
FILE NO. 141207 

Petitions and Communications received from November 17, 2014, through December 1, 
2014, for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be 
ordered filed by the Clerk on December 9, 2014. 

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of 
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be redacted. 

From Mayor Lee, regarding appointment to the Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Board: (1) 

Calvin Abe - term ending August 1, 2018 

From Clerk of the Board, reporting that the following individual has submitted a Form 700 
Statement: (2) 

Laura Lane - Legislative Aide - Leaving 

From Capital Planning Committee, regarding the proposed acquisition of real property at 
1500 Mission Street. (3) 

From concerned citizens, regarding Happy Vape. 18 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (4) 

From concerned citizens, regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Way Environmental Appeal. File 
Nos. 141059, 141064, 141065, 141066 and 141067. 16 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(5) 

From concerned citizens, regarding formula retail employer requirements. File Nos. 
140880 and 141024. 3 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6) 

From concerned citizens, regarding 480 Potrero Avenue. File No. 141139. 2 letters. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (7) 

From Controller, submitting Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards Annual Report 
FY2013-2014. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8) 

From Controller, submitting report of service utilization and client trajectories in San 
Francisco's permanent supportive housing. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9) 

From concerned citizens, submitting signatures for petition regarding Harvey Milk LGBT 
History AIDS Memorial Foundation and Circle. 5 signatures. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(10) 

From Per Hakansson, regarding short-term residential rentals. File No. 140381 . 
. 2 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (11) 



From concerned citizens, regarding election of Board President.  File No. 141165. 
2 letters.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (12) 
 
From Shelley Bradford Bell, regarding Supervisor London Breed.  Copy: Each 
Supervisor.  (13) 
 
From Tobacco Free Coalition, regarding tobacco permit density reduction policy.  File No. 
141098.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (14) 
 
From Ann Haver, regarding support for taxis.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (15) 
 
From Dennis Hong, regarding Annie Street in Yerba Buena Center.  Copy: Each 
Supervisor.  (16) 
 
From David Khan, regarding sustainable energy.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (17) 
 
From California Highway Patrol, submitting report on the release of hazardous material.  
Copy: Each Supervisor.  (18) 
 
From Caltrans, submitting report on the illegal discharge (or threatened illegal discharge) 
of hazardous waste.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (19) 
 
From John Fitch, regarding various concerns.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (20) 
 
From Clerk of the Board, reporting that the following individual has submitted a Form 700 
Statement: (21) 
   Rachel Redondiez - Legislative Aide - Leaving 
 
From Houman Forood, regarding city streets and roads.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (22) 
 
From Public Works, regarding city streets and roads.  Copy: Each Supervisor.  (23) 
 
From Status of Women, regarding proposed legislation on equal pay.  File No. 141001.  
(24) 
 
From Irving Zaretsky, regarding appeals for 2853-2857 Broderick Street.  File No. 
141083.  (25) 
 
From Controller, submitting Citywide Performance Measurement for FY2013-2014 
Annual Report.  (26) 
 
From San Francisco Heritage House, regarding Mills Act Property Contracts.  File Nos. 
141102, 141103, 141104.  (27) 
 
From Controller, submitting audit report on payroll process at the Police Department.  
(28) 



From American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network, regarding tobacco permit density 
reduction policy. File No. 141098. Copy: Each Supervisor. (29) 

From Howard Wong, regarding Central Subway northern extension study. (30) 

From Clerk of the Board, reporting that the following individuals have submitted a Form 
700 Statement: (31) 

Samantha Roxas - Legislative Aide - Leaving 
Judson True - Legislative Aide - Leaving 
Amy Chan - Legislative Aide - Leaving 

From Fish and Wildlife Service, regarding public hearing on the yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (32) 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANC.ISCO 
EDWIN. M. LEE ~/f>; a:a. 
MAYOR~~ 

November 21, 2014 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Honorable Board of Supervisors: 

Notice of Appointment 

Pursuant to Section 3 .100(18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby 
make the following appointment: 

Calvin Abe, to the Residential Rent Stabilization & Arbitration Board, assuming the seat 
formerly held by Bartholomew Murphy, for a term ending August 1, 2018 . 

. I am confident that Mr. Abe, an elector of the City and County, will serve our community well. 
. Attached herein for your reference are his qualifications to serve. 

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Director of 
Appointments, Nicole Wheaton, at (415) 554-7940. 

~~ EdwinM.L~ 
Mayor 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

November 21, 2014 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall + I ·.:,. :-1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

.,I I 

--. ··-.. ~ r r 
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Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

Pursuant to Section 3 .100(18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby 
make the following appointment: 

Calvin Abe to the Residential Rent Stabilization & Arbitration Board, assuming the seat 
formerly held by Bartholomew Murphy, for a term ending August 1, 2018. 

I am coflfident that Mr. Abe, an elector of the City and County, will serve our community well. 
Attached herein for your reference are his qualifications to serve. 

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Director of 
Appointments, Nicole Wheaton, at (415) 554-7940. 

Sincerely, 

4~~ 
. Mayor~ \ 

r 



BACKGROUND 

Calvin J. Abe 
Attorney at Law, Cal. Bar No. 60381 

2028 Laguna Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

Tel (415) 860-2840 
email: calvinabe@yahoo.com 

Calvin Abe, is an attorney and businessman who was born and raised in Salinas, 
California, where his grandparents had settled after emigrating from Japan. He has been a 

. resident of San Francisco since 1989. 

In his law practice, he specializes in international business, licensing, and real estate law, 
with an emphasis on business between American and Japanese companies. From 1980 to 
1990, he served as a Deputy Attorney General of the State of California in its San 
Francisco Office, specializing in business and tax litigation on behalf of state agencies 
such as the State Board of Equalization, Franchise Tax Board, and Department of 
Corporations. From 1975 to 1980 he also served as Managing Attorney of one of the 
Sacramento offices of Legal Services of Northern California. 

Mr. Abe has represented both American and Japanese companies in setting up 
partnerships and agreements in both markets. His primary focus is in facilitating and 
securing agreements enabling his clients to achieve their business objectives in foreign 
and domestic markets. In this effort, he has successfully negotiated favorable agreements 
involving major corporations and individuals for the licensing of trademarked brands, 
consulting services, and book publishing. 

Companies that Mr. Abe has successfully negotiated agreements with include Shiseido 
and C'Bon Cosmetics, Takashimaya and Iwataya Department Stores, Nishijin Necktie 
Company, Graphic-sha Publishing Company, Japan Air Lines, Macy's, Bloomingdales, 
Sears Department Stores, and Narumiya Co. of Tokyo. Mr. Abe has also represented 
clients in the entertainment industry, including Academy Award winner Elois Jenssen, 
award-winning author Donna Fujii, and master creative artists·from Tokyo, UrumaDelvi. 
As a businessman, Mr. Abe has established companies in California and Nevada and 
owns and manages 13 rental units in San Francisco. 

·Mr .. Abe has been active in public service and served as a Commissioner of the 
Assessment Appeals Board of the City and County of San Francisco. He also serves as 
General Counsel to Donna Fujii, Inc., which has a best-selling book, Color With Style, an 
image consulting school in San Francisco and Japan, and a line of cosmetics, Donna Fujii 
Cosmetics. 

EDUCATION 
University of California, Santa Barbara, A.B. Economics, 1970 
University of California, Davis, School of Law, J.D., 1974 



BAR ADMISSIONS 
State Bar of California,-1974, No. 60381 (Status: Active) 
United States District Court, Northern District, 1974 
United States District Court, Eastern District, 1975 
United States Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit, 1982 
United States Supreme Court, 1983 

ACTIVITIES 
Treasurer, Lick-Wilmerding High School Parent's Association Executive Board, 
2009-2011 
Commissioner, Assessment Appeals Board of the City and County of San Francisco, 
2005-2007 
Director, Friends of Alamo School Foundation, 2000-2002, Asian American Bar 
Association, 1983, Asian Community Mental Health Services, 1982-4 
Lecturer, California Continuing Education of the Bar, 1977 
Delegate, California State Bar Convention, 1983 
Member, American Bar Association, San Francisco Bar Association, Asian American 
Bar Association, International Visitors Center, World Trade Club, Japan Society of San 
Francisco, Asian Business League, Japanese American Citizens League, Northern 

· Nevada Hotel Association, 1975-present 

PERSONAL REFERENCES 

Dale Minami, Minami Tamaki LLP, San Francisco, CA 
The Hon. Edward M. Chen, Judge of the United States District Court for the Northern 

District of California 
David M. Louie, Attorney General, State· of Hawaii 

Contact information for all personal references provided upon request. 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Date: 

To: 

F:i;om: 

Subject: 

November 19, 2014 

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Form 700 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

This is to inform you that the following individual has submitted a Form 700 
Statement: 

Laura Lane - Legislative Aide - Leaving 



Capital Planning Committee 
/ 1 l o 

Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator, Chair 

MEMORANDUM 
November 17, 2014 

;·-' c_", C.'> 
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To: 

From: 

Copy: 

Supervisor David Chiu,.Board President "(].th~ j -:. 

Naomi Kelly, City Administrator and Capital Plannin~ bornrfr!ttee Chair/ 

Members of the Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Capital Planning Committee 
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Regarding: (1) Ordinance approving and authorizing San Francisco's Director of Pr~pertyJ"to 
execute a conditional purchase and sale agreement with Goodwill SF Urban 
Development, LLC for the proposed city acquisition of a portion of real property 
at 1500 Mission Street 

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on November 17, 2014, the Capital 
Planning Committee (CPC) approved the following action items to be considered by the Board of 
Supervisors. The CPC's recommendations are set forth below. 

1. Board File Number: TBD 

Recommendation: 

Comments: 

Approval of the ordinance approving and authorizing San 
Francisco's Director of Property to execute a conditional 
purchase and sale agreement with Goodwill SF Urban 
Development, LLC for the proposed city acquisition of a 
portion of real property at 1500 Mission Street 

Recommend the Board of Supervisors approve the ordinance. 

The CPC recommends approval of these items by a vote 
of9-0. 

Committee members or representatives in favor include: 
Naomi Kelly, City Administrator; Nadia Sesay, 
Controller's Office; Mohammed Nuru, Director, Public 
Works; Melissa Whitehouse, Mayor's Budget Office; Ed 
Reiskin, Director, SFMTA; Emilio Cruz, SFPUC; John 
Rahaim, Director, Planning Department; GeoffNeumayr, 
San Francisco International Airport; and Phil Ginsburg, 
Recreation and Parks Department. 

c 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

- ----- -- ,- - -, 

Fuv Jgu [wya01@mail.com] 
Wednesday, November 19, 2014 10:13 PM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric 
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Letter for Support of Happy Vape Ocean Avenue 

Dear Supervisors of San Francisco, 

I support Happy Vape, I think that Vape is the way to go. Definitely better than cigs, no butts too. 

Ocean dont have good stores, Happy vape will help bring in new store. 

I believe in vape and only vape now. 

Thank you, 
- Wilson Yao 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

- -) '\?JO),. il , C..~.nt'J~> ________________________________ ....., ______________________ ___ 

andrew yang [a.yang99@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, November 19, 201411:18 PM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Support New Business Happy Vape 1963 Ocean Avenue. 

Dear Supervisor Norman Yee, 

I am Andrew Yang of the Ingleside Neighborhood. I support Happy Vape on Ocean Avenue. It fills a 
vacancy and there are too many vacancies. We need stores for this area. Please allow Happy Vape 
to open on Ocean Avenue. These are good guys trying to start a new business. Business is hard, so 
we want to encourage the young to work hard. There is no vape shop in our neighborhood. I need to 
go to Mission to get a refill and that is far. Please help young people start business and help new 
business. 

A.Y. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

arh aertha [michellejung2@mail.com] 
Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:09 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Letter of Support for the Happy Vape Project at 1963 Ocean Avenue 

Dear Supervisors Jane Kim and Norman Yee, 

I support the Happy Vape project because I believe it is a great, new establishment that the area around City College 
could really use. I live in the SOMA area and have traveled to many vape shops, but the area around the main 
campus seems to be lacking one. I would love to get a chance to try steam stone hookah again, and check out the 
new selection of e-cigs after class. Me and my friends can never seem to find a place to hang out around Ocean so we 
always just head back downtown for some browsing. I think this project can really boost the livliness of the area and 
bring some new customers from the college as well. 

Thank you. 

Michelle Jung 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

raerae ergaerg [slowe602@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, November 22, 2014 1 :51 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric 
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Letter in Support of new vape shop "Happy Vape" on Ocean Avenue 

Dear San Francisco Supervisors, 

I am a heavy smoker and have smoked for 8 years, however I am now switching to vape which 
seems to relieve me of my addiction with a more equatable feel. I go to SF state and live within the 
campus and I have rode my bike through the Ocean Avenue area, to get to Bart, and noticed that it 
lacks a vape shop like the one on Taraval Street. The other day I saw a sign posted, announcing a 
vape shop on Ocean, and I was relieved find a place to pick up something whilst in transit and a new 
shop on this dead street. The other day, I read in the newspaper that there is a possibility of an 
appeal against this new vape shop; I think that would be a horrible idea. This block could use an uplift 
from a new store and a vape shop could be just the thing it needs. Taraval's Juice Box Vaper is doing 
wonderfully and hasn't attract any vagrants or encouraged crime, so I believe this new Happy Vape 
on Ocean Avenue will be a really good attraction to this area. Please support this business and do not 
allow an appeal. 

Thank you for your time, 

Raymond White 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Hello Supervisors, 

Yin Yang [yindong001@gmail.com] 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 3:35 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric 
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Support Happy Vape on Ocean Avenue 

I am Yin Men Dong, I support Happy Vape because it is a good business for the area. Mr. Blake He is just a 
young man starting a new business that should be supported. New business brings new people. We should all 
show our support for small business owners. Please support Happy Vape too. 

Thank you, 
Yin 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Letter in support of Happy Vape on Ocean Avenue. 

From: Robert Doyle [mailto:nikonuser1010@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 1:33 PM 
To: Yee, Norman (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: Letter in support of Happy Vape on Ocean Avenue. 

Dear City Supervisors Jane Kim and Nonnan Yee, 

My name is Robert Doyle, and am a resident at Folsom and 7th. I have lived in this city my whole life, and I 
think that it could use some new shops and trends. The ocean avenue commercial corridor, has been one of my 
most frequented locations when they still had Franciscan Hobbies. Now I do not know what will fill the void, 
however, I support the Happy Vape project and believe it's conducive and complimentary to the neighborhood. 
I believe that this area is missing this type of store and could use some new retail outlets to liven up the area. 
This type of establishment can promote more foot traffic and future retail interest in the currently very vacant 
Ocean Avenue. Fostering small businesses helps to promote entrepreneurship and can help bolster tax revenue 
for our financially struggling city and state. The area needs a good facelift and I think Happy Vape is going to 
bring a fresh and aesthetically appealing front. 

Thank you for your time, 
Robert Doyle 
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To: BOS-Supervisors 
Subject: FW: Letter to Supervisor of San Francisco in Support of Happy Vape at 1963 Ocean Avenue. 

From: Muhammad Hadiar [mailto:eastbeast617@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2014 12:28 PM 
To: Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, 
Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott 
Subject: Letter to Supervisor of San Francisco in Support of Happy Vape at 1963 Ocean Avenue. 

Dear City Supervisors, 

My name is Muhammad Hadiar, I am a citizen of this San Francisco City. I have been to Ocean Avenue on 
numerous occasions, such as attending City College when I first arrived in the US about 10 years ago. I believe 
this area lacks unique and diverse business. I support Happy Vape due to its offering of diverse, new products 
that can bring a new dimension to the Ocean A venue area. The introduction of vapor shop will follow a trend 
stemming from the Southern California area of e-cigarette use as regularly seen activity and a means of 
smoking cessation. Hookah use which will also be offered at Happy V ape can also promote an already ancient 
activity done widely in the Middle East and seen extensively in many metropolises. Happy Vape will be 
offering. an even better alternative than these with Steam Stone Hookah. Such diversity can bring brighten up a 
dull neighborhood that is losing its light. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Muhammad Hadiar 
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To: BOS-Supervisors 
Subject: FW: Letter to Supervisors Support for Happy Vape on Ocean Ave 

From: thomas yang [mailto:thomas.yang2@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 12:46 AM 
To: Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, 
Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott 
Subject: Letter to Supervisors Support for Happy Vape on Ocean Ave 

Dear SF Supervisors, 

My name is Thomas Yang, and I support Happy Vape, and Blake He, who is a father, business owner, and friend of mine 
who is trying to open a small business in an area that is considered a "Dead Block" by the city. There aren't many people 
trying to breathe life into an area such as this, and Mr. He is looking to be the first of many who could soon come to the 
area. There are many other neighborhoods that feature multiple stores selling what Mr. He is looking to provide. 
However, these stores require a 15 minute or more drive, and with parking fees as high as they are, and the 
inconvenience of traveling across town. These are products surely being used by many people living within 5-15 blocks 
of the proposed location. I believe Mr. He is offering a highly fitting service to the area, and could be very beneficial in 
supporting the community by beginning the revitalization of this once bustling area. 

Thank you for your time, 

-Thomas Yang 
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To: BOS-Supervisors 
Subject: FW: Letter in Support of Happy Vape a New Vape Shop at 1963 Ocean Avenue 

From: ma ohofuhw [mailto:mjung002@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 1:58 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Subject: Letter in Support of Happy Vape a New Vape Shop at 1963 Ocean Avenue 

Dear Supervisors Tang and Yee, 

My name is Mable Jung, I have lived on Taraval my whole life. When then vape shop opened on 19th, I was 
pretty skeptical, however I soon found my attitude towards the vape industry had changed. Since it's opening 
Juice Box Vapor has brought more transit to the Taraval area, and I believe the same can happen on Ocean 
avenue. I support the Happy Vape project and believe it's conducive and complimentary to the neighborhood. I 
believe that this area is missing this type of store and could use some new retail outlets to liven up the area. This 
type of establishment can promote more foot traffic and future retail interest in the currently very vacant Ocean 
Avenue. Fostering small businesses helps to promote entrepreneurship and can help bolster tax revenue for our 
financially struggling city and state. The area needs a good facelift and I think Happy Vape is going to bring a 
fresh and aesthetically appealing front. 

Thank you, 
Mable Jung 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Yin Yang [jordanring31@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, November 25, 2014 8:08 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric 
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Support of Happy Vape on Ocean - a New E-Cig Retailer and Hookah Lounge 

Dear San Francisco Supervisors, 

My name is Salim Al-Khaziz, I am a hookah user, and I have recently been introduced to the new 
Steam Stone Hookah concept. I must say it is refreshing to see a new business opening that will be 
offering this service to the general public. I know that back home in Pakistan, we use this recreational 
activity as a way to relax and spend some time lounging with friends. I believe this type of business is 
unique in it's diversity and culture, they are attempting to merge the old traditional with the modern 
style. E-cigs, although relatively new as well, seem to be a interesting method of nicotine delivery, 
that could prove to be beneficial. I think that Happy Vape is a good business for Ocean Avenue with 
it's deep cultural .ties and diverse style. 

Please support Happy Vape. 

Thank you, 

S. Al-Khaziz 

1 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Letter addressed to Supervisor Norman Yee of District 7 - Support for Happy Vape 1963 
Ocean Avenue 

From: Thomas Baxter [mailto:boxing1650@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 12:05 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Subject: Letter addressed to Supervisor Norman Yee of District 7 - Support for Happy Vape 1963 Ocean Avenue 

Dear Supervisor Norman Yee, 

My name is Thomas Lam, I live on Holloway, and I am a E-cigarette user. I used to smoke about 2 packs a day 
with my security job and all. Then, a co-workers lent me his e-cig pen to try and first thing I noticed that I really 
liked was its design. I'll never forget the taste either, cotton candy. I learned through internet searches that this 
new item could be purchased in all areas around my work but I would have to drive to get some juices for my 
pens. I bought a pen downtown near my work, however on the way home I noticed a posting regarding the 
recent planning hearing about a vape store on Ocean A venue. I went home and did a couple searches and I 
found some articles regarding the case and found that I should contact my City Supervisor. I believe this store is 
a great idea and should be built soon as my consumer needs would be met. Please do not vote to appeal. 

Thank you, 

T.L. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear City Supervisors, 

Kenny Jones [kenny33345@gmail.com] 
Friday, November 28, 2014 11 :45 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Support Letter to Supervisors of San Francisco in Support of Happy Vape 

My name is Kenny Jones, and I support Happy Vape as a new venue on Ocean A venue. This shop will hep fill 
some of the empty storefronts on Ocean A venue. This area is losing all businesses, they need new business to 
come in. It is hard to open a store in SF and this young man is starting his dream in a area that really needs it. 
Please encourage young business people. 

Thank you, 

Kenny J. 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Dear SF Supervisor Nornam Yee, Support Happy Vape. 

From: Jim simmons [mailto:radioactiveman444@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 29, 2014 12:39 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Subject: Dear SF Supervisor Nornam Yee, Support Happy Vape. 

Dear District Supervisor Norman Yee, 

My name is Jim Simmons, and I find E-Cigarettes useful. I have spent many days lighting away at my cigarettes 
in the rain and when there was a high wind and now with a E-Cig I can vape anytime at least outdoors. I have 
lived for some time on Ralston street, and I eagerly welcome a vapor lounge to open in the area as I would not 
have to travel as far to get my products. Happy Vape seems like great idea and it could use your support. Thank 
you for considering these thoughts. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear SF Supervisors, 

Catherine Pinzon [cpinzon901@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, November 29, 2014 2:31 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Letter to SF Sups in Support of Happy Vape on 1963 Ocean Avenue - Consensual choices 
are good. 

My name is Catherine Pinzon and I truely believe a human's choice of recreational activity should be 
regulated up to a certain extent and the allowed to thrive when possible. Litter in the city is a major 
problem, cigarettes and their butts are some of the leading causes. Happy Vape is a venue 
attempting to promote greener living and getting the cigarette buts off our streets. When choices such 
as where one retail establishment opens in comparison to another is determined by neighborhood 
demands and and their wiliness to thwart the incoming new businesses owners plans, society is 
doomed to repeat a lot of mistakes, as we no longer listen to innovators. Some activities in life must 
have regulations, however there are many other consensual activities that are largely disturbing 
and/or confusing to many but accepted by some. 

Thank you, 
Catherine 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Lisa McNamara [lisa2m101@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, November 29, 2014 6:17 PM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Letter in Support of New Businesses on Ocean Avenue - Happy Vape @ 1963 Ocean 

Dear Supervisors of San Francisco, 

I support Happy Vape as a new brick and mortar business that is extremely necessary in this highly 
digital age. People are spending their times looking at cell phones and not paying attention to the 
road. Vaping itself is an awesome activity that promotes outdoor usage, and greener environments. 
Sometimes the necessity of a storefront becomes undermined when faced with many options for a 
single vacancy, however, I believe this is not the case for Happy Vape as their are a number of 
vacancies that can be filled on the block. Thank you for your considerations. 

Lisa McNamara 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Letter of Support for Happy Vape and Blake He 

From: Kevin Lam [mailto:kevinlam301@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 29, 2014 9:54 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Subject: Letter of Support for Happy Vape and Blake He 

Dear Supervisor Yee, 

I am a friend of Blake He and a resident on Jules Street. I have spent many nights walking to the 24 
Hour fitness and not noticing any of the shops as I pass by, however when stores started to close and 
the foot traffic became sparse, I noticed that we really have a problem on our hands. Blake is the first 
person I have met who has the guts to try and start again in this neighborhood and I believe he will 
set a good example for more businesses to come. Please support Blake and entrepreneurs 
everywhere. 

-Kevin 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Dear SF Supervisors, 

argw aerw [ajsk1006@yahoo.com] 
Monday, December 01, 2014 2:14 AM 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Support Letter for Happy Vape 1963 Ocean Avenue. 

My name is A.J. Skimmer, I was a heavy smoker, and am currently vaping low nicotine content e-liquids to 
slowly ween myself off of nicotine. I have been to many corner and liquor stores that sell vape pens however, 
you never really know_ what your gonna get. Due to this, in the past I stayed away from this product, however, 
after my first experience in a vape shop, I could safely choose the right device and dose for my needs. These 
types of services are necessary and I believe extremely beneficial to fellow smokers such as myself. I support 
Happy Vape as a new vendor of these great products and possible help to stop cigarette smoking and addiction. 

Thanks, 
A.I. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Yin Lam [dongdongdong309@mail.com] 
Monday, December 01, 2014 3:03 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Avalos, 
John (BOS); Breed, L.ondon (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark 
(BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS) 
Letter of Support New Vape Shop on Ocean Avenue - Happy Vape 

Dear Supervisors of San Francisco, 

I am Yin Lam, I am an immagrant here for the last 10 years. I work in the post office. I have walked on Ocean 
Avenue many times. There are only some good stores. I wish for more stores. My friend wants to open a store on 
Ocean and I support his project. 

Thank you, 

Yin Lam 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd 

From: Chris [mailto:wcchouteau@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 1:59 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

The Planning Commission ignored the neighborhood proposal for an alternative that 
would have preserved some of the public views from the Filbert Steps and Pioneer Park 
and would not have required the inordinate amount of excavation currently proposed. 
There are numerous safety, preservation and aesthetic concerns with the project as 
approved, not the least of which is the impact on the children attending Garfield School. 

I strongly urge you to address the major issues I have with the project: 

• Require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to look at the project's significant 
impacts from construction, geotechnical condition of the site, to public views and design 
compatibility with the neighborhood. 
• Reject the Conditional Use Authorization. The findings required for a CUA cannot be 
met unless project is redesigned. 
• Slope stability concerns due to the huge amount of excavation (please refer to Karp 
Soil report, attached), which should have been analyzed in the City's environmental 
review. 
• Impacts to views from Pioneer Park and the Filbert Steps 
• Safety hazards to pedestrians using the Filbert Steps during the two or more years of 
construction 
• Transportation impacts on Telegraph Hill Blvd. during construction including impacts to 
the No. 39 Coit bus. 
• The proposed 3-unit condominium with average unit sizes of 4,000 sq. ft. - plus a 
3, 767 square foot garage - is not necessary or desirable for Telegraph Hill where the 
average unit size in the area is slightly less than 1,000 sq. ft. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Chouteau 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill- Neighbor Opposition 

From: Lori Coleman [mailto:lsc94133@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 8:21 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill- Neighbor Opposition 

Please note that I am a resident of Telegraph Hill and also have 2 children in school at Garfield 
Elementary which is located at the base of the proposed 115 Telegraph Hill condo construction 
project. Please note my husband and I oppose the staging at the base of the Filbert Street Steps 
since it will greatly disrupt school drop off/pick up, generate noise that will not allow students to focus 
during the school day, and be unecessarily dangerous for local kids passing by the staging area. 

Respectfully, 
Lori Coleman 
220 Lombard #216 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Cc: Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 
Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd Planning Case No.2013.137 CE Block 

0105 Lot 065 

From: Gianfranco Savio [mailto:info@biordi.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 11:16 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd Planning Case No.2013.137 CE Block 0105 Lot 065 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board, 

My name is Giovanni Savio. My address is 345 Filbert St N.1. I live about 30 yards from the planned above project. I am 
disturbed that the proposed massive construction of three large units, with deep excavation on a steep sloping hill, not 
only would bring unforeseen geological alterations that clearly have not been properly addressed when the construction 
permit was granted, but also would alter the neighborhood as we enjoy it now. 

I have read Lawrence B. Karp's extensive reports and I am surprised that such informative and conclusive reports largely 
have been ignored. 

I am even more disturbed by the visual impact that those buildings will have on what is now a very enjoyable part of 
Telegraph Hill. As shown on the architectural plans there will a solid wall flanking the steps going up from Kearney 
street. Once at the top, that wall will still be there to block a fantastic view of what is now a favorite photo souvenir 
taking. Those views will be gone forever. That is without considering the fact that that section of the steps, now a crucial 
pedestrian walkway to my home and, for untold number of residents and tourists, to this beloved location, will be out of 
use for about two years. San Francisco has always had a sensible urbanist planning to maintain its attractive architecture 
look and preserve stunning views: is that consistent with this project? 

This project needs a deep revision to be acceptable both to local residents and people who come from everywhere in 
the world to enjoy one of the finest areas of this of Telegraph Hill. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Giovanni savio 

345 Filbert St. N.1 
San Francisco Ca. 94133 

info@biordi.com 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: File 141064,141065, 141066, 141067 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - Hearing Date: 
November 18, 2014 

Attachments: BOS.Chiu and Supplemental Geotech Review Comments 11-17-14.pdf 

From: Cecilia De Leon [mailto:cdeleon@reubenlaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 4:22 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 

The previous email bounced back. Please see below. Thank you. 

From: Cecilia De Leon 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 4:18 PM 
To: 'Legislation@sfgov.org' 
Cc: Melinda A. Sarjapur 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 

Dear Clerk: 

Please find attached an E-copy of the Project Sponsor's Opposition to Appeal - Supplemental Geotechnical 
Review Comments regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The hard copies along with a CD were sent to the 
Board of Supervisors office today via messenger. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

REUBEN JUNIUS & ROSE LLP 

Cecilia de Leon 

Assistant to Melinda Sarjapur 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 

San Francisco, CA 94104 

T. 415-567-9000 ext. 450 

F. 415-399-9480 

cdeleon@reubenlaw.com 

www.rcubenlaw.com 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE - Notwithstanding the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act or the applicability of any other law of similar substance or effect, 
absent an express statement to the contrary hereinabove, this email message, its contents, and any attachments hereto are not intended to represent an offer or acceptance 
to enter into a contract and are not otherwise intended to bind the sender, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, any of its clients, or any other person or entity. The information and 
any attachments contained in this email and any subsequent email string may be privileged, confidential, and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, 
any dissemination or copying is strictly prohibited. If you think that you may have received this email message in error, please notify the sender at the email address above. If 
you have received this email in error, you are instructed to delete all copies and discard any printouts without reading the information contained within. 

\ 
1 



REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

November 17, 2014 

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard; Project Sponsor's Opposition to Appeal -
Supplemental Geotechnical Review Comments 
Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 
Our File No.: 7058.01 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors: 

We represent Jeremy Ricks, sponsor of the proposed residential project at 115 Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard. On November 12, 2014, we submitted a brief in opposition to the meritless 
appeals of the project's Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization by the 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers. 

To supplement the previous submittal, please find enclosed a letter authored by Senior 
Principal Geotechnical Engineer Patrick 0. Shires and Principal Engineering Geologist John. M. 
Wallace of Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc ("CSA"). 

This document provides CSA's professional opinion regarding the project's geologic and 
geotechnical engineering, and responds directly to previous letters authored by the Appellants' 
engineer, Lawrence B. Karp. As the analysis reveals, Mr. Karp's letters contain numerous 
inaccuracies, misrepresentations, and opinions unsupported by fact. They do not constitute the 
"substantial evidence" necessary to support Appellants' request for additional environmental 
review. 

We look forward to presenting this matter to you tomorrow. 

Respectfully, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Daniel A. Frattin 

James A. Reuben I Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattin 

She1yl Reuben 1 I David Silverman I Thomas Tunny I Jay F. Drake I John Kevlin 

Lindsay M. Petrone I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight I Jared Eigerman2•3 I John Mcinerney 111 2 

1. Also admitted in N~"' York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-56 7-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



President Chiu and Supervisors 
November 17, 2014 
Page2 

Enclosure: 
Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. Letter dated November 17, 2014 

cc: President David Chiu 
Supervisor Eric Mar 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor London Breed 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Supervisor Scott Weiner 
Supervisor David Campos 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor John Avalos 
Rick Caldeira, Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
Liz Watty, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jeremy Ricks 
Lewis Butler, Butler Armsden Architects 
James A. Reuben, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. UP 

One Bush Street. Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



r...,. COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. aiii CONSULTING ENGINEERS ANb GEOLOGISTS 

November 17, 2014 
G5154 

Mr. Daniel Frattin, Esq. 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

SUBJECT: 
RE: 

Preliminary Geologic and Geotechnical Review Comments 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
San Francisco, California 

Dear Mr. Frattin: 

With this letter, Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. (CSA) is providing you with our 
initial engineering geologic and geotechnical engineering opinions of the proposed 
residential development at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, in San Francisco California. In 
addition, we are providing you with comments in response to two letters submitted by 
Lawrence B. Karp to the City of San Francisco regarding his opinions with respect to the 
proposed development's design and construction impacts. Our preliminary opinions are 
based upon our review of the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Geotechnical Investigation (report), prepared by Earth Mechanics Consulting 
Engineers, dated June 22, 2013, signed by Mr. Allen Gruen, GE 2147; 

Critique of EMCE Geotechnical Investigation, Letter to Planning 
Commission, prepared by Lawrence B. Karp, dated July 16, 2014; 

Supplemental Letter to Board of Supervisors, prepared by Lawrence B. Karp, 
dated November 6, 2014; 

Architectural Plans, prepared by Butler Armsden Architects, latest revision 
dated September 16, 2014; and 

In addition, we reviewed the site conditions on November 10, 2014 as well as 
our.project files for multiple projects that we have completed in the area. 

Northern California Office 
330 Village Lane 

Central California Office 
6417 Dogtown Road 

Southern California Office 
550 St. Charles Drive, Suite 108 

Thousand Oaks, CA 91360-3995 
(805) 497-7999 • Fax (805) 497-7933 

Los Gatos, CA 95030-7218 
(408) 354-5542 • Fax (408) 354-1852 

San Andreas, CA 95249-9640 
(209) 736-4252 • Fax (209) 736-1212 

www.cottonshires.cow 



Mr. Daniel Frattin, Esq. 
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DISCUSSION 

November 17, 2014 
G5154 

Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc. (CSA) has recently been retained to provide 
geologic and geotechnical services to the project design team. We understand that the 
proposed development is to include a new, three-unit residential structure fronting 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard, and the remodeling of an existing cottage at the rear of the 
property. The new structure is to include below grade living space and parking areas that 
will result in excavation depths of up to approximately 33 feet. The property is bounded by 
the Filbert Stairs to the north, a multi-story residential structure with basement to the east, 
concrete retaining walls to the south, and a residential structure to the west. 

~XlSTlN<;,_G_~QTECHNICAL DAT A 

Our review of the EMCE Geotechnical Investigation report reveals that it is a 
feasibility-level report. The depth of the proposed excavation will warrant CSA obtaining 
geologic data from large-diameter shafts or large-diameter boreholes excavated 30 to 35 feet 
in depth in order to obtain geologic data to incorporate into appropriate shoring design. 
CSA engineering geologists will perform downhole logging of the shaft/borehole whereby 
we are lowered into the hole to obtain first-hand observations of the geologic structure, 
geologic stratigraphy, and groundwater conditions. We understand that a structural 
engineer with experience shoring residential structures in constrained urban areas will 
design the shoring for the project, in conjunction with geologic and geotechnical 
recommendations provided by CSA. 

JIEVIEW OF LAWRENCE B. KARP COMMENTS 

Dr. Karp indicates that the EMCE Geotechnical Investigation report is "totally 
inadequate" and is "useless in providing any critical information as to defining the 
characteristics of the ground that according to Sheet A3.4 will be excavated 33 feet deep at 
the edge of Telegraph Hill." Dr. Karp opines that "the report contains no substance as to the 
critical aspect, lateral and subjacent support for the deep excavation at the street", and that 
"there is no shoring design and no structural plans exist for the project''. 

CSA Response - We un.derstand that the EMCE report was a feasibility-level 
investigation performed approximately 1.5 years ago, with the intent of identifying any 
geologic hazards that could preclude development, consistent with the City's planning 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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November 17, 2014 
G5154 

guidelines. The report found none of geologic hazards listed below posed a threat to the 
site: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking; 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; 

iv) Landslides; 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; and 
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 

unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. 

CSA will be providing the necessary updated detailed geologic and geotechnical data for 
foundation and shoring design that would accompany the building permit application 
The critical issue raised by Dr. Karp, the removal of lateral and subjacent support for 
adjacent structures, is not a hazard that would preclude development, but a typical 
project constraint to be addressed at the building permit stage of the project. All 
comments in his letter relate in some way to the lack of geologic and/or geotechnical 
(including groundwater) information obtained by EMCE and how that relates to 
adequate shoring, and ultimately, a stable foundation. However, it should be understood 
that this type of basement excavation is routine in the City of San Francisco, and that City 
building code protocol establishes a mechanism for ensuring that appropriate foundation 
and shoring design are incorporated into the project. These protocols include Section 
106A that states that no building shall be erected without obtaining a building permit, 
and such building permits include technical review by civil and geotechnical engineers 
as per building code guidelines. Section 105A.6 establishes a Structural Advisory 
Committee to advise the Building Official, if the Building Official deems it appropriate, 
on matters pertaining to design and construction of buildings with special features. The 
committee, comprised of a structural engineer, geotechnical engineer, and geologist 
provides critical review (as per Section 106A.4.1.4.4) of the proposed development if the 
site falls with the Slope District Act, or the proposed work may have a substantial impact 
on the slope stability of any property: shoring, underpinning, excavation or retaining 
wall work; grading, including excavation or fill, of over fifty (50) cubic yards of earth 
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G5154 

materials; or any other construction activity. The committee provides opinions on such 
items as: 

1. The validity and appropriateness of the structural design concepts and criteria. 

2. An evaluation of the structural design of the building or structure to determine 
its capability to perform satisfactorily beyond the elastic stresses stipulated by 
the code, with sufficient redundancy to accommodate overloads or failures of 
specific structural components. 

3. The constructability of proposed structural details and erection methods. 

4. The sufficiency of the proposed inspection, testing and monitoring to be 
provided prior to and during construction. 

Preliminary feasibility-level studies must be augmented prior to approval of permits for 
grading and construction. Further geologic exploration and geotechnical engineering 
analysis of the resulting data will be required. These will guide the design of shoring 
elements by an experienced structural engineer, which will then be reviewed by the 
Department of Building Inspection as part of the building permit application. In 
addition, as Per Code Section 108A.1, all construction or work for which a permit is 
required shall be subject to inspection by the building official, and all such construction 
or work shall remain accessible and exposed for inspection purposes until approved by 
the building official. 

Feyiew of Lawrence B. Karp Letter dated November~!2L4QH: 

Dr. Karp states that "the project presents unusual circumstances as there has never 
before been a vertical excavation more than 10 feet deep in the proximity of the south side of 
Pioneer Park and Coit Tower. /1 

CSA Response - Excavations up to 33 feet depth in the Franciscan Complex sandstone are 
commonplace, and are routinely performed throughout the City. There is nothing 
unusual about this type of excavation, and with the performance of the upcoming 
detailed geologic and geotechnical investigation, appropriate shoring, foundation, and 
monitoring recommendations will be provided to assure there is a low risk to adjacent 
structures from excavation-related distress. As previously mentioned, these data will be 
critically reviewed by the Department of Building Inspection's geotechnical engineers 
and/or the Structural Advisory Committee. 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Dr. Karp states that "it is more than a reasonable possibility that a 32 or 33 foot deep 
dewatered excavation into ground that supp.arts Telegraph Hill Boulevard and Pioneer Park 
(described as an unstable series of the Franciscan Formation) would not only impair lateral 
and subjacent support along the only access roadway to Coit Tower1 but the drawdown due 
to dewatering alone will significantly affect neighboring properties and leave a latent 
condition that irreparably relieves lateral and subjacent support along the southern flank of 
Pioneer Park." 

CSA Response - As is typical of shored excavations, shoring will be placed prior to, or in 
increments as the excavation progresses downward. Monitoring will be conducted to 
assure that incremental excavation does not result in significant displacements prior to 
incremental shoring. There should be no significant removal of lateral and subjacent 
support since the shoring of the site will either be in-place prior to removal of the rock or 
in increments as the rock is removed. The shoring support should be designed to be a 
permanent replacement for the excavated rock. The shoring elements should be 
constructed with a conservative factor of safety (FS = 1.5) to assure that the temporary and 
permanent excavation support is stronger than the rock that was removed. Again, this 
design and construction methodology will be critically reviewed as per Code (105A.6, and 
l06A). The proposed development is not unique or unusual, and is routinely and safely 
constructed for this type of excavation in the city of San Francisco provided code 
procedures are followed, and permits are issued in accordance with Section 106A.4.l (i.e., 
plans, specifications, and computations and other data filed by an applicant for a permit 
shall be reviewed be the building official). 

It should be noted that the Franciscan Complex at this location is composed of one of the 
most stable of its lithologic components, a massive, unsheared sandstone terrane. The 
primary destabilizing components of this rock are the old qua1·ried rock faces that were 
left unsupported, resulting in rock failures along fractures and along isolated shale 
interbeds. Provided there are no unsupported cuts for the project at 115 Telegraph Hill, 
there should be no instability of the freshly cut and adequately shored resistant 
sandstone bedrock. CSA will be documenting the site conditions by downhole logging a 
deep test shaft or large-diameter boring, where fracture orientations, shale bedding (if 

any), and groundwater conditions would be identified and accounted for in the shoring 
and foundation design and plans. 

Because of the site's geographic position, there should be no groundwater table at this 
elevation on Telegraph Hill. CSA has investigated more than 12 slope stabilization 
projects atop Telegraph Hill within 1,100 feet of the proposed project, including logging 
a test shaft up to 50 feet deep at 22 Alta Street, a 20 feet deep shaft on Vallejo Street, and 
we have rappelled and mapped the 100- to 140-foot high quarried slopes below Coit 
Tower from Lombard over to Chestnut Street, and we have rappelled and mapped the 
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slopes along Sansome Street from Union to Alta, as well as the precipitous slopes at 22 
Alta Street, and the slopes at Vallejo Street and Montgomery Street. We have not 
encountered persistent groundwater table in any of these locations. In particular, 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard is near the top of the hill and, at this elevation, should not 
support significant groundwater since it is drained by the precipitous quarried slopes on 
the north and east sides of the hill. In our decades of working on Telegraph Hill, we 
have not seen evidence for persistent groundwater emanating from any of these slopes. 
The small excavation at 115 Telegraph Hill, when compared to the immense quarried 
rock face on the other side of Coit Tower that is completely void of any permanent 
groundwater seepage, should not result in any alteration of a groundwater table. Thus, 
we do not believe that there will be any "latent condition that irreparably relieves lateral 
and subjacent support" to any surrounding properties provided the excavation is 
properly investigated, designed and supported. 

Dr. Karp states (Page 2, second paragraph) that the site is mapped as being between 
earthquake induced landslide hazard areas, then goes on to state that the effects of 
dewatering, loss of lateral support, vibrations, the 32 to 33 foot deep excavation, and 
trucking in a landslide hazard zone are all critical environmental concerns. 

CSA Response - Dr. Karp states that the site is between earthquake induced landslide 
hazard areas. Dr. Karp is correct that the site is located outside of mapped earthquake 
induced landslide hazard zones. In this case, t,he hazard zones correspond (and rightfully 
so) with the old quarried rock faces located 500+ feet to the north, 600+ feet to the east, 
and 1,000+ feet to the south of the proposed project. Since CSA is responsible for creating 
landslide hazard maps for many communities, we are keenly aware that the areas 
between, or outside of, identified hazard zones represent low risk areas with respect to 
landsliding. With respect to Dr. Karp's second statement about the site being in a 
landslide hazard zone, we are not aware of the site being mapped in any landslide hazard 
zone, nor should it be. 

Dr. Karp, on Page 2 and 3, opines on the rockfall history of Telegraph Hill. In 
particularly he states that the 2012 rockslide on the northeast side of Telegraph Hill failed in 
response to the erosion of shale interbeds. 

CSA Response - CSA performed a detailed investigation of this failure, and the failure 
mechanism stated by Dr. Karp is not correct. Our investigation report, on file with the 
City of San Francisco (Geologic and Geotechnical Investigation, Winthrop at Lombard 
Street Rockslope, prepared by Cotton, Shires and Associates, Inc., dated May 2014) 
documents the site conditions and causes/mechanisms of failure and they do not involve 
shale interbeds. 

COTTON~ SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Dr. Karp also opines on the 2007 rockslide failure on Vallejo Street, and indicates that 
the City declared the buildings in the area uninhabitable. Also, he states that there is a 
'nexus' between the site conditions at the 2007 failure site on Vallejo Street and the project 
site at 115 Telegraph Hill. 

CSA Response - Dr. Karp appears to be attempting to draw a nexus between sites over a 
1,000 feet apart, without citing any site specific data, to imply that all sites on Telegraph 
Hill are landslide prone. The 2007 failure at 455 Vallejo Street and neighboring properties 
was the result of shallow rockslides on an unsupported old quarried rock face nearly 100 
feet in height. CSA performed a detailed investigation of this site (Focused Geologic and 
Geotechnical Investigation, 455 Vallejo Street, prepared by Cotton, Shires, and 
Associates, Inc., dated June 2007), including downhole logging of a deep exploratory 
shaft (which had no significant groundwater despite being excavated shortly after the 
rockslide). A small portion of the building was temporarily evacuated while we 

. investigated the site, and the site was stabilized with deep rock support and then re
occupied. Since there will be no unsupported cuts at 115 Telegraph Hill, a nexus should 
not be drawn between the sites, even if the geologic structure is similar. Given CSA's 
experience with similar rock at 455 Vallejo Street, we will be performing a detailed 
investigation at 115 Telegraph Hill, and will identify any potentially unstable conditions 
(should they be present) and provide appropriate stabilization recommendations as 
deemed necessary. These data, along with detailed shoring plans and structural 
calculations, will be critically reviewed by the Department of building Inspection, as per 
San Francisco Building Code requirements previously cited. · 

Dr. Karp states that "vibrations and loss of lateral support during construction and 
after will also significantly impact the project's environment." 

CSA Response - CSA routinely monitqrs for vibration induced distress on projects where 
heavy construction will occur in close proximity to adjacent structures. Vibrations 
associated with this type of construction, in our experience and in accordance with the 
published technical report "Construction Vibrations and Their Impact on Vibration
Sensitive Facilities" by Amik and Gendreau (2000), are unlikely to produce distress. The 
San Francisco Building Code Section 105A.6.3 addresses this specifically in Item 4, where 
it states that as part of the building permit review by the structural advisory committee, a 
written report shall include professional opinions concerning: "The sufficiency of the 
proposed inspection, testing and monitoring to be provided (sic) prior to and during 
construction." 

This type of monitoring over the years, and working closely with local, experienced 
structural engineers and shoring contractors has resulted in CSA providing effective 
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shoring recommendations, and detecting early warning signs of movement before 
significant distress occurs. We are installing just such ground vibration monitoring 
equipment in two weeks along Lombard Street to monitor the vibrations associated with 
the large rock slope stabilization project that CSA investigated and designed on the 
precipitous rock face on the northeast slope of Telegraph Hill below Coit Tower. We will 
also be installing tiltmeters and performing pre-construction surveys to document current 
site conditions in relation to during and post-construction conditions. This type of 
monitoring and surveying will also be recommended by CSA for the project at 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Dr. Karp states that "the stability of the Franciscan Formation is affected by water, so 
the project's dewatering, recharging, subsurface drainage and cyclic recharging by rainfall 
will surely impact not only the project's ground environment but buildings in the area, and 
all of those impacts will be significant." 

CSA Response - The excavation is not anticipated to result in 'dewatering' of the site 
since there is unlikely to be a groundwater table encountered at the site; however, we will 
document the groundwater conditions in our test boring/shaft and provide 
recommendations accordingly. Rain water or irrigation water typically moves through 
fractures in the sandstone on Telegraph Hill, migrating downward to significant depths, 
and this infiltration process should continue as it has over geologic time, regardless of 
whether there is a 33-foot deep basement excavation at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. If 
the development would be introducing more water into the subsurface, th,en perhaps an 
argument could be made that added water could enter adjacent crawlspaces, or 
basements, adversely impacting these facilities. However, CSA will be providing 
drainage recommendations that should result in a net decrease in water infiltrating into 
the subsurface, and net decrease in surface runoff leaving the site in an uncontrolled 
manner. Therefore, there should be no negative impact on the subsurface groundwater 
regime or surface runoff conditions that might adversely impact adjoining structures. 
These drainage recommendations will be items critically reviewed by the Department of 
Building Inspection, as per building code, prior to issuance of building permits. 

LIMITATIONS 

Our services consist of professional opm1ons and conceptual recommendations 
made in accordance with generally accepted engineering geology and geotechnical 
engineering principles and practices. No warranty, expressed or implied, or 
merchantability or fitness, is made in or intended connection with our work, by the proposal 
for consulting or other services, or by the furnishing of oral or written reports or findings. 
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We trust that this provides you with the information that you need at this time. If 
you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to call us. 

POS:JMW 

Respectfully submitted, 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES1 INC. 

Patrick 0. Shires 
Senior Principal Geotechnical Engineer 
GE 770 

John M. Wallace 
Principal Engineering Geologist 
CEG 1923 

COTTON, SHIRES AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: File 141064,141065, 141066, 141067 FW: 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BLVD APPEAL 

From: Judi Powell [mailto:kapowsf@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 4:05 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Subject: 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BLVD APPEAL 

Dear Board President David Chiu and Members of the Board of Supe1-visors: 

As a resident, parent, pedestrian, and bus passenger on Telegraph Hill, I am writing to urge you to grant the appeal 
for 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd this Tuesday, November 18, 2014. 

I live near Coit Tower, and knowing what a desirable place Telegraph Hill is to live and to visit, I understand that 
construction is to be expected as new families move into the neighborhood. I never would have imagined, though, 
that a project of such massive size would be approved without requiring an Environmental Impact Report to study 
the effects it would have on public safety~ Pioneer Park, Garfield Elementary SchooL public transportation, traffic, 
tourism and the surrounding buildings. 

My family and I walk all over this hill, and like many, we of course gravitate toward Coit Tower and Pioneer Park, 
one of the few green spaces in this section of the City. I am concerned for the safety of myself, my family, my 
ndghbors, and the countless tourists who would have to navigate around the trucks and equipment during the (at 
least) two year construction phase of these three enormous condominiums. Walking along or crossing the narrow, 
sidewalk-less Telegraph Hill Blvd, as I see many do, would be much more hazardous than it already is. And my 
understanding is that the proposal includes an almost 4,000 square foot garage, which would require digging down 
over 30 feet into the steep hillside right at the Filbert steps - a main pedestrian route to Pioneer Park. The 115 
Telegraph Hill Blvd project should be properly studied to assure that the hillside will remain stable, and that the 
safety of the great number of people passing through the area directly next to the site, as well as the neighboring 
buildings, would be protected. 

Creating a staging area on the corner of Filbert and Kearny near the entrance to Garfield Elementary School would 
clearly create safety concerns for the students. Even if they take the bus to school, these kids still must wall\: up the 
steep block between Grant Ave and Kearny St. During the long construction they would wall\: around this staging 
site at their school entrance, and breathe in the fumes and dust in their small school yard each recess. 

If these condos are built as proposed, the problems for pedestrians would not end with construction. After 
climbing the steep hill and Filbert steps, instead of being rewarded for their efforts with sweeping views of the City, 
the many residents and tourists walloog to Pioneer Park would be met with a wall of three side-by-side 4,000 square 
foot condos and would be deposited in the one driveway for the three condos at the top of the steps. 

Besides the safety issues, the project would have huge negative impacts on the enjoyment and livability of the 
neighborhood for residents and visitors both during and after construction. The amount of noisy trucks, 
equipment, dirt and concrete passing back and forth along this narrow boulevard and other staging area Kearny and 
Filbert would create a traffic nightmare. The 39 bus and cars would be backed up. And, as always, the construction 
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crew would block driveways. Any constmction on the site would cause problems given the location, but the 
incredible scale of this project as proposed would dramatically increase the number and duration of transportation 
and noise dismptions. The result would be many more angiy commuters, fed up residents and disappointed tourists. 

And if they are built as proposed, the condos would impact the face of Telegraph Hill. Three identical side-by-side 
condos of approximately 4,000 square foot each would be out of place in most of San Francisco. On Telegraph 
Hill -- with its steep streets, narrow alleys, small scale architecture, and its iconic identity -- this project is especially 
out of place in style and scale. It would create a large visual block from the bottom of the hill, and obstmct the 
light, views and openness on way up to and in much of Pioneer Park. The intimate and sloping look and feel of 
Telegraph Hill, with famous Coit Tower surrounded by Pioneer Park at the top, is one of the major things that 
draws people from all over the world to San Francisco. The project at 115 Telegraph Hill would stand out like a 
sore thumb, giving quite a different feel of the hill for those living near, visiting, and looking up at the hill. 

This project would benefit so few, and would create tremendous negative impacts for so many. Please consider the 
concerns regarding the project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, and grant the appeal so that the numerous and 
significant safety and livability questions raised by this project can be addressed. 

Sincerely, 

Judith Powell 
2 Whiting St., #1 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
File 141064,141065, 141066, 141067 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Appeal Hearing-Tuesday, 
November 18, 3:00 pm 

From: Susan Wintersteen [mailto:susan.wintersteen@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 3:54 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Cc: pz@thd.org 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Appeal Hearing - Tuesday, November 18, 3:00 pm 

Hello: 

I would like to express my great concern about plans for the proposed luxury condominium project 
at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. I have lived at 275 Telegraph Hill Blvd. for over 20 years and am very 
familiar with the neighborhood and the adverse affect the project would have on Telegraph Hill. 

The Planning Commission approved the project on September 11, 2014, 
ignoring a proposal for an alternative that would have preserved some of the 
public views from the Filbert Steps and Pioneer Park. In addition, the 
alternative that was proposed would not have required the inordinate amount 
of excavation currently proposed which would be over 32 feet deep into the hill 
raising significant geotechnical concerns. 

These are my concerns about the project, and I would like you to consider the 
impact it would have on access to Telegraph Hill, pedestrian safety, traffic, the 
park, and stability of the Hill: 

• Impacts and possible safety hazards to Garfield School from construction 
activity that is to be staged at the corner of Filbert and Kearny Streets 
including noise, pollution and parking and traffic issues. 
• We would require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to look at the 
project's significant impacts from construction, geotechnical condition of the 
site, to public views and design compatibility with the neighborhood. 
• Reject the Conditional Use Authorization. The findings required for a CUA 
cannot be met unless project is redesigned. 
• Slope stability concerns due to the huge amount of excavation (a Karp soil 
report should have been analyzed in the City's environmental review). 
• Impacts to views from Pioneer Park and the Filbert Steps. 
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• Safety hazards to pedestrians using the Filbert Steps during the two or more 
years of construction. 
•Transportation impacts on Telegraph Hill Blvd. during construction including 
impacts to the No. 39 Coit bus. 
•The proposed 3-unit condominium with average unit sizes of 4,000 sq. ft. -
plus a 3, 767 square foot garage - is not necessary or desirable for Telegraph 
Hill where the average unit size in the area is slightly less than 1,000 sq. ft. 

I think the City has a great responsibility to protect Telegraph Hill and not 
allow projects like this to be developed. I have expressed my concerns and 
now ask that you grant an appeal of the project. 

Thank you, 
Susan Wintersteen 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
To: 
Subject: 

Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 
FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd Appeals 

From: Alexander Schuth [mailto:aschuth@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 3:00 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Cc: Eva Schuth 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd Appeals 

Dear Board President Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors, 

We are writing to express our serious concerns about the proposed construction project at 115 
Telegraph Hill Blvd and urge you to grant the appeals filed by Telegraph Hill Dwellers and others. 

My wife and I own and live at the apartment building at 1459-69 Kearny Street/401-405 Filbert Street. 
Together with our three children, we have been living at this location for ten years and recently 
purchased the property. 

Our building is located at the corner of Filbert Street and Kearny Street, less than 150 feet away and 
directly downhill from the planned construction site. We are seriously concerned that the deep drilling 
and excavation on the site will lead to instability in the hillside and, consequently, in the foundations of 
our buildings, with potentially catastrophic outcomes. 

We understand that the construction project was approved without an Environmental Impact Report 
and without a thorough Geo-technical report. For a project of this magnitude, this appears reckless 
and dangerous to us. 

Furthermore, we are highly concerned about extensive construction activity with heavy equipment 
and material being staged in front of our building at the corner of Filbert and Kearny. We are worried 
that this would lead to significant noise and pollution for our tenants and for us and also pose a 
serious safety hazard for our children and the children from the Garfield Elementary School. 
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We respectfully request that you carefully assess the risks and environmental impact associated with 
this project before any approval. 

Sincerely, 

Alexander and Eva Schuth 

1469 Kearny Street 

SF, CA 94133 

Home: 415-926-5192 

Cell: 650-892-7535 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 
File 141064, 141065, 141066, 141067 FW: BOS Hearing of Appeal of 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
November 18, 2014 
Letter to Board of Supervisor's 11_ 17_14.pdf; ATT00001.htm 

From: Stan Teng [mailto:stanarch@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 2:58 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: BOS Hearing of Appeal of 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. November 18, 2014 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

I would like to submit the attached letter to each of the Board of Supervisors in advance and for 
tomorrow's scheduled hearing of appeal of the Planning Commission's approval of the project at 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Sincerely, 

Stan Teng 
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Stan Teng 
333 Greenwich St.# 2 

San Francisco, CA 94133 

17 November 2014 

Board President David Chiu 
and Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

c/o Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Subject: 
Appeal of City Planning Commission Approvals for115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
(Appeal of Categorical Exemption and Appeal of Conditional) 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors: 

This letter is to express my concern about the required special approvals and the overall 
design of the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

I live quite near (within 340 feet) of the project site and pass by it at least twice a day 
and hence have an intimate knowledge of the neighborhood and the site. I am an 
architect that has lived and worked in San Francisco since 1981 and thus believe I have 
more than a casual knowledge of the issues. 

I am not against a building, but want the right kind of building that has been properly 
reviewed by The Planning Department and Planning Commission under carefully 
established procedures to ensure projects of this nature do not detract from the City's 
environment. 

My concerns are for both the City Planning Commission's approval of a Categorical 
Exemption from Environmental Review and approval of a Conditional Use for the 
project. In addition and just as importantly, the project does not comply with the 
Residential Design Guidelines of the SF Planning Code. 



Item #1: 
Issues with the Conditional Use: 

1. The Planning Code's stated purpose of a Conditional Use is to determine if the 
proposed use is necessary or desirable to the neighborhood, and whether the use 
complies with the San Francisco General Plan. 

CU Item 1: Number of Units 

The developer of the project has publicly stated that his interest in the property is 
speculative. Therefore, the definition of "necessary" is skewed. It may be necessary to 
this developer to maximize the size of the units,_but units of 4138 to 4583 square feet 
are out of character, compatibility and affordability of the neighborhood and certainly not 
necessary. The developer has also publicly stated that there is an absolute need for 
parking, as these types of units would otherwise not be marketable. Marketability is not 
"necessary" to the neighborhood and is a result of the developer's choice of 
programming the project as a high-end luxury development requiring special approvals. 

CU Item 2: Parking Exemption 

The parking ratios Planning Code of Section 249.49 were developed with good reason 
for the Telegraph Hill I North Beach Residential Special Use district. Those reasons 
include the generation of additional traffic by new dwellings and garages and the 
problems created by the need for garage access including large doors and the effect on 
the public right of way. Approval of a conditional use for garage might be justified as a 
"wash" as far as the taking away of street parking but there are important additional 
consequences that impact the neighborhood including additional traffic at an already 
heavily trafficked location. 

The subject property is located at an important and heavily trafficked juncture of six 
existing elements; a narrow curving roadway to a major City attraction, a major 
pedestrian sidewalk used by both for residents and tourists connecting Telegraph Hill to 
North Beach, a MUNI bus route and passenger stop, a crosswalk connecting the 
sidewalk to Pioneer Park and the location of two desperately needed street parking 
spaces. Such a confluence of elements at a single point is not the location for the 
entrance to a new parking garage. 

Unfortunately the project does not offer any mitigation of the impacts of the requested 
CU items. None of the CU items are of benefit or necessary to the neighborhood and on 
the contrary would be detrimental to the neighborhood. 



Item #2: 
Conformance with the Residential Design Guidelines? 

Without going into a lengthy detailed analysis of the project in terms of the Residential 
Design guidelines a number of major incompatibilities with the Guidelines are present: 

" Guideline; Protect Major Public Views From Public Spaces" And "Design Building 
Facades To Enhance And Complement Public Spaces" 

It should be noted that the project has two major facades, one facing Coit Tower and 
Pioneer Park, the other fa9ade facing the Financial District, Chinatown, Russian Hill and 
Nob Hill as seen from Telegraph Hill or conversely, Telegraph Hill as seen from the 
Financial District, Chinatown, Russian Hill and Nob Hill. This is a major "postcard" view 
of Telegraph Hill that will be adversely affected by the proposed project. 

The project's fa9ade along Telegraph Hill Blvd. resembles the set of "Hollywood 
Squares" and is overtly out of character and scale with the neighborhood. The rear 
(South facing) fa9ade is a 4 to 5 story wall of monotonous rectangular patterns and 
glass that will read within the cityscape as a huge reflective surface as it is facing due 
south and will receive a great amount of sunlight. 

"Guideline; "Design The Scale Of The Building To Be Compatible With The Height And 
Depth Of Surrounding Buildings" 

Please see attached project renderings to understand the out of proportion and size of 
the development, especially as viewed from the South. 

Adjacent 
Cottage 

VIEW OF PROJECT OF TELEGRAPH HILL AS SEEN FROM THE 
FINANCIAL DISTRICT, CHINATOWN, RUSSIAN HILL AND NOB HILL. 

Cottage 





Item #3: 
Issues with the Categorical Exemption: 

It is clear this is a major construction project on a unique site , next to one of the most 
important landmarks in the City. Don't these issues alone indicate that this is not a low 
impact project? 

• These characteristics warrant a detailed review of the impacts of the 
project on the surrounding environment: 

• The project involves a massive amount of excavation to accommodate a 
car parking elevator 30' below street level. 

• The project will be visible from public view from Coit Tower and Pioneer 
Park. 

• The project has an 82' wide fa9ade visible from public view from the 
Financial District, Chinatown, North Beach and Russian Hill as one looks 
at Coit Tower. 

• The fa9ade contains great amounts of glazing facing due south, which will 
reflect sunlight for a great portion of the day. 

• The construction will require hundreds and hundreds of trips by 
construction trucks up the narrow, serene and already congested 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard that leads up to Coit Tower. The weight and 
impact of the trucks alone will certainly damage Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
or other surrounding streets. How will these trucks turn around on a 
narrow road? Will there be a constant column of vehicles driving up and 
around the Coit Tower parking lot in order to turn around for the downhill 
trip. This project site is a chokepoint as every vehicle, 39 Coit MUNI bus 
and most pedestrian visitors must cross this project location. 

• It seems so obvious that this project with such intense construction issues 
in the middle of an historic residential area would not be properly vetted by 
the Planning Department so that the benefits to a single development 
project do not come at the expense of almost every single visitor to the 
City, the City's skyline image and the adjacent moderately scaled historic 
neighborhood. 

There is a reason why this site has been un-built upon (excepting a small cottage) for 
years, it's not an easy or good building site! 

So lets be very careful (proactive) and save both the City and developer from surprises 
(reactive) later during construction by carefully review (via an EIR) and making sure 
conditions of good development are understood and specified from the start. 



In summary, my concerns about the project may be distilled to these simple points: 

1. The special conditions (Conditional Use) being requested are necessary and of 
benefit only to the speculative project sponsor and are not necessary, with no benefit 
and are detrimental to the neighborhood and City Public. 

2. The project fails to comply with the Residential Design Guidelines especially with 
respect to: 

• Design The Scale Of The Building To Be Compatible With The Height And Depth 
Of Surrounding Buildings 

• Protecting Major Public Views From Public Spaces 
• Design Building Facades To Enhance And Complement Public Spaces 

3. This is a major construction project on a unique site , next to one of the most 
important landmarks in the City. Don't these issues alone indicate that this is not a low 
impact project? 

EIR type issues: 

• Massive excavation, construction traffic on dead end narrow road. 
• Visible from public view from Coit Tower and Pioneer Park. 
• 82' wide fac;ade visible from public view from the Financial District, 

Chinatown, North Beach and Russian Hill as one looks at Coit Tower. 
• Great amounts of glazing facing due south will reflect sunlight. 
• Site it's not an easy or good building site. 
• EIR provides for careful (proactive) review and will save both the City and 

developer from surprises (reactive) later during construction . 
• 

Lets be careful (proactive) and save both the City and developer from surprises 
(reactive) later during construction by carefully review (via an EIR) and making 
sure conditions of good development are understood and spedfied from the start. 

Sincerely, 

Stan Teng 
Architect, Al.A. 

Questions? Call me at 415. 812-2444 



( -
From: 
To: 
Cc: 

), . 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

File 141064, 141065, 141066 and 141067 
111614BOSltr.doc 

From: Nan Roth [mailto:nanroth88@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 1:48 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: 111614BOSltr.doc 

November 17, 2014 

Dear Members of the Board: 

We are Nan and Nathan Roth, owners of two properties adjoining the project site at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, and we support the appeal of the CEQA Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization. 

We own the property adjacent to the entire eastern property line as well as 27.5 feet on the east end of the 
southern property line-Lots 28 (1436 Kearny Street) and 37 (357 Filbert Street/113 Telegraph Hill Blvd.) of 
Assessors Block 105. We have been residents of Telegraph Hill since 1958 and 1955 respectively. 

We purchased our property at 1436 Kearny, on the southern end of the project site, in 1990, at approximately 
the same time Tracy Kirkham and Josef Cooper purchased the project site. We are senior citizens in our 80s and 
full time residents 365 days a year since we are unable to travel due to health issues. There will be no respite for 
us during the construction of this project, projected to be one and a half years. Our home, c. 1860 and adjacent 
to the cottage, is 1300 sq. ft. in size, has a partial cellar with exposed rock on the north side. It has reinforced 
concrete foundations and is fully earthquake retrofitted with a sump pump to carry off water that flows through 
the rock. In other words, we have done everything possible to be responsible home owners and to protect our 
home from the elements, but we are in many ways unprepared to deal with some of the consequences of this 
project-primarily groundwater runoff, vibrations from jack hammering, and disruption of a hillside with a long 
and well-documented history of instability. 

Having survived several months of excavation by the current owners of the project site at 1440-42 Kearny 
Street, also adjacent to our house, we are acutely aware of the dirt, dust, nerve-wracking jack hammering, and 
disruption to vehicular access and large volume of water constantly sprayed over the site day after day to 
control dirt and dust, a serious byproduct of this type of operation. It was only after we complained to OSHA 
that the contractor began watering that site. 

This raises serious problems for us. First, both of us suffer from respiratory problems. Second, none of the 
documentation that we have seen even mentions the need to water the site continuously, much less what the 
impact on the downhill properties might be. We have actually had water build up under our house to such an 
extent that it broke the seal under our reinforced concrete floor, cracked the concrete in several places and was 
actually bubbling up through the cracks, flooding our basement-all this from a single unrepaired broken 
sprinkler head up at Coit Tower. Would this project substantially impact groundwater capacity and flow? We 
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sought help from the City at the time, both in dealing with the water and locating the source, but they were 
totally unresponsive. 

We are appalled that a full geotechnical report has not been required prior to beginning the project review 
process. A geo-tech report will ultimately be required and could well contain new information that should 
have been addressed in the preliminary CEQA review. The geo-tech report that the project sponsors 
provided identifies little if any risk associated with this 
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project, and omits mention of any stabilization of the hillside following excavation, whereas any reasonably 
conscientious project sponsor would want to be perceived as aware of the risks and 
committed to addressing them. This lack of concern worries us. Responsible people would want this 
information readily at hand if only for their own safety and liability. 

Telegraph Hill has a long history of incidents involving soils and rock instability. A building adjacent to an 
active hillside construction site at Grant and Lombard Streets collapsed on December 28, 1964. A six-month 
project to stabilize the slope just below the east side of Coit Tower, following a rockslide in 2012, has just 
started and will be staged from the Coit Tower parking lot. We were evacuated from our apartment on Lower 
Calhoun Terrace in the winter of 1960-61 when Frieda Klussman's side yard came tumbling down on the 
buildings at Sansome and Green, a project that Treadwell and Rollo had engineered. Why is this project being 
passed off as not involving impacts beyond the ordinary? 

Also, to the best of our knowledge, the current plan to move the staging of the excavation work to a site 
adjacent to the Garfield Elementary School playground, was not included in the project description 
during preliminary CEQA review and thus could be new information of sufficient relevance to invalidate 
the CEQA exemption. Would this not substantially increase the ambient noise levels and expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial dust and exhaust emissions, both inside and outside of the building? Is the school district 
aware of this? Have they had an opportunity respond to the proposal? The neighboring residents as well were 
never told of this plan and given an opportunity to respond. 

The size of the excavation alone should be sufficient to bring CEQA into play-25 foot deep drilled pilings 
below a 30+ foot deep vertical cut in a verified unstable hillside. This project requires diligent management and 
extreme caution. The prospective developer has no qualifying previous experience and the sellers, who have 
been masterminding the permitting process, have a history of permit violations and structural problems relating 
to this and their project on Kearny Street. Thus the burden on those who review and process the application to 
assure that adequate safeguards are in place exceeds the norm. We hope that the Board recognizes this and will 
do their part to see that the environmental impacts are fully identified and evaluated. 

Please grant this appeal. 

Sincerely, 

Nan and Nathan Roth 
1436 Kearny Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
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Dear Members of the Board: 

We are Nan and Nathan Roth, owners of two properties adjoining the project site at 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard, and we support the appeal of the CEQA Exemption and 
Conditional Use Authorization. 

We own the property adjacent to the entire eastern property line as well as 27.5 feet on the east 
end of the southern property line-Lots 28 (1436 Kearny Street) and 37 (357 Filbert Street/113 
Telegraph Hill Blvd.) of Assessors Block 105. We have been residents of Telegraph Hill since 
1958 and 1955 respectively. 

We purchased our property at 1436 Kearny, on the southern end of the project site, in 1990, at 
approximately the same time Tracy Kirkham and Josef Cooper purchased the project site. We are 
senior citizens in our 80s and full time residents 365 days a year since we are unable to travel 
due to health issues. There will be no respite for us during the construction of this project, 
projected to be one and a half years. Our home, c. 1860 and adjacent to the cottage, is 1300 sq. ft. 
in size, has a partial cellar with exposed rock on the north side. It has reinforced concrete 
foundations and is fully earthquake retrofitted with a sump pump to carry off water that flows 
through the rock. In other words, we have done everything possible to be responsible home 
owners and to protect our home from the elements, but we are in many ways unprepared to deal 
with some of the consequences of this project-primarily groundwater runoff, vibrations from 
jack hammering, and disruption of a hillside with a long and well-documented history of 
instability. 

Having survived several months of excavation by the current owners of the project site at 1440-
42 Kearny Street, also adjacent to our house, we are acutely aware of the dirt, dust, nerve
wrackingjack hammering, and disruption to vehicular access and large volume of water 
constantly sprayed over the site day after day to control dirt and dust, a serious byproduct of this 
type of operation. It was only after we complained to OSHA that the contractor began watering 
that site. 

This raises serious problems for us. First, both of us suffer from respiratory problems. Second, 
none of the documentation that we have seen even mentions the need to water the site 
continuously, much less what the impact on the downhill properties might be. We have actually 
had water build up under our house to such an extent that it broke the seal under our reinforced 
concrete floor, cracked the concrete in several places and was actually bubbling up through the 
cracks, flooding our basement-all this from a single unrepaired broken sprinkler head up at Coit 
Tower. Would this project substantially impact groundwater capacity and flow? We sought help 
from the City at the time, both in dealing with the water and locating the source, but they were 
totally unresponsive. 

We are appalled that a full geotechnical report has not been required prior to beginning the 
project review process. A geo-tech report will ultimately be required and could well contain 
new information that should have been addressed in the preliminary CEQA review. The 
geo-tech report that the project sponsors provided identifies little if any risk associated with this 
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project, and omits mention of any stabilization of the hillside following excavation, whereas any 
reasonably conscientious project sponsor would want to be perceived as aware of the risks and 
committed to addressing them. This lack of concern worries us. Responsible people would want 
this information readily at hand if only for their own safety and liability. 

Telegraph Hill has a long history of incidents involving soils and rock instability. A building 
adjacent to an active hillside construction site at Grant and Lombard Streets collapsed on 
December 28, 1964. A six-month project to stabilize the slope just below the east side of Coit 
Tower, following a rockslide in 2012, has just started and will be staged from the Coit Tower 
parking lot. We were evacuated from our apartment on Lower Calhoun Terrace in the winter of 
1960-61 when Frieda Klussman's side yard came tumbling down on the buildings at Sansome 
and Green, a project that Treadwell and Rollo had engineered. Why is this project being passed 
off as not involving impacts beyond the ordinary? 

Also, to the best of our knowledge, the current plan to move the staging of the excavation 
work to a site adjacent to the Garfield Elementary School playground, was not included in 
the project description during preliminary CEQA review and thus could be new 
information of sufficient relevance to invalidate the CEQA exemption. Would this not 
substantially increase the ambient noise levels and expose sensitive receptors to substantial dust 
and exhaust emissions, both inside and outside of the building? Is the school district aware of 
this? Have they had an opportunity respond to the proposal? The neighboring residents as well 
were never told of this plan and given an opportunity to respond. 

The size of the excavation alone should be sufficient to bring CEQA into play-25 foot deep 
drilled pilings below a 30+ foot deep vertical cut in a verified unstable hillside. This project 
requires diligent management and extreme caution. The prospective developer has no qualifying 
previous experience and the sellers, who have been masterminding the permitting process, have a 
history of permit violations and structural problems relating to this and their project on Kearny 
Street. Thus the burden on those who review and process the application to assure that adequate 
safeguards are in place exceeds the norm. We hope that the Board recognizes this and will do 
their part to see that the environmental impacts are fully identified and evaluated. 

Please grant this appeal. 

Sincerely, 

Nan and Nathan Roth 
1436 Kearny Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 
File 141059 and 141064 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd - Close Proximity Neighbor SUPPORTS 
the Appeals of Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization 

From: Jim Yasso [mailto:yasso@surewest.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 4:33 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Mar, Eric (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); 
Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David 
(BOS) 
Cc: Yasso, Sandy 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd - Close Proximity Neighbor SUPPORTS the Appeals of Categorical Exemption and 
Conditional Use Authorization 

Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors: 

This letter is submitted to request your support of the Appeals of the Categorical Exemption and Conditional 
Use Authorization for the proposed building at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Our home is located at 1454 Kearny Street. The back of our house is only 27.5' from the building site, 
separated by the back yard of the adjacent property at 381 Filbert. 

The major reasons for my support of the Appeals of the Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use 
Authorization are due to the following: 

1) Insufficient Analysis of Unusual Excavation Area - No Plan to Ensure Safety of Neighboring Properties 

Given the extent of the proposed excavation on the site (32' deep), the steep slope of the property (sloping 
toward the back of our house), and the known slide risk that exists on Telegraph Hill; I was shocked that the 
Planning Dept didn't require a more thorough analysis of underlying soil and rock structures to mitigate risk to 
neighbors. Foregoing an Environmental Impact Report in an area with known slide risk is negligent. An EIR 
was a very reasonable hurdle to require of the developer to protect nearby properties and the safety of 
neighbors. 

Related to the excavation, the developer has not submitted any engineering plans to address shoring 
requirements to avoid earth movement and potential slides on the sheer walls they will create when they 
excavate 32'. They need plans for shoring during construction and as part of the building design ... the 
architectural plans submitted do not address this issue. They did no test boring to the depth of proposed 
excavation (or even within 25' of proposed depth) so have no knowledge of the underlying issues and 
challenges and thus have no Structural Engineering design to mitigate risks. 

2) Safety Risks to School Children and Pedestrians Due to Ridiculous Proposal to Stage Concrete Pump Trucks 
at Filbert/Kearny Intersection 

The "new" proposed staging site is right next to Garfield Elementary School and on a highly popular site for 
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tourist photos looking back at Russian Hill!! At the Planning Commission Hearing in September, the project 
sponsor indicated that they plan to mitigate traffic issues on Telegraph Hill Blvd by staging cement trucks at the 
intersection of Filbert and Kearny streets and then pumping cement up the hill to the building site. This would 
generate a dangerous amount of construction traffic and put risky equipment right next to the Garfield 
Elementary School. This already is a very high traffic area (both pedestrians and vehicles), especially in the 
mornings and afternoons as parents are dropping off and picking up children for school. The school playground 
is right next to the area where they would have to park the cement pumpers. Cement pumpers use high pressure 
and big hoses and are a documented safety challenge for workers (serious injuries and even death) ... putting this 
kind of equipment near a school and in an area with high tourist traffic is a recipe for serious injuries! 

How will the parents of children attending Garfield react when they learn more about the plans for this 
project and the resulting traffic impact and safety risks to their children? 

3) Proposed Building Design Too Invasive 

The proposed parking elevator and parking area under the proposed building are generating the need for 
extensive excavation. The excavation means more truck loads of dirt to remove and more cement to pour. This 
exacerbates the traffic disruptions of this project and highlights the fact that they have insufficient space to 
execute the present proposed design without major disruptions to traffic, parking, pedestrians, tourists, and the 
neighborhood overall. The project sponsor could alleviate many of the negative impacts of the new building(s) 
with a less invasive design that is more complimentary to the neighborhood. 

Please consider the above issues and support the appeal of the Categorical Exemption and the appeal of the 
Conditional Use Authorization at the Hearing on November 18. 

