcatraz

Island visitors (value-added).

Criterion 3c. Capacity for a third berth that

could connect visitors to other destinations

(value-added).

Objective 4. Ensure convenient alternative

access to the Alcatraz Island departure site

through a variety o£ transportation modes,

while providing for the opportunity to connect

to other parklands (such as Fort Baker, Fort

Mason, and Muir Woods National Monument).

Criterion 2c. The NPS would have the

ability to make required improvements to

the exterior of: assigned space to create

highly visible and identifiable NPSlAlcatraz

Island iconic architectural elements

(critical).

~ The Space Planning Model is described in Section 4.2

and Appendix A. Based on a variety of factors, the

model presents tie critical and value-added square

footage that would be required at each site in order to

satiefy NPS goals and objectives for the Embarkation

Facility.

R:\t 1 Alcatraz~EFS.docx 4-2
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operations are used to offset rent for the concessioner's pier leased from the Port, which reduces the

amount available for improvements on Alcatraz Island or at other GGNRA parklands.

The Alcatraz ferry embarkation site and associated facilities should serve as a gateway to

GGNRA, reflecting the Park Service's identity and providing a quality experience for visitors.

Under the current scenario, the condition of the existing embarkation site reduces the quality of the

visitor experience. The existing embarkation site is on property that the concessioner has leased from

the Port and is outside of GGNRA boundaries. Nevertheless, that embarkation site is the beginning

and end point of the transportation services provided to the visiting public, and therefore is an

integral part of the visitor services provided under the concession contract. Consequently, the Park

Service has an interest in reviewing elements of the embarkation site facilities for purposes of

considering their impact on the interpretation of GGNRA to the visiting public (including visitor

appreciation and understanding of the resource). These elements include, for example, signs, logos,

colors, or other means of demarcating the existing site as the Park Service's official Alcatraz Island

departure location. Lack of formal authority, in combination with changing adjacent commercial uses

and developments, hinders the Park Service's ability to create a clear sense of identity and quality

visitor support services at the Alcatraz ferry embarkation site.

The Alcatraz ferry embarkation site should provide the space, circulation, and interpretive

materials to appropriately and effectively orient visitors to Alcatraz Lsland and GGNRA. NPS

policy is to provide public access and opportunities for all to enjoy and to learn about park

resources. In its current configuration, space is unavailable at Pier 31~/z to provide appropriate

interpretive exhibits or an orientation to Alcatraz Island and GGNRA for visitors prior to departing for

the island. These interpretive and orientation opportunities are also key for visitors wishing to visit

Alcatraz Island but unable to secure reservations. The visitor facility does not currently provide a

genuine park portal to GGNRA, and as such, many visitors or aspiring visitors to Alcatraz Island are

unaware of the other recreational and educational opportunities provided by GGNRA.

The Alcatraz ferry embarkation site may provide a valuable opportunity for cross-bay ferry

service to other GGNRA parklands. Convenient transit connections to other GGNRA parklands,

such as Fort Baker, are currently unavailable from the existing ferry embarkation site. NPS policy

promotes alternative transportation access that is energy conserving, convenient, and that provides

multiple travel options for visitors. Increasing numbers of park visitors choose to use transit, do not

have an automobile, and perceive travel by ferry as an enjoyable experience. The potential to add

another (third) berth and promote additional special-event services to the ferry embarkation site

would further enhance this opportunity.

Project Description

The Project retains the current Alcatraz ferry embarkation site at Pier 311h and proposes

improvements to the existing facility. It would use the historic Pier 31 north and south bulkhead
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Via Electronic Mail and Hand Delivery

President Hillis
Members of the Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Lisa.gibson(c(~sfqov.orq

Sheppard, Mullin, Richter &Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17°i Floor
San Francisco, California 94111-4109
415.434.9100 main
415.434.3947 fax
v~nvw.sheppardm ull in.com

Arthur J. Friedman
415.774.2985 direct
afriedman@sheppardmull in.com

File Number: 56RZ-257264

Re: Supplement To Appeal of Preliminary/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration For Alcatraz
Ferry Embarkation Project (Case No. 2017-000188EN~

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission

On behalf of the City of Sausalito (Sausalito), we provide the following additional
comments and evidence to supplement Sausalito's appeal submitted on December 27, 2017
(Appeal) in advance of the Planning Commission's February 22, 2018 Appeal hearing.

SUMMARY OF CONCERNS

As explained in the Appeal, Sausalito's concerns regarding the Alcatraz Ferry
Embarkation Project (Project) are limited to its authorization of new ferry service from Pier 31 'h
in San Francisco to Fort Baker, located adjacent to Sausalito, under contracts that may extend
for fifty (50) years.

The Project purportedly analyzed in the proposed Final Mitigated Negative Declaration
(FMND)' consists of: (1) a draft 30-year (plus two additional 10-year options, for a total of 50
years) "General Agreement" between the City and County of San Francisco, operating by and
through the San Francisco Port Commission (Port) and the United States Department of the
Interior, National Park Service (NPS) (Master Agreement); (2) a draft concession contract
befinreen NPS and the selected ferry concessioner (Concession Contract); and (3) a draft lease

' The San Francisco Planning Department (SF Planning) issued a Preliminary Mitigated
Negative Declaration (PMND) on December 6, 2017. On February 15, 2018, SF Planning
issued a revised, Draft Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, supported by SF Planning's Staff
Report dated February 15, 2018.
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between the Port and the selected ferry concessioner (Port Lease) (collectively referred to
herein as the "Project Contracts").2

The Planning Commission's task and obligation under California's Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) includes, among other things, to assess whether the proposed FMND accurately
describes and adequately analyzes the proposed Project. Here, however, the Planning
Commission cannot accomplish this task because the Project Contracts are not included in the
Planning Staff's materials regarding this item. This omission further renders it impossible for
members of the public to meaningfully consider the adequacy of San Francisco's environmental
review regarding the Projects potential impacts, in violation of CEQA's mandatory information
disclosure requirements.

Sausalito discovered since filing the Appeal that SF Planning never reviewed, much less
analyzed the content of the Project Contracts during its environmental review of the Project and
preparation of the FMND. On February 1, 2018, SF Planning responded to Sausalito's request
for an explanation regarding why no Project Contracts were produced in response to Sausalito's
Public Records Act Request (PRA) as follows:

The Planning Department only has the Environmental Application describing the
project. Whatever Julie [Moore] provided from our files is all we have. The
agreement and contracts between NPS and the Port have nothing to do
with our CEQA review, therefore, we do not have copies of these.

(Attached as Exhibit A [emphasis added].) The flaw in this reasoning, of course, is that under
CEQA, the "project' refers to the "underlying activity for which approval is being sought," which
in this case is the Project Contracts. (City of Long Beach v. City of Los Angeles (2018) 19 Cal.
App. 5th 465, * 9 (Jan. 12, 2018.) It is impossible for SF Planning to assure the accuracy of the
Project's description, and therefore the adequacy of environmental review in the absence of the
Project Contracts. This case vividly illustrates the consequences of conducting environmental
review in a vacuum, without the benefit of the documents constituting the underlying activity for
which approval is being sought.

As explained in greater detail below, the FMND is legally deficient largely because the
"project description" does not accurately describe the actual Project as reflected in the Project
Contracts. This inaccurate project description consequently distorts and invalidates virtually all
of the FMND's environmental analysis regarding Fort Baker ferry service. As examples:

• The FMND's project description states: "[t]rips to Fort Baker would be limited to
two per day and would occur on weekends only." (FMND, p. 17.)

However, there is no limit on the frequency of ferry service to Fort Baker in any
of the Project Contracts. To the contrary, the Concession Contract provides
that passenger ferry service shall be determined by the Operating Plan that

2 On January 31, 2018, NPS released its Prospectus for the Project containing the draft
Project Contracts.
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NPS may modify at its discretion. (Concession Contract, pp. 4-5.) The Draft
Operating Plan similarly contains no limitation regarding the number of ferry
trips to Fort Baker. Moreover, not addressed in the FMND, the Project
Contracts additionally authorize unlimited charter ferry services to Fort Baker for
conferences and other special events. (Concession Contract, p. 4, Draft
Operating Plan, p. B-12.)

The FMND's project description states that a "maximum" of 40,000 visitors per
year would travel by ferries to Fort Baker. (FMND, p. 20.) SF Planning Staff's
report dated February 15, 2018 for this hearing similarly states: "[a]s defined in
the PMND project description, the Fort Baker ferry service would be limited to a
maximum of 40,000 passengers annually." (Planning Staff Report, p. 14.) San
Francisco's traffic consultant, Fehr and Peers (F&P), therefore analyzed the
Project's potential transportation and circulation impacts premised on this
alleged "IimiY' of 40,000 annual passengers. F&P's original report explained
that this assumed maximum limit is "based on ferry service that would be limited
to two trips day and occur only on weekends," and the "fact that Fort Baker, as
a destination by itself, unlikely to draw enough visitors to justify regular service."
(Exhibit B, p. 10.)

However, as explained above, the Project Contracts impose no limit on the
amount of regular ferry service to Fort Baker, and further authorize unlimited
ferry charter service to Fort Baker that was neither described nor analyzed in
the FMND. Moreover, the revised FMND now concedes that Fort Baker ferry
passengers are not drawn solely by the attractions at Fort Baker itself, but
rather additionally by access to the Marin Headlands, other regional parks and
Sausalito. (FMND, pp. 121-122.) The assumptions underlying F&P's less than
significant impacts findings therefore are unsupported by substantial evidence.

• The FMND's project description states that ferry service to Fort Baker would be
provided by a variety of vessels ranging from 125 to 350 passenger capacity.
(FMND, p. 17) The FMND's analysis of the Project's impacts accordingly was
premised on this assumed vessel size. (Staff Report, p. 14.)

However, the Draft Operating Plan provides that, at a minimum, the
concessioner must provide a total of four (4) passenger vessels: two vessels
with a minimum passenger capacity of 700 passengers each; and two vessels
with a minimum passenger capacity of 500 persons each. (Draft Operating
Plan, p. B-13.) The NPS' Prospectus publication entitled "Business
Opportunity," includes this identical description of "Fleet Size and Minimum
Vessel Requirements." (Exhibit C, p. 16.)

• In apparent recognition of the fact that the Project Contracts impose no limits on
bicycles boarding ferries destined for Fort Baker, the FMND's project
description was revised to clarify that "there are no plans to accommodate
bicycles on the ferry boats." (FMND, p. 17. [emphasis added]) This revision,
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however, reveals that the FMND's finding that the Project would cause no
significant transportation and circulation impacts from bicycles is inaccurate and
unsupported by substantial evidence. The FMND and F&P's report explain that
the analysis of this potential impact was premised on the false assumption that
"the proposed project would not generate any new bicycle trips at the Fort
Baker site because ferry passengers will not be permitted to bring bicycles on
board ferries from Pier 31 '/2....." (FMND, p. 76; see also F&P report, Exhibit
B, p. 53.)

It is entirely foreseeable that bicycles will be allowed to board ferries destined
for Fort Baker during the 50-year life of the Project, particularly because of the
Projects stated objective to improve "connectivity" to the Marin Headlands and
nearby parklands (FMND, p. 121). Impacts from this potential use therefore
must be analyzed.

The foregoing examples reveal that the Planning Commission may not lawfully approve
the FMND in its current form. (City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.
App. 4th 398, 406 ["The negative declaration is inappropriate where the agency has failed either
to provide an accurate project description or to gather information and undertake an adequate
environmental analysis."].) At a minimum, the Planning Commission must impose additional
mitigation measures on the Project in response to the foregoing potentially significant impacts,
including without limitation, the following:

1. No bicycles shall be permitted on ferries departing from Pier 31 '/ arriving directly or
indirectly at Fort Baker. Bicycles shall be permitted, however, on ferries departing at
Fort Baker. The departing ferries shall have the capacity to accommodate up to 50
bicycles each.

2. For any ferry arriving in Fort Baker with [ to be provided by Sausalito's traffic engineer
or more passengers, therefore creating the potential for significant traffic, circulation and
public safety impacts in Sausalito from passengers subsequently traveling to Sausalito in
private cars for hire, there shall be connecting shuttle service to Sausalito to meet
demand. This connecting shuttle service departing from Fort Baker shall be available
only for ferry-connecting passengers, and shall be free of charge for these passengers.3

3. For any connecting shuttle service provided from Fort Baker to Sausalito, return shuttle
service shall be provided from downtown Sausalito to connect with ferries departing from

3 Sausalito has retained a traffic engineer to determine the appropriate threshold trigger for this
mitigation measure. Sausalito's traffic engineer takes issue with F&P's methodology and
findings, and has concluded that Fort Baker ferry service may cause several significant
transportation and circulation impacts. Sausalito will submit this evidence in the administrative
record, adding to the existing evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project may cause
significant impacts, in the event that the Planning Commission denies this Appeal.
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Fort Baker to San Francisco. These shuttles shall each have the capacity to transport a
minimum of 20 bicycles.

4. Commencing with ferry service to Fort Baker, the National Park Service (NPS) shall
provide Sausalito with quarterly reports regarding Fort Baker ferry ridership (in-bound
and out-bound, including all passenger transport, charter ferries and/or other
interpretative cruises), as well as ridership information, pedestrian and bicycles,
regarding the connecting shuttle services (in-bound and out-bound).

5. In the event that shuttle/bus or other public transportation link is commenced from Fort
Baker to Muir Woods, or any other destination, all such traffic shall be directed
exclusively to the Alexander Avenue/101 Northbound on-ramp, and shall not travel
through Sausalito.