Sincerely, 

James H. Yasso 
1454/1456 Kearny Street 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Cc: Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill 

-----Original Message-----
From: Candace Crockett [mailto:crockett@sfsu.edu] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 5:07 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill 

November 17, 2014 

RE: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. Appeal 

Dear Board President David Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

Since 1996, my husband and I have owned a house and resided at 1305 Montgomery St. within 
300 of the proposed massive, 3-unit condominium project at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

The site of the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill is unusually sensitive and unique. 
It's located along the heavily travelled approach to Coit Tower, one of the San Francisco's 

best known landmarks. 

This proposed project will seriously compromise the experience for visitors and residents 
alike, because the proposed buildings will be vastly out of proportion with the existing 
scale of development and unit sizes in the area. All three of the proposed new units at 
approximately 4,000 sq. ft. each, will be many times larger than any other unit within 300 
feet or virtually anywhere else on Telegraph Hill. Additionally, because the proposed 
buildings are so large, the project will obliterate public views from the Filbert Steps and 
parts of Pioneer Park. 

Construction will be so massive that engineers calculate that thousands of truck trips will 
be required, disrupting traffic to Coit Tower for months, maybe years. 

But despite the above and the steep lot, challenging soil conditions, the narrow heavily
travelled roadway, an unusually deep and difficult excavation, and the loss of these public 
views, this project was given a categorical exemption from environmental review. There is 
a reasonable possibility of significant environmental impacts. 

My husband and I strongly urge you to overturn the exemption from environmental review and 
require environmental analyses of: 

-The size and massing of over-sized buildings leading to unnecessary loss of view corridors; 
and 

-The geotechnical safety such as adverse impacts on adjoining structures and the Filbert 
Steps, particularly excavation of a large auto elevator shaft immediately adjacent to the 
Filbert Steps. 

Sincerely, 
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Candace Crockett 
1305 Montgomery St. 
San Francisco CA 94133 
415-781-5526 
crockett@sfsu.edu 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
File 141059 and 141064 FW: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd - Neighborhood Resident SUPPORTS 
the Appeals of Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization 

From: Sandy Yasso [mailto:sandyyasso@surewest.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 6:38 PM 
To: Jim Yasso; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Mar, Eric (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); 
Campos, David (BOS) 
Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd - Neighborhood Resident SUPPORTS the Appeals of Categorical Exemption and 
Conditional Use Authorization 

Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors: 

I respectfully submitt this letter to enlist your support regarding the Appeals of the Categorical Exemption and 
Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed building at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

I am the owner of 1456 and 1454 Kearny Street. Everything about this project is literally "in my backyard." I 
will be effected by all phases of the development of this property. There is only 27.5' separating the back of my 
home from the building site, with the small separation of the back yard of the adjacent property at 381 Filbert. 

I am a person who sees the daily foot traffic up and down Kearny Street and Filbert Street to access the stairs to 
Coit Tower. You might be surprised at the number of people who stop before mounting the steps at the top of 
the hill at that very intersection-- they take pictures of Russian Hill, and of the beautiful view accessible 
adjacent to Garfield Elementary. Languages besides English are spoken, many people are holding maps, and · 
they stay several minutes at the top of the hill at Kearny and Filbert. Clearly, this intersection is a proud 
destination in our City. 

I am the person who hears the school bells at Garfield Elementary, the number of cars pulling up to drop off 
children each morning, and the cars returning to pick them up at the end of their school day. I see children 
recite the Pledge of Allegiance as they assemble on the playground each morning. I hear their happy sounds in 
play at recess. 

I am also the person who witnesses the amount of vehicle traffic that runs on Filbert and Kearny each day, with 
people parking along the road, and entering and exiting. 

I see the value of my location. I am concerned that this importance, and the possible harm that could come to 
my home and surrounding area, has been overlooked by those pushing for the proposed building at 115 
Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

I am the person who foresees the risk of negligence that not handling this Appeal properly could effect. 

Where is the plan to ensure the safety of my property and my neighbors' properties during preparation and 
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construction? 

Where is the EIR ?? Other building sites in the City have had EIRs to determine soil and rock structures and 
provide extensive shoring plans. Where is the boring test? I see nothing of the sort here. Why? A 32' 
excavation site in an area with a known slide risk requires solid shoring. Where is the soil analysis? Where is 
the rock structure analysis? Are you willing to risk a slide? How will you protect my home, my neighbors 
homes, and Garfield Elementary? Where is the shoring plan? Where is the Structural Engineering Design 
Plan? 

Who decided to place Cement Pumpers right next to an Elementary School? 

I don't even have a child at Garfield Elementary, and I'm appalled at this new decision. How do you think 
parents of children attending the school, school staff and administration, and the larger community will react to 
this ridiculous proposal? I've seen a hose cut loose from a cement pumper truck. In my case, no one was 
injured. But that's not usually the case. The workers that day were shaken. No wonder. With deep foundations 
there will be a lot of gravel mixed in to the cement. Flying cement can KILL. 

Who decided it was a good idea to place cement trucks in front of the steps to Coit Tower? 

Are you planning to block these steps? Many tourists will be disappointed when they can't access the steps 
from the intersection. But worse, what if they decide they should walk around those trucks and hoses anyway, 
and something goes wrong? Are you prepared for that liability? 

How will you address car traffic and parking on Kearny Street and Filbert Street? 

I'm not comfortable driving around huge cement trucks that impede my visibility at the top of the hill, or that 
impede my ability to get to my own garage. Will you ensure that I can access my own home? Will you ensure 
that my neighbors can park on the street near their homes? Will my and my neighbors' refuse and recycle cans 
be able to be picked up by city vehicles? Will delivery trucks be able to access my home and the homes of my 
neighbors? Will I feel safe being outside my own property? 

Who thought that such an invasive design was a good idea for our neighborhood? 

We are a neighborhood of homes cradling a tourist destination and hosting a school. This design is so extensive 
that it completely disrupts our neighborhood, and ruins the wonder of Coit Tower. Having a parking elevator 
and parking area underneath these large dwelling demands EXTENSIVE excavation. That means truck after 
truck of dirt and rocks leaving, and load after load of cement to pour. The time required, the risk to our 
properties, the negative impact on tourism, the life risk to students -- all point to the fact that this project - as it 
stands - is beyond the capacity of the surrounding environment. We don't have the space to provide such a 
project, we should not expose the children at Garfield to the risk of cement trucks, we should not negatively 
impact a terrific tourist area of San Francisco. 

What of "Jn Case of Emergency?" 

Do you have a plan to provide emergency vehicles to my neighborhood? How would they get past the Cement 
and Construction Vehicles? How would you evacuate the school? What ifthere is an earthquake? 

Let's think of a better alternative. 

I agree that the property could be very nicely developed as an enhancement to our neighborhood and to Coit 
Tower. I do not think the current proposal for the property is the way to accomplish that enhancement. 
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I urge you to look at this as I do -- as a member of this fine community. Please support the appeal of the 
Categorical Exemption and the appeal of the Conditional Use Authorization at the Hearing on November 18. 

Sincerely, 

Sandy Burton Yasso 
1454/1456 Kearny Street 
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G -· 
From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Concerns regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project 

From: Peters, Amanda [mailto:amanda.peters@ustrust.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 9:15 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Cc: pz@thd.org; blairh@well.com 
Subject: Concerns regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

My home is very near the project proposed by Jeremy Ricks at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project. I am 
concerned about this project for the reasons below: 

• Project does not match surrounding properties on Telegraph Hill Blvd, Filbert St, Kearny St and Alta St. 
Project is not complementary to Telegraph Hill residences. 

• Proposed excavation may compromise slope stability. The City should have analyzed this properly in 
its environmental review. 

• Dust, perimeter security and debris control during all phases - whatever the scope of the project 
eventually approved. My son suffers from extreme asthma due to dust allergens. I am worried dust 
created by the project may be hazardous to his health. 

• Safety: proposed construction may compromise safety of pedestrians, students and staff at Garfield 
School 

• Traffic: proposed construction will impact traffic patterns on Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

I respectfully request that for this project you: 

• Require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
• Reject the Conditional Use Authorization. 

• Reconsider the impacts to views from Pioneer Park and the Filbert Steps, and from the southern slope 
of Telegraph Hill (south of the proposed project). 

• Consider the safety of existing residents, young students and teachers. 

Sincerely, 

Amanda Peters 

Amanda Peters 
Senior Vice President, Private Client Advisor 
U.S. Trust, Bank of America Private Wealth Management 
555 California Street, 7th floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
CA5-705-07-41 
(P): 415.913.2222 
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(F): 415.343.0511 
amanda.peters@ustrust.com 
http://pages.ustrust.com/amanda.peters 

nmls id# 1072888 

Office of Supervisory Jurisdiction: 
l\/lerrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner, 8, Smith Inc. 
500 Newport Center Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
949. 760.4539 

This message, and any attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and conditions available at 
http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this 
message. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Thank you 
A Walter 

Sent from my iPhone 

Anita Walter [amwsanfran@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, November 18, 2014 8:40 AM 
Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia 
(BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); 
Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, Scott 
Filbert Steps( correction) 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 

Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: Colbert steps!!!! 

From: Anita Walter [mailto:amwsanfran@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 8:21 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Subject: Colbert steps ! ! ! ! 

As you know, the Planning Commission approved the project on September 11, 2014, ignoring our proposal for 
an alternative that would have preserved some of the public views from the Filbert Steps and Pioneer Park. In 
addition, the alternative we proposed would not have required the inordinate amount of excavation currently 
proposed which would be over 32 feet deep into the hill raising significant geotechnical concerns. 

Points that you might want include in your email and/or public testimony: 

• Impacts and possible safety hazards to Garfield School from construction activity that is to be staged at the 
corner of Filbert and Kearny Streets including noise, pollution and parking and traffic issues. 
•Require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to look at the project's significant impacts from construction, 
geotechnical condition of the site, to public views and design compatibility with the neighborhood. 
•Reject the Conditional Use Authorization. The findings required for a CUA cannot be met unless project is 
redesigned. 
• Slope stability concerns due to the huge amount of excavation (please refer to Karp Soil report, attached), 
which should have been analyzed in the City's environmental review. 
• Impacts to views from Pioneer Park and the Filbert Steps 
• Safety hazards to pedestrians using the Filbert Steps during the two or more years of construction 
•Transportation impacts on Telegraph Hill Blvd. during construction including impacts to the No. 39 Coit bus. 
•The proposed 3-unit condominium with average unit sizes of 4,000 sq. ft. - plus a 3,767 square foot garage - is 
not necessary or desirable for Telegraph Hill where the average unit size in the area is slightly less than 1,000 
sq. ft. 

Please DO MESS with our steps ! ! ! ! 
A. Walter 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) To: 

Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: Concerns regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project 

From: Brad Peters [mailto:bpeters@birst.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 11:00 AM 
To: Peters, Amanda; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, 
Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, 
Eric (BOS); Wiener, Scott 
Cc: 'pz@thd.org'; 'blairh@well.com' 
Subject: Concerns regarding 115 Telegraph Hill 13oulevard project 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

My home, at 118 Alta Street, is very near the project proposed by Jeremy Ricks at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
project. My wife and I are concerned about this project for the reasons below: 

• Proposed excavation may compromise slope stability. Given the issues historically in the 
neighborhood (landslides), this is quite scary to residents. 

• The design of this building looks nothing like the rest of the hill - which has a unique character in San 
Francisco. Not to mention, it has the potential to degrade the overall aesthetic of one of San 
Francisco's gems. 

• Traffic: proposed construction will impact traffic patterns on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The hill is 
already dense and has significant tourist traffic, this project can considerably worsen the congestion in 
the neighborhood. 

I respectfully request that for this project you: 

• Require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to understand the proposed project's significant impacts 

from construction, geotechnical condition of the site, to public views and design compatibility with the 
neighborhood. 

• Reject the Conditional Use Authorization. 

• Reconsider the impacts to views from Pioneer Park and the Filbert Steps, and from the southern slope 
of Telegraph Hill (south of the proposed project). 

• Consider the safety of existing residents, young students and teachers. 

Sincerely, 

Brad Peters 
Resident, 118 Alta Street 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy To: 

Subject: File 141059 and 141064 FW: Concerns regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project 

From: Peters, Amanda [mailto:amanda.peters@ustrust.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 9:08 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott 
Cc: 'pz@thd.org'; 'blairh@well.com'; Brad Peters 
Subject: Concerns regarding 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

My home is very near the project proposed by Jeremy Ricks at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project. I am 
concerned about this project for the reasons below: 

• Proposed excavation may compromise slope stability. The City should have analyzed this properly in 
its environmental review. 

• Project does not match surrounding properties on Telegraph Hill Blvd, Filbert St, Kearny St and Alta St. 
Project is not complementary to Telegraph Hill residences. 

• Dust, perimeter security and debris control during all phases - whatever the scope of the project 
eventually approved. My son suffers from extreme asthma due to dust allergens. I am worried dust 
created by the project may be hazardous to his health. 

• Safety: proposed construction may compromise safety of pedestrians as well as students and staff at 
Garfield School during the two years of construction. 

• Traffic: proposed construction will impact traffic patterns on Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

I respectfully request that for this project you: 

• Require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to understand the proposed project's significant impacts 
from construction, geotechnical condition of the site, to public views and design compatibility with the 
neighborhood. 

• Reject the Conditional Use Authorization. 

• Reconsider the impacts to views from Pioneer Park and the Filbert Steps, and from the southern slope 
of Telegraph Hill (south of the proposed project). 

• Consider the safety of existing residents, young students and teachers. 

Sincerely, 

Amanda Peters 

Amanda Peters 
Senior Vice President, Private Client Advisor 
U.S. Trust, Bank of America Private Wealth Management 
555 California Street, 7th floor 
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San Francisco, CA 94104 
CA5-705-07-41 
(P): 415.913.2222 
(F): 415.343.0511 
amanda.peters@ustrust.com 
http:/ !pages. ustrust. com/amanda. peters 

nmls id# 1072888 

Office of Supervisory Jurisdiction: 
IVlerrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenne1· 8, Smith Inc. 
500 f\Jewport Center Drive 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
949. 760.4539 

This message, and any attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and conditions available at 
http://www.bankofamerica.com/emaildisclaimer. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this 
message. 
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November 19, 2014 

Hon. David Chiu 

President, Board of Supervisors 

Ill 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoi: 
COMMERCE 

Re: Formula Retail Workers Bill of Rights 

File Nos. 14080 and 141024 

Dear Supervisor Chiu: 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 1,500 local 

businesses, continues to oppose the pending Police Code amendments on Fair 

Scheduling and Hours and Retention, commonly referred to as the "Formula 

Workers Bill of Rights". 

While we appreciate the amendments approved by the Board at yesterday's 

meeting, they touch on only a very few of the numerous substantive issues that 

our members have with these two ordinances. Since last summer, ln memo after 

memo to each Supervisor, we have made these concerns crystal clear; 

-Limit the scope of the ordinance to true "retail'', businesses that sell sales taxable 

products, food and beverages , 

-Do not interfere in hour and staffing decisions by employers, 

-Modify the "Advanced Notice of Work Schedules" to more reasonable notice and 

penalty thresholds, 

-...1-in1.n ... u If"'\ 1.-



-Conform the administrative and penalty provisions to those previously agreed to 
by employers in other recent legislation, 

-Recognize the right of employers to hire for specific "on-call" positions, 

-Restore language allowing for waiver by collective bargaining agreement, and 

-Eliminate the inclusion of security and janitorial services contractors from the 

provisions of these ordinances. 

Though Supervisor Chiu and his office held many informational workshops on this 

topic earlier in the year, virtually no real discussions on the goals, merits or 

impacts of the draft ordinances ever occurred. Supervisor Chiu held two meetings 

with employers and a representative of labor and Supervisor Mar held none .. 

These ordinances were drafted in large part behind closed doors, with last minute 

changes that brought numerous other employers within the scope of the 

ordinances, without notice or outreach. 

While it seems clear that these flawed ordinances will be sent to the Mayor's 

desk, should they go into law, we will continue to urge the Board to consider 

amendments in a more transparent process that removes the most onerous 

provisions and provides a more balanced approach to this "one size does not fit 

all" legislation. 

Sincerely, 

JIM LAZARUS 

Sr. Vice President 

cc. Each Member, Board of Supervisors 
Mayor Lee 
Regina Dick-Endriz.zi, Executive Director, Small Business 
Commission 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Carroll, John (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
File 140880 and 141024 FW: BOMA San Francisco Commentary- Formula Retail Employer 
Requirements 

Importance: High 

From: John Bozeman [mailto:johnb@boma.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 10:49 AM 
To: Chiu, David (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); BreedStaff (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, 
Norman (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS) 
Cc: True, Judson; Pagoulatos, Nickolas (BOS); Stefani, Catherine; Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Summers, 
Ashley (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS); Brown, Vallie (BOS); Veneracion, April (BOS); Scanlon, Olivia (BOS); Taylor, 
Adam (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Hsieh, Frances (BOS) 
Subject: BOMA San Francisco Commentary - Formula Retail Employer Requirements 
Importance: High 

Good Morning Supervisors, 

At your meeting today, you will have the opportunity to consider two items that address employee management and 
retention at Formula Retail establishments in San Francisco. Amendments to the ordinances at yesterday's Budget and 
Finance Committee meeting - without consultation to the small business community or BOMA San Francisco - were 
approved and both pieces of legislation now apply to janitorial and security employers who contract with formula 
retailers, even if those contractors do not qualify as formula retailers. 

On behalf of the small business community and our membership, I respectfully request that you strongly consider 
sending both measures back to the Budget and Finance Committee for further review and discussion with employers 
directly impacted by the legislation. 

There are two ordinances are: 

• Agenda Item 41; File # 140880 
o Police Code - Hours and Retention Protections for Formula Retail Employees 

• Abstract 
• Ordinance amending the Police Code to regulate the operation of Formula Retail 

Establishments, including requiring employers to offer additional hours of work, when 
available, to current part-time employees; and requiring successor employers to retain 
employees for 90 days upon a change in control of the business. 

• Agenda Item 42, File # 141024 
o Police Code - Fair Scheduling and Treatment of Formula Retail Employees 

• Abstract 
• Ordinance amending the Police Code to require Formula Retail Establishments to 

provide employees with two weeks notice of work schedules, notice of changes to work 
schedules, and compensation for schedule changes made on less than seven days notice 
and unused on-call shifts; and to provide part-time employees with the same starting 
rate of hourly pay, access to time off, and eligibility for promotions, as provided to full
time employees. 
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Thank you for you kind consideration. 

John M. Bozeman 
Manager, Government and Public Affairs 
Building Owners and Managers Association of San Francisco 
233 Sansome Street, 8th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Cell: (415) 686-9652 
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From: 
Sent: 

Stephen Dwyer [sdwyer@americanstaffing.net] 
Monday, November 24, 2014 11 :29 AM 

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Cc: 
Subject: 

'Mike Robson'; 'Heather Leeman'; Stephen Dwyer; Toby Malara; La Tanya James-Rouse 
File Number 140880; Proposed Ordinance to Regulate the Operation of Formula Retail 
Establishments 

Attachments: L-San Francisco Board of Supervisors (11.24.14).pdf 

Importance: High 

Please see the attached opposition letter with respect to File Number 140880; Proposed Ordinance to Regulate the 
Operation of Formula Retail Establishments. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Stephen C. Dwyer 
General Counsel 
American Staffing Association 
277 S. Washington St., Suite 200 
Alexandria, VA 22314-3675 
703-253-2020 
703-253-2037 direct 
703-253-2053 fax 
sdwyer@americanstaffing.net 
americanstaffing. net 

This electronic message contains information that may be legally confidential or privileged or both. The 
information is intended solely for the individual or entity named above, and access by anyone else is 
unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of this 
information is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this electronic message in error, please 
reply immediately to the sender that you have received the message in error, and delete it. 

1 



American Staffing Association 
277 South Washington Street, Suite 200 •Alexandria, VA 22314-3675 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 

November 24, 2014 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689 

703.253.2020 

703.253.2053 fox 

asa@amcricanstaffing.net 

arneriGanslaffing .net 

Re: File Number 140880; Proposed Ordinance to Regulate the Operation of Formula Retail 
Establishments ("Proposed Ordinance") 

Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of the American Staffing Association ("ASA") and its affiliate, California 
Staffing Professionals ("CSP"). ASA and CSP represent California's staffing firms. In 2013, these staffing 
firms employed over 1 million people for temporary or contract work-many of whom were assigned to 
jobs within San Francisco. 

The Proposed Ordinance would prohibit formula retail establishments from contracting with staffing 
firms for temporary workers unless such retail establishments first offered additional work to their part
time employees. In addition to being misguided-the Proposed Ordinance would limit temporary and 
contract workers' ability to obtain jobs, while at the same time limit the flexibility of retail establishments 
to efficiently adjust the size of their work forces-we believe that such an ordinance likely would be held 
unlawful. 

By restricting retail establishments' use of staffing firms, the Proposed Ordinance would deny jobs to 
temporary and contract workers-most of whom work fitll-time work weeks, who enjoy the flexibility that 
temporary work offers, and who otherwise would be assigned to work for retail establishments at peak 
seasons or to fill in for employee absences. Because retail establishments would be required to offer 
additional work to their part-time staff rather than use staffing firm's services, these workers would be 
denied both the opportunity to work and a pathway that often leads to permanent employment. To 
sacrifice the work opportunities for one group of workers, who generally work full-time work weeks, for 
the benefit of another group working part-time makes no sense. 

Similarly, retail establishments would be denied the flexibility to efficiently meet changes in demand, 
address staff shortages, or save money by using outsourcing or alternative work arrangements. Retail 
establishments would have to offer, in writing, additional work to each and eve1y part-time worker they 
employ, and wait to hear back from each of them to determine whether they accepted the additional work, 
before enlisting the aid of a staffing firm. Such process is time-consuming, inefficient and unnecessary, 
and artificially constrains retailers' use of the labor force. No jurisdiction ever has imposed such constraint 
on the right of private businesses to use contract labor, and for good reason-in addition to being 
misguided policy, such an ordinance is likely unlawful. 



American Staffing Association 

Nov. 24, 2014 
Page 2 

Businesses generally have an unfettered right to determine how many workers to employ and their work 
hours. Businesses also have a right to enter into contracts for labor and services with commercial entities 
of their choosing. Government interference with such rights likely violates the Commerce Clause and First 
Amendment of the United States Constitution, as well as the California Constitution. 

For the foregoing reasons, we request that you vote against the Proposed Ordinance. 

Should you wish to discuss these issues in detail, I can be reached at (703) 253-2037. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

V ety truly yours, 

/l 
A//.. /: y/ 
~ ( 4'.L-__ 

Stephen C. Dwyer 
General Counsel 
American Staffing Association 



Lagunte, Richard (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Angela Calvillo, 

Jason Mulvaney Oason@verdiclub.net] 
Thursday, November 20, 2014 2: 18 PM 
Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Verdi Club's 480 Potrero Tentative Map Appeal 

l- e,,.fj . c_, le,~ 
r;o _s, ~· t I 1 GO CS 
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G- fc:J e_, 

I'm writing to withdraw my appeal of the Tentative Condominium Map for 480 Potrero Avenue, Assessor's 
Block No. 3973, Lot No.002C. I've been in contact with the property owners and they have agreed to add noise 
language to the final recorded CC&R' s and lease agreements. Again, we are satisfied with the agreement and 
would like to withdraw our appeal. Please let me know if this email is sufficient for our withdraw I. 

Thank you, 

Jason Mulvaney 

Jason Mulvaney 
Verdi Club 
415-861-9199 
jason@verdiclub.net 
-vvww.verdiclub.net · 

J 

Like us on Facebook to learn about upcoming events at the Verdi Club: 
https://www.facebook.com/VerdiClub.SF 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Reports, Controller (CON) [controller.reports@sfgov.org] 
Thursday, November 20, 2014 12:27 PM 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Nevin, Peggy; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Kawa, Steve 
(MYR); Howard, Kate (MYR); Falvey, Christine (MYR); Elliott, Jason (MYR); Steeves, Asja 
(CON); Campbell, Severin (BUD); Newman, Debra (BUD); Rose, Harvey (BUD); 
gmetcalf@spur.org; sfdocs@sfpl.info; CON-EVERYONE; CON-CCSF Dept Heads; CON
Finance Officers; Nuru, Mohammed; Stringer, Larry; Zuniga, Sandra; Galli, Phil; Lee-Robbins, 
Linda; Gordon, Rachel; Bidot, Alexandra; Nakajima, Steve (ADM) 

Subject: Issued: Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards Annual Report FY 2013-14 

The Controller's Office has issued the San Francisco Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards Annual 
Report for fiscal year (FY) 2013-14. 

In brief, the findings are: 

•Evaluation standards were revised in response to the 2011 Street and Sidewalk Perception Study, 
notably to add two new odor standards. Over 90% of residential and commercial routes evaluated 
passed the new odor standards. 

• Besides odors, standards with best average scores included residential sidewalk litter, Public Works 
graffiti, trash receptacle fullness and integrity, and tree clearance and appearance. 

• Most frequent problems included tree cleanliness, graffiti on public surfaces maintained outside of 
Public Works, and feces/needles/condoms. Commercial corridors in particular struggled with graffiti and 
cleanliness around trash receptacles. 

• Residential routes generally score higher than commercial routes, with the exception of tree-related 
standards. 

The Controller's Office would like to thank the staff of the SF Public Works for their cooperation on the 
Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards Program. 

To view the full report, please visit our website at: 
http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1855 

You can also access the report on the Controller's website (http://www.sfcontroller.org/) under the News & 
Events section. 

This is a send only email. For more information, please contact: 

Office of the Controller 
City Services Auditor Division 
Phone: 415-554-7463 
Email: CSA ProjectManager@sfgov.org 

Follow us on Twitter @SFController 

1 
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CSA Project Team 

Peg Stevenson, Director 
Sherman Luk, Project Manager 
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CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the City Charter 
that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter, the City Services 
Auditor has broad authority for: 

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and benchmarldng the city to 
other public agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to assess 
efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 

• Operating a whistle blower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and abuse of 
city resources. 

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city 
government. 

The audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial audits 
address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reasonable assurance about 
whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in conformity with generally accepted 
accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review, or perform procedures on a broad range of 
subjects such as internal controls; compliance with requirements of specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, 
or grants; and the reliability of performance measures. Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city 
services and processes, providing recommendations to improve department operations. 

We conduct our audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the U.S. 
Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require: 

• Independence of audit staff and the audit organization. 
• Objectivity of the auditors performing the work. 
• Competent staff, including continuing professional education. 
• Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing standards. 

The City Services Auditor (CSA) Charter Amendment requires that CSA work with the Department of Public 
Works (SF Public Works) to establish objective standards for street and sidewalk maintenance, and that CSA 
issue an annual report on performance under the standards. This report provides the results of fiscal year (FY) 
2013-14 evaluations completed between July 1, 2013 and June 30, 2014. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

The City Services Auditor Charter Amendment requires that the Controller's Office and SF Public Works develop 
and implement standards for street and sidewalk maintenance. The Charter Amendment mandates that the City 
Services Auditor (CSA) issue an annual report of the City's performance under the standards. 

This report provides an overview of the standards, highlights the results of evaluations conducted in FY 2013-14, 
and includes recommendations to improve the City's work in this area. 

HIGHLIGHTS 

• The City's contracted evaluator, JBR Partners, Inc., conducted 366 evaluations in FYI 4, across 184 routes. 

• Evaluation standards were revised in response to the 2011 Street and Sidewalk Perception Study, notably to 
add two new odor standards. Over 90% of residential and commercial streets evaluated passed the new 
odor standards. 

• Besides odors, standards with best average scores included residential sidewalk litter, 
Public Works graffiti, trash receptacle fullness and integrity, and tree clearance and 
appearance. 

• Most frequent problems included tree cleanliness, graffiti on public surfaces 
maintained outside of Public Works, and feces/needles/ condoms. Commercial 
corridors in particular struggled with graffiti and cleanliness around trash 
receptacles. 

Residential routes generally score higher than commercial routes, with the exception 
of tree-related standards. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In response to these findings, CSA recommends that SF Public Works should: 

1. Include street evaluation results in SF Public Works program planning and communication with 
external stakeholders. 

2. Assess the causes of most frequent problems and explore options to address them. 
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Street and Sidewalk Maintenance Annual Report FY 2013-14 Page 1 

BACKGROUND 

MANDATE 

In November 2003, San Francisco voters passed Proposition C, amending the City Charter to mandate that the 
City Services Auditor (CSA) division of the Controller's Office work with SF Public Works in three ways: 

(1) To develop objective and measurable standards for street maintenance; 
(2) To establish publicly posted street maintenance and staff schedule compliance reports; and 
(3) To issue an annual report on the state of the City's streets and sidewalks as measured by evaluations. 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION 

SF Public Works contracted JBR Partners, Inc. (JBR) to conduct street and sidewalk evaluations in FY13-14. JBR 
follows the evaluation methodology described in Appendix A. 

Twenty-two quantifiable standards are rated in five different street and sidewallc categories: 
( 1) street cleanliness 
(2) sidewalk cleanliness 
(3) graffiti 
( 4) trash receptacles 
(5) trees and landscaping 

A summary of all the standards is shown on the next page and a complete text of the standards is described in 
Appendix B. An example form used for the evaluations is shown in Appendix C. 

The physical unit of an evaluation is a route. Each route generally consists of five contiguous city blocks, with 
one side of the street evaluated on each route. Pictorial definitions of the basic elements evaluated - streets, 
sidewalks, and routes/blocks/100 foot segments - are illustrated in Appendix D. 

JBR evaluated a total of 184 routes throughout the City in FY13-l 4. JBR evaluated each route at least once and 
provided data on 366 total evaluations to CSA for analysis. 52% of the routes were commercial routes and 48% 
were residential. JBR evaluated anywhere between 18 to 39 routes within a SF Public Works work zone, with an 
average of 31 routes evaluated per work zone. Please see Appendices E and F respectively for a map and a list of 
all the routes evaluated. 

Within the twenty-two quantifiable street and sidewalk standards rated, SF Public Works is generally responsible 
for the maintenance of the streets and its assets located on the sidewalks. Please see Appendix G for SF 
Public Works' specific maintenance responsibilities. 

City Hall 01 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place DRoom 316 OSan Francisco CA 94102-4694 
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SUMMARY OF STANDARDS 

1.0 Street 
Cleanliness 

2.0 Sidewalk 
Cleanliness 

3.0 Graffiti 

4.0 Trash 
Receptacles 

5.0 Trees and 
Landscaping 

standartf, 

Streets shall befree oflttter and will be rated on a scale ofl to 3. 

1 =Very clean, fess than 5 pieces oflitter perlOO curb feet examined. 

<2 =Acceptably clean (passing), 5-15 pieces of litter per 100 curb feet examined. 

3 =Very Dirty, over15 pieces of litter perlOO curb feet examined. 

A final average rating of less than 2 must be attained to meetthe standard for the 
route. 

Sidewalk shall be free oflitter and will be rated on a scale ofl to 3, as above. A final 
average rating of less than 2 must be attained to meet the standard for the route. 

Additfonally: 

90% of sidewalk shaH be free of grime, leaks and spills. 

SidewalkshaU be entirely free of illegal damping. 

Sidewalk shall be entrrelyfree offeces, needl'es, broken glass and condoms. 

Sidewalk shall be entrrelyfree of offensive odors from SF Public Works and non-SF 
Public Works sources. 

100% of the street surface, public and private structures, bufldings and sidewalks must 
be free of graffiti. The following categories are evaluated: 

SF Public Works public property {street surfaces, ciiytrash receptacles). 

Non-SF PublicWorks public property (street signs, meters, mailboxes, etc). 

Private property 

Sidewalk surfaces 

Trash receptacle is clean and not overflowing. 

No more than 5 pieces of litter in the area around the receptacle. 

Structure must have a uniform coat of paint. 

Structure must be free of large cracks or damage that affects use. 

The door must be closed. 

90% of trees, tree we Ifs and planters shall be free ofHtter. 

90% of trees are free of damage or hanging limbs; no tree is dead. 

90% of tree VI/ells and planters are free of weeds and vines. 

90% of trees with limbs and foliage provide clearance overthe sidewalk and street. 

*A detailed descrip8::m of the standards is available in Appendix B. 

City Hall U1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place DRoom 316 DSan Francisco CA 94102-4694 
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STREET AND SIDEWALK EVALUATION RESULTS 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Legend: 

S:andards 

1.0 S:reet Oeanliness 

1.1 Litter (1 = acceptabl dean to 3 =very dirt ) 

2.0 Sdewalk Oeanliness 

2.1 Litter 1 = acce tab! 

2.2 Qi me, leaks, spills (%of sidewalk free) 

2.3 [Moved to beoome 3.0] 

2.4 Illegal dumping 

2.5 [R:! laced b 2.5.1 and 2.5.1] 

2.5.1 Feces, needles, oondoms[new] 

2.5.2 Broken glass [new] 

2.6 DFW odors [new] 

2.7 Non-DFWodors[new] 

3.0 Qaffiti -Average number of incidents per segment 

3.1 DFW 

3.2 Non-DFW public 

3.3 R"ivate 

3.4 Sdewalk 

4.0 Trash R:!ceptades- %of receptades meeting 
standards 

4.1 R.Jllness 

4.2 Oeanliness of trash receptades 

4.3 Oeanlinessaround trash receptades 

4.4 Painting 

4.5 S:ructural integrity and function 

4.6 Doors 

5.0 Trees and l.andscaping-%oftreesmeetin standards 

5.1 Oeanliness 

5.2 Ap earance 

5.3 Weediness 

5.4 Oearance 

* s= F\Jblic Works holds deaning or maintenance responsibility. 

<2.0 

<2.0 

>90% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

>90% 

1.67 

1.39 1.64 

96% 

74% 71% 

58% 55% 

70% 68% 

100% 90% 

91% 91% 

0.13 0.31 

0.39 0.68 

0.09 0.56 

0.14 0.44 

97% 95% 

92% 95% 

" S::F\Jblic Works is responsible for rome of the dty'strash receptadesand trees. Others are maintained by private property 
owners or oontractors. 8*JAppendixG 
CEiis highlighted in red mean the standard did not pass. 

City Hall 01 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place DRoom 316 DSan Francisco CA 94102-4694 
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STANDARD 1.0 STREET CLEANLINESS 

1.1 Street Litter 

Routes are evaluated based on the presence of litter along the route. Examples of litter include food wrappings, 
cups, plastic bags, newspapers, feces, and abandoned appliances. Cigarette butts were not included. 

Average street cleanliness scores passed the threshold level, "acceptable" (2.0), established by SF Public Works. 
Overall street litter scores fell between "acceptable" (2.0) and "very clean'' (1.0), receiving an average score of 
1.84. On average, commercial streets just missed the threshold of acceptable street cleanliness, while residential 
streets scored well above the threshold. 

O/erall street litter 

Commercial 
(191 evaluations) 

A3sidential 
(175 evaluations) 

1.00 

1.84 

1.50 2.00 2.50 

Average street litter score 
1.00 =very dean; 2.00 =acceptable; 3.00 =very dirty 

passing - - -

Work 

Zone 

B 
B 

c 

Work 

Zone 

A 

Dirtiest commercial streets 

Route 

Market2: 7th-11th 
Larkin: O'Farrell- Sacramento 

Fillmore I: Hayes, Laguna-Gough 

Cleanest commercial streets 

Route 

Justin Herman Plaza 
3rd St C: 23rd -Galvez 

oooan A: Phelan -Capitol 

Score 

2.93 
2.89 

2.83 

Score 

1.10. i 
1.10 

.1.00 

The commercial streets with the highest and 
lowest average litter scores are displayed above. 
No street received the worst possible score of 
3.00, while only one street received a perfect 
score of 1.00 (Ocean between Phelan & Capitol). 

3.00 

Work 

Zone 

E. 
A 

--A 

c 

D e overall average street 
litter score passes with 
an "acceptably clean" 
rating. 

Dirtiest residential streets 

Route 

Farallones St --San Jose to Orizaba 
SutterSt-JonesTo Larkin 

- Bush St- Mason to Larkin' 
03rd Ave: Hugo St-lrvingSt 
.Madrid St- Silver Ave to Persia 

Score 

2.93 i 
2.88 
2.85- ! 

2.81 

2.79 

The chart above lists the five dirtiest residential 
streets, all with scores above 2.75. 

Work 

Zone 

c 
A 
A 

Cleanest residential streets 

Route 

Cornwall_ St-- Arguello to 4th Ave_ 
lake St- 23rd to 28th Ave 
llalisi st.::. Green io Greenwich 

Score 

1.00 ! 
1.00 
i:oo -

31stAve--PachecotoTaraval 1.00 

Magetfan Ave-· Castenada t_o Montalvo 1.00 
Saint Francis Blvd-~ JuniPero Serrato Santa Clara Ave LOO 
Ulloa St_: Laguna Honda Blvd to Dorchester Way 1.00 
Joost Ave-- Lippard to Foerster 1.00 

f SloatBlvd--20tlito25th-Ave 1.00 

The chart above displays the nine residential streets 
that received all perfect scores (1.0) for street 
cleanliness. 
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STANDARD 2:0 SIDEWALK CLEANLINESS 

2.1 Sidewalk Litter 

Private property owners are responsible for sidewalk cleanliness in front of their property, except for curb ramps, 
sidewalks on SF Public Works-maintained public property, SF Public Works catch basins, and trash receptacles. 
Please refer to Appendix G for details. 

Evaluators scored sidewalk cleanliness based on the presence oflitter on the sidewalk along the route. Examples 
of common sidewalk litter include tissue paper, food wrappings, cups, plastic bags, newspapers, cigarette butts, 
and loose gum. · 

CNerall sidewalk litter 

Q)mmercial 
(191 evaluations) 

R:lsidential 
(175 evaluations) 

1.52 

1.5 2 2.5 
Average sidewalk litter score 

1.00=verydean; 2.00=aoceptable; 3.00=very dirty 

passing - - -

3 

D e overall average sidewalk 
litter score passes with an 
'~cceptably clean" rating. 

Overall average sidewalk cleanliness scores passed the threshold level, "acceptable" (2.0), established by SF Public 
Works. Overall street litter scores fell between "acceptable" (2.0) and "very clean" (1.0), receiving an average 
score of 1.52. Generally, residential sidewalks scored higher than commercial sidewalks, with both falling within 
an acceptable level of cleanliness. 

Work 
Zone 

1$ 
A 

0 

Work 
Zone 

Dirtiest commercial sidewalks 

Route 

•·• Taylor:MaIKet to Q'Farrerr 
Stockton: Green - Sacramento 
24th St. Barf 

Cleanest commercial sidewalks 

Route 

F _Nori~~a__ A:19th: 25th 
D Van Ness 2: 22nd -18th 

-- -----

c Vim Ness 5: Mission -Golden Gate 

Average litter 
score 

2.56 
2.51 

i.so 

Average litter 
score 

1.08 

1.07 

.1.06 

D e three commercial sidewalks with the 
highest and lowest average litter scores 
are displayed. No commercial sidewalk 
received a perfect score of I. 0 or the worst 
possible score of3.0. 
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Work 
Zone 

c 
F 

F 

Dirtiest residential sidewalks 

Route 

Sutter St--Jones To Larkin 
Farallones St-- San Jose to Orizaba 

Bush St - Mason to Larkin 

Average litter 
score-

2.58 
2.50 

2.43 

The three residential sidewalks with the lowest average litter scores are displayed 
above. On the other hand, sixteen residential routes had perfect litter scores of 
"very clean'' (LO) each time they were evaluated. 

ADDITIONAL SIDEWALK STANDARDS 

In addition to sidewalk litter, a number of other factors determine sidewalk cleanliness levels: 
grime, leaks, spills, illegal dumping, feces, needles, and condoms, broken glass, and odors. 

2.2 G'ime, leaks, spills 

2.4 Illegal dumping 

2.5.1 Feces, needles, condoms 

2.5.2 Broken glass 

2.6 DFW odors 

2.7 Non-DFW odors 

0% 20% 40% 60% 

Bialuations passing standard 

2.2 SIDEWALK GRIME, LEAKS, AND SPILLS 

;m Commercial 

1111 Residential 

80% 100% 

Grime, leaks, and spills include any removable material resulting in a difference in pavement surface color 
including paint, dried liquids, dirt, garbage leaks, or other substances resulting in wet, slippery, or sticky 
conditions. 

Residential routes had an average score of 96%, while commercial 
routes missed the 90% threshold slightly. Grime. Leaks. and Spills Standard 

PASS:: Sidewalk i!!i at lea!Sit 90% 
of grime,' leaks;. and 
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Work 
Zone 

D 
B 

D. 

Work 
Zone 

0 

A 

P. 

Commercial sidewalks with lowest scores for 
grimes, leaks, and spills standard 

Route 

16th St. BART 
·-· 

Polk A: California - O'Farrell 
. 24th St. B:.Folsbm - Valencia 

% free of Grime, 
Leaks, & Spills 

64% 
72% 

'73% 

Residential sidewalks with lowest scores for 
grimes, leaks, and spills standard 

Route 

26th St-::Harnpshirec tol:iarrison ; 
Sutter St --Jones To Larkin 
Bush St -- Mason to Larkin 

% free of Grime, 
Leaks, & Spills 

76% . i 
85% 

87% l 
The routes above show the three lowest scores for all sidewalks evaluated. 

2.4 ILLEGAL DUMPING 

Page 7 

Illegal dumping includes abandoned items such as furniture and appliances found on sidewalks. There is zero 
tolerance for illegal dumping - 100% of sidewalks ne.ed to be free of illegal dumping to pass the standard. 

Residential and commercial sidewalks had comparable scores for illegal dumping, with 74% and 71 % of evalua
tions passing, respectively. 

Of the 184 unique routes evaluated, only 14 routes failed the standard each time they were evaluated. These 
streets, many of them commercial routes, are listed below. 

Sidewalks with lowest scores for illegal dumping standard 

Work 
Route type 

Zone 

c Residential 
c Residential 
A (;qmmercial 
A Residential 
F Commercial 
c Residential 
c Commercial 
B Commercial 
B Commercial 
B Commercial 
D Commercial 
E Commercial 

-· 

- · -Re~dential E 
E Residential 

Route 

20th Ave.~~ California to Cabrillo 
- ------

26th Ave -- Clement to Fulton 
Stockton: Green - Sacramento 
Sacramento St -- Taylor to Polk 
I rvinfA: 19th Ave ,: 2Sth Av~ 
Central Ave -- Buena Vista West to Oak St 

- ---- ---

H<1ightJUpper): _5_t~f1y<1n - Cen_tral 
Larkin: O'Farrell - Sacramento 
Hyde: M11rket - Tayl()r 
Jones: Market - O'Farrell 
Mission B: 18th - 22~d St. · 
3rd St B: Mariposa - 23rd 
Silver Ave -- Mission Ave-to cainbridge
Farallones St-- San Jose to Orizaba 
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2.5.1 FECES, NEEDLES, CONDOMS, AND 2.5.2 BROKEN GLASS 

There is zero tolerance for feces, needles, and condoms - 100% of sidewalks need to be free of these to pass the 
standard. Feces, needles, and condoms standard generally had the lowest overall score of all sidewallc standards, 
with only 58% of residential sidewalk evaluations and 55% of commercial sidewallc evaluations passing. 

There is zero tolerance for broken glass - 100% of sidewallcs need to be free 
of broken glass to pass the standard. Residential and commercial sidewalks 
had comparable scores, with 70% and 68% of evaluations passing, respec
tively. 

2.6 SF PUBLIC WORKS ODORS AND 2.7 NON-SF PUBLIC WORKS ODORS 

Offensive odors include sewage, odor from catch basins, human excrement related odors (feces and urine), and 
other significant unpleasant odors. 

"SF Public Works Odors" are smells specifically related to Public Works' assets such as city dumpsters, trash cans, 
street surfaces, and specific catch basins that have "Public Works" identification. "Non-SF Public Works Odors" 
include odors emanating from non-SF Public Works assets such as private trash cans and catch basins marked as 
"SFPUC". 

There is zero tolerance for both standards - 100% of sidewalks must be free of strong offensive odors. 

Routes that did not pass odor standards 

Work 
Route 

Standard 
Route type 

Zone failed twice 

B 
SF Public 

Commercial 
laylor: Market to O'Farrell Works 

SF Public 
Commercial 

D e eight routes to the leD fuiled 
B 

Market 2: 7th-11th Works either the SF Public Works 
SF Public 

Commercial 
or non-SF Public Works odor 

0 
Duboce: Valencia - Potrero Works, standard each time they were 

SF Public 
Commercial evaluated. 

E 
3rd St E: Oakdale - Williams Works 

A 
Non•SF 

Residential 
Bush St -- Mason to Larkin Publie Works 
Central Ave -- Buena Vista West to Non-SF 

Residentia I c 
Oak St Public Works 

Non-SF 
Commercial : B 

Natoma: 2nd - Fremont Public Works 

B 
6th St: Market - Folsom 

Non-SF 
Commercial 

Public Works 
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STANDARD 3.0 GRAFFITI 

Graffiti includes stickers, paint, and pen marldngs. There is zero 
tolerance for graffiti- 100% of streets, sidewalks, and private and 
public structures/buildings visible from and immediately adjacent 
to the street must be free of graffiti to pass the standard. 

Graffiti is scored 
separately according to the 
entity responsible for 
maintaining it (see Graffiti 
Types to the right). SF 
Public Works is responsible 
for mitigating graffiti on 
street surfaces, trash 
receptacles, and some trees. 

GRAFFITI COUNTS 

SF Public Works-maintained surfaces reported the lowest average 
graffiti counts, compared to private and Non-SF Public Works 
public property. The highest average graffiti counts were found on 
non-SF Public Works public property and were more than double 
the counts found on SF Public Works-maintained property. 

3.1 R.lblic property: 
DPvV maintained 

3.2 R.lblic property: 
Non-DPvV maintained 

3.3 A"ivate property 

3.4 Sdewalks 

0.00 

Commercial 

111 R;sidential 

0.20 0.40 0.60 

Average graffiti incidents 
per 100-foot segment 

0.80 

Page9 

GraDti Types 

Sidewalks: 

Sidewalk surfaces, which are the 
responsibility of private property 
owners. 

Public Property Maintained 
by SF Public Works: 

Street surfaces and trash receptacles. 

Public Property Not Maintained by SF 
Public Works: 

Street signs, parking meters, 
mailboxes, bus stops, and most other 
public street property. SF Public 
Works will abate this graoti and bill 
the other agency. 

Private Property: 

Storefronts, residential buildings, 
newspaper stands, and other 
non-sidewalk privately owned 
property. SF Public Works notifies 
property owners to abate graffiti on 
their property. 

Graffiti Standard 

PASS= Streets and adjacent areas 
are 100% of graffiti 

Commercial routes reported 
graoti counts that were at least 
double the counts found on 
residential routes. 
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Commercial routes with highest counts of graffiti on 
SF Public Works-maintained public property 

Work 
Zone 

Route 

S Fillmore I: HayesLLa&una -Gough 
6 _ .. :ravlor: Market to_()'f~rrell 
9 24th B: Folsom - Valencia 

Graffiti counts 
per 100 feet 

3.11 
2.75 

1.57 

Residential routes with highest counts of graffiti on 
SF Public Works-maintained public property 

Work 

Zone 

7 
5 

5 

Route 

Serrano Dr-- Cardenas to Arballo 
03rd Ave: Hugo St - Irving St 

Central Ave -- Buena Vista West to Oak St 

STANDARD 4.0 TRASH RECEPTACLES 

Graffiti counts 
per 100 feet 

1.16 
0.87 

0.50 

Page 10 

Fillmore Street reports highest 
graDti amnt ofall commercial 
routes. 

Serrano Dr. reports highest 
graDti count ofall residential 
routes. 

The chart below shows average scores for each trash receptacle standard. Cleanliness around receptacles is the 
only standard that did not meet the 90% threshold for either commercial or residential routes. The painting 
standard under residential routes also did not meet that threshold. All other standards passed for both street 
types. 

4.1 Fullness 

4.2 Oeanliness of receptades 

4.3 Oeanliness around receptades 

4.5 S:ructural integrity & function 

4.6 Doors 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

R:iting for the average street 
m Commercial 1111 Rlsidential Passing=- - -

Two-thirds of evaluations on 
residential routes passed the 
combined standards, while just over 
half of evaluations on commercial 
routes passed. 

PMS =9'1l%oftra:illl ~dlite oo 
a nmte arei f~ of ttie 
ev~uat&d illl!ite . 
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STANDARD 5.0 TREES AND LANDSCAPING 
Most street trees are the responsibility of fronting property owners, and SF Public Works maintains more than 
35,000 street trees in San Francisco. This year, SF Public Works will begin to transfer maintenance responsibility 
for most of those trees to property owners,· while retaining responsibility for trees in medians and other public 
property. This analysis does not distinguish between SF Public Works-maintained and privately maintained 
street trees. 

Common debris found in both residential and commercial routes were food wrappings, cigarette butts, plastic 
bags, and feces. Other examples oflitter evaluated are gum, tissue paper, cups, and newspapers. Debris includes 
tree limbs, but excludes leaves. The standard is not met if any feces, needles, broken glass, or condoms are 
present. 

As shown on the chart below, for cleanliness both commercial and residential trees failed to meet the 90% 
threshold. 

For tree appearance, both commercial and residential trees passed the 90% threshold. 

For weediness, the average commercial tree score exceeded the 90% threshold, while the average residential tree 
score did not. 

For clearance, the average scores for both commercial and residential trees are nearly 100%. 

5.1 Oeanliness 

5.2 Tree Appearanre 

5.3 Weediness 

5.4 Oearanre 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Rating for the average street 
w OJmmerdal 111 R3sidential R3ssing =- - -
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LOWEST RATED ROUTES 

Commercial routes that did not pass any 
tree and landscape standards 

Work 
Zone 

c 
A 

Route 

FillmoreG: Golden Gate, Steiner- Laguna 

Grant: Broadway- California 

Residential routes that did not pass any 
tree and landscape standards 

Work Zone Route 

C Central AVe- Buena Vista West to Oak St· 

E Prague St -- Geneva to Pope 

F Santiago St --19th to 22nd Ave 

Five routes did not pass any of the four standards. 

Page 12 

HIGHEST RATED ROUTES 

Commercial routes with perfect scores for 
all tree and landscape standards 

Work 
Zone 

c 
c 
B 

c 

Route 

Clement B: 5th -10th Ave 

Clement A: Arguello - 5th Ave 

Natoma: 2nd - Fremont 

Van Ness 5: Mission - Golden Gate 

Residential routes with perfect scores for 
all tree and landscape standards 

Work 
Zone 

A 

F 

F 

F 

Route 

Baker St - Green to Greenwich 

Magellan Ave -- Castenada to Montalvo_ 

Moncada Way - Urbano Dr to Junipero Serra 

Saint Francis Blvd-Junipero Serra to Santa Clara Ave 

Ulloa St -- Laguna Honda Blvd to Dorchester Way 

Nine routes listed above had perfect scores of 100% for 
all four standards. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Include street evaluation results in SF Public Works program planning and communication with external 
stakeholders 

Street evaluation results should be used to inform management decisions and drive improvement over time. 
Future reports should break down scores by SF Public Works work area, and SF Public Works should use 
those scores for program planning and resource allocation decision-maldng. 

Many of the issues addressed in the evaluation standards are not SF Public Works' direct responsibility. For 
example, private property owners are responsible for keeping sidewalks clean. In these instances, SF Public 
Works should share the evaluation results with appropriate external stakeholders to enhance cleanliness 
indirectly. 

Street evaluation data should be combined with other city data sources via SF Public Works Stat meetings to 
get a comprehensive picture of street and sidewalk cleanliness and maintenance. 

2. Assess the causes of most frequent problems and explore options to address them 

Several standards stand out as areas of attention, including: 

• 5.1 Tree cleanliness: commercial and residential routes 
• 5.3 Tree weeds: residential routes 
• 4.3 Cleanliness around trash receptacles: commercial and residential routes 

SF Public Works currently manages a number of programs to address street and sidewallc cleanliness, includ
ing the issues above. These programs include: 

• Community Clean Team 
• Community Corridors Partnership Program 
• Alleyway Pilot Program 
• Outreach and Enforcement Team 
• Adopt-A-Street Program 

We recommend that SF Public Works analyze its programs in order to identify trends, root causes of identified 
issues, and opportunities to increase positive impact. 
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APPENDIX A: DETAILID M BHODOLOGY 

History & Methodology 

BJaluation S:andards 

BJaluation Timing 

In November 2003, S:m Francisco voters approved Proposition C(Oiarter 
93ction F.102), requiring the aty to establish performance standards for 
street and sidewalk maintenance . .Accordingly, the Controller's Office and 
Department of R.Jblic Works (R.JblicWorks) created standards to 
evaluate five areas: 
(1) street deanliness, (2) sidewalk deanliness, (3) graffiti, 
(4) trash receptades, and (5) trees and landscaping. 

Rlutes throughout the city are generally evaluated twice per year, 
induding routes in each of the six R.Jblic Works Work Zones and a 
combination of commercial and residential areas. During most 
evaluations, approximately five blocks on one side of the street are 
evaluated. 
In past years, CSA. and R.JblicWorks utilized its own staff to 
conduct the evaluations. Omently, J3RPartners(Contractor) conducts 
all evaluations. 

During FY 2011-12, the Controller's Office and R.Jblic Works made 
changes to the standards based on the results of the S:reets Perception 
S:udy (2011). Most notably, new standards for odors were added to the 
sidewalk deanliness standards. 

The five evaluation categories are scored using one of the following 
metrics: 

1 - 3 point system (where 1 =clean, <2 =passing, 3 =dirty) 
percentage (high %=dean) 
number of incidents (lower= better) 

A detailed summary of each evaluation standard is provided at the end of 
this appendix. 

Prior to FY2007-08, evaluations were conducted before and after street 
sweepings. Q.irrently, evaluations have been conducted at the midpoint 
of a route's mechanical street sweeping schedule. For example, a route 
that is swept on Monday, Wednesday and Friday would be inspected on 
Tuesday or Thursday, and a route that is swept once a week on Tuesday 
morning would be inspected on a Friday afternoon. All evaluations occur 
weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to aocommodate the staff's 
regular work hours. 
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RDute Salection 

Implementation and 
Analysis 

FY2013-14 Btaluation 
Methodology Olanges 

Quality Control 

Reporting Major 
Incidents 

A total of 184 routes were selected by CSL\, induding residential and 
commercial streets throughout the six R.tblic Works Work Zones. Each 
work zone indudes between 18 to 39 routes, with an average of 31 
routes evaluated per work zone. Each route is generally evaluated twice, 
resulting in 366 total evaluations. 52% of the routes were commercial 
routes and 48% were residential. Appendix E provides a full list of 
evaluated routes. 

CEA. and R.tblic Works trained .BR on the revised standards. Trainers 
reviewed the :::treets and Sdwalks Maintenance Sandards Manual, 
conducted a joint evaluation, and ensured consistency of scores between 
evaluators. All analysis is conducted by .BR in coordination with CEA. 
staff. Regular audits of data entry and weekly team meetings ensure 
accuracy. 

R"om 2003-2012, graffiti incidents were aggregated into the total for the 
block and each route received a graffiti block average. In FY 2013-14, 
graffiti totals reported are based on averages per 100-ft segment. Each 
block approximately has two to three 100 ft segments. The average 
makes a simplifying assumption that all blocks and routes are the same 
length. That is, blocks (and routes) of differing lengths are given equal 
weight in the averages. 

Quality control evaluations help to ensure that the maintenance 
standards are applied consistently across all evaluations. The CEA. 
program lead conducted two quality control evaluations in FY2013-14. 
CEA. and .BR conducted separate evaluations at the same time on the 
same route; both teams compared results. 

No major findings were noted from quality control evaluations conducted 
on the two CEA. evaluations during FY 2013-14. Rndings from future 
quality control evaluations will be used by R.tblic Works and CEA. to revise 
and clarify the standards, ensure proper evaluation training, and darify 
the evaluation methodology. 

The FY2007-08 annual report recommended that CEA. inspectors 
routinely report major incidents observed during evaluations to 311 1, San 
R"ancisco's 24-hour customer service center, to improve the conditions of 
streets and sidewalks more directly and immediately. Major incidents 
may indude excessive graffiti, illegal dumping, and an existing sidewalk 
condition such as a large crack, among others. In Jme of FY2008-09, this 
process was implemented. The Contractor did not place any calls to 311 
during FY2013-14 evaluations. 

1 Information al;lout 8311 Frandoco's311 system isavailableat thefollowingwebsite: http://www.sf311.org/ 
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APPENDIX B: EVALUA llON SfANDARDSDErAILID DESR PTION 

1.1 S:reet S:reets shall be free of litter and rated on a scale of 1.0 to 3.0. A final average 

2.1 

2.2 

Oeanliness rating less than 2.0 must be attained to meet the standard for the route. Each 
100 linear curb feet ("segments") will be rated. Each block receives an average 
rating of the 100-foot segments, and all the blocks will be averaged for a final 
rating for the route. 

Sdewalks 
- Litter 

Sdewalks 
-Qime, 
Leaks, 
~ills 

1.0 =Very dean - less than 5 pieces of litter per 100 curb feet examined 

<2.0 =Acceptably dean (passing) - 5-15 pieces of litter per 100 curb feet 
examined 

3.0 =Very Dirty-over 15 pieoesof litter per 100 curb feet examined 

Litter Definition: Examples of litter indude tissue paper, food wrappings, 
cups, plastic bags, newspapers, needles, feces, furniture, cars and abandoned 
appliances. Exdudes cigarette butts. 

Sdewalks shall be free of litter and debris, and will be rated on a scale of 1.0 to 
3.0. A final rating under 2.0 must be attained to meet the standard. Each 100 
linear curb feet ("segments") will be rated. Each block receives an average rating 
of the 100-foot segments, and all blocks will be averaged for a final rating for the 
route. 

1.0 = Very dean - less than 5 pieces of litter per 100 curb feet examined. 
EValuator notes if standard not met due to cigarette butts. EValuator 
notes if segment adjacent to sidewalk isa aty building or facility. 

<2.0 =Acceptably dean - 5-15 pieces of litter per 100 curb feet examined. 

3.0 =Very dirty-over 15 pieces of litter per 100 curb feet examined. 

Litter definition: Examples of litter indude tissue paper, food wrappings, cups, 
plastic bags, newspapers, cigarette butts, and loose gum. 

90% of sidewalks immediately adjacent to the street in the observed are free of 
grime, leaks, and spills. Each 100 linear curb feet ("segments'') will be rated by a 
% meeting the standard. Each block receives an average rating of the 100-foot 
segments, and all blocks will be averaged for a final rating for the route. 

Definition: Qime, leaks, and spills indude any removable material resulting in a 
difference in pavement surface color. lndudes paint, dried liquids, dirt, garbage 
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~ 

2.4 

2.5.1 

2.5.2 

2.6 

2.7 

3.1 and 
3.2 

3.3 

3.4 

Q:af#tj 

Illegal 
Dumping 

Feces, 
Needles, 
Condoms 

Broken 
Gass 

So' Public 
Works 
CXJors 

Non-So' 
R.lblic 
Works 
CXJors 

G"affiti -
R.lblic 
Property 

G"affiti -
Private 
Property 

G"affiti -
Sdewalks 

leaks, or other substances resulting in wet, slippery, or sticky oonditions. Does 
not indude graffiti (see standard 2.3), painted markers for utility use, nor 
intentional painting of the sidewalk surfaoe. Does not indude differences in 
oement oolor. 

This standard was moved to 3.4 G"affiti. 

100% of sidewalks are free of illegally dumped items (furniture, appliances, car 
parts, etc.), exoept items labeled for s= R.lblic Works Bulk Item Collection (" BIC'). 

100% of sidewalks are free from feoes, needles, or open/ used oondoms. 

100%of sidewalks are free from broken glass. 

100% of block is free of strong offensive odors from s= R.lblic Works souroes. 
Offensive odors indude, sewage, odor from catch basins, human excrement 
related odors (feoes and urine), and other significant unpleasant odors. Oleck 
box on evaluation worksheet indicates presenoe of human-related odors from 
feoes or urine. s= R.lblic Works souroes indude city dumpsters, sidewalks, Street 
surfaoes, bus stops, and specific catch basins. 

100% of block is free of strong offensive odors from non-So' R.lblic Works 
souroes, induding private trash cans and s=FUCcatch basins. 

100% of the streets and sidewalks, public structures and public buildings visible 
from and immediately adjaoent to the street are free of graffiti. Count the# of 
incidents of graffiti. The total number of incidents will be aggregated into the 
total for the block and the route. Blocks induded in sample can be averaged for a 
block average 

G"affiti indudes stickers, paint, and pen markings, but not etchings. Sreet 
graffiti does not indude painted street utility markings. 

s= R.lblic Works property induded street surfaoes and trash reoeptades. Non-So' 
R.lblic Works public property indudes all other public agency structures, 
induding street posts, lamps, mailboxes, meters, signal boxes, etc. 

100% of private sidewalks, structures, and buildings visible from and 
immediately adjaoent to the street are free of graffiti. The total number of 
incidents will be aggregated into the total for the block and the route. Blocks 
induded in sample can be averaged for a block average. 

100%of sidewalks are free from graffiti (paint, pen markings, stickers). Does not 
indude painted utility markings or chalk. 
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4.1 A.illness 

4.2 Oeanliness 
of trash 
receptade 

4.3 Oeanliness 
around 
trash 
receptades 

4.4 Painting 

4.5 aructure 
Integrity & 
function 

4.6 Doors 

Trash receptade is not overflowing (over the top of the receptade). 

Trash receptade is dean. 

Note: If graffiti is found, incidents noted in aandard 3.1 

Immediate area surrounding the trash receptade is free of litter, debris, illegal 
dumping, spills, or leakage. 5 pieces of litter or more is unacceptable. 

Notes: Examples of litter indude tissue paper, food wrappings, cups, plastic 
bags, newspapers, cigarette butts, furniture, car parts and abandoned 
appliances 

Examples of debris indude limbs and rocks. 

Raceptade has uniform coat of paint and is not peeling on 90%of the surface, 
where applicable. 

Trash receptade is free of large cracks or damage that effect its use. 

Doors on trash receptadesare dosed and secured. 

5.1 Oeanliness Trees, tree wells, and planters shall be free of litter and debris. No more than 3 
total pieces of litter or debris can be visible per tree well and planter observed, 
and 90% of tree wells/planters must comply to meet standard. Trees, tree 
wells, and tree planters in each 100 linear curb feet ("segments") will be rated. 

Litter definition: Examples of litter indude cigarette butts, gum, tissue paper, 
food wrappings, cups, plastic bags, newspapers, needles, feces. Examples of 
debris indude limbs. Leaves are exduded. 

The standard is not met if feces, needles, broken glass, or condoms are present 
in the tree well/ planter. 

5.2 Tree All trees are alive, and 90% of trees have no hanging limbs and are free of 
Appearance damage. Trees in each 100 linear curb feet ("segments'') will be rated. 

5.3 

5.4 

Weeds 

Oearance 

Note: The standard is not met if any tree is dead. A tree stump or empty tree 
well counts as a dead tree. 

90% or more of all tree wells and planters are free of weeds and vines. 

Limbs and foliage are maintained with an 8-foot vertical dearance for 
pedestrians over the sidewalk and 14-foot vertical dearance over the street. 

Note: Exceptions are made for newly planted street trees that are too small to 
meet dearance requirements yet do not impede pedestrian or vehicular traffic. 
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APPS\JDIXC Sl\MA.EEVALUATION FOR\11 

Streets ancl Sidewalks Cleanliness Standards Evaluation - Worksheet 
Block summary worksheet 

Namo of Evaluator: H~ill11A'I (Enler start and end time Street: !!:.Ir' 
Date of Evaluation; ii. lj.. 11. on route summary page)\,t~\ 

X-Slreets ~~ Street Sweeping Details (ae posted on route) 
Sweeping Day(s): (Enter the side of Iha slreel 1~l.; 
Sweeping Tlme(s): on route summary page) 

100.foot Senmonle 1 2 

fnslrucllons: Most parking meters are approximately # 
20 feel apart; 5 parking meters= one 100 c;urb feet Sumi Segments 
·segment.• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 #-for Block for Block 

l!C1tvbiild 11"Q~o.r aW.ba~eomimi.omoruth.an50\ ofMyiegmenl. 

Crtlerla/foaturo D D ' D DI D D 
1.0 StreetCloanllna5s Coonl!l'lllamO\ll'ltnfmlcrMdsrnieeacilli"flO\tntOOO=b!eot)l.0,2.0.orl.U. 

1.1 Score {1.0, 2.0,or 3.0 score) \ I ')... 'L 
2.0 Sldowalk Cleanliness 

2.1 Lllter(1.0,2.0,or3.0score) 0 0 

I 1 \ '),-
22 Grima, Leaks, SplUs (%of sidewalk w/oul) lil;)f, .. -·/. t•I\./, 1n,·I. 
2.3 Gramu (#on sidewalk) (moved to 3.4) (\ ~ 0 fl 
2.4 Illegal Dumping (YIN, Vihera Y=none) 

"' 
,j 'l ,, 0 0 

2.5.1 Feces, Needles, Condoms {YIN, where ~ ~ 'I -4 Y=none) 
2.5.2 Broken Glass (YIN, where Y=none) '( \I 'l " 0 0 

2.6 Odots (DPW) I 

lJ 0 () I) 
2.7 Odors (non-DPW) 

D C) () 
D 

3.0 Graffiti Coun!lhololil!llulincftle.ilsofur,1!fibfue.1rJic..ite11t11V. 
3, 1 Public (DPW) I Ir ,.., 
3.2 Pub!lc (non-DPW) 'l.. 
3.3 Private (Please indicate nearest address on 
el!ached work sheet\ '~ 

0 
3.4 Sidewalk (II on sidewalk, ore!ously 2.3) ii I I ' 

4.0 Trash Receptacles For w.h !O(lment, Mle #of te(:llplat'.!!~ mocbfl!J (\anlauJ, and WI.a! Hof roeeplll~es 
Usa Tall Sheet. if necessaiv, Tolal#: 0 
4.1 Fullness I (D Ir I 0-
4.2 Cleanliness o( lrash recep!ades - 0-
4.3 CleanHnass around trash receptacles i----o-
4.4 Painting i----o-
4.5 Structural integrity & function i----o-
4.6 Doors llJ v y (I) 0-

5.0 Trees and Landscaping Fot11aci1 ~oamanl M111JI ol !rceslh~I meetsta11:fard afldlolal#ufl1eo.i. 
Use Ta/Iv Sheet, if necessarv. Tolalll: ,___Q__ 
5.1 Cleanliness 

??? f'f'P lhf Cl\" 
0 

""f'I" 
5.2 Tree Appearance il'\'V \"r°Pf' 1;q> I<\ I' i----o-
5.3 Weediness 11'1''1' <.-{pf' lt-.'.H' Jq f' 0-
5.4 Clearance 'PP "' f' 31> lq{-' 0-

Ploa111 na!a pieseriebof e;gnN!tto llt>ll9, but do oot lnci\14~ eg.u~t\11 bun' as pilllf.lf s11ecl C!G.1nhoou S~1/ldnrd Nola apar;lflcrond Uon! lhnl llih~rato!y offoct ra~ng. c.g. prescno~e or res.lnllfontorbar. 
•• Pf~;i;e llOla 11 &tandanl is not me.I duo ta clj]~m1Uo 11~11,, Nob! npee,flt edflll•lloo~ t~~I MvtrMl)'Wt.i;t 1a~ll'.I. t..9. pr~~ence o! 1eala..ran\orbar. lfU!egal dumpill!J, plruito nola pre~onc~ of BIC ~Lcli.e.r. 

Block ft. 

Block 
Avg Comments 

ILJO!mper~P~nt 

/ 
l'-tfdg3reUl!Butts• 

Pl11!1Jeno1~prim~rvsourcesoll1Uer,slalns,clc.• 

[!]a!larettetxitts"'" 0Busstop 

~ oiJt;fd~..ikl-jl_ 

y 

y 

IJ Human body willbl re.lato?d 

Oea1rnws1n o:se~ag:e 

PIC1as~no!epnmarvt;Mwsfarbller.ntc. 

Pleaseno!oorm1ar/ s0Ufeasofhb11r,or.le' 

Oag3r&1.tebtltts0 

l./+"+fl.ce ~'!\ ']. W..e.:li"1!'5t 
l'f.~~ '5"~ 3aJA .laoo 1>1.u<k• 

"' 
1~1.M seq ........ w i.x>11 

v 
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APPB\IDIXD: Evaluation RDute Diagram 

An evaluation route is generally made up of 5 oontiguous city blocks. Each block is broken down into 
100-foot segments for evaluation purposes. Ole side of the street and sidewalk (from the sidewalk edge 
to the median of the street) is evaluated for each route, with S:andard 1.0 S:reet Oeanliness evaluated 
on the street (roadway), S:andard 3.0 G-affiti evaluated on both the street and sidewalk, and S:andards 
2.0 Sdewalk Oeanliness, 4.0 Trash A:lreptades, and 5.0 Trees' Landscaping evaluated on the sidewalk. 

i-------._J _I ---

!C:l : : '£) 
I I I 

I I I I l------____________ , l------------------· 

~ Sirle:;a1J 
1 'C:l Streed 
I I 
I I 

l----------------------------------------1 

lOOft. segmt>nt lOOft. S('gment lOOft. segment lOOfl. st?gmi?nt 

Block #1 Block 112 Block #3 

Route 
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APPEJ\JDIX E s= Public Works Work Zone Map 
The map below outlines each of the six s=RJblic Works Work Zones with the specific commercial and 

residential routes evaluated in FY14. 

Evall.lat~d Streets ~FiscafYear2014 
0.5 

- Ctm1mercial corr!dDrs lnspectt;td 

- Resld~~t1al roU1Bs lnsp~cte<;I 
DPW Work Zone 

CJA 

§~·.A 
CJE 
CJF 

~\ ';f 

F-
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APPEJ\JDIX F: EVALUAllON ROUTES 

Public Works 

Work Zone Type Cbrridor Begin Sreet End Sreet 

A O:Jmmerdal BroadwayS: Fbwell S: l<earny S: 

A O:Jmmerdal c:alifornia S: HydeS: Larkin S: 
A O:Jmmerdal Olestnut S: Fillmore S: Divisadero S: 

A O:Jmmerdal O:JlumbusAve Fbwell S: Pacific Ave 

A O:Jmmerdal D"ummS: Market S: Washington S: 

A O:Jmmerdal Blis S:, Maoon S: Market S: Fbwell S: 

A O:Jmmerdal FillmoreS: Lombard S: Union S: 

A O:Jmmerdal Gaary S: Maoon S: VanNessAve 

A O:Jmmerdal G-antAve Broadway S: c:alifornia S: 

A O:Jmmerdal JJstin Herman Raza Market S: Mis9on S: 

A O:Jmmerdal Kearny S: O:JlumbusAve c:alifornia S: 

A O:Jmmerdal Fblk S: c:alifornia S: Vallejo S: 

A O:Jmmerdal S:ockton S: G-een S: 83cramento S: 

A O:Jmmerdal Van NessAve Broadway S: G-eenwich S: 

A O:Jmmerdal Van NessAve Bush S: BroadwayS: 

A O:Jmmerdal Van NessAve G-eenwich S: North Fbint S: 

A Rlsidential B3ker S: G-een S: G-eenwich S: 

A Rlsidential Broderick S: Bush S: Washington S: 

A Rlsidential Bush S: Maoon S: Larkin S: 

A R:lsidential Olestnut S: Van NessAve LagunaS: 

A Rlsidential Filbert S: Franklin S: Webster S: 

A R:lsidential LakeS: 23rd Ave 281h Ave 

A Rlsidential 83cramento S: Taylor S: Fblk S: 

A Rlsidential SJtter S: JmesS: Larkin S: 

A Rlsidential Webster S: Bromley A G-een S: 

B O:Jmmerdal 03rd S: Ballpark MariposaS: 

B O:Jmmerdal 06th S: Market S: Foloom S: 

B O:Jmmerdal 07th S:, 08th S:, Market S: Mis9on S: 
Market S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Fremont S: Mis9on S: Transbay Hump 

B O:Jmmerdal .bnesS: Market S: O'Farrell S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Larkin S: O'Farrell S: 83cramento S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Market S: 11th S: ValendaS: 

B O:Jmmerdal Market S: 3rd S: 6th S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Market S: S:euart S: cpear S: 
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R.JblicWork~ 

Work Zone Type O:>rridor Begin Sreet Bld Sreet 

B O:Jmmerdal MinnaS: 2nd S: Fremont S: 

B O:lmmerdal Mis9on S: 5th S: 11th S: 

B O:lmmerdal Mis9on S:, OtisS: 1oth S: Otis' 13th S: 

B O:lmmerdal NatomaS: 2nd S: Fremont S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Fblk S: california S: OFarrell S: 

B O:Jmmerdal S:luth Van Ness Ave 18th S: Mis9on S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Taylor S: Market S: OFarrell S: 

B O:Jmmerdal Turk S:, Hyde S: Taylor S: HydeS: 

c O:lmmerdal BalboaS: 42"dAve 34th Ave 

c O:lmmerdal Oement S: 5th Ave 10th Ave 

c O:lmmerdal Oement S: Arguello Blvd 5th Ave 

c O:Jmmerdal Divisadero S: Geary Blvd McAllister S: 

c O:lmmerdal Divisadero S: Haight S: McAllister S: 

c O:Jmmerdal 6:Jdy S:, Fl II more S: Fl II more S: S:einer S: 

c O:Jmmerdal 6:Jdy S:, Flllmore S: Webster S: RlimoreS: 

c O:lmmerdal Geary Blvd 17'h Ave 2rdAve 

c O:lmmerdal Geary Blvd Arguello Blvd 7'h Ave 

c O:Jmmerdal Geary Blvd S:xltt S: Webster S: 

c O:lmmerdal Colden G3te Ave S:einer S: Laguna S: 

c O:Jmmerdal Haight S: S:anyan S: Central Ave 

c O:lmmerdal Haight S: Webster S: Divisadero S: 

c O:Jmmerdal HayesS:, Laguna S: Laguna S: C?ough S: 

c O:lmmerdal Irving S: 6th Ave Funston Ave 

c O:lmmerdal Laguna S:, Fbst S: B.Jchanan S: WebsterS: 

c O:Jmmerdal McAllister S: S:einer S: Laguna S: 

c O:lmmerdal OFarrell S: RllmoreS: S:einer S: 

c O:lmmerdal 
S:luth Van Ness Ave, 

Mis9on S: Colden G3te Ave Van NessAve 
c O:lmmerdal 8.Jtter S:, Fl II more S: Laguna S: RllmoreS: 
c O:lmmerdal Van NessAve Colden c:ate Ave B.Jsh S: 
c Fesidential 03rdAve LinoolnWay Parnassus Ave 
c R:lsidential 2othAve california S: Qibrillo S: 
c Fesidential 26th Ave Oement S: Fulton S: 
c R:lsidential 26th Ave fuadiff Ave Qilifornia S: 
c Fesidential 28th Ave california S: Cabrillo S: 
c Fesidential 36thAve Oement S: Fulton S: 
c Fesidential 38thAve Oement S: Cabrillo S: 
c Fesidential BalboaS: 21'' Ave 26th Ave 
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R.Jblic Work! 

Work Zone Type Corridor Begin Sreet Ehd Sreet 

c A:lsidential Cabrillo 8: 27'h Ave 32ndAve 
c A:lsidential Cabrillo 8: 42"d 'Ave 47'h Ave 

c A:lsidential Central Ave B.Jena Vista Ave West Oak8: 
c Rlsidential Cornwall 8: Arguello Blvd 4hAve 

c Rlsidential J.idah 8: 1oth Ave 15th Ave 
c A:lsidential Lyon 8: Hayes8: Turk8: 
c A:lsidential S:einer 8: Page8: Hayes8: 

D Commercial 13th 8:, Dvision 8:, 
Valencia8: R:ltrero Ave DuboceAve 

D Commercial 16th 8:, Hoff 8: Qipp 8: Mission 8: 
D Commercial 16th 8:, Valencia 8: Valencia8: Folrom 8: 
D Commercial 18th 8:, 01Ufch 8: D.JboceAve 18th 8: 
D Commercial 24th 8: Folrom 8: Valencia8: 

D Commercial 24th 8: R:ltrero Ave Folrom 8: 
D Commercial 24th 8:, Osage Aly Capp 8: Lilac8: 
D Commercial Castro 8: Market 8: 18th 8: 

D Commercial Cortland Ave Folrom 8: Bocanna 8: 

D Commercial Mission 8: 18th 8: 13th 8: 

D Commercial Mission 8: 18th 8: 22nd 8: 

D Commercial Mission 8: 22nd 8: Cesar Olavez 8: 

D Commercial Ean Bruno Ave Siver Ave WaylandS: 

D Commercial 8:Juth Van NessAve 22nd 8: 18th 8: 

D Commercial S:Juth Van Ness Ave Cesar OlavezS: 22nd 8: 

D Commercial Valencia8: 16th 8: 20th 8: 

D Rlsidential 23rd 8: Olurch 8: Oamond 8: 

D A:lsidential 25th 8: Diamond 8: G"and View Ave 

D Rlsidential 25th 8: Diamond 8: G"and View Ave 

D A:lsidential 26th 8: Hampshire 8: Harriron 8: 

D A:lsidential Oayton 8: 17th 8: Market 8: 

D A:lsidential Cortland Ave Folrom 8: Bradford 8: 

D A:lsidential Oamond 8: 25th 8: D.Jncan 8: 

D A:lsidential Dolores8: 27th 8: Ean .breAve 

D R3sidential Douglass8: Market 8: 20th 8: 

D A:lsidential G"and View Ave RJmain 8: Bizabeth 8: 

D A:lsidential G.ierrero 8: 21st 8: 26th 8: 

D A:lsidential Hampshire 8: 18th 8: 23rd 8: 

D A:lsidential Liberty 8: G.Jerrero 8: R3yburn 8: 

D R3sidential Market 8: Damond 8: 18th 8: 
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R.lblicWork~ 

Work Zone 
Type O:>rridor Begin Sreet End Sreet 

D Rlsidential Noe a Hancock a 21st a 

D Rlsidential Smchez8; 21st a 26th a 

D Rlsidential Sllimana Brussels a Bowdoin a 

E Cbmmerdal 03rda 23rd a Galvez Ave 

E Cbmmerdal 03rda <?elvezAve Oakdale Ave 

E Cbmmerdal 03rda Mariposa a 23rd a 

E Cbmmerdal 03rda Oakdale Ave Williams Ave 

E Cbmmerdal 03rda Williams Ave l(ey Ave 

E Cbmmerdal 
03rda, l(ey/Sm Bruno Ave 8.Jnnydale Ave Bay Slore Blvd 

E Cbmmerdal <?eneva Ave, Alemany Blvd Naples a 
Naples a 

E Cbmmerdal Leland Ave Bayshore Blvd Cbraa 

E Cbmmerdal Mis9ona Foote Ave Lawrence Ave 

E Cbmmerdal Mis9ona France Ave RllphS; 

E Cbmmerdal Mis9ona R>lph a Foote Ave 

E Cbmmerdal Mis9ona Siver Ave Harrington 8; 

E Cbmmerdal 
Mis9on a, Ocean 

Harrington a France Ave 
Ave, FersiaAve 

E Cbmmerdal Ocean Ave AlelanAve Capitol Ave 

E Cbmmerdal FbtreroAve 15th a 2oth8; 

E Cbmmerdal FbtreroAve 2oth8; Cesar Oiavez a 

E R3sidential BrunSNicka Newton a Florentine a 

E Rlsidential Campbell Ave 83n Bruno Ave o,1taa 

E Rlsidential Cbncord8; Mis9ona Hanover a 

E R3sidential Farallonesa 83n.bseAve Orizaba Ave 

E Rlsidential G:Jettingen a Ordway a Campbell Ave 

E Rlsidential Grafton Ave Harold Ave Miramar Ave 

E R3sidential GJttenberg a Mis9ona Hanover a 

E R3sidential Head a R3ndolph8; Ashton Ave 

E R3sidential Holloway Ave Bright a Monticello a 

E Rlsidential Lane a PalouAve Underwood Ave 

E R3sidential Madrid a Siver Ave FersiaAve 

E R3sidential Misrouri 8; Mariposa a 22nd a 

E Rlsidential Feru Ave Librona Athens a 

E R3sidential R"aguea <?enevaa Fbpea 

E Rlsidential Siver Ave Mis9onAve Cambridge a 

E R3sidential Siver Ave Mis9ona Cambridge a 

E R3sidential · Siver Ave 83ntaFeAve Quinta 
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R.Jblic Works 

Work Zone Type Corridor Begin Sreet End Sreet 

EloSNorth S:, 
F O:Jmmercial Olenery S:, 1-280 SOn R:lmp Diamond S: 

Diamond S: 

F O:Jmmerci al 
Geneva Ave, Ocean 

Louisburg S: 1-280 SOff R:lmp Ave, 8311 .bse Ave 

F O:Jmmerci al Irving S: 19th Ave 25th Ave 

F O:Jmmerci a.I JJdah S: 42ndAve 48thAve 

F O:Jmmercial NoriegaS: 19th Ave 25th Ave 

F O:Jmmerci al NoriegaS: 3othAve 33rdAve 

F O:Jmmerci al Ocean Ave capitol Ave Manor Dr 
F O:Jmmerci al Taraval S: 18th Ave 23rd Ave 

F O:Jmmercial West Fbrtal.Ave Ulloa S: 15th Ave 

F Rssidential 1oth Ave Lawton S: QuintaraS: 

F Rssidential 1othAve MoragaS: Mendosa Ave 

F Rssidential 18th Ave Taraval S: WawonaS: 

F Rssidential 19th Ave Irving S: NoriegaS: 

F Rssidential 24th Ave Taraval S: WawonaS: 

F Rssidential 25th Ave Lawton S: OrtegaS: 

F Rssidential 25th Ave Lincoln Way Lawton S: 

F R:lsidential 27th Ave QuintaraS: Taraval S: 

F R:lsidential 28th Ave Quintara S: Taraval S: 

F Rssidential 3othAve Pacheco S: Taraval S: 

F Rssidential 31& Ave Pacheco S: Taraval S: 

F R:lsidential 32ndAve Pacheco S: Taraval S: 

F Rssidential 43rdAve Pacheco S: Taraval S: 

F Rssidential Eitcalyptus Dr 19th Ave 23rd Ave 

F Rssidential Funston Ave l<irkhama NoriegaS: 

F Rssidential .bo&Ave Lippard Ave Forester S: 

F R:lsidential JJdah S: 33rdAve 36thAve 

F Rssidential Kirkham S: 2oth Ave 25th Ave 

F R:lsidential Kirkham S: 30th Ave 35thAve 

F Rssidential Kirkham S: 44thAve G"eat 1-+Ny 

F Rssidential Magellan Ave c:astenada Ave Montalvo Ave 

F Rssidential Moncada Way Urbano Dr JJni pero Sarra Blvd 

F Rssidential MontecitoAve Monterey Blvd Ea&woodDr 

F R:lsidential RveraS: 19th Ave 22nd Ave 

F Rssidential Saint Francis Blvd JJnipero 83rra Blvd 83flta Oara Ave 

F Rssidential Santiago S: 19th Ave 22nd Ave 

F R:lsidential Santiago S: 28th Ave 33rdAve 
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R.JblicWorks 

Work Zone Type Corridor Begin 3reet End 3reet 

F Residential 83rrano Dr OlrdenasAve Arballo Dr 
F Residential Soat Blvd 2othAve 25th Ave 

F F€sidential UlloaS: 37thAve 42ndAve 

F F€sidential Ulloa 8: Laguna Honda Blvd Dorchester Way 

F Residential Urbano Dr CbronaS: Cbrona Cburt 
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APPENDIX G: S: Public Works Maintenance Responsibilities 

Not all evaluated elements are the responsibility of the Department of R.Jblic Works to maintain. In 
general, s= R.Jblic Works' maintenance responsibilities are" curb-to-curb," while sidewalk maintenance 
is the responsibility of private property owners. 

S::Public Works responsible 

Litter and maintenance issues are 
s= FUblic Works' reEponsibility 
"a.irb to a.irb." s= FUblic Works 
performs street sweeping 
operations to keep street surfaces 
dean and repairs potholes and 
other damage to road surfaces. 

R:lsponsible for a.irb ramps and 
odors emanating from s= FUblic 
Works-maintained assets. 

R:lsponsible for graffiti removal on 
trash reoeptades and street 
surfaces. 

s= FUblic Works owns the city's 
trash reoeptades. fume are 
deaned and maintained directly by 
s= FUblic Works, while others are 
maintained by an independent 
oontractor (Rlrology). 

s= FUblic Works a.irrently maintains 
about one-third of the city's street 
trees. Most of those will be 
transferred to private property 
owners over the next seven years. 
s= FUblic Works will maintain 
reEponsibility for trees on medians 
and on public property. This 
evaluation treats all trees as s= 
FUblic Works property. 

Private property owners 
responsible 

oty sidewalks are private 
property and the reEponsibility 
of fronting property owners. 
Illegal sidewalk dumping is the 
responsibility of property 
owners. s= FUblic Works 
notifies property owners if 
repairs are needed; if property 
owners fail to make repairs, s= 
FUblic Works repairs sidewalks 
and bi II s owners. 

G'affiti on sidewalk surfaces 
and other private property (e.g., 
newspaper stands) is the 
responsibility of the property 
owner. If s= FUblic Works finds 
this graffiti, they will send a 
notice to the property owner, 
who must dean the graffiti or 
face blight penalties. 

A"ivatetrash bins are not 
evaluated. 

In general, private property 
owners are responsible for 
street trees. s= FUblic Works 
has set up a hotline at (415) 
554-7336 to inquire about 
maintenance reEponsibility for a 
street tree. 

Other public agencies 
responsible 

Light poles, traffic signs, signal 
boxes, retaining walls, and other 
public property on the sidewalk 
are maintained by other public 
agencies (e.g., 81\Rf, MTA or 
PUC). 

Ifs= FUblic Works finds graffiti on 
non-s= FUblic Works public 
property, they remove the graffiti 
and bill the appropriate city 
agency. 
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AAJENDIX H: s= PUBUCWORKSMAINTB\JANCE PROGRAMS 

s= Public Works manages a variety of programs to improve street and sidewalk deanliness through 
maintenance, outreach, enforcement, and community partnerships. 

Adopt-A-areet Program 

Alleyway Riot Program 

Community Oean Team 

Corridors Program 

Giant SNeep 

The .Adopt-A-areet Program is a partnership between the aty and its 
merchants and residents. G"oups or individuals agree to adopt an area 
and take responsibility for keeping the street, sidewalk, and storm drain 
dean. In return, Public Works provides free street deaning supplies, and 
litter and compostable leaf bag pickup. The program aims to strengthen 
community ties as well as create a deaner, more pleasant environment. 

Snee 2013, the Public Works Alleyway Program has sent two special 
Alleyway O"ews, escorted by police officers, to hot spot streets around 
the aty. This pilot program selected streets in Zones Band D with a high 
volume of 311 requests for deaning of accumulated trash, needles, and 
human waste. 

Public Works' primary volunteer program, Community aean Team brings 
together nearly 1800 volunteers annually from multiple city departments, 
local businesses, and schools to dean merchant corridors, schools, open 
spaces, and parks. Last year, the program deaned 36,000 square feet of 
graffiti and collected 76 tons of garbage, 110 tons of recydables, and 17 
tons of organic waste. 

The Community Corridors Partnership Program began in 2006 to address 
deaning and greening needs along S:!n Francisco's busiest commercial 
corridors. As part of the Corridors Program, local residents are hired and 
trained through the Public Works Workforce D3velopment 
Program. These Ambassadors help preserve deaning services along 700 
blocks of S:!n Francisco's busiest commercial corridors by helping sweep 
sidewalks, remove graffiti, identify and report deficiencies, and landscape 
public spar.es and tree basins. 

A citywide anti-litter campaign in partnership with the S:!n Francisco 
Giants, Giant SNeep uses volunteer activities and public education to 
bolster civic pride and keep S:!n Francisco beautiful. Snc.e its debut in 
February 2013, Giant SNeep has logged over 70,000 volunteer hours and 
gathered over 35,000 pledges to keep S:!n Francisco's streets, parks, and 
buses free of litter and graffiti. Activities indude neighborhood deanups, 
tabling at community fairs and Giants games, and advertising on 
billboards, bus shelters and television. 
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Outreach and 
. Enforcement 

S:reet Parks 

Rlblic Works' Outreach and Enforcement Team is responsible for both 
educating the public about their rights and responsibilities regarding 
street and sidewalk deanliness and enforcing Oty codes to meet 
sanitation standards. Assigned to geographic zones, team members 
attend community meetings, investigate complaints, enforce city codes 
through foot inspections and citations, and resolve issues of public 
concern. The team also supports other Rlblic Works programs. 

S:reet Parks is a partnership between Rlblic Works, the S3n Francisco 
Parks Alliance and the residents of S3n Francisco to develop community 
managed gardens on public rights of way. The S:reet Parks program 
transforms vacant lots into gardens, trash and illegal dumping spots into 
greenery, and hillsides into parks. Snee the program's inception in 2004, 
120 street parks have been established. 
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APPENDIX I: Sf A 1USOF PREVIOUS REOJl\/1 M B\JDA llONS 

The chart below lists recommendations from the FY10 Annual R=lport and actions taken towards 
implementing them. 

FY10 R3commendations Actions Taken Towards Implementation 

1. R:lvise and darify inspections 
standards and methodology 

a. OJnduct S:reet and Sdewalk The areet and Sdewalk Perception audy was published in May 

Perreption S:udy 2011. The study informed changes to the standards, notably the 
addition of two standards to evaluate sidewalk odor. 

b. Oarify ambiguous standard Sdewalk graffiti standard was ronsolidated in the graffiti standard 
des:riptions group. 

c. Revire route sampling and A new set of routes were chosen for inspection in the next three 
midpoint methodologies year rontracted evaluation cyde, with equal numbers of residential 

and rommercial streets. The evaluation schedule was revised, so 
that evaluations are now ronducted at the midpoint of a street 
sweeping schedule. Details can be found in Appendix F. 

2. O:lmbine various sources of RJblic Works uses various data sources and venues to inform 

data to understand what is management decisions: 

driving positive changes . Monthly citation reportsdisa.issed with zone supervisors . Monthly meetings on 311 response times . S3rvice prioritization from Department of Bwironment 
Litter Audits . Tonnage report tracking used to adapt levels of service . Weekly input meetings from RJblic Works street 
deanina crews 
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CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the City 
Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter, the City 
Services Auditor has broad authority for: 

Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and benchmarking the city to 
other· public agencies and jurisdictions. 
Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to assess 
efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 
Operating a whistlebl.ower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and abuse of 
city resources. 
Ensuring the financial integrity and Improving the overall performance and efficiency of city government. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Over view 

The Human S3rvices.Agmcy (HS\) administers more than 3,800 units of permanent supporate housing for 
previously homeless individuals and families at a total C?eneral R.lnd cost exceeding $35 million in Rscal 'rear 
2012-2013 (FY12-13). HSI\ partnered with the Cbntroller's OK ce Oty S3rvicesAuditor (Cbntroller'sOK ce) to 
ideney the types of services dients in supporate housing sites u9i:ze, the degree of u9iza9:m, how dients' 
needs may change over ene while housed, and whether the services are suppor91g dient transi9:ms to other 
forms of stable housing. 

For this report, the Cbntroller's OK ce analy:zed administraate data for all dients placed in supporate housing 
by HSI\ surveyed more than 500 dients, interviewed 12 case managers, and examined case) lesfor 85 dients 
who exited supporSte housing during FY13-14. The review induded buildings housing adults (".Adult") and 
those housing families or a mix of families and single adults(" Family/ Mixed"). 

Findings 

8..Jpportive housing programs serve vulnerable populations requiring significant support. These programs are 
generally successful at stabilizing their dients and helping them to maintain their housing. However, HSI\ has 
not made self-sufficiency a priority in its program goals, and as such, certain gaps in linkage and services exist, 
leaving some dients unable or unwilling to transition to other forms of stable housing without support services 
attached. A lack of affordable options also plays a significant role in limiting these transitions. 

Client Characteristics: Oientsin HSA:s.Adult 
supporate housing sites are commonly male, African 
American or Vl/hite, and between the ages of 45 
and 64. Oients at Family/Mixed sites are more oCen 
female, African American and L.a91o, and ages 25 to 
64. 

Services Provided: Interviews and dient surveys 
indicate that case managers engage with dients on 
a monthly basis, on average, though it is undear 
whether interac9:ms resulted in service delivery (e.g., 
a referral) or were more casual "che~ins." Oient 
surveys indicate that "building events," such as food 
pantry and social hour, and "Medi-Qll" are the most 
common services dients receive or are referred to. 

Case ) le reviews of exited d ients showed a slightly 
diT erent picture. Based on this source, the level of 
case manager engagement was most oCen light or 
minimal, with contacts commonly rela91g to income 
or rent stabilizaam needs, and many contacts 
oCa.Jrring in wri91g only (e.g., a r\l{er or no9::e leO 

on a dient 's door). Blice:m proceedings may make it 
more diK cult for a case manager to engage clients in 
services. 

Service Gaps: lnterviewedcasemanagers 
highlighted the need for increased dinical support, 
with addi9:mal behavioral health and nursing services 
menamed. Also, though all sites house older adults 
and seniors, their needs may not be adequately 
addressed. ,As one example, utilization of In-Home 
8..Jpportive S3rvices, at 9-12%, is lower than expected 
for this population. 

Interviews and case) le reviews indicate that case 
managers are less likely to oT er services promo91g 
self-SUK ciency, such as educa9:>n, employment and 
housing support, than crisis stabiliza9:>n servires. 
aime case managers noted that they spend much of 
their ene managing dient crises, with li!:le to spare 
for more stable dients who may not acStely reach out 
for support. 



Public Benelt Utilization: Nearlyaquarter 
of .Adult clients receive inoome from County .Adult 
Assistance R-ograms (~. and over a quarter 
receive 031Fresh bene! ts (food stamps). Of those 
.Adults receiving CAAP, 45% (or nearly 300) receive 
Fersonally Assisted Bnployment S3rvices bene! ts, 
meaning they have been idenEj ed as having 
employment potenEl31 by HS\ Family/Mixed clients 
have a signi! cantly higher enrollment in Medi-031 
(47%) than .Adult clients (15%), which is expected 
given that most .Adult clients would not have been 
eligible prior to J3nuary 2014. Ten percent of Family/ 
Mixed clients receive 031\1\.ffi«;; bene! ts, though this 
only aooounts for adult recipients. When children 
under 18 are oonsidered as well, 23%of all individuals 
at Family/Mixed sites are bene! ciaries. 

Health Care Utilization: Data from the 
Department of Public Health (DA-I) indicates that 
suppor6te housing client u9iza8:Jn of urgent and 
emergency health services spiked immediately 
prior to being housed (e.g., during a period of 
homelessness) and declined during the years of 
housing. Oien! u9iza8:m and oostsspiked again when 
a client exited housing. 

Compared to homeless clients served by DA-l in FY12-
13, suppor6te housing clients are much less likely to 
use urgent and emergency services. Thirty six percent 
of housed HSA. clients used urgent and emergency 
services while 67%of known homeless DFH clients 
used this type of health care. 

Client Trajectories: Oientsreport posi6te 
experiences in suppor6te housing. Over two-thirds 
of surveyed clients report that support services are 
an important factor in their housing stability. The 
majority of respondents (72%of .Adult respondents 
and 93%of Family/Mixed respondents) report that 
their life improved in at least one area during their 
stay in suppor6te housing. 

While many clients may always need support services 
to stay housed, interviewed case managers suggest 
that at least 10%of clients have the potenEl31 to 
transi8:Jn out of suppor6te housing. However, survey 
results indicate that the majority of clients do not 
plan to move in the next year: just 35%of .Adult 

respondents and 20% of Family/Mixed respondents 
are "de! nitely" or "oonsidering" moving to other 
housing. 

03se managers noted a lack of aT ordable op8:Jns as 
a major barrier for clients seeking alternate housing, 
as well as a diK cult applica8:Jn process for subsidized 
units. 8..Jrveyed clients reported a median monthly 
inoome of $779 (Family/Mixed) to $882 (.Adult). Over 
half of clients receive 8..Jpplemental S3curity lnoome 
(gj) - an inoome support for aged, blind and disabled 
individuals- and are thus unlikely to reenter the 
labor force. Gven these factors, most clients will not 
be able to afford market rate housing. 

ReasonsforOient Exits, FY12-13 

Family/Mixed 
Reason for B<it 

Biicted or Reoeived Notioe of Biiction 

Moved to Other Hou~ng (type unknown) 

Other 

Died 

Moved in with Family or Fi'iends 

Moved for Unknown-Reasons 8% 9% 

--MoveciiON"cifi:ijjt;~dHOUsin9____ 5% eo/o 

Moved to Other SJbsdized Hauling ____ 3_% ___ W1:W 

Length of Stay and Client Exits: Nearly half 
of clients at .Adult sites (47%) and 60%of those at 
Family/ Mixed sites have lived at their current building 
for more than ! ve years. 

During FY12-13, 489.Adult clients(13%) and 
33 Family/Mixed clients (6%) exited housing. 
.Administra6te data idenEj es the majority of exits as 
"stable," 1 but the case! le reviews provide addi8:Jnal 
oontext, showing that the actual outoomesfor many 
clients was unknown, and case managers may have 
limited engagement with exi81g clients. Of 71 case 
) les reviewed from .Adult sites, 27 (38%) had no 
documented referrals in the year prior to exit, and 
40 (58%) had no documented referrals in the! nal 
quarter of housing. M. Family/Mixed sites, 29% 
received no referrals in the! nal quarter of housing. 

1 HSI\ de) nesastable exit as one in which the client 
was not evicted and did not owe back rent. 



r ecOmmendatiOns 

Tue Controller's O< ce noted signil cant benel ts of ~s permanent suppor6Je housing program. Housing 
retenam is greater than 90%and is a testament to the work case managers do to support their dients. 
Tue rerommenda9:ms or ered in this report are intended to enhance this strong and established program 
through direc9Jnal shiCs, improved guidance and expectaEhns, and further exploraEhn of dient needs. lhe 
Controller's O< ce also rerommends HSA.establish a working group of program star and rommunity providers 
to ronsider the implicaEhns of this report and create an implementaEhn plan for the rerommendaEhns. 

1.0 - Service Provision 

1.1 S:rategically Deploy S:lrvices. HSA.should 
ensure that dients have the services they need at 
the ene they need them by strategically deploying 
services throughout the suppor6Je housing 
populaEhn. HSA.should develop a system of roving 
services that can! 11 both dinical and self-SUK ciency 
service gaps. For example, it may not be appropriate 
to ronduct broad outreach about employment 
opportuni83s at every builc;ling, parS:Ularly as some 
buildings may house a majority of senior or disabled 
dients who are unable to work. Instead, roving teams 
can target services toward relevant populaEhns, 
providing deeper levels of support than the on-site 
case manager may be capable of. 

1.2 Address S:llf-3.JK ciency S:lrvice G3ps. HSA. 
should work with its providers to broadly assess the 
level of need among its clients in certain service 
areas (namely, educaEhn and employment, housing, 
seniors, and pareneig) and explore ways to leverage 
exisEhg resources to 111 service gaps. Fbving services, 
as rerommended in 1.1 above, may be parS:Ularly 
er ec6Je. For example, a roving housing specialist 
rould support dients capable of transiEhning 
in learning about and applying for new housing 
opportuni83s. 

1.3 Address Oinical S:lrvice G3ps. HSA.should 
enhance the dinical support provided at its housing 
sites. qJEhns may include expanding the use of the 
Behavioral Health Fbving Team and insaueig roving 
nursing services. lhe Behavioral Health Fbving Team 
has been successful at providing short-term dinical 
support to dients in crisis, but is only available for 
certain buildings. Fbving nurses may be able to or er 
more preventa6Je care to dients who experience 
diK culty naviga91g the health care system. 

2.0 - Service Quality and Effectiveness 

2.1 Srengthen S:lrvice Expecta8:ms. HSA.should 
darify and strengthen its expectaEhns about service 
delivery, and in parS:Ular, regarding outreach to 
dients and evicEbn-related services. For example, 
case managers are required to ronduct outreach at 
signs of instability, but such outreach often takes 
the form of written notices. This is insufficient. HSA. 
should provide addiEhnal guidance about these 
expec_taEhns to all service providers to ensure dients 
receive the necessary support. 

2.2 Srengthen Documenta8:m Expecta8:ms. 
HSA.should darify and strengthen itsexpectaEhns 
about documentaEhn of services. In par8::ular, HSA. 
should explore requiring a referral log in dient case 
l les to track referrals and outcomes. Also, HSA.should 
darify how to document resistance to services. For 
example, HSA.should darify and enforce a standard 
wherein case notes indicate acEbns the case 
manager takes to engage the dient, any resistance 
enrountered, and how the case manager a~empted 
to rounter that resistance. 

2.3 C.Onduct Program Ei ecSrenessAudits. HSA. 
currently audits case l les to assess compliance with 
service delivery standards. HSA.should expand its site 
reviews to assessdient outcomes as documented in 
referral I ogs. 

3.0 - Program Administration 

3.1 0-eate a Housing fystem Database. HSA. 
should establish a housing system database to 
track dientsand program outcomes. An exisEhg 
database might be expanded to serve this funcEbn. 
M.. a minimum, HSA.should create more uniform 
data tracking standards among its providers, such 
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as complete social serurity numbers, dates of birth, 
etc. HS\ should also standardize and expand the 
"exit reasons" it uses to track client stability. Though 
most exits qualify as "stable," the actual des9la6:m 
of many of those clients is unknown to the provider, 
and this detail is important to understanding 
programma8:: outcomes. 

3.2 Minimize CAAP Disoon81uances. Oients 
who recsive CAf>P benef ts must verify their income 
annually, with benef tsdiscon91ued if an individual 
fails to complete the necsssary paperwork, even if 
that person iss61 eligible. HS\ should take a proac6te 
approach to minimizing CA/>Pdiscon91uancssgiven 
how destabilizing such occurrencss are for clients. 

4.0 - Program Goals 

4.1 ~frame Goals to Include 831f-SJK ciency. 
HS\ should consider changing the overarching goal of 
the housing program from stability alone to stability 
and self-suK ciency. It is important to point out that 
the def ni6:m of self-SUK ciency may vary by client. 
It would be unrealis8:: to assume that all, or even 
most, clients will be able to completely transi8:>n oT 
of public benef ts. Many may require various types 
of long-term support, such as Medi-Gal, nutri8:>nal 
assistancs, or temporary or permanent subsidies. 

Despite this varia8:>n, HS\ should make every eT art 
to increase self-SUK ciency to the degree possible for 
each client. Mding self-SUK ciency to program goals 
potenEally saves public funds by encouraging tenants 
who do not need support servicss to move to units 
without this extra cost. By encouraging these moves, 
supporere housing units can be made available for 
homeless residents needing housing and servicss. 
J.1£1di8:>nally, building self-SUK ciency improves client 
quality of life. 

4.2 B<plore Policies to SJpport a Full ~ectrum 
of Housing Op8::ms. HS\ in partnership with other 
local agencies, such as the Mayor's O< cs of Housing 
and llimmunity Development and the Sm Francisco 
Housing Authority, should explore policies and 
proposals to 111 gaps in the rurrent array of housing 
op8:>ns. Afunc8:>ning housing system is one with 
a diversity of op8:>ns allowing each individual to be 
matched with the appropriate level of support sf he 
needs to achieve stability. Each individual's complex 
circumstances determine his or her placsment on 
the spectrum of housing. S3n Francisco has several 
key gaps to be! lied, including subsidized housing 
that would allow suppor8te housing clients with 
higher levels of self-SUK ciency to live without on
site support servioes. Riiing such gaps in the housing 
spectrum will require citywide and regional solu8:>ns. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

fas the rost of market rate housing continues to rise in 83n Francisco, city government services provide a 
safety net for our most vulnerable residents. fas an integral part of this safety net, the 83n Francisco Human 
S3rvices~ncy (HSA.) provides permanent supportive housing to homeless residents of S:in R"ancisco. 

HSA. administers more than 3,800 units of 
permanent supportive housing1 for previously 
homeless individuals and families at a total 
Ganeral R.md cost exceeding $35 million in Rscal 
Year 2012-2013 (FY12-13). 

The number of units administered by HSI\ has 
increased dramatically in recent years, with 3,000 
units of new housing brought online since the 
implementation of the city's 10-Year Flan to End 
Homelessness began in 2004. \Mlile HSA. has 

Permanent 3.lpportive Housing 
Links homeless individuals and families with: 

• A permanent home -tenants have a 
lease and all associated protections 
Rental subsidies- rents may be a fixed 
amount or a percentqge of income 
On-site social services tailored to the 
needs of dients 

been diligent in its efforts to secure new housing, little local data exists to illustrate the effectiveness of the 
support services offered at HSA. sites. 

To address this gap, HSI\ partnered with the Controller's Office aty S3rvicesAuditor (Controller's Office) to 
conduct research about permanent supportive housing funded by HSA.in 83n R"ancisco. lhe research aims 
to identify the types of services dients in supportive housing sites utilize, the degree of utilization, how 
dients' needs may change over time while housed, and whether the services are supporting dients to 
transition to other forms of stable housing. 

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING IN SAN FRANCISCO 

HSI\ has a broad portfolio of 52 permanent supportive housing sites with on-site services provided by 
nonprofit organizations. HSI\ administers these programs using a variety of funding models. 2 

Master Lease R'ogram: HSA.leasesSngle Rlom Occupancy(~) buildings and contractswith 
nonprofits to provide property management and supportive services. SJme buildings are funded 
through care Not cash, the 2004 initiative that transfers some of the city's cash assistance to 
homeless single adults to investments in supportive housing for this population. 
Slelter+Care R'ogram: Slelter+Care is a federal program that provides rental assistance to 
chronically homeless single adults and families with disabilities related to severe mental health, 
substance abuse, and disabling HIV/ AIDS The city's Ganeral R.md pays for support services. 
Local QJerating 9.Jbsidy R'ogram: The Mayor's Office of Housing finances new developments that 
are owned by nonprofit organizations. HSA. controls tenant referrals to each site and provides both 
an operating subsidy and funding for support services. The portfolio indudes units for homeless 
single adults, families, seniors and veterans. 
S3rvices Oily: HSA. funds supportive services at certain long-standing sites, but does not control 
referrals or placement at those sites. 

1 lndudes locally and federally funded programs 
2 S3e Appendix A for a detailed list of the amen! housing portfolio. 



Housing First 
HSI\ employs the" Housing Rrst" model in its programming. This policy emphasizes immediate placement of 
an individual in permanent housing coupled with the on-site support needed to stabilize that individual. 
The model understands that a homeless individual or family's first and primary need is housing. After 
housing has been obtained, factors that often contribute to homelessness, such as substance abuse and 
mental illness, can be addressed. Housing R rst differs from housing programs that require residents to be 
"housing ready," meaning participants in HSl\'s programs have dients varying levels of need. Cbre principles 
of Housing Rrst indude: 

On-site services, with continuous engagement and outreach by case managers 
Voluntary services, with no service participation requirements as a condition of housing 
Focus on skill building through tenancy, e.g., being a good tenant promotes skill development in 
financial management, conflict resolution, etc. 
Btiction as a last resort 

HSA's Tier System 
Beginning in FY14-15, HSI\ has adopted a lier system for contracting with supportive housing providers. 
Buildings are categorized into tiers based on eligibility requirements. HSI\ funds higher levels of case 
management support at buildings where HSI\ places dients and those with eligibility requirements 
mandating they serve individuals with high needs (e.g., chronically homeless with a certified disability). 3 

For example, HSI\ funds lier I sites to provide one case manager for every 75 dients at .Al::lult sites, while 
lier V sites (the highest tier) must provide one case manager for every 25 dients. In addition to increased 
support levels, service expectations and reporting requirements also increase through the tiers, with lier V 
programs required to create service plans, provide navigation assistance to dients, perform regular 
outreach, and report on all of these activities in detail. 

HSI\ has established a multi-year implementation period to allow providers time to adjust their service 
levels at each building to the established guidelines, with full implementation of the lier system expected 
by the end of FY17-18. 

METHODOLOGY 

HSI\ requested the Cbntroller's Office explore a variety of topics through this project to determine: 
The types of services offered, sought and utilized by supportive housing dients 
How dient needs change over time: before, during and transitioning out of supportive housing 
The level of public benefit utilization by dients 
Whether dients are transitioning to other stable housing, and what factors contribute to these 
transitions 

The Cbntroller's Office developed a mixed-method research design to encompass the range of topic areas. 
To begin, the Cbntroller's Office created a randomly-selected sample pool of buildings where more targeted 

3 The Tier system was not in pl are at the time of this study, and s:i resultsoould not be categorized by tier. However, 
the Tier system represents ongoing efforts by HS<\ to more dearly define service levels and expectations of providers 

2 



research activities a:>uld occur. The sample induded 13 sites: nine sites housing adults only(" Adult") and 
four housing either families only or a mix of families and adults(" Family/Mixed"). 4 

After developing the sample, the Controller's Offire a:>nducted its research in four parts (with the sample 
pool used in the first three): 

1. Case Manager Interviews: interviews with 12 case managers, as well as a pre-interview survey to 
capture quantitative information (e.g., size of caseload, number of years in the field, etc.) 

2. Oient SJrveys: paper surveys administered at 13 buildings, with over 500 respondents 
3. Case Rle A:lviews: examination of 85 case files of dientswho exited the 13 sampled buildings 

between J.Jly 1, 2013 and.April 30, 2014 (exdudingdeaths) 
4. Benefits Data Analysis: analysis of administrative data related to supportive housing dients' 

utilization of public benefits (e.g. Cal~. Cal R"esh, etc.) and utilization of 03partment of R.Jblic 
Health services. 

Each figure in this report indicates the sourre of the data, referenced in the following ways: 
Case Manager Interviews=" interviews'' 
Oient SJrveys ="surveys'' 
Case R le A:lviews ="case files'' 
Benefits Data Analysis=" dient data'' 

CLIENT CHARACTER! STICS 

The O:mtroller's Office rereived administrative data for 3,696 dients at Adult sites and 533 adult dients at 
Family/Mixed sites. Oients in HSI\' s Adult supportive housing sites are generally male, African American or 
White, and between the ages of 45 and 64. Oients at Family/ Mixed sites are more often female, African 
American and Latino, and ages 25 to 64. 

Nearly half of dients at Adult sites (47%) and 60%of those at Family/ Mixed sites have lived at their current 
building for more than five years. 5 During the snapshot year (FY12-13), 13%of dients at Adult sites vacated 
their unit, while just 7%of Family/Mixed site dientsexited housing. HSl\a:>nsidered the majority of exits 
(77%of Adult exits and 88%of Family/rllpxed exits) stable (i.e., not evicted, not owing rent). J.Jst 3%of all 
Adult dients and less than 1 %of all Family/ Mixed dients were evicted during the year. Rgure 1 provides 
additional detail about these dient demographics and exit types. 

4 /ldditional detail about the creation of a sample for this project, methodologies for each project phase, and detailed 
limitations for each phase has been induded as Appendix B. Tools used in each phase, as well as full results from the 
~hasesare induded in subsequent appendices. 

Length of stay data reflects duration at the rurrent building of residence. Buildings may have housed tenants before 
HSI\ began oonducting placement for its permanent supportive housng programs. other buildings may have been 
"rented up" with new HSl\-plaoed dients. The average length of stay presented here enoompassesboth s::enarios. 
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FIGURE 1: SUPPORTIVE HOUSING CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS (SOURCE: CLIENT DATA) 
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Matched administrative data shows that 21 %of dients at J.ldult sites receive inmme from County J.ldult 
Assistance Programs (CAAP), 6 while at Family/Mixed sites, 4%receive OW' and 10%receivecalW00<5 
benefits. 

HSI\ was unable to match administrative data to show federal benefits such as SJpplemental Sarurity 
lnmme (89) or private inmme from paid work. To address these limitations, the Controller's Office used 
the dient survey to get a more detailed picture of inmme levels at housing sites. SJrvey respondents in 
J.ldult housing report a median monthly income of $882, and respondents in Family/Mixed housing report a 
9%1ower median monthly income of $779.7 M. this income level, most supportive housing residentsmuld 
not afford market rate housing in 83n FranciSCXJ. 8 

Rgure 2 illustrates the range of income sources among dients based on the dient survey, with S9 as the 
most mmmon source of income cited by respondents (58%). To put the data in mntext, survey 
respondents reported a higher utilization of C4AP inmme than the general population (33% compared to 
the 21 %seen in the administrative data for J.ldult sites). Gven this over-sampling of C4AP recipients, it is 
possible the survey represents an under-sampling of S9 recipients. 

The higher median income reported from respondents at J.ldult sites could be linked to the type of inmme 
most mmmonly received in each site. S9 benefits average approximately $900 per month, while C4AP 
benefits can be as low as $42 per month, but generally average approximately $400 per month. 

A:lspondents from Family/Mixed sites are much more likely to report having a paid job, with 23%indicating 
paid work as a source of income. J.Jst 6%of Mult respondents listed a paid job as an inmme source. S:Jme 
respondents may receive multiple types of inmme, such as paid work and cal\/\/OI*;. More respondents at 
Family/Mixed sites reported multiple sources of inmme, with 15% reporting two sources, and 2% reporting 
three sources. Nine percent of Mult respondents reported two income sources. 

Though 13%of J.ldult site respondents indicated that they are a veteran, just 2%also indicated that they 
receive veteran's benefits as a source of income. M. Family/Mixed sites, 5% of respondents reported 
veteran status, while 1 % reported veteran's benefits. While there are reasons that a veteran may or may 
not receive financial benefits, this muld be an area of increased outreach and linkage for service providers 
and HSA.. 

6 lhere are four OiAPsubprograms: General Assistanre (GA), 30%of Adults on CA.AP, Ferronally Assisted BTiployment 
S:lrvires (P~, a "welfare to work" program, 45%of Adults on CA.AP, cash Assistanre Linked to Medi-cal (O'.\l..M), 2 
dients; and SJpplemental S3curity lnoome Fending (83P), a temporary program for individuals in process of applying 
to 59, 25%of Adults on OiAP. 
7 It is important to note that respondentswereaS<ed to report their individual inoome, not household inoome. 
Household inoome may be higher for family/mixed respondents, though other rourres indicate that most households 
have a single inoome rourre. 
6 lhe average asking rent in am Frandsoowas$3,057 in the first quarter of 2014, according to R:lalFactsdata as 
reported in the Controller's 6:onomic Barometer. 
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FIGURE 2: SELF-REPORTED CLIENT INCOME SOURCES AND AMOUNT (SOURCE: SURVEYS)9 

Do you have any income? 
111 Sngle hlult 111 Family 

n=319 n=195 

32% 

1111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 33% 

58% 

Median Monthly Income 
(individual) 

SngleAdult 

n=272 

Family 
n=153 

9 Poth charts in Rgure 2 are bared on dient relf-reports, which may differ from the administrative data about dient benefitsdiscusred elrewhere. 
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CASE MANAGEMENT SUPPORT AND SERVICE UTILIZATION 

SERVICES OFFERED 

The a:ire service offered at permanent supportive housing sites is case management . .Additionally, 
service providers offer a variety of other services to dients both on- and off-site. Rgure 3 lists the 
common on-site support services, per interviews and surveys of selected case managers. In general, the 
on-site services at .Adult sites are consistent across the sample, induding at Family/ Mixed sites. 
However, some Family/Mixed sites also offer additional programing unique to this setting, listed 
separately below. S:Jme agencies have broader programming, and offer extensive off-site services 
available to all dients. These services vary by agency and are not available to dients at all buildings. 

FIGURE 3: SUPPORT SERVICES AVAILABLE TO CLIENTS (SOURCE: INTERVIEWS) 

Of\1.:-s-iESJFR:iRT SRiilcm Multand Faniily1Mixed stes---·--·---------------------

S:lrvice R3ferrals 
Basic Needs: dothing, household goods 
Benefits.Advocacy (e.g., income or subsidy) 
Appointment Management 
Food Pantry or Meals (on-site or off-site) 
Bliction A'evention P-dvocacy and Cbunseling 
Therapeutic Listening and Cbnflict R3solution 
Transportation (tokens) 
Money Management (payee services) 

(j\j:STErui=RRrs:FMCES RirrlfiY/MiX€Cfbn1y 
~_entio~~Jiy at least 1 provideO _____ _ 

S: udent Nurse Visit at ion 
Teen A'ograms: youth leadership, etc. 
Youth A'ograms: field trips, mentoring, 
tutoring 

OFF-STESJPPORT s:FMCES 
(mentioned by at least 1 provider) 

Housing Cbunseling 
S:Jcialization and SJpport G"oups 
Harm R3duction Oasses 
.Adult B:Jucation: culinary training, art 

Accompaniment to Appointments 
Cbmmunity Blents: coffee hour, bingo 
Application SJpport: jobs, housing, IH~ 
rental assistance, other 
SJpport Qoups: psycho-social, 
educational 
Life S<ills Training (cooking shopping, 
budgeting) 
A'operty Management (1 agency) 
Psychotherapy (1 agency) ,, _________ , 

·---- ------------------
Tenant Cbuncil 
.bb R3adinessTraining 
Parenting groups and courses 

Targeted S:lrvices: S:lniors, Disabled 
.Adults, HIV .Advocacy, Immigration 
Cbmmunity Blents and R3creation lickets 
Olild care R3ferrals 

10 Aa:ording to case managers interviewed, services least commonly utilized by dients indude 1) rubstance abuse 
treatment services, 2) mental health services and therapy, and 3) "services that pry into personal details." 
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Services for Families 
Four sites in the sample sarve families, either solely or in combination with units for adults without 
children (i.e., "mixed"). S3rvices for adults at Family/ Mixed sites are consistent with thosa offered at 
J:ldult sites. However, three of the four Family/Mixed sites visited also have well-developed children's 
and youth programming coordinated by a saparate staff member. 11 8Jcial events at there sites are often 
geared toward building family connections, such as a monthly breakfast at one site and a monthly 
dinner at another. 

According to case managers at there sites, sarving families is a complex process and presants unique 
challenges. Case managers must tailor sarvices to the needs of an individual, but also ensure that the 
needs of the whole family are addressed. For example, one parent may want individual and family 
counsaling, but the other parent may be resistant. 

Two care managers noted that, occasionally, parental behaviors may negatively influence children and 
be counterproductive to the work care managers and other providers do with thosa children. This 
makes parenting coursas an important element of Family/ Mixed site programming, as well as positive 
modeling by staff members. 

Services for Seniors 
R3sidents aged 65 and older represanted 17%of the total J:ldult housing population and 5%of the 
Family/Mixed housing population in FY12-13. HS\ funds two supportive housing sites specific to saniors, 
which housa 123 residents age 65 and older (3%of the J:ldult housing population). 12 The sample used in 
this study does not indude any sit es specific to saniors. Despite this, all sites housa older and aging 
dients. The majority of tenants at J:ldult sites are ages45 to 64, and given the average length of stay of 
five or more years, many of there tenants will be aging in their current homes. 

When asked if their sites had sufficient sarvices to support dients aging in place, only three of the 12 
care managers provided a dear affirmative, two of them at Family/ Mixed sites. The majority (five) 
equivocated, noting that In Home 9.Jpport S3rvices (IHSS) may come to the site and support dients, but 
care managers themsalves do not have the time or expert ire to provide sanior-specific sarvices. Four 
care managers expressed significant concern for older tenants. 

Case managers may have a mix of both service and environmental concerns for this population. 8Jme 
mentioned that the buildings themselves were not sat up to support older or disabled dients (e.g., an 
elevator frequently out of sarvice), while others seemed concerned about issues such as isolation and 
inability to connect seniors to the right type of care. From the interviews alone, it is undear why the 
case managers interviewed at Family/Mixed sites had more positive reactions about the ability of the 
site to address the needs of its older dients than the case managers from J:ldult sites. It is possible that 
seniors in Family/Mixed sites are more likely to live with family members or caregivers, while thosa in 
J:ldult sites generally live alone. 

S3nior housing is limited, and many dients prefer to stay in their existing homes. Given the responsas of 
interviewed case managers, more attention should be paid to this aging population. 

11 The youth program at the fourth site had been canoeled recently due to lack of funding. 
12 Buildings have varying ages to qualify for ~nior housing, and tenants at rome sites may qualify at age 60 or 62. 
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SERVICES UTILIZED 

All servires are voluntary. Oients may or may not seek the support of a case manager, and servire 
utilization varies widely. 

The Controller'sOffire used data from the case manager interviews, the dient surveys, and the case file 
reviews to determine the types of servires that dients utilize. There are rertain limitations to this 
analysis that should be recognized. The Controller's Offire only reviewed case file for dients who exited 
their supportive housing site between J.Jly 2013 and ,April 2014. Gven the broad range of experienres of 
the dients whose charts were reviewed, it is likely that this population is generally consistent with the 
population of supportive housing residents as a whole. However, it is possible that these dients had 
rertain characteristic differences that would impact the type of work case managers do with those 
dients, and the resulting documentation in case files of that work (e.g., if only those most stable and 
most unstable dients exit, then" middle of the road" dients would not be induded in this review). For 
these reasons, we may make some high level generalizations about dients and the role of case 
management based on the review of charts, but they should be tempered with the understanding that 
the generalizations may not apply to all dients. 

Client-Reported Utilization 
The dient survey asked respondents to indicate which types of servires they have rereived or been 
referred to while living in their current building. Rgure 4 presents the number of servires rereived by or 
referred to respondents. Most dients (93%at .Adult sites, 96%at Family/Mixed sites) rereived or were 
referred to at least one servire. 01 average, respondents received or were referred to 4.3 servires while 
living in their current building. It is likely that supportive housing providers were not responsible for all 
of these servires and referrals. Oients may have been connected to a service before they moved into 
the building, or may have been referred to the servire by a different case manager. 13 

Rgure 4 also shows the types of servires respondents were referred to or rereived (darker shades of 
color represent more commonly rereived servires). The top two servire areas for both .Adult and 
Family/ Mixed respondents were" Medi-Cal" 14 and" building events," which are typically social 
gatherings such as coffee hour. 

Engagement in employment servires is relatively low for respondents, but Family/Mixed respondents 
are more likely to rereive or be referred to these services. Twenty-two perrent of Family/ Mixed 
respondents engaged in or were referred to a job training program, compared to only 1 Oo/oof .Adult 
respondents. In addition, 13%of Family/ Mixed respondents received or were referred to job placement 
servires, compared to only 3%of .Adult respondents. It is undear whether the lower servire rates occur 
because dients have too many barriers to engage in employment, or if case managers simply do not 
focus on these referrals. 

13 Aa.:mding to the survey, 33%of Adult respondents and 19%of Family/Mixed respondents report having other 
care managers in addition to the care manager at their supportive housng building. 
14 8.irveys were administered during March through May 2014. F€ferrals to Medi-031 may have increa93d 
significantly in the months prior due to the Affordable 03re M's Medicaid expansion and related outreach efforts 
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FIGURE 4: CLIENT-REPORTED SERVICE UTILIZATION (SOURCE: SURVEYS) 
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Frequency of Service Delivery 
case managers and dients report regular interactions, but the case file reviews indicate these interactions may 
be primarily informai in nature, with little formal linkage or referral occurring to support dient self-sufficiency 
(particularly in the cases of dients exiting housing). 

HSI\ requires sites to provide initial outreach to new dients within one month of move-in, b.ut agencies differ in 
further standards for dient interaction. All but three of the case managers interviewed (75%) indicated that 
their agencies have standards for dient interaction. These standards range from requiring one outreach upon 
move-in and again within 90 days to three outreach attempts per dient per month. lhe most oommon 
standard is one oontact or outreach attempt per dient per month. 15 

In the pre-interview survey, case managers estimated how frequently they interact with dients, both formally 
and informally. Formal interactions indude planned case management sessions or support group sessions. 
Informal interactions indude on-site social events (e.g., a weekly ooffee hour) or other gatherings of tenants 
(e.g., monthly food pantry). 

"5 Rgure 5 shows, the case managers interviewed reported seeing over 85%of their dients formally at least 
onoe a month, with 25%of their caseloads reoeiving formal interactions on a weekly basis. The Family/Mixed 
case managers interviewed report formal interactions with dients more regularly than the case managers at 
.Adult sites. 16 Rgure 5 represents an average of the responses, and it is possible that the range of interactions 
across all sites differs from what is presented here. 

FIGURE 5: PERCENT OF CASELOAD SEEN FORMALLY AND INFORMALLY (SOURCE: INTERVIEWS) 

Informal -Mult 

Informal - Family/Mixed 

Formal - Mult 

Formal - Family/Mixed 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

15 
lhe new lier system will create new standards for outreach: three in the first 60 days and again at any sgn of instability 

or when property management issues a written warning. 
16 It is important to highlight the range of responses \Mlile one case manager may see 100%of dients formally each 
month, another may see only 25% on a monthly bass Given the difference between these figures and the level of service 
documented in dient charts (discussed below), it may be relevant to consder whether program/ agency requirements 
influenced case managers' responses to these inquiries (e.g., inflating their monthly engagement levels to match 
programmatic expectations). 
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Of the case managers interviewed, those at .Adult sites were more likely to have dients that they never see, 
whether formally or informally. Though HSI\ requires case managers to outreach to new residents at least 
once, the dient can refuse service. Also, some tenants have lived in their current building for years, perhaps 
longer than the building has had supportive services attached to it. Ole case manager noted that these long
standing dientsoften refuse services. 

In general, dient surveys support the frequencies reported by case managers. A majority of survey 
respondents (88%of .Adult respondents and 82%of Family/Mixed respondents) indicate they see their on-site 
case manager at least monthly, though it is unknown what proportion of these interactions are formal 
meetings indusive of referral and delivery of supportive services and what proportion are informal social 
gatherings or hallway discussions. O:mversely, at least one in ten survey respondents indicate they see their 
case manager only yearly or never. This statistic may even be an underestimate, since disengaged dients are 
less likely to complete a survey than dientsengaged in services. 

Case Manager Engagement 
case file reviews present a more varied picture of the level of engagement by both case managers and dients. 
The following assessment is subjective, and the population represented differs from those surveyed. The 
Controller's Office reviewed the case files of dientswho exited in the prior year to determine the level of 
involvement the case managers had in the outcomes of these dients, creating the following categories to 
dassify case manager engagement with those exiting dients. 17 

Active: case file indicates that the case manager made referrals and had both casual and formal 
contact with the dient, induding navigation support and advocacy activities relating to topics beyond 
housing retention. 
Light: case file indicates that the case manager checked in with the dient occasionally, and may have 
made one or more basic referrals without significant follow-up, such as for household goods at the 
request of the dient. Light contact may also indicate all contacts related to non-payment of rent, such 
as reminders to pay and written offers of support, without significant in-person contact providing 
other types of services or referrals. 
Minimal/ None: case files indicate that all contacts with the dient were in written form, such as 
putting a monthly activity calendar in the dient's mailbox or leaving written notices about rent issues 
for the dient. May indicate the dient was resistant to services and refused to engage with case 
managers. May also indicate no contacts with a dient. 

FIGURE 6: ASSESSMENT OF CASE MANAGER ACTIVITY (SOURCE: CASE FILES) 

Level of Family/Mixed 

6 

4 

Total 

As noted above, case management services are voluntary. Oients may refuse to meet with a case manager and 
may also refuse to address emergent needs. 

17 Ei<iting dients may differ from those who remain in housing, and as sudl, the level of engagement of the case manager 
may als:i differ. 
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case managers provided active levels of servioe in 30% of fldult cases and 43% of Family/ Mixed cases. S3veral 
charts from Family/ Mixed sites refer to" required monthly meetings." All servioes are voluntary, and it is 
undear how such meetings were framed with dients, but it is possible that the expectation of regular meetings 
contributed to the higher levels of active engagement than seen in fldult case files. Both fldult and 
Family/ Mixed files reveal a similar peroentage of cases with minimal or no engagement. 

A primary role for case managers is navigation support. S3veral dients had complex health needs requiring 
regular medical appointments with a variety of providers. case notes showed that case managers kept lists of 
upcoming appointments to remind the dient of when they would occur, assisted the dient with faxing or 
mailing paperwork to providers, and attended appointments with the dient when needed. · 

At. times, a dient's behavioral health challenges interfered with his or her participation in servioes. There were 
several instanoes when a case manager interoeded on behalf of the dient, as in one case when the case 
manager called a dinic the dient had been banned from for his behavior and requested he be allowed back for 
treatment with accompaniment by that case manager. In another case, the dient had many altercations with 
other tenants. The case manager referred the dient to the Behavioral Health Fbving Team 18 for support with 
mental health and substanoe abuse, and later indicated that the dient's behavior improved from reoeiving this 
support. 

Despite these examples of active engagement, the majority of case management servioes were light or 
minimal. Over a quarter of the dients that exited fldult sites reoeived minimal to no case management 
servioes, induding those eventually evicted, based on the documentation in the files. Contacts most commonly 
related to property management and rent payment issues, such as reminders about back-rent, lease violation 
follow-up letters, or CAAPdiscontinuanoes that put the lease in jeopardy. There were numerous files in which 
all dient contacts dealt with these topics and no other dient issues. There were also numerous files in which all 
of these contacts took the form of written notioes. For dients facing many challenges, the scope of the case 
management, according to the case files, seemed quite limited. 

One limitation to this analysis is the Controller's O'fioe's inability to disoern the reason for minimal 
documentation. It may be the result of a) dient resistanoe to case manager engagement, b) a lack of case 
manager engagement, or c) poor documentation of the engagement that occurred or was attempted. There 
does not appear to be a correlation between active case management and type of exit (e.g., evictions versus 
other stable exits). Better documentation would help illuminate whether this is true, and if so, why. 

BARRIERS TO SERVICE UTILIZATION 

Wien the Controller's O'fioe questioned case managers about the barriers dients faoe that may keep them 
from utilizing the supportive servioes offered at the site, a few key themes arose. 

Oients with extremely high needs, such as those with co-occurring conditions (e.g., mental health and 
substanoe abuse or physical disabilities), are less able and/ or willing to take advantage of servioes offered to 
them. Oients with this level of need experienoe frequent crises related to their health, their mental health, 
their housing status, or other life events. S3veral case managers noted that dients will seek servioes during 
such a crisis, but onoe marginally stabilized, they experienoe difficulty following through with the servioe plan 
to reach a full solution. · 

16 Ds::ussed in more detail below. 

13 



Sringent program guidelines often overwhelm dients. For example, 
one case manager highlighted CAPPs Personal Assisted Bnployment 
S3rvioos (PAESJ, which requires that dients meet with an employment 
counselor weekly. Sle noted that it can be difficult for dientswho 

. experienoo frequent crises to adhere to these types of expectations. 

S:lme dients find it difficult to leave their rooms or the site itself, 
whether because of fear (e.g., agoraphobia or neighborhood safety 
conoorns) or depression. Attending a doctor's appointment requires 
they navigate a complex health system, which can be particularly 
daunting for individuals with high needs such as cognitive 
impairments, mental health diagnoses, physical disabilities, or other 
limiting factors. \/\/hen dients are overwhelmed, they are less likely to 
actively engage in support servioos. 

J.li:lditionally, oortain dients are not used to seeking help or acx:epting 
servioos. A few case managers mentioned that they must make special 
effort to outreach to dients just entering housing to inform them of 
the types of servioos that are available and how to use the sarvioos. 

The following barriers to servioo uptake were mentioned by at least one case manager, but were not widely 
discussed in the interviews: 

Lack of motivation 
No models for good outcomes and/ or negative influenoo of other tenants 
Lack of life skills 
Desire for privacy 
Need for accompaniment 
OJltural resistanoo to acx:epting servioos 

Tools for Addressing Barriers 
A3gular outreach and consistent follow-up are the primary tools case managers usa to engage dients in 
support servioos. S:lme case managers noted that they serve as an "appointment keeper" for their dients. 
Many dients have low literacy levels, so the casa manager is often a resouroo when that dient reooives a 
reminder notioo for a medical or other appointment. After reviewing the document with the dient, the casa 
manager often makes note of the appointment date to remind the dient prior to the meeting. The case 
manager may also review transportation options, neoossary paperwork, and other details to prepare the dient 
for the visit. 

S3veral case managers noted that "if a dient really needs something, they' II follow through." Oients with basic 
needs, such as furniture for their unit, will generally follow through on a referral to a. Vinoont de Paul for 
home goods. Oients in crisis who seek out the casa manager for assistanoo usually follow through on the 
referrals the casa manager provides, though it is undear whether this applies when the need is also a barrier 
(e.g., if a dient with revere mental health needs will follow through on referrals for treatment). 

For non-urgent needs, factors like having a strong support network can help a dient follow through on sarvioo 
goals. This could ind ude friends, family or other case managers and servioo providers. Many casa managers 
noted that they do not have time to regularly accompany dients on their appointments, but when they do 
accompany them, it generally has positive results. Navigating benefits systems or health systems is challenging 
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for this population, as noted above, and acx:ompaniment or other types of navigation support can improve the 
likelihood that the dient will succeed. 

SERVICE GAPS AND UNMET NEEDS 

V\/hen queried about what rervires should be added for dients, care manager responres varied widely based 
on the unique needs of dients at each of the sites. Ole oommon theme, however, was the need for additional 
dinical support, both medical and behavioral. In particular, reveral care managers mentioned wanting an on
site or roving nurre. Oients have many small medical problems or questions about medication, but cannot or 
will not go to oommunity dinics to get their needs met. An on-site nurre or roving nurre oould address basic 
needs, provide preventative care, ensure dients are taking medications oorrectly, and refer to a primary care 
doctor when the situation merits it. 

A few care managers also noted that they do not have the training to manage the psychiatric challenges posed 
by many dients. lheywould like more dinical supervision and training to learn how to relate to dientswith 
specific mental health diagnores more effectively, and to be able to offer more targeted interventions, when 
necessary. 

93veral care managers interviewed oommented that they do not have sufficient time to address deeper needs 
of dients becaure much of their time goes toward managing crires. These case managers identified more case 
managers, possibly targeted to specific needs or populations, as an expanded rervire that would benefit 
dients. 

Other servires mentioned by at least one care manager indude: 
CAAP"houre calls" to prevent disoontinuanre: Ole supervisor noted that CAAPdisoontinuanre is a 
large predictor of eviction becaure it destabilizes dients. If CAAPworked more dorely with tenants at 
housing sites to oollect necessary paperwork to prevent disoontinuanres, it would likely also prevent 
evictions. 
01-site or roving job developer: Ole care manager mentioned that there are many freelance job 
opportunities that oould be appropriate for dients, such as oomputer-based work that oould be done 
from home. Most dientsdo not know how to seek or apply for this type of work, and a job developer 
would be needed to support them in finding there opportunities. 19 

Jldditional rervires for former foster youth: Ole case manager noticed a rerent rire in the number of 
former foster youth entering supportive housing from homelessness, and suggested more life skills 
training specific to this population (i.e., before exiting foster care, to prevent homelessness). 
Training: Life skills, such as learning to oook using the limited facilities available in a unit; money 
management; literacy 
G"ief oounreling 
Community events 
Building amenities, such as washer/ dryers, additional oooking facilities, in-room bathrooms, etc. 
Jldditional muni tokens 
G"orery store in the Tenderloin, or alternately, a regular van rervire to the grorery store 

19 The O::introller' sOffice compared the percent of dients with paid jobs by site and found that the percentage varied little 
across sites, even for the one site surveyed with a job developer on staff. It can't be determined from thisresaardl why 
that would be true, but it is possible that job development may be most effective targeted at Epecific populations rather 
than broadly throughout a single building. 
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PUBLIC BENEFIT UTILIZATION 

As part of this study, the Cbntroller's Office attempted to assess the degree to which supportive housing 
dients are connected with public benefits. The Cbntroller's Office did not have access to utilization data for S3, 
but as noted above, utilization rates for this benefit may be inferred from other sources, such as the dient 
survey. The data shows that dients could be linked to certain benefits more effectively, such as In Home 
SJpport S3rvices. 1-bwever, there are indications that being connected with housing increases appropriate 
utilization of health care. 

HUMAN SERVICES BENEFITS UTILIZATION 

Rgure 7 shows the overall utilization of a variety of public benefits. Medi-cal enrollment at A:lult sites is quite 
low, partia.ilarly compared to Family/Mixed sites. This is expected, as most single adults without children only 
became eligible for Medi-cal in .Bnuary 2014 at the roll-out of the Affordable careAct.20 Smilarly, though only 
a quarter of dients receive cal Fresh, this low figure may be explained by the fact that S3 recipients are barred 
from receiving that benefit. 

FIGURE 7: PUBLIC BENEFITS UTILIZATION RATES (SOURCE: CLIENT DATA) 

County Adult Assistance Ffogram (CAAP): 
lndudesG'.\, PAE!'\ S9P, and CALM 

Rlod S:amps 
(Cal Fresh) 

ea1works 

IHSS 

Medi-Cal 

1111 Mult Ill Family/Mixed 
n=3167 n=417 

Cbnsidering that 17%of residents at A:lult sites are seniors, and also the large proportion of presumably 
disabled dients (58%on S3, by self-report), utilization of In 1-bme SJpport S3rvices (I~ appears low at A:lult 
sites, with just 9%receiving this service. More dientsat Family/Mixed sites are connected to I~ at 12% 
Though the average age of dients in Family/Mixed settings is lower than at A:lult sites, the number of dients 
with a disability that might qualify them for IHffiis unknown from this data. 

20 Matched data related to Healthy Sm Frandoco, Sm Frandoco's health care access program available to low-income 
dientsineligiblefor Medi-031, was not induded in thisanalyss. 
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The Cbntroller's Office analyzed IH33and ffi data provided by HSI\ and found that 40%of all ffi recipients in 
S:ln Francisco receive IH33benefits. If IH33uptake rates among ffi recipients in Jldult supportive housing were 
similar, at least 16%of all Jldult supportive housing dientswould receive IHffibenefits.21 Yet, only 9%of Jldult 
supportive housing dients currently receive this rervice. This ?%gap reprerents approximately 250 individuals 
who could potentially qualify for additional in-home support. 

CAPP utilization varies little by race/ ethnicity, but does vary slightly by age and length of stay. Oder dients and 
those housed longer than five years are less likely to receive CAPP, likely due to transitions to ffi as a source of 
income. Less than 1%of CAPP recipients are age65 or older, and only 12%have lived in their building for more 
than five years. 

J.Jst 10%of Family/ Mixed site dients receive CalVVffi(s benefits.22 Latino dients have the highest utilization 
rate, at 17% Latino dients also have a higher-than-average utilization rate for Medi-Cal, indusive of both Jldult 
and Family/Mixed sites. 23 

Qven the low rate of CalVVffi(s utilization, the Cbntroller's Office investigated the drivers of this finding. The 
utilization rate for CalVVffi(s mentioned above is calculated for adult dients only. However, Cal\l\/OR(s 
benefits can be in the name of the parent or the child. 24 lhe Cbntroller's Office calculated a Cal\l\/OR(s 
utilization rate indusive of adults and children in supportive housing and found that 23%of Family/ Mixed 
dients receive Cal\l\/OR(s, more than double the rate when considering adults only. It should be noted that the 
Cbntroller'sOffice exduded two Family/Mixed buildings from this calculation becaure data on children and 
youth in thore buildings was not available. Olild-only CalWOR<s benefits are lower than the benefits for adults 
engaged in work activities, leaving thesefamilieswith very limited incomes that could impact quality of life 
(e.g., less money available for food, medical expenses, or savings for alternate housing). 

The Cbntrol ler' s Office analyzed whether d ients are receiving more than one benefit (see Rgure 825
). Gven 

that the matched data did not indude ffi utilization, the number of dients listed as receiving zero benefits is 
likely vastly overstated. 

Exduding consideration of ffi, 24%of all dients receive a single benefit, and 21 %receive two benefits. Oients 
receiving CAPP are more likely to be connected with other benefits, and with Cal Fresh in particular. HSI\ 
requires dients to apply to Cal Fresh when enrolling in CAPP. Oientsare most likely to receive IH33alone, 
without other benefits (though some of these may be receiving ffi). 

21 Of Mult site survey respondents, 58%report that they receive SS benefits AA IHSSutilization rate of 40%for this 
subpopulation would result in at least 16%of all A:lult supportive housing dientsreceiving IHSS(.58* .40=.16), The 16% 
estimate represents a floor of likely IHSSeligibility because it assumes the IHSSutilization rate among non-SS recipients is 
zero. 
22 Less than 1%of dients at Mult sites receive CalWrn<s benefits, as expected, given the family-oriented nature of the 
benefit. 
23 other than the trends mentioned here, there is little other variation in benefits utilization based on race/ethnicity, age, 
or length of stay in supportive housing. 8"e Appendix Ffor figures illustrating this utilization data. 
24 QilWOl*>providesa federal benefit to adults with children that is limited to four years Once an adult has reached the 
four-year limit, &'he can no longer receive the full benefit, but Qilifornia provides a partial benefit awarded in the child's 
name. 
25 QilWOl*>data in Figure 8 only represents adult recipients of the benefit, as data about children and youth was not 
universally available for this report. 
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HEALTH CARE BENEFITS AND UTILIZATION 

According to the dient survey, 48%of Mult dients and 37%of Family/ Mixed dients received or were referred 
to Medi-Cal since becoming housed. Healthy S:in Francisco ranked as the second most common health-related 
referral at both Mult and Family/Mixed sites. 

FIGURE 9: CLIENT-REPORTED HEALTH REFERRALS (SOURCE: SURVEYS) 
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research suggests that one benefit of supportive housing is more appropriate usage of other public systems, 
particularly health systems. For example, a 2006 S:in Francisco-based study compared acute health service 
utilization during homelessness to usage after being housed, and showed a 16%decline in dientswith any 
visits to the emergency department (from 54%to 37%). 26 To a small degree, analysis in this report seems to 
substantiate previous research.27 

Tue Department of RJblic Health (DA-i) provided the Controller's Office with aggregate data on utilization of 
urgent and emergent (U/E) services at all DPH facilities for all dients in supportive housing during FY12-13, 
grouping the utilization data by cohort based on year of entry into housing. U/ Eservices encompass 
emergency room visits, psychiatric emergency services, the sobering center and other crisis-related care. U/ E 
services are typically more expensive than primary and preventative care and indicate a dient has an unstable 
medical or behavioral health condition or has not been connected to appropriate care. DPH monitors U/E 
services to better manage costs and to target outreach toward dients with inappropriate usage of the health 
care system. 

Of the 3,520 supportive housing dients28 for whom data was available, 36% utilized U/ Eservices in FY12-13, 
with a total cost of $6.7 million. lhe average annual cost for utilizers of U/Eserviceswas$5,257, and the 
average cost for all supportive housing dients was $1,904. lhe vast majority (70%) of FY12-13 U/ Ecosts were 
for medical services, with 16%going toward mental health services, and 5%attributed to U/Esubstance abuse 
treatment. 

Tue data also shows that 6%of supportive housing dientsutilized .Bil Health services during FY12-13, and 
these utilizers were in jail for an average of 20 days.29 

26 lia Martinez and Martha B.Jrt, "Impact of Fermanent 8.Jpportive Housing on the Use of Acute care Health 83rvices by 
HomelessA::lults." Psychiatric 83rvices57(JJly 2006): 992- 999 and A"oscio, 2000 
27 lhisstudy only examined use of health eystems. and did not indude utilization of police, fire, jail or other emergency 
eystems. 
28 Ten peq::ent of HSl\dientscould not bematched in DA-l'seystem. 
29 .Bil Health utilization is induded in the U/Eservices data provided by DA-l. A more detailed assessment of .Bil Health 
utilization, which can be used to infer information about criminal justice involvement, has been induded as Appendix F. 
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8..Jpportive housing dients use U/ Eservices 
more than the general DPH dient population. 
If supportive housing dients who utilized U/E 
services were similar to all U/Eusers, one 
would expect 50%of dient users to be in the 
top 50%of all U/Eusers. However, 67%of 
matched HSC\U/Eutilizerswere in the top 
50%of all U/Eusers, 8%were in the top 5%of 
users, and 2%were in the top 1%of users. 
This could indicate that supportive housing 
?ients have disproportionately high needs, or 
1t could mean that only the most acute 
supportive housing dients are engaged with 
the U/E5)'stem. 

/ls a compariron to the snapshot of housed 
dients, DPH alro provided FY12-13 data for all 
homeless patients accessing U/ Eservices. 
Rgure 10 shows that the homelessdients 
served by DPH in FY12-13 had higher rates of 
utilization in nearly all areas of urgent and 
emergent services at a much higher cost to 
the system than the housed dients at HSC\ 
sites. 30 

In particular, the average cost of U/Eservices 
for HSA.'ssupportive housing dients is63% 
less than the average cost of DPH's homeless 
dients using urgent and emergency services. 
Though HSA.'s dients are high utilizers of U/E 
services, DPH' s homeless dients are much 
more likely to use U/Ecarethan housed 

Building the Cbhorts: 
To protect the confidentiality of patients, DPH only provided 
data in aggregate form. The Controller's afice used the dient 
data to create nine cohorts for a more nuanced analysis of 
service utilization. 

S:ep 1: Housed vs. Exited 
Using data on all dients in HSL\supportive housing during FY 
12-13, the Controller's afice first divided the population 
into two groups, those housed at the end of FY12-13, and 
those who exited housing during FY12-13. 

S:ep 2: Length of S:ay 
Next, the Controller's afice further divided the two groups 
based on the clients' length of stay in housing. New clients 
who entered in FY12-13 had their own cohort, as did long
term clients in housing for more than 10 years. Other cohorts 
represented two-year spans of time when a client may have 
entered housing. 

S:ep 3: Change over lime 
The Controller's afice requested DPH provide data for each 
cohort for successive fiscal years. DPH provided data for 
FY07-08, FY09-10, FY11-12 and FY12-13. If a dient entered 
housing during FY11-12, the data captures his U/Eutilization 
for two fiscal years prior to entering housing, and one fiscal 
year after entering housing, showing the trajectory of that 
dient (in aggregate), and how her service utilization changed 
before and after housing. 