6. If ferry service from Pier 31 '/z to Fort Baker exceeds 40,000 passengers for any
calendar year, NPS and/or the Port of San Francisco (Port) shall fund a study, to be
conducted and overseen by Sausalito, on the additional ferry service's potential
transportation and/or public safety impact on Sausalito. Based on the findings of the
study, NPS and/or the Port shall contribute their fair share to fund infrastructure and
other improvements to mitigate impacts identified in the study caused by ferry service to
Fort Baker.

SAUSALITO'S REQUEST

Sausalito's Appeal requested that San Francisco either prepare an Environmental
I mpact Report (EIR) to analyze the Project, or alternatively, sever the proposed Fort Baker ferry
service from the Project. As an alternative, however, San Francisco may adopt additional
mitigation measures to ensure that the Projects Fort Baker ferry service will have less than
significant impacts.

As explained in the accompanying letter submitted by Sausalito Mayor Joan Cox,
Sausalito is engaged in discussions with NPS regarding potential mitigation measures to be
added to the Project to address the concerns addressed above and others. Sausalito therefore
requests that the Planning Commission continue this hearing regarding the Appeal for at least
30 days. This extension would allow time for each of the public agencies and their respective
engineers to work collaboratively to draft mitigation measures and employ other strategies
designed to cure the FMND's current CEQA deficiencies and therefore resolve Sausalito's
concerns. Alternatively, the Planning Commission may simply grant this Appeal and reject the
proposed FMND for the Project.
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THE OMISSION OF THE PROJECT CONTRACTS VIOLATES CEQA'S MANDATORY
PUBLIC DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS

San Francisco's failure to disclose the Project Contracts to the public and include them
with Planning Staff's materials regarding the Appeal violates CEQA's mandatory public
disclosure and public participation requirements by thwarting both the Planning Commission's
and the public's ability to meaningfully assess and/or modify the Project to minimize or avoid
potentially significant environmental impacts.

"Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process..." (Concerned Citizens of
Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32"d Disfrict Agricultural Association (1987) 42 Cal. 3d 929, 935.) "The
`privileged position' that members of the public hold in the CEQA process is based on a belief
that citizens can make important contributions to environmental protection and on notions of
democratic decision-making." (!d. at 936.) "CEQA compels an interactive process of
assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be
genuine. It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the
scope, purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to
unforeseen insights that emerge from the process." (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles
(1984) 160 Cal. App. 3d 1178, 1185.) "In short, a project must be open for public discussion
and subject to agency modification during the CEQA process. This process helps demonstrate
to the public that the agency has in fact analyzed and considered the environmental implications
of its action." (Ibid., citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 86.)

The Planning Commission therefore may not lawfully approve the FMND without first
providing both itself and members of the public sufficient notice and opportunity to review and
consider the Project Contracts.

SAN FRANCISCO FAILED TO COMPLY WITH SPECIAL CONSULTATION REQUIREMENTS
THAT APPLY TO THIS PROJECT OF STATEWIDE, REGIONAL, OR AREAWIDE

SIGNIFICANCE

Sausalito demonstrated in the Appeal that San Francisco was required to consult with
Sausalito in the same manner as a "responsible agency" because the Project is one of
"Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance," and because Sausalito is a public agency with
transportation facilities within its jurisdiction which could be affected by the Project.

SF Planning contends in response that the Project has no such significance because the
PMND determined that the Project would have less than significant impacts, and even if the
Project had such significance, CEQA's consultation requirements for such projects apply only to
the preparation of EIRs rather than negative declarations. (Staff Report, p. 4.) Both
contentions, however, are incorrect.

First, contrary to SF Planning's claim, the PMND's finding that the Project's impacts
would be less than significant is not relevant to the determination regarding whether a Project
qualifies as one of Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance. CEQA sets a Iower threshold,
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and defines such projects broadly to include those that "substantially affect," among other
things, sensitive wildlife habitats, bays and estuaries. Such is the case with the Project here.

Second, contrary to SF Planning's claim, Public Resources Code section 21082.1
expressly imposes on lead agencies the procedural requirements applicable to projects of
Statewide, Regional or Areawide Significance in connection with their preparation of EIRs or
negative declarations. (Pub. Res. Code § 21082.1, subd. (c)(4)(C).) In fact, SF Planning's
interpretation is refuted by CEQA Guidelines section 15096(a) and (b), which explain that San
Francisco was required to consult with Sausalito regarding this project of Statewide, Regional or
Areawide Significance in part to assist in the determination regarding whether an EIR or
negative declaration should be prepared.

Finally, SF Planning contends that it sent Sausalito a Notice of Availability of and Intent
to Adopt a Negative Declaration on December 6, 2017. However, Sausalito has no record of
receiving this notice.

THE REVISED FMND AND STAFF RESPONSE DO NOT CURE THE NUMEROUS CEQA
DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED IN THE APPEAL

Sausalito hereby incorporates its Appeal letter dated December 27, 2017. Neither the
revised FMND nor SF Planning Staff's February 15, 2018 report cure the deficiencies identified
therein. We further address select examples of these remaining deficiencies, without waiver of
issues previously raised but not addressed again below.

A. The FMND's Project Description Is Inaccurate And Legally Deficient

As explained above and in Sausalito's original Appeal letter, the FMND's project
description is deeply flawed and inaccurate in numerous respects. These inaccuracies likely
derive from the fact that SF Planning has never reviewed the Project Contracts, and instead has
relied exclusively on NPS's description provided in its application materials. The FMND's
inaccurate project description renders the FMND legally inadequate. The court in City of
Redlands, supra, 96 Cal. App. 4th at 404-406 explained:

An accurate and complete project description is necessary for intelligent
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the agency's action. Only
through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public
decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost,
consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the
proposal...and weigh other alternatives in the balance.

The FMND's project description is further deficient because it fails to describe and
consider the project as a whole, including reasonably foreseeable expansion of the project to
include transport connections to the Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and/or other NPS
destinations. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(a).) SF Planning states in response that "CEQA
provides that the PMND need not engage in speculative analysis of environmental
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consequences for future unspecified development." (Staff Report, p. 11.) That response,
however, does not withstand legal scrutiny on this administrative record.

"The fair argument test requires the preparation of an EIR where there is substantial
evidence that any aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a
significant effect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the project is
adverse or beneficial." (County of Sanitation Dist. No. 2 of Los Angeles County v. County of
Kem (2005) 127 Cal. App. 4th 1544, 1580; CEQA Guidelines, § 15063(b)(1).) "The finding of
s̀ignificance' of an environmental effect requires the evaluation of ̀direct physical changes in
the environment [that] may be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect
changes in the environment [that] may be caused by the project." (Id. at 1581, CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064(d).)

"The test for the strength of the nexus between the project and in indirect physical
change is whether ̀that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact [that] may be caused by the
project." (Ibid., citing CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(d)(3).) "Under the fair argument test, the
inquiry into what is reasonably foreseeable depends on whether the administrative record
contains enough evidence to show a reasonable possibility that a particular [activity] would
[occur] in the future. (Id. at 1584.) Future direct or indirect project activities are not rendered
speculative by virtue prediction. (Id. at 1586.) "Predicting the physical changes a project will
bring about is an inescapable part of CEQA analysis." (Ibid., citing Planning &Conservation
League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 892, 919 [CEQA compels
reasonable forecasting].) The CEQA Guidelines further provide that: "[d]rafting an EIR or
preparing a negative declaration necessarily involves some degree of forecasting. While
forecasting the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and
disclose all that it reasonably can." (CEQA Guidelines, § 15144.)

Here, the administrative record contains more than sufficient evidence of a fair argument
demonstrating the possibility that the Project may ultimately result in transport connections to
Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and other NPS destinations.

The 2011 Draft Final Alcatraz Ferry Embarkation and Education Site Feasibility
Study (May 2011), states: "Given that visitation to Alcatraz Island is limited, the
ferry embarkation site is more than just a transit stop....the Embarkation facility
has the potential to be developed as a gateway to the GGNRA and the NPS as
well as to Alcatraz Island. The offerings at the Embarkation Facility could be
expanded in the future, and the Embarkation Facility itself could become a first-
class, distinct experience for visitors to the GGNRA." (Exhibit D, pp. 1-2-1-3.)

This same Study states that the Project objectives include: "...providing for the
opportunity to connect to other parklands (such as Fort Baker, Fort Mason, and
Muir Woods Monument.)" (ld., p. 4-2.)

• On November 10, 2016, San Francisco's CEQA consultant, Anchor QEA, LLC,
submitted a memorandum to SF Planning providing the Projects Description.
The memo describes the purposes of the Project to include: "....provide a
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connection to other Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) parklands
and orientation to the national park system in general." This memo further
states that the Project would provide "convenient transit connections to other
GGNRA parklands, such as Fort Baker...." It further states that additional ferry
services would "provide visitors the opportunity to visit other parks within the
Bay, including the Fort Baker Pier, Angel Island, or other destinations in San
Francisco Bay in the future." (Exhibit E, pp. 1-3 and 6.)

The revised FMND now concedes that the Project would increase visitors to
Fort Baker, the Marin Headlands and "nearby parklands." (FMND, p. 121.) The
vague reference to "nearly parklands" is unexplained. Moreover, while SF
Planning's report asserts that Fort Baker ferry arriving passengers would
access the Marin Headlands solely by connecting pedestrian trails (Staff
Report, p. 15), no evidence is provided to support this conclusory assertion.

Beyond the foregoing evidence affirmatively demonstrating that future transit
connections from Fort Baker to other NPS sites are reasonably foreseeable, neither the FMND
nor Planning Staff's response provide evidence of any effort by San Francisco, much less the
legally required best efforts, to find out all it can from NPS regarding the foregoing reasonable
possibilities. Moreover, Sausalito attempted to gather such evidence by submitting a Freedom
of Information Act (FOIA) request to NPS. Unfortunately, however, Sausalito's efforts to date
have been stymied by NPS' assertion of baseless objections to Sausalito's FOIA request.
(Exhibits F and G). NPS' conduct thus provides an independent reason for the Planning
Commission to continue this Appeal until such time as NPS complies with Sausalito's FOIA
request and San Francisco complies with its obligation to use its best efforts to find out all it can
regarding future foreseeable Project changes.

Finally, the FMND's description of the Project's environmental setting is legally deficient
for the reasons set forth in the Appeal. Revisions to the PMND reflected in the FMND reveal
two additional defects. First, as noted above, the FMND and Planning Staff concede that Fort
Baker arriving ferry passengers will visit the Marin Headlands. The FMND's description of the
project setting, however, provides no information regarding the Marin Headlands_. No
information is provided regarding the pedestrian trails allegedly linking the two parks (Staff
Report, p. 15), including the location, length, condition, and route of such trails, and the extent to
which such trails present potential traffic and/or public safety concerns because they require
crossing of Alexander Avenue. This omission renders the FMND's description of the Projects'
environmental setting inadequate as an informational document. Second, although F&P
acknowledges in its supplemental traffic report that the Project may generate as many as 32
new private car trips to deliver passengers to and from Sausalito, the FMND's description of the
Project's environmental setting provides no information regarding parking capacity and vehicle
queuing/loading capacity at the Fort Baker pier. This omission impedes the ability of the
Planning Commission and members of the public to meaningfully assess the Project's potential
traffic and circulation impacts, including the ability to devise mitigation measures and/or
alternatives.
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B. The FMND's Analysis of Traffic and Circulation Impacts Is Deficient

As explained above, F&P's original and supplemental analysis is premised on the
FMND's flawed description of the Project as "limiting" Fort Baker ferry service to 40,000 annual
passengers, based solely on two roundtrips on weekends only, with no bicycles allowed on
board departing ferries. Consequently, F&P's findings of less than significant impacts are
unsupported by substantial evidence.

Sausalito's retained traffic engineer has identified several additional inaccuracies and
deficiencies in F&P's analysis and findings. For example, F8~Ps supplemental traffic analysis
concludes that Fort Baker ferry service may generate as many as 32 new private vehicles
delivering passengers to and from Sausalito. It further asserts, however, that vehicles returning
to the ferry landing to return to San Francisco "would likely arrive over a more dispersed period
of time prior to the ferry departure, such that vehicles would not arrive simultaneously, drivers
would drop off passengers, and queues would not form." (F&P Supplemental Report, p. 6.)
This bare assertion, however is unsupported by analysis, investigation or data. It further defies
logic. Contrary to F8~P's assertion, returning vehicles are in fact more likely to arrive
simultaneously, just prior to the ferry's scheduled departure to San Francisco. Moreover, the
FMND provides no information, much less analysis regarding parking capacity, queuing and
loading capacity and adjacent street access conditions at the Fort Baker pier. A fair argument
thus supports the possibility that Fort Baker ferry service may cause significant traffic and
circulation impacts. This is one of several findings that will be further supported in a report
prepared by Sausalito's traffic engineer that Sausalito will submit to San Francisco's Board of
Supervisors should the Planning Commission deny this Appeal.

Finally, F&P's supplemental traffic report contends that even if traffic from the Fort Baker
ferry service were to increase congestion in Sausalito, it would not be considered a significant
impact because the City of San Francisco does not use traffic congestion as a metric for
assessing transportation impacts. (F8~P Supplemental Report, p. 7.) However, San Francisco's
policy reflects conditions unique to San Francisco (FMND, p. 65), and thus has no relevance nor
application to the Project's potential traffic and circulation impacts on Sausalito. Moreover, even
if San Francisco's transportation impacts policy had any application to Sausalito, it is well settled
that a public agency may not rely on an adopted threshold of significance as a shield designed
to avoid consideration of evidence presented supporting a fair argument that a certain impact
may be significant notwithstanding the applicable threshold of significance. (Communities for a
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 111-114.)

C. The FMND's Inaccurate Project Description Invalidates Virtually All Of The FMND's
Analysis Regarding Fort Baker Ferry Service

As explained in the Appeal, several of the PMND's findings of less than significant
impacts are premised on an inaccurate description of the Project, and therefore are
unsupported by substantial evidence. The revised FMND and Planning Staff's report do not
cure these deficiencies. Moreover, additional information obtained since the Appeal reveals
additional deficiencies in the FMND. We address two such examples.
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o' '^ ̂'~~. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

A

o Golden Gate National Recreation Area

,moo Fort Mason, San Francisco, CA 94123

IN REPLY REFER TO:
9.0 (GOGA-CP)
NPS-2018-00372

January 30, 2018

Mr. Arthur J. Friedman
Via email: afriedman@sheppardmullin.com
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter &Hampton LLP
Four Embarcadero Center, 17th Floor
San Francisco, California 941 11-4109

Dear Mr. Friedman:

We aze writing to acknowledge your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, dated January
23, 2018,. and have assigned it control number NPS-2018-00372. Please cite this number in any
future communications regarding your request. Please note this request. has not been perfected as
we require additional information from you.

You requested documents "relating to the Alcatraz Ferry Enrbarkatron Project- (Project) proposed by the
National Park Service (NPS) within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area in Califorf~ia, including:

I. All agreente~:ts constituting the proposed Project, including without limitation the proposed long-
term agreement between NPS and the`Porl ojSan Francisco (Port), and all proposed concession
contracts relating to Project, including corrtracls relating to ferry services !o be provided as part
of the Project.

1. All documents and communications relating to NPS' analysis of potential environmental impacts
resulting from the Project's proposal to establish limited ferry service between Pier 31 %and the
existing Fort Baker pier.

3. Al! documents and comttrunications relating to NPS' analysis of potential enviro~r»rental i»rpacts
resulting from the Project's proposal to provide interpretive cruises arow~d San Francisco Bay.

4. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential or
proposed projects, relating to improvements to the existing Fort Baker pier.

5. All documents and canmunications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential or
proposed projects, relating to ferry service to Fart Baker.

6. All documents and communications relating to any existing or future plans, or potential or
proposed projects, relating to transporting or facilitating the transportation ojpersons from Fort
Baker to the Marin Headlands.

~. All documents and communications relati~~g to airy existing or future plans, or pote~itial or
proposed projects, relating to transporting or facilitating the transportation oJpersons frorrT Forl
Baker to Muir Woods.

8. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation that the Port, NPS, and/or the Golden Gate National
Parks Conservancy presented at the January 22, 2018 joint meeting of the Bay Co»servation and
Developi~ient Commission's Design Reviex~ Board and the Port's Waterfront Design Advisory



Committee.
9. All documents and communications related to the Project's proposed "Queue 2. "
10. Al! documents and communications related to the Project's proposed inlerpretive exhibit

regarding "GGNRA Trailhead Info. "
I1. All documents and communications related to the Project 's proposed signage at Qtreue 2

regarding "GGNRA Destinations. "

The FOIA requires that requests describe the records sought with sufficient detail to allow an
agency employee familiar with the subject area of the request to locate the records with a
reasonable aznount of effort. Your request does not adequately describe the records sought;
therefore, we are unable to process it at this time. If you wish to pursue your request, please
provide additional details, such as:

• Date range pazameters,
• Key search terms,
• A list of record custodians and/or,
• Limiting the search to electronic records

According to our regulations, if we do not receive your written response clarifying what records
you are looking for within 20 workdays from the date of this letter, we will presume that you are
no longer interested in pursuing your request, we will not be able to comply with your request,
and we will close our file on it. See 43 C.F.R. § 2.5(d).

Fee categories are determined by requester type, o£ which there aze three: commercial use;
educational institutions, noncommercial scientific institutions, and representatives of the news
media; and other-use requesters. Our regulations require that your FOIA request contain
sufficient information for us to determine your proper fee category. Your request does not
fulfill this requirement because you did not specify whom this request is for. We therefore
are unable to process your request at this time. If you wish to pursue your request, please
provide us additional information so that we may determine your fee category. According to our
regulations, if we do not receive your written response clarifying these points within 20
workdays from the date of this letter, we will presume that you aze no longer interested in
pursuing your request, we will not be able to comply with your request, and we will close our file
on it. See 43 C.F.R. § 2.6(c).

We use IViultitrack Processing to process FOIA requests. The Simple track is for requests that
can be processed in one to five workdays. The Normal track is for requests that can be processed
in six to twenty workdays. The Complex track is for requests that can be processed in twenty-one
to sixty workdays. The ExceptionalNoluminous track is for requests requiring more than sixty
workdays for processing. The Expedited track is for requests that have been granted expedited
processing. Within each track, requests are processed on a first-in, first-out basis. There aze
currently 13 open FOIA requests ahead of yours, one of which is ExceptionalNoluminous.

As stated, we will not begin processing your request until we receive further information from
you. We believe that your request falls into the ExceptionalNoluminous processing track. You
may narrow the scope of your request to obtain quicker processing in your currently assigned
track or move the request into a faster track (which may have the effect of reducing the cost of



processing your request). If you have any questions about this, please contact us.

You may appeal this response to the Department's FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer. If you
choose to appeal, the FOIAJPrivacy Act Appeals Officer must receive your FOIA appeal no
later than 4Q workdays from the date of this letter. Appeals arriving or delivered after 5 p.m.
Eastern Time, Monday through Friday, will be deemed received on the next workday.

Your anneal must be made in writing. S'ou may submit your appeal and accompanying
materials to the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer by mail, courier service, fax, or email. All
communications concerning your appeal should be clearly marked with the words: "FREEDOM
OF INFORMATION APPEAL." You must include an explanation of why you believe the NPS's
response is in error. You must also include with your appeal copies of all correspondence
between you and NPS concerning your FOIA request, including your original FOIA request and
NPS's response. Failure to include with your appeal all correspondence between you and NPS
will result in the Department's rejection of your appeal, unless the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals
Officer determines (in the FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Officer's sole discretion) that good cause
exists to accept the defective appeal.

Please include your name and daytime telephone number (or the name and telephone number of
an appropriate contact), email address and fax number (if available) in case the FOIA/Privacy
Act Appeals Officer needs additional information or clarif cation of your appeal.

DOI FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Office Contact Information
Department of the Interior
Office of the Solicitor
1849 C Street, N.W. MS-6556 MIB
Washington, DC 20240

Attn: FOIA/Privacy Act Appeals Office

Telephone: (202) 20$-5339
Fax: (202) 208-6677
Email: FOIA.Appeals@sol.doi.gov

If you have questions about your request, please contact Liz Gill, Planning and Communications
Assistant for GGNR.A, at (415) 561-7402.