S3e Appendix Ffor further detail on the cohort development. 

dien~s: 67%of h?melessdientsaccessed U/Eservices in FY12-13, as compared to just 36%of HSA.'ssupportiv 
~~~~~ e 

30 V\Alile these results are promising, they do not point to housing as the sole driver for the differenoe in cost between 
formerly and rurrently homeless patients. It is important to note that homelessdients may be engaged with preventative 
or primary care at DA-l 1n add1t1on to the U/Eservioesacoessad during the year. 
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FIGURE 10: COMPARISON OF URGENT/EMERGENT SERVICE UTILIZATION AMONG HSA CLIENT POPULATION AND DPH 
HOMELESS CLIENTS {SOURCE: CLIENT DATA) 

FY12-13 U/EUtilization HS'-\Oients DA-I Homeless 
Oients 

Total Oients 3,520 11,045 

Use of U/ES9rvicesCNerall31 
---·-----------·------------···--·--·--······---------····------

Total U/EUtilizers .. ······-··-__:1±!§ ___________ ~7,:3i5 ___ _ 
% Utilizers 36% 67% 
Total Cost $6,702,344 $56,527,886 

Smilarly, longitudinal data indicates that supportive housing is associated with declines in utilization of U/ E 
services. Rgure 11 shows the trend of urgent/ emergent service utilization prior to and after entering 
housing.32 In general, the data shows utilization (and resulting cost) spiking just prior to and during the year of 
being housed, but declining thereafter. The charts paint a picture of increasing instability and illness when a 
client becomes homeless, alleviated only after the client receives housing and support services. 

The change in average cost per dient is not large. Average U/Ecostsin FY12-13 ranged from $1,266 to $5,495 
per client based on cohort. Examining the lowest and highest average costs for all cohorts over the sampled 
years, the average change in cost is $2,468 per client. 

Thus, the "savings'' in U/ Ehealthcare costs will not offset the cost of housing clients, but this analysis does not 
factor in other system savings, such as in the criminal justice system or other emergency services. 

Oients who exit housing after a substantial length of stay show increasing utilization of U/E health services 
following their exit, with usage and costs spiking. The aggregate data does not allow for a nuanced 
examination of why each client left housing (e.g., if clients with negative exits are the primary driver of the 
increase in utilization). ~ikes in cost may aloo relate to the age of clients who have been housed for longer 
and who may be more likely to have complex or chronic health conditions that result in U/E utilization, even 
with appropriate connection to primary and preventative care. A single adverse event may aloo spike costs for 
a cohort during a year. 

This report does not attempt to quantify the cost savings of supportive housing. The U/ E utilization data 
provide here can inform the discussion about the benefits of supportive housing, but does not represent the 
total system costs associated with either homelessness or supportive housing. other aty services, such as 
ambulance services, fire, police, and preventative and primary healthcare, have not been analyzed as part of 
this report, but these systems may experience disproportionate usage by homeless individuals, as well as cost
savings associated with entering supportive housing. 

31 S3e Appendix F for a breakdown of this oompariS'.Jn by medical, mental health and substance abuse services 
32 S3e Appendix Ffor a breakdown of U/Edata based on type of service utilized (health, mental health, and substance 
abuse). 

21 



Figure 11 
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CLIENT TRAJECTORIES AND TRANSITIONS 

The Q:mtroller's afice examined how dients' lives changed after being housed ("trajectories"), and whether 
those changes resulted in the dients moving to other stable housing ("transitions''). ~s supportive housing 
providers support dient stability, but for the system to function effectively, those dients who are able must 
transition to other stable housing to make units available for other homeless dients needing housing. 
Transitioning to other housing can improve the quality of life for many dients as well. 9.Jpportive housing has 
certain restrictions and limitation, such as shared bathrooms, communal cooking facilities, and restrictive 
visitor policies. If a dient has the capacity to live without on-site support services, it can benefit both the dient 
and the housing system overall. The data shows there is a population within supportive housing that have 
stabilized and become self-sufficient enough to sucoeed in housing without attached support services, but 
there are barriers that limit the flow of dient transitions. 

IMPACT OF SERVICE PROVISION 

Oients report that support services offered at HSA.sites have a positive impact their lives: 66%of Mult survey 
respondents and 75% of Family/ Mixed respondents stated that that support services are an important factor in 
their housing stability. 

The survey asked respondents to indicate what areas of their lives had improved since entering supportive 
housing, such as physical health, income, and relationships with family and friends. The majority of 
respondents(72%of Mult respondents and 93%of Family/Mixed respondents) report that their life improved 
in at least one area. On average, Mult respondents reported life improvements in 2.0 of the eight areas listed 
on the survey, while Family/ Mixed respondents experienced improvements in 2.8 areas. The difference 
between Mult and Family/ Mixed respondents is statistically significant (p<.01 ), but is driven mostly by the 
high percentage of Family/Mixed respondents who indicate they have experienced improvements in their 
children's well-being and/ or in their relationships with friends and family. Family/Mixed respondents are also 
much more likely than Mult respondents to have experienced improvements in the areas of "job skills" and 
"education." 

FIGURE 12: PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING IMPROVEMENTS IN EACH AREA 
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Rgure 12 presents the percentage of dients who report their life has improved in each of eight specific areas. 
"Mental health" is in the top threefor Adult (39%) and Family/Mixed (41%) respondents, yet only 13%of Mult 
respondents and 15%of Family/ Mixed respondents indicate they were referred to or received mental health 
care while in supportive housing (see Rgure 9 above). There are at least two possible reasons for this 
dissonance. Rrst, for many dients, the reported mental health improvement may have been a result of gaining 
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stable and affordable housing rather than the receipt of mental health servioes. S:lcond, case file reviews 
conducted by the Controller's Offioe indicate that some dientswere connected to mental health servioes 
before entering supportive housing. It is possible that some respondents failed to report this servioe utilization 
in the survey. 

CHANGING NEEDS 

The O:mtroller's Offioe examined whether dients' needs and/ or outcomes changed over the course of residing 
in supportive housing. If housing provides the stability needed for previously homeless individuals to better 
address the issues and barriers that led to their homelessness, one might expect that dients who have been in 
supportive housing for an extended period of time would have better outcomes than dientswho have been in 
supportive housing for only a short period of time. In an initial examination of the survey data, the Controller's 
Offioe found that survey respondents with a long-term stay (three or more years) in supportive housing had a 
28% higher income than respondents in supportive housing for less than three years. However, further study 
revealed that the driver of the income differenoe was income type. A3spondentswith a long-term stay in 
supportive housing are much more likely to reoeive "8:Jdal S3curity or Disability (ffi, SDI)" benefits, while 
short-term respondents are much more likely to reoeive CAAP benefits. ffi benefit amounts are typically 
higher than CAAPbenefit amounts (Rgure 13). 

FIGURE 13: OUTCOMES FOR SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM CLIENTS 

Length of Say 

< 3 years 3+ years 
(short-term) (long-term) 

Avera'?3 Income* $665 $851 
Types of Income R3oeived 

8:Jdal S3curity or Disability (ffi, SDI)* 35% 63% 

___Q:l1:J~!r~u1t~~l:l~~~()Q~l:lrl1. (C:.1¥£Z .. _ --~q~---- 14% 
_jl.\fj;j_f!()f __ lrl1P~O_v~men~ Areas R3portedn• ___________ _?:_1±__ ____ ~ 
Avg# of S:lrvioes R:Joeived/ R3ferred Tons 4.13 4.44 
ns Not statistically significant 
* S:atistically significant {p<.001) 

The Controller's Offioe compared outcomes between short-term and long-term dients in other areas such as 
self-reported dient progress and servioe utilization, but found no statistically significant differenoes. It is 
possible that the survey sample si:ze was too small to detect statistically significant differenoes in these areas. 
However, case managers interviewed confirmed that there is little change in the basic type of work they carry 
out with dients over time, particularly high-need dients who tend to have cydical patterns of crisis and 
stability. Indeed, as noted below, some dientswill always need supportive servioes to remain stably housed. 

THE NEED FOR PERMANENT SUPPORT 

Transitions are not possible for all dients. For many, housing stability is the primary goal. All of the surveyed 
case managers indicated that the support servioes provided at the building will always be neoessary for oertain 
dients to remain stably housed, though the range of responses was quite broad, stretching from a low of 15% 
to a high of 90% Alternatively, this data suggests that at least 10%of dients have the potential to transition 
out of supportive housing, if affordable housing is available. 
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FIGURE 14: PERCENT OF CASELQ@J':l_f::_~NG f.'.!:RMANEN!~PP_QRTIVf::_~E:~\flCES (SOURCE: INTERVIEWS) 

Housing Type Range of R3sponses 

Jldult 25%-90% 

Family/Mixed 15%-90% 

The wide range of responses regarding dients needing ongoing support could be indicative of either case 
manager attitudes about dients or actual differences in the acuity of dient need between sites. Despite this 
variation in the estimated number of dients needing permanent support, case managers were more definitive 
about the primary reasons why dients may need such support. case managers were asked to consider their 
highest need dients who would always require support, and to rank the reasons why this support is necessary, 
choosing from 1) mental health, 2) disability or cognitive impairment, 3) substance abuse, 4) physical health, or 
5) other. Mental health tops the list, with 67%of surveyed case managers ranking it first. 

FIGURE 15: REASONS SOME CLIENTS MAY REQUIRE PERMANENT SUPPORT (SOURCE: INTERVIEWS) 

Family/ 
R3ason Adult Mixed 

Mental Health 
_D~~~t_y _ _L~g~_ti_\/~_lmp§i!:_fl'll?.~t __ 
SJbstance Abuse 
~--~~~~~~~~~~ 

Physical Health 
Other 0% 0% 

Rgure 15 shows case managers' first and second choices. case managers at Jldult sites overwhelmingly named 
mental health as the number one reason why certain dientswill require support services to maintain their 
housing, while case managers at Family/Mixed sites had mixed interpretations, ranking Mental Health and 
Dsability or Cognitive Impairment equally. The small sample of case managers at Family/Mixed sites makes 
generalizations challenging, but it is possible that mental health is not as widespread and/ or severe in this 
population, creating more variability in responses. 

CLIENT INTEREST IN TRANSITIONING 

Gven the lengthy duration most dients reside in supportive housing (averaging 5.7 years at Jldult sites and 6.3 
years at Family/Mixed sites), it is reasonable to question whether dientswant to move. Indeed, according to 
case managers, the biggest" barrier" preventing dients from transitioning out of supportive housing and into 
other stable housing is not a barrier at all; rather, it is a desire to stay. Many dients have lived in their building 
for years, they have developed support networks, they know where the services are, and they have built a 
home for themselves. According to case managers, these dientssigned a lease and consider their unit their 
permanent home. They have no indination to move. 

The dient survey asked respondents how likely they are to plan to move in the next year (see Rgure 16). 
Vl/hile the majority of Jldult and Family/Mixed respondents reported they are either unsure or not planning to 
move, respondents in Family/Mixed housing are far more likely to say there is" no chance" they will move in 
the next year than respondents in Jldult housing. 
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FIGURE 16: CLIENT-REPORTED INTENTIONS TO MOVE (SOURCE: SURVEYS) 

How likely are you to choose to move to other housing in the next year? 

11 .Adult 111 Family/Mixed 
n=304 n=188 

26% 

Moving Out of San Francisco 
With limited affordable housing options in S3n R"ancisco, it may be necessary for many dients to migrate from 
S3n R"ancisco if they wish to exit supportive housing. Pd least a third of respondents in .Adult and Family/Mixed 
supportive housing indicate they are willing to move outside of S3n R"ancisco to live in other affordable 
housing (see Rgure 17). 

FIGURE 17: CLIENT-REPORTED WILLINGNESS TO MOVE OUT OF SAN FRANCISCO (SOURCE: SURVEYS) 

Mult 
n=283 

Family/Mixed 
n=175 

Would you be willing to move outside of 83n Francisco to live 
·in other affordable housing? 

In addition to asking if dients would be willing to leave S3n R"ancisco for other affordable housing, the survey 
provided space for respondents to identify why or why not. The most common reason tenants gave for 
wanting to stay in S3n R"ancisco was that they like it here, with medical and age concerns coming in second 
(see Rgure 18). 
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FIGURE 18: REASONS CLIENTS CHOOSE TO REMAIN IN SAN FRANCISCO (SOURCE: SURVEYS) 

----ps-a50r; for-saying # % ----·--------B<amp-1e 
Like it Here 37 35% "I think here is my best available option to achieve my 

deanliness, safety, and oomfort goals." 
Medical/Jl{Je 16 15% "Because my husband is permanently disabled and all of 

his doctors are here." 
Other 11 10% 

············-······-·---······--- ··-----···-·--·-·--···-··---·--······-·-···----·····-- -·····--············-····-

8nployment/ 6::lucation 10 9% "My job and my son's school are both located in the city." 
~QYE3_tl_~r1~ ___ _ _____1_9 ______ ~.°&___'' CDny~J_E3ri_tp<:1rt_oLthE:l_<'.i!Y w[tb_g.Q~J:l.~lic tran~t''. ________ _ 
Home town 8 7% "I was born here, I intend to die here. No eoonomic 

--·····················---··-·--··-- ____ --------~~c!~i_EJ, lifei~i!_IJ_?!J.Qri,_ or natur9I disaste~~!l!?.l!eir~~?!.:" __ 
R3source&S:rvices 8 7% "I would not move out of S:because most of the 

_____ 00111_111_LJ_ni!YEEl$Cll:l~~-Clre located here in thec;j!y,'' _ _ __ _ 
Family/8.Jpport 7 7% "Feel safer in S:. Family and friends live here." 
Total Aaasons Provided 107 ----------

Aasponses for why clients would be willing to move out of S3n Francisoo oould not be categorized as distinctly 
as those for why clients desire to stay, with just 49 total responses. 1-bwever, issues of oost and the availability 
of affordable or subsidized housing did rise to the top. S:veral respondents mentioned wanting better, 
healthier or safer oonditions for themselves and/or their children. ~me simply do not have an attachment to 
S3n Francisoo and see change as a potentially positive thing. Ambivalence about moving was apparent in a 
number of responses, with at least seven noting that moving would" depend" on certain factors, such as 
medical care being oovered, affordable housing or jobs being available, or only as a" last resort." 

CDunty benefits, such as CJVlP, do not transfer with a dient if sf he moves outside S3n Francisoo; yet, only one 
client noted that & he did not want to leave S3n Francisoo because &he "would lose too many benefits." ~me 
may have implied ooncern over loss of benefits with oomments about their" services" being in S3n Francisoo, 
but it is unknown from these responses how much this factor influenced the more than 60% of respondents 
who indicated they were willing to move outside of S:n Francisoo. 

BARRIERS TO CLIENT TRANSITIONS 

k3 seen above, motivation is a primary barrier to transitioning out of supportive housing. ~metimes, this lack 
of inclination goes further. Leaving would be challenging, and presents a risk of failure. If the client is 
successful in remaining stably housed with the supports provided at the current unit, it makes sense to many 
(including their case managers) to stay put. 

However, most of the case managers interviewed stated that they have clients who do want to move out of 
supportive housing. Those clients may see their current setting as a stepping stone, or they may not like the 
neighborhood or lack of private facilities in the building (e.g., few units have private bathrooms or kitchens). 
Bien clients with the motivation to leave the building face many barriers. 

Top among these is the application process for affordable housing. According to several case managers, low 
literacy levels and difficulty navigating oomplex systems can make getting on wait lists and staying on these lists 
extremely challenging for clients. One case manager noted that she worked with one client for two years and 
supported that client with filling out 25 forms before he was able to transition to other stable housing. This 
takes time that most case managers do not have, and it takes persistence from the client that can feel 
hopeless at times. Another case manager oommented that only the highest functioning clients are able to see 
this process through. Luck may also be a factor, as at least two case managers noted. 
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Of course, a lack of affordable housing options, partia.ilarly for dients on fixed incomes, is a primary barrier to 
sucressful transitions. On top of this, many dients do not have the financial planning skills to save enough for 
move-in costs or to manage monthly rental payments. In fact, according to case managers, having a stable 
income and money management skills is one of the greatest commonalities among dients able to sucressfully 
transition to other housing (second only to dients moving to be doser to family). 

SERVICES NEEDED TO SUPPORT TRANSITIONS 

9.Jrvey respondents who considered moving in the next year were asked what type of help they think they 
would need to facilitate the move. Of the six areas listed, the most common selection for respondents in 
Family/Mixed housing was" job search support" at 38% The top selection for A::lult respondents was" case 
manager in the community" at 26% but "job search" was a dose second at 25%(see Rgure 19). "9.Jbstanoe 
abuse treatment" was the least common selection for both Family/ Mixed (3%) and A::lult respondents (12%). 

FIGURE 19: SUPPORT CLIENTS WOULD NEED TO TRANSITION TO OTHER HOUSING (SOURCE: SURVEYS) 

If you have thought about moving in the next 
year, what type of help do you think you need? 

care manager 
inthe 

rommunity 

.bbrearch 
support 

Money 
management 

training 

Mental health 
rervioes 

Ei:lucation 
support 

8.Jb&anoe 
albure 

treatment 

•Adult 
n=218 

111 Family/Mixed 
n=109 
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In a survey delivered to case managers prior to the interview, they were asked to rank factors most influential 
in helping dients transition to other stable, non-supportive housing. According to the survey, availability of 
housing that is affordable for tenants on fixed inoomes is critical to their SUC03SS in such transitions with 75% 
of case managers ranking it either first or seoond in importance. Employment or education gained while in 
supportive housing also plays a key role, which aligns with oomments made by case managers in interviews, 
stating that a stable inoome and money management skills are necessary for dient suC03ss in finding other 
housing. 

S:Jme variation exists in responses by case managers in fadult housing sites oompared to those in Family/Mixed 
sites. While availability of affordable options remains the top factor, case managers at Family/Mixed ranked 
attainment of employment or education equally, and two of the four case managers ranked family support as 
one of their top two choioes. case managers at fad ult sites saw family support as much less influential, with just 
one of the eight case managers ranking it first or seoond. Instead, case managers at fadult sites ranked 
employment or education attained while in housing on par with linkage to servioeswhile in housing. 

case managers that listed "other" factors in their array of choices provided the following examples: 
Having wrap-around medical/mental health services 
~ecific needs dients might bring to case managers 
Having outside mental health and/ or substance abuse services 
Having a history of stable employment and housing 

These examples indicate that linkage to oommunity-based support services may be more influential than noted 
quantitatively. 

CLIENT EXITS 

Despite the barriers noted above, some dients do exit supportive housing. Data on all HSll..supportive housing 
dients shows that 489 fadult dients (13%) and 33 Family/ Mixed dients (6%) exited housing during FY12-13. 33 

The Cbntroller's Office examined the characteristics of these exits to identify trends and ascertain the impact 
of support services on dient outoomes. fadministrative data identifies the majority of exits as" stable," but the 
case file reviews provide additional oontext, showing that the actual outoomes for many dients is unknown. 
fadditionally, the case files indicate that case managers may have limited engagement with exiting dients, 
whether the exits are positive or negative. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

The average length of stay for dients who exited both fadult and Family sites is over five years. The gender, age 
and ethnicity demographics of the exiting population generally oorrespond to those in the supportive housing 
population as a whole, with a few small exceptions. While 18%of Family/Mixed dientsare Latino and 12%are 
Asian American, only one Latino dient and one Asian American dient exited Family/Mixed sites in FY12-13 
(each representing 3%of exiting dients). Alternately, younger Family/ Mixed dients are underrepresented in 
the exiting dient data, with just 10% of dients 19-24 exiting oompared to 19% in the total Family/ Mixed 
population. 

33 This does not indude children residing with their parents in Family units. The total number of individuals exiting 
Family/Mixed housing indusive of children is much higher, but unknown, as the data requested did not indude 
information about children. 
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EXIT TYPES 

Exits from Mult sites vary greatly from Family/Mixed exits. Rve of the fourteen Family/Mixed exits (36%) were 
for moves to other subsidized housing, which may indude transfers to other HSA.supportive housing units. In 
contrast, just 3%of Mult dients exited to other subsidized housing. Oients at Mull sites are more likely to 
have a "negative" exit than those at Family/Mixed sites. Nearly a quarter of all Mull exits area result of 
eviction, as compared to 12%of Family/Mixed exits. Mditionally, many of the 17%of Mull exits labeled 
"Other" could be construed as negative, as the reasons provided by programs indude abandonment, "left 
voluntarily, no housing," and "emergency shelter." 

FIGURE 20: REASONS FOR CLIENT EXITS, FY12-13 (CLIENT DATA) 
----------------.----··-- -------··-----------------~--·-- --··--··-··---------·-------····· 

~ason for Exit Adult 
Evicted or ~ived Not ire of Eviction 
Moved to Other Housing (type unknown)34 

-afler35-------······················---··-------

Moved in with Family or R"iends 
Moved for Unknown ~asons 8% 9% 
Moved to Non-9..Jbsidized Housing 5% 6% 

-~-·-··········-···············----·--·-·--·--·--··-···········-········-·--··"""_, __ ·--------~-----·-·-
Moved to Other 9..Jbsidized Housing 3% 

HSL\ uses a" stability measure'' to assess outcomes for its dients. The stability measure asks providers to report 
the perrentage of dientswho either remained housed in their unit, or moved but left in good standing.(e.g., 
not evicted, or left without owing back-rent). The stability measure would generally count all reasons for exit 
above, exrept for Evicted and Other, as" stable" exits. 

The Cbntroller's Offire expected case file reviews to provide additional context to these generic reasons for 
exit, but found that the outcome of many" stable" exits remained unknown. Oients are not required to leave a 
forwarding address, and many exit without sharing their destination, leaving programs unable to document 
whether or not the exit is truly "stable." 

The Cbntroller's Offire reviewed 85 case files of dients who exited supportive housing between J.ily 1, 2013 
and April 30, 2014, 36 and identified three basic categories for exits: 

Positive: other supportive housing, subsidized or affordable housing, market rate housing, moved in 
with family/friends, other housing of unknown type 
Negative: eviction, abandonment, jail 
Higher Level of care: inpatient medical care, inpatient mental health care, residential substanre abuse 
treatment 

34 lhiscategory was added after data rubmission by providers to a=unt for non-coded responses SJdl as" moved to 
other housing." 
35 Rar notes in the data provided by programs, "other" indudes: Abandonment; Hospital; Inpatient Treatment; .Bil; Left 
Voluntarily Unknown/Rsfused; Left Voluntarily No Housing; Non-Tenant, move-out under 32 days; 8.Jbstanoe Use 
Treatment; Hospice; R:lsidential Treatment; R:llinquishment; Bnergency 81elter; Over Income Limit; Higher Level of care 
36 Demographics for the dients represented in the case file review are located in Appendix E 

31 



Pd both fadult and Family/Mixed sites, there were more positive exits than negative, though a closer look at the 
factors involved in each exit may call this high-level assessment into question, as discussed in more detail 
below. 

FIGURE 21: EXIT TYPE DESCRIPTIONS (SOURCE: CASE FILES) 

Exit Detail Adult Family/Mixed 

Positive 
_l\!ls>_yed !n wJ.th_E'§!!1!1Y/ .. B:!~n~~ __ .... 
Moved to other Housing- Type Unknown 

_Moved t_~~_!:>~_dized o_r:_ Afford~e Housing 
Transferred to other 8..Jpportive Housing 

.... IYli>~~-tQJ'.!1!3:r .. k~t __ Rlt_l:)_ljo_1:1sing___ ·--·· 
8..Jb-Total 

Negative 
B.ticted 

0% 
49% 

Abandonment ............ ___ ,,, __ ,,,, _________________ _::_:..:.. 

.Bil 
8..Jb-Total 

Higher Level of Care 
Hospital or Inpatient Medical Treatment 
R:lsidential 8..Jbstanc:e Abuse Treatment 
Inpatient Mental Health Treatment 

8..Jb-Total 

EXITS FROM ADULT SITES 

Positive Exits 

1% 
41% 

6% 
3% 
1% 
10% 

0% 
36% 

7% 
0% 
0% 
7% 

The O:mtroller'sOffic:e reviewed 35 case files for clients at Mult sites making positive exits to other housing: 
15 (43%) moved in with family/friends 
10 (29%) moved to other housing, type unknown 
6 (17%) moved to subsidized or affordable housing 
4 (11 %) moved to other supportive housing sites 

There was one potential case of a client moving to market rate housing, but the type of housing could not be 
verified through the case notes, and has been listed as" moved in with family/friends." There may be other 
residents that moved to market rate housing within the" other housing, type unknown" category, but based on 
the case file notes for each of those tenants, this is unlikely. 

Of the 35 positive exits, the case files indicated the following major factors for leaving: 
11 (31 %) upgraded, including moving to S3ction 8 housing, other affordable housing, a more preferred 
or larger supportive housing unit, or a senior housing unit. 
11 (31 %) were unknown. The case files do not provide sufficient detail to show where the tenant went, 
whether they were stable, and/ or what spurred the tenant's desire to move. 
7 (20%) left for health, family or other reasons, such as to be closer to a daughter or return to a home
country. 
6 (17%) left due to rent issues, such as moving home with family due to difficulty paying rent. 
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Though these are" positive" exits and not evictions, many tenants faced the threat of eviction at some point 
during their tenancy. Within these 35 charts reviewed by the Controller's Office, 13 (37%) induded notations 
of case manager oontact related to non-payment of rent or eviction prevention services. This ranged from 
occasional letters to dients requesting that they pay their rent on time to referrals to nonprofits providing 
rental assistance services for outstanding debt that oould lead to eviction. /ls stated above, inability to pay rent 
was a major factor in the move-out for at least six of the positive exits. 

Negative Exits 
Of the 29 negative exits from Adult housing sites (i.e., eviction, abandonment or jail), most (76%) occurred 
within three years of entering housing, with 17% (or five exits) occurring in under one year of entering housing. 
The average length of stay for tenants with a negative exit was 2.6 years. 37 

Behavioral health was a major oontributor to evictions from supportive housing. Of the 29 negative exits, 
mental health and/ or substance abuse oontributed to nonpayment evictions, nuisance evictions or jail time in 
14 (48%) cases. 

These behavioral health challenges faced by dients also oontributed to inoome instability. Cfi.AfJ 
disoontinuances appear regularly in dient case files (induding those with positive exits and those without 
behavioral health conrerns). S=lventeen (59%) of the 29 tenants with negative exits received Cfi.AfJ at the time 
of entrance into the building, and five of these individuals experienced Cfi.AfJ disoontinuances that oontributed 
to their eventual eviction for non-payment. 

Olce a case entered formal eviction proreedings, most case files showed a lessening in case management 
support. \/\J11ile case managers generally cannot discuss legal disputes with tenants, there is no legal barrier to 
oontinuing to offer other support services. However, given that eviction proreedings would likely be a primary 
challenge for the dient at that time, it may cause dients to beoome resistant to outreach attempts, though 
case notes rarely documented any outreach attempts during these times. 

Moved to a Higher Level of Care 
S=lven (10%) dients in Adult sites left their units for a "higher level of care," induding inpatient medical 
treatment (four), residential substance abuse treatment (two) or inpatient psychiatric treatment (one). Three 
dients eventually went to Laguna Honda Hospital for skilled nursing care due to oomplex medical oonditions. In 
one case, the chart shows that the dient was eventually evicted from her unit due to non-payment during her 
hospitalization. 

Case manager involvement varied in these cases where tenants required higher levels of care. For example, 
one dient's file shows significant navigation by the case manager as sf he supported the dient to address his 
substance abuse and seek treatment. In another, the dient had minimal involvement with case managers, and 
substance abuse was not noted anywhere in the chart except in the exit paperwork listing residential 
treatment as the exit location. 

37 Analysis of data from the larger population of supportive housing dientsdoes not show a similar correlation between 
short length of stay and negative exit. 
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EXITS FROM FAMILY/MIXED SITES 

The O:mtroller' s Office reviewed 14 case files from Family/ Mixed sites. In four cases, the files related to 
individuals living alone in their units. In another two cases, the files were for an adult child moving out of the 
unit while others in the household stayed. The remaining eight case files related to family units of varying sizes, 
though in two, the children had left or been removed by the time of the exit. 

The small number of exits from Family/ Mixed sites limits trend identification, but the characteristics of these 
cases can illustrate the variety of experiences of dients in these units. B<itsfrom Family/Mixed sites can be 
divided into four categories, as shown in the table below. 

FIGURE 22: SUMMARY OF FAMILY/MIXED SITE EXITS {SOURCE: CASE FILES) 

B<it category Number of Length of Say B<it Descriptions 

Households (~a_n~g~e)~-----------------
Sable B<its 4 Households 2.8-11.4 years • Moved to skilled nursing facility- dementia 

• Moved out of the country 
• Moved to market rate housing 
• Transferred to other supportive housing site 

Adult Oiild 2 Households 11.2-11.3 years • .Adult child moved out, while parent retained 
~~ ~It~ 

Unit 3 Households 6.0-14.2 years • Moved to smaller supportive housing unit, 
Downsizing child living elsewhere 

• Moved to smaller supportive housing unit, 
child removal - substance abuse (2) 

Negative B<its 5 Households 2.2-13.1 years • Non-payment eviction - behavioral health 
related 

• Non-payment eviction -job or subsidy loss 
related (2) 

• Nuisance eviction - behavioral health related 
• ,Abandonment - criminal activity related 

Though an initial review shows that nine of the 14 (64%) exits were" stable" in that the tenant retained 
housing of some sort, a deeper reading of the files illustrates the complexity of these families' lives. In three 
cases, the adult tenants were required to move to smaller units due to reduoed household size. In two cases, 
Oiild Protective S:lrvices removed the children from their homes because of the parents' substance abuse. In 
the third, the child lived with a grandparent while the mother dealt with health-related hospitalizations. 

While the adult children that exited from their parents' units seemed to have identified exit locations, the 
reasons for the exits were not definitively positive (e.g., one may have been "kicked out"), and their housing 
stability is unknown. 

Tenant engagement with case management services varied from active acceptance of services to outright 
resistance to services, but this level of engagement has minimal correlation with the type of exit the tenant 
had from the site. 
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For example, one family generally participated in the site's monthly check-in meetings during their six years as 
tenants, sharing various challenges and requesting services such as counseling, though it is unknown if the 
family took advantage of the counseling referrals offered. However, in the·final year of tenancy, case notes 
indicate that the parents' substance abuse escalated, contributing to their eventual eviction. Alternatively, an 
adult tenant regularly reported "no needs'' at the monthly check-ins, and eventually moved to the Philippines 
to follow up on a business opportunity with no involvement by a case manager. 

CASE MANAGER INVOLVEMENT WITH CLIENT EXITS 

N3 noted to in the sections above, levels of case manager engagement varies widely, and case files did not 
demonstrate that case managers had any significant involvement with positive exits. 

Indeed, case managers themselves indicated that they do not focus on dient exits in their work. Nearly all of 
the case managers interviewed post or provide information about other housing options for dients, but only a 
few go beyond these basic steps. This holds true for aiction 8 vouchers and public housing. Vllhile some dients 
have received 93ction 8 housing through involvement in Olild Welfare 93rvices or because of a disability, 
several case managers noted that most dients do not have the patience to sit on a wait list and others do not 
have the ability to retain the paper-based documents needed for the extensive application process. For this 
reason, notifying and supporting dients with 93ction 8 applications is generally not a priority for most ease 
managers interviewed. 

Vllhile all case managers interviewed provide basic housing information, several case managers expressed that 
encouraging dient transitions was not a priority in their work with dients. These case managers stated that, 
while dients may indicate an interest in moving to other housing, most fail to follow-through with the work 
that is needed to find a new home. N3 one case manager noted, often an event at the site, such as a conflict 
with another tenant or with property management, inspires the initial interest, but this brand of instigation 
cannot sustain a prolonged housing search. 

Only two case managers indicated that they increase or significantly change their work with dients who 
express interest in moving to other housing, while eight case managers stated that they provide necessary 
referrals and information, but leave the bulk of the work of securing new housing to the dient. N3 a caveat, 
one case manager noted that this type of work begins when the dient first moves into supportive housing. The 
case management process focuses on helping the dient develop successful patterns of behavior, such as 
paying rent on time. N3 part of this, some case managers try to help dientssee the connection between their 
behaviors and potential for eviction. For example, if a dient fails to pay rent, but expresses an interest in 
moving to other housing, the case manager may work with him to explain that failure to pay rent is cause for 
eviction in market rate and other housing. 

REFERRALS PRIOR TO EXITS 

None of the case managers at the 13 buildings where the O:Jntroller's Office conducted case file reviews used a 
referral log or other structured instrument to track new and ongoing referrals made to dients or the outcome 
of those referrals. Instead, the O:Jntroller's Office read case notes in each chart to identify instances when the 
case manager documented assessing a need and providing resources to the dient. It is possible that case 
managers delivered referrals without noting it explicitly in the chart, so the figures below may not be 
complete . .Additionally, though case managers may indicate that they provided information on a particular 
service to a dient, case managers seldom noted follow-up on the referral or the outcome. These limitations in 
the charts should be weighed against the findings offered below. 

35 



It should be noted that some tenants have case managers outside of their building, and may be receiving 
referrals and support from another source. 3:lme charts indicated that the building case manager checked in 
with a dient on referrals made by another provider. 

Using the case notes, the O:mtroller's Office documented whether a dient who exited in FY12-13 received a 
referral in a variety of oommon categories within the last year. Of the 71 reviewed exits from Mull housing 
sites, 27 (38%) had no documented referral in their charts in the year prior to departure, induding 37%of 
those with positive exits and 45%of those with negative exits. 

The most oommon type of referrals made relate to housing retention issues, with 14 individuals (20%) 
receiving eviction prevention or rental assistance referrals and 14 individuals (20%) receiving advocacy with 
property management (such as mediating a nuisance oomplaint). Ten individuals (14%) received benefits 
advocacy, which oould indude helping a tenant apply for S3 or oould relate to outreach and support in light of 
a CA.APdisoontinuance. 

In oontrast, just two (12%) of the tenants that moved out of Family/Mixed buildings received no referrals in the 
final year of housing. The majority of referrals made were for property management advocacy, with ten of the 
14 exiting dients or families (71 %) receiving some type of advocacy. Sx dients (43%) received resources for 
food (generally oonnection to a food pantry), and five (36%) received referrals for subsidized housing. None of 
the tenants exiting Family/ Mixed sites received a referral for benefits advocacy, representative payee services, 
In-Home Slpportive 83rvices, or household goods or dothing in the final year of housing. 

The OJntroller's Office hypothesized that referrals might increase doser to a dient's exit, whether positive or 
negative, as that dient received assistance with moving out, and oompared referrals in the final quarter to 
those in the final year to determine if this oorrelation exists. 38 

FIGURE 23: CLIENTS WITH No REFERRALS IN FINAL QUARTER PRIOR TO EXIT (SOURCE: CASE FILES) ----B<iTfy_p_e___________ Aduit _______________ PcimTiy/KliiXe<J 
---~--------··-------

Positive 60% 38% 
Negative_ 45% 20% 
Higher Level of Care 86% 0% 

All Oients 58% 29% 

Instead, the OJntroller's Office found that 40 of the 71 Mult dients that exited (58%) received no referrals in 
the final quarter of their stay. Sx of the seven dients requiring a higher level of care received no new referrals 
in the final quarter. The case manager for one of these dients made frequent oontacts during the 
hospitalization, but the dient was not responsive to the case manager's outreach and did not accept services. 
In the other cases, case managers documented few oontacts and no referrals prior to the dients' moves to 
inpatient or residential treatment. 

Four exiting Family/Mixed tenants (29%) received no referrals during their final quarter at the site. However, in 
contrast to Mult sites, most of the tenants with negative exits received both eviction prevention and property 
management referrals within three months of their exit from the building. 

It may be that dientswith positive exits are less likely to require services and referrals immediately prior to 
exit because these dients are generally more stable and able to address their needs without significant 
intervention or support. This would suggest that dientswith negative exits would have a greater need for 

38 83e Appendix Efor a full des;;ription of referrals made in the final year and final quarter. 
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referral immediately prior to exit, though nearly half of these received zero referrals during this unstable time 
period. 

FIGURE 24: REFERRALS IN FINAL QUARTER PRIOR TO EXIT (SOURCE: CASE FILES)
39 

Aaferral Type Adult (71) Family/ Mixed (14) 
Nooe 4 

-·········-·-····--·---

Btiction Prevention/Ranta! Psst. 
Property Management Advocacy 

.. SJbsidized ~~-~_i:i_Q_~!l<:)~r-~~-
Mental Haalth 
Utility A;sistance 
Household Glads or Oothing 

Other40 

SJbstance Abuse 

0 

4 0 

3 0 

2 ·-------·---------.---·-·-----·-·-"--
Benefits Advocacy 2 0 
Food Insecurity 
.bb Placement I 8nployment Sics. 
S:Jcialization 0 2 

·--···········-··-··------.... · .. ----··- ···-···················------···-·---·-

Haalth Care 0 
Aapresentative Payee Sics. 0 

0 
.bb 83arch 0 0 

-----·-··--··---·-···--- ----.. ----·----------····---·-···---'"""·---.. ·-·-·-.. ·------·-------·-
IHS3 0 0 

Mental Health 
There was a small uptick in the number of individuals receiving referrals for behavioral health (mental health 
and substance abuse) in the final quarter in relation to the final year of housing. In three of the nine cases of 
behavioral health referrals, case managers referred individuals at risk of eviction to the Behavioral Haalth 
R:lving Team, an HSl+funded program that conducts assessments and intensive case management for 
individuals with severe mental health and substance abuse problems.41 In all three of these cases, the result 
was an eviction that same quarter. 

Gven the number of dients with mental health and substance abuse conditions impacting their tenancy, the 
low number of referrals in these areas is eye-catching, but in interviews, some case managers indicated these 
are the areas of highest resistance for dients, meaning potentially undocumented outreach on these topics 
might have been rebuffed. However, case notes for certain dients showed escalating mental illness, inducting 
violent outbursts, with no behavioral health intervention sought by the case manager. 

Though the charts for the exiting dients at Family/ Mixed sites did not reveal the same degree of mental health 
and substance abuse issues as those at Adult sites, there were at least five tenants with behavioral health 

39 Number indicates at least one referral made to a dient in a category. EXoept for" None," which is an unduplicated oount 
of dientswith no dooumented referrals, dients may be duplicated among referral types if they received multiple referrals. 
40 "Other" referrals were oommonly related to legal matters, such as restraining order or child oustody issues. 
41 Olly select buildings (5 within the sample used in this study) have aooess to the Behavioral Health A:lving Team 
services. 
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needs noted on an initial intake or elsewhere in the chart. In three cases, the most severe, case managers 
provided referrals for substance abuse or mental health treatment in the last quarter. 

Eviction Prevention 
Gven H~s mandate to conduct outreach when a tenant displays any signs of housing instability, the 
Controller's Office expected that dients with negative exits would have a higher rate of referrals to agencies 
that support dients with eviction prevention, such as the Btiction Defense Collaborative or catholicOlarities, 
which provide rental assistance to help with back-rent as well as legal assistance during eviction proceedings. 

Olarts often documented that case managers attempted outreach about these matters, usually by putting a 
letter in the dient's mailbox encouraging the dient to come to the office to discuss it. It is undear what other 
types of outreach may have been made but not documented. The Controller's Office found just nine instances 
of dients with negative exits receiving an in-person referral for eviction prevention or rental assistance, or 31 % 
of evicted tenants. 

It is important to point out that many buildings have separate property management offices with their own 
records for tenants. Property management staff members often make their own referrals to eviction 
prevention services. This would not eliminate the requirement that case managers document outreach to 
dients showing signs of housing instability. 

In some charts, casual and formal contacts diminished during the months leading up to an eviction. In 11 of the 
29 negative exits from ,Adult sites (38%), there were no formal or casual in-person contacts noted in the case 
files in the final three months of housing (though a couple of these charts noted unsuccessful outreach 
attempts, most had no notes at all). The legal proceedings can take several months, and it is reasonable to 
assume that dientswould be less willing to engage with building staff to request or receive other services 
during that difficult time. There was very little documentation of effort by case managers to overcome this 
possible resistance and deliver other necessary services unrelated or auxiliary to the eviction. 

Housing Resources 
Nine individuals (13%) received a referral about subsidized or unsubsidized housing in their final year. In many 
cases, the chart notes show that the dient addressed their housing needs without the building case manager's 
support. 42 No case managers noted referrals to temporary housing or shelter for dients with impending 
evictions. Oients may have received such referrals from external sources, such as an eviction prevention 
services, though case file have no record of case manager inquiry about these dient needs. 

Parenting Services 
Though most tenants at Family/ Mixed sites have one or more children, few referrals related to parenting 
needs. No charts documented referrals for parenting courses or childcare. S3veral charts indicated Olild 
Protective S3rvices involvement with a family (induding two cases of child removal), but building case 
managers did not document active work with families on parenting needs. 

/ls a caveat to this finding, parenting work with dientsoften takes the form of modeling behaviors du ring 
family gatherings such as community meals. Case managers at family sites highlighted these occasions during 
interviews. Also, the scale of this review should be reiterated. Gven that the Controller's Office only examined 
14 Family/ Mixed charts, it is possible that targeted parenting linkage and referral activities occur but did not 
make it into this sample. 

42 Qlse managers might have noted that they passed out flyers or announcements about housng opportunities to all 
tenants, but this was not counted as a referral unless the care manager individualized the outreach 
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SHOULD SERVICES BE MANDATORY? 

Participation in the support services offered at each building is voluntary for all dients, as noted above. In 
discussions with case managers about how and why dients seek out and use services, another question arose 
in several of the interviews: should services be mandatory? 

This question was not on the official interview protoool, and not all case managers discussed this issue during 
their interview. However, three of the case managers suggested that perhaps some services should indeed be 
required for tenants placed in housing by HSI\. It may be notable that all three of these case managers work at 
Family/Mixed sites. 

Ole case manager discussed the need for oonsistency to help stabilize dients' lives. This might indude 
attending regular meetings with a service provider, creating and oomplying with goals, and taking the steps 
necessary to achieving independence. 

S:Jme dients may need a push to take difficult steps, like addressing a mental health oondition, signing up for a 
job training program, or attending substance abuse oounseling. Making all services voluntary means dients 
may choose oomplacency over challenge, or may only use services for crises rather than long-term change. 

During at least one interview at an A:lult site, the question of mandating services also arose. Though the case 
manager at the site thought some dients were stable enough to work on deeper issues, she noted that few of 
them approached her to do so, despite her outreach. However, when the issue of requiring services arose, she 
stated that this would not be appropriate. 

Oients oome to supportive housing from homelessness. Another case manager oompared the behaviors of 
formerly homeless dientsas" PTID symptoms'' created by living on the street for long periods. These dients 
have had significant trauma. 01 top of that, many struggle with mental illness, substance abuse, physical or 
cognitive disabilities, and/ or other issues that make maintaining a stable lifestyle challenging. 

lheA:lult site case manager that did not approve of mandating services indicated that requiring oompliance 
with a service plan oould potentially lead to more evictions. With requirements oome oonsequences for failure 
to oomply. Many dients, given the challenges listed above, would be unwilling or unable to follow through, 
which oould lead to an eviction or their choosing to leave housing. This case manager prioritized housing above 
mandated services. 

Mandating support services is oounter to the Housing Rrst model HSA. has adopted, which does not oondition 
housing on participation in other activities. However, given the mixed opinions on this issue, it merits further 
discussion. Is there a time frame, e.g., after a dient has been stable in housing for a year or more, when they 
must commit to addressing other issues that would allow them to live without on-site crisis management 
services? Q alternately, is there a way to" incentivize" services geared toward self-sufficiency (e.g. through 
small rent reductions or special building privileges) rather than mandating them? Participation in support 
services can improve the quality of life of supportive housing dients, and HSA., in partnership with service 
providers, should consider how to increase dient engagement in these services. 
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ST ABILITY VS. SELF-SUFFI ClENCY 

HSA. prioritizes its goal of dient stability with its providers by creating a" stability measure" to track outoomes. 
The measure focuses on housing retention, but not necessarily dient self-sufficiency. In general, providers 
have been successful in meeting these stability goals, with just 3%of dients at A:tult sites were evicted in 
FY12-13 and 1%from Family/Mixed sites. Keeping the eviction rate low isa challenging task given the 
extensive needs of this vulnerable population, and it speaks to the successful stabilization work provided by 
case managers. F\3rhaps because of the emphasis HSA. has placed on stability, programs prioritize crisis 
stabilization over long-term work with dientson housing, employment, or other self-sufficiency goals. 

In addition to the funding realities that guide this prioritization - HSA. funds staffing ratios that do not allow for 
significant self-sufficiency activities on the part of case managers- in interviews, many case managers noted 
that dient motivation also plays a role. They indicated that a dient will follow through with service referrals 
while in crisis or to fulfill basic needs, but often do not have the skills or indination to follow through on a long
term service plan after the initial crisis has been addressed. Thus, case managers are often left supporting 

dients to address immediate needs (e.g., housing retention) but 
are unable to work on deeper issues (e.g., mental health 
stabilization). 

In particular, one case manager described dient needs as cydical, 
with one dient experiencing a crisis and then stabilizing just as 
another dient fell into his or her own crisis. This type of cyde 
means that a case manager performs more crisis management 
than case management, and it leaves some dients, those without 
urgent or visible needs, with less attention from the case 
manager. M. least two case managers stated that they have a 
small number of dients that are stable and high-functioning and, 
with some dedicated support, oould potentially move to non
supportive housing. However, both these case managers also 
stated that they were too busy managing crises to focus on those 
stable individuals enough to prepare them for non-supportive 
living. 

Building tenants have mixed levels of need. S:Jme case managers 
indicated that this can be helpful in modeling self-sufficiency to 

less stable dients. However, because dient crises can take up significant case manager time, most case 
managers spend time on triage rather than supporting more stable dients in building additional self
sufficiency. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The O:mt roller's Office noted significant benefits of HSA.' s permanent supportive housing program. Housing 
retention is quite high, as is stability. For such a high-need population, an eviction rate of just 1-3% is 
surprisingly low and testament to the work case managers do to support dients in their buildings. A:lditionally, 
the DA-l trend data showing decreasing utilization of urgent and emergent services upon being housed is quite 
promising. 
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The recommendations offered below are not intended to indicate the program is not fulfilling its mission. 
R:lther, they are intended to enhanoo this strong and established program through directional shifts, improved 
guidanoo and expectations, and further exploration of dient needs. 

RECOMMENDATION 1.0- SERVICE PROVISION 

1.1 Strategically Deploy Services. HSL\should ensure that dients have the servioos they need at the 
time they need them by strategically deploying servioos throughout the supportive housing population. Using 
economies of scale, HSI\ should develop a system of roving servioos that can fill both dinical and self
sufficiency servioo gaps. For example, it may not be appropriate to conduct broad outreach about employment 
opportunities at every building, particularly as some buildings may house a majority of dients on disability and 
unable to work. Instead, roving teams can target servioos toward relevant populations, providing deeper levels 
of support than the on-site case manager may be capable of. 

1.2 Address Self-Sufficiency Service Gaps. HSI\ should work with its providers to broadly assess 
the level of need among its dients in servioo areas related to building self-sufficiency and explore ways to 
leverage existing resouroos to fill the gaps identified earlier in this report. Discussion of servioosgaps can be 
found in the "case Management SJpport and S:lrvioo Utilization" section above. Riving servioos mentioned in 
Rlcommendation 1.1 may be particularly effective in filling these gaps. 

1.2.1 Education and Employment Services: The proportion of dients able to take 
advantage of these types of servioos is currently undear, as is the specific level of need. For example, 
most dients reooiving S3 are disabled and unable to work and would not benefit from employment 
servires. SJch servioeswould need to betargeted toward those with employment potential, and more 
research is needed to identify the scope and scale of need. HSI\ offers employment servioos for its 
c::Jl./JP, 031\/\IOR(s and ..bbs Now dients. One solution may involve enhancing the coordination and 
linkage between HSL\employment counselors and building case managers. 

1.2.2 Housing Specialist: HSL\should consider creating a roving housing specialist to support 
dients in learning about and applying for new housing opportunities and managing application 
materials and documentation. A model exists: the oontral intake agency for family shelters in Sin 
R"ancisco employs a housing specialist to do intensive re-housing work with homeless families. This 
model could be expanded to serve supportive housing dients as well. 

1.2.3 Senior Services: Gven the number of senior and disabled dients, utilization of IHSSis 
lower than expected. HSI\ should explore what the barriers to IHSSenrollment might be, and enhanoo 
outreach about the service to building case managers . .Additionally, HSL\should assess what senior 
servioos are most needed and what servioos are available in the community already. IMlere servioos 
exist, HSI\ should coordinate appropriate linkages between programs. Where gaps exist, HSI\ should 
explore means for addressing dient needs. 

1.2.4 Parenting Services: HSI\ should assess needs in this area, identify and leverage existing 
resouroos, and explore weys to address any gaps. · 

1.2.5 Other Self-Sufficiency Services: In addition to the servioosdescribed above, other self
sufficiency servioos indude money management, life skills, etc. HSI\ should assess needs in this area, 
identify and leverage existing resouroos, and explore ways to address any gaps. 
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1.3 Address Clinical Service Gaps. ~should enhance the ciinical support provided at its housing 
sites. While the new tier system (see Introduction) attempts to address issues of skill mix and level of need at 
sites through case manager ratios for sites with higher-need ciients, even the more diverse buildings have 
ciients with highly romplex behavioral health and medical issues, often beyond the skill level of case managers 
assigned to those sites. HSI\ should address this by exploring the two rerommendationsoffered below. 
Expanded Medi-cal enrollment through the Affordable care Pd. may provide some funding opportunities for 
both rerommendations. 

1.3.1 Behavioral Health Roving Team Expansion: Thisserviceiscurrentlyonlybudgeted 
for certain buildings with lower levels of service on-site. Qven expanded access to healthcare 
roverage, inciuding behavioral health services, it should be expanded to additional sites to further 
support case managers with addressing ciient crises and ongoing behavioral health care. 

1.3.2 Roving Nursing Services: Ole building had a successful partnership with S3muel Merritt 
University's nursing program, with nurses stationed at the building for a six-week" rommunity health" 
rotation. The case file review showed evidence of these nurses providing therapeutic support to one 

. elderly dient, resulting in her decision to move in with her daughter to alleviate her isolation. A roving 
nursing program rould also help with medication management issues, preventative care, and referrals 
when a patient's medical roncerns merit further treatment. The medical system is particularly 
romplex, and roving nurses rould help build trust and romfort and support the more appropriate 
utilization of medical care. The Behavioral Health Rlving Team indudes medical support, but as noted 
above, this service is limited to crisis intervention at specific buildings. A nursing program rould 
support preventative care, medication management, and other non-crisis nursing needs. 

RECOMMENDATION 2.0-SERVICE QUALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS 

2.1 Strengthen Service Expectations. HSI\ should ciarify and Strengthen its expectations about 
service delivery. 3:>me new service delivery requirements have been implemented through the lier system, 
and HSI\ should use that framework to help providers understand how it expects services to be delivered, 
primarily in the two areas below. 

2.1.1 Outreach: Outreach is required upon move-in and at signs of housing instability. In many 
cases, case files showed that this outreach ronsisted solely of written notices left at a dient'sdoor. 
9..ich minimal attempts at outreach should not be ronsidered sufficient, and case notes should also 
indicate other actions the case manager takes to engage the ciient about any housing instability, any 
resistance enrountered, and how the case manager attempted to rounter that resistance. HSI\ should 
provide additional guidance about these expectations to all service providers to ensure ciients receive 
the necessary support, and enforce these standards through its case file reviews. 

2.1.2 Eviction-Related Services: case file reviews showed very little evidence of supportive 
services offered during eviction proceedings, though ciients remain eligible for support services 
unrelated to the eviction. For example, referrals related to shelter or alternate housing, as well as 
linkage to other rommunity-based support services would all be appropriate. 

2.2 Strengthen Documentation Expectations. ~should darify and strengthen its expectations 
about documentation of services. 3:>me new service delivery requirements have been implemented through 
the lier system, and ~should use that framework to help providers understand how it expects services to 
be documented. The two rerommendations below provide examples of guidance HSI\ should ronsider 
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implementing to enrich the documentation by providers. HSA.should engage providers in discussions about 
these recommendations and other options for ensuring and documenting dient outcomes. 

2.2.1 Referral Log: Each case file should indude a referral log that tracks specific referrals 
provided, reason for the referral, and outcome of the referral. HSA.should determine standards to 
assess success, and enforoo standards through case file reviews. 

2.2.2 Documenting Resistance: If dients are resistant to accepting servioos, case notes should 
document the resistanoo, and how the care manager attempted to counter that resistanoo. HSA. 
should provide additional guidanoo to providers to ensure dients reooive the neoossary support. 

2.2.3 Assessments and Service Plans: HSA.has mandated that lier IV and Vbuildings must 
conduct an asressment and create a servioo plan for dients. HSA.should continue to assess the 
effectiveness of servioo plans, and consider providing guidanoo on required assessment areas (e.g., 
household needs, health care, education and employment, financial stability, etc.). G.Jidanoo should 
also relate to the level of detail required in care files neoossary to show the activities and progress of 
case managers and dients in addressing any goals identified in the service plans. HSA.and community 
providers should also consider what standards are appropriate for case management at supportive 
housing sites. HSA.should consider the purpore of case management in these settings. A lack of 
engagement by dients has created a de facto" emergencies only" role for case managers, who focus 
their energies on triage with little ongoing" maintenanoo" work. Targeted roving teams may help 
address some rervioo gaps, but HSA.and its partners should continue to discuss the appropriate focus 
for on-site services. 

2.3 Conduct Program Effectiveness Audits. HSA.should conduct regular A'ogram B'fectiveness 
Audits. HSA. currently conducts regular case file reviews to establish whether contracted providers are in 
complianoo with regulations, e.g., outreach within first 60 days of move-in, etc. These audits do not address 
program effectiveness or assess outcomes for dients beyond stability. If a referral log is induded in the case 
files, HSA.can begin to understand the tangible impact of case managers on the lives of building tenants. With 
darified guidanoo on documentation requirements and contact, HSA. can assess whether case managers are 
engaging with dients appropriately to address housing instability, and whether they are helping dients move 
from stability to self-sufficiency. It is important to note that implementation of this recommendation would 
require additional definition within contracts, and would also require HSA.staf(time to conduct the 
monitoring, which would incur a cost. 

RECOMMENDATION 3.0- PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

3.1 Create a Housing System Database. HSA.should establish a database to track housing program 
dients and outcomes. 

HSA. is piloting a "O:lordinated Assessment" tool. This is a single database tool that will be used to identify and 
prioritize dients for available housing plaooments (longest homeless, chronic homeless, most vulnerable, etc.). 
It is being piloted with the Slelter+Care A'ogram but has no connection with supportive services in housing 
onoo someone becomes a tenant. HSA. also uses the Homeless Management Information Sjstem (HM IS) to 
gather limited information about dients accessing homeless and housing programs. 

\/\lhile HSA. tracks unit availability, there is no structured tracking and maintenanoo of dient-level data in the 
permanent housing system. In order to conduct this study, the O:lntroller's Office needed to request dient 
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data from each housing provider separately. In addition to the level of effort required to request the data, this 
method resulted in several duplications as dients moved between housing sites within the year. 

Particularly as the Oty' s investment in supportive housing grows, tracking the effectiveness of services and 
dient outoomes gains greater importance. other Oty departments require nonprofit oontractors to provide 
dient-level data on a regular basis (e.g., DFH, Department of Olildren, Youth and Their Families). 

If feasible, HSA.should expand the functionality of an existing system (e.g., HMIS) to track dients throughout 
the housing program, induding transitional housing, supportive housing, and housing subsidy programs. SJme 
providers still use paper charts, while others have established internal databases for tracking dients, and 
stakeholders should be induded in the development or expansion of a database to ensure smooth roll-out and 
to mitigate duplication of effort, as possible (e.g., field matching to streamline file uploads). 

As a minimum standard, if creation of a central database is not feasible, HSA.should create more uniform data 
tracking requirements for its providers, to ensure accuracy in analysis when oombining data from multiple 
sources. 

3.1.1 Standardize Exit Reasons: The stability measure used by HSA.askswhether dients have 
retained their housing or left for other stable housing. In many cases, the case files did not indicate the 
type of housing dients exited to. Oients are not obligated to leave a forwarding address upon move
out, and as long as they do not owe back-rent, even exits to unknown locations are reoorded as 
"stable." To the degree possible, HSA. should oonsider standardizing exit reasons for outoome tracking 
purposes. Exit reasons should indude, at minimum: 

Exit to unknown location -stable (no rent owed) 
Higher level of care (e.g., residential treatment program) 
Transfer to other supportive housing 
Exit to stable housing (e.g., subsidized or market rate housing) 
Living with family/friends 
Bticted 
Exit to unknown location - unstable (back rent owed, abandonment, threat of eviction) 
Death 

3.2 Minimize CAAP Discontinuances. HSA.should take a proactive approach to minimizing CN>P 
discontinuances. case file reviews and case manager interviews highlighted the destabilizing effect CN>P 
discontinuances have on dients, in many cases jeopardizing their housing. HSA. has already developed 
notification systems to support dients with re-enrollments in other benefits programs. For example, cal Fresh 
uses a text messaging application to send automatic reminders to dients when program paperwork is due. HSA. 
should explore adopting similar "hands on" techniques with CN>f'administration to promote inoome stability 
and thus housing stability for its dients. 

3.2.1 Restructure Benefit Incentives. HSA.should oontinue to explore ways to restructure its 
various benefits program to support and incentivize work. 0.irrently, a participant may lose CN>P 
eligibility when his or her inoome reaches a oortain threshold, but this can potentially destabilize 
members with seasonal or intermittent employment. 

RECOMMENDATION 4.0- PROGRAM GOALS 

4.1 Reframe Goals to Include Self-Sufficiency. HSA.should oonsider changing the overarching goal 
of the housing program from stability alone to stability and self-sufficiency. 
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Traditionally, HS'-\ uses a" stability measure" to assess the success of the program overall and the work of the 
providers. The equation considers whether the dient maintains stable housing from year to year. While this is 
an appropriate goal, and may be the best goal for many dients, partirularly those needing significant 
supportive services, an emphasis on stability alone may limit options and opportunities for other dients. 

case managers prioritizing crisis management have little time left for helping a stable dient with a job or 
housing search. Other recommendations above attempt to address the needs of these more stable dients to 
promote transitions out of supportive housing when appropriate, and these recommendations should be 
placed in the context of a reframing of the program overall. 

It is important to point out that the definition of self-sufficiency may vary by dient. It would be unrealistic to 
assume that all, or even most, dients will be able to completely transition off of public benefits. Many may 
require various types of long-term support, such as Medi-cal, nutritional assistance, or temporary or 
permanent subsidies. Despite this, HS'-\ should make every effort to increase self-sufficiency to the degree 
possible for each dient. 

Oiallenges: This may require a restructuring of the measures of success and program effectiveness, as well as 
a potential shift in where program funds are directed. For example, if HS'-\ funds roving case managers to 
support long-term self-sufficiency of dients, it will change the rurrent ratios of case management within the 
buildings, and would require new or re-purposed funding. There isa possibility that directing services away 
from forused stability work could leave unstable dients without the support they need to remain housed. 
However, other recommendations within this report attempt to address that concern. 

Benefits: Adding self-sufficiency to program goals potentially saves public funds by encouraging tenants who 
do not need support services to move to units without this extra cost. By encouraging these moves, supportive 
housing units can be made available for homeless residents needing housing and services. Additionally, 
building self-sufficiency improves dient quality of life. 

4.2 Explore Policies to Support a Full Spectrum of Housing Options. HSI\ in partnership 
with the citywide housing system (e.g., DA-l, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, etc.) 
should explore policies and proposals to fill gaps in the current array of housing options. 

In recent months, newspapers and elected leaders have begun disrussing s:in Francisco's housing programs 
using the term "Housing Ladder." The imagery evoked by the term "ladder" is one of rungs in a line, with an 
individual stepping from rung to rung, from homelessness to self-sufficiency in market rate housing. While this 
is an admirable goal, the framework ignores the basic realities of both homelessness and housing in s:in 
Francisco. Oients enter housing with unique and varied needs. S:Jme will be able to stabilize and will require 
less support to remain housed, but these individuals may be on a fixed income barring them from most 
housing options in the region. Others will always need support services to remain stable. The image of an 
individual dimbing, rung by rung, toward self-sufficiency does not accurately represent the experiences of 
individuals as seen in the interviews, surveys and other data gathered through this research. 

Instead of a straight and progressive path up a ladder, the aty's vision should be that of a spectrum of 
housing, with a diversity of options to allow each individual to be matched with the appropriate level of 
support & he needs to achieve stability. Each individual's complex cirrumstances determine their plaooment on 
the spectrum. 

Unfortunately, though the vision is sound, the spectrum is incomplete. The ladk of affordable housing in s:in 
Francisco leaves low-income dients that could potentially live stably without support services remaining in 
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units with HSLl.-funded services attached. Alternately, a dearth of residential care facility beds could mean 
seniors with escalating illness or disability may not get the level of care they need in their current setting. 

FIGURE 25: HOUSING SPECTRUM 

&!bsidy and 8.!pport Residential Care Facilities 

A complete spectrum of options might indude the following: 
Slelter: Slort-term emergency services for homeless individuals and families 
Residential care Facilities: Assisted living for individuals with complex health care needs requiring on
site support. (High-need area) 
Transitional Housing: Long-term housing services, generally lasting less than two years, which can be 
used as a bridge between homelessness and market-rate housing 
Permanent SJpportive Housing: Permanent housing units with on-site case management and support 
services 
Sep-Up Housing: Permanent housing, with limited support services on-site. Units are often in nicer 
buildings, have more amenities, and have few restrictions (e.g., overnight guests). Qment Sep-Up 
buildings are Master Lease sites, meaning they have fixed rent. These sites are less desirable for d ients 
housed in Los=> buildings where rent is a percentage of income. 
SJbsidy and SJpport: HSI\ currently operates a <?eneral Fund-supported rental subsidy program. It is 
targeted at homeless families or those at risk of homelessness. Oients generally remain on the subsidy 
for up to two years while increasing their income to be able to transition off of the subsidy. other 
subsidized housing options, such as S:lction 8, are severely limited in availability. Individuals receiving 
CA.AP, as well as low-wage workers, would not be able to afford market rate housing without a 
subsidy. O:mnection to support services (possibly time-limited) may also be necessary to ensure 
housing stability. (A program of decreasing subsidy would not be viable for dients on S3 or other types 
of fixed income, as they will likely always need a subsidy to remain housed.) This is one of the biggest 
gaps in the spectrum. (High-need area) 
Affordable and Market Rate Housing: Oientson fixed incomes, such as S3, will not be able to afford 
market rate housing anywhere in the Bay Area, and even Affordable Housing may be out of reach. 
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Bnployed dients may be able to afford market rate or affordable housing with the right support 
servi res to increase self-suffi dency. 

S3e the table below for possible barriers to creating a full spectrum of housing options, with strategies that 
may have the potential to help overcome those barriers. These strategies are not meant as firm proposals, but 
rather as starting points for further discussion on the topic. 

FIGURE 26: SUMMARY OF BARRIERS AND POTENTIAL STRATEGIES FOR CREATING A FULL SPECTRUM OF HOUSING 
OPTIONS 

Barriers Potential Mitigation Srategies 
Not all options exist. Pilot programs. 
The limited pool of subsidized housing Instead of rolling out large-scale programs to create 
available and the gap between the cost of new housing options, pilot programs can be used to 
supportive housing and market rate housing conduct smaller tests of change that can be scaled 
makes it difficult for dients to find their most up if sucoessful. The data here suggests that tenants 
appropriate pl are in the spectrum. in Family/Mixed sites may have more potential for 

mobility (e.g., more likely to attain employment). 
Using specific criteria, such as a minimum length'of 
time stably housed in supportive housing, HSI\ can 
consider expanding its current rental subsidy 
program, linked with support servires, and targeted 
toward supportive housing residents with the 
potential to increase their income. It will be 
important to gather progress and outcome data to 
measure the sucress of the pilot. 

*New funding would be neressary. 

R'ioritize affordable housing units for supportive 
housing dlents, 
B<amples exist of targeted populations rereiving 
priority status for affordable housing units (e.g., HIV 
positive dients), Though prioritizing units for the 
supportive housing population would require 
negotiation with a broad array of stakeholders, it 
would not require additional funding to implement. 

Seep subsidies needed. Pilot programs. 
Gven the prire of market rate housing, the ~ain, starting small programs to test program 
amount of subsidies needed to transition out effectiveness will support the eventual growth. 
of permanent supportive housing may be 
insurmountable for many dients, particularly Engaoo private sector and foundations. 
those on fixed incomes, like S3. R'oviding such The oty may need to invest its own resourres in a 
subsidies is an expensive proposition for the pilot, but with proven interventions, HSI\ can 
oty. engage others in the solution more effectively. 

Develop regional solutions. 
Though the cost of housing is growing throughout 
the Bay Area, dients willing to move out of 83n 
R"andsco may have more options for affordable, 
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Moving is challenging. 
The application process for affordable and 
subsidized housing is cumbersome and time 
consuming. Additionally, planning the move 
itself has costs that are often unanticipated. 
The stress of moving can destabilize someone, 
particularly if the move takes them CNVay from 
their support network. 

Rxed incomes. 
According to the dient survey, 58%of 
respondents at Adult sites receive g:i or SSJI. 
These individuals' incomes are unlikely to 
increase, meaning they will never be able to 
afford market rate housing. 

Lack of incentives to move. 
SJpportive housing is permanent, and there is 
no requirement that tenants move out. S:Jme 
stable dients prefer to stay in their current 

subsidized, or market rate housing. HS8.should 
explore partnerships with regional housing 
providers to create more direct linkage to housing 
stock outside the oty limits. This may involve 
convening a regional summit on housing and 
homelessness designed to develop partnerships 
among counties, providers and businesses. 

Provide moving assistanre servires. 
Jl.s part of the pilot, HSI\ could provide certain 
moving assistanre services to address both the 
emotional needs of managing the stress of a move 
and the financial needs that might arise. 

S:reamline application proress. 
HS8.should consider creating a tool to manage 
applications to various housing programs. Often 
dients stay on wait lists for years, and then can be 
removed from the list because renewal paperwork 
went missing. AA application management tool 
would help dients know what lists they are eligible 
for, how to apply to each and send reminders about 
missing paperwork or renewal notices, giving dients 
the most current information about their status for 
all types of housing. This may require integration 
with various federal and local systems, but could 
streamline the work and create new efficiencies for 
staff and dients., 

*Note: the Mayor'sa'ficeof Housing and 
Community Development is in the process of 
developing a website to help dients navigate the 
housing options in the area. 

Increase case manager focus on job training and 
employment. 
Nearly half of all Family/ Mixed survey respondents 
stated they have a paid job or receive CalW00<5. 
Though many dients in supportive housing are likely 
no longer within the labor market, the generally 
younger dientswithin Family/Mixed sites could still 
engage in education and employment services and 
increase their income. This would require focused 
effort and attention by case managers, which is 
currently targeted to dients in crisis. 

lncentivize other options. 
Explore ways to make other options in the housing 
spectrum both attainable and desirable. Consider 
incentives to encourage moves. SJbsidies may be 
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home, though they may not need the one inrentive, but there may be others that would 
supportive servires attached to the building. enoourage tenants to take the risk. 

Other Barriers to Consider: . There is a low supply of affordable 
housing in 83n R-anclsoo and the Bay 
Area. . Existing tenants in supportive housing 
must move for the system to be fully 
functional, but the average length of stay 
is currently quite long. . Many current dients in supportive 
housing are resistant to moving outside 
of 83n R-anclsoo. 

RECOMMENDATION 5.0 -WORKGROUP 

5.1 Convene Workgroup. HSI\ should oonvene a workgroup of Oty program staff and oommunity-based 
servire providers to oonsider the implications of this report and draft an implementation plan for its 
reoommendations. 

Many of the reoommendations offered below require input from a variety of stakeholders to fully and 
effectively enact. HSI\ has oonvened such groups in the past, and might oonsider the example of the Sngle 
Mult &lpportive Housing (SAS-I) Workgroup as a model. 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: 5 new people signed: Create a Harvey Milk LGBT History AIDS Memorial Fountain and 
Circle 

From: Jeffrey davidson [mailto:mail@changemail.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 17, 2014 1:42 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: 5 new people signed: Create a Harvey Milk LGBT History AIDS Memorial Fountain and Circle 

5 new people recently signed Mark Jolles's petition "City of San Francisco, California: Create a Harvey Milk 
LGBT History AIDS Memorial Fountain and Circle" on Change.org. 

There are now 5 signatures on this petition. Read reasons why people are signing, and respond to Mark Jolles 
by clicking here: 
http://www.change.org/p/city-of-san-francisco-california-create-a-harvey-milk-lgbt-history-aids-memorial
fountain-and-circle/responses/new?response=560e9ab88752 

Dear City of San Francisco, California, 

Create a Harvey Milk LGBT History AIDS Memorial Circle 

Sincerely, 

5. Jeffrey davidson San Francisco, California 
4. avatar San Francisco, California 
3. Rodrigo Quintanilla San Francisco, California 
2. marivel diaz Los Angeles, California 
1. Mark Jolles , United States 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

Per Hakansson [zerofriction@me.com] 
Friday, October 03, 2014 6:32 PM 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Please Pass Sensible Home Sharing Legislation - Keep Enforcement Clear+ Fair [File 
Number: 140381] 

Home sharing helps countless San Franciscans to pay their bills and stay in their homes in 
the city they love - avoiding foreclosure, spending more time with their families, and 
pursuing their dreams. And it gives guests the chance to experience the real San Francisco 
- visiting local small businesses in neighborhoods they normally wouldn't visit. 

I support home sharing in San Francisco, and I urge you to pass sensible legislation, without 
delay, that ensures San Franciscans can continue to share the homes in which they live. 

Specifically, we urge you to pass legislation that: 

- Keeps enforcement clear and fair. The City can and should enforce its laws before 
encouraging residents, landlords and tenants to sue each other. Allowing neighbors to harass 
home sharers with lawsuits disproportionately impacts lower income hosts who can't afford to 
hire a lawyer while wealthier homeowners are able to defend themselves. Those of us who rely 
on the income we earn to make ends meet will suffer most from this process. 

- Avoids unnecessary limits on shared space rentals. Please enable families to share their 
homes with guests when they are present with no limits. Many of us rely on this supplemental 
income to stay in the city and the homes we love. 

- Is clear, transparent, and easy to follow. So much time and energy has been poured into 
this legislation - let's make it something that will work. 

We thank you for taking so much time to consider this important issue - and we urge you to 
get it done right. 

Sincerely, 

Per Hakansson 

Mission Dolores 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

Jennifer Keith [keith.jen@gmail.com] 
Monday, October 06, 2014 11 :08 AM 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Please Pass Sensible 1-:Jome Sharing Legislation - Keep Enforcement Clear+ Fair [File 
Number: 140381] 

Home sharing helps countless San Franciscans to pay their bills and stay in their homes in 
the city they love - avoiding foreclosure, spending more time with their families, and 
pursuing their dreams. And it gives guests the chance to experience the real San Francisco 
- visiting local small businesses in neighborhoods they normally wouldn't visit. 

I support home sharing in San Francisco, and I urge you to pass sensible legislation, without 
delay, that ensures San Franciscans can continue to share the homes in which they live. 

Specifically, we urge you to pass legislation that: 

- Keeps enforcement clear and fair. The City can and should enforce its laws before 
encouraging residents, landlords and tenants to sue each other. Allowing neighbors to harass 
home sharers with lawsuits disproportionately impacts lower income hosts who can't afford to 
hire a lawyer while wealthier homeowners are able to defend themselves. Those of us who rely 
on the income we earn to make ends meet will suffer most from this process. 

- Avoids unnecessary limits on shared space rentals. Please enable families to share their 
homes with guests when they are present with no limits. Many of us rely on this supplemental 
income to stay in the city and the homes we love. 

- Is clear, transparent, and easy to follow. So much time and energy has been poured into 
this legislation - let's make it something that will work. 

We thank you for taking so much time to consider this important issue - and we urge you to 
get it done right. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Keith 

Bernal Heights 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: f 41165 FW: Today BOS items #32 and #45 -- election of Board President 

From: Council of Community Housing Organizations [mailto:ccho@sfic-409.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 2:30 PM 
To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: Today BOS items #32 and #45 -- election of Board President 

Dear Supervisors 

We ask that the Board delay making a decision regarding its future President until all members of the ongoing Board are 
present for such a vote. CCHO looks forward to important work with the Board of Supervisors through the remainder of 
this legislative session and into 2015 around housing, social services and economic development issues. It is also 
important that we work with a Board president that is appointed by his/her full set of colleagues who will be putting 
their confidence in the president to galvanize the body through this transition period. A vote on the future Board 
president at today's November 18, 2014 meeting is premature 

Please delay in considering any motions to appointment a future President until such time as the full roster of colleagues 
is available. 

Thank you, 
Fernando Marti and Peter Cohen 

SF Council of Community Housing Organizations 
The voice of San Francisco's affordable housing movement 
325 Clementina Street, San Francisco 94103 
415-882-0901 
www.sfccho.org 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: File 1411165 FW: Letter for 3 pm item today - Judge Kopp asked me to get a copy to the 
Clerk of the Board for your records. 

Importance: High 

From: Denise LaPointe [mailto:denise@lapointeassociates.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 9:00 AM 
To: Angela.Calvello@sfgov.org; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: Letter for 3 pm item today - Judge Kopp asked me to get a copy to the Clerk of the Board for your records. 
Importance: High 

November 18, 2014 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
One Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Supervisors, 

As past Presidents of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors over the last 30 years, the six of 
us represent varied experiences, political perspectives and constituencies. Yet, we are united 
on the protocols, standards, rules and traditions of San Francisco's legislative body, and and 
are deeply concerned about the unprecedented_ motion to prospectively vote on the position 
of Board President, agendized for Tuesday, November 18, 2014, before the siting President has 
vacted his presidency or his seat on the Board. 

It is widely understood and recognized that the Board of Supervisors will in all likelihood need 
to fill the vacant post sometime soon, as President of the Board, David Chiu, will as early as 
December 1, take the oath of office in Sacramento as the Assemblyman from Assembly District 
17. However, the prospect of the outgoing President casting a vote - perhaps the deciding 
vote -- to fill the post he is required to vacate is disturbing and connotes a fundamental 
disservice to the body upon which he has served. 

The Rules of Order of the Board of Supervisors, Sections 6.1 and 6.1.1 respectively, lay out the 
processes for selection of a President in the ordinary course of business at the beginning of 
each odd-numbered year following the election of a new Board, and for filling an extraordinary 
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vacancy in the office of the President should such a vacancy occur. Nowhere do they anticipate 
or countenance a circumstance in which a sitting Board President would exercise a vote in 
choosing his or her permanent successor in advance, all while retaining the powers of the 
President's office, nor one in which he or she would create a vacancy to arrogate to himself or 
herself a vote in choosing an interim successor. 

This harmful action mustn't occur without the strongest possible objection from those of us 
that value the tenants of democracy, fairness and understand the duties and obligations of 
elected representation in San Francisco and our country. In the history of this legislative body, 
we are not aware of any President attempting to vote to secure their successor immediately 
prior to vacating their seat as Supervisor and impending departure from the Board. 

In 1996, when President Kevin Shelly was elected to the Assembly, the Board elected the 
person with the highest number of votes in the previous election pursuant to the at-large 
Charter provisions. Even in this case, President Shelly tendered his resignation and was not 
present for the vote. 

As political leaders, we've disagreed on numerous issues over the years, but individually, we 
each have a separate and distinct record of defending the Board of Supervisors and upholding 
the dignity of the City's charter and constitution - we took an oath to do so. 

President Chiu has not tendered a resignation from either the post of President {which per 
Robert's Rules of Order would have to be accepted at a meeting of the Board to be effective) 
or his office as Supervisor. In other words, there is no vacancy yet to fill. Given this fact, the 
motion on the calendar is improper and we strongly urge you not to adopt it or take action 
unless and until as there is a vacancy on the Board in that position. 

It is simply wrong for a member who will not be part of the next Board of Supervisors to 
participate in election of that Board's President. 

Sincerely, 

Quentin Kopp 
Harry Britt 
TomAmmiano 
Matt Gonzalez 
Aaron Peskin 
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From: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, 
Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
FW: Supervisor London Breed 

From: Shelley Bradford Bell [mailto:admin@shelleybradfordbell.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 11:26 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Breed, London (BOS) 
Subject: Supervisor London Breed 

November 18, 2014 

To: Members of the Board of Supervisor 
Cc: Clerk of the Boa,rd of Supervisors 

As an Advisory Board Member of Emerge California, I am writing about one of our star alumni, Supervisor London 
Breed. Supervisor Breed is an exemplary example of a native San Franciscan who has worked hard, rising through the 
ranks to become an irreplaceable community leader. 

As a district supervisor, Breed has demonstrated her concern for, and knowledge of the urgent issues that face the 
people of her district, as well as, all citizens of San Francisco. 

When it comes to the issues of this City, Supervisor Breed has always given her time, attention and passion to 
seeking solutions and implementing change. 

Shelley Bradford Bell 
Advisory Member 
Emerge California 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Cc: Evans, Derek; Caldeira, Rick (BOS) 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

File 141098: FW: Attn: Clerk of the Board, File No: 141098 
Letter-in Support of Density Ordinance.pdf 

From: Wei, Gary (DPH) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 10:15 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Cc: Hu, Alice (DPH); Hennessey-Lavery, Susana (DPH); Smith, Derek (DPH) 
Subject: Attn: Clerk of the Board, File No: 141098 

I am sending this letter on behalf of the Tobacco Free Coalition in support of the Tobacco Permit Density 

Reduction Policy (File No: 141098) that will be heard on December 4, 2014 before the Neighborhood Services 

and Safety Committee. Thank you. 

Best Regards, 

Gary Wei, MPH, CPH 

Research and Outreach Coordinator 

Tobacco Free Project 

Community Health Equity & Promotion Branch 

San Francisco Department of Public Health 

30 Van Ness Ave. #2300 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

415-581-2448 

gary.wei@,sfdph.org 

s:ttobaccofree.org 
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~v. Ne% ·1 SAN FRANCISCO TOBACCO FREE COALITION 
) I In care of the Tobacco Free Project, 30 Van Ness Ave. Suite 2300, San Francisco, CA 94102 

\rooAcco·FREE coAUTION/ / B 

To the honorable members of the Neighborhood Services and Safety Committee, 

We are writing on behalf of the San Francisco Tobacco Free Coalition in support of the proposed 

Tobacco Permit Density Reduction Policy. Tobacco policies are critical public health measures because 

tobacco is the leading cause of preventable deaths in the world. Aside from the loss of life, tobacco use 

has a huge economic cost for San Francisco at approximately $400 million annually. 

Low income neighborhoods and communities of color face the greatest amount of exposure to 

tobacco. The tobacco industry targets these neighborhoods with their products and the results can be 

seen in the higher prevalence of smoking in these areas. Supervisorial District 3 (Chinatown) and District 

6 (Tenderloin) contain large ethnic and low income populations have 180 tobacco retail outlets each, 

which is over three times the number of permits in D2, the Marina. The high density of tobacco retailers 
,' 

has negatively impacted these neighborhoods. 

Both of these districts also have large numbers of children and young people who are 

particularly influenced by cues suggesting smoking is acceptable. In addition to these cues, there are 

issues such as peer pressure or having a desire to appear older and we can see why 80% of smokers 

start before the age of 18. At this age, the brain is still under development and susceptible to nicotine, 

which is a highly addictive drug. Finally, while sales to minors have reduced in San Francisco, the sales 

rate in 2012 at 13.4% was still well above the statewide sales rate of 8.7% 

The vast majority of tobacco retailers in San Francisco are small "corner stores". The trends 

show that food service sales are becoming an increasing priority for these stores as profit margins for 

food are higher than tobacco. 

The tobacco retail density policy will greatly improve the health of San Francisco residents and 

decrease the tobacco disparities between neighborhoods. The decrease in tobacco influences will result 

in lower smoking prevalence. The San Francisco Tobacco Free Coalition applauds your efforts to 

promote the public health while strengthening community. 

Best Wishes, 

Karen Licavoli & Tonya Williams 

Co-Chairs 

San Francisco Tobacco Free Coalition 



. ···----------------------------
From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: sf taxi 

-----Original Message-----
From: ann haver [mailto:haverann23@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 3:36 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: sf taxi 

I am asking every supervisor to stand up for sf taxi's. they are sf not uber or whatever. as 
a senior I rely on our taxis and do not have to worry if they are good or not. 
stand up for them now brfore we lose a very important part of our great city 

ann haver 
yes I am a voter in section 6 
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
To: Avalos, John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, 

Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS); Campos, 
David (BOS) 

Subject: FW: YBC Annie Street 

From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 1:19 PM 
To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR) 
Cc: Board of Supervisors (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
Subject: YBC Annie Street 

Good morning Jane Kim, sorry, I missed last weeks celebration of the Annie Street project in the YBC. Nice job! visited it a few days 
ago. Thanks for your continued support in the mid market area projects. I look forward to working on many more of these mid Market 
projects/developments. 

The 6th street clean up is also looking wonderful. The UN Plaza's Friday- evening event was nice too. The mid/central Market Street 
area is shaping up too and will soon be a great place to hang out. 

Everyone has been doing more than their share in moving this area and cleaning up the past blight. 

best regards, Dennis 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

David K [david_khan415@yahoo.com] 
Friday, November 21, 2014 3:47 AM 
Board of Supervisors (BOS)· 
Sustainable energy 

I was following a lot of ideas throwing around how to change our world into a sustainable 
place where we all can live in harmony and preserve the nature. 
Since two of the supervisors were against the limiting of pseudo taxis like Uber, Lyft and 
sidecar and let over 10000 vehicles flood the city, we need to get something to compensate 
the pollution caused by those fumes. 
Instead of trying to accomplish some stupid idea like soda tax and making the city pedestrian 
and bike friendly which is impossible for the compact urban city; we need to get the 
available resources useful as much as we could. 
Every time I hear about energy generation I am just wondering the people making the decision 
how to get the functioning system are out of touch with the real world. 
We can generate electricity from solar but it need lots of land. San francisco doesn't have 
it and everyone know about it. 
There are a lot of commercial buildings in the city that we can utilize to generate power 
but no one speak about it. 
I just notice about how to create grid lock traffic by taking away one lane of traffic and 
change into bicycle route. The bike lanes were created on the major streets with the most 
congestion and caused more traffic while there was no bike or very few. 
Lets make the buildings useful for their energy consumption and show the world that we have 
people in the city of San Francisco who know how to think outside the box. 
I will be glad to suggest some useful ideas if there is interest. Please feel free to ask and 
I will gladly educate. 

Sincerely, 
David Khan 
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State of California-Transportation Agency EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
455 Eighth Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 557-1094 
(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD) 
(800) 735-2922 (Voice) 

November 13, 2014 

File No.: 335.14995.17366 

San Francisco County Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PL #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The enclosed report is submitted pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 25180.7 

(Proposition 65). The report documents information regarding the release of hazardous 

material which could cause substantial injury to the public health or safety. The rep01i is 

tr\ 

submitted on behalf of all designated employees of the Department of California Highway Patrol. 

C. J ERRY, Captain 
Commander 
San Francisco Area 

Enclosure 

Safety, Service, and Security An Internationally Accredited Agency 
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DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INCIDENT REPORT HAZARDOUS MATERIALS CONFIRMED 

CHP 407E (Rev 6-04) OPI 062 Refer to HPM 84.2, Chapter 2 
~ Original D Change D Delete ~Yes D No 

AGENCY NAME AGENCY l.D. NUMBER I AGENCY INCIDENT NUMBER (HQ. USE) AGENCY PHONE NUMBER OES CONTROL NUMBER 

A California Highway Patrol 66 (916) 445-1865 14-6454 
INCIDENT DATE (MONTH, DAY, YEAR) TIME NOTIFIED TIME COMPLETED DATE COMPLETED (IF DIFFEREN1) 

8 
11/13/2014 03:54 
INCIDENT ADDRESS/LOCATION I CITY/COMMUNITY I COUNTY ZIP CODE 

c 
San Francisco San Francisco I-80 E/B E/OfBeale St 94105 

WEATHER (CHECK BEST DESCRIPTION) 0 1 Clear ~ 3 Rain 0 4 Snow EST. TEMPERATURE 

05Hail 0 6 Electrical storm 0 7 Fog 0 8 High wind 0 9 other 0 40 Unknown 55F 
PROPERTY USE (SEE CODES BELOW) SURROUNDING AREA (SEE CODES BELOW) PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 

961 600 D Federal [8J State D County 0City D Private D Unknown 

PROPERTY USE AND SURROUNDING AREA TYPE CODES 
D 

100 Public Assembly 650 Agricultural 936 Vacant lot 962 County/City road 
200 Educational 700 Manufacturing 941 Open sea 963 Private road 
300 Health care 762 Hazmat chem mfg 942 Harbor/Port 965 Rest stop/vista point 
400 Residential 767 Petroleum refinery 946 Lake/Pond/River · 966 Scale/inspection facility 
500 Mercantile, Business 800 Storage 950 Railroad 099 Other (explain in Comments) 
600 Industrial, Utility 931 Open land 961 Freeway 

RELEASE FACTORS (CHECK BEST DESCRIPT/ON(S)) TYPE OF EQUIPMENT INVOLVED MOBILE PROPERTY TYPE 

_ 11 Intentional act _ 70 Operational deficiency _ 1 O Heating systems _ 1 O Passenger vehicle/road 

_ 12 Suspicious act X 71 Collision/overturn _ 30 Air condition/refrig X 20 Freight vehicle/road 

_ 30 Failure to control hazmat _ 80 Natural condition _ 77 Chem processing equipment _ 30 Rail transport vehicle 

E _ 31 Abandoned _ 94 Fire/explosion _ 78 Waste recovery equipment _ 40 Water transport vessel 
_ 96 Hazmat transfer equipment _ 50 Air transport vessel 

_ 40 Misuse of hazmat _ 98 No release X 97 Vehicle fuel system _ 60 Heavy equip. indust.!agri 
_ 50 Mechanical failure _ 99 Other 

_ 60 Design, construction _ 00 Undetermined 
_ 98 No equipment involved _ 98 No mobile property involved 
_ 99 Other _ 99 Other 

installation deficiency _ 00 Undetermined - 00 Undetermined 

ACTION TAKEN (CHECK ONE OR MORE) 
_ 92 Refer to proper authority _ 42 ID/analysis of hazmat _ 61 Crowd control 

_ 31 Rescue, remove from harm _ 43 Evacuation _ 62 Traffic control _ 97 Hazmat response, material 
_ 32 Extrication, disentanglement _ 44 Establish safe area _ 63 Notify other agency determined to be non-

F _ 33 Emergency medical services _ 45 Monitor _ 64 Provide public information hazardous 
_ 35 Search _ 46 Decon-person/equip. X 71 Investigate _ 98 No action taken 
_ 36 Transport _ 47 Decon-area (clean up) _ 73 Shut down system _ 99 Other 
_ 41 Remove hazard (neutralized) X 48 Contain/control hazmat _ 82 Secure property 

CHEMICAL NAME OR TRADE NAME (PRINT OR TYPE) DOT ID NUMBER DOT HAZARD CLASS CASE NUMBER 

Diesel fuel 1993 3 111314/0335/335/ 18845 
PHYSICAL STATE STORED PHYSICAL STATE RELEASED QUANTITY RELEASED ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION EXTENT OF RELEASE 

(LBS., GAL., ETC.) 
1 Air X3 Ground 

(SEE CODES /1] BELOW) 

-
_ 1 Solid X2 Liquid _3 Gas - 1 Solid X 2 Liquid - 3 Gas 15 Gal 2 Water 9 Other 7 - -
CONTAINER DESCRIPTION CONTAINER TYPE LEVEL OF CONTAINER (SEE CODES {3] CONTAINER MATERIAL CONTAINER CAPACITY 

1 Fixed 1 Insulated - - (SEE CODES {2] BELOW) BELOW) (SEE CODES [4] BELOW) (LBS., GAL., ETC.) 

2 Portable 2 Pressurized - -X 3 Mobile - 3 Armored 41 30 2 150 Gal 
CHEMICAL NAME OR TRADE NAME (PRINT OR TYPE) DOT ID NUMBER DOT HAZARD CLASS CASE NUMBER 

PHYSICAL STATE STORED PHYSICAL STATE RELEASED QUANTITY RELEASED ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION EXTENT OF RELEASE 
(LBS., GAL., ETC.) 

1 Air 3 Ground 
(SEE CODES [1] BELOW) 

- -
G _ 1 Solid ___'.__ 2 Liquid _ 3 Gas - 1 Solid _ 2 Liquid - 3 Gas 2 Water 9 Other - -

CONTAINER DESCRIPTION CONTAINER TYPE LEVEL OF CONTAINER (SEE CODES [3] CONTAINER MATERIAL CONTAINER CAPACITY 
- 1 Fixed - 1 Insulated (SEE CODES [2] BELOW) BELOW) (SEE CODES [4] BELOW) (LBS., GAL., ETC.) 

2 Portable 2 Pressurized - -
3 Mobile 3 Armored - -

EXTENT OF RELEASE CODES (1) CONTAINER TYPE CODES (2) LEVEL OF CONTAINER CODES (3) CONTAINER MATERIAL CODES (4) 
1 Confined to vehicle/equipment 11 Drum 11 Ground level 1 Iron and iron alloys 
2 Confined to room of origin 12 Cylinder 30 Above ground 2 Aluminum and aluminum alloys 
3 Confined to floor of origin 13 Can or bottle 40 Below ground 3 Copper and copper alloys 
4 Confined to structure of origin 14 Carboy 4 Plastic (includes fiberglass), rigid 
6 Confined to property use of origin 15 Box or carton 5 Plastic, flexible 
7 Release beyond property use of origin 16 Bag 6 Wood, paper, and cellulose products 21 Tank or silo (including vehicle 
8 NO RELEASE 

cargo tanks) 33 Well 7 Glass 
9 Other (explain in Comments) 22 Pipe 41 Vehicular fuel tank 9 Other (explain in Comments) 
0 Undetermined 24 Machinery or process equipment 98 NO CONTAINER 0 Undetermined 

31 Sump/Pit 99 Other (explain in Comments) 
32 Pond or surface impoundment 00 Undetermined 

REPORTING OFFICER NAME/RANKll.D. NO. (PRINT OR TYPE) /DATE COMMENTS ON ATIACHMENT 

N. Doko, Sergeant, ID 17366 11113/2014 0Yes ~No 



MORE THAN TWO SUBSTANCES INVOLVED (LIST ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON CHP 556) 

H 
0Yes lZJNo 
SPECIAL STUDIES - LOCAL USE I SPECIAL STUDIES- STATE USE 

I 
1. A B c D 2. A B c D 3. A B c D 4. A B C D 5. A B c D 6. A B c D 

HAZMAT IDENTIFICATION SOURCES (CHECK BEST DESCRIPTION(S}} HAZMAT CASUALTIES NO. OF NO.OF NO. 

X 19 On-site fire services 58 T ox center _ 78 Shipping papers DEGON.I INJURIES FATALITIES 
- EXPOSED 

- 25 Private info source - 59 Chemtrec - 87 Computer software 

29 Off-site fire services 71 DOT manual x 98 No reference Responding agency 
0 0 0 j - - personnel 

40 On-site non-fire services 73 MSDS material used - -
60 Off-site non-fire services 75 Placards/signs 99 other Others 0 0 0 - - -

54 Chemist -
VEHICLE MAKE/YEAR I VEHICLE LICENSE NO. I STATE I VEHICLE l.D. NO. (VIN} CNDOTIPUCllCC NO. I COMPANY NAME. 

K Freightliner/2015 2290299 IN 3AKJGEDV6FSGD8761 CA 32216 Southwest Traders, Inc. 
JUDICIAL DISTRICT BEAT NCIC NUMBER PLACARDS REQUIRED I PHOTOGRAPHS 

San Francisco 83 9335 0Yes 0No 0Yes ONo 

MILEPOST INFORMATION TIME O.E.S. NOTIFIED TIME CALTRANSICOUNTY ROADS NOTIFIED 

M 0530 Feet East of milepost 80-SF-5.564 04:25 04:08 
··-·--·-··-·--····---·-·- ··---····-----··----···--··--··--··-·-··-··-·-·······--..... -·-····-·······-··· ..... ---· ·····--· 

D At intersection with 

0 Or:6 Feet/miles West of Beale Street Undercrossing 
CARRIER'S NAME PHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE} 

N 
Southwest Traders, Inc. (951) 375-2823 
ADDRESS (INCLUDE CITY, STATE AND ZIP CODE) 

3514 La Grande Blvd., Sacramento, CA 95823 
DRIVER'S NAME I LICENSE NUMBER AND STATE PHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE} 

Derrick Lashon Bighem B6298990 ( 408) 890- I 970 
0 

ADDRESS (INCLUDE CITY, STATE AND ZIP CODE} 

7278 Fair Play Dr., N. Highlands, CA 95660 

CHP NUMBER PUC NUMBER 

Enter at least one of CA I I I 3 I 2 I 2 I I I 6 T I I I I I I I p either the CHP, DOT, DOT NUMBER ICC NUMBER 
PUC, or ICC number. 

us I I I I I I I MCI I I I I I I 
If applicable, enter cargo tank specification number and/or at least one of the following: 

CARGO TANK 
Q SPECIFICATION NUMBER 1. CHP carqo tank reoistration number (CT. . .) 

DOT-E I 
I I I I MC I 2. DHS Waste Hauler Comoliance Sticker number 

CITATION ISSUED OR COMPLAINT TO BE FILED OTHER HAZARDOUS MATERIALS VIOLATIONS (NON-CAUSATIVE) 

D Yes 0 No 0 Not determined D Yes* 0 No 

PRIMARY CAUSE OF INCIDENT DID WEATHER CONTRIBUTE TO EITHER CAUSE AND/OR SEVERITY OF INCIDENT? 

D Violation 34506(b) VC/C.C.R. Section [8J Yes* 0 No 
R 

AFTER ACTION REPORT REQUIRED? (REFER TO G. 0. 100. 79) 

0 Other Code violation 
22107VC 

D Yes* 0 No 

COLLISION REPORT MADE? !NUMBER 
0 Other cause* 0 Yes* 0 No 111314/335/335/18845 
DATE AND TIME SCENE DECLARED SAFE I BY WHOM (NAME, TITLE AND AGENCY 

s 11/I3/2014 09:07 John Zatezalo, Sergeant/Incident Commander, CHP 
ROAD CLOSURE Alternative 
D None D Full--Hours: lZJ Partial--Hours:3 D route--Hours: 

Complete narrative on CHP 556 
ELEMENTS (AS APPLICABLE}: (IF MORE THAN ONE CARRIER OR MORE THAN THREE COMMODITIES ARE INVOLVED, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IN NARRATIVE.} 

T 1. Sequence of events 3. Evacuation details 5. Cleanup actions 7. CHP personnel data--name, rank, l.D. no., function, 

2. Road closures 4. Environmental impact 6. Actions of other agencies exposure, hours 

PREPARER'S NAME, RANK, AND l.D. NUMBER DATE REVIEWER'S NAME, RANK, AND l.D. NUMBER DATE 

N. Doko, Sergeant, ID 17366 11/13/2014 J. Primicerio, Lieutenant, 15620 11/13/2014 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr .. Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
111 GRAND AVENUE 
P.O. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0600 

& ~I I 

PHONE (510) 286-4506 
FAX (510) 286-4482 

Serious drought. 

TTY 711 
Help save water! 

www.dot.ca.gov 

November 17, 2014 

Board of Supervisors 
City & County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The attached report is submitted pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 25180.7. 

c: .. 

The report documents information regarding the illegal discharge (or threatened illegal 
discharge) of hazardous waste which could cause substantial injury to the public health or safety. 

The report is submitted on behalf of employees of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). 

Sincerely, 

KIMC.LE 
District Office Chief 
Office of Maintenance Services 

Attachment 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California's economy and livability" 

:·-1:--·: 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

PROPOSITION 65 REPORTING FORM 

AGENCY: Caltrans REPORT DATE: November 13, 2014 

Office of Maintenance Services REORTED BY: L. Horan 

111 Grand Avenue, 6th Floor TELEPHONE: (510) 286-4492 

Oakland, CA 945612 TIME: 12:00 AM 

ROUTE: EB80 POST MILE: 5.49 

DATE OF INCIDENT: November 13, 2014 ADDRESS: EB 80 just east of 1st Street 

COUNTY OF INCIDENT: San Francisco 

OWNER: Unknown 

DESCRIPTION CAUSE OF ACCIDENT: 

Jack knifed big rig, punctured fuel tank. 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY NAME: Unknown TELEPHONE: 

IDENTIFICATION OF DISCHARGE WASTE 

Diesel Fuel 

CHEMICAL NAME: PHYSICAL STATE: VOLUME: 

COMMON NAME: Diesel Fuel Liquid 30 gallons 

ENVIRONMENT AFFECTE: LOCALE: 

• Roadway D Residential 

D Sewer or Storm Drain D Commercial 

D Bay/Ocean D Other Area 

D Air • Public Property 

• Other Deck Drain to Caltrans Yard D Private Property 

DESCRIPTION OF EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION: 

Diesel Fuel on roadway and in Caltrans yard below Bay Bridge 

NUMBER OF PERSONS REPORTEDLY INJURED: MEDICAL TREATMENT RECEIVED: 

Unknown Yes a No D 
OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION: 

SERVICE REQUEST #863366 Cal-OES #14-6454 Cleanup by Environmental Logistics 



Ride Sharing s :\:,J ::r~ 
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Over the years many suggestions have been offered up and many measure haJe1 He~hif'~~Ji, t6'~ask: I! 9 
traffic .. , -~.. ·--~-------· -···------ .. 
on our streets and highways. 
This ushered in ride sharing vehicles/taxis. San Francisco gladly welcomes all the help we can to combat 
congestion. However, when a business engages in collecting revenue for its services as do ride sharing 
operators, it is akin to operating an unmarked taxi, and this is an unsafe practice. Passengers whom 
rely on ride sharing operations are rolling the dice with their life. 

The following are facts pertaining to ride sharing and some measures that _I believe need to be taken 
immediately. 

1) let's have an implicit understanding that it's against the law to operate any business without a 
business permit 

2) any vehicle performing commerce in San Francisco must be certified and have appropriate decals 
affixed 

in such a manner that the identifying numbers are clearly visible from a distance of at least 35 feet. 
This should also pertain to vehicles that are performing recycling activities, and for limousine services 
that have elected to conduct service as a taxi. 

3) any self-employed individual in San Francisco irrespective of which state the company might be 
based in, must 

be required to obtain a permit to conduct business in San Francisco. There is no distinction between 
ride sharing operators and sub haulers. They must all pay their fair share of taxes. 

4) as a concerned citizen and registered voter, I recommend that all ride sharing operators and 
individuals 

not in compliance with all city, state, and federal regulations, in San Francisco should cease and 
desist 

until such time they are in compliance. 

5) in regards to matters of safety, no one is above the law; The San Francisco Police Department should 
be granted the authority to impound vehicles not in compliance as outlined in (ITEM 4) above. 

If San Francisco Supervisors see fit to give final approval for short term rentals facilitated by companies 
such as Airbnb, then let's fire off another rocket docket to address ride sharing. 

In closing, I believe that if ride sharing operators are allowed to perform business without adhering to 
the law 
and to regulations, then refunds should be awarded to any individuals who can provide substantiation 
that they received a ticket for operating their business without proper permits. 

Thanks, for your attention 

Thevoice.fitch3@gmail.com 
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Stop Light Sensors 
I Ji I El FH I : I: 9 

~e~~~;~;~isco is regarded as one of the world's most beautiful cities. With our abun?~~:!!~:~~i~~--- _ 

and proximity to Silicon Valley, we should also be regarded as one of most safest cities to live in. There 
are many measures we can implement to bring this to fruition. 

I propose that we start with areas that have a high pedestrian traffic count and school zones. Strategic 
placement of motion detecting light sensors that emit a bright intermittent flashing beam, from light poles 
and stop lights would greatly deter crime and enhance safety. 

There have been too many instances where motorists have failed to stop for pedestrians at crosswalks, 
with tragic consequences. San Francisco Supervisors have discussed the feasibility with implementation 
of light sensors throughout the city, for quite some time now. It's time to take action! 

What other measures can we take to make San Francisco a safer place to live? 

The San Francisco Police Department need to be edified as to truck routes being used by operators 
pulling 
trailers over 27 feet in length. Under no circumstances should they allowed to travel through residential 
neighborhoods. This particular situation has spiraled out of control. Not only do these trucks create 
a hazardous traffic environment when travelling through neighborhoods, they also subject residents to 
elevated carbon monoxide level. Law enforcement should be granted the authority to cite drivers 
that are in violation. 

The City should being issuing public service announcements to educate adults that they must escort 
toddlers while crossing streets. Any adult whom fails to hold their child's hand while walking them across 
streets, should be cited for child endangerment. 

Of course, it goes without say that all pedestrians need to pay attention to the environment around them, 
and must practice some good old fashioned common sense. Just because a light turns red, one shouldn't 
assume that motorists are going to stop, due to ignorance, carelessness, or as a result of mechanical 
failure. · · 

Pedestrians must train themselves in the habit of waiting for vehicles to come to a complete stop 
prior to crossing. 

Thanks, for your attention 

Thevoice.fitch3@gmail.com 



/f 

Dear Governor Brown: 

As a concerned citizen I am writing in hopes of making your office aware of grave problems our 
state is experiencing with the following: 

-police misconduct 
- mismanaged emergency operation centers 
- lack of surveillance cameras for law enforcement agencies 

Allow me to expound further on the above cited points for the purpose of shedding illumination. 

In regards to police misconduct, the following are just some of the egregious activities police 
officers have engaged in with tragic consequences: 

- Recently, a suspect was met with a hail of bullets and killed by SFPD officers after the 
suspect's car had rolled over. 
- Recently, a man armed with a box cutter was shot and killed by SFPD officers. 
- Recently, a man armed with a stun gun was shot and killed by SFPD officers. 
- Recently, a wheelchair bound, disabled man was shot and killed by SFPD officers. 
- Recently, an individual guilty of MUNI fare evasion was shot and killed by SFPD officers. 
- Recently, two individuals engaging in attempted auto theft were shot, with one injured, and the 
other killed by SFPD officers. · 

The very people we've entrusted to protect and serve us are engaging in the act of unjustifiable 
homicide. 
I would ask your office where the accountability for these actions lie? 

In regards to BOC (911 centers), it is clear to me that many are operating with inadequate 
personnel, and operating 
under archaic guidelines, which are ill equipped to meet bandwidth of demand. I've called 911 on 
several occasions, 
only to be placed on hold for several minutes. 

San Francisco with its abundance of financial resources has not scaled its BOC services 
proportionately with 
other large cities in the state. There are scores of documented complaints on file still under 
review and investigation. 
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I encourage your office to mandate that every police agency in the state mount surveillance 
cameras on every . 
vehicle in its fleet and to equip all police officers with same. In this new millennium, we must 
take advantage 
of the technology available to us to create tools to further cause of fighting crime. This will 
bring full transparency 
to the life cycle of a crime and remove any ambiguity as to whom the perpetrator/(s) are. 

This newly added layer of transparency will also lend the benefit of bringing forth a stronger 
bond between 
police officers and the community that they serve in. 

Respectfully, 

John Fitch 
e: thevoice.fitch3@grnail.com 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

November 24, 2014 

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Form 700 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

This is to inform you that the following individuals have submitted a Form 700 
Statement: 

Rachel Redondiez -Legislative Aide -Leaving 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Houman Forood [hforood@gmail.com] 
Monday, November 24, 2014 7:47 AM 
Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS); Nuru, Mohammed; Palone, Kriztina (MYR); Cohen, Malia 
(BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Tang, 
Katy (BOS); BreedStaff (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
City streets and roads 

Dear Mayor and City supervisors, 

I just jump right into it. Our city streets are in a dire situation. You all live in San Francisco and you must have 
noticed how horrendous our street conditions are. 

Over the past few years I have spent thousands of dollars on car alignment and new tires since potholes do 
serious damage to cars. Secondly, it is a safety issue. Drivers divide their attention between avoiding potholes 
and watching out for pedestrians, cyclists and other cars. If it were not for PG&E retrofitting pipelines around 
the city, many more streets would have not been repaved. 

I have traveled the world and I must say including 3rd world countries, our city has one of the worst street and 
road conditions. We are experiencing one of the best economic booms of our lifetime yet our street conditions 
are among one of the worst. Please take pride in the upkeep of our city and fix the problem. 

Thanx, 

Houman F orood 
A concerned citizen 

1 



From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
To: 
Subject: 

Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS) 
FW: City streets and roads 

From: Nuru, Mohammed 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 10:52 AM 
To: Houman Forood 
Cc: Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS); Palone, Kriztina (MYR); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Lee, Mayor (MYR); 
Chiu, David (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); BreedStaff (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Subject: RE: City streets and roads 

Dear Houman Forood, 

Thank you for taking the time to contact me. 

As you noted, we are experiencing one of the best economic booms of our lifetime, and with that we are experiencing 
an unprecedented amount of construction in our city. Old buildings are coming down and new ones are going up, vacant 
lots are being developed and our aging infrastructure is getting long-needed upgrades. Unfortunately, construction 
projects can be disruptive but do result in much-needed improvements. 

As for the condition of our streets: The regional Metropolitan Transportation Commission assesses the condition of our 
roadways and assigns a score of between 0 and 100, with zero being the worst and 100 being the best. Our average 
score is 66. While not perfect, we have been showing steady improvement in the past several years, thanks in large part 
to San Francisco voters who in 2011 passed a $248 million general obligation bond to help fund street improvements. 
That, along with general fund and other funding sources, has allowed us to make important strides. Last year, we 
resurfaced an unprecedented 913 blocks; breaking the record achieved the year before of 854 blocks. This year, we're 
on pace to match or beat last year's pace. 

That said, we know we have more work to do. In the meantime, please report any potholes or road defects to 311 so it 
will be logged into our system and we can address. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me again with concerns and/or questions. 

Best regards, 

Mohammed Nuru 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

San Francisco Public Works 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 348 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-6920 

1 
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To: Evans, Derek 
Subject: File 141001 FW: DOSW: Minutes of Commission on the Status of Women Special Meeting on 

Proposed Equal Pay Ordinance 
Attachments: COSW Special Meeting on Equal Pay legislation cvr ltr 112414.pdf; COSW Special Meeting 

Minutes_ 111214 APPROVED.pdf 

From: Murase, Emily (WOM) [mailto:emily.murase@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 24, 2014 1:50 PM 
To: BOS-Supervisors 
Cc: BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Subject: DOSW: Minutes of Commission on the Status of Women Special Meeting on Proposed Equal Pay Ordinance 

Colleagues, 

The Commission on the Status of Women appreciated the action by the board to allow additional time for discussing the 
proposed Equal Pay Ordinance. Attached please find the minutes of the November 12 Commission on the Status of 
Women Special Meeting which were adopted by the Commission on Friday, November 21. The cover letter also notes 
additional written letters of support from members of the community. 

Emily 

Emily M. Murase, PhD 
Executive Director 
San Francisco Department on the Status of Women 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415.252.2571 
www.sfgov.org/dosw 

***In 1998, San Francisco became the first city in the world to enact a local ordinance 14lecting the principles of the UN Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), an international bill of rights for women that then-President Jimmy Carter 
signed but has yet to be ratified by the US Senate, leaving the US among just 7 nations, and the only industrialized nation, in the world who have not 
signed on. In March 2014, Mayor Edwin Lee challenged I 00 U.S. cities to become CED AW cities in time for the US Conference of Mayors meeting to 

be hosted by San Francisco in June 2015. Learn more at www.cities4cedaw.org. *** 
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Emily M. Murase, PhD 
Executive Director 

City and County of San Francisco 

Department on the Status of Women 

November 24, 2014 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

City Hall, Room 244 

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94012 

Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Re: File No. 141001 [Administrative Code - Requiring city Contractors to Submit Equal Pay Report; 

Creating Equal Pay Advisory Board] 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

Attached please find the approved meeting minutes of the Special Commission on the Status of Women 

Meeting conducted on Wednesday, November 12, 2014. The only item on the agenda was the proposed 

Equal Pay legislation which was agendized by the Commission leadership as a discussion item only. The 

meeting was convened in order to hear from an expanded range of stakeholders. 

In addition to public comment, the Commission received written statements of support for the 

legislation from the following individuals and organizations: 

• Patricia Bellasama, President, California National Organization for Women 

• Marisa Diaz, Ruth Chance Law Fellow, Equal Rights Advocates 

• Board of Directors, San Francisco Women's Political Committee 

• Brenda Barros, San Francisco General Hospital Chapter President, Service Employees 

International Union 1021. 

While the Commission strongly supports equal pay and heard from many speakers about their support 

for equal pay at the meeting, there were many unanswered questions, for example, about the specific 

data to be required to be disclosed, and the impact, intended and unintended, of the legislation. As 

documented in the minutes, Commissioners expressed concerns about the need for additional outreach, 

the timeline included in the legislation, and the resources available to implement the legislation. The 

Commission looks forward to working with the Board of Supervisors further on this important issue. 

Yours sincerely, 

Emily M. Murase 

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 I San Francisco, CA 94102 I sfgov.org/dosw I dosw@sfgov.org I 415.252.2570 



NANCY KIRSHNER
RODRIGUEZ 
President 

ANDREA SHORTER 
Vice President 

AMY ACKERMAN 
Commissioner 

ALICIA GAMEZ 
Commissioner 

MARY JUNG 
Commissioner 

JULIE D. SOO 
Commissioner 

EMILY MURASE, PhD 
Executive Director 

City and County of San Francisco 

Commission on the Status of Women 
Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
Executive Director Emily M. Murase, PhD 

SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
Wednesday, November 12, 2014 

4-5:30 pm 
City Hall, Room 416 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Members Present 
President Nancy Kirshner
Rodriguez 
Vice President Andrea Shorter 
Commissioner Amy Ackerman 
Commissioner Alicia Gamez 
Commissioner Julie D. Soo 
Excused 
Commissioner Mary Jung 

Staff Present 
Executive Director Emily Murase, PhD 
Associate Director Carol Sacco 
Director of Women's Policy Minouche Kandel 
Executive Management Assistant Iris Wong 
Policy Fellows Allison Ipsen & Elizabeth Newman 
PAAWBAC Fellow Sarah-Maya De Guzman 

I. CALL TO ORDER/ AGENDA CHANGES 
Vice President Andrea Shorter called the meeting to order. She stated that the special meeting will be a 
review of the Equal Pay Legislation currently under consideration by the Board of Supervisors, and reminded 
Commissioners that no action items will be taken this evening. 

Commissioner Ackerman expressed extreme disappointment that the agenda was set for discussion of the 
legislation and not for action, such that the Commission was prevented from taking action on the proposed 
legislation. Commission Gamez agreed. 
Action: To approve the meeting agenda as proposed. m/s/c {Sao/Gamez/unanimous) 

11. EQUAL PAY LEGISLATION 
Dr. Murase introduced the item and a list of invited speakers to present their perspectives. 

1. Hilary Ronen, Legislative Aide of Supervisor David Campos 
Ms. Ron en provided background of the Equal Pay Legislation introduced by Supervisor Campos. The 
legislation was introduced following President Obama's Federal Directive for the Department of Labor to 
collect equal pay data from federal contractors. The City and County of San Francisco does $5.2 Billion 
worth of business with vendors. Supervisor Campos' office contacted Commission President Nancy 
Kirshner-Rodriguez, who suggested connecting with various federal agencies. 

President Nancy Kirshner-Rodriguez arrived at 4:25pm. 
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2. Demetria Manuselis, US Department of Labor - Wage & Hour Division 
Ms. Manuselis explained that her office conducts investigations to determine compliance with federal 
wage and hour laws. But, she stated, she is unable to answer specific questions about the proposed 
ordinance as her division only investigates allegations of wage and hour violations. The Office of Federal 
Contract Compliance gathers salary data. · 

3. Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Executive Director of Small Business Commission 
Director Dick-Endrizzi thanked Supervisor Campos's office for introducing the legislation and thanked the 
Commission for reviewing it. She stated that the Small Business Commission reviewed the legislation on 
October 27, 2014 and expressed support for the intent of the legislation, but recommended the Board 
allow time for the Human Rights Commission and Commission on the Status of Women to review it, 
since these two agencies are expected to participate in the Equal Pay Advisory Board. 

She stated concerns regarding the timeline outlined in the legislation that may affect a meaningful and 
effective implementation of the proposed ordinance. 

4. Bianca Polovina, Investigator for Anti-Discrimination Division of Human Rights Commission 

Ms. Polovina presented three main challenges of the proposed ordinance. 
a. Categorization of sex and race - In the legislation, sex is classified as "gender," which does not 

include members of the LGBTQ community. Employees may also not want to disclose information 
regarding their sex. Similarly, data collection of an employee's race is not straightforward. There 
is currently no consistent system to collect bi-racial or multi-racial employees. Employers may not 
have adequate resources to categorize their employees appropriately, which may result in the 
exclusion of some races and incomplete data. 

b. Information gathering by employers can be very challenging. 
c. Associated costs and implementation - The professional and administrative staff of the Human 

Rights Commission are tasked to review the equal pay reports. Currently, the agency has very 
limited staffing, and would require new staff and an increased budget. To secure approval of 
these can be a long process. 

5. Ruth Silver Taube, Co-Founder, Bay Area Equal Pay Collaborative 
Ms. Taube stated that EEO mandates that employers of 100 or more employees are required to 
complete the form EE0-1. Albuquerque, New Mexico, recently passed a similar ordinance, and San 
Francisco has an opportunity learn from its experiences to make the local ordinance even more effective. 

6. Darolyn Davis, CEO & President of Davis Public Relations 

Ms. Davis stated that she supports equal pay, but is concerned with the manner of achieving this goal. 
She has reservations about the proposed legislation because there has not been enough time for small 
business owners to participate. She recognized that the Human Rights Commission is understaffed and 
under-sourced. Companies without an in-house human resources agency would be required to hire a 
private attorney to complete the report, which can be very costly. She urged that more time be taken to 
fully consider the legislation. 

Ms. Davis recommended that the study be conducted first, before finalizing new requirements. Many 
organizations would also appreciate a chance to provide insights, such as the African American Chamber 
of Commerce. 
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7. Juliana Choy Sommer, President of Asian American Contractor Association 
As President of the Asian American Contractors Association, and President of Priority Architectural 
Graphics, a local business enterprise that regularly does business with the City, Ms. Sommers stated that 
rather than shape behavior via punishment, business owners respond better with incentives. She 
emphasized the complexities of conducting business in San Francisco as a result of existing requirements, 
and that this new requirement would add to that complexity. She stated that she also would have 
appreciated being outreached to in order to provide feedback on the legislation, which has a broad 
impact. 

Ill. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 

1. Debbi Lerman from San Francisco Human Services Network expressed support for the legislation. 

2. Rachael Langston from Legal Aid Society- Employment Law Center expressed support for the legislation. 
She stated that business owners should know all the legal requirements before starting a business. 

3. Roberta Guise, Public Policy Co-Chair of American Association of University Women (AAUW) expressed 
support for the legislation. She stated that the proposed legislation is a shell that the advisory board 
would fill in, and hopes it will move forward. 

4. Conny Ford, Program Director of San Francisco Labor Council, expressed support for the legislation. She 
stated that the legislation only affects businesses with 500 or more employees. 

5. Cynthia Crews expressed support for the legislation. She stated that there is no reason to delay the 
approval of the legislation. 

6. Shanell Williams, Paoua Robles, Jada Green, Ardelia Lewis, Jennifer Salcedo, and Melanie Padilia from the 
Center for Young Women's Development recounted their own experience with lack of equal pay, and 
expressed support for the legislation. 

7. Hene Kelly expressed support for the legislation. She stated that she wants young women to have 
equality, and that the legislation is just to gather data. 

8. Nancy Rock urged that additional outreach be conducted to ensure the best possible results. 

9. Myrna Melgar from Jamestown Community Center expressed support for the legislation. She stated that 
she looks forward to a system that will guide business owners like herself towards equal pay. 

10. Frank Landen, Human Resources Manager at Huckleberry Youth Programs, urged additional time to 
ensure the best possible legislation. 

11. Alysabeth Alexander from SEIU 1021 recounted her own experience with lack of equal pay compared to 
her male counterparts, and stated that serious wage discrimination occurs because employers lack 
comprehensive mechanism. 

12. Tami Bryant from SEIU 1021 expressed support for the legislation, stating that it is just a study. 
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Commissioners thanked both the invited and public speakers for their input and recommendations. 

Commissioner Ackerman stated that the one minute allotted for Commissioners' comments is insufficient 
for her to express her opinion on the legislation. She recognized that the testimonies urged for more 
outreach, the timeline may need adjusting, and that the Human Rights Commission would need to have 
additional staffing and budget to implement the program. 

Commissioner Gamez recognized the challenges of data collection addressed by the speakers, but the 
consumers have a right to receive information they deem necessary. She expressed support for the 
legislation. 

President Kirshner-Rodriguez agreed with Commissioner Ackerman and stated the necessity of passing a 
comprehensive legislation from the beginning. 

Commissioner Soo urged that the advisory board conduct the equal pay study first. 

Vice President Shorter stated that the Commission has worked on equal pay for several years, but she has 
serious reservations about the currently proposed legislation. 

Dr. Murase stated she will draft a formal letter to the Board of Supervisors based on tonight's meeting. The 
proposed legislation will be considered by the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday, November 25, 2014. 

IV. ADJOURNMENT 
Action: To adjourn the meeting. 

Meeting was adjourned at 6 pm. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) [bos.legislation@sfgov.org] 
Monday, November 24, 2014 4:25 PM 
'timothy.arcuri@cowen.com'; 'Stephen Antonaros'; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); 
Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); 
Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); 
Cabreros, Glenn (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; 
BOS-Legislative Aides; IDick@fbm.com; Afuller@fbm.com; 714515@gmail.com; Irving; 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS) 
Lamug, Joy; BOS Legislation (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS) 
Appeals of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for 2853-2857 Broderick Street 
- Supplemental Documentation from Appellant 

Please find linked below four letters received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Irving Zaretsky, appellant, 
concerning the Categorical Exemption appeal for 2853-2857 Broderick Street. 

Appellant Letter No. 1 - 11/23/2014 

Appellant Letter No. 2 - 11/23/2014 

Appellant Letter No. 3 - 11/23/2014 

Appellant Letter - 11/24/2014 

You are invited to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 141083 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on November 25, 2014. 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Centerprovides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
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not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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From:· 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

714515@gmail.com 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 3:28 PM 
Mark Farrell 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); 
Fessler, Thomas (DBI); Tam, Tina (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; dorinetowle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman; 
Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Povlitz; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenigrnan.com; wrnore@aol.com; nancy leavens 
nancy; Will Morehead(; dod.fraser@grnail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; 
Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lrni.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); 
Cynthia2ndernall@grnail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; 
info@cowhollowassociation.org; Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS); IDick@fbm.com; Calvillo, 
Angela (BOS) 
BOS HEARING NOV 25 -2853 BRODERICK PERMIT ISSUES 
2B53 Brod permit 201103111905.pdf; 2853 Brod list of7 perrnits.pdf; ATT00001.txt; 2853 
Brod permit 201103252839.pdf; ATT00002.txt; 2853 Brod perrnit201108031630.pdf; 
ATT00003.txt; 2853 Brod permit 201209260727.pdf; 2853 Brod permit 201309247638.pdf; 
ATT00004.txt; 2853 Brod permit 201309066151.pdf; ATT00005.txt; 2853 Brod Permit no. 
201307010898.pdf; ATT00006.txt -------·-------1 

RECEIVED AFtER THE El.EVEN-DAY 
DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO AOMtN, 

CODE1 SECTION 31,18(b)(5) 
141083 

(Nata: Pt.nUant to eelff«nla Oc:Mmmerit Code. Sedlol'I 

Dear Supervisor Farrell: 
66009(b)(2), lrrfOtrndon received at.. or prior to. ttwJ pWIG 

hearing Wll be lrtduded as part of ttie onldal lie.) 

Appellant response to 2853-57 Broderick Street: Appeal 
of Categorical Exemption 

Hearing November 25, 2014 

Project Permits: THE CASE OF BRODERICKGATE 

As unbelievable as it sounds, this project has had seven permits and permit applications 
underlying the construction to date. It has become an iconic project-case for its use of the 
serial and piecemeal permit process which has been rejected by the California Supreme Court 
(December 1988) in the case of Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc. 
vs. The Regents of the University of San Francisco. 

The project at 2853-57 Broderick is the case of one citizen-project sponsor who decides that 
she will not abide by the Rules, that the Rules do not apply to her, and that she will do 
things her own way because she knows the mazeways and byways of the permitting process to 
evade the Rules, and that she can secure the partnership of the Department of City Planning 
and the Building Department to assist her in deviating from them. 

Further, she can hire a lawyer to navigate these issues who is currently a sitting member 
(occupying the seat of member-at-large) of the Code Advisory Committee to the Building 
Department. The mission of the Committee is: 

"To preserve and promote the Health, Safety, and Welfare of the public through the 
regulation of the built environment with codes and standards that are clear, concise, 
consistent and enforceable .... 

to deliberate and make recommendations on matters pertaining to the development and 
improvement of the content of the San Francisco Building Coda".as well as related rules and 
regulations 

or proposed ordinances that the Director of the Building Inspection Department 
determines may have an impact on construction permits~. 
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We are sure that the project sponsor has given her lawyer a case that is an abundant 
inventory of violations that she can attempt to handle. 

The reasons for this inordinate number of unnecessary permits lie with the project sponsor 
who, strictly, on her own volition: 

1. Refused to abide by the permit 201103252839 issued to her in September 2012 by DBI after 
approval by the Board of Appeals. This Permit is the result of an Agreement she reached with 
the neighbors while under a CEQA appeal before the Board of Supervisors in 2012. That 
Agreement, which was mid-wifed by the City Planning Department and the Building Department, 
is the Permit 201103252839 which embeds the plans and Agreement as one non severable Permit, 
visible in the plans signed on September 4, 2012, and later that month approved for 
permitting by the Board of Appeals. Following the withdrawal of the CEQA appeal by Appellants 
(some of the same Appellants in the current case) as consideration for the resolution of the 
CEQA issues with the project sponsor, and the release of the Permit for construction 
according to the agreed plans, we are now again at a CEQA Hearing due to some of the same 
reasons that resulted from the breach of the Permit by the project sponsor. 

2. Decided to Nullify that Permit (plans and Agreement) to avoid scrutiny of the fact that 
she breached that Permit and Agreement and categorically refused any further 311 
Notifications, and possible appeals, required by her voluntary change of plans that required 
that such changes be brought back in front of the community just as was the original Permit 
was. 

3. Relied on the City Planning Department and Building Department to support her in violating 
the Rules and to condone construction on the job even while the violations and the 
requirement of the Rules prohibited such construction until the Permit violations were cured 
and the Permit was free and clear of any further legal processes required prior to issuance. 

4. Once demolition inside the building structure was undertaken under permit 201103111905 to 
remove (structural soft demo) and discard remnants of the fire-burned items, the remaining 6 
permits and permit applications share the following characteristics: 

a. Each time that the project sponsor did not ~ant to be accountable for any action on her 
own part or any requirement of the Rules, she simply applies for a new permit. She wants to 
avoid the transparency and accountability 

the Rules require her to give to the surrounding neighbors whose property and lives she 
impacts through her actions. 

b. These permits, in succession, are all derivative permits of the original parent-permit 
201103252839 whose process of Notification is imposed on all future derivative permits far 
the same project. 

c. They have all been issued prior ta being ripened for issuance and before Notification was 
given to the community in a timely way. 

d. They have all been suspended because the Notification process was not adhered to in a 
timely way and their issuance as Addenda Permits was deemed by the Zoning Administrator in 
February 2014 to have 

been inappropriate and lacking in compliance with the Notification requirement. 

e. The permit issuances were all allowed by City Planning and Building Department to give 
cover to the project sponsor to undertake construction) the very construction that is now 
being appealed. 
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f. They all allowed the project sponsor to engage in construction which she now claims to 
be an established fact and as "EXISTING CONDITIONS" which no longer need to be reviewed 
because they were. undertaken under 

"APPROVED« plans and permits. Such existing construction is claimed to be non 
reversible because of the added cost of construction. 

g. These permits allowed the construction which is now claimed by the project sponsor to be 
NON REVIEWABLE BY ANY AGENCY. 

The only permit application that is reviewable, according to the project sponsor and the 
Department of City Planning, is Permit 201307010898. That permit was originally submitted as 
the permit to address the Notice of Correction issued by the Building Department on June 25, 
2013 to the project sponsor when it was discovered that she mis-stated the height of the 
building on her plans. It was a uni- purpose permit applications which was issued as an 
Addenda Permit to address the height of the building issue. (Nonetheless, the project sponsor 
loaded up that permit application with other issues which she wanted to sneak in under the 
radar i~ similar fashion that she handled the original plans for permit 201103252839). 

Sometime between July 1, 2013, when the original permit application was handed in and now, 
that permit application was re-written to include all the previous five issued permits, later 
suspended and reinstated, and to act as an overarching canopy or 'GRAND OLE' PERMIT" to embed 
all previously issued permits and permit applications and thereby render those previously 
issued permits un-reviewable on their own issuance but only visible through this GRAND 
PERMIT. 

The one permit application not included in this 'permit round-up' is permit application 
201309066151 (dealing with building facade changes and historical preservation issues dealing 
with the entry ways to each unit). 

Ironically, this Permit application 201307010898 filed on July 1, 2013 to cure the Notice of 
Correction issued by the Building Department was NEVER ISSUED. It was held in someone's hip 
pocket for over a year before it was submitted to a 311 Notification (and consequent appeals) 
as was required. While such Notification would occur normally within a 30 day period of the 
filing of the permit application, this was not done for well over a year. 
Neither was anyone of those permits subject toa Categorical Exemption check list and review 
in a timely way prior to issuance, as they were finally in June 2014 just prior to the 
Planning Commission Hearing. That review was not conducted in a timely way. 

The meanwhile, construction continued on the job from April 2013 through February 2014 and 
the basic structural construction and the bones of the project were built before any 
Notification was made to the neighbors. · 
This construction is now being argued by the project sponsor to be an established fact AKA 
'EXISTING CONDITIONS'. 

And thus the case of BRODERICKGATE came about and is further evolving. 

BACKGROUND REVIEW OF EACH PERMIT: 

Permit 201103111905: 

This permit was applied for and issued on March 11) 2011 to Mrs. Inger Conrad, the previous 
owner of the property and our neighbor for nearly 50 years. It followed her request to 
remove only those elements that were fire damaged. She did not intend to undertake a huge 
major renovation, she just wanted to repair the flats so that she can move back in and rent 
out the lower flat, 2853 Broderick, as she had done consistently since she owned the 
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property. While she intended to put in a garage, she wanted the repair of the structure to 
be consistent with the funds that she would receive from her insurance co. which she 
believed, correctly, would not be sufficient to undertake a major renovation. 

Unfortunately, once the demolition was started, the structure was over demolished way beyond 
what Mrs. Conrad expected or wanted and she was left with a gutted building that became raw 
space with many challenges. 
The neighbors witnessed much of this and had been in touch with Mrs. Conrad and were well 
aware of the challenges that she faced. 

This permit is essentially no longer at issue in this case. The only significance is the 
over demolition which required a great deal bigger budget to reinstate to pre-existing 
conditions to the fire of March 2010. 

Permit 201103252839: 

This is the key permit to the project. It was applied for by Mrs. Conrad, the previous 
owner, it was filed on March 3, 2011 (the same date as the above demolition permit) and 
issued on April 17, 2012. There were a number of Hearings on this permit before the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Appeals. Mrs. Conrad was represented by her architect Stephen 
Antonaros who has accompanied the project to date. In May of 2012 the current owner Pam 
Whitehead purchased the property from Mrs. Conrad for $1,800,000 with a $50,000 down payment 
and Mrs. Conrad took back a three year note for $1,750,000. 

The appeals and Hearings continued and Pam Whitehead tbok over the permits and was 
represented by her architect Stephen Antonaros and her lawyer John Kevlin. At all times Pam 
Whitehead fully adopted the permits and vigorously defended them as her own and stated that 
she intended to re-build the structure as a two unit building with the upper unit, 2857 
Broderick, to serve as an owner-user flat. 

The appeals ended up as a CEQA Hearing and an agreement was forged with the help of 
Supervisor Mark Farrell and Catherine Stefani. 

The key feature of this Agreement was that it could not have been concluded without the 
direct partnership in formulating the Agreement by Scott Sanchez the Zoning Administrator, 
Historical Preservation and the Building Department. The Agreement and reflected plans (as an 
appendix) p1~ovided for a second means of egress for the bottom flat at 2853 Broderick because 
of the construction of a garage and additional room below ground. 

The second means of egress was formulated by the project sponsor with the full work and 
cooperation and approval of the Zoning Administrator, Historic Preservation and the Building 
Department and all signed off on the plans prior to the signing. They also approved the 
retaining of the staircase at the Western elevation 'as is' and the elimination of a deck and 
stairs as a second means of egress or any incursion into the South elevation yard set back. 
Finally, the envelope and the foot print of the building were to remain 'as is' without any 
additional changes. Should changes be required, the Agreement provided a mechanism for 
enacting those changes through notification to and agreement of the neighbors who signed the 
Agreement. All the surrounding neighbors signed it pursuant to the demand of the project 
sponsor and her lawyer. 

The Appellants withdrew their CEQA appeal before the Board of Supervisors. The Zoning 
Administrator offered the Appellants two choices to implement the Agreement and plans into a 
permit, either withdraw the appeal and move forward which will take a couple of weeks; or go 
through the Hearing and then move to a permit which would take several weeks or longer. At 
the request of the project sponsor, the Appellants withdrew the appeal and allowed the permit 
to be issued within a couple of weeks in hope that construction would commence immediately. 
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The withdrawal of the permit was done by Motion, before the Board of Supervisors, and was 
crafted by City Planning. 

The Board never heard the issues nor did it take any action based on a full Hearing. The 
language of the Motion was not drafted by the Appellants. It was prepared by City Planning 
and the Appellants accepted it as CONSIDERATION for the Agreement moving forward to a permit 
and the end of the dispute. 

While the project was ready for construction the third week of September, the project 
sponsor, unbeknown to any of the appellants, began to re-design the project and the building 
lay idle for approximately seven months. 

At this point, the project sponsor, along with support from City Planning, began the process 
of creating new permits to be issued because she did not want to be bound by the provisions 
of the Permit 201103252839. She lifted the building under that permit and then abandoned it. 
It was discovered after the building was lifted to create a garage, that the project sponsor 
breached the Permit and was forced to submit plan revisions pursuant to a Notice of 
Correction issued by the Building Department on June 25, 2013. 

PERMIT.201108031630: 

The Permit was filed on August 3, 2011 on behalf of the Conrad Trust by Stephen Antonaros and 
issued on February 8, 2012 to an authorized agent named Philip Whitehead with the contractor 
to be Block Construction Co. 
Allegedly, Pam Whitehead had been involved with the project for quite sometime before she 
actually purchased the property in May 2012. It was a construction permit allegedly for Mrs. 
Conrad, although that was used by Pam Whitehead after the purchase to allow for the 
continuation of the permit. Th!;! amount of construction was listed as $320,000. However, 
that was relative to the insurance proceeds that Mrs. Conrad was to receive and not the 
actual construction cost of the project given the fire and the extensive demolition that was 
done thereafter. 

But, that figure continued to be used. To date there has been no actual and real contractor 
construction costs presented to any permit either by the Conrad Trust or by Pam Whitehead. 

The permit has been used to implement plans and construction beyond the scope permitted by 
the original permit. The permit was suspended by the zoning Administrator in February 2014. 

PERMIT 201209260727: 

The permit was filed on September 26, 2012, issued on October 12, 2012, and as a supplemental 
to Permit 201103252839, to correct Notices of Violation 201065414 and 201035952. The permit 
provided for the building lift of 36" and the creation of a garage and rooms for future~ 
expansion and a curb cut. The cost for the lift was listed as $10,000. 
This permit was suspended, also, in February 2014. 

PERMIT 201309247638: 

The permit was filed on September 24·, 2013 issued on October 11, 2013 ,as an Addenda permit 
to permit no. 201103252839, to serve as a triage permit to remove fire damaged elements in 
the exterior framing and fire damaged bays and window openings. This is code word for new 
expansion of the building envelope beyond what the permit 201103252839 allowed for. In fact~ 
under this permit, allegedly given for the removal of fire damaged elements, the project 
sponsor secured from City Planning approval to expand the rear facade into the back yard, 
remove historic elements from the rear facade ( approved by Historical Preservation) and 
permit incursion into the ~ide yard set back with the creation of dinning room expansion for 
a fire place beyond the original building envelope. 
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This permit was suspended in February 2014 and the Zoning Administrator conceded before the 
Board of Permit Appeals Hearing in March on the curb cut, initiated by DPW, that all these 
permits were wrongfully issued as Addenda permits and they should have all been submitted to 
a 311 Notification to the neighbors. This is one year after construction started and 
implemented much of the now discredited Addenda permits. 

Such notification was given to the neighbors in July 2014 ONE FULL YEAR AFTER THE NOTICE OF 
CORRECTION WAS ISSUED BY THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT ON JUNE 25, 2013, AND ONE YEAR AFTER A 311 
NOTIFICATION SHOULD HAVE BEEN TIMELY FILED. 

PERMIT APPLICATION 2013090661~1: 

This permit application was filed on September 6, 2013 and withdrawn on October 16, 2014. 
Interestingly, it was withdrawn just as the Zoning Administrator reinstated all the suspended 
permits of February 2014. It was on 10/16/2014 that the Appellants right to ·file for a CEQA 
appeal matured and ripened. Interestingly, the subject matter of this permit application, 
which was filed one year before it was withdrawn, dealt with the facade of the building and 
the alteration of the entry ways into both flats. These are basic issues for Historical 
Preservation and basic issues for a CEQA appeal. These are also basic issues into the 
question of UNIT MERGER and the second means of egress for the lower flat, 2853 Broderick. 

The facade of the building had permission for alteration to provide a second means of egress 
through the garage under Permit 201103252839 which was the original Permit that reflects the 
PLANS AND AGREEMENT AGREED TO ON SEPTEMBER 4, 2012 WHEN THE APPELLANTS WITHDREW THEIR INITIAL 
CEQA APPEAL. This permit application alters the entry ways AGAIN, and, of course, thereafter 
the garage second means of egress is changed to provide for the current plan to put an 
elevator in the garage.to reach all floors. It is also the plan now to alter the entry way 
of 2853 Broderick to serve as a venue for up and down staircase to serve the future·merged
unit home to reach the garage. 

But> what lends a lighter moment to this whole sad saga is not just the project sponsor 
hiring a lawyer who sits on the Building Department Code Advisory Committee to navigate her 
defective permits, but the excuse given by the project sponsor for withdrawing this permit: 

She states that she "LOST THE APPLICATION" AND THEREFORE WITHDREW THE PLANS FROM THE 
DEPARTMENT. The dog ate her application. But, like a phoenix they shall rise again~" A 
duplicate application made". 

What is clear is that a duplicate application will emerge after these hearings and appeals 
are over and they do not have to face the scrutiny of a CEQA Hearing. This project sponsor 
is not an ingenue, this project sponsor is a professional in the highways and byways of the 
world of permits. 

PERMIT APPLICATION 201307010898: THE BRODERICKGATE PERMIT 

This permit deserves particular scrutiny. This application was filed on July 1, 2012 to 
answer the Notice of Correction issued by DBI on June 25, 2013. While that Notice was issued 
against Permit 201103252839 which was the only permit in existence then to authorize a 36" 
lift of the building, the project sponsor never responded on the basis of that permit. 
Instead she proceeded to secure a new permit No. 201307010898. 

The consequence is that the original Permit 201103252839 is left abandoned. The plans that 
are filed and dated July 1, 2013 never go to cure the defect of permit 201103252839) but 
blaze a new trail with permit 201307010898. Up to the present, permit 201103252839 cannot be 
regarded as an active permit, but an abandoned permit with an uncured Notice of Correction 
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against it, and under which no construction could have or should have been conducted. Permit 
201307010898 was NEVER ISSUED and no construction can be undertaken under that permi_t. 

In either case, whether the project sponsor proceeded with curing permit 201103252839 or 
whether she chose to proceed with the new permit application 201307010898, she had to give 
the neighbors a 311 Notification. 
SHE WAS TOLD THAT BY THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR, and there is a large volume of writings to 
testify to the fact that the project sponsor was told to submit her permit requests and 
corrected plans to a 311 NotHication. She did not. 

During that same period of time, DPW requested her to submit the mailing fees and materials 
for a 311 Notification required for her curb cut Hearing. DPW informed the Appellants that 
repeated requests by them 
of the project sponsor to submit to the 311 Notification fell on deaf ears. She did not 
provide the material in a timely way. 

Sometimes between July 1, 2013 and now, someone had the thought of creating a SUPER TENT 
PERMIT to house all the errant permits under it. The original application for the permit was 
then 'doctored' 
to include a sentence_. "Revise 201103111905; 201103252839; 201108031630; 201209260727; 
201309247638". 

Consequently, when the Appellants appealed to the Planning Commission, the project sponsor 
and City Planning argued that those five permits suspended in February 2014 and, in a latter 
day move, incorporated in this NEW PERMIT???? cannot be the subject of the Hearing. Rather 
only this NEW PERMIT can be reviewed. Of course, it is not the original permit application 
submitted, and, of course, it leaves the other five permits as never to be reviewed without 
any transparency nor accountability for their wrong doing. 

That's how, sometimes, "EXISTING CONDITIONS" in a project are born. They are embedded in a 
NEW PERMIT and as transplants they are alive only as a new permit but THEY ARE DEAD AS TO 
LEGITIMATE APPEALS AND REVIEW. 

PERMIT 201207010898 IS A BAIT AND SWITCH OPERATION. IT IS A SCAM! I! it is an effort at 
coverup of wrong doing that has existed in this project since March 5, 2013 when Stephen 
Antonaros and City Planning agreed to not involve the neighbors any longer in this project 
and in lieu of 311 Notification to simply meet with them and tell them that ~hanges are afoot 
without any further disclosure. This permit is an attempt to whitewash that sordid tale and 
to repackage wrong conduct into a coverup permit. 

We will be watching for permit 201309066151 to reappear with hybrid vigor after all the 
Hearings are over and to re-introduce new changes to the building facade, with the help of 
Historic Preservation, who may not see a "significant impact" in those changes on the 
neighborhood environment or historic character. 

It is impossible to deal with the CEQA issues in this case without understanding the 
pernicious permit history of this project. It is FUBAR!! I 

Sincerely, 
Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant 

Each Attachment includes a front page as the permit appears on DBI website and behind it are 
several pages of the original paperwork as submitted by the project sponsor. 

List of 7 permits: 
Permit No. 201103111905 
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Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO lnqufry 

Permit Detail-; Report 

Report Dale: 

,\pplk:Jtion Numbe1~ 
Form Numlwr: 

::!01103111905 

8 
0947 / 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
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Oceupam:y Co1k: R-3 
Hnikling Lis(•: 28 • 2 FAMILY DWELLING 
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L0/10}::?.014 REINSTATED Iner DCl''s r(•quest 1,~ni::r duted 10116/::?.01.1 
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LlCENSED CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT 

Ltcensed Contractor's Declaratton 

Edwm M Lee, Mayor 
VtV1an L Day, C B 0 , Director 

Applrc:abon# r9ollo31tl7oS-
Address zTS 3 /- 28*5" z 

r3z,Je,c1t0C .'2 i 
Pursuant to the Business and Professions Code Sec 7031 5, I hereby affinn under penalty of pel'JUl)I that I am 
licensed under the prov1s1ons of Chapter 9 (commencing with Sec 7000) of DIVlslon 3 of the Business and 
Professions Code, and that my license ts m full force and effect 

License Number 431/%5 
Exp1rabon Date /-,=J,/. / 2-

Owner-Builder Declaration 

Llcense Class _25_~-----
Co~tractor 71.'dz d,clecz~ 

~4 
f hereby affinn under penalty of peJJury that I am exempt from the Contractor's License Law, Business and 
Professions Code (Sec 7031 5) Mark the appropnate box below 

I, as owner of the property, or my employees wrth wages as their sole compensation, will do the work, 
and the structure rs not intended or offered for sale (Sec 7044) I further acknowledge that I understand 
and agree that 1n the event that any work 1s commenced contrary to the representations contained harem, 
that the Permit herein apphed for shall be deemed suspended 

Architect. Agent 

I, as owner of the property, am exclusrvely contracting wrth licensed contractors to construct this proiect 
(Sec 7044) I certify that at the time such contractors are selected, I Wlfl have them file a 'Copy of this 
from (Licensed Contractor's DeclaratJon) pnor to the commencement of any work I further acknowledge 
that I understand and agree that. m the event that said contractors fad to file a copy of the Declaration 
wrt:h the Central Permit Bureau, that the Permit harem applied for shall be deemed suspended 

I am exempt under Business and Prof ess1ons Code Section 

Reason 

Date 
I 

Archrtect (PRINT) 

Agent (PRINT) 

Owner (PRINT) 

{SIGNATURE) 

\ 

... 

NOTE 'Any wolabon of the Bus & Prof Code Seo 731 5 by any permit. applicant shall be subJed to a CM/ penalty of not more than five 
hundred dollars ($500)" Bus & Prof Code Sec 7031 5 Revised 04/3012010 

Central Permit Bureau 
1660 Mtss1on Street- San Francisco CA 94103 

Office (415) 556-6070 - FAX (415} 558-6170 -www sfdb1 org 
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Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Dctuib Rcpor:t 

Report Date: 

_-\pplicatlon :-lumbm~ 
F,·,rm Numlll'r: 

D1·~eription: 

l\>:;t; 

O.-r11pani:y Cndt•: 
Fl11ilding u~l': 

Dispo;;ition I Stage: 

IAction Dute Stugc 

q 124/:!01,1 TRl,\GE 
q/~4/~013 FILING 
()/::.!4/:::01:~ FILED 
;l0.1?,/:!01~ PLANCMECK 
1101':~/2013 APPROVED 
liun 1 /:.tm:{ ISSUED 

::::;6/.2014 ,SUSPEND 

10/16i:io14 REINSTATED 

U/20/:.!0l..J ro:55:57 Al\t 

:.!.013092-!7638 

3 
o(J.\71 oo:.t / n:.t8;;3 BRODERJCK ST 
OQ.J7 /oo:.i / o:.i857BROD£RICK ST 
RD!OVE FIRE D.>\MAGED AND l'NSOL"ND FRAMING DISCO\'ERED DURl>:G 
ALTERATION LlNDERWAY(2011·0:)·:.t5·2839) REMOVE& REPL.\.CEALl. Fl.OOR& DEC.I\ 
,JOISTS & EXTERIOR WALL FRA)!l~G AT 2ND & 3lW FLOORS ONLY, REPL\C HAYS & 
WIN DO\\' OPE:-llNGS IN KIND. ,\LL '.'IE\\' EXTERTOR.ELE~IENTS !N KIND. 
S18,400.oo 
R·;3 
:!8- 2 P.-\.\IJLY DWELLING 

C'<>1nm en t.~ 

---
-· 

I 

Per DCl''s n•q1w~t on :l/~/::!01-1 
llld DCJ'l's ri!ll\W.,11.-tter dal<•d 10/16/:io q 

[!f.,!,'._~-L-~!h~ per lmA· rcq1wsl t.;·mnil rlnh·il IO/::!:i/:::01.1 ---·.-

Contact Dclllils: 

Cont r-tictor Dl~lails: 

LhxnM• Number: OWN 
N;o111:: O\\'NER OWNER. 
Comp:rny Nnme; O\\"NER 

-\d1.lr(·s:;; OWNER. o\\':-;ER CA OOQOO·OO{)O 

Phone: 

·\ddcnda Ddails: 
D . ti C!OCl'IP on: . 
F~p Station Arrive Start In Out f/nii.h Checked By Hold Dc-~cription Hold Hold 
I !Ill)· \'ENIZELOS ;, 

INSP 9/::?4/13 9/:-!4/13 9/24/l3 THO~IAS I- ~ ,, CPB 9/:l.j/l~l 

-

~ 
9/24/1.,'} 9/::q/1:3 ~.:_'._l_:iRl!j_ __ ------ ~~- .. -------

CP·ZOC 9/:::.:1/1:3 Cj/:?6i13 9/::t6if3 
CABREROS Approved. R(•Hr for:id.:: :ilh'rali•)n.~; 1.•.xkrior 
GLE:-;N 111att11ials t,) ht~ r£E_lueed in·kiml 9/:::6/1 ~~ _\);t:). --

,.1 BLDG l)/:::7/l;~ 9/~0/1:~ 9/30/1'.l 10/J/J'.1 LE TIHJ:l.I:\S 

f:i PPC 10/3/13 10/:v1:i l0/3/13 
SAMAR:\SINGH E 

101;{/1~{: to CPB.~rs GILES 
·----~ .. ~ 

10/11/13 SHEK-Crrm:----iw-1:1/1~: APPROVED. KS 
·----

0 C'Pf! 10/;~/1:~ 10/3/1:~ 
···~-~~....___ __ ....___..._.~·~· 

Thi;;; permit IHb be~n ($Sued. For informutwn pl~rto.inini; to this permit. please cnU -115-551:1-6096. 

:\ppointmcnl~: 

~tmcnt Datc!Ai>pointmcnt AMjPl\ljAppointment CQdej:\pQointmcnl Typ~jDcscriptionffimc Slot.;l 
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APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS 

CITY ANO COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO llie'. DEPARTMENT OF 
, 6UILDING INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 

FORM 3 ':s:J OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED PERMISSJON lO 6UlLD IN ACCORDANCE WITH lHE PLANS 
·' ·~ AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMrmD HERE\YfTH ANO 

FORM 8 0 OVER-THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE ACCOROINGTOTHEDESCRIPTIONANDFORTHEPUR?OSE 
() ..f'f.°:\Sf · (:.... HEREINAFTERSETFORlli. 

~-- NUMBER Of PLAN sg:rs ., 00 NOT WRITE MOVE nus LINE y 
OlllHlUD flX«l Ill: f!Ull'! 14 !lt..OCll&lOT 

SEP 2 4 2013 13 o cr5s.-t~f; 1'?l:Z ~11) fEfi:'t L- .( 

I / 
!)ATE; ft./ i)/ /? 

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING 

1'-'l m'E Cl' OlNSll\. 

;::; ·'J.::,, 

y~ 0 h~h~ih;.~t1r.~i;r S~ACt 
'lt(l, . .Q Clll<STP.u:::no~r 

t141 GE/ltl\il. COl(ff\AClOR ZIP 

1rn) OWNER· li'.SSE( IC~O>S Olf! 011() AO~~~s.s ZJI' srnct .. 
1P.,fY. VV+\nr:·:i~t:;Af'J ,,.,,};C ,;'.~(;ci~a.;c ... )( :'1'r.:;'·, '.'.'.S;:;-

11&) WA!l( rn oF.S;mrnun OF .'.l.l V/OPK TO 8E PSlFORMHi U110£ll THIS ,,n· •• ~;;;.f)l;;;:f:..;ffi\;;....c.f:..N,.1:€;..l_l)_P_l()_lS_>S_N_OT-t'-.!)f-i'l-,-.ll_H7_.; ____ ..,_----_..;... • _ _..;._...:;;.::...; ____ -J 

111i :~~~J:~.W~s3~~ ar vcs CJ (J"ii ~~~~u~fi!~~o m .::J ~t~ g;~~.'s'H~NG BlDti. !241 g<>~.fHJr~I1c'ifl.\ir~ ·-. ~ .. ~ 
REPAIREO on l<l.1£1\!01 !10-.l:l ?f\Orrnn l!Nf1 "lllk.;:l OH PLOT PLAN1 Cf OCtWAIK:H HV ._. 

(25) AACHlTECT OR EttGlt<tfJI \ntSl&li a CONsmucnoti Ji--:· AOORESS CALIF. C!flTlllCAT! HO • 

.. ~,·"'"'!;" J'J A'r,J .... ~.:'./}J,I".\,L;:~.:.;; 2_::j,,.,~·~·'i l~~··),:,f >J1\ 

IMPORTANT NOTICES 
i.IJ t~ ~4:t ~ m~,l.b t:. tJ'.itl U<.u~ rA h: UC..'Olft,;nq i.r u:-r ~tr'l'.:.!t itr1.'t ~uu,., :i. !N.~'-t Pt:(m!t 
i>A'\oif\l\t-VJ JVU'i t~*- ~ t.M ff).l'W:'i.i-ttl !kolfJdir,t ~ tM 1'.tt! ro1'f:1.1o.~v t.-OW""'I V;y"', 

»J p.Jftlel'I llf?Wl~ '1'i1 ~~l~lf ti M!~r\N6r,ig UW-~Otlir!r;JrorairU~"Jttl\ ~\}t O:;!io:'ft f'i.1:~ f"fr' t.J """l •~·~ 
+~UUU!IQ ~'th~, 150 f<l~1l- Sd $t(; WI, !;4Jl!etm.U1 Plt\ll CoJd 

r1KJ.1J"°"' t& f.M rt i~.u..~ num1~ ¢eot. !.J1c. t11.1!1!$Wi ~m ~ht ~HN ?1 {t.t: ~~ ~ WtUii 1~ 
1rsp001.i!k~•P?1M4pt.lm•l\<i4Pi'l!(:~bo!rln&h)ti.U~~~~t 

~ ·~ ..,,._. u ttl<1Nfl t& 4"1h'rif<~• llO)dhlpJn'{\Ttg vu app:W ~ "' H w~ )(' tv t...,/.gt, H $4h.itf f"li.k 
\inf.;.,, Mtbt itt:MU 1bc.'fll"l.. llV~ddr~ ~~ c;J)l'rtef fi14ihl \\tttS., M 11'4.M'ti, HI'S~~ 
®U ~'of td.Jil'tlf;il ~lll l:t-d w•M rrwimgl m..ut bt Wbm~~ i~ ltl~j ':11 ~ ;rft"t'iffit ltw it'1P'!?tll.. 

A'fl lfl".MU.nnit r!Ul•,.ltf-@HEJl.SSC.fi! tll CO..P! J.U'!' St.»P'E>l.Hl 

!!.tl:Uh\IS MU rn flt OCCl.PtiD ~1\'1,. CV.hJ~rtor ftltJ.(, ~Mf1X!•v\ 1S !1051£0 C"i f)1-l l!lt'<.!:1Ml ti~ 
f'U\-lfl1 iJF ~.::tu?A;.C,'f \.AA.'l1l!.t vti~ RitiV'$1W. 

Al'PKtfi'Al Of~ "1'1'tXJ.l~Oli coa \lU C~fSTITJlf./.,,\ !-P1!M'Ji!il fOO 1 .. t (UC'\F.[r,.U WPiJl'.G 4.'-R 
ru1M&NG l.itStJIJ.Ul\C*IJ., ltS!l'AMTt ittllWl H.1'11 mi Wlll.ltt.lA.1f:t l'lU'l~f~{J tA.t!Tfi.t !lllf.U'\W 
YIWT!FE.1\-\fffS .1.AE ~ECOIJQ.Olf .l.~Wt!\~$--Tt!' lllilkl Cf:l.t.LO~t IJ\;Ulltms fl')! (l1! j1JJ {lJ', OlJ 
OOilt, 

tr.is~ n{lt J.. !Uft11'1i>'l nMin NJ}l't0~.9UU. &! SfA.."l!ti !.lltl!.. l &\.1li!l\O rtl!.Vfi: ti l.!S<Jm. 

n dW~,.,;J u~Ll.'<ri: ltt•k(t;tl;j mus.! h..tv-; .a '~$;Jrt;t ().f h)~ iw.~ t';1ri. l1JF.; w.r~ tr('el JUdtctrl{.11.1 

l'llfl(,ftt.Ytff.rf!'t!'k\'lt 

t~ECK tPPllJtOIAlt f·O>. 
.J OW~ER 
:J USS<! 
:i co~mi.cro& 

·-.u :,/J\CttITT.cT 
,.-;;j')G£!1T 

tl O'IGINEtR 

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION 
I ttrnnn cu,t~\' N·IO A.t!AH Tl'i.Af ir .J.filMl!l 1S tSJ.l,UiiJ ·~mt 1~:i;d1Ht<X:H~\ OU:tfUSf!l !ti M!i 
.l!rtJCA110'< AL\ Th( .-m;iem~ Cf rnE F£11MI! l<HO m l4'11 AtO 'l>'.Ci'IAIJCts 1•£!1HO VilLl &E 
~oMrt.ri u ~unt 

NOTICE TO APPLICANT 
HYUl ~..UWUSS t.UOSt l!'i# f«UtMtuft) t-11Lu~trt:ti ().t9'1( ptm;t. vg:re-i{li) Wltl~ iM~ tul$ki.S

if'4' (itJ ~ t:~:"f" i:>!.&Wtr~~t-~ ~ t;'h'\\i tflf~ndilJr11",dittl'lhl11:J •t\d~ t3'd~u~c1 
l'L1dt\n9ft<JlllO~llQM~U11ipalNlf'1.Jn#tt.li'Oln.!1'~tfl'l!CPl:U)C-(ft)'.,,.~i!iWlh~M.tt.HVJf4 
UJUIM lbt. dtf~ 1>1 ll\t CJf} flf4 Crt#'!tJ d ~n fr-~~ ilif"tl\ d wtht:l#tM. d~.V..itt ~ K1l:im 

JJ\~tn~~J!:l\~Pf"VUlornof~Jef,JJef0'1Uftt!tC/Aol'ClintS.U~ott.lJd<rnl.a..""1tWht:m.l>t:H 
lt.h'• ~lurt C\Vn~m.Ubb(.t>\lUl~ ~ !~ Df (f} ~t~MW t1t4:$, '-"~·»·~Ubl: fl<tm \Lt}, ll'll, N f\'1, 
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IEFER APPROVED: 
TO: 

D 

APP ROI/ED: 

D 

APPROVED: 

D 

CONDlTIONS1~ND STIPULATIONS 

BUREAU OF FIRS. PRe/ENtlON & PUBLIC SAFETY 

MECHANICAL ENGlNEEfl, DEPT; OF BLOG. INSPEiCTION 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:------
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:------
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. ---+------------· CIVIL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLOO. INSPECTION 

!Jhr-APPROVED: 

D 

APPROVED: 

D 

APPROVED: 

D 

APPROVED: 

D 

" I 
I 

BUREAU OF ENOINIOERING 

OEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

FIEOEVl:LOPMENT AGENCY 

' ' . ,._, 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE: ____ _ 

REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

HOUSING il1sPecr10N 01v1s10N NOTIFIED MR. 
~----------~·--~-~~-----------------------'~------~-

I •are~ to comply with ull conditions or stlpul.1tloti$ or lh<1 v~rlou$ hvt<tliu5 or dft'p«rtment~ noted on lhl• appllc•ll<in1 ttnd ottachcd s11Horr1cnls 
of conditions or $llpui:HJons, which ar& hernby mode a port of this npplica!Jon. 

llumbor ol 3Hachments D 

::t 
a 
6 
(/) 

~ 
:j 
0 z . 



DEPARTl'dENT OF DU1LDING INSPECTION 
City & County of Srm Frnn~isco 
1660 Mission Strc~I, Sau Frnnci~co, California 94103-241'1 DiTE: _, S£p 2 4 2GiJ-

PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT 
DIS.CLOSURE AND CERTIFICATION 

o New 
o Amended 

. . . 

P.o~··Appllcatlon No.: · :· ·. -~· -~ ~ t9b Address: • · · .. 

IhJ!.form [JlUSl·tm Co!11ploted In Its.entirety In connection with nn application for a bulidlng porml! !Forms 
111.....ml..AlL..§_rulsLfil. Ttia form must be amended for all new information or change In iriformntlon for dumUon of 
projecl Piease be advised that the D(;:partment does not regulate permit expedlters/consultan\s or afford lham 

·preferential lr·eatrmml, 

IA. Pem1lt Applicant lnfornmtlonl 

I llereby certify Urat :or the purpose cf filing en application 
tor a buiiding or other permit 1vilh /hr;· Centml Pem1ll 
Burouu, or completion of any form rw.~i::d to uw San 
Francisco Building Coda, or to City i•;·r! County ordir;ances 
and regulatfom;, or to state laws and ~ocies, ! am Ills 
owner, Ul'J lessee or the agent of the C\'!l)Bfi1essee and am · 
uvthori:rnd to sign all documents cormec:ed wit/J this 
app/lcntion or pormi!. 

I decl~fl! uwl.!r pc1111lty f)jper)11ry I/tat riiefori!galng Is true am/ 
correct. l nm the lll~rmlt 11pplic:rnt ruill [ :m1 · 
Clml1 hox(s): 
o Th() awrnir (B) o Tr;e less ea (C) 
tl ·n1e aulbo:iz.ed agML Chock ontity(s): 

o A(Clllloc\ {DJ o Englne1r (D) 
c Contractor (E:) O AW:nnoy (r) 

Ci Permit Consullrmt/Expodllor (G) 

lJ Olhor 
/ 

~lflnt App'.lcant Name --'---'-'-=---·--'----=--/ .. 
../Sign N!lmll _.:.c.:.__,_:..;.:....;......;.-...,__,_ ....... ______ _ 

,,.ja. ··~wnor lnformatlanl 
./ 

t~ama - -· . . .•. ; · ''.f.··.'.-/ , ),;.., 

Phone :.:(...<;: .-., '1> t~ 1 ·~1:11.i,~, J, , 

Addrasr. __ ·8:-------------'---

@~ Lassoo tnrormatlonl 

l~amo _____ , 

Phcino ----~· 
Address 

'c1!Y"-···· Stahl Zlfl. 

jo.· Archltoct I Eno!noor lnfonna!lon] 
/ . v 

LI tJono c Uut ull A1chll<ic\(!l)/E:ngim1or(s) on projacl: 

PhonaNo._~ ..... ~: . .;.L.-. ..:::.:~---·····'···"'·· .. ··-7-~::---~·~-
Firm Mama _ . .z.,,;:.LL-,(£::£._;1;.._...;.;;L; .• ~ ••• .:..;..:..o:.~ .... -=----
Llcense 1; -"---~--'··-""·..:::.....---·--·~-------
ExpiraLion 
Firm Address ·"":.:,;..;:~.1...;. . ..,_,,_-"_,_~-... ~·'··--· .. ·"".""-"--;------

2. Name ---------
a Archltocl o Engln&or 

Phon'l Mo: .. -------·-··-----
Firm Name=-=:·-----··---~~-·--·-··-.. ------
Llcense # 
Expirot!ononte _ ·-.-----------
Firm f\cidro;is 

3. Name _________________ _ 

tJ .A,rchlleol ::.1 EnglMor 
Phone No. ___ ------··-.. -Flrm Name-__________ _ 

Ucenso # 

Expiration Dntc -------------· 
Firm i\dcress 

City Slate Zip 

IE .. Gonoral Contractor lnformat[onl 
No/(1; Complolo sepamtCJ tfconsod contraclor':; 

staloment also. 

Namo 
Phone _________ ,.~-~-~-~-----.. ·------~-
Firm --------·------
License# 
Exolrntlan.,,_D-a-to----------

Firm address_-. -._-_ ---_ -----------------

City Slate Zip 

;: Contractor not yet selected. If this box Is checked, 
submll an amimded form when known. 

o Owner- Bulldor, If !his box Is chec~,ecl, submit ownor
builde\ declaration form . 

Name----------
.Phone---~-·----·------·-~--·····--·~··---
Firm 
Firm Address 

cfiY Staie Zip 

!G. Pormlt Consuttant / Expodltoq 

Nmne _______ _ 

Phone-------····-·----------·-----
Flm1 
Firm Address---------------· 

IH. Authori:z:ed Agent- oth.ersl 

Name---~----·-----------.. ··-·-
Phone ___ ~-------Firm Name _______ _ 

Firm Address-------·----------· 

Please describe your relationship with !he owner 



~ ;:; f\ f l F J{ ;\ d <;; J 1 C (J 

::n ~" r ·~ I () j '. • 1.1 

:; ctity ~r¥ilCqun "bf n Francisco . 
r Depzjment otir'uill g Inspection 
0 Df:Pf.flTMf:PT (Jf 
0 JJUl!.!JJJ''JG lf'J'.W.ECfl0i'I ,, -·----~~--<. 

PROPERTY OWNER'S PACKAGE 

Edwin M. Lee; Mayor 
tom c. Hui, S.E., Director 

Disclosures & Forms for Owner-Builders Applying for Construction Permits 

IMPORTANT/ NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNER 

An application for a building permit has been submitted in your name listing yourself as the bullder of the property 
" 0 ' c 

/improvements specified at · .i 
0 

- ~ed Q...J t- ·, . 
We are providing you with an owner~ ullder Acknowledgment and Information Verification Form to make you aware of 
your responsibilitle.s and possible risk you may incur by having this permit issued Jn your name as the Owner-Bullder. We 
wlll not lS$Ue a building permit until you have readJ initiated your understanding of each provision, signed; and 
returned this form to us at our official address indicated. An agent of the owner cannot execute this notice unless 
you, the property owner, obtain the prior approval of the permitting authority. · 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND VERlFICATION OF INFORMATION ~-
DJRECTfONS:. Read and fnfffal each statement below to sfgnf(y you understand or verify this information · 

~ 1. l understand a frequent practice of unlicensed persons !s to have the property owner ob~fn an "Owner-Builder" 
building permit that erroneously implies that the pmperty owner rs providing his or her own labor and material personally. 
I, as an Owner-Builder, may be held liable and subject to serious financial risk for any injuries sustained by an unllcenserl 
person and his or her employees whlle working on my property. My homeowners insurance may not provide coverage far 
those injuries. I am willfully acting as an Owner~Builder and am aware of the limits of my insurance coverage for injuries to 
Vi(orkers on my property, 

~- 2. I understand building permits are not. required to be sig·ned by property owners unless they are responsi~le for the 
construction and are not hiring a Hcensed Contractor to assume this responsibility. 

,.-
G};:i_ __ 3. l understand as an "Owner-Bu!lder" l am the responsible party of record on the permlL I understand that I may 
~ct myself from potential financ!al risk by hiring a licensed Contractor and having the permit filed in hts or her name 
instead of my own. · 

\\\\\ 
14. ! understand Contractors are required by law to be lrcensed and bonded in California and to llst therr license 

Wum'bers on permits and contracts. 

\t' 5. I understand if I employ or otherwise engage any persons, other than Callfornla licensed Contractors, and the total 
v lue of my construction is at feast five hundred dolfars ($500), incfudlng labor and rnatarlals, I may be considered an 
"employer" under state and federal law. 

~~( 6. I understand if l am considered an _"employer" under state and federal law, l must reglster with the state and, 
federal governmen~ wlthhold payroll taxes, provide workers' compensation disability insurance, and contribute ·to 
unemployment compensation for each "employee.~ I also understand my failure to abide by t(lese laws may subject me to 
serious financial risk. 

~J. l understand under California Contractors' State License Law, an Owner-Builder who builds single-family 
rErSTdentlal structures cannot legally build them with the intent to offer them for sale, unless a/I work fs performed by 
licensed subcontractors and the number of struc.'ures does not exceed four within any calendar year, or aJI of the work is 
performed- under contract with a Jlcensed general building Contractor. 

1660 Mission Stretl:t - San Francisco CA 94103 
Office (415) 558-6088- FAX (415) 558-8401 

Website: www.sfdbi.org 



--;~:::-;--:;-,-\ -11-F -lt_J\_t'....,j-,_;-J_:;_r~-, 0--~--~----.-.,,,..,.,.---..------------,-----·-·-·-.,-· ··-~------

!! . \ ·.. r '!) I 
(') J • 1,i 

j; I \) I ,; \I 

r _/ ..J~· 
(') D ·: 1 f.HTME!.IT ()F 

~ u JJ ~~-· ______ .. __ an Owner-Builder ff I sell the property for which this permit is issued, I may be held liable for any 
-< 1 ancial or personal injuries sustained by any subsequent owner(s) that result from any latent construction defects in the 

workmanship or materials. 

~9. I understand I may obtain more Information regarding my obligations as an •employer' from the Internal Revenue 
Service, the United States Small Business Administration, the California Department of Benefit Payments, and the 
California Division of Industrial Accidents. I also understand I may contact the California Contractors' State License Board 
(CSLB) at 1--800-321-CSLB (2752) or www.C?lb,ca.gov for more information about licensed contractors. 

(>} 10. I am aware of and consent to an owner-Bullder building permit. applied for in my name, and understand that I am 
the party legally and finar)!1if31.!y~porwJble or p posed nstQJi;:ti !} activity 9t the following address: 
---- . t-D:,,? - -:]__ c9 t,.,. -- ( _ 

. G?' 11. I agree that, as the party legally and financially responsible for this proposed construction activity, I wlli abide by 
' all applicable laws and requirements that govern Owner-Builders as well as employers. 

q.~ 12. l agree to notify the issuer of this form immediately of any addftions, deletions, or changes to any of the 
information I have provided qn this form. Licensed contractors are regulated by laws designed to protect the public. If you 
contract with someone who does not have a lfcense, the Contractors' State License Board may be unable to assist you 
with any financial loss you may sustain as a result of a complaint Your only remedy against unlicensed Contractors may 
be in civil court It is also rmportant for you to understand that it an unilcensed Contractor or empldyee of that Individual or 
firm is injured while working on your property, you may be held !!able for damages. If you obt:.?in a permit as Owner
Builder and wish to hire Contractors, you wHI be responsible for verifying whether or not those Contractors are properly 
licensed and the status of their workers' compensation insurance coverage. 

Before a building permit can be Issued, thls form must be ctJmpleted and signed by the property owner and 
returned to the agency responsible for fssulng the permit. Note: A copy of the property ownar's driver's /lcensa, 
form notadzatlon, or other verlf'~cce.ptable to the agency Is required to be presented when the permit ls 
Issued to verify the property ow rs stfferatu_ra-~"-~·-~-. 

. ,. ""-·- ---. ~ "·. ~ .. _ .. "\...... .... ... ~ ....... 

Property Owner's Signature:__ ~..... : -----~ :...~ Date: 111-:J l - 13 
·~~~-~ ~ ' 

---~ ... 

Note: The fo/lowing Authorization Form is required lo be completed by the property owner only when 
designating an agent of the property owner to apply for a construction permit for the Owner-Builder. 

AUTHORIZATION OF AGENT TO ACT ON PROPERTY OWNER'S BEHALF 

Excluding the Notice to Property Owner, the execution of whlch I underst~nd is my personal responsibility, I hereby 
authorize the following pecson{s) to act as my agent(s) to apply for, sign, and file the documents necessary to obtain an 

, Owner-Builder Permit for my project. 
Scope of Construction Project (or Description of Work):--------------------

Project Location or Address:------------------------------

Name of Authorized Agent ----~------------ Phone: L_J ____ _ 

Address of Authorized Agent:--------~-----,-.,.--~--.....,-...,...----.------::-
1 declare under penalty of perjury that I am the property owner for the address listed above and I personally filled 

out the above information and certify its accuracy. Note: A copy of the owner's driver's license, form notarization, or other 
verification acceptable to the agency is required to be presented when the permit is issued to verify the property owners 
signature. 

Property Owner's Signature: __ _ 
-------~-----·------

Date: -..,-----

J:1COMMON'\MarlannaiCPS\Proper,yOwnerPacka;ia Revised 101312013 



_,,,,.,...,..,.,,.,.,,.... _ _..,....,._~"'.""'."""'.--.-~--.,.,..,.._-,----_...,..-,-----:--------,-------~---- - ·-· ----·-----·------
~ i 1~ ii F "· /· I '..i C O Department of Building Inspection ,, ~...,,~,.o I -.. .. ' - ~ (') I ; I 1 Clt1 $ cwnty ol Sloll F""'<'IOCI> 
)> I 'I ' 1M() Ml~•ltm Stt~~~ San Frand~co, CA 94103·2414 

r - -J ~ 
(') Df:P/.,flTMEUr or: 
0 llUJL!JJi'JG Ji·l::iPEC'fJ01·J 
"'O ---~--- --< 

Receipt for Fillng Fees Paid (Plancheck Receipt) 

Aoolicalion Number Address 

201309247638 2853 BRODERICK ST 

1 Flllna Fees based on Estimated Cost: 

Fee Code 

TECH SUR-F 

·BLOGSTD-F 

'. DCP-F 

I REC RETAIN 

I PLAN REV-F 

D&scription 

Tec.hno!o-3y Surcharge 

Bldg Stds Admln Spec Revolv Fund 

DCP Plan Check {F) 

Records Retention Fee DBI 

Plan f~eview (filing) 081 

2500.00 

Page 1 

, Receipt No: 13095898 

Fee Amount 

11.40 

1.00 

342.00 

6.00 

22211 

t_._ _ ______ T_otal Fllln9 Faas -----~-----5_8_2._5_1 _, 

r -~-=~-~·-------.. -·'"""-----··-.. ----~-....------~~~----·>"'~~~·-~·~~~--· 
Pavments 

ayrnent Stage Type Paid By Pay Date Receipt# Rec By Payme~l Amount 

I FILING VISA STEPHEN ANTONAROS 415-864· 09/2412013 13095898 ACHAN 582 51 i 

l' Z.261 2261 MARKET STREET, · l 
________ ___EffiID1..~ SAN FRANCISCO Ct ------~----

Total Payments 582.51 

Printed on· 09/2412013 



~OTICE OF VIOLATION 
of the San Frandsrn i'rluuicipal Codes Regardiug Unsafl'. 

Sub.standard or Noncomplying Structure vr Lund or Occupuncy 

,'1 C>T l CI~ ; 

AlJDRESS: 2857 BRODEIUCK sr 

NlJ:'\lDER: 20106541··1 
DATE: 30-AUG-10 

OCCUPANCY/USE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL- l & 2 UN1TpWELl.INGS,TO\VNHOl;SES3LOCK: 0947 LOT: 002 

, Ir cht1:hnl. \hi' iuforrnation is l"'""l 11p1p1,, sitr·ol1>1:1 ''»lion 1111h. Furlli~r- rr;c;1rd1 11>ay iodi(~lt th~r lq:al cw: i> difl'rr¢nl. If in.,, n\·i~cd Nolie~ of \'iolutiorn 
• 1 11iil hr i;~urd, 

O\VNER1,\CF.NT: INGER M CON RAO RE\'OC TR 
lNGER M CO~RJ\D REVOC TR 
CONRAD INGER M & L!'.Mi\JRG MA 

PHONb'.11: .. 
MA HANG 
ADDrrnss 

607 VERANO,\ VJ-: 
SONOMA CA 95476 

PERSON CONTAcnm@ srrr:: 

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: 
[]WORK WITHOUT PEHMlT 
~~] ADvn10NAL \voR.:i<=·1:E:R-i\fi1-~R:E<).u1R:Eo ..... 
.. --;E~x-r1RE0 on:--T&Nc-1:ir:io-P-El~~;1:r PAff: · -

:~_,UNSAFE HVILl)ll'\G 

Pl·IONJ:.: #: •• 

CODE/SECrJOi\if 

J 06.1.1 

l 06-4. 7 

Fire: damage al re-a or' lnse,ne,:l - signifi;:ant charring of c:pprm: :.:0-30''" of lloor joisls or •mit abov;::, j:Q:>sfoiy nffec!ing $lruc1:.m1l 
integrit) of f!o1;>r. R.:la(ed sub r:oor area a~so chaned. At u;·,it up above :n the :mmcdiuw :m:a uftht~ T~re; signific<int damage from lire, 
smoke, water & axe. Fi:ont half u1' unit appears to lMvc ;m!lnly cosmetic damage. Some plaster may r;;quir::: remov;il due- to water 
s;1turatiun. No ;icct:ss was pro' ided to 2nd & Jrd JJoorsmot inspecled. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIOr~r: 
:]STOP ALL \YORK SFBC 104.2.4 

FILE BUJLl)JNG PERMIT WITHIN .is n:\VS 

4 I 5-558-6102 

OHTA IN PERiHIT WITHIN QO DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WOHK \VlTHJN 1:20 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL Ii'\SPECTION 
~11it!WOFF. 

'COllHECT \'IOLATIO\S \Vl'l'lll\' D,\ YS. 
, ___ j \ Ol Ll.ILL:ll TO CtL\l l'U \\ i 111 IHI'. :\O'l IU:1s1 IHTFil . TU t:l<Ull!U: I Ill~ Hl':l' l < 111\S. 1:--n-1.\Tr:I) .\IL\ 1 t:i.IL\ I l'IWCEEIJl.\GS. 

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WtTll TlllS NOTICE WILL CAUSE A13ATEi\lEl\'.T PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN. 
SEE ATI'ACHMENT FOH. A))OlTlONAL W,\RNINGS. 

Obtain asscssmeil! from s1ruc;u;:iJ engineer t<) determine extent of required :nruc!ura! repairs in ln1semem & I ;;t lloor. Obtain a "soft 
demo" permit if finishes need w be removed for additional structural investigation. Drawings required for .strucmra! repairs. E!ectrici1l 
& plumbing pennirs required. 
{l'fVESTlGATION Fl::E OR O'fHER FEE WILL ,\PPLY 

9;, FEE \WORK \V!O !'f:.RMIT AFTER 9/l/6()) ! •• I 2x 1-'EE 1,WORK fXCbEDl'NG SCOPE OF PERMI l 1 
r··: ~;o PF.N1\l.TY 
.. ~> t '.\'ORK w:n i'l?.RM!T PRIOR ·rn ')/!"60) Olllf:lt I ~ Rf;fNSPECTlON Fr:!~ :S 

1~ ~·-

APPROX. IH Tf. OF WORJ..: W'O PEl{:\·llT \'ALl'I·: 01·'\\0HF< l'l.;J<FOR,\lf.D WIO PF:Ri\llTS S 

BY ORDER OF TllE OIRECIOH, OEP.\RTM£NT OF 13L,ILDING INSPECTION 
CONTACT INSPECTOR: S:n·t: H<1jim: 
PHONE Ii 4; 5-558·6 l 02 DlVlSlON: BliJ DISTfUCT: ,, , 
By:(lnspec!ors's Signmurc) __________ , -----· 



NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
of the San Francisco Municipal Code!!' Regarding Gnsafo, 

Subsfandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 

PuTSuanl to SFBC 304(e) uno 332.3 inves1lgatkm lees ate cha1ged tor work bo'l9un or parfortned wllhotn permit$ or tor work exceeding tt1e scope ol pennlts. 
Such less may be appealed to !he Bea.rd of P~1mit Appeali> wi1h!n i5 day$ of permll ~uance, at 675 Stevanson St, 4111 tloor. 55~-6720 

WAffNING: Failure lo taka .immoolaie action !IS required lo ;rocl !he aooye violations will rasutt in ab1J1amant proceedings by t1w Dap-~t of aoitdfllQ 
lns{>ectjoo. If 11'1 Order of Abatemant il.·rl!'Corde-ci agafn't this property, the. owflf)r wlll b& bHled or the prop,erty:wlll be-Uened lor itll emits Jnaur.r&d.IR 
U\it oP(ie o.nforc!Jment ~:sra from tho ~lrilng ot ttie fl.rat "NoUoe ol V!ohtillon" u,!'tll l!!r i:;o'!lls are ~Id. SF6C 203(bl & 3G2.3 · 

. WARNlNG: Section 204· ol \00 San Fram;isco ·Hou~ing Code prov1dns tor imrna~ralu lines of $100 fOJ" aach lnl<tanca of rni1ial non-compliance. fo!!owad by 
$200 floss per violation fo< the second ln!itlrice ol non-cornplia.noa, up to a maximum of $7,500 per building. 'This section also provides lor isSli~ of a, 
crlmlnal charge a.s a, misdemeanor !?r aac.h viOlatlco, resurnng;in fines ot no\ l(>..ss. than $1 ,000 par day or six months' lmprisonment or both. 

WARNING: Anyone who deoves rental income from housing aet.e.rmioed by Iha Depa11manl ol Bultd\r,g lnar.ie<:tion to ba suo&tandara CWIJJ.O! Q~ froui sli!le 
personal income tax and bank and corporate lnoome tax interes1, depreciation or taxes .att~butabla to stich substandard structure. If t.'Orrection work is not 
completed or being dlligantly, s~oosri1 Md c&.lant10<~ pn>&ecutf.ld ufl~ (\]l( (6} moo!M from \hil dnte of this l\otice, noliflcalion wlil bo. mint to lhe 
Fmnoh!.s.a Tax Board a$ provkled in S-Oction 172~01 !hft .Rwenu~ and Taxation Codi.I._ -·-------~-------------
WARNING:'. Section 205(a) of Iha- San F1anc1Sco. Bulloing CMo provldes !or cMl ffmis of up 10 $500 p<lr d'1.y tor any pers0n who violates, dlrooeys, omits, 
:nogleCts or r,Qfusoo lo comply with or opposes the execo1ion ot any pr.ovhl!oos of this CL'>da. Tlw> ~tfon a.!~o provides for mlf)dameanor fines, jf 'OOl\llk;te<i, of 
up to $500 and.for lmprisooroeot u;i \o sh: rnon1ha for each ~para to dfonsa lor every day sudi offottse occurs. 

De acuardc a las Secciores jO<'l(!JT y $3.2.3 de el C6d190 oo wns!rt:K:.Cion de fdi1idos di? San Frarmis.oo, gas1os d<i invaiaigadcn oortu1 oohractos ponrabay.i 
emptiU!dO o realizado sin los dt:lbidos permiso.s o por lrab.aju que ex;;t,<(Ja !11 lirnile ••sllpulado M io.:; purrr1i$0:;. Dichos cobros. puooon sqr etpeludos antu fa 
Ju11ta oe Apc!acionos da Pem1ls::.s (l3oard of Permit A:pp<.!als) di;ntrc :-le be f)l"irnsfos -:i..:ino;; dia;; je halm:rSe obtenioo el oermisa. Las apalociones S-:l hacmn 
eri el 875 ctei la calla StEllrenson. cuaito pJ!>o. telelo(IO 55•Hi/2ft · 
~ -c"-·--------................. ~ ... - .,..,..,.......--~...-.-- ...... ,.._..__.._._ _______ ......,.~ ....... 
AOVEATENClA: Si no etimple co.'1 las. acclones immeuialat> req,,uriaas· p2(a :.orregir :a~ ;rifraccione.s. o( Oapef!Ml)ento cttf lt1$f>€"A:i6n ::Je E<;iilicios tendril el 
derecho de iniclar ~I PrOCS\lo .de miti9aci0n_ Si .wna Ord~n oo MU\gacion es 1.;igis~"n\/Ja c.01wa dicha propivdad, tos g«ak1s lnooirldos durn.nte el pm.case de 
aplicaclon del c6dlge. de.!!00 la primem puesta. del Avloo dn lnlri.!ocimt hastn qoo tooo~ loo gasl<:>S ast1.m pagados, sa-.!a CQoraran al dueflo cwf &dilicio o la 
pr<1p!edacl tlera erntiatg~cla para ;e_?operar d.lchoo gastos. Aofsrencia <1 la. Se(;C!~ .. ~03\b) 'I 332..3 da e! COdl§l.9 ~e Cof'.~lni.Cci()n qa E\il1icios. 

ADVERTF.NCIA: La Sm.:ci6n 204 na el COdigo de VM-endil. de San Fron¢iscc. pe:rnite qo"' se mull.a \runoolatarnen.te '$:100 poi: ~da prime1 qa~!IQ d~. 
incontorn1ldad1 s&{)uida por una. mulla de $200 per oada ~und<1 !nfrncclon de ~riconforrrildM, avmentando hasm un rrt:µ<l§o, cl~ $7,~ po;, oa~' . .f#iti.lfl9]9~ 
Esta ~COl6l1 lmnbien permlte ·obleflar ~gos crlminalas como d~lito muoo1, r&.;u!tanda an rriuaas de no manos. de~~:i~OO dtalit:l;> 6 5: tl'i~W$.·;·\[a· 
oocarcelamlento 1> amtias. umei00.~"'· ~-----~ . :.' '· ·· · .. 
ADVERTENCtA: cualquier ~ona qu"' rmiba Tlinta por una 'Ylvienda qui!" hay-a sioo &:\cffi.raoo qui;i. no sa!islacu las r~~~g~:r~~7nmenio 
de lnspecci1'.lr. o;;i Edjllclos, m} puvde ooducir ;Jt<I M\adt::: lr.ttm1'>~.S pftrsc-nalas-, de bar.coo 'iltnptei>a. (Jepreclac:i6n .:i ti:lli'.ilS atrlbuidos sotira dlcha. ellltuch,J.ra. 
Si el trabato <Ji:: rep;;.mcll'.in no :11\- !t;r:Tilna o .;.sta cFligG<ltememe, r<ipldamenr5 'i OOt'ltuamernla- {l.cusado dl!t.put·s de seis (6) mesas de !a techa de ssi.t'f avl$o: 
:se l<l env•ani vnll nolmcacion <~la Jur1a cle Con~o$iCn '1e i1T>f.H1eslo11 (f'rancniim Ta11 Boacct) de ac<Jerdo ;1 la Seccl611 n!64(eJ dal c.odlgo di;; lngre·s®'tr 

lrnr;ue~\QS \R(;_:enue a(IO r aJ(i1itl':iil C.:.-di;)_ ·----~--··-·-- --~··-"···- .... ---·-··--~- --- ----·····-~. 
A.DVERTENCiA; la Sacc1611 2051aj da iii! Codigo de Edie.as da Sar. F-and5co impctfle rnullas zivilllil h~:;ta de $500 por c<JC;J dla ii cuslqµier peri.--ona que 
in!iirija, dasobr:de<;ca. ··mir-;;1, des~uid". <ohusa cuinp!lr, mr.is!e o ~e opon6' a !a e1~u.ci6n de ias provfai(ll"-OS 01 eme ccidigo. Est.:. se<:cioo tamoil}1) impo.ne 
multa.s por del110 menor, -:;; es declara<io <:ulpabte. do- hci!l.1a $500 o encl'.lrcai!IDll'1q!o d1.1 hil'Sla 6 .mesoo, 0 aw.bas sando11e$, p<ir cada uns de laB oton~ y 
pot caoo. dia qua dic/1a. ol<insa occura. 

p ~~ (- .U?J.C) .. ;io..(oJ ~1ll.l'l'r m.1 l)(~~AIU!; • Jm'f-!lfi!f 
aoce.:ie1ei\(;x.11011vN::&.•ITll'l:r:~ -l<«~ilf-~l!i. • K~•a · •• 
)..llf~'!'Eff"ilTJf~t4l.Hi1. l~ xzf'.l. ~lliJ::l;.1f'Fl'T.t:l!'ftf.MttfuJ~~· ~-· 
**:e;: SllJ...,,,_,.. !if l~$ .. 4. • '4J!'i ; lS<-671.0 • 

----·----~----------------

ff; ro'l"~Ml!f~.I! ·JU titic.utt#ffll • ~~~ttMDVI~ 
lfWJl!l'~fi' • ii.ltJtJr:i8Hab!l~Jlf1EtJ!'fit-l!~ifllli • 1'!1lHl•!l!WYU 
B~Ull-Alll.JUllJE.ltlf-t·••0'9U • MJ.'!J.lf~Q. l!l•.lfU~ I D~ 
~:«U • .... G~ •21XJ (bJ ~:rn.3l'J(Q • 

p : <5•i1fllf ll:WJI[) ( ~ 3F.llC} • ~"b) ')(IAUll.Ji'.l. : ~il"1z«:tr~lf 
.... 100 n:;. =~.c•a lOO :if; ·-~---'iff· 1,$00 m• jf;:W'lad 
.............. Tlf-.um*1l~. •a•,.. .. ·ar• 1,000 jt. •/f{)d;\ ... 

". 

•'*: ffi'llf).Jlllil1!rU11••v .. :. ·muu1e.-.,..~~-llf ·~ 
1'-f;tllrU)JiffQ • flr'~lll~' t0tJllUtQfQ:1'~~9m'l'tl 
~~~-lll~it~.li-. &!E:rtm~. ff~'flltfi. ~ 
ft'~• :Jlr.JIHlYl (a.;~flO ( ~ Ii<•.,,_ ,t. T1udan C4cSr;) • l~ \"} *• • ~fltH.R1rm><: it~· 1.'u a-t.') • 