Sincerely,

~~~

Dana Polk
Acting Director of Communications and External Affairs

cc: Nancy Hori, Regional FOIA Officer, NPS Pacific West Region
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9`~ CITY OF SAUSALITO Joan ~oX, Mayoro
' * Adam Politzer, City Manager
y v ~ 4zo Litho Street, Sausalito, California 94965

~~N C~ GP' Telephone:qis-289-4ioo owww.snusatrro.cov

February 20, 2018

President Hillis
Members of the Planning Commission
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94103

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

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

City of Sausalito

~ ox, Mayor

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

FAX NUMBERS:
Administration: (4i5) 289-416 Community Development: (415) 339-2256 Library: (435) 331-7943
Recreation: (415) 289-4189 Public Works Engineering: (4i5) 339-2256 Public Works Maicitenance: (415) 289-4138
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RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE
ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2017 Q3

State law requires each city and county to adopt a Housing Element as a part of its
general plan. The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
determines a Regional Housing Need (RHNA) that the Housing Element must address.
The need is the minimum number of housing units that a region must plan for in each
RHNA period.

This table represents completed units and development projects in the current
residential pipeline to the third quarter of 2017 (Q3). The total number of entitled units
is tracked by the San Francisco Planning Department and: is updated quarterly in
coordination with the Quarterly Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing units —including
moderate and low income units — as well as inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor's
Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly.

RHNA New Units Entitled by
Percent of

Production. Built Planning in ~~` Goals

Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017 Q1
~~It and

2015 - 2022 2017 Q3 Pipeline*
titled by

Planning

Total Units 28,869 12,023 21,529 116.2%

Abo~ Moderate (> 120% AMI) 12,536 8,297 18,437 213.3%

Moderate Income (80 - 120% AMI) 5,460 519 835 24.8%

Low Income (< 80% AMI) 10,873 3,207 2,257 50.3%

This column does not include seven entitled major development projects that are not expected to be fully

completed within this current RNNA reporting period. These projects have a total of 25, 790 net new units, including

about 5,490 net affordable units (23% affordable). However, phases of these projects are included wtren
applications #or b wilding permits are filed and proceed along the development pipeline.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377
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RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE
ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2017 Q3

San Francisco reports actual production in its progress towards meeting its Regional Housing Need
Assessment (RHNA) goals. These figures are submitted annually on April to the State Department of
Housing and Community Development. The following table shows actual production — i.e. built units
— through the third quarter of 2017.

Progress Towards Meeting 2022 RHNA Production Goals, as of 2017 Q3

Actual

Actual Production,
RHNA Housing Actual Actual

Production, 2015 to Q3
Goals, Production, Production,

2015 to Q3 2017 as % of
2015 - 2022 2015-2016 Qi to Q3 2017

2017 RHNA Housing

Goals

TOTAL 28,869 10,026 1,997 12,023 41.6%

Very Low Income 6,234 2,048 206 2,254 36.2%

Low Income 4,639 537 416 953 20.5%

Moderate Income 5,460 489 30 519 9.5%

Above Moderate 12,536 6,952 1,345 8,297 66.2%

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fes:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Administrative Code 10E.4 (b)(1) calls for a summary of data on the total number of units at various stages of
the housing production process and how completed and pipeline projects compare with San Francisco's
RHNA production goals. The table below presents a summary of completed units and development projects
i n the current residential pipeline to the third quarter of 2017 (Q3).

Summary of Completed and Entitled Units, as of 2017 Q3,

As Required by Administrative Code 10E.4(b)(1)

Actual Actual
A~ual

,~, ~ RHNA Housing
Production,

Total Entitled
Production and

Production and

Goals,
2015 to Q3

by Planning,
Entitled, 2017

Entitled, as

,~

`~

2015 - 2022 2017 2017 Q3* Q3* of RHNA

Housing Goals

TOTAL 28,869 12,023 21,529 33,552 116.2°/a

Very Low Income 6, 234 2, 254 344 2, 598 41.7%

Low Income 4,639 953 1,913 2,866 61.8%

Moderate Income 5,460 519 835 1,354 24.8%

Above Moderate 12,536 8,297 18,437 26,734 213.3%
* This column does not include seven entitled major development projects that are not expected to be fully completed within this
current RHNA reporting period. These projects have a total of 25,790 net new units, including about 5,490 net affordable units (23%
affordable). However, phases of these projects are included when applications for building permits are filed and proceed along the
development pipeline.

Memo



The residential pipeline for the purposes of this report only includes entitled projects. The following
table shows entitled units at various stages of development but are not yet built. Units under
construction and projects with active building permits are likely to be completed within the RHNA
reporting period. Typical duration from filing of building permit to building completion typically ranges
from two to four years, depending on the size and complexity of the project. The current eight year
RHNA period ends in 2022.

Entitled Units, 2017 Q3

Entitled by Entitled, Building Permit
Planning, No Building Permit Approved or

Under Total Entitled

Permits Filed* Filed Issued
Construction by Planning*

TOTAL 6,178 2,846 5,931 6,574 21,529

Very Low Income - - 118 226 344

Low Income 184 32 734 963 1,913

Moderate Income 358 107 73 297 835

Above Moderate 5,636 2,707 5,006 5,088 18,437

* This column does not include seven entitled major development projects that are not expected to be fully completed within this cur-
rent RHNA reporting period. These projects have a total of 25,790 net new units, including about 5,490 net affordable units (23% af-
fordableJ. However, phases of these projects are included when applications for building permits are filed and proceed along the de-
velopmentpipeline.

The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determines these RHNA goals

that San Francisco's Housing Element must address. The RHNA total is the minimum number of

housing units that a region orjurisdiction must plan for in each RHNA reporting period. The total

number of entitled units is tracked by theSan Francisco Planning Department and is updated

quarterly in coordination with the Quarterly Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing units —including

moderate and low income units - as well as inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor's Office of

Housing; these are also updated quarterly.
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M A N S B A C H ASSOCIATES, ~ tvC.

Real Estate Consultation
Arbitration
Valuation

February 21, 2018

Ryan J. Patterson, Esq.
Zacks, Freedman &Patterson PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

RE: Impact On Value On 789 Castro Street Residence
Of Proposed New 799 Castro Street Residence
San Francisco, CA

Dear Mr. Patterson:

582 Market Street
Suite 217

San Francisco
California 94104

Phone 415/288-4101
Fax 415/288-4116

At your request, this letter presents my research and findings concerning the impact on
value on the residence at 789 Castro Street caused by the new residence proposed for
construction on the adjacent property at 799 Castro Street.

have conducted a personal inspection of the site. I have also reviewed the plans for
the proposed new residence at 799 Castro Street prepared in 2018 by Tecta
Associates.

The proposed new 799 Castro Street residence will result in a loss of views, light and air
to the adjacent 789 Castro Street residence. These losses will adversely impact the
value of 789 Castro Street.

The developer of the 799 Castro residence is seeking exemptions from the San
Francisco Planning Code as part of its City permit approvals. Such exemptions, known
as variances, are addressed under Section 305 of the San Francisco Planning Code.
Section 305 (c) (4) requires that the granting of a variance not be "materially injurious"
to property or improvements in the vicinity.

I. Impacts on 789 Castro Street

Detrimental impacts on 789 Castro Street caused by the proposed residence at 799
Castro Street are summarized as follows:

• Sunlight and Air:

Blockage of windows of master bedroom suite will result in loss of sunlight and
air.



Ryan J. Patterson, Esq.
February 21, 2018
Page 2

• View

Blockage of windows of master bedroom suite will eliminate views of sky and
vistas of Castro Street.

I I. Two Scenarios for New Residence

The analysis herein considers two scenarios for the proposed 799 Castro Street
residence. The first scenario involves the residence proposed by the property owner,
which requires the granting of variances. I have reviewed several alternatives for the
new residence, but each has the same impact. Based on my inspection of the subject
site and my review of the plans for the new residence, it would drastically affect the
southern rear side of the 789 Castro Street property by blocking existing views, light and
air.

The second scenario involves acode-conforming residence. In this scenario, no
variances would be needed. As can be seen in the attached site plan for that
residence, no blockage would occur. This scenario was developed by the architect
engaged by the owner of the adjacent 789 Castro Street property, Garavaglia
Architecture.

I I I. Methodology

The appraiser conducted market research to estimate the impact on value to 789 Castro
Street residence from the proposed new residence at 799 Castro Street.

The appraiser sought to find matched pairs of similar properties with and without the
type of blockage that will occur at 789 Castro Street, and to compare sales prices. Due
to the uniqueness of every property in San Francisco and of each property's positioning
relative to neighboring properties, the appraiser was unable to find exact matched pairs.

Continued market research did yield price differentials for View and No-View single
family home properties in Noe Valley. The resulting price differentials will serve as the
basis for estimating the impact on value to 789 Castro Street residence from the
proposed new residence at 799 Castro Street.

IV. Research on Value Impact of Views in Noe Valley

Market research was conducted on 2017 Noe Valley home sales to isolate the impact of
view versus lack of view on home prices. The following three tables display homes
sales in Noe Valley for View and No-View homes, organized by home size.



Table 1
NOE VALLEY HOME SALES -SMALL

1,000 Square Feet to 1,399 Square Feet
WITH VIEWS

Year Sale Sale Home
Ref. Address Built Price Date Tvpe Sq• Ft• View

1 47 Newburg Street 1942 $1,650,000 5/23/2017 2BD / 1BA 1,000 Downtown

2 1249 Diamond Street 1927 $1,738,000 8/25/2017 2BD / 1BA 1,126 Twin Peaks and Downtown

3 729 Duncan Street 1951 $1,800,000 8/11/2017 2BD / 1BA 1,086 Downtown and Bay

4 4301 26th Street 1950 $2,185,000 6/9/2017 3BD / 2BA 1,365 Downtown and Bay

Average $1,843,250

NOE VALLEY HOME SALES -SMALL
1,000 Square Feet to 1,399 Square Feet

NO VIEWS

5 40927th Street 1900 $1,600,000 9/26/2017 2BD/1BA 1,000

6 61 Homestead Street 1923 $1,635,000 4/10/2017 2BD / 1BA 1,200

7 1445 Diamond Street 1939 $1,500,000 4/12/2017 2BD / 2 BA 1,200

8 1363 Sanchez Street 1900 $1,500,000 2/15/2017 2BD / 1 BA 1284

9 183 Day Street 1922 $1,650,000 7/28/2017 26D / 1 BA 1,349

Average $1,577,000

Source: Mansbach Associates, Inc., Multiple Listing Service



Table 2
NOE VALLEY HOME SALES -MEDIUM
1,400 Square Feet to 1,699 Square Feet

WITH VIEWS

Year Sale Sale
Ref. Address Built Price Date Tvpe View

1 523 Alvarado Street 1909 $2,000,000 6/13/2017 3BD / 1 BA south and east

2 437 Valley Street 1927 $2,143,700 8/22/2017 3BD / 2BA Bay and southern

Average $2,071,850

NOE VALLEY HOME SALES -MEDIUM
1,000 Square Feet to 1,699 Square Feet

NO VIEWS

3 1141 Church Street 1922 $1,550,000 5/13/2017 2BD / 2BA

4 44 Valley Street 1939 $1,950,000 4/28/2017 2BD / 2BA

5 557 Duncan Street 1954 $2,020,000 7/19/2017 3BD / 2 BA

6 1621 Castro Street 1890 $1,500,000 7/19/2017 3BD / 2.5BA

Average $1,755,000

Source: Mansbach Associates, Inc., Multiple Lisiting Service



Table 3
NOE VALLEY HOME SALES -LARGE

Over 1,700 Square Feet
WITH VIEWS

Year
Ref. Address Built

1 178 Eureka Street 1908

2 4312 23rd Street 1911

3 661 Alvarado Street 1927

4 1633 Duncan Street 1905

5 4177 Cesar Chavez St 1900

Average

Sale Sale Home
Price Date Tvpe Sp• Ft. View

$2,275,000 1/11/2017 2BD / 2.5BA 1,725 Downtown

$2,400,000 10/4/2017 3BD ! 2BA 1,870 South and East

$1,978,000 8/25/2017 3BD / 1 BA 1,870 South and East

$2,200,000 5/22/2017 36D / 2BA 1,790 South and West

$2,301,111 9/25/2017 3BD / 2BA 1,795 West

$2,230,822

NOE VALLEY HOME SALES -LARGE
Over 1,700 Square Feet

NO VIEWS

6 79 Clipper Street 1900

7 4217 22nd Street 1908

Average

$1,850,000 4/26/2017 3BD / 2BA

$1,900,000 7/19/2017 3BD / 2BA

$1,875,000

1, 890

1,913

Source: Mansbach Associates, Inc., Multiple Listing Service
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Table 1 shows Noe Valley homes sales occurring in 2017 for homes in the size range
from 1,000 square feet to 1,399 square feet. The differential of a View versus a No-
View property is calculated as follows:

View: $1,843,250
No-View: ($1,577,000)

Differential: $ 266,250

Table 2 shows sales data for medium size homes ranging from 1,400 to 1,699 square
feet. The differential of a View versus a No-View property is calculated as follows:

View: $2,081,750
No-View: ($1,755,000)

Differential: $ 326,750

Table 3 shows sales data for large size homes containing over 1,700 square feet. The
differential of a View versus a No-View property is calculated as follows:

View: $2,230,822
No-View: ($1,875,000)

Differential: $ 355,822

V. Findings

The research shows a range of view impacts from $266,250 to $355,822. Given the
square footage of the 789 Castro Street house of 2,728 square feet, a dollar impact
toward the high end of the range is concluded to be market-oriented.

I n conclusion, based on a review of the proposed as-designed new residence at 799
Castro Street requiring variances versus a conforming residence with no variances, the
impact on value to the 789 Castro Street property due to the variances requested is:

THREE HUNRED TWENTY FIVE THOUSAND DOLLARS
($325,000)
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If you have any questions on this matter, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