11''&1: (5.1fl!rUd) ,. ~ti)~~: ~-ii:' ~·tli' p' ... ' 
~· , ... 9 •• gip~~.t..·~Jr .SOO]C 
IPJ.fi!i¥11l• •.Qttftdb•·~ •:It~ •-¥-•M~ .. ~--j007Ci1l- ·~/UM*•Jl • 



l l/21J/14 11:08 M' 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit l)~·111ils Report 

R<~port Date: 

,\pplk:Hion Num(wr: 
i'nr111 Numh<•r: 

[h!stription: 
Cn~t: 

Uc«:upmity Codi:: 
Bu ildlng Use: 

Dispositlon /Stage: 

o;io/2m4 11:06:1..1 Ai\1 

3 
09·l7 I 002 Io 28s3 BROOERICKST 
0947 / 002 / o ::?857 HROOF..RlCK Sl' 

9/26/t:!: BOA"l:!-050 DA l'ED 06;20/1:!. REF: APPJ.;;:.\011/0;J/25/2839-S, 
s10.ooo,oo 

R<\ 
'.'.B - :::i. l:AMILY DWELLl:-lti 

9/26/2012 'TRIAGE 

9/26/2012_·~~~'F~l~t.1~:~~G~~-+------~~~~~~------~---i 
<!!!:!6/:.?012 FILI::D 
10/l;.i,':!012 PL.:\NCll ECK 

w/12!2012 ISSUED 
2/6/:W!.J -·--t'_s_u_s_P_E_N'_l) _ _,_P_ •. _·r_L_K_P_,',._.: _n_.'f{~U_1·_~l_t_!:_ttt_'(_1.,..2~{!'~1i_::i_o_1,~1---------1 
l<)/Jti/201.1 RElNSTATEDirJ\•r DCP's r\'<JIWsl il'!it'!.'._ dalt~r.l 10/i6/2oq 

'..?l.;:~(::m14 SUSPEND •a'r BOA':; request t!·nl?il dal~d io/::2/:::01.1 

Contact Dctu.ils: 

c:'ontructor Dcluils: 

Addenda Details: 
I) .~.~~'icrmt10 n: ·- - Chcckc~ B;--~~k:i>t::riptiQn 

·--~-------

~Step Stntion 1\.l'f'ivc Stat·l 
ln Out Finish llolcJ !fold 

!1 BWG 9/:?6/1:.i ~)/>J.6/12 l)/:.'!6/'rn LHNC D£>lNlS i 

~ ·- ·-
CPB 9/:::8/1:2 91::iS/12 9/28/12 YAN .UR£NOA 

i CP·ZOC /"8/ " ' '• I .•• /L!NDS·' \' D '\ nD i1J1Pf0\'erl per ll<)ilnl ut i\ppc;if~ Dm'.1$l<ln 

~ • 9 - . '- '°"' '- . rn, 'I'· i · ' · Aµ;wolN<> ""'"' -;.------- .. ~ ............. ,..._,,...., _ _,, --·--·--..-.,~··~---- -
,, PPC w/::./12 10/2/12 10/2/12 THAI SYL\'l:\ s·-a~--10/::i.,11.2· 1011:.:/t:! ~--...... --.l?~~rA~ a~r;NoA"·--u.;11::/1:!Al'PRo\·w HY Ks 

-
-

A1>rwintmcnt...;1 
r----· 
i;\ppointmcnt 
!Llutc 

Appointment Appointment --- i7imc 
AM/rM Code Appointnu~nt Typt~ Description Slot.~ 

lm;pcctious: 

~th-ity Date Ins cctor lm;pcctkm Dcscri1)tion rn..,.pcdionStutu.~ :=J 
..... ·~_.1_2"-7"-!c..._•f-'11"":l __ -'-'T.:.hc..o...:rn..:.11.:.s_l·_'<•_s,,_,l_cr ___ .:_R_E_:I_~_·f_;o_. l_~C'-'-l-N_'G_,.:.S_T_E_E_L ___ ....._R_E_INFORCING STEEL _,==:J 

S1mdal lnispcctions: 

[Addenda No.!Complclcd Datcltns~cd ri\Iin~~!:!Slli.£~criJ:!tf0i]Rcnuiibi!J 

For infommtion. or to schr:dule an in-5pcctilm. v;1!1 ;;58-6570 het\\Cl:ll 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

f'.tgl! l of 2 



D 

0 
0 

0 

CONDITION ANO STIPULATlbN8 

l'IAT!i. ·" • 
·---··~----- ~' ... · ·--.---~---~ ·~·---~,_,,.,_ ·---... ·-----,-----------~ 

THIS IS A SITR'f'IF.RM!T APPLICATION. 
~O WORK MAY ~E &TARTED UNTIL 
CONSTRUCTION Pl.AKI HAVE BEEH 
APPROVED. 

~,-----

r~.-----

1 
t· 

----'~---------lltil\Vr,rQ: 

·:. f •• 

,·./ 



DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING lNSPECTION_~--· .. -·. 
• Cl • C fy .o! ~n ll'rtUJllllc"o . 

i r; · · Strcot1.S11.u Frnnclsco, C1111!ol'n1!194103·2414 
'l::;.PECrJON' . " . 

·- PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT ~ New. 
015.GLOSURE A,NO GERT!FICATION o. Amended 

~P.armlL~.ppflc11tlon Nd.:~ D'li...t.. O]'L-] . ...,.., . ~ 

J:hili form !DU&t·bq cQrrrplalug In 11!} anilret/ In !t0!10J!cll~!O Wllh j!O !!pgl!cutlqO for ll bU!fdlaq PllMJJlt !FQtCTa 
1/:Z. :l/s, 41J., 5 11nd §l. Toa form must b1i am11nded for iii! OR'l'f lnforrm1Uon or changu ln lnforrnatlo~ ror duration al 
projec;t Pleas a be alivlsed that ti11.1 Dopartment doos not rog\Jl11\a perm!( axpadllera/c.qnaull!tnm or atrord tham 

· prefi;r0nUal treatment. · 

. ·§'.. Pnnl!tt Ap~llC11nt lnfor~aUonl 
·· 3. Name 

I nsraby c11rttry lh5i ror Llw purµ~a offl/11111 ttl) 11ppllcallon • ,... · 0 Arcllllacl 
tars /Ju/lcflngorolh11rp1mn!I Wflli /!H; CenlrutPdrm/t Ph N 0: E.nglmrnr 

aur&&v; ori;ompletlon afany fomr ra/l!lsfi (o the Slln ·. Fl:~a~~----~------~-
F;:anclaco Bulfdfog Cacfu, or to Cily and County ortllnn1mt1s Llcrsnaa,4# 
and ftlgU/ll(fDfl.~, or to ~Isla [llW.S ;intf col;fe11, I am the ' , E.~pltn.lkln.-0-a-!e-~----------
awnor; the /asstt9 or the ag1n1fof <ha ownsmesi1t111: Md am FJrm Addra~s 
a([thorized lo sign all rfoaumrmls- r:onnac/11d with lhla --'---......,.--------

. o.ppUcs/Fbn or perm//, , . 
• 

I c!telim: uud~r pflta/(y af p«r}llry 1f:at lf1~frntgc/11g lJ /rµ.e i:ml 
Cllrred. I. am tti, pernilt applfcanl·lli lam • 
Cbcu.l~ llox(J): 

· · O · The 11wner t9l o Tha !emut (C) 
Q"' 11ly au\ha'ilud aga_n!, Chui;:!< or..Ur;(u): 

. fl Archllact (D} . d EnQ!nijur (0) 

Ctly State. Zip 

IE, GimmI Ccm!mc)~r !nfonPatlo~ . · · 
Nola; ,Camp/am ~eparols flrJomi11d oonfm::(or'.,.

s1arsm1m! Hlsq~ : · 

Namu_~~-~-~-"-----~--
____ _!_ ___ _:_0 •• cooITT&.1.>lor.(El--·~·~· .. -O-A~lornay.(F-)~ 

Phona •. 
--~. AmtN11;;;m11::::;;;::, ==::::::::==========-;T···-····--··-· .. ···---------~ 

O · Pennll C1moullimllExpiJdi\ai (G) 
n Olh~r · · (HJ 

::~~:~ 

Olly • Sl'i!la tip 

Ir::. Le1uH111 lntormlltl~~] 
Name· 
Ptione----~-----------

Addro~s------~~----~~--

Clly .Slata lip, 

,. ' 
1£. Archl!ectl t:nglnuur lnformatlor.I 

c An;.tilt~ot 
Phone No: _ _.__,..._. __ ~------Pfrm Nllme __________ ~--

Llcanse #---'----------·----
E:llplr11tloo Datu----------t:ltm Address ____ __,_ ____ ......_ __ _ 

City Sla(a Zip 

Llcensa#.....__"~------------El\plrallctt Onto _____________ ~ 

F;m111dd1o~s ~--~------~--

Glly · State Zip 

o Conlractor riot }'l!LHl$olad. Ir Ihle bole!~ ch!Jok.ed, 
submit llrt amended form when known. 

a Owrier-au111.1.,r, lfl.hla.IJoll" la ooeokEid, 1;ubmitownar
bUllder doolare!ldn fotrn. 

W· Attom~y lnfarni11tlonl 
. Nsrna __ __, ___________ ~ 

Pl1on~.---------~-----
FlnnNama ___ ~--------'-~ 
F1m1 Addnm.:...-,.......-----~---..---

City .ZJp 

fa. Parmit coru1uttanfl exp,i:lHti~ 

Nama~~~~~~~~~~~~· 
Phone~~~--~~~~--'--~~-~ 
firm Name __ ~-------~-
FlrmAddras~ --------·-----

C!tf Slate 

!H. "Autho~d"Ager.f. otlnm1l 

Nam~ Gie,PGeh 2 At. W~ 
Phol10 (itlQ-~t.!1-#1 

Zip . 

Flrm Nama . 
Firm Addrneu ~11-J Hl$19iiS !3% 

· ';IE C.!i fl! :t 11 '1 , _ _...,,,__ ____ _ 
City . . . Statn Zip 

Pleiise oascrlbe yourn1l11tlonshlp wllh Iha owner 

---~-------. .......,_;. ___ _ 



Receipt for Firing Fees Paid (Plan check Receipt) 

ADl:lllcaUon Number 

201209260727 2653 BROOERICK ST 

Flllno FU* bliMd on Estimated C091: $ 

Fee Code Deaa1ptlon 

TECH SUR·F Technology Sureha~ 

REC RETAIN Records Retl!lntlon Fee DBI 

OCP-F PCP Plan Chock (F) 

Pl.AN REV-F Plan Review {fiUno) OBJ 

BUJGSTO-F Bldg Std$ Admln Spec RoYOlv Fund 

·-. -
Pll)'1111HM 

Paymtjnl Stage Typ& PaldBy 
__ ., ___ , ___ 

.. -.-·-----~-

FJUNG V1SA PAMELA WHITEHEAD 415-200-
41}57 50 "'1JIGOALENA MU. 
VALLEY CA &4114 

-·--~ 

1.00 

Pay Osle 

OQ.128J.2012 

-

SAN H.t....ic1sco 

. 
f.N9!N>mJON Pace 1 

Receipt No: 12092949 

Fee Amolll\t 

3.49 

18.00 

.50 

155.75 

1.00 

Total Flflna Feea 178.74 
-· 

,Receipt# Rec By· Paymeor Amooot 

12092949 YANaRENOA 176.74 

178.74 

Pnn!ed on: 09/2812012 
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~ u r: r·1-. n r 1,1 r: 1.,,-( r; ~· BOARD OF AP.PEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISGO 
0 !JlJILUJiJG ll'/'.WZ:C'flCJl'I 
-0 Ajjpeal:tif==='. Appeal No. 12-056. 
~ PAT 6USCOVICH. ) 

AP,pellant(s) 1 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

DEPI. OF BUILDING INSPECTIQtt ) 
PLANNlNG OE;F'T. APPROVAL . Respondent 

NOTlCE OF APPEAL 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT. on . May Q2. 2Q12, . the above named apP,eUant(o) tiled 
an ap~ wtth the Board of Appea,ls of the City and County of San Francisco from the deeislon or ottler of the 
above named department(s), eominisslon, or· officer. · 

The substance or effect of the ·d~slon or order. appealed from Is the jssua.nce on Aeril 17, 2tl121 to Inger Conrad1 
Pem:ilt to Alter a Building_ (ralae bulldJng 36": buHd new 9aragll and rooms down for Mure expansion; new e<Urb ~t} 
at:.2853-2857 Broderick Street · 

APP.LICATION NO. 2011/Q3125/~tl39S 

Addre$$· & Tel. of Aobellant<sl: 
Pat Buscpvieh, Appellant 
2~5 MontgofTIMY street#823 
s-.r., CA 94104 

Address & T&I. of Olher Parties: 
lngEtf' Conrad,. Petmlt Ht>lder 

· e/o S~plien An~naros, Agent for Permit Holder . 
2261 Market Stiaet #324· 
$.F., CA 9:4114 

NOTICE OF DECISION.&· O~DER 

The aforementioned 1m1tter came oh ~ulariy fQr heating· before .the Bqaro of Appeals of th~ ·City & County 
of san Francisco on June 20, 2912. PURSUANT TO § 4.106 or the Charter of the City & County of San Francisco and 
Artltle 1, § 14 of tha Busl~ & TaX RegulaUoos Code of the said Qity .& County, and the action at}ove slafed, 
the Soard oMpp,eals hereby GRANTS THE Af>'PEAL 

AND CONOfTiONS THE S\JSJEOT PERMiT W1TH ADOPTION OF REvlSEO PLANS dated August 22, 2012 
{see attached documents). Thii> decision is rendered on the ~sis of 011 agreement betw~ the parties. 

THE SUSPEN;>ION MAY NOT BE LIFTED UNTIL FUU,..SIZ6 SETS OF SAJD. REVISED PLANS ARE ACCEPTED 
BY BOARD- STAFF, n.tEH APPROVED BY n:re DBI· AND PLANNING OEPT,,.,ANO UNTIL THE DBI ISSUES A 
SPECIAL CONbl'nONS PERMtr WHICH EXECUTES SAID RevlSED PLANS. · , 

. Original HearinQ: June 20, ~012 
Lasl'Day to tteqtJe,St Reheartrig: July 02, 2012 · 

Request for Rehearing: Sept. 12, 2017 (granted) 
. ~·ng: Sept. 19, 2012 

otlce aased:
1 
~,2012 . 

(f~ 

. FRANCISCO 

G, Goldstein, Executive Director .. 
tf this doclsion Is subject to review under Code of Civil Procedure§ 10!:14.5, then the time within which judicial review 
must be sought ls governed by CallfOmla Code of Civil Prcicedure § 1094.6. · · . 
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f! lt _;/__". " ' ~~ ;J• . 

o o r: ri 1, c· anrf 60 nty of San Francisco Board of Appeals 
0 VUIL!JldG li'l:iPEC'rlCJrl 

~.~. --~·. . .. 

.. ·A·FFl·DAVIT· GF S-ERVIC.E-

Pat Buscovlch, Appellant 
235 Montgom~ry Street m123 
S.F., CA 94104 . . 

· 1, Victor F. Pacheco Legal Assistant for the Board of Appeals, hereby certify. 

that on this ~ay of Sept.ember, 2012, I $e1Ved the attached 

Notice(s) of Decision & Order for Appeal No(~). /Z.-tJ.5G 

----:---:£i~f-y:;fff'p;;A}J::l!J!f. ~~!;:~;i~r:;~a~--··----
.. 

copy via U.S. mail, first class, ~o the address above . 

r declare under penalty. of peijury under the laws of the State· of California. that lhe 

foregoing is true and correct. Execut~ in San Francl$co, Caltfo 

co: DBI BID (if app1icable)1 DBI CPB (ff applicable), 
Planntng Dept. (if appllcable). and Redevelopment Agency (If applicable) 

OTHER PARTIES 
OR CONCERNED. CITIZENS: 

Ingar Conrad, Pennlt Holder , 
c/o John KevUn, Attorney for Pennit Hold&r 
One Bush Street #600 
S.F., CA 94104 

(4151675-&UO Fu {415) sts.geas. 
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-<. 
City and County of san Francisco ~arct of Appeals 

SOARD OF APPEALS PROCESS FOR REVISED PLANS 

The following process applies only to appeals in which the Board of Appeals has 

imposed· as a condition of approvai for a building permit or zoning variance, the 

submittal of revised plans. 

-1-. -Tlle--perrntrtroldersliall~ubmtrtnree-sets-oh'evised-plans-to·the-executlve-secretary--·-·----·

for review aryd approval. The permit holder or his/her representative will carry two 

sets to the Department of Building Inspection for expedHed review under the 
I "' ' • ' 

Building Code. The Board of Appeals Will retain one set as part of the permanent 

re.cords. 

2. 411 3 sets of plans shall be marked with clouds and/or highlighting to clearty 

show the spe'?lfic: revisions required by the Board of Appeals. . 

3. For efficiency the permit holder shall telephone the Board office for an appointment 
' . 

with the executive secretary for the review and approval of said plans, to increase 

the likelihood that it can be done with a single visit to the Board office. 

(10/99) 
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Depanni~nc of Bu1ldlnq Inspection 11/20/H 1058 ,\I.I 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Octails Reporl 

Report Date: 

:.\pplk:ation Numb<'r: 
Foml Nuntht,r: 

Cu;,t; 

O"i:11p:111cy Code: 
Buildini.; Ust·: 

DisposJtion I Stai.:1!: 

t\clion Dale Sta~e 

~/6/21'.Jl'.~ TRL.\G.E 
i'J/ti/::w 1:1 FILING 
q/6/:!01:~ FJLED 

201309066151 
$ 

0947 ! 002 / 0:!853 BRODERJCKST 
09.17 / 002/ o 2857 BRODERICK ST 
RE'.\10\'E STEPS PRQPOSED TO !IE Al)DED AT NORTH SIDE ENTRY PORCH U~DER P,\,, 
::01103252839, REDUCE NO. Of STEPS AT SOUTI I, FRONT ENTRY, ADD NEW DOORS 
WITH TRAXSmlS AT HOTH LOCATIO~S. 
$).()0 

R·3 
28 - 2 FA.\llLY DWELLING 

Comment.,. 

10: 16/:m1.1 WITM DKA \\'N 

Conh1ct Dt~t11ils: 

Cunti•uctor Dcluils: 

Addenda Details: 
>c~crtohOJ1: ·-

f "' 
Sta lion Arrh·c Start In Out Finish Checked Phone Hold IJc,.crlplion Hold Hold B\' 

C: II L'NC. .p5-
l:"l;TAKf. 9/6/1~1 9/6/l~l 9/6/13 "J . .\1\CE 999· 

0999 
I ·115· 10,i1t>114: Withdra1'n p,,r R\•q1ws1. ('11slnmt1r ! n: 
i!.! CPB 10/16/14 10/16/q 10/16/q A:-'NE ,5,58- lvsl application & took p!arL~. Duplklll<' 

6070 :m11lkutio11 m.ide.al' 

.\ppolntmcnts: 

Inspections: 

Spccinl Jn.'fpcctions: 

~dcndu No.!Complet<:<l o~.ifuiilicctcd Br!Ins1'1C,:tfon Codcjn~~sc1·ipth~!E<::ma&J 

http:/ f dbiw.;b, ~f9ov.1Jr9/d!Jlpts /defoull.&~px?p;igt; wf'ermilDNails 



ll/.?0,'H ll:Ol Al-.1 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Oct.ail.-. Rcr>0rt 

Report Date: 

Applkat!on Numb«r: 

F<1m1 Number: 

Cqst: 

O.-c·11p;mcy Cmle: 
fluildini; u~e: 

l'>i-.posilion /Sta>;!!: --

:w I :3070 l 0898 

:3 
O~J.f7 / 00::1 / o :l85~l BRODERICK ST 
0947 i OO:l /O :l857 BRODERICK ST 

TO co~11·1.r \\'/CORR '.'IOTICE DATED tl/:!5/l:J. ALSCI TO CLARIFY HEIGtlTOF BLDG 
BEFORE&AFTER BEING RAISED 36" U:'\DER :w 1103::52839 &TO CORR PREY SHOWN 
HEIGHTS TO ROOF JUDGE TOP.DWELLING l:NlT MERGER TO SFD.o\Dl)JTJONS TO 
SlDE.R£.-\R.'.l4JFL.RE\'ISE 201103111905, 2ouo32528;j(), cWl 108031630, 201::!09:.ll'I0/_.!7 
&::w1.:W9;?.j7ti3ft 
S!.00 

R·:~ 
28 • 2 fi\:\tll.Y DWELLING 

c:tion Dntc Stage Conmwnls 
:'1f'.w1:i TRL\GE 
1 1/~()l:~ FILING 
'1/201·~ FILED 
--~:-.- --~--

Cnnbtl·l Details: 

Contractor Dctuil.o;: 

Dcscript1on: ··- -----~ r-· 
I 

Stnlion Arrh·c In Out Finish Checked Phom: Hold Description \Step Sturl JI old II old By 
,~ 

CHEUNG ·115• 
.1 CPB 7/1/13 7/1/l:l 7/t/13 WA! FONG 558-

' 6070 . . ; Apprun:<l per C~.;.; N(). !!013.04.'.)JDDDE. 
I ! 415-

C.wrcl'l hdghl di1lll'n~iu11~. D\\1•lli11~ lll\il 
I C:\BR£1WS merg1'r frnm :! In i uni I. Sid<', n·w· and 

IJ CP·ZOC 7/1/13 7/16/13 7/16/13 L0/15/l.\ 10/15/14 GLEXN 558- 1·crtic;1l addlion5, 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR'll <>:rn m:dled 7/HJ/1:3 (j.;<:). Pending r-c1·i•.'W with £ .. A. 
I /llo/1:i (gc). 

DR APPUC.\TtON TAKEN II\' ON 

' r OROPE'.Z.·\ ·PS· 7/::!q/:.;oq •• \PPLICATION CO~fPLETE ,\ND p Ci'·PR 7/::!9/t.t l0/l5/l..J EDGAR 558· TAKEN IN Bi' EDGAR OROPEZA. P!C 
i 6;i77 STAFF 

I CABREROS ·115· M11lli:d :~JI C<A•~r Lt:lt••r i>/:!7/14 (\'l<td) 

H CP-NP GLENN s:W· :'\laile<l :~n Nntic(• 717,ti.1; Expin·d 8/6/q 

'--·· --··------ ----- -·-----,...--·--· 630 i(Vlud) 

-115· 
) lll.DG IO/ 15/ 1..1 ll/0/14 YIN DLAXE 558· 

- - 61:u -·-------
Dl'W· ·P5· 

(' US1'1 :;58-
6060 

t-- I0/2.0/ q: Rt•turn to Diani.' Yin; snt. i 10/:.:0/q: OTC dbappmved, h:wk to BLDG. 
i mnil rn/20/1..1: to St<,]lhcn Antonan1:-: fnr I 415-

!'PC 
THAI 

558· 
OTC. PG W/17/14; back lo OTC hin; snt. 

,·1 

I 
SYL\"!A 10117/q: Plans 1ollt\.'d to Swplwn Antnnaro~ 01:n hllld for Jl111loli11g f1'\·i1'"· Al. 10/17/l·I: Pfons 

l l'OUh~d f(l OTC Jlf)ld for l.luildini:: l"l'\'it•\\", .-\!. 
! I oit;,/ 14: to BSJ\I; ~nl. 



I 10/17/i-1: UPL)AT£1) \)ESCR11'TION OF I 

I' 
YA!\ .. p5· \\'OIU~ & lS A 2 UNITS l'llE:RGER T0 1 

CPB flRE:-;l)A 558- UNIT. NO STRUCTORF. PLANS & CH1\:-IGE 
6070 FULL TO SITE PE!t.\l!T Rl.-:QLIEST BY 

APPl.lCANT. OK HY \VF. IW:\~. 

Appointments: 

~\ppointmcnt Dntck\ppointmc.nt AM/PMIAppolntrncnt CodclAppoinlmcnt 'fypc!Dcscriptionfj·im~ 

lrL'ipcctions: 

1At.1E·it)· Dutcllnspcctorllns.pcction ll~scription!In1>pcctfon St;t~s] 

Speci11l lnspections1 

!lnlim· l'•·twH aud 1Cornplaj!ll Tmdiin:.: hunw J>•1i.:e. 

Tcclmkul Su1>port for Online Scr\'iCc!> 

1(.Hl\l need hdp or haw u qu(•stion ahonl lhb sctYke. pl~as<• 1·i~il our FAQ tll'i!tl. 

Cont;wt SFGov A1:e.:ssibility Pnlidt1s 

City ;mcl Connty of San Fnmdseo i'<'12000-:wo9 

hrtp; ! / dbiwd.J.~tgo\• .ory I tlbipl~ Ide faull .J'•P"?pJge~ Pe rmttDetall~ f'J<J~ 2 of 2 



D~pJrtmenr of lluildlng lt1spection 11!20}14 11:01 N. 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO lnquiry 

Permit Delnils Re.port 

Report Date; 

:'lpplication Number: 
Form Numb1"r: 

Oc>crl ption: 

(<):';[; 

Oc(:upancy Code; 
l:\uildinfi C'1'1~: 

nis11osition / Stugm 

IAC'tion l)u-tc Stav,e 
!7/1/201;3 TRIAGE 
h'1/2m:) F'.!Ll::-IG 
!;/1;':::01;1 FlLED 

Contact' Del.nils: 

Contructox- Details: 

Addenda Derails: 

.Dcscrmuon: 

201307010898 

~1 

0947 ! 00:!. / o 28,53 BRODEI\JCK ST 
t!947 / 00!! / o ::i857 BRODERICK ST 

TO CG:l!PL\' W/ CORR NOTJCE DATED 6/2.5(!3. ALSO TO CLAR.lFY HEIGHT Of BLDG 
13EFORE&AFTER BE!::\G RAISED 36" UNDER 20110325z839 &TO CORR PREV SHOWN 
HEIGHTS TO ROOF RI.OGE: TOPJ)\VELL!N'G UNIT MERGER TO SFD.ADDITIONS TO 
SJDf..;,1u:,\.R&.;J/FL.RE\'lSE 2.0110:~111905, 2ono3252839. 2011080;~16~10. 201209260727 
&::i,0130924 7638. 
SLlJO 

R·3 
!:!8 -2 FAMILY DWEIJ.lNG 

Ct)mnu.mL~ 

~ --
.................. ,_ ......... 

I l i r\\)rmwedperuL~i!NO.!J013.0433DDDE. 
1 

1 Con·e;:t height dhn\..~nt.it'.111:-:.. 1),,·clling unit 
: I ' C " >e''{O" 4 Ii)" mer,·er from 2 to 1 •init. Side, rear and . CP ZOC . , . " I ' 6 . . ' I , ABRr.r :; - 8 ,. ' 

l
'J. - 7/.1/ J.3 7ilti!l3 71 1 /l~~ !!0/ 15114 101 l;)ll . .J GI £:>\N 1·:i5 - wrti~t! nddtion$~ 10/15/14 (gc). NOPDR111 

·,: ~ i. - 6371 ·1 ( cl' · . I l mw ed 7;w/t3 _g•~). Pen mgr•c\'J(!\\' wit 1 ZA. 

I ---1---+----+---1---+----+---+~---~,· __ . -+~",,;""16,113 (ge). r ! DR APPLICATION' TAKEN I:N ON 
!1,. 

1 
1· ' , ... ·' OROPEZA 415· 7/:.:t)/201.i. APPLICATION COMPLl':TE A."'l{D 

lj CP-DR [I 7/2 9/i'.11 H), 1 ~i1i., EDGAR ;;.:;S- TAKEN IN BY EDGAROROPEZ:\, PIC 
' I 6:~77 STAFF . r---- I 1 CABREROS A ~5- ~foik:d :111 Cmcr Letter 6/'.1.7/14 (Vind) 

; 

' 

4 CP-NP GLENN Snli- 1•folk~d3·11Notit1;'7/7/1.1;E:-;pir<"d8/6/14 

----~-+-----+---+-·~..,.,...,.-i.............. ....... -~.,._._.----i-----e-6""3~,,_, ·~· -t~(\_'l_ad~· )---------··-··----

5 BLDG 10/15/ 14 l li6/1.l 
.. p5-

\1~\i DIANI~ 558-
6130 

DPW- I 415~ 

55$-it> BSM 
:~~+---+--~-r---+~--··~·l-----J..---l---~~-~6~0~6~0--1---------~~----~~~ i 

:· 

I 
i 

PPC 

! 
ITHAI 
S't1X1A 

4t5-
558-
6133 

lO/rLo/14: Returu to Dinne Yin: snt. 
.10/2oi14: OTC disappnwed, back to BLDG. 
mml 10/20/14: tQSte1}hen Antonaro.:; for 
OTC. PG 10/17/q: back to OTC bin~ snt. 
10/17/q: Plo.ns routed to Sll'JJh<'n :\ntonm·n;; 
hultl for Building redew. AL 10)17/1,i; Plan~ 

IP'lu.t:_d to OTC !io~d. for Bnil<lin!( rL·1·kw. AL 
l011:i/14: lo BSM. :;111. 

111 tp: / / db1Wti b." fgov. org / dbip! s,1 def a1~ Ir. a~ px?pagil ~Pe rm irOetai Is Page l of 2 



11;'20114 ll 01 AM 

JOil7/l.J: UPDATED DESCRIP'l'ION OF 

\'A .. ~ 415· \\'OR1' & 1$ ,\ :! UNITS :-!ERGER TO 1 

/{ CPB !lRENI);\ 55$- CNli, ~O ST!-WC['\JRE PL:\>iS & CllA>IGE 
0070 FCLL TO SITE PER:\! IT REQUEST U\' 

APPL!C:\..'i1'. OK HY \\'F. B\'A:-1. 

Appointments: 
!A ppoin ~·-e_n_t_D_1_1 t-c~~-p-p-o-i11_t_n,_1c-;n_t_A_l\.l_ /_P_;\_1~lA-r-,p-;,intmcn t Cod C{.:\ppo intn1c n t 'I' YPelDcscrl pti-On[ill1c Slo L;J 

Inspections: 

jA~""iite]tnspcctorllnspcction De~criplion~~i10n'St~I 

Special Inspections: 

/Addenda No.jComplctcd DaLt.jlnspcctcd llyhnspcction Codelncst:nptionlRcm111•k.'ij 

Fnr inforn1ntinn. 01· to ;<l'f11:duli: un insp1.Ttiun. eall 558-6570 lwtwt•1•tt S:jtl am :ind 3:00 pm. 

Tcdmicnl Suppor<I for Online Sc-rvkcs 
If:• uu need help or hu1•e ;1 qncslion ;1lmul thi;; ;,,r.·irv. plt·ns1• 1i.,it our FAQ ;m•a. 

Contnd SFGn1· ,\rn•R-;ihilit;· Pl)lidei; 
City nnd County of Sun Francis('o ·:\:·;2000-:wog 



lli201l·l 105S>\I\ 

Permits; Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Dclailli Rcporl 

Report Oatc: 

Application Number: 
Form N11mber: 

lkscriplion: 

Cu~t: 

(krnpanl'Y Codl': 
!:1ulldi11g Use: 

Qi,.,pusilion J Stage: 

'8/;i/:.1011 FILING 

11/20/2m4 10:5aa9 AM 

"' ~· 
O\N;t/002 /02853lHWl>ElUCl\.:'T 
09.17 / CHJ2 i o 2857 HRODER1CK ST 
TO CO;\!PLY WI NO\' 2(Hil0;\592 & :::0105.p.1. REPLACE :::6'X38' i/FLR FRA:'lllNG, RE!'L 
1:-.'TR WALL fl:-IISH E~l1RE(2 UNJTS).REPl~.\CE BATH RM & KITCllENS-:::UNJTS.REPL 
ELECT&:'llECH(SEPARATE PE!Ol!TJ.INTR ALTERN POST FlRE DAMAGES.ADD NEW 
llEDRM&llATll AT GRO/FLR),J:-.ISTALL NE\\' 
l~SULN,Sl !EETROCK.SPRli"KLER&:KITCH El\&!\..\ TH FIX&CABll" E'l', 
$3:;!0,000.00 

R-3 
28 · 2 F:\~llLY DWELLING 

____ ., __ _ 

~/:1/2011 FtL£D ·---1---------------·--------1 
:'. 1;1/2012 l'l..A1\CH £CK 
::!i:\/::!01:.! APPROVED 

Conla(•l Uctaib: 

Contractor Details: . . 
l.ln.•nM Numb,•r: 
N;ime: 

Cnmpan\' Name: 

940:J3.5 
.JASON L\NDIS HWCH 
Bl.OCH CONSTRUCJ'ION JNC 

.\ddre/\s: 239 ntV,..1'\NAN ST' SAN FRANCISCO C:\ 9.p07-
oooo 

Pho1w: 

,·\ddcnda L>ctnils: 

Dc.'>crmtion: r-, .. ~--
Out ! 

Jstcp Station Arri\'c Start In Hold Hold Finish Chcdu:d By !Hold Dc.'icl'iplion 
r--· ..... .......-~ 

I BID-i1 INSf' 8/:1/l 1 8/:)111 8/3/1 I WALLS ~IARK ,_ 
b C1'13 8i3/ll a1:v11 8/:{l ll Sl!EK KATHY ! 

' 

:J CP-ZOC 8/~1/n 8J-:i2/1t 8/2:.!/ll 912/ll 9/2/ll 
C'AIHrnROS IAPPROV~D \l/::!/t. 1 ·no d1:.u1)!.e bld1; ~n~elllJl" 
GLENN nr hhlg h<'IJ'll'.t. lP:d 8/cc/11 - R•X\<'st jor 

·-"- "'"""'"'--~ ·--- · .. ~ -
101/:.!7/2012: :\ppro1·cd. Rout<: to PPC <.tml 

.\ BLDG 9j6/u 9114/ ll 9/'.J'.!/l I l/27/12 PALM RODOLFO lruuh: back tu plannin.I:( to re-stamp new plan 
shceL~. R. l'mfo ...... _ _,...._,.,..,. . ..,.,..... 

' !10;24/u: eornmenls iss11ed & mute tn pj";.-.,-
5 M£Cll 9/':J.':!/ll I0/~1;)10/::!4/ll 11/8/ l l L.\J,JEFF j·11/S/11:t\'1:'fh'CI\ "1,,-\.PPRO\'ED & ROCTE TO 

Pl'C. 

I !Re\ k:1HHI &: u;;..q\'~cd for eapaci1.y <ehargc·~. 

l0/24/11,11/17/!l Ill/ 17/ll 

ro•>,; paid wilh permit f~t'S; ])(t),H\("(' duo \\ilhin 
it> SFPUC TO~! BILL w months nf pe.rmit i,;•;uimce dat•:. Si'e in\oicc· 

;11tad1ed lo a1mlil':1ti1m .. Rouk Sitt·&: Si 



' IArldemlnm submillab; to PPC 11/17/11. ·- 12/:!ft:!: W CPltArs 1/;N/ t:.l: to CP ZOC' for 
~ramp on re1·is•)d ~d.grs 11/1$/ 11: plan" in 
HOLD BIN: snt 11/8/11: Bm·k to .SFl't:C.gn-

"! Pl'C ~/::?3/11 8/::?::i/11 'J./2/l:.? 
S.o\~IARASl:\GHE 11/7/11: retlit:V(•d from SFPLIC for.r. L:1i. Bad; 
GILES w .I.Lai whrn r•:lurned.grs 10/::?4/11: lo 

SFl'UC.;(r>e9/:!::?/11: to MECH.l\rs ')/6/u: to 

I BLDG.grs 8-::?3·1 l: ;\pplirnnt ,.;11hmit R(•1·iskm 
1 to CP-Zo~·/Glenn Cahrern~. :;j( 

IL_~ CPB. 2./2./12 2/3/1':!. 2/8f1:i IYi\N BRENDA 02/03/1'..lAl'PRO\!ED BY KS 
"-; ~-- .----.. -:------·--~.~ . 

Thi~ pi?rrnll bm; hecn 1s.~ued. for llll()rmation pertammg t1) thts p.:rmtt, pkasi: call 415-,5;38-609b. 

Appointment-.: -- ,....... ----~ .......... -~-...---

~ppointment ,\ ppointmcn t Appointment Appointment Type Dc.<;criptfon rime 
Dute Ai'\1/PM Code Slots 
11/b/201:1 AM cs Clerk Sdw<lult.'d ROUGH FRAME l 

;;/:q/~01;5 A,\! cs CIL·rk Sdwdubl RE!NFORCJNG STEEL " 
')/6/:!01~1 A!\! cs Cl1:rk Scheduhl jRr:'.INFORCl:'l:G STEEL I 

:z 

lnspcctfons; 

!Acth·ity Dute 
·-- Inspection Dt-.<>crlptl~;n 

~1~"~~-· 

h111pcclo1· l.nspcction Status 
111 ,16/:.!!Jl~ Tho!n(IS F1.;ssk•r ROUGH FRA~IE REl:'\SPECT REQUIRED 
i·;/::>~/!Wl3 Cl11i>lrmlwr Sdironkr REINFORCING STEEL REINFORCING STEEL 
,~/6(201,q foseiih Yu REl:-IFORC!NG STEEL REINSPECT HEQUIRED 

Lk~ -·-·--------· 

Spedul ln~pcctions: 

.\ddcndu Comph~ted 
lllS()Cclcd lly Inspection !)cscriptitm Itcmurk .. No. Date Code 

-~ ·---~ ... - ---------
() 1 

CONCRETE (l'LACl~MENT & 
fc":JOOO p:>i -·- \ tlrin~ 

; S.·\l\ll'LJNGI -I 

I•) :! 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
(ONCRE.TE :-- -·---·-..---~·~· -

I 
.. _,,_ ... 

:n .j 
REINFORCING STEEL ,\~fl 
PRETR.ESSING TENDONS 

'o 5;\1 
SlNGLE PASS Fl LLET WELDS < 1 

lo - :>116" _ I 
:.i.iE \\'OOD FRA;\l ING ·--

i SH EAR WAL!$ .\ND FLOOR 
I() 19 SYS1'E!llS L:SED :\S SHEAR 

DIAPl·lRAG'.llS 
Q~-~ -·· ----

() 20 HOl.DO\\'NS 
0 2.1A FOUNT>AT.101'\S ·--
n 24!3 STEE.l, FR:\Ml:-<G 

~ 181\ BOLTS INSTALLED rsr 
£:\!STING CONCRETE --....----· 

Tcchnic.ul Support for Online Seniccs 
lf)'ott need hdp or han111. (jUPslion :ilmut thb >el'\ki.:. please 'isit our FAQ at'<''1. 

http: i 1dbi\\,.~b. ~(gov .org / dbiplS/ def.lull. ,1•;r1x ?page =PermitD~talls Page 2 of 2 
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DEP .ARTMENr OF BUlLDING INSPECTION 

~ 'i' j) I .'. . t ~ ·:~~~l~;~;;~7~~~N~~:~:eo AG::' :: ::wZD~ 
oor:r;..nrMr:ur 1 N d. 
Q !.HJJUJJilG Jl'J:iP.ECrJCHJ DIS.CLOSURE /\ND CERTtFICAT 0 o. Amen ad 

~ --·-·"·-·----- ·Penn;~ppllca~on No.: ..z.au ... (}8-1)5-· /'JO Jab Addreu: '!$- UJ1 .i(.,Q~t uf. sf'. 

· Thi! furro myat·be sOma@Wsl to lit tnUnrty In 99Dn&etl2D wtth AD llRPllv!lt1Qn fur!! bulfdfgg permit fEOrTn!I: 
j £2. 3/8~ 4lJ, 6 !.Jlld ~}. The form must be amended for llU llSW lnfurmalfon· Ol" change In lnforn;ation for duraHon Of 
proJect. Plea&a be advfaad that the Department does not regulate permit expadltarslconsullants or afford them 

· prefurenUal treatment. ' 

f& Permit Applicant fntomiattoji) . 
3. Name~~~~~-....~~~~~~~-

I hare by cartlfY that tor the purpose of fiffng aq appl/c8.ticn 
for a bulldfng or other Pflrm/I wfth tho. Ctmtral P<tirmlt 
auroau, or r;omplellon of IJJ'IY fOtm ffJ/lllBfi /a the San , 
Fmnclaco Bulldlng Ccd9, or to 'CJly and Caunty ordrnsnca$ 
Bnd ragu/at/an:s, or to Bfal.9 /SMI end coei65, /am t/Je 
owner, lhs lsasee or flus sgan{ affhe owmmfsss.fJs ami am 
eufhortimt to sign aff documanf8. connected wlth this 
appJlcsUon or pormit . 

• 
J tl1cla.rrt llltd.u pM.aey o/JIU}lf!Y lhuJ lilt fongamg ~ tmt wuf 
comet l am tha pmfil't appllca.nf·l!l.lil ur1 
Cb.eek b"1{1): 
a. The OW!lill' (B) D Tha IBSSff9 (C) 
a Tha ll.ll!IWrb:ed agl!llL Check 11m~e): 

o Atr:hlrnct (0) · j:'.1.. Ennlnaer (tl) 
· o Contrao!or(E) o A!1omar.(F} 

o Pfllll1it cOn.au1tan!IEiq>lldllE1t (G) 
CJ Olhllr (K} 

Prin!Ap~loontNoma · ~ 
Slgn Ntynl'l • . a_ __ ~-,-· __..:. __ 

I 

State '?A Zlp 

Name~~~---~------~ 
Phon& __ _, ___ ~-------
Address ___ ~~~~~-~----

City State · ZIP. 

City 

CJ Arohltaot u Engrnaer Phone No. _________ __;., __ _ 
Finn Name _____ ......., ______ _ 

lloen&a<fl...,.._.,....... _ __,;..~---------Explratlon Date ___________ _ 
Flrm Addran_..;...._ __________ _ 

City Stale Zip 

· Cl!y 

o Contraeb:lr not yet sa!ootad. lr"lhls box rs checked, 
submft an amended 1l:llm when known. 

o owner-Builder, If lhla>balc la checked, submit ownar~ 
bulfd« deol.araUori form. 

lE· 1ttnmg lnfprmat1onl 

Name~~--:__~~~-----~ Phone _____________ _ 
Firm Noma _____ ...._ ____ _,_ __ 

FlrmAddres11 ---------'""--or--
City Sta ta Zlp . 

Name __ ~~-~------~~-PhOne ______________ _ 

Firm N&me----------~--FlcmAddress ____________ _ 

City Sta ta Zlp 

IH. Autho~d AQent • Otllsral 



~ :J ;\ r l f I{ ;\ H t I 1 C: IJ 

'.:n • \ \' • I ., ) • . j 
(') I I , , I I 

- I _y I \I" . 
)> " r .. J ·::.s' 
() rJ E P /dl . ' 
~ !lUlWJt· 

-<. 
Psmll" Na: 20110Ml1 !!30 

Enl8rld BY r.--n: BT 
OiiwW Fnt Narnil: 
°*1W Finn N9rTI« lrlaer Cornd ReYoc TM.mt 

Owner. Slt9et Adchsa: 21163 Btcderick st' 
SeMca Addreu:. 2&53-2M7 BrorJerlck St 

T aka: 
Sel'wlcll Blodc: 947 

Service Lat 2 

Wwtw ~ Clwge (Ii lpPk'abl&) 

Currll'lt CaJ*ltY ctNarge 
f..a Prior UM Ctlctt 
T o!al W,,,_ C.paclty CtlarQll 

~ Capldly Chargtt (it lppli::lble) 
~ Cllpacily Clwgit 
Lelo Prior u.. Ctltdlt 
Tola! wutewe!M c.pedty Chat;o 

50% °' Wtbit Capatlty Charge 
50%'Df~.C!p!:i!Y 9l!!'ll! 

Paymant 2 ·Amount Ou1 et 8FPUC 

Hate: . 

SIDntlled; 
E',__OI\: 

OlinW' Laat Mln18: 
Cont.ct Nlll'.lblr: . Cl\I ( Slala' 

Zlft: 

SANlt'A Zlo: 

llll5IWl11 
H/17111 

mm a39-298ll 
Sen Frtnellc:c CA 
94123 

' 
IM123 

• 
s 

• S; • 

ft,510.00 
(1,322.00} 

1MOO 

4,478,00 
(?,909.00} 

567.00 

7UJ:IO 

I 

! u 

$ 
$ 
s 

$ 
s 
s 

9-l.OO 
283.50 

C!l.l!vet b8Md Ol'l lnforl'natron ~ 11>' plmllt tpplicartt: ~ mey be Alq\Jlred -~ "" lrrform.tlon' 
beconle llY'lllatile. • ' 

·. 

I 



! ~ ;;$~~~ ft~h'c~~c&1Public Utilities Commission· 
o l;>ia Su~~i~r.Form . 
l> ck ri;ent oi. 81,f Ing Inspection 
~ 111: , i ~?': ~ an Francisco, CA 94103 
0 ll • I' _, '. . .WI 
"'O ----... - ... ---·--·-·--·· 
-< 'This form Is to be flfled out by all appliqlnts completing building application forms 1, 2, 3, or 8. 

careful completion of this fonn will expedite SFPUC permit review at OBI. 

See "Glossary· for more infonnatlon and definitions of footnoted terms. 

... 
_,.. . .. ..,. ... " . . ..... .. 

DBI Permit A~ication it. t$fJ U- O'S- OJ - / ~" Date Application Submitted: 3/~llf 
ProJect street Address: 7,;951, ~ z,~r'f ~a f5llt1~"1 <;T- Project Bl~~t! /~z-
Project Contact Information: • 
Name 6. A""raµ )4-j!.d 
Street Address 

~U/ /11~ 'S'r:. #?U 
Apt#· 

City State· Zlp ..:;i:: . 
?4-11 ~ 

. 
c;r 

Phone: ·r4,r) !6a..- ~z:zt,.1 . 

Em~I: 4 A ftJ r.!J ,V A-eoS. t:;J ~·b~ 4/oJtlfi. IAd f-
1. Water Effldent Irrigation 1 ~ 

Yu No 

Does this project fndude ewer 1,000 square feet of new or modified landscape arear D ~ 
2. Stonnwabtr Manageriumt3 Yn No 

la the Development Profed Dfsttrbed Area" greater than 0t equal to 5,000 square feet? D ~ 
3. Construction Sit• Run Off Yes No 

. Does this project include any external disturbed area? 11 
0 ~ 

4. Recycled Water
1 Yes No 

Will this project Include a new, remodeled. converted buildlng(s}'struGture(s), or rooion ot a 
buildlng(a)lstn.rcture{s) resultlng In the alteration of 40.000 square feat or more? D 1!( 

Will thfs project lnvotve ttlt't development of a new or exlsUng frrtgated area(s) of 10,000 square f~t or more?11 
D ~ 

5. Batch Discharge P&Jmft
1 Yes No 

Does lhls prqect Intend to release any liOO-meterad waler Into the Clly's Sewer System? 
)er' (Including, but not limited to: dewatering from construction sites; run off fnxn power wasNng of buildings and 0 

parting lots; deaning or hydcostallc testing of pipes or tanks: pumped groundwater) 

6. Capacity Charg& Notice 
I 

The SFPUC requires that building developmonts which wijl Increase tha demand on the Cty's water and wastewaler systems be 
assessed a Capacity Charge. The charge recovers the costs associated with prolllding additional faetllty capacity 10 new users as well as 
to existing users requlril'lg additional capacity. Capacity Charges are typically as$e.S&ed when there are addiHonal or larger water fixtures 
added to a development, when there Is an expansion In condltloned space or a change in µse which would polenlially increase water use 
and wastewater discharges. RHtauranta and Laundromat& are two examples of developments lhat routlnefy are assessed a charge, 
but any development that Increases water and wastewater demands may be assessed as well. If Capacity Charges are required. the 
applicant's pennit appllcatlon will be routed to the SFPUC desk al oar for review and assessment. For more lnformalion on capacity 
Charges please see our website at www.sfwaler.oro, Caoadtv Charge. (SFPUC Resolution No's. 07·0099 and 07..0100} 

Revised 1/3/2011 
• I 
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a~~,F a~cisc~ P~blic Utilities Commission 
lah S. mi~'f~·rm . 
J.O. . . . . h'i r: f,i T 0 f 

0 J3Ul!LJJf"IG J1'l:iYECrt01•J 
'1J ~·-~·----·------< , 

•. ·A·. 
' . 

, Water emcrent Irrigation Ordinance ·Requires that landscape pf0iect$ with a modified landscape area equal to or greater than 1.000 
square feet be Installed, constructed, operated, and malntalned In ~with esta~lshed regulations limiting outdoor water 
consumption. Each landscape project Is given a Maximum Applied Water Allowance that provides lhe project applicant With the appropriate 
amoont of water that may be used lo Irrigate. the l~ped area. {SF Administrative Codft, Chapter 63} 

Maximum Applled Water Allowance - The amount of annum applled water that may be used for Irrigating landscaped areas, This 
lirplt Is established by t~ San f:'.ranclsco Public Utilities COmmbsloo (SF.PUC) u$ing state mandated formu!as· and ac:~t.mts for local 
climatic conditions. • · 

2Modlfled Landscape Area. AD planting areas, turf areas, and water features in a la~pe, as well as any adjacent planted areas in the 
public rtght..of-way r0r which the property ownef Is responsible .that will be modl!ied by the proposed construction. The landscape area does 
not Include the follOWlng. elements: toolprlnts qf bulldlngs or stroctum uriess 1he footprints lnc.:luda planted areas such as green roofs, 
sidewalk$, drivewBys, pari<lng lolS, decks, patios, gravel. or stone walks, other pervlous ornoni)afVfous hardscapes, and other non..frrigated 
areas designated for non-development such as opM spaces and e.xt~tlng nallva veUatatlon. · · 

3 Stonnwater Management Ordinance - Requires the development and maintenance of stonnwatar management cortrolS for spoofled 
actMUes ihat disturb 5,000 square feet or more d th& ground surlacs and are subject lo buUdlng, pldnnfng and ~ubdivlslon approvals. This 
ordinance enforces the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines as ioltlated by the Port and SFPUC. {SF Pub.lie Works Code Art. 4.2 
Sec. 147.2) · 

Stonnwatet Design GuldeUnes.. Shows project applicants how to adlleve on-slte stmmwater management using· tow impact deslgn 
(LID) strategies, also known as green infrastructure. ~ Guid61in&S protect San Franeisoo's environment by reducing stonnwater 
runoff pollutfon In areas of new development and redevelopment and by reducing the wet weather burden on San Francisco's 
combined sewer. , , . "· , · · "' 

"Devefopment Praj8Gt Dlsturbed Area -Airy .actf\tity &t th~ site of a developmmt project that dlsturi>e .th& cumulatiVe ground surface. 
These actMtles Include, but are not limited to; , . . 

· -1) Coost.rudJon, mocllficatioo, converoloo, or alteration or any buUdfng or structure · . 
2) AssoClated gradlng, fiillog. ~. dlange in existing topography. and the addition or replacement of Impervious. surfaces 
(lncll,ldes alt sidewalks, parl<fng areas. driveweys, and landscaped and Irrigated meM constructed In conjunction with development in 
the. project area). , . · • 

[Thi$ anm does not lnc!L!de: intertor remodeling projects, rnalnt$MllClG .actMttes 3Uch as l.Op4ayer grinding, repaving, re-roofing and 
conversions or al.leratlon& Ii:>, building$. Of structures that do not Increase tfM:t ground sudace footprint of the building struciu~.J 

· '.~mal Olsturbed Area.: Any associated construclkm actMty that OOCtJf'S off--slta from the d&Velopment project or outside the proposed 
development boundary. These activities include, but are not limited to: s19ckplllng, staging, storing, or any other activity that results ln a land 
surface disturbance (or sedment tuooff) including lllO:.'ia :;issoci~ with linear proj&cts such as utlllty or sewer line installation. 

. . 
1 RecycJed Water Ordinances - Requires property owners to InataU dual-plumbing systems for recycied water use within the designaled 
recycled ~ter use al'ea$ under certain cirwmstance.s. (SF Public Works COde Art. 22 Sec. 1204) 

1 New or Remodelsd ~ulldlng llrea .. New. remodeled, oroonverted buildlngs/struc:tures and all subdivisions or. portions of a . 
buUdlng(&Ystructure(s) resulting In the 111teratlort of 40, 000 square feet or mom. A development pro}ect Includes landscaped, lrrlgated 
areas c0nstructed in conjul'ICtion with lhe project The landscaped area should not be Included In the calculation ot the development 
project'$ cumulative square footage. · 

J New or e>dstlog Irrigated are~ .. New and exlsting irrigated areas of 10,000 square feet or more not constructed In conjunction 
wit_h, ~r as part of a deve!QPment project • · · • 

'Batch Dlacharge Pennlt • Tua SFPUC Issues Bat.eh Discharge Pemilts to non-domeslio-dischargers fot noMoutlne, episodic, batch, or 
othertemparary discharges into the City's sewer system, Examples include water gen~led from acl:lvlties such as: de-watering of 
construction sites; de.watering or wells drilled to 1nv09tlgate OC' mitigate a soGpected contaminated site; power-washing of bulldlngs or 
.Parking lots: or any other activlty that generates wastewater, other than from routine commercial or lnduslrtal processes. TM Batch 
Discharge Permit speclfles the conditions under which wastewater may be d1$chargod Into the Cfty's sewer system. For more illfOllllatlon 
and the permit applleatloo, please .visit h.!1.e;l/sfwater.g&m§~ roain.cfm/MQ ID/141MSC IQ/445 

Revised 1 /3/2011 



~ -:.; ;\ i . 1:.; c c:P•partmentof Building.Inspection 

::!! ~'I \ b.,ac-1yct(S..~ . 
(") ' .. ). 1. tNO Winr1:1n lhrMf, ..... l'IWld-, CA Ml!IJ..1414 
$ \I• • 

I • • . j ~ Page 1 
(") D E fl A 11 T M E f.,1 T 0 F 

~ :~~_yJWllJ? JiGPEOfl~rl •. . . . -. •· 

-< · RecotptfOr FIHng Fees Paid (Plancheck Recelpt) .. d· · ·:·~ .. Receipt No: 11084594 
Anollcatlon Number 

201108031530 2853 BRODERICK ST 

Filing Ffftl bated on Eatimated Cott: $ 320000.00 
Foe Code • Oe&Crlptlon .. . . . . ' 
BLOGSTD-F Bldg Stds Admln Spec Revolv Fund . 
DCP·F OCP Plan CMck (F) 

PLANREV·f Plan Rev'tew (fiflng) DBI . . 
TECHSUR-F Technology Surcharge . 
REC RETAIN Records Retention Fee DBI 

PaVIMntll 
Payment Stage Typo Paid By Pay Dato 

FILING CHECl<BLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC 0810312011 
92541:173849 3317 OIVISAOERO 
ST SF CA 94123 

.. 
I 

. ~ . 
•') 

I 

l 

. . Fee, Amount . 
13.00 

8584.20 

3954.38 . 
. 251.37 

30.00 

Total Flllna Ffftl 12832.95 

Receipt# Rec Sy Payment ~~nt 
: 

11084594 SHEKKATHY 12832.95 

12832.96 

II '' ' 

Print~ on: 08/0312011 

. . '!Ill~ 

. . /~;!· ...... 1 
,,~ wr 

:J "' I I \ l I ' ~ l " I I l I 

!!.l!LOING INSNCTION 



D~partm•ml of Building lnspe.ctlon ll/ 20; H 10:09 ,\,\\ 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Dctuils Rt.>t>ort · 

Report Du.le: 

:\pplimtion Numher: 

f.mm Numlwr: 

D••scripllon: 

Cost: 

01:1.'up1tn<'Y Codt•: 
Buiidin~ Use: 

Dlspo:.iliot1 / Sh1Uc; 

~011 \1;1:'.)1}:!8:J9 

:i 
O<J.1~ .i oo:i / o '.!S!';:l BRODERICK ST 
09.17 i 00'.! f o 2&57 l)RODERJCK ST 

\'ERT!CAL/llOlaONTAL ,\DOlTlO~. RAISE BU)G :10", BUILD NEW llAR:\.GE k ROOMS 
DOW:\' JIOR EXPANSION. >:EW CL'IUI CCT. 
.$5.000.00 

R·J 
:.>8 • 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

:,\diem llutc Stage C1.11.c.nc;..11;,.,.1c_·1_1t,... ... ______________________ -1 

:;/:::.5/::mll TIUAGE 

C.011 t;1ct Dctu ils: 

Cont'ructo1• Detail.-;; 

t.ki:ns1! :\umb,:r: OWN 
;.;:imi>: 01\'NER OWNER 

Company Nmm•: ow:-:ER 
:\ddre-ss: OWNER~ OWNER CA 00000-0000 

f'h·m~': 

.A<ldendu Details: 

D £ l"-'i(~r1ptwn:SlT • -· ·--------,------·-~·-·----· 

!.step Stu lion r\rrfre Stu rt 
!n Out F'ini11h Checked By Hold Ik.scription Hold H1.1ld 

I - ···----
L IHI)· 

:3/!.!5/ll 3/25/ll 3/:!!j/li DUFFY .JOSEPH INSP 
\'A,_'\ BRENbA. -

I" 
CPB 3/2.'lill '.~/:i5/11 3/:'!!\ 'JJ ----r.u-----------··-.. ---

" CP-ZOC 3/2.')/1! 3/':!.S/11 ,'j/:J.(~/l t :?/1;1~ 2/1/l':!. CABREROS GLE:'\N''~P!'.IWVED r:er1,-,i,;l: :imo.039.1LW, 3/:JS/11: 
"' ~ol!<:l' 111 lllillf('cl (GL), 
I s.~dion 311 i\lt1ilcd:6/1.1/11 E.xp:7/13/1 r 
' i·I CP-:\lf' 6/1:Vt1 6/q/11 9/6/tl CABREROS GLE:\'N (Milttin Milt1inl RE·NOTICE .\lnilt~<l:8/08/11 
I E.\p:qfu6/J 1 (i\!ilton Jl.fartion) 

3[19>'1:! ITmt mu, 

Redt)\vetl & asses.sed for et1p~1d1y chaT)4C'!', 
50''.', pald whh pt'rmit f(.'t'1'; balan1'.I' 1\u1i 11ithi11 

;: Sf PUC 3/5/1::! 3/19/12 12 rnnmhs of permit issu:mnJ dnte. S('.t.' imnicc' 
all11d1t:d t•> :ipplkution. Route site suhmittul 

' r- ' lo l'PC :1/19/::!0l:l. 

-1 .Sitt· permit Hppnwnl. pl;ms l'tJ\lle to PPC for 

i ldislr . .fYl! 1'i;p9:?m2 Plan~: in hold p1•mlin;.>; 

I AB-005 for stair way rail. 0326:w1:i j:\i·u ... 
'f'<. l ...... ~ " 

,., 
~·· ' •••1 ~ ... ,,, .....,, .., ... ~ ~.- ~ ' ' • I' ' ' ' ' 

httri: if c1IJ1w~b. sf<1ov.org /obiptside fau It .J5 px?p<1ge ~ Perrr111Dc>tail> f'age l of 3 



Dt•p.:i:rtment of !luild1119 lnsp<!ction 11 {201 l ·I 10:09 Ml 

;) Dt,1Ll\J ..!i "-/ 1..: 1:.:1 ;..!:~'){ l:.! :t./";.:.;,,")/l:! ~)/:.!\)j 1~ I t..,1 ~HJ.':H:.rn \.Al~H.l~t:::O- \lJt;'\lt:lflH'Of \.JllU,\ ·"'-~d(I:., lt'ljHHL' 

:1ppr<1\:\I b.\ OCP. Pkasl' hail' plans rdurned 
to .fYl.' afti:r DCP r\'\'il"I\', j)11 03012<)!:.! ,,.,JI lu 

....... __ _ __,._,. -- ---~·-··~-- """' .. "--""" ;irchik'\.'f for cha11ges to platb . 
i\pprowd Site onl;;l DI'\\' /BSl\1 ~hall not 
rel1'aS£• cnnstructhm addt'.mb until l'Ompleh· 

I 
:1ppliei\liun and p!uns for Street lm1>1·n1c•m1•11t 
I:< '.\lSE Minor Encmudmwnt for 11arpi·cl 

. I tlrhcw:i,v/nincretc> step ar0 :illhmitkd :rnd 
11ppr«11\~d Pll•<1s•.' submit appliwtiun with ;:ill 

:s DP\\'. 
:!/l/12 3/.5/1:.! '.liS/1::i C\' LIONGTI.~"-' r'IU Nquirl!m(•11ts Jt 87S Stewtrnnn Slr«d, 

BSM Rill. •160. and Tc!. ;\o. (.11s)·SS·l·58to. Your 
t:011$lructiun ;1dd.:nda "ill be on hnld, un1il all 
netei;sa~· DP\\' /BSM permits ill\.' cmnplcted. 

' 
or I h~· tv..:Qh ing USM plan chcr!it?I'-

: rc•com111t'tHling ;;ign offNotp: Pleasi: nmtal'I I 
I I Urban For,•stry to apply lnr tret! 1wrmit and 
I hmcL-;c:jp(! lkrntlt ta1 415-554-<noo ' 
k· CP·ZOC 2.0.2L!.=. ~f:!::li'._~= :lf:!~~/12 CABREROS GLEXN w Planning W l'l'\'k•1' n:\·i;;iun; sfll -· i:' DFCU :3/:?6/12 3/26/12 3/26/12 

I!L\Cl\SHEAR 3,i::.tti/1:::.: t\o impad (,.,,,,.,Nu Fir~t Sc>utw 

!----~-- ,...,..·-~·~· ... -· ,JOHN Hiring A;:,r.~ement required. --.!B 

3/::;9/1:?.: to CP£1; snt 3/27/12: P1:r.J. Yu. 
rt!mtJ\'t•d end du le mid placed plans in HOLD 
BIN.grs :1/26/12: tu .kw \'u: sul 3/19/12: tu 
Plannini;, Glenn Cahren"; snt 3/ 15/1:1: Rio 
m:l'in'll. Comhin<'d ,,;111 plans m Pl ;c. Will 

s PPC 4/7/tl ·l/7ill 3/29/1:.l TH,\f SYL\'T..\ route tn er• ZOC n.::xt.grs 3/5/12: lo Pl'C; ont 
3/)/12: to flS~I; Ml\ 7·:!:!·11: Applic:inl submit 
H~·,i~ion /to CP·Zn<'/(;lt•n11 Cdhrwos. ajf 7-1,5-

I 
11: Appliranl submil Rt•,·ision 6 to CP· 

I /' . .o!'/Gl<.•nn Cabtwo~. ~jf -1-7-11: Applicant 
I submit Rt;vision 1 tn CP·Z•J<:/Gk11n CahnTo~. 
i . ___ £_ .. ,,_ 

i~)J;::-j CPB '.1/:!9/t:l 3/:WM 4/17/12 SHEi\ l\ATI-IY 
b/:10/J:c:: ;1p11r«1\'l'd. SFUSD n!q'd. neud 

1::rlnitii7L:;f)L»en iss(i(:(i. Foi· l~1fnn11at ion 
irontnictor's illfo. ,;::: ·-1t·rt;1inintt to this l'.!tltlit, ib\St:<;Hil 15-r:r,8-6096, 

.\ppointmcnto.;: 

Inspections: 

[fclivity Dute/1n.'ip;_ctorj1ns~tl0n~~ti;;ajt,;~;;Bt;tus) 

Spccinl I nspcclfons: 

1 \ddcndu Completed Inspected Hy 
Inspection De.'ieription Hcnrnrk' 

~o. Dute Code --
: :.:4B STEEL FRA.\!JNG -· 
J :.!·IA FOU~D.\TlONS 
~· ·---.,~-

J :.!() llOLDO\\'NS 
$11f.:\R WALLS AND FLOOR 

l 19 SYSTE:\15 USED AS SHEAR 
D!Al'llRAG:-IS 

~ 
! :.:4£ WOOD r'RA:>tll\G l ,... 

~--~------

11 1/8/::!0l4 'rTCHIL'. l2 Sl-IOTCRETE __ J 
E t/l:!/::Wl.f \'TClllt.'. :;IJr, '.\lOMENT·RE$1STING FRA:'>IES 

Ii 1/l:l):.!01"1 \TCHlt: 5.-\1 
SINGLE PA.'lS FILLET WELDS< 

)···~-·--- 11!.Q'.'.... 
-·-·-.---~•-.. He--·~-----

1/8/~0l.j YTClllC 
REINFORClNG STEEL AND 

11 4 PRETRl::SSlNG TL:SDONS 

l 1/8/2oq iTCHIL' :l 
BOLTS J.;.;STALLED IN 
CONCRc-rE 

~~ . ..-.----- ----. .. ·-~ 
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APPLICATION FOR ULDING PERMIT 
ADDITIOHI, ALTERA110NS OR RIPAlll 

cnv AND COUNTY OFMN FMNCtlCO 
DllPMTMlll'f Of ...... ....:110N 

F'ORM 3 K' ornER AGENCIES FEVIEW AEOUIRED 

FORM I 0 O'tlBl-11£ C0UNT£R ~ 

~TION 18HBE8VMADE10 'llE DEfWtnSn' CF 
aMJlNl Mf'SlliOH CF MN fflWCllCO fllOR 

'==t NUMBER CF PLAN SE1'S 1/R.. 

PEN: lllilC'IHTO ltADIN~WITHM PUIH8 
NCJ~TQllaamED HEfll!.WmilH) 
MDlfllDIB 10 THE DE.SCfW' llOH NCI FCR THE PUfl'OISE 
~llETR:llml' ---llAR I i ZOU ... ., 

I 

lfl'ORTANT NOTICES ... ...., ___ .... _,, .. .....,. .. _ ........ __ ., .. =-.....-- ..... _ ...... c.a_ ... ...._...._ 

::::··-=:.:.~---==...-=.:·---· 
...._ ..... .._ ...... Dllll. .. = ................. ._ -·---.... - ........... . _____ _,........,. ......... - ..... -I _ .,...,. ___________ .... __ 
-·--------------------,_....._,..__IMlll'_IM,•-___ _, _____ "'_~.,..., 
lll'ITIC--111119111'11'..,.......,. ... __.., ........ ,. ............... ~,,. ............... ~ ___ ..._._,_ ,._._. ____ ......_ 
-----.-.---·-• .... '11>•11' ,...__.Cllllf1IMllll .. Gltlll 
'INl••.a~.-r., ..................... ~. -.......... -.---·-·-------.....,_........... . 

TLfr#: 
Al'PL.ICAHt'8 Cat'TlFIOATIOH . .--~----··...,·--,,.~ .... ,,.__,..At,.,. ___ O# ___ ill.t..._ __ ,......,-.i.•~---... 

1fS 0 

NOTICE TO APPUCANT 
IO.ll ......... a... ._.....,. ....... ., .. ,...._..._.. ... ...,_ .. c.,_~-----.............. ___ _ 
=:.:. • ===--- --::c:.i.:...: .. , ·===----·-.................. -.-... ..-.a... .... -·a.......-....... _ ...... ___ .,,.,...... ___ ._._. •M•M 

-·--- • ..,_._M•-.--1111-•-•• --.........,_,,, __ _ ,....., __ ....,.,,....,_,, _ _,_....._ 
t I I t_..,,.._o_rl_IO_llo ___ _ ==--.... .--................ ___ ... I J I 1----------. .......... ..__,,_ 

=:.=-.:~:::..:::---·- ..,_ -...., ______________ _ 
11 .... _ .... _ ......... -
II Ill I ......... ,.__. ... _. _____ , __ ......., 

:c:."=-=-~-=:".:.-::: ... _.=: ......... ___ -'= ........ - ........... .. 
=.=.-:.-:. -=-----.-Cltl9' ..... _. 

lf ......... _ .............. _,-.............. _ .. ___ ......... ....,.--~-------............. .....,_ ..... . -~111.,,..,,..cr..lf'---
~ a/ZJ/u 
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~ I Y I ~ . APPLICATION APPROVE 
(') D r: fl f. ll T M r: 11 O OR SITE PERMIT ONLY 
~ LlUl~_:>~~~~:~~~O WORK MAY BE STARTED 

11 
os K 

-< UNTIL CONSTRUCTION PLANS J 1Gl 
1 

. HAVE BEEN APPROVED .c. 1 20l2 
fiiiliiilwtitM,&rm:• 

t:MTE. ___ _.... 

llfA80N 

MTE ___ _ 

0 
. ....... 

--'"°T.""""""1>';;:;;:;;;:-~~--~--==::::ii.::::.::::::z::::.:~~~~~~__j~NO ....... tlllill-=•"'~~~-! 

~------1. 

--hMiilMii---!!!~~~!!!::==-Jl!NOm:!•IAEDf!!.!!•!L-.- a 1 
AMl£MI) ~ DATE ____ a 

0 

0 ~ 5 

~t};N'Pll:M!l>;;;;m-~~~..-!~~~!!!!!!!~::::====~l~~~·R!D~~~~~' 
• L °"'Tl---- ~ 

'IJff~~~~fJNJOIJCARD Dr/ fc. J ~ I 2-- MMON l : IJa7fimm 'PiqOR ~ D!t F!NA.L llOl\g Tian Cy, D WJBSM 
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MlL ___ _ 

D 

Ml«IN 

D 

°"TE ___ _ 
AEMON 
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0 ·· \'I '"I{\ 'fr' I .. r· r• '"Tl.J}I r JI~ J-J "*' DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
5 · \"· 1 ·1> 
)> 

1
1 ) I ' . ~I 

r- _/ __./ 

CJ!'t & Co11nf)" ot Bllll l!"ramlluo 

1660 Mlulon Street, San Fruclfco, Callforn!it 94103·2414 DATE: 3/i..r/11 
() D r: f1 ;., r. T M I~ f ! T 0 PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT 

DISCLOSURE AND CERTIFICATfON 
New 
Amended 0 !JUJL!.>JJ'JG JI IJP.EC'rJOrl · 

-a---· .. -·-·---~---~ 
-< 

Pennlt Application No "1...b 11 Cl'J ~ ~ 3 9 .... . 

Jlila tortn muat bt1 c2moleted lo It! ontlretv In c2nruu:Uon with an 1.mollcatloa fqr a bUHdlnn cermlt <Eorrnu 
1/2, ~/Q, 4JT. O and Ql . Tua fonn must be amended for all new lnfoonallon or c:han11a In lnfortn11Uon fot duration of 
project Pfo!Ula be advised that the Papartmont doa11 nr>l faEJUlols permit 1.1xpadlters/cooB1Jltan!s or afford them 
prefl.lfentlal trnatm1:111t. 

g Permit Ai?pllcllllt lnformatlonl 

f heroby csrttry that for tha purpOISEf of fifing lln appllcatlon 
far 11 bu/ldlng or other perm/I with thli Csnlrsl Pflrmlt · 
aureau, or r;rompfation of any fOfm rulatsr.f to /ho Sltll 
Francisco BUl1d111g Code, or to Cily and County rmtfnam;os 
and r:u!lllfatlaM, or to st.ate laws and oodos, I am the 
owner, lhe /eSSfllil or lhs e(}ent of the CJWf11111'111s.aee and am 
authonzod to sign Bl/ doctrmenls oannool:Bd With lh/:i 
app/lcstlon or pormll 

< 

I rl«la:re 11rrrler pWJlt/ t1/pu}ur:J t/1at t/11/oregolnr It trut and 
C{JtTICf l Ul the pen:ult •ppllunt arul I aw 
euclcbo~•) 
a Tho 11WT1ar (B) 0 Th11 l811.16!:1 (C) 
a Tuoulhorlud aoe:nl Chaolun1.lly{e) 

ti(' Alchltect {0) o Englne11r (O} 
o Contr.otor (!:!) o Allonioy IF) 

a Ponnll ConaullanVE:xpodltar (G} 

o Olhar ----~------{H) 

PrlntAppnca~. -
Sign Niima_.~-::::.-r.w~~::;;..:;;.....i..-.=::>-._ ·-··---

CUy ' Sl:ste Zip 

[c. Lanu lnform11.Uon] 

Name Phone--------------

Adgruas~ ........ ~~----~--~~ 

Clly Slah'! ZJp 

jo Archlhact/ Englnaor lnfomuttocl 

CJty State Zlp 

ti Arohlleol o Engfnaer 
Phone No Firm Nnmo __ __,,,_ __________ _ 

Uoanas#..,,,..,_ __________ _ 

e<p!rallon Out•-------.------Flrm Addroas ___________ _ 

City Stale Zlp 

3 N~ma~---------~----
o Arohlt:eot o Engineer 

Phone No-------------
Flmt Nama~------~---~~ 
Uounea#..,.,_,_....~~-~~--~~~~-Explrallon Data ___________ _ 

Firm Addraae ___ ~--------

CUy Sta la Zlp 

le. llDnanl( Contractor lnform11tlonj 
Note Compluto ,,apflrato llaenaod aontraclor's 

alatemimt also 

Name~~-~~~------~~-~--.-
Phono___. _______ ~-----
Firm Name 
Ucar.aa# -. ------------
Explrat!Qn Dale __________ _ 

Firm nctclren ------------, 

City Stalo Zip 

c Contractor oat yut aolaotad Jr this box la chocked, 
submit an amondoo form wtmn known 

t:l O\'(llor- 8Ulldsr1 J( thlo box fa chocked, 11ubmlt DWner
bUUdet declartlllon form 

~: Att?r!tur lnform1tllon! 

Name 
Phona------------~-

Flrm Narr1 s Firm Addrus_s __________ .._____, 

City State Zlp 

12 Patmll Con11ultJmt f i§i11dlt:11cl 

Name 
Phons-------------~--

Fhm Name Firm Addre11_11 ___________ _ 

City Sta ta Zlp 

\B Authortnd AS11nt • Othoral 

Name 
Phc11e---------~------

Flrm Name Firm Addro11-:-11------------

city s111fu Zip 

Please desortba your relaUonehlp with the owner 



.. 

• Edwin M Lee, Mayor 
V"Man L Day, Ca 0 , D1racior 

. PERMIT AP?UCATlON ff:-2tJ/ ( -1J) ~ 2.8' !/S-
PRQPERTY OWNER'S PACKAGE 

-Otsclosures & Formsfor Owrier-Bmlders Applymg for Coostrucbon Permits- -- -

IMPORTAN1'1 NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNfm 
' 

An appbcatlon for a bt.nldmg ~ 1J!s s submitted ITT r}J_ narr;} hsbng
1
yoursclf as the bullder of the property 

unprovements specified at ~. 3 -~ ~6 <k1~ ck ST 
We ara providrng you wrth an Owner-81.11.fclSr Atjcnow:l gment and Jnfonnaflon Verdie.anon Form to make you aware of · 
your responsd>Brtles and posstble risk.you may fncur by hevu19 fhlS riemutlssued m yo(jrname as the Owner-Builder We 
Wlll not rssue a bulldmg penmt untd you have read, mrttafe.d your undarstamhng of each pmv.rs1on, signed, and 
retumad this fonn to us at our official add~ md1cated An agent of the owner cannot execute this notice unless 
you, the property owner. obtain ttle pnor approval of the permrtDng .a:.rlhonty 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND VERIFICATION OF INFORMATION 
DIRECTIONS Read and mdlal es.ch stafument belowm sigrofy yoo undemtand orverrty flus mformabon 

~C( l unrlerstand a frequ~ prad:lc:e of unlicensed persons ts 1o have Iha property owner obtam an ~OM'!er-Bu1lder" 
bt.nfding permit that erroneously implies that the property owner is provrdrng his or her own labor and mat.en al personally 
J, as an Owner--Bullder, may be held lrable and subject to senous flnanaaJ nsk for any rn.ruries susbamed by an unlicensed 
person and hl:s or her employees wfufe wodong on my property My homeowners msurance may not provide coverage for 
those ITTJUries. I am wutfully a.ctmg as an OWrter-Butlderand am aware oftha hmrts of my insurance coverage for tnJunes to 
Y/Ofkers on my property ~ 

/~2 l undemand bwfdmg pemvts are not requtre<.f f.o be s1911~ by property owners unless they a~ responsible for the 
construcbon and are not hmrig a licensed Contractor to assume tms respo11S1b1bfy 

//1,l,3 I undersb!nd f.lS an -o.vn~-Bwldet' I am 1he. re.spon.mble party of record on~ pemnt I t.mderst.a.od that I may 
protect myt;elf from potential tinal1Q111 nsk by hmng a IR::ensed Contractor and haWlg the permrt tiled 1n his or her name 
instead of my own 

f!i.& I understand Contractors a(e reqwed by~ to be ltcensed and hooded m Callfurma and to fist their bcense 
numbers on perrmfs and contracts 

f h£..o I Underatand rf I employ or otherwise engage any parsons, other than Cahfurrua f1c:ensed C.on1ractors, and the total 
value of my construcbon is at feast tiva. hundred dollars {$500). mcludmg labor and matenals r may be cnnsldered an 
·emp1ayer" under state and federal law . i 

L~ r understand d' I am l!OnsU1ered an "employer" under state and tedernf law, l must regtst.er with the state and 
federal govemment. wrlhhofd payrol taxes, provide workers' compensabon drsabll!ly insurance and contnbute to 
unempfoymeot compensa:bon for each "emproyee • f aiso understand my fatlure to abfde by these laws may subject me to 
serious finaoctal nsk. 

~ i f understand under Calrfomia Contractors' Stata License Law an Owner~.Boudtfr Wl'16 builds smgle-rarruly"';-
resldentlaf sfructures c:al1flot legally butld them WJlh the mtent to e>ffer them fur sale, unless all work JS performed by 
licensed $Ubcdhtractors and ftie number of structures does not exceed four wi:lh111 any calendar year, or all of the work is 
performed under contract 'N!fh a l.tcensed general butldmg Contractor 

1660 Mj:$$U:>n street-San Franasco CA 941o3 
Office (415) 558.-6088 - FAX (415} 558-64n1 

Webs1te www.sfgov orgldb1 

Page 1 of2 
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!! \ \ , ., ) I 
(') l f . ,. '· 
)> I /I ., ,, 
I _./ J~· 
o or:rr.r!'TMErJT nr-
0 HIJJL!JJJ"JG Ji'np;:cnorJ 
il ------·---· -·-
a1 understand as an Ovmer..Swlder rt I sell the property for whtch tros pemut is tssued, I may be hefd hable for any 
:::taf or personal tn.Jl.ll1SS sustalned by any subsequent owner(s} 1ttat result fi:om any latent consbuctton defects 1n 1he nansmr l!" mat.enals 

:1 J uref~~ I may obtain more O'lformabon regarcfing my obbgahons as an "employer* fTom the Internal Revenue 
~.the United States Small Busmess AdmniStrabon, the Ca1lfomla Department of Benefit Payments, and the 
lfO,la D~IOn of rndustnaf Aroden1s I also under$1d I may contact.:tbe c.aJlfor.n1a Contradors' state l.Jcense Board 
,) at 1-800..321-CSLB (2752) or www cslb ca QO't for more Jnformabon about h?3nsed contractors . 

l O I ~ 1Jire of and consent to an OWner--Butl'der budding perrnrt apprted for 1ri my-name, and understand that I am 
the party fegalfy and finanaalTy respo11S1ble for proposed constructron adlvrty at the fbllowmg address 

11tc• ,2t.J-3-J>Z 8~0PR".Je1eK ~ .. 
1 l agreefhat:. as the party legally and financially re.sponsible:.torttus ptoposed construction actMty, I V(lll a.bide by 
'hcable laws and lllQUlrements that Qovam Owner-Bwlders as we1f as employara 
tK,,..LJ t · 
1 :!-! agree to nobfy the issuer of this form 1mmed.Jarely of any .addrt15ms. deleboriS, or changes to any of the 
abon l have provided an thls form Licensed comractors are regulated by laws desig11ed to protect the pubhc If you 
ct wrth someone who does not have a lrcense, the Contractors' State License Boaitf may be unable to 9SSJ$f you 
1y finanoal loss you may sustain as. a result of a compfamt Your only remedy against unlicensed Contractors may 
Ml court It rs afso unportant for you to understand that rf an unfJCellsed Contractor or employee Ctf trni:t 1ndMdual or 
mJured wtute workmg on your propertyj you may be held hable for damages ff you obtam a perrrnt as OWner~ 
rand wish to hire Contractors, you wiff be responsible for venfymg whether or not those Confradora are property 
d ~~e stal.1.IS or th~r woricers' compensabon rnsurarK:a coverage 

• aflu16Jng perm rt can be issued, this fonn must bs completed and signed by t.he property Ol.'/ner and 
ad to the agency responsible for lSSUIJlQ' tlla perm.rt Note A co.ay of the r>rot>erl:y awner"s drr.rer's license 
ot:a.nzatlon, or orher venficafl.Prl. ac:cep'fab1ff ~ tne agency IS raqt11red to be presenreci when rbe permrc 1s 
T to wm(y /he properly owner's Sltfnl~fure 

ry Owners Sl9flatllre ~ .'1f' ~ ~ Daw 

The lb/lowing Authorrzabon Farm 1s reqwred to be camp/a red by the property owner only when 
afmg an agent of the property owner to apply for a a:mstrucbon permit for 'Iha Owner-&!Jfder 

AUTHORJZATION Of AGENT TO ACT ON PROPERTY OWNER'S J3EHALF 

1g the NotrCe to Property Owner, the execubon of wrnch l understand is my personal responsibility, r hereby 
e the fol/owing person(s} to act as rny agent(s) to apply for, sign, and file the documents necessary to obtain an 
3uJJder Pennrt for my project 
if Construcflon Project (or Descnpfion of Work) ----------------------

r Authoro:ed Agent ________________ ~Phone ,__ _ __._ _____ _ 

ofAuthonzedAgent~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

under penalty of pe!JUTY that f am the property owner for tha address lisfed. abo'tfe' and I personally filled out the 
formabon and rerofy Ifs accuracy Note A copy of the owners t:lnvtJrq JJCense, ft>rm nofanza!Jon. or other 
::m accepf.ab/f'J to the agency ts req1Jlf1!Jd to ba presented when the penmt ts tssued to venfy the property owner's 

y Owner's Srgnature ----------------- Date -----



SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
CERTIFICATION OF PA YllENT OF SCHOOL FACILITY FEES 

241-6090 

APPLICANT (Completed by Apphcant) 

Developer/Owner /Nee i<!'.. G9NRA.D fil //SI 
OBA 

Developer/Owner fr>07 Yt:£t.'f\o 4-w+ 
Address · Street 

Sl2MM1>. CA 
Crty State 

Developer/Owner Phone No (7D7) °}3!-9)So 
Contact Person SfiJ'!HiN A'lJ\m.>A-0..Q.J' 
Contact Person s Telephone f '':t") B"kct '??'k G>\ 

II SITE (Completed by Central Permit Bureau} 

Ztp 

Street Address ~3-2.JS] ~ )tt 
1f no street address -----------------

lMte legal de'Scnpbon 

Building Perm1tApphcat1on No(s) ;LD(/.-o 3-.2.s--iJ .3 </ £ 
Ill SQUARE FOOTAGE (Completed by Ptan Checker) 

Fee Payment Stamp 

sf u.s.a 
Facllmes Fee 

APR I 7 ZOil 

PAID 

Check Area Plan Checker 
Qo.e. Jyj>e Of Construct100 Sguara Feet Qfwt 
__ New Residential - Habitable Area sP: BBi 
~ Resrdent1al Add1t1ons - Habitable Area -~ BBi 
__ New Non Residential~ Total Area 881 

Type ---------
Non Residential Add1llons - Total Area 
Type ~AA~ 

__ New Aes1dent1al • Senior C1t1zen Housing 
_ Conversion Non Residential 

to Resrdent1al Habitable Area 
Combined Res1dent1al and Non Aes1dent1al 

Res1dent1al • Habitable Area 
Non Res1dent1al ~Total Area 

Total Fees Paid 

IV Signed by developer/owner or author12ed agent al time of Fee Payment 
The undersigned agrees that 

BBi 

SFUSD 

SF USO 

SFUSD 
SFUSD 

lrutiaJs Ee.e 

?IE f~cb 

1 The above mformabon ts correct and true to the best of my knowledge and that I wrll file an amended 
cert1frcatton of payment and pay the additional fee 1t ~requestan increase in the square footage after the 
building permit has been issued or 1f the 1rnt1aJ dete5mmat1on of square footage 1s found to be incorrect 
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Bir\'" 1 V ,! 
~ 1 j/ I " )' ·~ SCHOOL FACILITY FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE 
0 r:;r:rAnTMEIJT nr: 
~ Jllilld~~te[,l~f1tetes Part 1 and hands to clerk at the Central Permit Bureau 
-< 

2 Central Perrmt Bureau clerk completes Part II and sends to plan checker at Bureau of Bu1ld1ng Inspection 
or to the San Francisco Unified School D1stnct If the project requires a San Francisco Unified School 
OJStnct reV1ew, the School District staff will require a sat of plans which will be returned to the developer/ 
owner 

3. SFUSD staff completes Part Ill and keeps form rn pending file 
I . 

4 THE SCHOOL FACILITY FEE PAYMENT 
When the applicant receives a postcard from the Central Permit Bureau with the information that the 
building permit 1s ready, the applicant may go the Cashier's office address shown below, between the 
hours of 8 30 a m 12 00 p m and 1 00 p m - 4 30 p m to pay the developer fee and have the school 
fac11tty fee form stamped PAID 

Before going to the Cashier's office, please have your BuiJding Permit Appl1catton Number handy and 
phone 241-6090 (Property Management) td confirm that the apphcat1on 1s at the School D1stnct ofhce If 
your form 1s not at the School District office, contact the Central Permit Bureau. 48ERQlcAHmt9'=.Street, and 
ask for a dupllcate copy of the school facility fee form 1n order to submit 1t wrt. h your paymen. t 5 / /.CGO M~~, 
If you choose to pay by mall, phone 241-6090 and request that the school facility fee form be mailed to 
you Return the form with your payment Be sure to sign the form and fill rn your trtle and date You w111 
receive a PAfD·stamped copy of the form by mail, a f:>AID copy will also be sent to the Central Permit 
Bureau 

Make check or money order Q.a~_ble tp SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DI STRICT and wnte your 
Bu11d1ng Perrmt Apphcat1on Nu!!!ber on the check Please do not send cash 

, iO,ELIVEA OR MAIL CHECK TO PropertY Management 
1

' 1 ~ I \ ' F u f I J ' San ranc1sca m 1ed Schoo District 
135 Van Ness Ave , Rm 102 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Telephone 241 ~6090 

5 Orn::e the fee payment stamp ts affixed to the documents, 1t will be delivered to the Bureau of Building 
Inspection for processing and thereafter pending other approvals by the BBi, the bu1ld1ng permit may be 
issued 

6 If a request 1s made to increase the square footage of the pro1ect, add1t1onal fees are due A new 
cert1f1cabon of payment of fees must be completed 

7 If you are enbtled to a refund, the Central Permit Bureau must notify the SFUSD Cashier rn wnt1ng that 
a refund 1s due 

8 YOU HAVE THE RIGHT TO APPEAL THIS FEE Call or wnte 



Total.wutewalerCl!lpaaty~ .... I·----------' 
Total Wiiier Cepeaty Charge .... 1:-r:; _____ __. 

.. 
· Attach to all DBI perm rt application form& 1,2,3 & 8 
All foO'l'ls 1 & 2 must subnnt a completed copy of this appflC8t!On with their permit appltcaflon 
All forms 3 & 8 that rncraases the number or the srze of legal ~llmg umts ta an expamuon to a noTH'SSJdentLal bUJldmg 

requires change of 089 1s requasbng an add1tronal water meter or a larger water meter size must also submrt a copy of 
ttns amipleted appl1caoon 

Careful completJon of this form will expedite SFPUC perrrut review at DBI 
..... 

1 DBI Perrmt Apphcabon # 2o r3 V <) 
{IPR) {I(> Z--S ?- .s 2 DBI Permit Form# (1 2t'1or 8) 

C1PR) 
3 Pro1ect OWner 4 Projeet Block I Lot 

6'f't-::f OdL_ 
Name {tJ~ ~o \WS"i I 

·--- 5 Number of Stones 'f 
Addl'!tl!S 

(907 VCi~r\o~; ..So~rn..,c..A ~~ 
6 ProJect Street Address 

'2$ S.:3 .., 2.i 5'7- ~!:(21~ --..-..- -- ----
Phon8 ("(t>7)"f,} -gl S 0 .- -- ...... .... -- -

7 Prorect Contact (if different from 113 above) 8 D.als Appbcation Submitted 

~-~1"£.9~ ~~~~----
(IPR) 

Addreu '2.U 1 l'-fA~ ~;s ~32J1 
9 Date Permit Issued 

{PUC} 

--~~~~-~l.':1:---~~- - - - 10 Entsrad by 
Phone l-"1~ ~C..tt-u'?..6) ~. CPUC) 
11 Does water servu::e exist a:t projeci foeatwn? ~ No 12 wm you be requesbng add1t1onal watel 1w.uv1ce? Yes 

{Please circle or c:hecl( Yes or No) (PlesllS tltcl'e or check YM or No} 

13 Non Rcuudenbal U.te & Square Footage (sq/ft) Use Square Footage 
to be developed Wttll this permrt 
If necessary please- include add1bonal mfoonation on a 

t d retad; diJtfnnu ],(}()()sq/ft separate sheet 

(All 1nf'orma.t1on will be confirmed when water s9fV!c& is 
requested) &fotf"~~ bOO 

.. 
' 14 Retndenbal Uae Square F()Otage (sq/ft) I Number of Unit. Unit Square Footage 

Total number of unrts by square footage New units or 
addrbonal umts sdded to EOOSt.tog urut(s) or add1tronal square ea 28 7S()sq/ft 
footage to eXISbnp property to be developed wr!h this penmt 

(All informaboo will be confirmed Vi/hen water service ts 
~ 
~..t'7{ 'ta ,, :.._ w_, 7 'Le c:,J •. requested) _..., ""''1....1 .. 'JlfF 

tm\\ \J I 
0 

ReY!Sed 112112008 

~ 

~ 



0 
'Tl 
'Tl 
0 
)> 
r-
0 
0 
-0 
-<. 

'..i r\ fl f H ;\ 1'1 C I :i C 0 

\ ·. I 
. \ 
I) I Proposed Water Usmg Dev1cn -

' ; I' tA m in1onnatlon win bo conflnned ~ rMUMI tor water seMCS) I 

1S ~,Y,., ) P11vate Use Pubhc U&e Counrt Futtures Pnvat.e Use Public Use Count" 
~·Count (Ill in) Count - """ ~ I ' 

1) ,. 

, g tr=rmg lisp pool J IBlitllalfNiti.lefT-( (JOi'I 
1•1.,.nawr\,.L. 

fTank Flush TOllet) 
Krtchon Stnk 

-Brilwb 

Shower 

Shower& Tub 

Basin 

SeMce SJ.Ilk 

D1$11Waatu!r 

WJlhing Machine 
lCIOthes Washer\ 
Flush Valve Unnal 

Dmktng Fauntam 
twater Fountarn) 
Hot Tub I Jacum 

H0$8 Bibb I 

Pool 

Subtotal SIJbtotal 

GPM :I: (Gallons Total 
Per Minute) If uamg 
Booster PUmo 
*Will Watsr Using DeVIC& be for publte use? Public• applies to any 111stallabon or use of plumbing fixtureS/appurteoances fur 
facdrtles except those in reSKlences and apartments All bathrooms of hotel/motels are ex>n&idered to be public use 
;tonty If you kmwv you will be using a booster purtip pfea$e fill in your GPM Gallons Per Minute 

For Pnor Use Credrt fnformabon and DocumentafJon for Credit 

AJI information will be confirmed When water servJce is A cted1t against the Capacrty Charge may be available for the 
requested 1mmed1ale pnor bu1ld1ng os.e Any pnor S11indard water use wtthm 

·the last 5 years pnot fo the building perrmt issuance can be 
considered o 

16 Non-Res1den1lal Use, exmtmg Uae Square F'ootage 
~· Type & Square Footage (sq/fl) With 1n the last 5 years e 8 rd41I; .: ,. .. ,, 

S,000 s!Jlft If neces.saf)' please tnclude sdddronaJ rnfunnatton on a nm 
separate sheet (All mformatJon will be confirmed when 
water service IS requested) 

17 Residential Use, total exiabng Number of Unias Unit Square Footage 
Total number of former units by square foot tli.JI 2 JOOsq/ft 

-·-
18 Pnor Property Address Information (If different from 
current oro1ect informabon ) 
19 Pnor Property Block & Lot number(s}, please hs1 all 
flf different from current 11ro1ecl information ) 
() In order to qualrfy, documentat1-0n will be required to support the claim This may come m I.he form of architectural drawmgs 3R 
Report revtsed DBI permits, etc For projects with both res1denbal and non-resldentlal please list each type separately (attach 
add11lonal pages rf neceaary) 



~ ~N~~',jH\:i~ ~ubllc Ut1ht1es Comm1ss1on 
Q Pl~n · btn1 I •F.orm 
f=, c/o Qep ent o!JUI~ g Inspection 
o l5fi<.l. l~Sf~ ai,~t.rflfl Francisco, CA 94103 
0 , l (415} 554-3289 
"tl ~ 

-<. 
This form 1s to be ftlled out by all applicants completing bw!ding appbcat1on forms 1, 2 3 or 8 except those for re-roof permits, 
kitchen or bath remodels, stdrng, or window permits Please note that capacity charges are required tor construction projects 
impacting water use and will be assessed separate from complebon of thlS form Apphcants for SFPUC water servtee or 
1rngat1on service also are required to complete this form Careful complet10n of this loon will expedite SFPUC permit review 

See 'Glossarv" for more intormatJOn and def1nrt1ons of footnoted terms 

DBI Permit Application I 'J.. C>/ / 0 $ 7.-5' 2. g. 3, 'i ,11 Date AppheabOn Submrtted '3/1{} I J 

PJ'Ofect Streat Address U ~ J. -rU-S7 6~w<.1 G.t:-- ProJect Block/ lot # 6Cflf? /oe1'1-
I 

Pl'Oj.ct Coni.ct lnformatlan 

Name Sf-e.qijEJ.J ~~ S' 

Street Addl'f1$$ 1,...Ut "1A<t~ 9-; ~3'1A.f Apt# 

City SF I Slaie e.. Zip ~J'-1 

Ptiona J·f}S UL{- Z.-7.h l I Emal! san+o~<~.s e sb~~lo.~\ ~ 
1 Wat• Efftctent lmgqon 1 Yea No 

Does this projeci include over 1 000 &quare feet of new or modified landscape area?'! 0 ~ 
2 Stormwater Mamlgtment3 Yq No 

Is the Oeve!apmet1t PrO!ect Disturbed Area4 greater than or equal to 5 000 square feet? 
I 0 ~ 

3 Construction SM Run Off v .. No 

Does th!S proioot include any external dlsttubed area? 5 
0 jq 

4 Recycled WatM1 v .. No 

Wtll this project tnelude a new remodeled converted butldlng(s)lstructure(s) or J>OrtlOn of a 
bt.nldmg{s)lstructure{s) resulbng tn 1he alteratlOn of 40 000 ~qua.re feet or more? 0 x 
Wdl this Proteci involve the development of a new or eXJst!ng 1mgatad area(s) of 1 O 000 square feet or mom?'! 0 0( 
5 Batch Discharge Pemut11 Yea No ' 

Does this pro)e(lt intend to release any non metered water lrtlo Iha Qty s Sewer System? 

(including, but not hmtted to dewatenog from construction srtes oo off from power washtng of bu11d1ngs and 0 Y\ oarkmQ lots cleamna or hvdrostatic testino of 01oas or tanka ··~~ u.- ·-~;.;ater) 

6 Capacity Charge Notice 

The SFPUC requires ttiat building developments whlCh wlll 1ncreaae the demand on the City s water and wastewater systems be 
assessed a Capacrty Charye The charge recovers the costs assoaatect With pl"O\lldJng addmon&J faelhty capacity to new users aa well as 
to eX18hng users reqwnng add!tonaJ capacity Capac:tty Charg&S are typically assessed when there are addrtlOnal or larger water hxtures 
added to a development when there 1s an expansion m condltoned space or a change 10 use which would potentially increase water U&O 

and wastewater dJscharges Restaurants and Laundromats are two examples of developments that routinely are assessed a charge 
but any development lha:t increases water and wastewater demands may be a&S&SSed as well If Capacrty Charges are required the 
apphcant s permit apphcaboo will be routed IO the SFPUC desk at DBI for review and a.s&e88ment Bec811Se a Capaaty Charge may 
s1grnhcanlfy mcrease the cost of a budding permit, the SFPUC requires that 50% of tha1 cost be paid upon 1SSUance of a permit The 
remainder of the charge muS1 be paid m ruu WTthtn 12 months of !he permit l8SUO date For more information oo Capacity Charges please 
see our websrte at www sfwsU~r 2rg Capacrty Charge· (SFPUC ResoM1on Nos 07 0099 and 07 0100} 

// 
..,. ) 

[Dato '0)U)t2-1J Signature , ~.A - / _/ --17·"' r , /.,... 

. 
Revised 1/2112011 
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1 Water EftlcMnt lmgabon Ordinance Requires that landscape proiects wdh a modified landscape area equal to or greater than 1 000 
square feet be 1nstaUed constructed Operated and mamtaJned in accordance wrth established regutabOns l1rrutmg outdoor water 
consumption Each landScape proJect 1s grven a Maximum Applied Water AUowanca that prOVtdea the Protect applicant with lhe appropnate 
amount of water that may be used to 1rngate the landscaped area (SF Adm1n1stra1Iw Code, Chapter 63) 

Mulmum Applted Water AJIOW1ll'ICG Th& amount of annual applied water that may be used fOf 1mgatmg landscaped areas This 
limit is establishe<i by the San Fral'iC15Co Public Ublmes CommlSSloo (SF?UC) using state mandated formulas and accounls for local 
clunatic condibon& 

2 Moddted Land9Cllpe Area All planting areas, turf areas and water feature& m a landscape as well as· any ad1acent planted areas Ln the 
public nght-<>f·way for which the property owner 1s responsible that wiH be modlbed by the proposed construclloo The landscape area does 
not incLude the lbllowlng elements footponts of butldtnga or structures unless the footprints include planted a~ such as IM.nQ roofs 
Sidewalks, dnvewaya parking lots, decks pabos gravel or stone walks. othet pervlOlls or non pel'lll<Mr hatdscapes and other non·irogated 
areas designated ror oon development sLCh as open spaces and eXJstng natJve vegeta!IOO 

3 Stormwater MarMgen1811t Ord11111nce Requires the development and mall'ltananea of stormwater management controls for spec1f1ed 
actlviUas that dlSt!Jrb 5 000 square feet Of more of the ground surlaca and are subject to bwlcltng planning and subdMsion approvals This 
ordinance enforces the San Fraoc*» Stormwater Deatgn Guidelmes as inrttated by the Port and SFPUC (SF PublJC Wor1<s Code Art 4 2 
Sec 147 2) 

Stomrwatw DM1gn Guldel1""8 Sh~ protect appkants hOW to achieve on mte &tormwater management umg low impact deS1gn 
(LIO) sbategtes also known as green rnftastructura The Gutdelllt6s protect Ban Francisco a 8flVlronment by reductng stormwater 
runoff pollubon rn areas of new daveklpment and radawlopment and by reducing the wet weather burden on Sen Franetsco s 
combined sewer 

" Development Prorect Disturbed Ar84 Arry activity al the Stte of a development pro1ect that dJsrurbs lhe cumulabve ground surface 
These ac:t1V1t1es mclude but are not bmttad to 

1} Construct1011 modltieaboh aonvers1on or alterabon ohnv building Of structure 
2) AS$0Clated grading filling eiccavabon change 1n eiasting topography and the addmon or replacement of ITTlpeMous surfaces 
(tncludes. all Stdewalk.$ parlang areas, dnveways, and landscaped and 1rngated areas constructed rn con1uncbon wrth devefoprMnt 1n 
the profeci at'$8) . . 

[ThHl area does not mlUde mtenor rem00el109 pl'Ojf)CtS maintenance actMbes such a.s top layer grmdmg repaving, re roofing and 
convermons or allerabons to brnldangs or structures that do not 1noroase the ground surface footpnnt of tho bu1ld1ng structure J 

' External Dtaturbed Area - Any assoc1ated construcbon ac!Mly that occurs oft site from the development pf'OjeCt or outside the proposed 
development boundary l'hesa actlvrbss 1J'lclUde bl.It ate not llmrted to stockpiling stag1ng stonng or any other actrvrty that results m a land 
surface disturt>anee (or sednnent runoff) 1ochJd111g those aaaoc1ated with l111ear pro,ects such as ut1lrty or sawer Ima 1nsta.Uation 

1 Recycled Water Ordinances Requires property owners to m&.tal dual plumtMng systems for recyol&d water use w1thm th& demgnated 
recycled water use areas under certain CJrcumstances (SF Ptlbltc Works Code Art 22 Sec 1204) 

1 New or Remodeled t:iu11dtng •'*' · New remodeled or converted bwldlngslstructures and au subdrv1SK>Os or portions of a 
bulldtng(sY&trucwre(e) resultmg 1n the afteral!On of 40 000 square feet or more A development protect ll"ICludes landscaped 1mgated 
a.mas consuuctod m con1uncb00 W!th tha ptojeet The landscaped area should not b.i 1ncfUded 1n the calculabon of the development 
Proiect s cumulabve square footage 

"New ot extsbng 1mgattd .,_ • New and exurtmg 1rngat&d areas of 10 000 square feet or more not constructed 1n con1unct1on 
wrth or ai; part of a development Pl'()teci 

9 Batch 01scharge Pemnt- The SFPUC issues Baloh Discharge Pemuts to non domestic dischargers for non routine epcsod1c batch or · 
other temporaty dJscharges l(lto the Ctly s sewer system· Examples include water generated from aotMbes such as de watenng of 
construction srtes de watenng of wells dnlled to mvesbgate ()(' mitigate a suspected contaminated site power wa.stung of burldrngs or 
parking lots or any olher aci1vrty that generates wastewater other than from roubne commercial or 1ndustnal processes The Batch 
Discharge Permrt spooJftes the cond1bons under which wastewater may be discharged into the Crty s sewer system For more mformatlon 
and the permit apphcabon, pJease v1srt h!!p //s!ytater orQLmsc main cfmfMC 10114/MSC IQ/445 

Revised 1/21/2011 



Receipt for F1hng Fees Paid (Plancheck Race1pt) 

AtH>licatJon Number 

201103252839 

Address 

2853 BRODERICK ST 

Filing Fen baMd on Estimatlld Cost $ 

Fee Code Del;cnptJoo 

REC RETAIN Roeon:ts RetoobOO Fee OBI 

OCP~F DCP Plan Chedc. (F) 

PLANREVF Plan Review(flling) DBI 

BLDGSTD F Bldg Sirls Admm Spec Revolv Fund 

TECH SURF Technology Surcharge 

'---
p~ 

Payment Sta~ Type Prud By 

500000 

Pay Date 

FILING VISA STEPHEN ANTONAROS 415 864 03/25f2011 
2261 2201 MAAKET ST #324 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114 

SAM FltANCISCO 

-
Receipt No: 11032077 

SITE PERMIT 

Fee Amount 

300 

319 00 

65 08 

1 00 

774 

Total Fllrna Fau 395 82 

Recetpt# ReoBy Payment Amount 

11032on YANSRENOA 39582 
I 

Total Paymema 39512 

Pnnled on 03/25/2011 
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1
1 1 /! ., l 11 .'~·. SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

r _/ __,; ·~ CERTIFICATION OF PAYMENT OF SCHOOL FACILITY FEES 
() D r: r f, n T Id r; rJ T () r: 
0 iHJJW~'JG lfl'.iPECrtcJi'J "'O -;:_.___ • 241-6090 
-< 

APPUCANT (Completed by Applicant) 

.. . 

Fee Payment Stamp 
Developer/Owner /Ng~& Crl2Nf<A o t"R r.rr 

OBA 
Developer/Owner {d)] Ve.01it. r;, 4w 

Address Street 

s t2bO W\ f. c..A. . 
/ Crty • State 

oeleroper/Owner Phone No (101) ~'3&- 9J'S a 
I 

Contact Person sn:.plfS'b.) AW\owaa.oJ 
~ntact Persons Telepho.ne l"pt) R"b4- 1-kin\ t -\: ~ 

...... .--iiiiia.= .................... ====--------=,,,_,,----~t=~----------======="'""""""' ____ .......,_ • 
1 

II SITE (Complete<j by Central Pemut Bureau) 
- ' ~ 7 

Street Address I P<P.± 3 - 2 £ r 7 &mJA I :.A. ~ 
If no street address -------~-..,..-:--~-----

~te legal descnptJon 

Bu1ld1ng Permit Application No(s) .)... o f/-D 3-2 !s - :i.J 3 9 £. 
Ill SQUARE FOOTAGE (Completed by Plan Checker) 

Check 
Qn.a Tyge of ConGtruct1on 

New Residential - Habrtable Area 
~ Res1dent1al Add1t1ons - Habitable Area 
__ New NonbRes1dent1al Total Area 

Type~~~~~~~~~~ 
_ Non Res1dent1al Add1t1ons • ljotal Area 

Area 
SgyarQ Feet Qe.D.t 

. .... BBi 
!lit 7 ?5 1f' BBi 

BBi 

---- ·1 BBi 

Pfan Checker 
.lmtlal.s 

• Type _..Mf,._.....Wi ....... 6 ..... 6.._.__ _____ _ i 
l SFUSD ::- - .. _ ::: • .:....:__ New Residential • Senior C1t1zen Housing· 

_ Convers1;>£' ~o~Res1dent1al 
to Res1dant1al t1ab1table Area 

----
SFUSD 

/ 

Combined Res1dent1al and Non Ras1dent1al 
Residential - Habitable Area 
Non Res1dent1al ·Total Area 

Total Fees Paid 

SFUSD 
SF USO 

IV Signed by developer/owner or authonzed agent at time ot Fee Payment 
Tho undersigned agrees that 

2 

The above tnformabon is correct and true ta the best of my knowledge and that I will file an amended 
certihcabon of payment and pay the additional fee d I request an increase 1.n the square footage after the 
bu11dmg permrt has been issued or 1f the mrtlal dete7unat1on o~square footage is found to be incorrect 

• I 

I a~ d=~=v• desctlbed pn>Ject(s) or am aulhonzed to sign on !heir behaH 

~~ Act~Jrc:c<r ~)'M/1.-011 
Name ) Title ' Date 
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r _.,,., _,; .:I SCHOOL FACJLrrY FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE 
(") rif:flAllTME!JT ()F 
0 1J JI I l'·JI' lr.J'.J.P..ECflO.t:.L 
il -~ ~- team::eompietes Part 1 and hands to clerk at the Central Permit Bureau 
~ . 

2 Central Permit Bureau clerk completes Part II and sends to plan checker at Bureau of Bu1ld1ng lnspecbon 
or to the San Francisco Unihed School Dtstnct If the pro1ect requires a San Francisco Unified School 
DIStnct review, the School Dtstnct staff will require a set of plans which will be returned to the developer/ 
owner 

3 SFUSD staff completes Part Ill and keeps form m pending file 

4 THE SCHOOL FACILITY FEE PAYMENT 
When the apphcant receives a postcard from the Central Permit Bureau with the 1nformat1on that the 
bu1ld1ng permit 1s ready, the applicant may go the Cashier's office address shown below. between the 
hours of 8 30 a m 12 00 p m and 1 00 p m • 4 30 p m to pay the developer fee and have the school 
facility fee form stamped PAID 

Before gomg to the Cashier's office please have your Bulldtng Permit Apphcat1on Number handy and 
phone 241 ·6090 (Property Management) to confirm that the apphcabon 1s at the School 01stnct office If 
your form 1s not at the School District office. contact the Central Permit Bureau, 450 McAllister Street, and 
ask for a duplicate copy of the school f acthty fee form m order to submit 1t wrth your payment 

If you choose to pay by mall. phone 241-6090 and request that the school fac1lrty fee form be malled to 
you Return the form with your payment Be sure to sign the form and ftll 1n your trtle and date You will 
receive a PAID-stamped copy of the form by ma1r.-aPAID copy will also be sent to the Central Permit 
Bureau 

Make checi< or money order ~~ble t_g SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT and write your 
BUJld1ng Permit A_gpbcat1on Nu_rnber on the check Please do not send cash 

DELIVER OR MAIL CHECK TO Property Management 
San Francisco Unified School D1stnct 
135 Van Ness Ave, Rm· 102 
San Francisco. CA 94102 
Telephone 241-6090 

5 Once the fee payment stamp 1s affixed to the documents, it will be dehverad to the Bureau of Building 
inspection for processing and thereafter pending other approvals by the BBi, the bmldtng permrt may be 
issued 

6 If a request 1s made to tncrease the square footage of the pro1ect, add1t1onaJ fees are due A new 
cert1f1catmn of payment of fees must be completed 

7 If you are entitled to a refund, the Central Permit Bureau must notify the SFUSD Cashier in wntmg that 
a refund is due 

8 YOU HAVE THE RIGHT TO APPEAL THIS FEE Call or write 
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PttlTlt • No 
Entlrad BY llfllWll 
o.wnei- fll'I( Name 
O#!wrfum~ 

o.w Slteet AddllU 
S«w:e MdnlM 

StMce 8locl( 

201103:)62830 
BT 
in.-

tJD7 Vl'lnnD Av 
21563 2457 Bltldenck St 
IW7 

Serw:&LQI 2 

W.t.er Cepecl1y ct-.ge (II a~) 
Currant C!IJ*llY Omrge 
Lin POOi' U.. Credi 
T olill WfifM C8plla1Y Ch4t;e 

w...t.wmr Capeaty Cha~ (II ~iceble) 
cumn c..pecity Charge 
Lea ?net U.. Credi 
Tolal WMtewat« Citp110ty Charge 

T atll Amount DI.Ill 

Paynmrt 1 Amount OU• tt Del 

NObl 

. Subrnlttlld 03/25111 
~on 0311Q.112 

Qr.wMlr Lut Name c::ornd 

Conlad NIA'Tlber f707) 939 8160 
r.11v I 81918 ~CA 

Zlo 85478 
s.rw,,. 7in 94123 

$151000 
I {1,3'2200J 

' 1MOO 

s 4147&00 

' (3 !Kl9 00) 
s 56700 

• 75500 

Cl'letgta baaed on intormahon pnMded tiy pemut app!tcant lld)ultmell1l m11Y be requred lll1olJd l'\Cl'W lr'lbrnallon 
be<xlme llllllllllbl• 
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f'IWmll Almhcabon No 
En!lnd 8v (tr11b110 
Owner Fnt Name 
O\MW Firm Name 

°"""* Street Addtall 
Service AddlllU 

$el'VIC:e 8kldl 

2011 nT)!;2839 
BT 
ll'loet' 

&Tl Verano Av 
2&.532867~51 
947 

~l.Gt2 

Watar c.p.aty Charge (If llpplac:al,lle) 
CUIT1lllt Clpecty ~ 
Leu Poor UM~ 
Total Wirier C4peoty Charge 

Wntewwter C11J*;l!y Cherge (1f applable) 
CUIT\Wlt C.pclC!ty cn.ti;ie: 
Leu Poor UM Cllldrt 
Total WNtbwalllr C..-OIY Charge 

TrrlAI Amount Oua 

Aotlllcaboo Subln.md 03125/11 

~~2 
OwnetLDtN 

COntlld NIM'Tlber 17071939 &150 
r.Av I State Sanoma CA 

7JO 9~7!1 
SarvlC8 Zll 94123 

$1 51000 
s {1322 QQ! 
s 11!!1 00 

s H7!500 
$ @909 001 
s fl67 00 

s 75600 

50% Of Water~ Charg41 S ll-4 00 
50% of Wastawa1«~ ~!.,.., ______ _,s __ ___.2.._&3_50_ 
Total Amount (Sottl ~) S 377 50 

Payment 2 Amount Cue Ill SFPUG 

Hot.I 
Charges be&ed on ll'lfomabOll pl'CMded tr; pem1lt applic$rll aqustmenla may be ntqUnd Should new rntotmabon 
become avaUble 



Edwin M Lee, Mayor 
Edward D Reasktn, Director 

(415) 558-6060 
· FAX (415} 558 6431 

http llwww afdpw com 

Department of Public Wortal 
Bureau of Stnset U.. and Mapping 

875 Stevenson Street Room 460 
San FrallClsco. CA 94103 0942 

Jerry Sangurnottt, Bureau Manager 

BPA PERMIT On Hold' 
LOCATION: 2853 Brodenck Street 
APPLICATION NUMBER! 201103252839 
Stephen Antonaroa Arclntect 415-864-2261 (p), 4ls..883-0961(F) 

STREET-USE PERMIT REQUIRED 

0 MAJORENCROACHMENT 
0 OVERWIDEDRIVEWAY 

lQ STREET IMPROVEMENT PER.MIT 
2. SIDEWALK VAULT 
•LANDSCAPER PERMIT 

Jl.. MINOR SJDEW ALK ENCROACHMENT 
Cl SPECIAL SIDW ALK SURF ACE 
0 TREE PLANTING AND/OR REMOVAL 
a Inspectton confonn1ty 
Cl OTHER~~~~~-

TO CONTINUE PROCESSING THE BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION, WE NEED 

NOTES 

DPW/BSM Shall not release BPA pemut until complete application for SI & MSE for warped 
Dnveway ramp permits ts submitted and approved 
Please submit apphcat1on wrth all PERMITS at 875 Stevenson Street. RM 460, and Tel No 
(415)-554-5810 Your BPA perrrut wilt be on hold, until all necessary DPW/BSM permits are 
completed, or the recetving BSM plan checker-recommending sign off 

For more mf9rmatto14 please call Liong I1an Cy,_ at ( 415) 865-5716/ email Liongtian Cy@sfdpw org 

ht/lie.rt Tnlumltlld Dfifk(}MJSQ9U JJ1 _______ ........,.,_ ________ _ 

Rtfuutdllff""""11JonR~ Date ____ By ____________ '------

IMPROVING THE QUAJJ1Y OP LJFE IN SAN FRANCISCO We are doc:bctJt.a tndMduBls oomrMt&d ta lflamworlc CfJ1lOtrl&( WVICtl and 
corrbnuoUI ~ 111 ptJtt:nfmJ/llp With the commuruty 

Customer S8/'VJC4 T~ Ccnbnuous Improvement 



ADDRESS ). 8 fJ 3 -J..~5+ rdcuf(( :f roF NOTIFJCATJONS 5 
BLOCK oql-j :r ADO RESS ON APPUCA TION (PLANS) 

LO! a_p 2t; ~RlAEDBY Pr rrf' 
.2 c>J (- tJ .5 :;)£, 72p39:=: lmtJals 

AP PUCA TIO NS 

PERMIT# I r1. 6 JJ. J..f 23 DATEMAlLED 0111-rj~ 
" . 

OATEISSUED O.Yj_l=f~ HORIZONTAL ADDITION 
ADOmoN CONSISTS OF 

ADDRESS OF ADJACENT PROPERTIES 
VERTICAL ADDITION 

LOT# LOT# 

{) 5} ADD.RESS 
-~-----

___ AOD~SS ---~~-

{)Si ADDRESS ------ ADDRESS --- ----~-

/JJ/2_ ADDRESS ----~~ ADDRESS --- ~-----

__ ADDRESS ------ ADDRESS --- -----"'---



D~putment of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Address: 2853 BRODERICK ST Hloek/Lot; 0947 / 002 

l'J.:;1>e :>(·fl'Ct umong the foll(Ming ll11k...;, lh~' lype c•f pCl"JHit lot' 1, h\eb to \"iew nddre~;; infonnation: 
Ekdrical Permits Plumhlng !\•1mits Buildini:; Permil> Compbints 

( B11.ildin1; permits matchini. the selected address.) 

f'crnlit # mock Lot Street 11 Street Name 
~Ot JO:J:ll 1905 09·17 002 28!iJ... __ BfWDERlCK ST 
:Ymo:~;s::i8:w-- ·--·- ~ICKST 0947 002 !.:853 ,......__. 
:.w1108o;u6:10 0947 002 28:i:1 l>ROOERlCK ST 
:10t~09:.!60/:.!i 0947 00:.! :.!El5;1 BIWDERICK ST 
20130()247638 QIJ,17 00!! :?853 BRODERICK ST 
;!O 1~!09066 l.'il 09.17 OL1!! !!S,t;;t BRODERICK ST 
~lj:.op§.L_ ... 09.p 002 ,?.!iiliJ.---·· BROOERICK ST ·-·-
~14174·!7 09-17 002 285~ BRODERJCK ST 

~-'~W7010S98 ()947 002 28~'.l BRODF:Rl~ 
-~----- -

:'-1400927 09-17 002 28:;,1 BRODERlCK ST 

11-1:;0:-i:~27 0947 002 28::13 BRODERICK ST 
9h07~21 

f--'-•· ... -~-----
0947 UO!l. ~ar.:i OfWDE~lCK ST 

8"Ni':l:l3 ()IJ-17 oo::. :!8:tl BRODERICK ST 

Technical Support fot• Online Servkc..., 

Unit 

,____ ___ 

ll\<)ll ne·~d hc,Jp or lnm: n question about this serdre, plt-ast \isitonr F:\Q art:'u. 

Contud S flC111' .·\ccc·s~!bility l'oHd,~~ 

City and Cnu1uy ilf San Fmnd~t"(I (i,: ::!OUO·:WO() 

hrtp: ,',. dbiw~b. ;.fgov. 01<J/dtup1 s/ O~f 3U It 2 -~>px?p;ige-Addrus~Oa1 a2&5htJWP~11el ~ l!ID 

Current Shtl!c 
SUS!'E:\D 
SUSl'!iND 
SUSPESD 
sesrE~t) 

8USl1E:'\D 
WITHDRAW:-/ 
ISSUED 
--~----~ 

ISSUEL) -
Fl LED 
ISSUED 
lSSUED 
COMPLETE 
COMPLETE 

ll/20il·l 1007A~I 

Stai?:c Date 
10/231:!01.1 ·-

101~:~/:.:?014 

1012:v2m.:1 
10/2:1/2014 

10/2:1/:wq 

10/16/:!0l·I 

1:.:/ti:>1::w1:1 ,__ 
08/14/::.:.1J13 

07 /OJ /::JOI;\ 
06/11/:!0 t;l 

02/21/::!0l:J. 

l)6/0.:t/1996 
n6i'J.:!/ itl87 

P.l\Jt! l af 1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

714515@gmail.com 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 4:26 PM 
Mark Farrell 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); O'Riordan, Patrick (DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); 
Fessler, Thomas (DBI); Tam, Tina (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); 
paulmaimai@yahoo.com; kbgoss@pacbell.net; mlchael@jaegermchugh.com; 
maitsai@yahoo.com; annabrockway@yahoo.com; dorinetowle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman; 
Kate Kardos; cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Povlitz; 
timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; amanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com; nancy leavens 
nancy; Will Morehead (; dod.fraser@gmail.com; ethurston@gmail.com; DXN2700@aol.com; 
Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); 
Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; 
info@cowhollowassociation.org; Lamug, Joy; Carrol.I, John (BOS); IDick@fbm.com; Calvlllo, 
Angela (BOS) 
Re: BOS HEARING NOV 25 --2853 BRODERICK PERMIT ISSUES 
2853 Brod permit201108031630.pdf; ATT00001.txt; 2853 Brod permit201309247638.pdf; 
ATT00002.txt; 2853 Brod permit 201103111905.pdf; ATT00003.txt 

141083 

FYI -- three permits not printed out clearly below. 

Permit No:20110803630 

1 



Depurtm~nt of Bu1ld111g lt1~pcc11.;n 11/20/H lO 55 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Dclails Rcporl 

Report Dute: 

ApplieJtivn Numbt~r: 
Fnrrn Number: 

Co~t: 

Occupancy Codi>: 
Eluildin~ Use: 

Disposilion J SlllgC': 

Action Dute Stage 
@::'.J/:1011 TRlAGE 

~/3/2011. FILING 
" 

/3/:!0ll FILED 
:li;\/:!012 l'LANCH~CK 

:.!/:\/2-012 APPROVED 
l:i/8/:.!012 ISSUED 
:.?/6/2014 SUSPEND 

!E~L\,6tqoq REINST,\TED 
1 o/2;3/2014 SUS?E:-ID 

..,. ;.,.,..~----

Contact l)ctails: 

Contractor l)ctnils: 

9W~ns 

11/20/2014 10:5a:19 AM 

2011080316~10 

3 
0947 ( 002 / o 2853 BRODERICK ST 
0947 / oo:.t / o :.!857 BRODERICK $T 

TO emf PLY W/ NO\' 201003592 & 20105,p.\. REPLACE 26'X38' l/Fl,R FRA:\1lNG, REl'L 
l:\'TR WALL l;INISH ENTIRE(:! UNJTS).REPL-\CI~ BATtlRi\I &: KlTCHENS-:::UNITS.REPL 
ELECT&~lECH(~l~:l'ARATc 1'£RMITJ.INTR ALTERi"I PO~rr FIRE DA.MAGES.ADD NE\\' 
BEDRM&BAT!I AT GRD/FLR),INSTALL NEW 
I NSULN,SHEETROCK,S PR! KKLER&KlTCH EN&BATH FIX&CABI NET. 
S3:.!o,ooo.oo 

R·3 
28 • :i FA'.\llLY D\\'ELUNG 

Comment-; 

!.ll'r Dcr·s r<«ruest 'lated ;.!/:i/:::014 

C!:!..DCP's !J.:!!IWSl ldl«r datt:d I0/16/201.l 

f?t'r BOXs r~(·st ~i:!;;1il~!o/22/w1._1 ----

Lir«n,-;;· Numlw.•r: 
.'-;a me: 
Company Nnme: 

.JASON UNTJIR Bl.OCH 
BLOCH CONSTRUCTI0:-11:-!C 

Addenda Details: 

lh~scriptlon: 
r 
~~cp Sl.ntion Arrive 

il :;~~) 8/:1/11 

• CPll S/Mll 

:i:39 llRANN:\>I ST T St\N FRANCJSCO C:\ 9.1107-
0000 

Start 

8/3/11 

S/:Vit 

Out ln Hold Hold Finish Chcck~~d Hy Hold Description -·---· ·- _ _..........._. _____________ _ 
S/:i/11 WALLS illi\RK 
Bl:lf ll srnik-· _IV_\_T_H_1 __ t-·-------------

CA r11U;ROS r\f'PRO\'ED 9/J./ l l - no chan)!.1~ bid;: l'mdopt' 
8/221! 1 8/:!2/ 11 ()/2/ 11 9/:!/11 GI.EN~ nr hk~14 lwilll~t. ().Ir) 8/22/11 - R<'<wst for 

·----+-----·--·- hmkhng St'i:t1on 

1:.1 CP-ZOC 8/3/11 
I --+-----+-----1,__ ____ ,....~-~ 

r:~~)G 1)/6/tl !
01/::!7/201:!: Appron,d. Route lo PPC and 

!'ADA RODOLFO rouh: bLtck lo plm111ing to rn-stamµ rww 11bn 
sh•:ct:;. R. l'ada 

~·-~--·-+----<i----->-------+-·---+----+------~~-~-~·---~ ·~---------
I0/24/11; comnwnts iss\le<l & rn11t~ tn ppc. 

5 MECH 9/22/11 10/21/1110/::.>.4/n 11/8/ 11 L..\l ,JEFF 11/8/11:recheck i:1,APPROVED & ROUTE TO 
!'PC. ,_......,... ..... ~--+-----;.....~-.J.....~--+----+----+-~-------1-----------------~---
R1•\ it~l\l~d & n,;,~eK.;cd fo1· cnp;icity chari;,•!i. 

6 SFPtJC 10/~4/11 11/17/11 11/17/n l'OM BILL 
50•:;, paid with pernlit fo<"S; babnce dill' within 
12 mnnth:; of f"'nnit isBunncc• dat1;. See i11Y11irc 

t;ttl«l'h(:tl to ar>Pli£~\lion .. R\mW Sitt' & St 

P;1qe ! of 2 



Dep.1nnwnt ot Bu1lmng ln~pcctton ll/20/l410:55AM 

--- -· A<hlendum suhmittals 10 PPC 11/17/11. 
2/2/12: to CPil.v;rs i'/30/1:2.: to CP ZOC for 
stamp on ri;vbl'd l>1:t.g1"> l t/18/ 11: plan~ in 
llOLD BIN: snt 11/8/11: Bat·k to SFPlJC.grs 

~ Pl'C 8/:1;}/lt 8/23/11 'J./'J/12 
SAMARASINGHE 11/7/u: n~trl.;1·ed frnm SFPUC for.I. l.1i. Ilil('K 
GILES to .l.uti when rcturned.grs 10/24/11: lo 

SFPUC.gr~ 9/'J.'J./11: tu :-.IECH.grs 9/6/11: to 
BLDG.gt"S 8-23-11: Applirnnt .s11lm1it l~1·1·i~in11 
l to CP-Zo\'/Glt•nn C11lwl.'rn~. 2Jf 

S CPB ':!f2/12 2/:J/12 ~/B/12 YA1\T BRENDA .9-?.L~.;3/._I::! APPROVED BY l<S 
:""~. ~ -'~~ ~-· ;--~-= ..... ~ .... , ---· 'I his permit ha.~ lwcn 1__.;stu:d. For mtommtlon penmmng to this pernnt, plcHsc call 415-55!:H'l096. 

,\ppointmcnts: 
··---............. 

.Appointment Appointment Appointment 
Appointment Trpc Description rime 

Dute .A.t-.1/PM Code Slols 
t1!6/201,q AM cs CIL<rk SdwJulcJ ROUGH FRA .. \!E l 

5/24/~01:~ :\..\! cs Ch~rk Sdu:<litlt~d Rl~INFORCl:-Jr; STREI. :J. 

')/6/201:1 .-\M cs Clt:rk Sche<lule<l REINFORCING STEEL I 

I n.~pediomn --·\ctivity Dute ln.'ipcctor - Inspection De.script.ion ln.spcdion Status 
It /6/:!01:3 rtwr.1111~ Fc~sl1•r ROUGH Fl~lu\IF. REl:-ISPECT R~:QU!RED 
;;;:>4/2013 Christoph1•r Sdinwdt'r REINFORCING :,1r::EL REINFORCING STgEL 
Si6/~01:i .Joseph Yu REINFORCfNG STEEL REINS PF.CT REQLrfRED 

~ . " "-- --··-···~- -· 

Spcdal lns(><!'ctions: 

\ddcndu Completed Inspected By lnspl'clion Description Remark~ No. Date Code -· ··-----u--... 
0 1 

CONCRETE (l'L.\CEM ENT & 
f<·~:~ooo p~i ··-j drire 

S:\Ml'LINGI 

!•) :.! 
BOLTS INSTALLED IN 
CONCRETE --·-

Iii -I 
REINFORCING STEEL ;-\ND 

I PRETRESS!NG TENDONS 
I SlNGLE PASS FILLET \\'El.DS < 
!(l 5.-\1 fi/16" I 

jo ~:qE \\'001) JIR • .\.\l!NG 

Slff~.\R \\';\Ll.S AND FLOOR 
0 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SH EAR 

Dl..\Pl!R.A.G'.\!S 
0 :20 HOLDOWNS 
ll 24A FOUNDATIONS 
() :2.\B STEEL FRAMl~G 

0 18,.\ 
BOLTS INSTALLED rx 
l:~XlSTlNG CONCRE1'£ 

~ ·---·-------------

St:ition Code De$criptiu11s and Phone '.'lumb~rn 

Qulin" Pi•!11Ji! and Complaint Tms:~ honw pag<!. 

Technical Support for Online Seniccs 
If you ncl.'d hdp or ha\'c a q1ws1ion ulmu\ this senice. pk•ase \isil our FAQ itrl!;i. 

Cnntnrt SFGov :\ci:essihility Polides 
City and l'otlllt) (If San Fr.i1wi,;co .t•2oou-:wo9 

http: Ii dbiw~b. ~f 9ov.or9 ldbipts/ de fault .. isr.•~?page.=PermitOetalls Pag~ 2 of l. 



IMPORTANT NOTICES 
........ - ........... .--:••-·--... --···· u =-----...... ,__.._, ___ ~...._ 
........... ., ...... -. ..-.-..... -·----..,. . .... -....... -----... -~ ... -- ..... - ...... °"""'-...,.... .... - ... _, .... --·-·-----.... -· ...... ----------.....----··-· ___________ .....,.......,._.,.. __ --..... -----.---....... ....--------- . -fl'l"WQ'D-,_Cllll ... OlllllMf•~ . --:.=•CD:llNO---llMNlllWCll' ...... ~·..., 
:lli'l'IC Clll,...,.~--
..,..._,C11'1*MftO!Jd!llC*lllOfClOlllllll.llf.W ........... ll.IC'llDI. 
-°"~ .................. ,_.POlt,.._..,~ 
=.=====~·-·-lO#ffCll' ••a11...-..... m .. ..i.•ll'Olll'fWl1111&A ...... ......,. -- . ' ................ ---·-·------· ---...-. b:'E .... 

N'PIJCWn'8 CERTIACATION . .__..,,.--......... -...... ~ ___ _......"'J. .. ..._Cl''llC-'-llLl...-
---1'91m)W&l.•--lll!ll. -.-. .... 

§ 

I 
I' 
11 

llUT. 

'Ill Cl 

t l (I H • ........... , • x ·-----.-11--.1 ..... ....., ,,,..,... . .., _____ ....,. ___ .....,_ __ 
_, _ _,.,,...,., -·----......... -... I J .:r-11111-.llf~•ll ==-:. .. .._...=- .... ..-a.. .... ,.. 

~ "· . ..., .... _ ... ..,. .... _ ....... ....._.,,._,,. --...... -. ......... --.......... _ 
~.:.i::=:=,. .. _ .. ..-. ..... 
~ :::::> ::,jJ:s l'1-0 I l ---OFFICECOPV 



D 

0 

D 

0 

i" .. 

tr.\~---
IEAIClt 

~----
~ 

NOTH!D-UR. 

eFPUC ~ ChatVU . .Oil.TE: __ ~.____ 
s.i-.tlar;hed aFPVC Ctf*llY ChatgG lnYW:8 fDr·'WlliAIOft 
!lf1ll)ri rue. OBI•~~ cw. med lhll 
MW'll~ Iba 111.& Penn'tld. IJllJlid. Mt 
..embltkld and~ bf SfPUO(bdly. 

iliiiiZLhSW " 



~ :J;\11 DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
::!! I 

~ 11'j;1 •t 
. 'City&. County of San .Fn~cllco · · 

~ 1660 Mlu\on Street, San Fn&1n:~co1 Ca.1lfornia 94103·1414 . ' DATE: _FEB_o_s_,;2=012=--
PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT 

DIS.CLOSURE ANO CERTIFICATION 
tr Naw (")Dr: r f. n TM r: r1 T 
o. Amended 0 LJuiWll JG J1·1~>1'ECllCHl 

~ ·----·-- ·eennlt Applloatlon No,: ..z.11 ... tJS--o~ -. /'J:fJ Job Addreas: 1Jf$-WJ. Fv~L c..vt. ~ 
~ . . ~ . ~ . 
!hll fonn muat·be 211mP1pttg In Im ontlroty In conO@atlon with nn agpllcntfon mr a bYlfd!ng peonlt IEorms 
112. 318. 4C(. 6 and g}. Tlie fonn must be amendad for an new lnformatfon or change lo Information for duration of 
pf'Oiact. Plane b8 advised that the Department does not regutate pannlt ~pedlteralco111.1ultants or afford them . 

· preferen!lal lieetment. 