MANSBACH ASSOCIATES, INC.

Lawrence L. Mansbach, MAI

Attachments:

Qualifications of Lawrence L. Mansbach
Site Plans for Code-Compliant New Residence — No Variances Required
Certification



ATTACHMENTS



QUALIFICATIONS OF LAWRENCE L. MANSBACH, MAI

Lawrence L. Mansbach is an independent real estate appraiser and consultant and president of the firm of
Mansbach Associates, Inc. Following is a brief resume of his background and experience:

EXPERIENCE

MANSBACH ASSOCIATES, INC.
President

San Francisco, CA

Mr. Mansbach is president of Mansbach Associates, Inc., a San Francisco-based real estate consultation,
market research and valuation firm.

Mr. Mansbach has over 30 years of experience in the real estate consulting and appraisal field. His
current focus is on arbitration and litigation support including expert witness testimony. He also provides
a wide range of valuation services for purchase and sale activities, lending decisions, tax matters, and
public sector functions.

Property types appraised include office, retail, apartment, industrial/R&D, hotel, condominium, vacant
land and high end single family residences.

EDUCATION

1980-1982 University of California —Haas School of Business Berkeley, CA
Master of Business Administration. Concentration in real estate and finance.

1974-1976 University of Washington Seattle, WA
Master of Arts

1970-1974 University of California Berkeley, CA
Bachelor of Arts —Highest Honors

PROFESSIONAL

Member of the Appraisal Institute (MAI)
State of California- Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Real Estate Broker
California State Board of Equalization —Appraiser For Property Tax Purposes

EXPERT TESTIMONY

Qualified as an Expert in Superior Court —San Francisco, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
and Napa.
United States Tax Court.
American Arbitration Association, JAMS, ADR Services.



CAREER HIGHLIGHTS

Recent accomplishments include:

~ Arbitrated 400,000 square foot office lease transaction
• Arbitrated telecommunications lease in Contra Costa CounTy
• Arbitrated ground lease for highest volume store of national supermarket chain
• Served as a consultant on largest private school tax-exempt Bond issues in San Francisco.
• Served as the consultant to the estate of Dean Martin for estate tax purposes.
• Represented client on property taa~ appeal of Bank of America World Headquarters.
• Served as appraiser on tax-exempt bond issue for Mission Bay development in San Francisco.
• Served as appraiser and consultant for expansion of the San Francisco State University campus
• Appraised General Dynamics campus in Mountain View
• Appraised Hunters Point Shipyard
~ Appraised portions of Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Mr. Mansbach began his career as an analyst with the planning consulting firm of John M. Sanger and
Associates in San Francisco. From 1977 to 1980, his was an economic development planner with the San
Francisco Department of City Planning. He was the principal author of the Central Waterfront Plan
which was an early precursor to the Mission Bay development. During the 1980's, Mr. Mansbach worked
at the real estate appraisal and consulting firm of Mills-Carneghi, Inc., eventually becoming a partner.

Mr. Mansbach established his own firm, Mansbach Associates, Inc. in downtown San Francisco in 1990.
He has worked with a variety of clients on valuation and consulting matters concerning property types
ranging from vacant land to high rise office buildings. Mr. Mansbach also was associated with GMAC
Commercial Mortgage Corp. in the late 1990's where he worked on the design of a technology/data base
driven commercial appraisal product.

Mr. Mansbach has been a guest lecturer at classes at the University of California, Berkeley and Golden
Gate University in San Francisco. He has been quoted on real estate matters in the San Francisco
Chronicle and Examiner, and has published in the Northern California Real Estate Journal He was also
interviewed on KCBS radio. Speaking engagements include the Annual Conference of the Northern
California Chapter of the Appraisal Institute, the Society of Municipal Analysts, and the Tax Section of
the California State Bar. Mr. Mansbach has addressed various municipal government bodies in the Bay
Area as well as the Moody's and Standard and Poor's rating agencies. He also served as the chair of the
Experience Review Committee for the local chapter of the Appraisal Institute.

Mr. Mansbach is active in local community matters, particularly in school financing mechanisms. He
devised a parcel tax strategy which generated a nearly $3,000,000 windfall for a Bay Area school district.
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CERTIFICATION:

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:

1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, unbiased professional analyses,
opinions, and conclusions.

3. [have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and I
have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved.

4. My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined value or direction
in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment
of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event.

5. This appraisal was not based on a requested minimum valuation, a specific valuation, or the
approval of a loan.

6. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared in
conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.

7. I have made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report.

8. No one provided significant professional assistance to the person signing this report.

9. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics of the
Appraisal Institute.

0. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to
review by its duly authorized representatives.

1 1. As of the date of this report, Lawrence Mansbach has completed the requirements of the
continuing education program of the Appraisal Institute.

12. I have not provided professional services regarding the subject property in the past three
years.

Lawrence L. Mansbach, MAI
SCREA #AG004175



ZACKS, FREEDMAN 8L PATTERSON
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

VIA E-MAIL

Nancy Tran
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
Nancy. H. Tran@sfgov. org

February 8, 2018

Re: 799 Castro Street, San Francisco
Project Sponsor's Updated Proposal—Hearing on February 22, 2018

Dear Ms. Tran:

235 Montgomery S~reet, Suite 400
San Francisco, California 94104
Telephone (415) 956-8100

Facsimile (415) 288-9755

~vw~v.zfplaw.com

This past week, the neighbors around 799 Castro Street met twice, once with the Project
Sponsor and his architect and once separately to discuss the Project Sponsor's updated proposal.
As you know, the neighbors are a very active and organized group committed to finding a
solution for this project that will benefit the neighborhood as a whole, including the Project
Sponsor.

The general consensus reached by the neighbors is that they cannot support the project in
its current form. Although the Project Sponsor has made changes to its proposal since the
iteration reviewed by the Planning Commission on December 14, 2017, the newest version does
not take the Commissioners' comments fully into account. Though reduced in size, the proposed
project is still oversized for the lot considering the existing two-unit (soon to be three-unit)
building. The proposal does not resemble the "modern cottage" described by Commissioner
Hillis; does not provide enough open space in the rear yard to give the ADU "proper exposure"
and make it "livable" as requested by Commissioner Moore; and still "sticks out aesthetically" in
this "very lovely block of older homes" as Commissioner Melgar commented on December 14,
2017.

The neighbors would like to see these concerns addressed as follows:

1) Reduce the building envelope, including an additional five feet at the rear. The rear
reduction means the building would be reduced by only about 250 square feet, yet the rear yard
would be increased sufficiently to eliminate the need fox a rear yard variance and provide
adequate light and ventilation for the proposed ADU. Further, this reduction in size would bring
the project closer to Commissioner Hillis's vision of a "modern cottage."

2) Soften the style of the facade to better blend into the neighborhood's historic
architecture. The proposed contemporary architecture will cause the project to aesthetically
disrupt an iconic San Francisco neighborhood. While a contemporary or modern style house is



not objectionable in principle, this manifestation of the style is incongruous. A style based on a
Queen Anne pattern of massing and fenestration that incorporates contemporary styling could
meet the neighborhood's needs. The neighbors are in agreement with the Project Sponsor that a
faux-Victorian style is inappropriate. However, in this neighborhood, a contemporary building
should be in keeping with the neighboring homes or incorporate some traditional elements.

3) Change the flat roof to a pitched roof to better incorporate the project into the
neighborhood. At the Project Sponsor's meeting on Wednesday, January 31, 2018 the Project
Sponsor and his architect were both adamant that Planning repeatedly refused to allow them to
construct a pitched roof, despite the fact that the neighborhood prefers it. The neighbors are
aware of numerous instances whereby Planning recently approved projects in the area allowing
pitched roof construction.

As requested by the Project Sponsor at the January 31st meeting, attached please find
exemplars of the type of "compromise" style described by many neighbors at the January 31st
meeting. These pictures are merely illustrations intended to provide inspiration rather than exact
specifications, elements, or requirements. Please also find attached a sketch from architect Mike
Garavaglia reflecting the increased rear yard and pitched roof concepts.

Very truly yours,

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

Shoshana Raphael
Attorneys for Andrew Zacks and Denise Leadbetter

February 8, 2018
Page 2
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From: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
To: Shoshana Raphael
Cc: HATEF MOGHIMI; Dianne Fona-Torres; Rvan Patterson; Andrew Zacks; Mitch; Ben Fona-Torres; Peter Seubert;

catCalcattaylor.com; Richard; Peter Overstreet; Lauren Geissler; Galen WM Leuna; Karen DeLare; ose h &
Lauren Giometti; Peter Seubert; Jeremy Zhiiun Zena; Mike Garavaalia; Barbara Berkeley; Audrey Vernick; yR an
Patterson; desireedelaraColme.com; d2danaCa~hotmail.com; Alvaro Carvajal; Autumn Skerski;
goncalves.flaviaCalgmail.com; marthajastenCcacs.com; Pdemasco(algmail.com; karen.demascoCo)gmail.com;
alex.f~inakaCalgmail.com; ANDREW M ZACKS; Denise Leadbetter; Skin Zone; Washington. Delvin (CPC ; HATEF
MOGHIMI

Subject: RE: 799 Castro Street Project
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 4:53:26 PM

Please see my responses below in blue.

From: Shoshana Raphael [mailto:shoshana@zfplaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 10:00 AM
To: Tran, Nancy (CPC)
Cc: HATEF MOGHIMI; Dianne Fong-Torres; Ryan Patterson; Andrew Zacks; Mitch; Ben Fong-Torres;
Peter Seubert; cat@cattaylor.com; Richard; Peter Overstreet; Lauren Geissler; Galen WM Leung; Karen
DeLara; Joseph &Lauren Giometti; Peter Seubert; Jeremy Zhijun Zeng; Mike Garavaglia; Barbara
Berkeley; Audrey Vernick; Ryan Patterson; desireedelara@me.com; d2dana@hotmail.com; Alvaro
Carvajal; Autumn Skerski; goncalves.flavia@gmail.com; marthajasten@cs.com; Pdemasco@gmail.com;
karen.demasco@gmail.com; alex.fujinaka@gmail.com; ANDREW M ZACKS; Denise Leadbetter; Skin Zone
Subject: 799 Castro Street Project

Dear Ms. Tran,

I n reference to my letter to you dated February 8, 2018 (attached again here for your

convenience), it appears my letter "crossed in the mail" with the Project Sponsor's updated

renderings. I received the updated renderings from one of the neighbors on the same day that

emailed you the letter. The latest renderings ignore the neighbors' request for a peaked roof, stated

many times over the course of this process and again at the Project Sponsor's meeting on January

31st.

The project sponsor has stated that the Planning Department rejected a peaked roof on this

project. Following upon the letter, please confirm that the Planning Staff has refused to allow a

peaked roof design for the project. Both the Project Sponsor and his architect reiterated the

Planning Department's assertion at the January 31st meeting held by the Project Sponsor. Has

Planning been opposed to a peaked roof in the past? Due to the extensive project history prior to my

involvement and information available to me, I'm unable to find written documentation from the

Department requiring a flat roof. I did find past design comments strongly encouraging a sloped roof

up until 2013 —after that it appears that the Department was amenable to the proposed flat roof

following internal senior management discussion. Would Planning oppose a peaked roof now? Are

there particular reasons that Planning would reject a peaked roof? It is my understanding that either

sloped or flat roof are acceptable options.

Please advise on Planning's position regarding a peaked roof. Thank you for your time and

attention to this matter.

Best,

Shoshana Raphael



Zacks, Freedman &Patterson, PC

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94104

Telephone: (415) 956-8100

Facsimile: (415) 288-9755

www.zfplaw.com

This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole

use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are

not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated,

nothing in this communication should be regarded as tax advice.



City and County of San Francisco
Mark Farrell

t~ ~ Mayor
i . jJ

A. s F~ ~̀ <
r

February 21, 2018

Corey Teague
Assistant Zoning Administrator
1650 Mission Street, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Board of Appeals

Cynthia G. Goldstein

Executive Director

Appeal No.: 18-022
Appeal Title: Zacks vs. ZA

Subject Property: 799 Castro Street 8~ 3878-3880 21st Street
Determination Type: Letter of Determination

Record No.: 2017-014202ZAD

Dear Corey Teague:

This is to notify you that an appeal has been filed with this office protesting the ISSUANCE of
the above referenced Letter of Determination. Pursuant to Article I, §8 of the San
Francisco Business &Tax Regulations Code, the subject determination is hereby
SUSPENDED until the Board of Appeals decides this matter and releases a notice of
decision and order.

We are enclosing a copy of the Preliminary Statement of Appeal for your information.

The hearing regarding this matter has been scheduled for April 25, 2018, at 5:00 p.m., City
Hall, Room 416, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place.

If you have any further questions, you may call this office at (415) 575-6880.

Sincerely,

BOARD STAFF

Andrew Zacks, Appellant
c/o Ryan Patterson & Shoshana Raphael, Attorneys for Appellant
Zacks, Freedman &Patterson PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104

Hatef Moghimi, Subject Property Owner
c/o Tom Tunny, Attorney for Subject Property Owner
Reuben Junius &Rose LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

1650 Mission Street, Suite 304 •San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-575-6880 •Fax: 415-575-6885 •Email: boardofappeals(o)sfgov.org

www.sfgov.orqlboa
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3 ;•' 'e~, ~as~ ~ev~ ~7~reby appeal ttte f~ll~ ire c~ artrrtental actin: ~~SU f ~ t~ r ~€ ~3 t rr ins ti

~ c~r~! ~a, ~1~ ~E3 ~ ,4D b}~ #h~; rrir~ Administrator laic was is~ues~ ~r ka~cam~ ~~~f~cfive c~r~: r€~ r

~ , f ;- t~~ r r~~ located at: 7 t~c~ tr y X878-38 Q ~ st r t.

~"

9# f • ~ f.f' fA • ~ A

# A li f ♦ • ~ '.♦ t.:..

fippeiia€~~' E3rief is cfue ors or befQr~:: a ril ~~, 2018, (nom later than three ~" r~ a ri~r to ~ ~~ c ~ ~ ,

up to 12 gages in length, ou {~-sp ed, with unlimited exhibits, with eleven (~ } co i~:s delivered t~ ~"~~ E3~~rc~

office by 4:?0 p.m., and with additsa~sal copies delivered to tie ~th~r ~t~ ~ the same day. In ~d itic~n, an electronic

copy should bee ailed to: baar~~ appeals~sfgo~r.ar if possible. _ ~~~

B~espa~ errt's and C>t r Parties' Briefs are dtae on or be€c~r~: ~A ri , 2018, ~r~cs t r ~f~ n rune r prig
hearing date}, up tc~ ~2 pages ire E~;ngth, doubled-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with of en ( ~~ ccapies deEiv~red

to the Board office by :3C~ .m., ~r~d v~rith ac3ditionai copies delivered tc~ the caner parties the same clay. ire d itic~n,

are eiectrorsie copy shau( be er~~as(~d ta' boardofa peais('~3a,sf sa c if p~ssi~l .

Hearing Da#e: Wecfn~esday, Aprit 25, ZO'1~, :€~ a. ., City € ~ , €~o~i 416, Qne Dr. Car9tc~n B. Gc~aaiett Piave.

X11! p~r#ies to this appeal must adhere to the briefing sch~dui~ above, however s~ the hearing date is c6~angerl, the
briefing schedule MAY a3so b changed. Written noiic~ will b~ ~resvic~ oaf any change to fibs briefing sc;t~pduie_

ire order to have their ~c~ments sett tt~ the Soa~~i members prig to hearing, members of the public siac~ufd submsi

eleuer~ {11} copi~; c~# 1i acurne~t~ of supportf pc~sitian ~~o later than one Tt~urscfay prior to hearing date by 4:3~
p-rrs. F'iease note that narn~s anci contact information inc(~ded ire submittals frc~nz members cf the pui~iic: will becc~m~:
part of the public r cc~r~. ~u €#t~is from members cif fh~ public r€~ay be r~acie ananymous}y.

Ptease Hate t of i addition to t1~7e parties' briefs, any ferials t~~t the ~3c~ard receives relevant tc~ this ~ppeaE;
incluciir~ fetters of suppr~rtfop €~ itit~n from rr~e ers csf the public, are clistributeci tca F3oar members prit~r to hearing.
P~!# such materials ire auailabl~ far inspectie~r~ the c~~rd' c~ fig Qu may also request a ropy cif t ~ p~ek~t cif
materials that are provided to E3o rd members at a eos~ ~f 3(} c~r~t~ per ~ac~~, ~~r ~,~. Adr~in. bode C'>t~. 67.28.

if you have any r~ icy ~ 1 t Z rc ~d~ ,=¢t _ _ fir

~'i~e re~~~r» ~t~r h is appeal are as follows:

The 7_anir~g ~,~in~inistratc~r erred nr abused hss discretion.

~ppetlant €~r ~~ f ~ }:

Signafiure:

Print ~rsc~, ~~~.~~.._~~~ :~ ~ ~w._.. M
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U~r OY SAN FRA~~;lSGO x =~ ~ ~. ~ t

'~'# .~ PLANNING QEP~RT '-~' , . ~ :~-
o~~ ._ _ .5~~ ____~._____._____~.... .._._ _.__

t ~ ~~.
3s O~

.

iG50 ~v'is5iar St.L.ette fi Determin pan 5~~~~u~
San Francisco,
CA 9d1G3-2479

February b, 201ti Recepiinn:
4i 5.558.6378

£cyan Patterson

Zacks, ~reedmar~ Rz f'attersos~, I'C

235 Mc>ntgc~mery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA ~41Q~

Site Address:

Assessor's I3tock/I.vi:

Zoning pisirict:

Sta€f Contact:

Record l~€o.:

I7<:ax It~ir. Patterson:

799 Castra Street f 3E78-3880 21St Street

3603/024

Rii-2 ~Residenkial-House,'i"wo-Fa~nity}

Naney Iran, 141.5} 57S-8174 of nancy.h.tran Cfsf~c~v.c~~

2t3I7-014202ZAD

fax:
4i5.5:s8.6d~9

P1ann'rng
tnformatie~t:
415.558.6377

[̀`his letter is in response to your rer~uest far a better of [~eFermination regarding the property at 799

Castro St~e€t ,~ 3876-3&8C1 21~` Street. 'I`he scxbject parcel zs a c:ortt.er tot Iocated of C,astrc~ and 2i~~ Stxeets

wiE.hia~ the ~ZI-t-Z (I2esicientiat-l~oczse,'I'Evo I~anuiy~ Zon;n~; t?istrict and fit)-X f-ieight and t3ulk T7istrict. The
s~ci~ae~st seeks #c~ cieterznin~ t3ae }>roces4 r<_quirti~cl to d€=mo(ish and c:o*~struc~t a new strur_ture at 739 G-~strrs

Street.

1. C~a~~ ¢he Prt~ject's rnne~itit~nat us<~ ;z~~z~cr~kiorz to ~errtoti,~h t1:e Nxistir.~ siweltiri~ r~# 795' C:ustrc~ Sirx.et ~~e
n~~~rr~r~er! br> i re the ~:ity nas grant~~i. firzral iaJ~prvat~7 i;~"a t3uitdin~; ~?~rrnzr~'=,1r^ c~nstncctiora ~tf t}re r~~ri;acernent
l;~tiiriir.,~?

Yes. ~'urs~:~nt. to ~'t.anning Cociw ~ic~ctie>tt 317{d~{2}, „C's~ntiiti~n<~l i.Jse Authc~r~ization is rec7uired k<7r
a~3~rc>va~l «f tkte ~~e~znzt foe ItesidEx.ttial £?emcafitic~tt, and tltc: Ct~m issicazz `hall eonsicier• the
r~:plE€c:ezx~~nt strur_ture as part of 's:s cic?cision c~c~ the {:c~nditit7e .~1 Use applic~tic~c~.>, C7r, Septets~ber
19, 2~J1<~, t.tie property owner fiteci f3uiiding Permit Appiic~tisa~~ Nv. 201.~C~?1~68$3 to alic3w Eor
aiter~~ticsa;y t~ the subjeLC building. "I'~ase alterations are canside:re~i to be a iZesidential I~emc~iition

per T'iartctiz~~ Code Section 317. C.)r~ ~#pri( 13, 2417, tfie ~ro~~ert}~ c~wnec submitted an a~~lic-ati>~~,

fir t.°r~Ft r€~rjuircgc~ C't~nc~ational L~~~ dtuth~ri-rakican (C:ase No. 2€)1l-C~€~45b2C:U.(~) to allaw thy: scc3~>e of
wcsrk scsught under Bazilding Permit Application ~.Io. 2014(l~`1~3C~~3~i:3.

It is z;uted that yaur rec~aiest cites a passage in I'lannzng C.Yc~~e S~~:tion 31i(e}, which stat€;s "an
a~plicatic}~~ aut~c~rizi'ag demcalitic~n ici any R I3istrict,..o# a dwetiing sizalt trat ~e ap~rr~ved anti

issued c~rlt.i: the. Czty h~.> granaes~ fin: [ ap~re~cra[ of a bualc~ire~ ~er~Y~it fc~r cocistructiar~ cef the
re~s!aceznent buils~ir~g„ I~ presu~~in~; that your request see!cs clarification an the appiie.~l~ility of

this section, it is nohec~ that 5ectioi~ 311 establishes "procedures fc?r. zevie~zirt~; building ~erntit

4~.fL'v44`. Sf(3~8lliltllL~.f)CC,~



i~.~ att Pattecsart

235 I~c~nt~omery Stre€at, Suite ~(7E3

San Fr~ncisct~, Cf19~1Q

Febx~ary fi, 2(718

Letter of L~et€~rrnina~i~c~

79~ ~astry Street / 3878-3$$0 22st Strc~e~

a~plieatfons fc~z lets icy R T.Jistricts." ~s surt~, tlae "apFiicatirs~z" referenced in Section 31~(e) is a

building permit appiic;a~iaz~, nc~t an ~pplicatrc~z1 fc~r Cc~nditic~~~aai Use Autt2c~rizafic~n.

Z. tM7aich ja~rtfor~ cif the struct~arr art 799 (.:'czstry Street cara~t~tu¢es the res#detat;a~ use?

The ~ar~vic~as res9dential use area within the strucl~arc: is not e~ic~erak and tFterefcsre cannot be

astin~, sishec~ from fh~ nc~n-cr~nfortnin~ cc~mrraereial use.

~. Is if ~rc~sszbte fc~ r~canrz~t[sh vnt~ the res~dr~nti~l usrr rzt 799 Cr~stre~ Street u~r~hc~~t demo7ishirzs~ the c:r~rrtrrzercirxl

use?

~s n~7terl ~ra~vi«us1y, the prier residezttial use a~~ea c<tancst he eiistin~~€isheci frurra tine nr~r..

sonforrnirc~ cc~r~amercial use.

4. Is it ~!<,sszhie to dc~mutish anr~ "re-estrz~t=s~" a rent-ccaritrc~Ple~t du~ettin~ ~n~t ita E3rze t}~z1di~,g (739 Ca:~irc3

SireeY) «s c;a At~~t ire anulFter ~uitding f387~_~~~€~ ~Zst Street)?

"~t~.e I7~~r~.Iling Unit at 799 C~skz°o Street nrta~r ~~ ~ierzaolish~:d ursth a Cc~nc~itic~nal Uwe Aut}toczzatac~rt

~aursuant to I'lanri~~g t:c~de `.~.etic~n 317, a;7d a rterr~* ~i.ccc~sory T~cvelli~ Unit (1~II:lU} raYay bc:.

est~i~lisheci on t~~e same pro}~ert3= if it meets tEi~ requirernerits of Plar~ttie~t, CrcSde ~ec~it3r€ ?(l7(c){4),

ar~ic~.~larly that it tie "euns~.ruc:te~i entirely within tl~te `l"zvin~ area' (~s c~efinec: in subsection

{4e}{€~}(f3)(iiij) car ~txe ~uilciaF~!e <ire~ cif an existing single-family home or ~~zthin the ia~ailt erive:c3~c~

~f an c:xistir,~; az~~# ~x~khari~ec] auxiliary siresrtizre can tl~e sa:~~e lot

~. ~iac ~ 6uitdirs~y yerrn~t a~~pticati:;n bt~en fidec~ rir ~aeer: fir~atly issc~e~T frrt- t3~e project re~alu~:emr~r~P s#riccta~re?

I}.s noted ~r re.vivusty, Bui]dinK ('errnit .tt~plic~~~tion Nv. 2t714QI196R83 was subrt~itte:, £vr ttYe scc~~~e

cif week ~sr~,~~c~.ye~i for 799 Castro Street. ̀I't~e~ scope of wczz•k sou~'t1k uzz~er This ~e~rrtrit requires
(~c~nditic>nal I.Jse Aut.horizatiocz and a Variance Erotn the Planning C`~cie:. t~s s~c:~}, the. subject

~,~rg~tit eannc~~ ts~ a~zt~ved x~ntil st.~ch aiztEeorirations are rc~reived.

t~. ~ranr #~ the fznat a~rJlr~~ui of the ~~YI3~F.'i~'s ~turimu~e upplrcc~tion, is ttg~ ~'r~~PcC in cam;rir~cnce zt.~i~h

dc~~£crpent sturrci:zrds of the Pictnreirzg C~octn.?

t~.s i7at~~ ~~rec%icausly, Buiiciin~; Permit Elpp(i>ati.o ~c~. ?t?1~~919£883 requires c: c~nd~tic~raa[ t;s

Authotizatic~n anc~ a 1~'ariance from ilte E'l~t~n n~ Coda. Planning [7e~artmet~t eta€f reviewed it}a~

~t.ab~z~~€ plains ~~-~d c~etermir€e~ ~t-~at the ra pct €~Q lies vr~~ all r~tla.er applicable ~ir~vi~ie~ns ~E [~Se

I'tanning C:€~cfe, zzxcluding tli~ R~.sic~ential L~~sign f ~~aid~lines.

7. Prior to the ~nai €~ppr~v~l c~~` 7ze I'~oje~t's 25r~riurtce u~~ric~tr€art, crz~z ff:e I'rrtjec~'~ c;o~zditi€~rtrzt use

apptac~tic~ta hr. ,~r~an¢erf?

&AN FflANCISCO j
pt tl.Nt88idC5 ~FEPA177ft44Eii17



[Van ~'ait~rsc>rt

Z35 M~ntgom.ery Street, Suiie 40{~

San Francisco, C1~ 9~?{}

February ~, ~.{71~

Lat'~er cif ~?etern~inati~n

7~9 Ctastrr, Street f:.3878-3b$Q 2l.st Street

f#~eause t2ie Prcajes t ~~~,uires both Ccsndatianat Use .t~utharir~*isn ar~d a 'variance from the

Pf~nnin~; Code, a jc~ir~t hearing wiEh tt~e PI~r,nin}; ~ornmissiaz~ and ? vr~zn Administrator was
cQ~~3uct~d an Decemher 1~, 201r, and ccsn~inaaecl to ~~~bruary 22, 20"18, sa tfaa~ all. aspects of the

~~resjeet are eonsic~erec3 a~ tf~e same tithe. T'he I'iannin~ ~e~ntrrsisszon can take action prior !o tht>

issuance v€ die :~€~nsn ~lcirninistratar`s written decision Un the Vaziance. ̀['hat said, thc: subject

buzlding permit appiicatic~n cannt~t be appzoved by the PIanning i~epartn~eait until the rec~uirecl

Cc~nditicrnai Use Autha~rization and ~Jari~nee ~ar~ both. ok~tained..

8. C7race tls~ cc1»finerr_iczl use nt 799 ~~s~r~ 4tr°cet is clarrn~ed, watt that residenitra! ~~se try a cc~nfnrmirg~ :use r~r n

~anrcc~~~jormin~ use?

Re~xtc~tral oY ilae existing romc:x~ia~l ~~s~ will bz•in the: property cics~er uttc~ confarznity ~rit§~

I~I~znning Cade, ~s a resrd~nkial use zs prir~ciga~ily permitted in the I~I~-2 Ion~zi~ U;strict. ~3ecaus~

the s~~~r~ecE property ccsc~t~~si~~s t~tree existing DwetIing (Jnits ~vi~e~°~ tK=ca i~rreliir~~; 13nits are

per~litted under tk~e base cf~n~ity, one vnie wsil ~~e cc~r}side.:ed a l~gai, nva~ec~nfor in L~we[lir~

Unit. Uz~ci€~r the Piattnira~ Code, the' cawner may desi~nat:: which one cif tl~e three :zatit5 is

nc~ncc~nfcsrrning,• Ch~c~ #E~e ~can<~onfarmir~~; unit is desi~;x~ated, that unit is sut~ject trs t ae ~i~nitat=;~>ns

outlined ~n Pt~n e~~; t~.ode Section 1b1(c}. [Jnder tF~e I'tannrng C'ocle, the existing resi4ential use at

7~9 Cis#ro ~;treet naay lie e~pand~ d t~~ya~d the c~urrs=r€t t~cailciin~* enw•c:lcspe i€ t~~ c>cvner ciesi~;rt~tc~S

tft~ dcti=~>llin~; unit zn the structure as c~n€~ cs£ the tws~ cys~s~forrt~ir,~ I~~~ ~Ilin~ L,Fn~s c~ra sitfs.

~. C1r~re t}te c~~mn~ercfuF ufie ~t 799 Castro Street is char,~ec~ is as resit: ratiat <~,>~z, c:~n k)ar~i ~~c~ r~si;teraiaGa.~ rage he

e~and~ri to extetr~t ~aeyr~r€~« Ihn, Gtatldiri~~ ~r:~e:o,~e a~ _'f existed €art janucrrt; ~, 2Ct1..3?

See cespons=' its Questiut~ S.

1f3. 6~fhr~t is tya4~ n:iriiresum scrtt~ack rer~uirr.~~ Feu tis~: ~'ltrnrzi~t~~ Crone f1~;zti+F~eri <'he fzuo ~rcr~ose~~ s#r~seture:; nt~ fhe

I~rt~,iecE sits? .

i'1az~rtirig Cc~d~ :~eticrn I34 xf.c~~aires a rear yard €~f 25`; 3 c~E ~~~~ total +~t depot or "1 r fi~~t

(r~vhichever is less) t~ei:~.v~~en twv residential buildings cr~~ the s~xne lest. ~3ecause the subjc~cf Ic~t

depth i5 lt]L~ #eet, a minimum separation ~f 25 £et:.t is requires under the Planning Code.

~I. ~~rom zuhicn Planning C`c~cie subsections dies the .I'rajeci rer~r~ire ~-ariitt~ces? I7n~~ tfte I'r~~jec~'s rx<rix~rzc~e

a~plicatic~rr s~c~k varinnccs /corn tF~ese. scch4ec:tu~rrs' requirement ,?

Bases$ on the latest ~la~~ sc:t ciaiecl Sc:~tember 2(7, 2(71.7, kfte Psaject requires ii~ri3i7ces groin t}t~

front setback attcl rear yard rec~E.~ire€vents cif the ['lanni~~g Cudc. T'lanning Cc~cle See~io~ 1;:32

requires a fry f sett~ack cif <~ f~~ct 5 inches frc~rn the fxc~nt ~rcape y linE. The proposal is t€~

ccan~txucf to t~~e fzc~nt pra~erty like, t~~erf:fc~rc~, t}tc proposal s~~~c~uires a ~/arianee £ror~i the

fr~artt setback rer~ui.rement of I'las~ning Cod€ `3ectior~ 132. As noted previc~i~sly, Planning.

C'f~c~e S~c~tion 73t1 requires a rear yard cif 25 Eeet krc~twee~i the ~wc> buildings. The ~xopc~sat

say aRAr~asca
P[.ANPdkEVSA oePaRTMeNfC



Ryan PaEterson February Cx, 2t31F

235 ~rlontg~mer}r 5treek, Suite 4{3(l Letter c~E (?eterminatfc~r~

San Franc:iscc~, C~l~ 3~~1t1 799 Castxc~ Street 13878-3$8{l 21st'Stre~t

~roGxcies a se~ara~ion csf 1~J feet between the itiv~ ~uildir~gs; thersfc~re, the ~rojc~ct requires a

sari rece frcarn the rear yard rr_quire e k ~f 1'larrnislg bode Sectio~~ 13~.

~'Iease x~oie thaF a Leftez of Detec~zzzination zs a ~eterzxaznaEic~n regarding Ehe ctassifrcats:Qn of ~zses arad
anterpzetation and agplica6iEify of the ~rc~vis~orts cif the ~lanr~irag Cade. ̀TE~is I..etter cif L7etst~ninalion

~~ not a permit to commence any work car change occupancy. Permits fror~~ ag ~apz~at~ De~xarE ends

usf be secur~ci Erefore work is s#acted or occupancy ~s changed.

APPE~S.L: If ~aiz ~aeiieve this determination represetat~ an error ut interpreta~ori of the Fla€ct-sing C~r~cie or

abuse in discretion by t~,e Z€~ning Admir~fstratox, an a}apeal may be filed with the Berard csf Ap Dais

within 15 day; of Ehe date of this letter. E err information re~ardi~}; t ere appeals pzr~c~ss, please contact ttx~

~3oarc~ of Apyeals locat.ecz at 165f1 Missiart Street, Raom 3£~~, San rariciscc~, or call {~15) 5i5-fi3:~3t?.

Sincerely,

G

Cv~re, ~~. ̀ i'eague

t~etis~g lorting fldmii~istratar

ce: I'ro~erty ~3wner

hlancy'I'ran, i'Ia~~nLa-

~,feightxcznc~>c3c3 E;rou~s

SAtt fRAN~iSCG
f~'~ANMtNG QEPANYMEtlT
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~ c~ ~ Plumber: ~~t~. ̀ ~'~ __~.~..t~t~__ _ Fax Number.

Es~~i~ address: __ ~ ~` , -_ ~~:~ ~` °~~~..,_ ._ ~~__..~ s' .~'~ ~~. .._

~lf ilin ddr~ss: _._..._.~ '~~.____ ~~- ̀~` _ _~"_~._ ~.a;.~'~—.~.~-iCa~ ,_._ ~.~~~'~, e~i~c ~. ~_~L2 ~~...._
Str€~~t C,;ty State Zip

r • y '.

__
~'I;c~r~~ Number: _~~~~ ~. ~~~`~_ _ ___ Fax Nt~mb~r.

'~

~1~~f~ICt£ /~C~C~(~S~; _- _ ~,. ~_ Y~....._, _ , ~ .v .~..~_ _.. __ .._ __ . ._ _._. _..~ _.._~_._ —_ _ _ _~ ~_~ ~ ._~ — _~_... d._ ____.

~ ~s ref ~~ er P rts~s:

#,

carne: _: ~ _ ._ ~`=`~~t ~.~ ~~ _~_..~ ~~.. .u_ _~~~~ ~__ ~ __-___ .__ ~ __~~ ~__. ~____

~ cane ~lurnta~r: __~ ~ a~_~..~ ~_T~~~t~__. _._~. 'fax Nur b~r~ . ~~~. _ ~$~~._` ..`~. .______

~~~(~e L='.i ~:IF}~ ,~'i~c`ltG~ 9~7

165{l Mission Street, Suite 304 •Sari Franci~ca. Cdt 34103
Phos7e: ~'f ~-a75-68SQ ,fax: b15-575-&885 « ~rr9ail: kaoarciafa ~ais~~sfi~c~v,<arc~

~rraw.sfgov.c~r ct
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Received at C;PC; Hearing ~, a$

~~ ~~~~

TO: SF Planning Department

ame

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same .owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

~~ ~ ~~~ ~ 1~• 1~
Signature Date

Address °~~f12

1S r .
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

r I i f'~

1 f f! ~, ~' ̀~ ~~
i '~

Signature '-' Date

l
Name

1 ~ 5~, ~(~e.t~l w~~ ~ ~ S~ ~~~ i U
Address

~J~ ~ ~~c~r y~.~~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

_...

-'~ ~ /S ~~
ure Date

Name `^~

Address

e-(~ f ~,

Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

i ature Da

Name

r~uu~ c~a

4 ~.~ - ~~4 - ~~~~
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal wilt provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

r

~•i ~y. ~~
Signature Date

Name

~ ~
Address

~f 1j~ ~~~~~-~~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

~ -7-, 2.-
~I 4 ~~ 

.
~~ ~

Signature Date

~~ ~.~~~ ~k-h ~ L
Name

`~l 1
Address

Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

a 
~

Signature Date

~- ~~ r~~ ~ ~rl~

Name ~

c~~~ j/~ i1 /Vi° P1 ~~"Y'`2 1 f ~'  ~ ̀f1~C~

Address

(S~/S ~ (,073 - 5'~/

Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

~/~~/i ~
Date

Z~ut-~'h ~r~ctw~+-
Name

~~~tU Vo1►~ N ~s S ft~~
Address

~11~~53~ -8'2c~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

_.~

Signature

i r~ ~- ~ r~nr~ ~—
Name

Date

~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~, ~~~ ll ~~~~ ~~
Address

(~-!~

~~ ~ 5 ~ ~~ a ~~j
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank yau,

r~~
~____ y i f

Sig qa tine Da e

~~1~n~R `~ehr~~~1
Name

Address

~ZS~~S~ ~ S~l~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

~ ~~̀
Si at re Date

Name

3l~ ~~ ~~c ~~~—~~ ~ 5f ~ 2~2
Address

~~I~~~ 2~ ~ ~ ~~-lCl
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood busines$ with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

s~

~~-
Signa re Date

r

Name

'~ ~~ - ~~~

Address / /

~~~

Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 137 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

,-
i ~
~ 2 ~ .~
ignature Datef,,

~'

1~
Name

~~ ~ ~f1~l̀
Address

~~'l~

Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

~ ~~- / g
Sign- ture Date

Name ~

J~
~' 7

Address

~/~~ ~~~-~~z I
hone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

Z~~
Si re Date

~~MMA ~b~L I.~ST~~
Name

~-~ PfIY ST, SAS ~-~C~S~o, CSI 9q-l23
Address

X45- 3v9- 3955

Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

Z'I~I,~
Date

Name

~̀~ man u1~ ~ ~ S~ ~ ~ q~ ̀~Z3
Address

X125 ~ ~ ~ ̀~ ~~c~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an exist
ing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. T
his

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the co
mmunity to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

Z

al __ ' ~1 (~ ~

Signatur ~ Date

—~ ~ ~i =~ ~ a n.
Name

Address

~l ̀ ~~ ~i ~ - ~1 I l~
Phone Number



T0: SF Rlanning Department

RE: Proposa► for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

,~~
,;

~=
Signature

l~l~Q,~r r~1̀

Name

Ad

~~
Date

Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

21~~
Date

Address

~~ mil'''/ ~~ ~~

Phone Number

.1,~\~! ~ ~ ~ C~~
Name



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Safon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, wha would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

r G ,~

Signature

~~ I ~~'

Date

Name

L~D

Address

~d  l~ - ̀~~~1- ~-a-~~
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styfi~g, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

r

Signature

Name

:3~~~f ~"

Date

Address

Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience far beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which t have no objections.

Thank you,

~. ~ - --

Signature

Name

l ~ ~ ~~ S~

Address

I~

Dat

~̀ ",~ C._, ~ ~ l 1 ~~

Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community far the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

Signature Date

Name

Address

~~/5 ~~ ~ ~ S~ - ~~ ~ ~ ~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Saion. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

ì s

t j
/'-~ ~~~ ~, ~ ~ ~ LJ

O

Signatur~„~ Date

Name

Address

Phone Number



T0: SF Planning department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefEt for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

i

l '~ ~~

Signature Date

~ j ~r\ ~~°~ ~~
Name

~~
Address

V~
_~

Phone Nu ber



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon
proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing
neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This
proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and
manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to
which I have no objections.

Thank you,

c

-2 iy
Signature i Date

~ tZ, ~ ~ ~.~ ~t7
Name

-~Za2
Address

yZ~1'~~2_6°`'~ ~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

F~ave seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

f

Signature Date

l~ I 1~'

Address

~o~' G o3
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Qepartment

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the cortimunity to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

f~,f~ ~ ~~__.

Signature Date

Name

Address

~j~~~~~ ~~~~
Phone Number



T0: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which C have no objections.

Thank you,

~ mi l, ~~_~ ;~- ( i ;

Signature Date

f'E ~

~~,

Name

~~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~v~

Address

~i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~5~ 51
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community far the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salon Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

~~~ 2 Z,1 ) ~j, ~,

Signature Date

Name

Address

`L~ ~ s ~> v~ ~~
Phone Number



TO: SF Planning Department

RE: Proposal for 1327 Chestnut

This letter is to express my SUPPORT as a member of the community for the beauty salon

proposal at 1327 Chestnut which will be known as Be Radiant Salan Studios.

understand that this is the location on the 2nd floor next to Yuki Lashes salon, an existing

neighborhood business with the same owner, who would like to open Be Radiant Salon. This

proposal will provide convenience for beauty services such as hair styling, waxing, and

manicures to the neighborhood.

have seen the proposed floor plan and I agree that this will be a benefit for the community to

which I have no objections.

Thank you,

t'~ ~~

Sign~tuc~ ,' ~` Date

l., ~ 
V

MI t,~ ~~ ~C ~ ~~~ ~ ~.~
Name U

Address

~g I~~ -~1 lD~l ' 1 ~ ~D 5
Phone Number



Ganetsos, Dori (CPC)

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: RE: 2017-014736CUA

-----Original Message-----
From: Marilo Calabuig [mailto:mcalatemp@yahoo.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 6:10 PM
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: 2017-014736CUA

To who it might concern,

object to the opening of the beauty salon, DBA BeRadiant Salon.

Best,

Marilb Calabuig



~P
ce

iv
ec

+ 
~t

 C
P
C
 H
ea

ri
ng

 
2

~ '
~'

~

~
 

•

P
ro
po
sa
l 
fo
r 
us
e 
at

 1
3
2
7
 C
he
st

nu
t 
St



O
v
e
r
v
i
e
w
 

P
a
g
e
 3

E
mp

lo
ym

en
t/

Bu
si

ne
ss

 O
pp

or
tu

ni
ti

es
 

P
a
g
e
 4

S
er
vi
ce
s 

P
a
g
e
 6

Ex
te
rn
al
 C
h
a
n
g
e
s
 

P
a
g
e
 7

nt
er

na
 I 
C
h
a
n
g
e
s
 

P
a
g
e
 8

N
ei
gh
bo
rh
oo
d 
Co
nc
er
ns

A
D
A
 C
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

P
a
g
e
 9

La
ck

 o
f 
fo

ot
 tr

af
fi

c 
P
a
g
e
 1
0

Po
te

nt
ia

l 
fo

r 
il
le
ga
l 
ac
ti
vi
ty
 

P
a
g
e
 1
1

M
or
e 
se
rv
ic
es
 n
ot
 n
ee

de
d 

P
a
g
e
 1
2

N
ei
gh
bo
rh
oo
d 
Su
pp
or
t 
Le
tt
er
s



•

T
he

 l
oc
at
io
n 
of

 t
he

 p
ro

po
sa

l 
at
 1
3
2
7
 C
he
st
nu
t 
St
 h
as

 b
e
e
n
 v
ac
an
t 
fo
r 
ov
er
 2
 y
ea

rs
.

A
 m
is
se
d 
op

po
rt

un
it

y 
fo
r 
th

e 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od
 w
hi
ch
 c
an
 n

ov
ae
 o
ff
er
 v
ar

io
us

 b
ea
ut
y

s e
rv
ic
es
 a
n
d
 s
al

on
 s
ui
te
s 
wh
ic
h 
fa
ci
li
ta
te
 e
nt
re
pr
en
eu
rs
hi
p.

V !
/e
 a
re
 p
ro

po
si

ng
 t
o 
in

ve
st

 t
o

p
ro

vi
de

:
- 
Co
nv
en
ie
nt
 b
ea

ut
y 
se
rv
ic
es

- 
Sr
r~
al
! 
bu
si
ne
ss
 o
pp

or
tu

ni
ti

es
- 
E
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 o
pp

or
tu

ni
ti

es
- 
G
r
o
w
 a
n 
ex

is
ti

ng
n e
ig

hb
or

ho
od

 s
ma

ll
 b
us
in
es
s

~ I
Vh
il
e 
at

 t
he

 s
a
m
e
 t
ir
i°
~e
:

- 
I~
la
ki
n~
 n
o
 e
xt
er
na
l 
ch

an
ge

s
- 

Ke
ep
in
g 
th

e 
ch
ar
ac
te
r 
of
 t
he

ca
mm
un
~~
ty

- 
In
ve
st
in
g 
in
 A
D
A
 a
cc
es
s



E
m
 
o
 
m
e
n
t
0
 

or
 

ni
 i

v
to

 
t 
es

E x
is

ti
ng

 B
us
in
es
s

~
~
~

1
3
2
5
 C
he

st
nu

t 
St

P
ro
 
o
s
e
d
 B
us
in
es
s

, ~
~
 
~
 ~
~
~
 5
~
~
~

T
om

.
1
3
2
7
 C
he

st
nu

t 
St

2
nd

 F
lo
or

Ey
el

as
h 
Ex

te
ns

io
ns

 o
nl
y

2
 R
o
o
m
s

3 
La

sh
 S
ty

li
st

s

9
 R
o
o
m
s

U
 p
 t
o 
1
8
 S
ty
li
st
s

a
nd

 1
 r
ec

ep
ti

on
is

t 
pl
us

cl
ea

ni
ng

 s
er
vi
ce

=
 1
9
 n
e
w
 o
pp
or
tu
ni
ti
es

■



~
•
~
•

~i~
~

,~
~

,►
~

~
l~

Z
~

60
" M

IN
.

P
O

W
D

E
R

BE
AU

TY
ST

AT
I O

 N

BE
AU

TY
 

ST
AT

IO
N

U
p 

to
 9

 N
ew

 In
de

pe
n 

en
t

Sm
al

l B
usk

in
D

N

B
EA

UT
Y

ST
AT

I O
 N

B
EA

UT
Y

ST
AT

I 0
 N

BE
AU

TY
ST

AT
I 0

 N

A
D

A
PO

W
D

E
R

BE
AU

TY
ST

AT
I O

 N

B
EA

UT
Y

ST
AT

I 0
 N

BE
AU

TY
S T

AT
I O

 N

BE
AU

TY
ST

AT
I O

 N



Se
rv

ic
es

T
h
e
 c
on

ve
ni

en
ce

 o
f 
m
a
n
y
 s
er
vi
ce
s 
a
n
d
 c
om
pe
ti
ti
ve
 s
ty
li
st
s 
in

 o
n
e

lo
ca
ti
on
 i
nc

lu
di

ng
:

• 
Ha
ir
 S
ty
li
ng

• 
Ba

 r
be

 r

• 
Fa
ci
al
s

• 
M
a
k
e
u
p

• 
Ey

el
as

h 
Ex
te
ns
io
ns

• 
W
a
x
i
n
g

• 
Th

re
ad

in
g

•
 
Ha
ir
 C
ol
or
in
g

• 
Ch
il
dr
en
's
 C
ut

s

• 
S
h
a
m
p
o
o

• 
Ma
ni
cu
re

• 
Pe
di
cu
re

• 
B
 I o
w
d
 r
y

• 
Br
id
al
 P
re

p



M
i
n
i
m
a
 
Ex

te
rn

a 
C
 
a
n
 
es

C
ur

ta
in

s

Si
gn

ag
e 
o
n
 d
o
o
r

Cu
rt

ai
ns

M
in

im
al

 c
h
a
n
g
e
 p
re

se
rv

es
 t
he

 c
ha

ra
ct

er
 o
f 
th

e 
ne

ig
hb

or
ho

od



B
e
a
 ut

i 
u 

I m
e
 rn

 a
 
C
 
a 
n 

es

C
le
an

D
es
ig
n

El
eg
an
t

F u
rn
is
hi
ng
s

H
a
r
d
w
o
o
d

F l
oo

rs

W
e
 a
re
 e
xc

it
ed

 t
o 
fu
rt
he
r 
in

ve
st

 i
n 
th

e 
ne
ig
hb
or
ho
od

a
nd

 m
a
k
e
 s
om
et
hi
ng
 b
ea

ut
if

ul
a~.



D
A
A
C
m
 

i
n

o
 

p 
a 

ce
G
re

at
er

 a
cc

es
s 

is
 g
o
o
d
 b
us

in
es

s

I m
p
r
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
s
 t
o 
th
e 
ex

is
ti

ng
 s
pa

ce
 i
nc

lu
de

:
- 
Pr

ov
id

e 
an

 i
mp
ro
ve
d 
pa
th
 o
f 
tr

av
el

;;
~

- 
Ac

ce
ss

ib
le

 u
ni
se
x 
re

st
ro

om
 

,
S
up
po
rt
 b
ar

s 
wi
th
in
 b
at

hr
oo

ms
- 
Ha
nd
ra
il
s 
o
n
 t
he
 s
ta
ir
s

- 
Si

gn
ag

e 
a
n
d
 a
la

rm
s

- 
Ac

ce
ss

ib
le

 d
ri

nk
in

g 
fo

un
ta

in
s

- 
AD
A-
co
mp
li
an
t 
ha
ll
wa
ys
 a
n
d

e
nt
ra
nc
e 
do

or
s

A
D
A
 R
ul

es
:

Im
pr
ov
ed

Ro
o
m
 A
cc
es
s

P
O
W
D
E
R

W
i
d
e
n
e
d

D
oo
rs

0

A
D
A

p
n
w
n
F
Q

l'
'~

 
~`

'~
~,

 
M
a
n
e
u
v
e
r
i
n
g

60
~~ 
M
I
N
.
 

',, 
Sp

ac
e

C
L
E
A
R
A
N
C
E
 

i

G
r
a
b

B
ar
s

"
d
o
e
s
 n
ot
 r
eq
ui
re
 t
he
 i
ns
ta
ll
at
io
n 
of
 a
n 
el

ev
at

or
 i
n 
an
 a
lt

er
ed

 f
ac
il
it
y 
th
at
 i
s 
le

ss
 t
ha
n

t h
re

e 
st

or
ie

s 
or
 h
as

 l
es

s 
th
an
 3
,0
00
 s
qu

ar
e 
fe

et
 p
er
 s
to

ry
"



L 
F 

Tr
 

i
ac
 
o
 

oo
t 

a 
c

Q
ua
li
ty
 b
ea

ut
y 
se
rv
ic
es
 p
ri

ma
ri

ly
 r
el

y 
o
n
 t
w
o
 s
ou
rc
es
 o
f 
bu
si
ne
ss
 w
it

h 
fo

ot
 tr

af
fi
c

pr
ov

id
in

g 
on
ly
 a
 l
im

it
ed

 s
ou
rc
e 
of

 c
us

to
me

rs
:

• 
Re
fe
rr
al
 b
us
in
es
s:
 T
h
e
 b
es
t 
ad

ve
rt

is
em

en
t 
fo

r 
an
y 
bu
si
ne
ss
 i
s 
sa

ti
sf

ie
d

cu
st

om
er

s 
an
d 
th
is
 h
as

 b
ee

n 
tr

ue
 f
or

 Y
uk
i 
La

sh
es

. 
W
e
 h
av

e 
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
d

si
gn
if
ic
an
t 
gr

ow
th

 f
ro
m 

re
fe
rr
al
s f

ro
m 
fr
ie
nd
s 
an
d 
fa

mi
ly

 m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.

• 
Ye

lp
: 
Po
si
ti
ve
 c
us

to
me

r 
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

s
o
n 
Ye

lp
 h
av

e 
al
so
 b
ee

n 
a 
la
rg
e

so
ur

ce
 o
f 
cu
st
om
er
s.
 M
a
n
y
 c
li
en
ts

m
ak
e 
th

ei
r 
ap

po
in

tm
en

ts
 o
nl
in
e

ba
se
d 
so
le
ly
 o
n
 p
os

it
iv

e 
re
vi
ew
s.

r
~~
a 

.
. 

,,.
~ 

~~
_.

,~
.

A
R
E
 

..
..

 
..

r
KK

,
~~.,

~,~~
 

~ 
~p

~,
.~
.~
i 

`
:~
~~

 
~~.

~.
 ~~
~ 

~.
~-
 

te a
.

~, ,
~.

,,,.

~,,
~.

~m
ow

.z
ad

~s
sr

 ~
a
a
 ~,
x 

rn
,3
 ~r
 
s
 

ra
 ~
xa

.~
u 
r,
ac
 ga

s,
 a
n
 e
mu
..

 na
,~

.e
.~
.~

ai
r S

€t
s^

~
-a

~'
vs

'~
n 
3~

 
.,

 
- 

t~
~7

sc
~a

ae
s3

 a
n 

._
.

.
.,
..
..
 ':

xa
 S
ar
a 
:f
78
 A
-^

6 a
's

~t
~ 
~r
~l
xs
~.
 fu

't
r+

su
or

~.
 _"

;'
 kx

a`
.r
es
 r
d
 ~
a'

oy
~'

 a'
u!

 Y
w
W
.
°
 

+v
°0
w~
'e
 ~"

.t
er
 

s.
+~

.v
.+

e 
~
w

.
::
~:
 a
u
s

,'i,
 

p

~
e



P
 

n 
i 

F 
r 

I 
A
 

iv
i

o
te

 t
 o
 
o
 

e
 a

 
ct

 
t

W
e
 c
an

no
t 
fa
il
 t
o 
c
o
m
p
l
y
 w
it

h 
re
gu
la
ti
on
s,
 l
aw

s,
 o
r 
li
ce
ns
in
g 
th

at
 w
il
l 
pl

ac
e 
ou

r
e
nt
ir
e 
in
ve
st
me
nt
 a
n
d
 b
us

in
es

s 
pl
an
s 
at
 r
is
k 
in

cl
ud

in
g:

- 
SF
 C
ou
nt
y 
Bu
si
ne
ss
 L
ic
en
se

- 
Ca
li
fo
rn
ia
 B
oa
rd
 o
f 
Ba

rb
er

in
g 
a
n
d
 C
os
me
to
lo
gy
 E
st
ab
li
sh
me
nt
 L
ic
en
se

- 
Re
qu
ir
ed
 E
st

he
ti

ci
an

/B
ar

be
r/

Co
sm

et
ol

og
is

t 
Li
ce
ns
e 
as

 a
pp

ro
pr

ia
te

- 
Pl

ac
em

en
t 
of

 C
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
 N
ot

ic
es

- 
Hy
gi
en
e 
a
n
d
 M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

 S
ta
nd
ar
ds

- 
Li
ab
il
it
y 
In
su
ra
nc
e

- 
N
o
 m
a
s
s
a
g
e
 s
er
vi
ce
s 
wi
ll
 e
ve

r 
be

 o
ff
er
ed
. 
Th
is
 i
s 
a 
se

pa
ra
te
 b
us
in
es
s 
li
ce
ns
e

w
hi

ch
 v
ve

 w
il
l 
no
t 
b
e
 o
bt
ai
ni
ng
 a
t 
a
n
y
 t
im
e.

W
e
 a
re
 a
lw

ay
s 
o
p
e
n
 t
o 
th
e 
pu
bl
ic
 a
t 
a
n
y
 t
im
e!

P
le

as
e 
c
o
m
e
 b
y 
a
n
d
 w
e
 w
il

l 
be
 h
a
p
p
y
 t
o 
ad

dr
es

s 
an

y 
co

nc
er

ns
o
r 
su
gg
es
ti
on
s.

~~ ~.



M
o
r
e
 S
er
vi
ce
s 
N
o
t
 N
e
e
 
e

"
Co

mp
et

it
io

n 
in
 t
he
 m
ar
ke
tp
la
ce
 i
s 
go
od
 f
or

 c
on

su
me

rs
 a
nd

 g
oo
d 
fi

r 
bu

si
ne

ss
"1

• 
Be
Ra
di
an
t 
wi
ll
 p
ro
vi
de
 t
he

 o
nl

y 
op

po
rt

un
it

y 
fo
r 
in

de
pe

nd
en

tl
y -
m
i
n
d
e
d

p
ro

fe
ss

io
na
ls
 i
n 
th

e 
ar

ea
 t
o 
o
p
e
n
 t
he
ir
 o
w
n
 b
us
in
es
s.

• 
He

al
th

y 
co

mp
et

it
io

n 
en

co
ur

ag
es

:

o
 
M
o
r
e
 c
re
at
iv
e 
pr

od
uc

t 
of
fe
ri
ng
s

o
 
Gr

ea
te

r 
se

rv
ic

e 
op
ti
on
s 
a
n
d
 p
oi
nt
s 
of
 v
ie

w

o
 
Pr
es
su
re
 t
o 
im
pr
ov
e 
cu

st
om

er
 e
xp

er
ie

nc
es

o
 
M
o
r
e
 c
om
pe
ti
ti
on
 w
hi

ch
 m
e
a
n
s
 l
ow
er
 p
ri

ce
s

• 
Ob
se
rv
in
g 
su
cc
es
sf
ul
 c
om
pe
ti
to
rs
 c
an
 t
ea

ch
 y
ou
 a
n
d
 y
ou

r 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 h
o
w
 t
o

i m
p
r
o
v
e
 y
ou

r 
pr

ac
ti

ce
s 
a
n
d
 s
h
o
w
s
 y
ou
 w
h
a
t
 w
or
ks
 i
n 
yo

ur
 m
ar

ke
t

• 
Pr
ov
id
es
 a
n
 a
lt

er
na

ti
ve

 f
or
 c
us

to
me

rs
 w
h
o
 a
re
 n
ot
 a
 g
o
o
d
 f
it

 f
or
 y
ou

r 
bu
si
ne
ss

1~
~C

om
pe

ti
ti

on
 C
o
u
n
t
s
 —
H
o
w
 c
o
n
s
u
m
e
r
s
 w
i
n
 w
h
e
n
 b
us

in
es

se
s 
c
o
m
p
e
t
e
"
 F
ed
er
al
 T
ra
de
 C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n

ht
tp
s:
//
ww
w.
ft
c.
go
v/
si
te
s/
de
fa
ul
t/
fi
le
s/
at
ta
ch
me
nt
s/
co
mp
et
it
io
n-
co
un
ts
/z
ge
n0
l.
pd
f



Ne
i 

o
r 
o
o
 
S
u
 

or
t

p
p

• 
Po
si
ti
ve
 F
ee
db
ac
k 
O
n
 T
h
e
 P
ro

po
sa

l

Po
te

nt
ia

l 
Cu
st
om
er
s 
Ar
e 
Ex
ci
te
d 
Fo
r 
Th
es
e 
Se

rv
ic

es
.

G
re
at
 i
na

dv
er

te
nt

 m
ar
ke
t 
re
se
ar
ch
!

• 
3
1
 L
et

te
rs

 o
f 
Su
pp
or
t



W
e
 a
re
 h
a
p
p
y
 t
o 
a
n
s
w
e
r
 a
n
y
 q
ue
st
io
ns
 y
ou
 m
a
y
 h
av

e
a
nd

 a
pp

re
ci

at
e 
yo

ur
 t
im

e 
a
n
d
 c
on
si
de
ra
ti
on
.


	20180222 correspondence .1
	20180222 correspondence .2
	20180222 correspondence 
	20180222 correspondence Asbaugh.1
	20180222 correspondence Asbaugh.2
	20180222 correspondence Asbaugh.3
	20180222 correspondence Asbaugh.4
	20180222 correspondence Asbaugh
	20180222 correspondence horn
	20180222 correspondence moore.1
	20180222 correspondence moore
	20180222 correspondence Ojeda
	20180222 correspondence Tran
	20180222 correspondence.2
	20180222 correspondence