I& Permit APellcant rnrom;attoiil 

I hereby r;ertif'/ th et for thG purpose of fflfng an application 
for a building or other permit wfth the Central Permit 
BuTDsu, or r;omplaUan of any f6rm ftlfatofl to the San • 
F.tancbC(J BuUdlng OX/e, or ta tlly and County ordlnanca8 
s/'ld rsr;u/aflons, or ta state fews and codas, I am Iha 
owner, the IEU1sea or Iha agent of the ownerAs.$8118 ll!ld am 
aqlhorlzl'J<i to sign 811 documentJJ. contt6oled wlU1 this 
appllcstlon or pormlt. . . 
I ti•chird wuiu pma~ a/pet;/~ that J/J11fart1olflg '! cru« imd 
corrm. I am. tha p11nro! 1ppllc1mt·Jruil 11m 
Chtdt bo'x(1): 

Cl. Tha O'Mlat (8) D Tha leaaee (C) 
a Tua authorl:t:ed a:ganL Check en~e): 

O Att;hltecl (0) · Jcl- Englrum (0) 
· o Contractor (E) o Atlomay,(r} 

o Plll'lllil C0naultanl/E:q.l1tdltat {G) 
a Olhur (H) 

PrlntAppbntN•m• 1~ 
Sign NilJTie ·. _______ ~ 

I 

City <;t:- Sb!to 4'f Zip 

1§. LaHee lnformationl 

Nttmo Phona--------------
Addre.sa_~~-------~---

City Sta to 

Phi:ma No. ·-::::!~Ji:~~~~~[!~=:=-·Rnn Name~ 
Ua,nsat..,,.-__ __.~-:::.-.;r:6JIC:-:----~ 
explratlon Date ..,,....,,..........,,,..~~~......_'"71::~-
Flrm Addres&-fAlJ:l.Jt.;..r..u~~~~---

c11y 

Z Name_._.::=-,.,,.:....~i-;..~~~-~~~-

City 

3. N~ma~~--~-.----"-~----
o Archltaat o Engineer Phone No. ____________ _ 

Ann Name~----~,-------~ 
License-# 
Explrallon""O:-a,.-10------..,..------
Flrm Address ____________ _ 

City Stale Zlp 

· City 

o Contractor not yet saleoted. lf this box rs checked, 
aubmft an amended form when known. 

o Owner- Builder, If thla·box Is chocked, submit ownar
bul!der dealeratk>ri form. 

[F. Attom!i lnformatloilJ 

Name~--~---------~ Phone _____________ _ 
Firm Name __________ _.. __ 
Firm Address------------....--

Clty Stale Zip . 

la. Parm It Consultant I §edited 

Name __ ~~-----~-~~-~ 
Phone~------~-----~ Flrm N!lflJe ____________ _ 
rlrmAddress ____________ _ 

City Sta ta Zip 

fH. Authcrb:ed AQont ~ Otheral 

Name ____ ~--~--~-~--Phone __ __.:. ______ ...,.... ____ _ 
Firm Nama ____________ _ 
Firm Address ____________ _ 

City . Stale Zip , ,... 

Ple~se describe you(rele.tlonship with tho owner 

P:'Farm\CPB\Aul/lorlzed Agantdoa 



~ :.i ;\ fl f l{ ;HI ( J :i C 0 

!! ' \ '. I !. • · j 
() , r IJ · •.: 
j; I 1JI' \I' r _./ .. 
()f)El'/.,p-
0 l.lUILVJ1'· 
"O -
-<. 

Ptrmll No: 2011Ol!Ol1830 
Enlind BY 1naan: BT 
Owner Fll1t Nlll'M: 
OwlwF'lml~ .._. Connld ReYoc Trust 

OwrllC SlrMt Addr1aa; 2963 BmdMdc St. 
SetW:a Adi:hl.e; ?IK't..2857 Btor:b1cl< st 

I . -= 
~Blod<: 947 

SlrYlee lot 2 

NOTU: 

w.. C&j:Wdty cn.;e (It~) 
Cumlnt C&PldtY eti.ro• 
LMe Prior UM Cradl 
TcMJ W#M Capeclly cn.tge 

WutNaw ~1y Ch1U!J9 (It~) 
Cutl9rt Capdy Cherge 
Lna Prier' LIM Cl'lldit 
Tobi! WUl$waler Ce.peaty Ctllll'Qe 

60% r:J WtbJt ~ cn.tve 
60%·otw~.C!f?!Cl!Y. 9'!!il 

P•ynwnt 2 ·Amount Out at SFPUC 

HCllr. . 

Subml1lot. 
E~Qn; 

Owiw Lall Nmne: 
Cont.a Nl.W'l'lbot: 

,.,... I Blllilll' 

~ 

SetviCe ZID: 

0$/03111 
11117111 

mm~~ 

S«1 Frandlco. CA 
&4123 

94123 

$1,510.00 
f (1.322.00} 

$ 1M.OO 

s 4,478.00 
s (3,909,00! 
s M7.00 

$ 1'5.00 

s 

' 

s 
$ 
$ 

114.00 
2b3.SO 

9'4.00 
2113J5Q 
:S71.JO 

I 

ChlrQls baled an lnformatlorl P"Qllldtd tiy permit lpplk:anl: ectustmera may be niqWst llhould MW ln1crmatlcrl' 
bloame l\llllal:ile. • . 

·-

I 

. ' .. 



! ~ ;;Sir8" ~~t{c~~c81Public Utilities Commission· 
o Pfa Sub~ift::af l Form . 
~ ck 'ent J,~ Ing Inspection 

0 1: ·, I J p·: R n Francisco, CA 94103 
0 li _:! · .> Uri .,, ------·----·~--· 
-< This fo1111 is to be filled out by all applicants completing building applicat!on forms 1, 2, 3, or 8. 

careful completion of this form will expedite SFPUC permit review at 081. 

See "Glossary· for more fnformatlon and definitions of footnoted terms. 

A _,... 
•11o•Y .... TI• 

' -· 

OBI Permit Appiication #". 'Zo 'I- 0 'S- 0) -1 ~ C) Date Application Submitted: a/sill 
Project Street Addl'a$$: 7/$5/, - i~r1 e<ra ~1tr1e'4 <;r- ?rojed Bf~~t! I f!:>G>z.. 
Project Contact lnfonnatlon: ' 
Name "!S. J(.µf"*tJ/J' )'f-~d 
Street Address 

~U/ "'~ -s-r:. #?U 
Apt.# . . 

City state· Zlp 
e;~· 

, 

14-11~ C',A-

Pbooi>: /:t:f1r) !1:4 -· Z'Ur-1 . 

Em~J: 4 A f'IJ /l!J t'1 ,1 A-o.( l$J ~·b~ t:1/0Jt11./. vtLJ f-
1. Water Effldent Irrtgatton 1 "" Yea No 

Does this project Include over 1,000 square feet of new or modified landscape areaT D ~ 
2. Stonnwatar Manageriumt3 Yea No 

Is the Development Project Disturbed Aroa4 greater than or equal to 5,000 square feet? 0 R" 
3. Construction Site Run Off' , Yes No 

, Does this project indude any external disturbed ama? ~ 0 ~ 
4. Recycled Water' Yes No 

WBI this project Include a new, ri:modeled, converted building(systructure(s), or F'11on al a 
buUdlng(s)/slrudure{s) l"El$ulling In the alteration of 40,000 square feet or more? 0 ~ 
Wiii this project Involve the development of a new or existing Irrigated area{s) of 10,000 square feet or more?11 

0 ~ 
5. Batch Discharge Ptnnlt1 

Yes Ho 

Does this project intend Co release any f'lOfHneterad water Into lhe City's Sewer System? 

~ (Including, but not limited to: dewatering from construction sltes; run off from power washing of buildings and D 
parking lots; cleaning or hydrostatic testing of pipes or tapks; pumped groundwater) 

6. Capacity Charge Notice • 
The SFPUC reQuires lhat building developments which will lncroase tha demand on lha City's water and wastewater systems be 
nsessed a Capacity Charge. The charge recovE!fS the costs associated with providing additions! facility capacity 10 new users as well as 
to existing users requwlng additional capacity. Capacity Charges are typlcalfy assessed when there are addillonaJ or larger water fixtures 
added to a developmenl, whoo there Is an expansion In condlUoned space or a change In µse which would potentially increase water use 
and wastewater discharges. Restaurants and Laundtomats are two examples of developments lhat routinely are assessed a Charge, 
but any dovelopment that Increases water and wastewater demands may be assessed as wen. If Capacity Charges are requfred, the 
appllcanl's permit appllcatlon will ba routed td the SF PUC desk at OBI for review and assessment. For more Information on Capacity 
Charges please sea our website at www.sfwaler.oro, Capacitv Charae. (SFPUC Resolution No's. 07-0099 and 07-0100) 

Revised 1/3/2011 
, I 



A
··-~ 

. . ... 
-·--...,,.,.,.~ft· -... 

. . 
1 Water Efficient lrrfg.Uon Ordlna~ce - Requires that landscape projects with a modlfled landscape area equal to or greater than 1, 000 
square feet be IO$l&lled, constructed, operated, and maintained In accordance with established regulaUons limiting outdoor water 
consumpUon. Each landscape proje<!t is given a Maximum Applied Wm.er Allowance lhat provides the project applicant with the appropriate 
amount of water that may ba used to Irrigate the laod~ped ataa. (SF Administrative Code, Cliapter 63) 

Maximum Applled Wate< Allowancei-~ The amount of annual applled water that may be used for Irrigating landscaped areas. This 
llrfllt is established by th!3 San F:ranclsco Public Utl!iUes Commfsslon (SF:_POC) using state mandated formulas' and aa;ounts for local 
cllmatio concfrtlons. • • . 

2 Modified Landscape Area - All plariting areas. turf' area5, and water fealures in a landScape, as well as any adjacent planted 'areas in the 
public rfght..ot-way fOr which the property owner Is responsible that will be modified by the proposed construction. The landscape area does 
not include the following elements: footprints qf buildings or structure& unless the footprints indude planted areas such as green roofs, 
s.ldewalk&, driveways, parking lots, decks. paUos. gravel or stnne walks, other pervious or non..parvious hardscapes, and other norrlrrigated 
areas designated for non-devc;dopmoot such as open spaces and existing naUve ve9ufation. · 

3 Stormwater Manageme~t Ordlnan'ce • Requires the development and maintenance of stonnwater management control& for spded 
activities that disturb 5,000 square feet or more of the ground surface and are 1ubjee\ to buikllng, planning and subdlvfsion approvals. This 
ordinance enforces the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guideline& as tnllialed by 1ha Port and SFPUC, {SF Pub.lie Works Code Art. 4.2 
Sec. 147.2) · 

Stormwater Datgn GuldelJnu ~ Shows project appltcants how to achieve oil-Site storrnwater management 1.lSlng'low Impact design 
(LIO) stralegtea, also knoWn as green fnfrastruc:tura. Th~ GuklefkJes protecl San Frandsco's environment by reducing stormwater 
runoff pollution in areas of new development and redevelopment and by reducing the wet weather burden on San Frand$co's 

bi ed ....... . . ... 
coin n ......... er. , · · .• · 

• o.vatopment Project Disturbed Ar-.. .. Any activlly at the sit& of a de\lelopment project that dlshKbs.lhe cumulatlW ground eurtace. 
These actMtles Include, bf.It are not tlmited lo: . . . 

• -1) Construction, modltlcat!on, conversion, or attenitkm or any b-uUdlng or strudtlr8 · . 
2) Assoelated ,gradlng. filfing, excavation. change in ~sting topography, and the addition or replacement of Impervious surfaces 
{lnct!Jdes an Sid«WJalks, parking areas. drtveways, and laodscaf*I and Irrigated areas coo8trueted ln conjunctron with development In 
the.project area). • ~ · . 

[This area does not lnct~e; Interior remoclellng (}l"tlects, rnalntenance adl'llttes 5Uch as top4ayer grinding, repaving, m--rooflng and 
conversions or alleratJOf\& lt;J. bUildings or structures that do not Increase the ground su1face footprint of the building stcuctu".] 

1
, Exte,rnal Disturbed Area :. Any assoolated cons.tructkm aciMty that ocai..irs off~e from the development project or outslda the proposed 

devek>Pment boundary. These activities include, but are not limited to: s~pMlng, staging, storing, Of' any other activity that results In a land 
surface dlsfurbancEl (or sediment runoff) illduding those f!S&'.IC[~ wfth l!ne&r projects such as utmty or sewer line installation. 

. . 
1 Recycled Water Ordinance$ - Requires property owners to Install dual-plumbing systems for recycled water use within the designated 
recycled ~tar use areas under certain circumstances. (SF Public Works Code Art. 22 Sec. 1204} 

1 New or Remodeled !>Ulldlng area· New, remodeied, or converted bul!dlngs/structures and aU subdivisions or portions of a . 
building(s)lstructure{s) resulting In the alteration of 40,000 square fast or more. A development project includes landscaped, Irrigated 
areas c6nstructad in conjunctlon with the project. The landscaped area should not be loouded In Iha calculation of the development 
project's cumulallve square footage. · - . 

' 
•New or exf&tlng Irrigated area· New and exi,ttng irrigated areas d 10,000 square feet or more not constructed In ~unction 
~· ?r as part of a development project . · · 

'Batch Dbu:Mrge Permit~ The SFPUC Issues Batch Discharge Permits.lo non-domestic dlschargars for non-routine, episodic, batch, or 
other temporary discharge& into the City's sewer system. Examples include water 9811'!filtad from acllvttles such as: de--waterlng of 
construction sites; de-watering of wells dn11ed to investigate« mltlgal.e a suspected contaminated site; pawer~washlng or buUdlngs or 

.Parking lots: or any other activlty that generates.wastewater. other than from routlne oornrnerci.al or Industrial processes. The Batch 
Discharge Pecmll speciffes ttu3 conditions under which wastewater may be dJscha.rged Into the City's &E1Wer system. For more information 
and the permit app!lcaUoo, please.visit: http:f/s1Water.Q!9lmsc roain.2fm/MC l&V14/MSC ID/445 

Revised 1/3/2011 
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Anollcatlon Number 

201108031630 

Addreu 

2853 BRODERICK ST 

Fifing Fltft baled on Eatlmated Cott s 320000.00 
Fee Code : • Oescrlptkm 

BLOOSTO.F 

DCP~F 

Pt.AN REV.f 

TECHSUR-F . 
REC RETAIN 

Pavrnentit 
PaymenlStage 

FILING 

.. 
Bldg Stds Admln Spec Revolv Fund 

OCP ?Ian Check (F) 

Plan Review (fifing) OSI .. 
Technology Sut'chal'QO 

Records Retention Fee oar 

TY?O" Paid By 

CHECt<BLOCH CONSTRUCTION INC 
9254873649 3317 OIVISADERO 
ST SF CA 94123 

./ .. . ... . . ~ .. 

Pay Date 

oat0312011 

Page 1 

·:·~·-R:~ceipt No: 11084594 

Total Flllnr.t Feet 

Fee, Amount 

13'.oo 

6584.20 

3954.38 

- 251.37 

30.00 

12832.95 

Rec By Payment Amount 
~ I • 

11004594 SHEKKATHY · 12832.95 

_II .; • 

Printed on: 08/03/2011 

!U!LQ!N<ji INSPECTION 



Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Pt!rntit J)ct11ils Report 

Report Dale: 

:\pplitution :\umht:r: 
Fol'm Nurnlwr: 

201103111905 

8 

0947_/ 002 / 02853 BRODERlCl\ ST 
0947 I 002 / 02857 BRODERICK ST 

11/20! 14 If.I 06 ;\M 

D•!,:c:ription: 
REMOVE SHEETROC!\, L-\.TH & I'LASTl::R fRO:>I SMOKE DAMAGED FLOORS. REMOVE 
KITCH EN AND HAT! I APPLIANCES AND Ci\BlNETS - ALL ON STRUCTCRAL lS(WJ' Dt::l\10 
~m . 

Cost: 
Occupuncy CoJ,•: 

liuilding Us1•: 

Dispo,.;ition I Stni;c: 

· Actfon Dute Sti~i:e 

TRIAGE 

$15.000.00 

R-3 
28 - 2 FAMILY DWELLING 

Comm~~nt,o; 

:~tn/:2011 ______ ,,...., .. ,..,_...,..,...,._.~..._____ 
;;/n/2011 t-JLINC -
·~/11/2011 FILED 
;',! 11 /2011 APPRO\'El> 

'.}/t !/2011 lSSL'ED 

::!16/:w1.1 SUSPEND p,~r DCP's rt•qm•"! d1u,•d ~/r,/:wq 
toiI6i:'.'l.Ol4 R.l\INSTATED.p.:1· DC P's remwst ldkr datctl 10; 16/zoi..i . 
in/:!'.)/3014 SUSPEND Ion BO,\';~ rvll\W:-:l c•muil dat,·d 10122/:mq 

Contact Details.: 
Co11tructnr Octails: 

Lic:cnse N11tnb(•r: 
:\~nnt•: 

6:34865 
TJMOTHY \\", MOlffFSSE.N 
STREAi\fUNE BOJLDERS Compnny N;1me: 

.\dd.t1:5i;: !1Tl CAMPBELL CT' RESCUE CA 951\~:c-
0000 

Phunc: 

Addenda Details: 
u cscrmtion: 

Step Station Arrive Start 
In Out Vinish Checked Hr Hvld Hold 

1 
BID· 

3/9/1) 3/9/11 3/9/11 FESSLERTHO!t.JAS INSP 

" BLDG 3/9/ll 3/CJ/ ll :l19/ll 
CUNXELL 
l\UCRAEL ··- -; 

b DP\\'-
3/11/11 3/lt/ll ,3/11111 l\HNIANO D,-\;>.,;l'\Y t•,I BSM i . 

:., CPB :J/llill '.ifll/ll ~t/t I/ 11 GALJ7..,\ DELlA 

,\ppointmenl'>: 

Inspections~ 

!Activity Outcltnspcctorllnspection Dcscripti11nl1nspccliun Sl11l\1..,;I 

Sucdnl lnsocctlons: 

Hold Ocseription 

' 

_.,.,..__.,.,... 

--· 



APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 
ADDITIONS. ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS 

-11.9 

CITY AND COUNTY OF IM FRANCllCO 
DEPAR111ENT OF IUILDIHQ lll8P!C110N 

$\ --·~ 

I 
i 

3-lf-11 ss3 4 2.ZS"7 8«6~ct ocµ;.· ..... -
/~ '!J37..Jg 3 11-11 ---·-l~ooo 

M 

IMPORTANT NOTICES ... _,.. ___ ..... _,,, _____ ..,._,...,.....,. :: ....... -- ...... --..----i-. __ ,,, ..... ___ _,._...,. _____ ,,.,.. 
.. ---..----... --~--._ .... _ ..... -....... -_ .. _. .... ,,. -·----.................... -... .......... -. .................. -........................... . -------------.-----__ ...,. ___________ ... 
-·--""'-------QllllfOl:ICll•Y•~ ---10·---ll'--...-•-°"TI« __ Clll.....,ll' ___ ,___ 

.....,.,,.,.,,-~tQl~-~-/ll'flfOllM...-l'Hll~ 
-Gl ....... ~A-~l'(MM--~ --------·-·-'11>/llJt'fl:P -m-..11'11"1lllllllillllllllllllil"I .,...llOI' ...... - ,.,..,.,lllllJ...IJM'llO!Ml'l.4----• -.......... ...-.---·-.. ------.. --.. ........._ --->1- a-
ii~8~ 

APPUCAHrS CERTlFlCATIOH 
·-~fll/0--· .. -·-l'(lll"llC~ -·----...... --(111·---~ ·--~-...-~-__ ,,.,,_ 

NOTICE TO APPl...ICANT HCIJl-Q.Ma ... _.., ___ ,..... ___ _ 

... .._ ... Qr,,,,.C..0,<1*----..... - .. --.... 
___ ....,. _______ .,.......,_., .. Qr_ 

~- .... --·-.. --.. Ollt .. ~""'""..._ ....... ---·-.. .......,_ .. ,,_,,, __ ,,, .. ~- ..... -.. ~-
-------· ··---·-..... -•.,,_,.•M _ ......... ·--fit"'--"'------- . __ .. __ . ____ ,........,,...,..,_,,, _ _...,. _ 
l' ' ·-----·-.. -·-·--· - .. ----~---------.. ,......_ 
! I 

I , __ .. ______ ..,_,,_., .. 

==.-.:==:.":..,-..:...""'::. .. _ .. _ ""
e-



~ '.> ;\ 1' I F It 1\ l'I C I :i C 0 

:!J \. I 'I) I 
~ '1 ! _y ·1 ===--i--~· ·-'-+· 1-----------------1---..-,..-----..,,...--
("') r; r: r /·, !'? r ""'Wr,1 o f 
0 J3UJWJ1"lG lfJ:JP.E -n01'I 
"'1J .,.-- --·-------<. 

W.TE. _ _...;... __ _ 

NNON 

D 
Of! CIJY' l'\MNMa 

"""°"'8) w.n: ____ _ 
lll!'MIOH ·o 

~-t-~.....-~~~~~-~--~~-~~~~-t-~--~~___,µHO=~IFtil::..=~1191=-~~~ ! °' ... ·~ 
JlllJlfDIE!t:r 

0 

APrAOllB> 

D 

:,..-----1 

rii\TE ----
N:ABOH 

I 

a 
§ 
I 
I 

~J_~~--~~~~~!!:!~~~======-~~m:!rull91!L~~i 
~ 

I 
-1-~~~~===~~~~~~i 

:..----- i 
__J__-~~=====-J~R!!L..1191 _;._....I 

APPACM:D 

Sr Sr ()A.) t--r 
D .JJ-~0"3 ·/1...-/l 

Danny M1111ano, DPWIBSM 

~ 

D 

~ 

CMTE ____ _ 

REAllON 

CMTE. ____ _ 

fEA80N 

0 

~1-~~~~--~~~~========~~ N'PRCNEJ)' W.l'E ____ _ 

AEMON 

D 

...... ....., .... .-.................. .._ ........ ____ ..................... ......... - ................................ .......... 



LICENSED CONTRACTOR'S STATEMENT 

Licensed Contractor's Declaration 

Ed.win M Lee, Mayor 
Vrvran L Day, CB 0, Director 

ApphcatJon# c9ollc>3/f ICfoS-
Address Lcf'.5 ~ 1- :2Kc; 7 

&de.c:ted':: «3 i 
Pursuant ta the Business and Professions Code Sec 7031 5. I hereby affirm under penalty of per:iury that J am 
licensed under the prov1s1ons of Chapter 9 (commencing with Sec 7000) of D1V1s1on 3 of the Business and 
Professions Code, and that my license 1s m full force and effect 

License Number .0~5 
Exp11atJon Date /-._5/- / 2-

l.Jcense Class _£5-.,...."""------
Co~tractor ~/Obde.a~ 

~4 
Owner .. Builder Declarauon 
I hereby affirm under penalty of pel)UfY that I am exempt from the Contractor's License Law, Business and 
Professions Code (Sec 7031 5) Mark the appropnate box below 

I, as owner of the property, or my employees wrth wages as their sole compensabon, will do the work, 
and the structure 1s not intended or offered for sale (Sec 7044) I further acknowledge that I understand 
and agree that m the event that any work Is commenced contrary to the representations contained herem, 
that the Perm rt herem applled for shall be deemed suspended 

Arcmtect. Agent 

I, as owner of the property, am excfus!Vely contracting wrth hcensed contractors to construct th ts proiect 
(Seo 7044) I certsfy that at the time such contractors are selected, I will have them file a 'Copy of this 
from (Lrcensed Contractor's Declarabon) pnor to the commencement of any work I further acknowledge 
that I understand and agree that. m the event that said contractors fall to file a copy of the Declaralton 
wrth the CentraJ Permrt Bureau, that the Permit herein applied far shall be deemed suspended 

I am exempt under Business and Professions Code Section 

Reason 

Date 

I 

Archrtect {PRINT) 

Agent (PRINl} 

Owner {PRJNT) 

(SIGNATURE) 

NOTE "Any VTolatJor1 of the Bus & Prof Coda Sec 731 6 by any permit apphcant shall be sub1ect to a CM/ penalty of not more than f1Ye 

hundred dollars ($600)"' Bus & Prof Cada sec 7031 6 Revised 04/30/2010 

Central Perrmt Bureau 
1660 M1ss1on Street- San Francisco CA 94103 

Office (415) 558-6070 - FAX (415) 558-6170 -www sfdbt org 



u~p.utnwnt or uui1air19 1nsp~ct1on 11120114 10:58 AM 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Rcp01·t 

R<'pOrl Date: 

.\ppliC<ltion N"uml)(~r: 
F\mn Numbt.>r: 

De:scription: 

Cost: 
Oc:cupnney Colk: 

1l\riklin~ U.se: 

C<mlact Dctallm 
C'outractm: Tktails: 

Uc«n.se Xnmlwr; Olfl:.; 

201369::.{76313 

3 
0947 ! oo~.f 0285~{ BRODEJUCK ST 
094 7 / ocr.< / o 2857 B RODEJU CK ST 
RDWVE FIRE DAMAGED A:-JD CNSOL:ND fRA:'lllNG DISCOVERED DURl:-lG 
ALTF:RA1'10l\ UN'PERWAY(2011-03·z5-28;:,9) REMOVE & REPL>\CEALL FLOOR & DECK 
,JOISTS & E-:rnmmR WALL Fll.·\...'\HNG AT ~:'.'lD & 3RD FLOORS ONl.Y, REPL:\C l3AYS & 
IVT.N!)O\\' OPE:KJNGS JN KlND . .-\LL "NEW EXTERIOR ELcMErffS TN KIND. 
$18,400.00 

R-3 
:;i8 • 2 .FAMILY DWI:: LUNG 

N~mc~ OWNF.R OWNJ~R 
C,Jmp:wy N~1m(): OW:-.JER 
.\ddn~"S;;: O\.\'NER ' OWXER CA aoooo·mJOO 
P'!wne: 

Acldendn Details:: 
D . t' . eser1p ion~ 

~tcp Station Arrh.•e [start In Out Finish lcheckcdUy 'Hold Oe.scription Hold Hold 
! 

9/.:2!cJ/l319/2•1/'l;} 
--· 

il BrD-
9/::?4/13 

VEN'!ZELOS 
lNSf' fHOt\lAS 

l:.-
__ ,_, 

C.PB 9/-.;!4il3 9/2.\/13 9/24it3 CHAN A~1tAfU:S --
L} CP-ZOC 9/~4/13 9/::.6/13 9/26/t3 CABREROS Approved. Rcur facade rilknllions: •:xt~·rior 
I' GLENN m11terfril:> to be n:~pkieN.I in·kind Q/26/1.1 (i;c). 

G BLDG 9/27/13 9f;w/13 9/30;1:1 10/l/1.1 J;E THOJ\lA .. 'l 
r 

PPC 
i 

10/3/!:3 SAMARASINGHE 
lW/:3/1;3: to CPB.grs j5 10/3/13jl0/3J13 GILES 

J6 CP.B 10/3/13 10/:1/1:J j(J /1 ~£~:3 SHEK KATH\' fit1/;i/1;}: APPg.OVED. KS -

Appointments: 

lnspectfons: 

.. 

11 t t p: If d biwe.b .sf gov .org I dbipts Ide fau It." s px?page"' ?e rm ltDetal Is Page 1 of 2 
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~l 20 \ Ob5 l-\ !'-I 
~ ~Zl:;\ ·~f~ 12 C'J \ 

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT 
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS 

FORM 3 'E:l OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED , \ 

FORM 8 D OVER~ THE-COUNTER ISSUANCE 
/J .-HZ:~f · 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF 
BUILDING INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR 
PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WlTH THE PLANS 
AND SPECIFlCATIONS SUBMl1TEO HEREWITH ANO 
ACCORDING TO THE DESCRIPTION AND FOR THE PURPOSE 

":'"· ' NUMBER OF PLAN SE.TS 
;,~ ;~ [/_ HEREINAFTER SET FORTH. 

.,.,, ... T 00 NOT WRITC MOVE THIS LINET 
MTEIUD fUIG ll£fl£W'f ~ ttlsmn:t~Of.Kl! 

SEP 2 4 ZOl3 13 095s.'ft· f<)3 -28r;;2. i DO 
PmW1' ll!l ISSU:ll ,., ( 

I ~1171/·~,, ,_,, ·.I'. 
fml~~llSrnCOOT "'7 ,8 ,~ CJ' 

1 

av fC\L:1 
.. / Ot.T!: ft/~! '/? 

INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING 

i1l PM¥QStO VS!! !U:GAI. USf) 

Ci "f;, t·\ 1 Lf 'JV·J~;;t...- L") ;J l\ 
m o L1e1t:Jli1n~~~ s~i.c£ ns Q ~wrnl<:Al .m :i 

NO''.) 1111-J:l COHSTP.V~Tlf.1'(1 "111)....Q !'£1\Rl~ME01 

11~) OWNER• UJS!i<( (Cl10SS OUT ()tit) l<.OO~!.SS ZIP 

1,cJ'I\ VV-Hrr~r.i.u ·t. ~; ( ~, g rZ..oQ;:;;;:~a..i(..,1< 
116) WRITE !li o:s:m~nUltOf tll \'IOI'!( TOBE f'ERfORM!D\INTlEJI THIS.'.l'l'l..~l\lf,S-,""RE'-R-ll~El'I~. c~.~-,-'l-!''._.\J_mi-'S-~-OT-m_:lf_F_•'"',:1...>rr: 

IMPORTANT NOTICES 
tai '1'1~ ~>1111 b• m.t.dll ~ tM t:t.JtlMtlt U..,.,. oc04a-1~ ot i<i&t •\~i mirt 1~1'ttWJt itiulid~ hfr.>:U: 
~"'**tirrit'A!j t<.d! U'..Wh .. , '$«-$~ff;)~~ tudt ~ $Nl ''lN;!~t;Xl ~ltl';i t~. 

~ 11.:.'Nfl Qf ti...i\axq (I( $~tJs er M:Jdk43~ \Ut\( tut~ ttltb.W.:.,1X.~1 t~ ttl b11; ci'~f lnd11 ti 'ti~ !~1 ifll' ~Wt! 
-t.(l{I~ JMl'C th11.r. 1~ ~•,ii. $«13'r: W, C•flf¢Ja; f't'lu.l eoot, 

~JUU'tlbWFt4UtU.Q!1Jlt107C...~Oillllti\ll~~~'~;o:<->k~?l'l;thtf.lb n~~'fllM"l\. 
fl~l~ J~ f.tl'IP.-mtd J.-'l.fl\) vnit1V'~1t~ bitit( illl'Pt (l t;µ%ill't1 >tU 

t;IJ;i)! l«"1'. u $.ll()O'li"r 00 r.OWl'<~i lit~F:W'i1f~ 11'''-"P;tlioealb:i lf¥ j)Juilw:$ ~Pt< Wfb:~ ti ~I Jif"AI»! 
~ 11• oot u 1-IVll< u: Wuo,tt-vi:.t\1 dtht~,i; t..~~ r.c.1~t (It hit U·~ i:ub iti\I tret. .t.M11:-om~ie 
&tt4fll. t'l rtl•W:ri1 Ula J~ t\<ltl IWA1!91 ~t br klhm~ h 'OM ~Mrrrm«rtl~ l'iJPflmol. 

1.-'it ST\f'V..ltH.0~ A.l.C;t111it£! ttEl\.£1"( c-,q QV CiXlt M.\f' Of .L'f~Vil.D, 

&#Lt'<~ ttel ru u O(tllf1to~11ietAttn:AltOF Hl<JJ.::OUtt.n,f•\ t£ rasrr:n e·1 Tl'lt autt.VtttG t'\it 
'1./tltJT'Jf- l)Cl:Uf'~~y G~. WHD'l1l!.1W1Jt:E!). 

.VflilDW.l Of THIS IJ!'l't.lr.JilON (WSS ~l C.OstUMt. "'"' MN\O'.'i'L t~1' l'nt ULCTP;!(.4 V;W\C Oft 
rt.U\18~C W>fAW.lh:)ttS., /.,St11.l\f.lf P1'.llW\f0~ lH('Mll1WG:Ji~1~ fl!J.V.t!"KI \l.'USTIJEOtST.lNtn 
SlPW?!PlMMUUlREOOllUDlFJ}($i\1J'!tS*ftti' rtlMl IJfAMrt UVUfiC\!tS f1(J}(1tl !lJJ (tJ/ rl:.ij 

Mf1') 

Td!i l1 NUT.\ SU!LC~1iO 11-£.M.l!f .'il)l\JJ-MJ.IW,J.!i ~Mii.TEO t.bft:l J. ;)U.i.Dt.\,Q H.Ar.111 ISISSlJs:I. 

YI d'l"JtflillVL. d IO,';JS.,tf.i;>g »11U:AfZ1 lti..:i.I ~>%ilt oJ t-Jil.1U'l)U: 1)l M? bl t'"~h h'\\I ~'itr~11: ftfrl -~ t'~IH(.,\i 

n~'(1;Wt't~..t~Ot 

a<IC>: •l'l'l\J)t~tAlT &llll 
W O\'ltrul 
Cl LESSH' 
W CO!flR~CtOR 

- ;;)-JJICHllECT 
/:l"'larnr 

:J CllGlll!tR 

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION 
I ;t.lnUn CUlHf'I' AN.'J AC.~ai.: T11.AT II J. nmH Ui ($.!iut.O f~ fH~ (;;}'ISiK!CilO.\ DESCJ\lltf{i 1/1 nus 
IJ'Pllc.t-TIG•. All. l•I 1'"1•l~lli•S 1)1 !l<tll'.AllJ! Mn lll (,,,,, /,~O O'\C:W<t.!S nrt~(TG lf•IL tk 
¢:."1Jfi.rfll\~1rrt · 

SO.FT. 

CALIF. CUlf111ClTE liO. 

NOTICE TO APPLICANT 
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CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS 
ff 

IEFER APPROVED: 
TO: 

DATE: t(' 24 ' I 3 
REASON: f)(?-'(O 

l('~i~ ~?..---
~ ,u;-_,. ::r:~1,.11c.1t~fft:. 
~T017F··Pi\IED

1

-7(b-.· -~\ i./ BUILOING INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSP. tJo· Mn 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

APPROVED: 

APPROVED: 

I : 
i 

BUREAU OF FJRI! PREVENrlON !. PUBLIC SAF'EtY 

Ji 
MECHANICAL ENGINEER, DEPT, OF BLDG, INSPECTION 

APPROVED: #If. 4f /!1'M8('! tM·M1/v'(i:' }>/'Lr#>;- .::.~r /Al 
$1/Wo1't)fl.·A-L t'_{.MV'S . c''l~· _fA·, Z.t>/J ~ '-1--~~- z,e,.,. 'J 
fi!.iL tAJ.k,'tJ() f(Ji.ftf14.(!.JftJl·liVJ) "':. -l:::"t-·~~ I.r..47 .cf:- .. 

•\ -· 

1!{] ll: !;11' 
CIVIL ENGINEER, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSPECTION 

APPROVED: "::f.ht-

' I 
! 

BUREAU OF ENGINEERING 

APPROVED: 

DEPAl'lTMENT OF PUBLlC HEALTH 

APPROVED: 

REDEVELOPMl!i-IT AGENCY 

APPROVED: I 

I 

' I 
1'-" 

Hous1uo MsPecrtoN DNISION 

DATE:------
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE: _____ _ 

REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. .. 
DATE:-----
REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

DATE:~~~-~~ 

REASON: 

NOTIFIED MR. 

I u11r~<1 to i;omply with all conditions or ll-tlpulut1011~ of th~ varl1;>u$, bureau~ or d•porHnMts noted on t1·11s iJppllr.utlon, r.nd ot1ticht>d srnt.,men!s 
of condition~ or sllrwlulloos, which nr~ Mr~by mado o pllrt of this impllcatlon. 

tlumb•t of >t!ac~men\s 0 

:r 
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r 
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:0 
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0 
z 
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D'li:J>ARTM.ENT OF llUILDING INSI1J,i:CTION 
Clly & County of S:m Frn~clsco ,// 

1660 Mission Street, 81111 Frnucisco, Californln 94103-2414 
./ 

P'ATE: Stp 2 4 20.tJ 

PERMIT APPLICANT AND AUTHORIZED AGENT 
DJS.CLOSURE AND CERTIFICATION 

o New 
o. Amended 

PoeJYA~pllcatlon No.: ~Address: · ·. · . · . 

This form mustbp comPloted In Its ontlroty In connection with an application for a bulldlng pormlt (Forms 
j/2, 316, 417. 5 fillllfil. The form must be amended for all r.ew Information or change ln Information for duration of 
project Please be advised that the Dop;;rtrnenl does not regulate permit exped\ters/consultar.ls or afford them 

·preferential treatment, 

IA. Permit Applicant lnformatlonl 

I IH:mby certify lhat for the purpose or lili:1g an appllcation 
fi:Jra builcting orothorpermfl Wit/1 /Ne Curllre! Permit 
6ur1;1w. or c:ompletlon of eny form m1awci to tt10 San 
Frnncfsco Building Coda, or to City enr} ~aunty ordinances 
and regulations, or lo Slate laws end :;odes, I um ths 
owner, lhs lessee or ll1e agent of tile Cl'.\'llM'lossee anri em · 
twlhoriwd to sign afl documents connected with this 
app!icatior1 or pormit. 

i 1lec"1re mitkr pctrnlty ofperjury tltat tllr.forego/fzg Is lrJli! um/ 
correct. I nm the pmnlt nppllcant·Jill!l. rum · 
Check lmx(s): 
O . Tho ownor (l\) o Thn icrnrn (C) 
o ·n1e authctll'.ed agent Chock on\lty(s): 

o Archll~ct (D) CJ En:1lr:uer (D) 
c Contrnotor (E) O Attornoy (F) 

o Permit Consullant/Expadilor (G) 

/K~wnor Information\ 

Narno ...:...;.:.:::._:__.:._:.:..c:.~:...:..::.;;..;i.:::.=~-------

ciiy _________ Slaltl " 
Zip 

le. Lessee Information! 

Narne ________________ _ 

Phone 

Address-····--------

,10'.· Architect I Englnoar lnfonnatlon] 
v 

o Nono r:' Ucl all Archilocl(s)/Enginoo1·(s) on projocl: 

Phona No. -'--:c.:.'-::?·'-·'.~".::'""'·---·-:=::.--7'7,,.-·--
Firm Namo -""";::~....::..:.u....;;;..._.~'"""·---~-------,
Llcqnse # --"--.:.-c..:.:...::...-.,..------,-.------
ExplraUon 
Firm Address .: .. :e:2:..:.L-1.:..i.::..u..~:;.;....-'·-----'""c=..;.,..--

Cl Architect o Engineer 

Phone No.------·· ···---------
Firm Name --------·---···--.. -------------
License# __ . --------------
Explrattcn Dnte 
Firm 1\ddross 

3. Name 
a il.rchltoot ;::i Enplneer 

Phone No.--·-··-··--------··--·--·---
Flrm Name--------·-·--------
License'*-=-..----------
Expiration Date---------------
Firm Address ·-----

City Stale Zip 

IE. Go11oral Contractor l11formatlonl 
Noto: Complota sciparata Jicansed contructor':; 

statement also. 

P
Nhame -----------------ona ______ _ 

Flrrn Name 
Ucense # ______________ _ 
Expiration Dato 
Firm address __ .:_ ____ ~ 

Slate Zlp 

c Contractor not yet selected, ll \his box i:i. checked, 
submit an amended form when known, 

o Ovmer- Builder, If U1is box Is checked, submit owner
bul!der dectarauan form, 

.jf, Attorney lnfomrnt!onJ 

Name~---------------~ 
Phone_·---~ .. ··~--------~--·~-----~~ 
Fim1 
Firm r\ddress 

City State Zip 

IG, Permit Consultant I Expcdltc1J 

Nmmi _________________ _ 

Phor.e 
Flm1 Name 
Firm Address---------------

City State Zip 

IH. Authorized Agent - others! 

Name ---·-------
Phone ______________ ~------·---~·---~-
Firm 
Finn Address __ :__ ___________ _ 

-CilY Slate 

Please describe your relationship wilt1 tile ov1'ner 



-------------------------"--·----·-·-··--.--··---~-----------

~ :; >\ 1' I F H ;\ fl C I '.) C fJ 

:n. ~· '.LJ I 0 I ~ · ,, I~'. 
j; C:Uty ~r\it lcctun '-bf n Francisco 
r- De~rtment of:.S'uih! g Inspection 
onr:rArlTMEfJT or 

Edwin M. Lee1 Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E.1 Director 

0 lWIUJJi'JG lt'J::WECflOrl 
"'O ---~---·-·----~--<. 

PERMIT APPLICATION #: lji I)- C) 9 - z_ '--( - 7 (a> y 

PROPERTY OWNER'S PACKAGE 
Disclosures & Forms for Owner-Builders Applying for Construction Permits 

IMPORTANT/ NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNER 

An application for a building permit has been submitted i'& your name ,listing yourself as the builder of the property 

improvements specified at zcf1 tu;s - r: 1 l?v-ccl Q._i, c.J:::., Lt , . 
We are providing you with an OWner-uilder Acknowledgment and Information Verification Form to make you aware of 
your responslbilfties and possible risk you may incur by having this permit issued in your name as the Owner-Builder. We 
wlll not la-sue a building permit untJI you have read, Initialed your understanding of each provision, signed, and 
returned this form to us at our official address Indicated. An agent of the owner cannot execute this notice unless 
you, the property owner1 obtain the prior approval of the permitting authority. 

OWNER'S ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND VERIFICATION OF INFORMATION · 
DIRECTIONS: Read and initial each statement below to signffy you understand or verify this information. 

(\'Sf 1. I understand a frequent practice of unlicensed persons is to have the property owner obtain an "Owner~Bui!der" 
bulld!ng permit that erroneously Implies that the property owner Is provlding his or her own labor and material personally. 
I, as an Owner-Builder, may be held Hable and subject to serious financial rlsk for any injuries sustained by an unlicensed 
person and his. or her employees while working on my property. My homeowners insurance may not provide coverage for 
those injuries. I am willfully acting as an Owner-Builder and am aware of the limits of my insurance coverage for injuries to 
workers on my property. 

(~( 2. I understand building permits are not required to be signed by property owners unless they are responsible for the 
con·struction and are not hiring a licensed Contractor to assume this responsibility. 

t' 

(J\:>~3. I understand as an "Owner-Builder" l am the responsible party of record on the permit. I understand that I may 
~ct myself from potential financial risk by hiring a licensed Contractor and having the permit filed in his or her name 
Instead of my own. 

'tt\\. '4. I understand Contractors are required by law to be llcensed and bonded in California and to list their license 
'Mmbers on permits and contracts. 

'f" 5. I understand if I employ or otherwise engage any persons, other than California licensed Contractors, and the total 
v lue of my construction is at least five hundred dollars ($500), including labor and materials, I may be considered an 
"employer" under state and federal law, · 

~6. I understand if l am considered an "employer" under state and federal law, I must register with the state and, 
federal government, withhold payroll taxes, provide workers' compen5ation disability insurance, and contribute to 
unemployment compensation for each "employee." I also understand my failure to abide by these laws may subject me to 
serious financlal risk. 

C"i"i.:i .7. I understand under California Contractors' State License Law. an Owner-Builder who builds single--family 
Wctential structures cannot legally build them with the intent to offer them for sale, unless a// work is performed by 
licensed subcontractors and the number of structures does not exceed four within any calendar year, or all of the work is 
performed under contract with a licensed genera! building Contractor, 

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

Website: www.sfdbi.org 
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·_ an Owner-Builder if I sell the property for Which this permit is issued, I may be held liable for any 
-<. 1 ancial or personal Injuries sustained by any subsequent owner{s) that result from any latent construction defects in the 

workmanship or materials. · 

~9. I understand I may obtain more irlformation regarding my obligations as an •employer" from the Internal Revenue 
Service, the United States Small Business Admlnlstratlon, the Callfornla Department of Benefit Payments, and the 
California Dlvisfon of Industrial Accidents. I also understand I may contact the California Contractors' State License Board 
(CSLB) at 1--800-321-CSLB (2752} or WVi/W.cslb.ca.gov for more information about licensed contractors. 

~ •. 1 O. I am aware of and consent to an Owner-Builder building permit' applied for ln my name, and understand th;;i.t I am 
. the party legally and fina~~~P_:1f\..Slb_//Or Pm:. pos_ed_fO~tQtc;ti~ activity(t the following address: 
-------- _-:z ---i + 2:!<2~1c.:d.~=--S....:...--~-------

. ~ 11. I agree that, as the party legally and financially responsible for this proposed construction actiVlty, I will abide by 
· an applicable laws and requirements that govern Owner~Bullders as well as employers. 

112. I agree to notify the issuer of this form immediately of any additions, deletions, or changes to any of the 
n ormation I have provided qn this form. Licensed contractors are regulated by laws designed to protect the public. If you 
contract with someone who does not have a license, the Contractors' State License Board may be unable to assist you 
with any financial loss you may sustain as a result of a complaint. Your only remedy against unlicensed Contractors may 
be in civil court It is also important fur you lo understand that if an unlicensed Contractor or emptoyee of that individual or 
firm is injured while working on your property, yoa may be held liable for damages. lf you obt?in a permit as Owner
Sul!der and wish to hire Contractors, you will be responsible for verifying whether or not those Contractors are properly 
licensed and the status of their workers' compensation Insurance coverage. 

Before a building permit can be issued1 t.hfs form must be completed and signed by the property owner and 
returned to tha agency responsible for issuing the permit Note: A copy of the property ownor's driver's /lcensa, 
fom1 notarization, or other verifE_o1!:!!._cc. eptab_fe to the agency Is required to be pr0$ented when the permit Is 
Issued to varify the property ow~gn~~::::·-·-- . ., .... ______ ~~ 

PropertyOwner'.sSignature: . ~~~~~-~ Date:~ -1._L., (:3 . 
-~ ..... ~ 

Note: The foflowing Authorization Form is required to be completed by the property owner only when 
designating an agent of the property owner to apply far a construction permit for the Owner-Builder. 

AUTHORIZATION OF AGENT TO ACT ON PROPERTY OWNER'S BEHALF 

Excluding the Notice to Property Owner, t11e execution of which I understand is my personal responsibility, I 11ereby 
. authorize the following person(s) to act as my agent{s) to apply for, sign, and file the documents necessary to obtain an 
Owner-Builder Permit for my project. 
Scope of Construction Project (or Descrlptlon of Work): 

Project Location or Address:--------------~--------~------

Name of Authorized Agent ------------------ Phone: (__} ____ _ 

Address of Authorized Agent 
I declare under penalty of perjury that I am the property owner for the address listed above and I personally filled 

out the above information and certify its accuracy. Note: A copy of the owner's driver's license, form notarization, or other 
verification acceptable to the agency is required to be presented when the permit is issued to verify the property owner's 
signature. 

Property Owner's Signature: Date:_.,......... __ 

J:ICOMMON\Maoonne\CPB\PropecyOwnerPaclra;ia Revised 10131.1.013 



Receipt for Filing Fees Paid {Plancheck Receipt) 

Aoollcalion Number Address 

201309247638 2653 BRODERICK ST 

I 
i Flllno Foes based on Estimated Cost: $ 

/ Fee Coda Description 

\ TECH SUR·F Techno!o-gy Surcharge 

·BLDGSTO-F 

, DCP-F 

I REC RETAIN 

! PLAN REV-F 

Bldg Stds Adrnin Spec Revolv Fund 

DCP Plan Check (F) 

Records Retention Fee DBI 

Plar. Revlew (filing) DBI 

I. 
! ::;::~~tage Type-······;~!~~ By 

2500.00 

Pay Date 

I ! FILING 

i 
VISA STEPHEN ANTONAROS 415-86tr- 09/2412013 

2261 22.61 MARKET STREET, 
SUITE# 324 SAN FRANCISCO CP 

, Receipt No: 13095898 

I 
Fee Amount • 

11.40 

1.00 

342.00 

6.00 i 

222.11 

Total F!!.!nfl_F_se;,,;,s _________ 5_8_2,'-5_1 __, 

Receipt# Rec By Payme~L Amount 

13095898 A CHAN , 582.51 

Total Payments 582.51 

Printed on: 09/2412013 



1\'0TICE OF VlOL1\TION 
of the San F'r:wci~cu i\l u11!cipal Codes Regarding Unsa fo. 

Sub.si:rndan! or Noncomplying Structure 01· Land or Occupancy 

NOTICE: 

ADDRESS: 2857 BRODERICK ST 

NU:\lDER: 20106.5414 

DATE: 30-AlJG-10 

OCCl!PANCV/USI\: R-3 (Rf::Sll)EN11.'\L- l & 2 UNIT D\\'ELl.lNGS,TOWNHOUSl~SHLOCK: 09.17 LOT: 002 

If d1ed.c<l, !hi; inlunn;u!l)n i> t•.•.,.·tl 11p1111, si!t·ob>~r,Hliun 0111}. Fur!l:.tr r~.searc/J 11111;.- hidicato llrn1 lq~:1l us1: i> clilfc1 col. If ;n, a rn i.;rd Nurkc of \'lvluti1t11 
! · Hill be: IS\nCd. 

OWN EH.JAG EN r: lNGER M C()~RAJ) RP.Vue TR 
MAILING INGER M C01'fZM) Rl~VOC TR 

J>HONE #: 

ADDl~ESS CONRAD l'?'IGER M & l.LM1\!RE \fA 
607 VER,\ NO 1\Vl·: 

SONOJvtt\. CA 

PERSON CONTACTED@ SITE: 

95476 

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: 
PHONE#: --

i 

CODFJSECTTON/i 

106. !. I Cl \V-ORK WlTHOlJT PERl\flT .... , .. ,-..-------~·---~·-"-"'~~~~~---- ..,.._, --"""' .. ·~··--,..----.. -- •. ""' ''-··------------.--------'' "' .... ·4• - -··-

...:. 1_1~1.J.QIJ!Qi".'IAL wcnr~.!_'.-~}lMJT R.~_Qld!~ED __ ,, ·-
EXPIRED OR_ CANCI·:Ll.ED PERi\llT PAii: 

:x:'_ UNS:\FE BVILDING ·- i SEE. ATTACH .\·l Ej','TS 

I 

Fire damag\: ;Jt rec.rot' b~scnH·11: • ~igni ii..:<iP! charrit1g· of :1pprux :W-30":. of lloor joists of iin it :ibovc, po~5ibiy .:decting sm:ct:.mil 
integrity 0f fioor. Related sub r:oor im;n u:so rhnrred. At •.1:1ii np above :n the :mr1cdiatc :Jl'i.:::i of the fire: >ignificant damage from fire, 
smoke, 11·i\ter &: ;D.c. From half~1f unit appi::urs lo have m~!nly cosmc1ic damrrg<:. Some plaster may rc,quin::: removal riue to wu\er 
saturation. No uccess '.Vas providrd to 2nd & 3rd floors/not inspected. 

COlllIBCTIVE ACTION: 
,:-JSTOP ALI.i \VORK SFBC 104.2.4 415-558-6 l 0.2 

[~]FILE BUI LOING PE Ri\'I JT \\IT.HIN -15 O.<\ YS \/J (WITH PLANS).-'. c;ipy of Thi> :\uli..:~ lv1n,1t Accorr.ptuiy !he l'cmut Appli·::11h,:: 

:{'JOIHAIN PERMIT WfTHlN (•()DAYS i\NO COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN IJO DAYS, INCLU[)JNG FINAL INSPECTION 
~OFF. 

: ·COJUU:cr \!JOLATIO'.S WITHJ·\' DAYS. -..•o l'ER.'<11'1' ru:QLlllEI> 

\()l FAIL[OlO CCL\ll'l.\ 1\1111 I JH: Mill( E:Si IL\ r 1-:p . TllfRHOltl'. I'll!:'- !ll·:l'L 111\S 1:-;rr1.\Trn .\B.\ l DH:.-.. r l'RO(f.EDl'.'IGS . .. ~ 
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NOTICE OF VIOLA.TION. 
of the San Francisl'O Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe, 

Substandard or Noncoruplying Structure or Land or Occupancy 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

714515@gmail.com 
Sunday, November 23, 2014 7:19 PM 
Mark Farrell 
Stefani, Catherine; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Patrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org; Fessler, Thomas 
(DBI); Lowrey, Daniel (DBI); Tam, Tina (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Caltagirone, Shelley 
(CPC); Lamug, Joy; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Carroll, John {BOS); paulmaimai@yahoo.com; 
kbgoss@pacbell.net; michael@jaegermchugh.com; maitsai@yahoo.com; 
annabrockway@yahoo.com; dorinetowle@me.com; Vince Hoenigman: Kate Kardos; 
cjones@forwardmgmt.com; rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss; Povlitz; timothy.arcuri@cowen.com; 
amanda@hoenigman.com; wmore@aol.com; nancy leavens nancy; Will Morehead (; 
DXN2700@aol.com; Geoff Wood; Brooke Sampson; lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net); 
elarkin@hill-co.com; Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com; Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia; 
IDick@fbm.com 
BOS HEARING NOV 25--2853 BRODERICK CEQA ISSUES 

-----~--------~~--------------. RECEIVED AFteR THE ELEVEN-DAY 
DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 141083 

COOE, SECTION 31.16(bX5) 

Dear Supervisor Farrell: 
(Note: PIJt&!,l8l'1t to Cellfomla Govtlmmlnt Code. &don 

86009(b)(2). lnl'onnalon l'90llved at, or pdol' '°' V. pubic 
hHllng wfM be lndudlld U i*t of the dftclll •) 

Board of Supervisors Hearing November 25: 2853 Broderick 
CEQA issues to be reviewed 

There are six CEQA issues that Appellants request to be reviewed by the Board of Supervisors: 

1. Height of the building: There is a legitimate dispute as to the height that the building 
was lifted. Appellant presented a survey by Ben Ron that showed that three consecutive 
surveys showed the building to be raised above 36" and to stand above 40" at its North 
elevation. The project sponsor disputes this with an opinion statement by its engineer that 
the building was raised 36" without releasing any data ·to substantiate the opinion. 
The current building height rises well above all the adjoining buildings and eliminates the 
staggered roof lines that followed the slope of the hill that characterizes this block of 
Broderick. a formal survey has not been conducted by any governmental agency to resolve the 
dispute. 

2. Intrusion into the South side yard set back with an extension to provide a fireplace to 
one of the rooms. The alleys of the buHdings on the West side of Broderick were built to 
provide wide passage for air, light and fully detached building structures. This was part of 
the city planning and building design for that block of Broderick between 1890 and 1915 
during which time the adjoining structures were built. 

3. The proposal to develop the roof and change the dormers is wrongly conceived because the 
entire roof line is clearly visible from the public walkways since the alleys between the 
buildings are eight feet wide. 

4. The extension of the building into the back yard and the elimination of the back yard by 
an 8' x 10' gardening shed is contrary to the open spaces design of that square block of 
Broderick and the building design supported by the cow Hollow Association guidelines. 

S. The Dwelling Unit Merger request will alter.the historic entry way of 2853 Broderick and 
it will turn the current entry portico to a separate unit into a staircase for up and down 
traffic from the proposed home to the garage. 
Permit 201309066151 that was withdrawn temporarily by the project sponsor addressed the 
changes to the facade of the building due to the proposed Unit Merger. 

1 



6. The need to restore a second means of egress to the lower flat due to the installation of 
an elevator in the garage that eclipses the intended ~se of the garage for a second means of 
egress as provided for in permit No.2.01103252839. 

Sincerely, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant 

2 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Categories: 

Dear Mr. Carroll: 

714515@gmait.com 
Monday, November 24, 2014 2:15 PM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 
2853 Broderick -- BOS Hearing November 25th--Appellant response to Dwelling Unit Merger 
application and appraisals 
Irving text letter.pdf; ATT00001.txt; 1b.pdf; ATT00002.txt; 1e.pdf; ATT00003.txt; 1c.pdf; 
ATT00004.txt; 1d.pdf; ATT00005.txt 

141083 
RECEIVED AFtER THE ELEVEN-DAY 

DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMtN. 
CODE, SECTION 31.18(b~Seetlon 

~~~rilUaMm~~~~to••n•....., 66009(b)(2). lnfol'l'MllOll 11JUU!VOOU at. QI' I""" t VIV l'-
heaMg wm 11e 1nc:: .i. Jed aa part ot ttie ol'lldal file.) 

Attached below is Appellant's response to 2853-2857 Broderick Dwelling Unit Merger 
application and Appraisals. Please distribute to the Board of Supervisors and others that 
need a copy. 

Thank you, 
Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant's letter to Supervisor Farrell 11 

1 



Irving Zaretsky <iiz@pacbell.net>& l\lovember 23, ~w-14 ,,i:39 PM 
.. fc): Mark Farrell <info@markfarrell.com> 
Cc: Catherine Stefani <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>, "Scott (CPC) Sanchez" 
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>, 11Patrick.O'Riordan@sfgov.org11 

<Patrick.O'Riordan@s'fgov.org>, "Daniel (DBI) Lowrey1' <DanieL.Lowrey@SFGOV.ORG>, 
"Thomas (DBI) Fessler11 <Thomas.Fessler@sfgov.org>, Tina Tam <Tina.Tam@sfgov.org>, 
11Shelley (CPC) Caltagirone" <Shelley.Caltagirone@sfgov.org>, Sarah Jones 
<sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>, 11paulmaimai@yahoo.com" <paulmaimai@yahoo.com>, 
"kbgoss@pacbell.net" <kbgoss@paobell.net>, 11mlchael@jaegermchugh.com 11 

<michael@jaegermchugh.com>, 11maitsai@yahoo.com11 <maitsai@yahoo.com>, 
11annabrockway@yahoo.com11 <annabrockway@yahoo.com>, 11dorinetowle@me.com" 
<dorinetowle@me.com>, Vince Hoenigman <Vince@citymark.com>, Kate Kardos 
<kdkmanagernent@yahoo;com>, "cjones@forwardmgmt.com 11 

<cjones@forwardmgmt.com>, ''rwgoss@pacbell.net Goss" <rwgoss@pacbell.ne1>, Povlitz 
<rpovlitz@yahoo.com>, "timothy.arcurl@cowen.com" <timothy.arcuri@cowen.com>, 
11amanda@hoenigman.com" <arnanda@hoenigman.com>, 11wmore@aol.com 11 

<wmore@aol.com>, 11Will Morehead ci <letsbond@gmail.com>, nancy leavens nancy 
<nancyp.leavens@gmail.com>, 11dod.fraser@gmail.com 11 <dod.fraser@gmail.com>, 
11ethurston@gmail.com 11 <ethurston@gmail.com>, 11DXN2700@aol.com11 

<DXN2700@aol.com>, Geoff Wood <ggwood2@gmail.com>, Brooke Sampson 
<brookesarnpson@yahoo.com>, 11elarkin@hill"co.corn 11 <elarkin@hill~co.com>, 
"lbrooke@lmi.net (lbrooke@lmi.net)" <lbrooke@lmi.net>, 11Cynthia2ndemail@gmail.com" 
<Cynthia2ndemail@grnail.com>, "Patriciavaughey@att.net Patricia" 
<Patriciavaughey@att.net>, "info@cowhollowassociation.org 11 

<info@cowhollowassociation.org>, "IDick@fbm.com" <IDick@fbm.com>, 
"joy. lamug@sfgov.org 11 <joy. lamug@sfgov.org>, 11john. carroll@sfgov.org" 
<john.carroll@sfgov.org>, 11Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org 11 <Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org> 
BOS HEARING NOV 25 ~H2853 BRODERICK DWELLING UNIT MERGER AND 
APPRAISALS 

5 i\t!notiments, 2(3,3 M13 

Dear Supervisor Farrell: 

Appellants response to 2853-57 Broderick: DWELLING UNIT MERGER AND 
APPRAISALS , 

Board of Supervisors Hearing November 25, 2014 

Appellant objects to the approval' of the Dwelling Unit Merger application submitted by the 
project sponsor of 2853-2857 Broderick street that is based on her appraisal packet. 

Attached below is the permit application, and there are later versions as well, for the Unit 



Merger. Attached below are also her two appraisal documents by Summit Real Estate and 
by Roger A. Ostrem. 

Attached further is an appraisal conducted at the request of Appellant by Trisha Clark and 
Timothy Little. 

lt is argued by the project sponsor and her lawyer that the matter of the Dwelling Unit 
Merger is not within the jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors, so it was argued at the at 
the Planning Commission, 
because the total value of this two flat rental building is over $3,000,000 and each unit to 
be removed from the affordable housing stock of San Francisco is valued at over 
$1,506,000, Consequently, 
they conclude, as did the Department of City Planning, that the matter is up to the 
discretion of the Zoning Administrator and not a proper subject matter for review by the 
Board of Supervisors. 

The project sponsor further argues that the matter of the Dwelling Unit Merger is not a 
proper subject matter for a CEQA hearing and beyond its authorized scope. 

Appellants disagree. 

The appraisals submitted by the project sponsor attempt to value the building at 2853-57 
Broderick as of December 21 2013, two months prior to the suspension of all permits by the 
Zoning Administrator. 

The first document by the Summit Real Estate Group) Inc. does not appear to be an 
appraisal at all. It is an office marketing valuation by a real estate agent, and signed as a 
real estate agent, to give a valuation of the 
proposed removal of a Dwelling unit. No explanation of methodology is presented 
because it is not a formal appraisal. · 

It is not credible because it attempts to establish value by using comparable sales of 
condominiums and stock cooperative units in size and condition and level of finishes much 
apart from the subject property without any 
adjustments. It is presented here purely for the purpose of inflating the value of the subject 
property so it can be taken out of review from the Board of Supervisors. 

The second document is an appraisal by Roger Ostrem that suffers from similar defects. 
Mr. Ostrem uses for a comparable the added sale of two unit rental buildings and he splits 
the entire value of the building 
essentially in half and gives each unit a projected speculative value . 

.. Neither of this methodology is correct and neither follows the requirements for the 
establishment of value for the removal of a dwelling unit 



The appropriate and accepted method of evaluation is to bring comparable of TIC · 
(Tenancy in Common) units that have actually been sold and to compare and contrast 
them along certain parameters with the subject 
property and thereby provide a value for each unit based on actual realized sales of TIC's. 
The subject property is neither a condominium project nor a stock cooperative legal entity. 
It has always been a rental 
two unit building, owner occupied in one unit, and a second rental unit that has always 
been rented at affordable rents to single tenants, couples and roommates (up to March 
2010, before the fire, 2853 Broderick rented for 
about $3000 per month allowing two roommates to share the flat at $1500 per month each, 
which is less than what each would have to pay to rent an individual studio apartment). 

Appellant, in contrast, presents a valid appraisal showing the sale of TIC units as 
comparables. They do show the varue of each unit to be less than those offered by the 
project sponsor. 

However, both the project sponsor1s appraisal and Appellant's appraisal suffer from the 
same challenge: 

2853-2857 Broderick is a hollowed out shell, in raw state, and requires enormous amount 
of improvement to get it into the most minimal livable state and to bring it up to even the 
state it was in on March 1 o, 201 O when the 
fire occurred. 

In order to have an accurate appraisal, we must know the contractor assessment of the 
cost tor reconstruction, even to a lowest minimum level. Both the project sponsor and 
Appellant relied on the stated amount of · 
$320,000 given in Permit no. 201108031630. That amount was provided on August 3, 
2011 (three and a half years ago) by Mrs. Conrad and it was based on the amount of her 
insurance proceeds that she thought she 
would get, and on a reconstruction plan that was very modest and depended on a very 
limited demolition of the structure's interiors, a much reduced demo than the over 
demolition that occurred and that forced her to sell her property. 

Since the current project sponsor took over the property, she never submitted, in any 
permit application, the valuation of her actual construction, but has relied deceptively on 
the $320,000 cost estimate of Mrs. Conrad 
in August of 201 ·1 . 

For a proper appraisal of the value of the units for the purposes of unit removal, both her 
appraisers and ours have to be given an accurate cost basis of construction. That would 
lower the values claimed by both 
her appraisers and ours. Accurate construction costs have to be fed in to the comparison 



of comparables TIC sales in order to get an accurate valuation for the removal of a 
dwelling unit. 

APPELLANT'S APPRAISERS PROVIDE THESE CAVEATS IN THEIR ADDENDUM AND 
HONESTLY ADDRESS THE LACK OF SUFFICIENT INFORMATION TO COME UP WITH 
A CORRECT ACTUAL VALUATION 
OF EACH UNIT DESTINED FOR UNIT REMOVAL WHEN COMPARED WITH THE 
COMPARABLES, the subject property cost of lifting the building, excavating the garage, 
and providing the structure with basic 
services and minimal living standards would require many multiples of $320,000. 

Similarly, the price paid by the project sponsor for the structure in May 2012 of $1,800,000 · 
could not have ever doubled in the year and a half leading to December 2, 2013 (the 
effective date of the appraisal) even if only 
$320,000 in construction cost were put in. The project sponsor can argue that she bought 
the structure in an off market sale and did not pay to the seller fair market value, but that 
would get into a conversation of Ill 
gotten gains which is an. issue not before this appeal. 

The Dwelling Unit Merger Application is also misleading in that the project sponsor claims 
that no additional construction is to be undertaken for the sal<e of the merger. This is 
precisely the point that the Appellants 
are making that the basic structural construction for the merger has already occurred under 
the wrongfully issued permits and that the Unit Merger application should have been 
presented to a 31 t notification prior 
to the construction having been accomplished that would allow her to argue that no ·further 
construction Is necessary for the merger itself. 

Appellants argue that 2853·57 Broderick is an Historic Resource and as such the merger 
of there two units to turn it into a home is within the jurisdiction of the Board of Supervisors 
for approval. 

BACK STORY: 

There is a back story to the appraisals and valuation and it is the property located at 2821 
Broderick; a two unit rental building sold in May 2012 for $3,560,000 and located a few 
houses to the south of the subject property and on the same block .. 

That sale occurred at about the same time that the project sponsor bought the subject 
property, 2853 Broderick, for $1,800,000. 2821 Broderick consists of two units built in 
1909 with a total sq. footage for lot and house of 9,567; the lot is 4047 sq.ft and the house 
is 4,520 sq. ft This property is much larger, with grand views, a pre-existing garage, and 
in much better move in condition than the subject property. The buyer proceeded to 
reconstruct the property as a two unit building but usable as a home. The developer 



originally claimed to the neighborhood that he was building the structure for his own use, 
and once the remodel was finished It was sold, a few months ago, for $11,100,000. 

This is the building that is the role model for the project sponsor and for the Summit Group 
valuation and for Roger Ostrem's appraisaL When I was asked to meet with the project 
sponsor on March 61 2013 her claim was 
that she no longer wants a two unit building but rather a home. She claimed that that was 
the real value of the property for development. Since that time, all her machinations with 
the permits and the valuations and the 
change of plans have to do with expanding, In all directions, this modest 1890 structure, 
the oldest building in our neighborhood, and to turn it into a mansion to yield an enormous 
flow of cash when it is sold. 
To accomplish this, the project sponsor1 has to rid the structure of its 125 year old history 
and maximize every inch of available space, including building on the whole lot. 

Her trampling on the permit Rules, the deception, the machinations with the plans, the 
constant changes of plans, the putting in permit applications and withdrawing them 
tactically and strategically, all have to do with 
profits at the end of the rainbow. 

The appellants and neighbors who are appealing this project are all business oriented 
people. No one begrudges his neighbor a profit. All the neighbors believe that everyone 
has a right to remodel a home, to improve 
their environment, to add living amenities to their living space. No one is ideologically 
rooted in opposing building remodel and development. But we are opposed is violating the 
Rules, lying to your neighbors, deception 
in the conduct of construction and permitting, abusing your neighbors for the sake of a 
profit, and disrespecting the history and environment in which the development occurs. We 
don't condone breaking the Rules to justify 
the ends. 

We do not subscribe to the notion of the project sponsor that "the last person to buy into a 
neighborhood Is first In rights". These historic homes have been maintained by the 
neighbors for decades and everyone has 
placed boundaries on their development activities and homes remodel. The project ·. 
sponsor wants to eliminate all boundaries and break out the envelope of responsible and 
accountable home improvement to the 
detriment of all her neighbors and to the neighborhood's environment and historic 
character. 

As the saying goes in all cases of wrong doing and coverup: FOLLOW THE MONEY. 

It is respectfully requested that the Board of Supervisors review this application for 
Dwelling Unit Merger. 



Sincerely, 

Irving Zaretsky 
Appellant 

Dwelling Unit Merger Application 

Project sponsor appraisals: Summit Group 

Hoger Ostrem appraisal 

Appellants appraisal by Trisha Clark and Timothy Little: 2853 Broderick 

2857 Broderick appraisal 
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1\tli~lad Sale P1ire 1~:~~ \~:.::'.~·~:\·: ... ~~·· N•IAdj. 22.9%1 NeLAdJ. 10.9lb I NelAdJ. 0.00~ 1 . 
o!Co111oambtes GIOSSM. 29.211 s 1 001100 GrossMl 36Jl~~ S 1495575 01ossAlf> 0.0'l• S 0 
Sumlll<\1\1 of sales C<imo011;un Anor~ch SEE AITACHED ADDENDUM. 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCJATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report F~oNa. 14K007CTL. 

Scope of Work; As$Umptlo11s and l.lmftlng Conditions 
Sea pa of work li>dcfincd tn the Unltorm Stnndnrds of ProrasslonnlAp11rars~I Pracllco as" the type and eKlent of resunrnh and onnlyses In an 
ft$Slgnmenl." In •h•rt. scope o1Wmk Is slmply vihat the npprai••r did n•1d did OQtdodurl~g thecouroc oltho a11Signmon1. It lnc)udos, hut l~not 
limllcd ra: !he extent to which the proper!'{ I• tdQIUllf•d and inspeclQd, th• typennd •~lent of dat~ra•anrcuod, lh• typo nnd oxumt of an~lyse~npplied 
to atrtvo a.t Qplnlans or conclU$l(1:nu, 

The scope at this appntlsal and •nsufng discus$lon In this ruportarn speelflcto lheneed9 oftho cnent, other identified Intended usors and ta the 
lnlttnded use of the repor~ This repnrtwni;propatetlror the sole and oxcluslve uso of the tlie11tand 01herlde11tlfled fl'll~nded users for the Identified 
intended use nrtd Its uso byonyolharpRrlies is prohibUcd. The n11pmiser is not ro$ponslblefor unnuthorixed use of tho report. 

The nppr~iser's c~i!lcatlon n1wearlnu In thlsappral••I r~porl Is subl•ell<>tho rolloWingoondlttonsand !~such othorspeeillo condUlons us nre 
sot forth by the oppmlsor hi the ropott. AH oxtrucrdlnarya.i;r.11111ptlt1"$alld hypothel!oal condition• aretitutQd ln1he i~JlOlt Md '"ight havonlfcoted the 
nssi(ln111001 results. 

l. Thf! app1a11or nssl/lll&$ llO cesponsihilily !or nm11eis or a legal nuure aflac11<1n the p10;1etf)I ~r.p1ill1~d QI rice U1nraf;, nor aaeslho OPJUa>Sllr ten lier nny oplOIQn as 101lm title, winch f$ 
ns~imed to b~gaiKI and nlilr~ernbfe. 111e pro petty 1s1rppro11ed<m 1haufl)l umJer 1espon~•b!e owMt~hlp, 

2. Any sketch 1r1this1tpor1 nt~y sllOviapprOJ<br.llle U:mensiuns and 1s ln,IUlleU onl11n ass1s1 rte 1eader rn 'll~uofiimg 1h~ prope1rf. Th~ "ppra1ser hns made no !Wvey of 1he prope1ty. 

3. Jhp, nppra;semnot •"'luired to give 1estimony or avMn<m cr.mtbel:llllse olh~•~10 nin(!e lr.1l •ppra1sa~11'M 1eloronce 101he prope1t)I in que111on, unless a11anoemeals h~ve Ileen 
p111Vious¥ mal!e tlHm!la-. 

4. Ne1n1er nil. nor al\yp•n ollh$ cooreMo! Ou. report, oopyor othec n\00\n lhflr•of (intlurllno cOl\c!\J~co. a< ro ihe propOJtyvnluo, the ldnnl11Yof 1hoapp1aim, prot.ss:onal des!gnalions. 
01 lite firm 1•n1h wi>1ch Ifie appraiser ts CIOOnec~d), sh<CI be utlld f¢r any pu1pose~by a~n~ but Jh• c'hlnta<td nther 'n1ended use1s ai; 1denti~ed 10 1his cepori, ner shall ii be con'/ayad by 
anyont io the puhllc throu~h n<l~•rll5in9, poMc 1ela1rollS, 111!1'1'f, sale$, or other med!~. l'lllllaUI Iha ~~ruen ""1Salll ufll10appcairer. 

5. The nppm1~1!l 1-ill 1101 dl!close tfie contenls:ornus appraisal repo11 U1~,.s1eqv11nd by afljlf~UI~ low or as specified 1n llw Uniform Sia<•fo•ds of P1oiess1ona! Appia•sal Piacu:e. 

6. lnlom>atron, Ul<mates, Mdop11ll'lns fumish•dtuthu £1llPl«ISer,ar1tl eont~1n<!d 1r1 lite repor' we1eob1a1111lll fcom sii1irres con11~~red relfahloan~ hef.llVed to ho true a11d corrotL 
lloWe'/11/, no resp~Mibil;1)' lor acwracy oh~tll ltenislurn~hed IQ 1~eapp1a1seris ~llSumed II)' the appraise•-

7. !h~a11p;a1.m a.1sv01ostl1e1Utere ~re no h1a~en or tmllpparelltcond~ions of !ho pro~"ty, subsoP, ~r S)rU~IVrP.$. 1•Au::l1wolll~ rQndord more tr lossvaluab!o. Tho opptlll>or •»Umes 
nomsponsibilil)' for such canr}.1i0ns,ortor en91n~Q1inu 011eslltf1. 11hith •mgh! Ir<! 'e11u11Bd10 ii>t•l'W ;uchtdt~rs. flus appta•snl 11Minn0•1~ronq1emalams~ent <Jl U1e P•oPtll)' 11nd 
sl1ould 1101 b~ consid<t!e~ as •ooh. 

a ·11ie ap11ra•set spec1a~res 1111hevalua110nc! 1entp1oi1auy and is no1<tl1om• mspuc1or, ll!1.ldlno <:<>n11aolt)r,!IWC\\l/-OI MIJllloer ,or~m11t1r ~xpen, vnhlsso:he~~ie nm~d. The appiw1e1 
dirl nol com!Ut1 u .. 1nte11S1Ve l)'p• al f1el~ ullserviltlQt:s o! the k·~d ml~ded 10 toe~ Md <!"t;XJvor p1op•t1Y d•fec!O. 1he 'll•lllllg oh he piop•llYMll ooyl!lrp1oven1onts 1s lor p•.11p01•s ol 
devolopin9 ~II op1nmn al Iha d•fllletl ~alua cl t~>. pfflpe1:y,~r.ren 11m m:enoell "-"'- ol 1111$ aSS'l)tlmMt. Stawmenl$ r'-9ordln9 cood<1lo11 m• bQ$ett on su1laco Cb$ecvafoo~ only. Tiie 
apptaiW clrums no $flU<ln! ~Pe!i"e reuardlo9 r.1sues 111ctuding, but no1 lim11ed I« lo11nllilticn ~ettlom~m.b•sen1em lnlllsrure prol1lems, wood de~royma (or lllhe1) iti~eois, pest inl•slolron, 
ra.do11g3$,!e~d bunupa1111, 111oltlm l!llV•1•nmenti)l1.-suq&. llnfeso clooit•.i•• 1nd1ea1et1. filethan1caf sy5~n1s'''<11eno1 al;!wa1ed •• 1es1td. 

1hl$ ~pprD!s~l repotl sho>1~f net be US!!d lo dlat!Ole tll~ tonditjon olth~ prop~tl'J as 11 rclotes ID tbe pre!ii!nlelab~n~'ll of d~fe<ls. Jr,e <!Ian! IS ln'liJcd O~d ont<llltagM to em11lcy qunlifled 
ex11n•1s IG inspP.¢1 and a~dres; er ens ol «m~om. 11 neg.it,. condilt<lns rue IJisi;o~tM, the opm1Qn ~1var1m may he alletltd. 

Unlossotherwi••notod1 lho appratsort1S$Un•es ilie compo11ents 1Mtco11stltulo llw oubjoct properl'{lmp1ove111ent(s)nre fundameJ)tally sQUlld unclln 
warl1in9 Qtdor. . 

Anyvi&WlllO ol lhe p1ope1ty by the aptml'>o<Vras li!R\J4d to reaul!f obs•Nabt~ Me.~ vn:ass G!hel\'"e nmcd, n1t1c.a11d Cl•VtlspMe ;uus ~.~re nQl ncmse11. lhq app1nlie1 di~ not mow 
Jiirni1ur•, Uoor cow11ng•oro1~r 1\ents that ht;•yresurcl thq v1Bvi11n ~f the pr~~riy. 

~. AJrprais~ls mvo:l>lng fiypol!"Utnl coMiMns <clar<?d Jo c:omp~Jton ol neivc=:11:tJ1en, rep&.1s OI' ~l:et~l!Dn •ht lia~ed on tho ""'umprion rhflt~llch rompieton. illte1i1l""1 or 1op<11rs 1•ill 
be im1pe1en1Jypeito1med. 

10. l.ln!o;s \he inleudoduse DI this opp11\1Sillspr~•li<ollyincl10\les i&Suei;ul pmpe1tvlns111a~ce tovmge, 1hi; 11ppralsal should notb• u1ed lot such ~lfl<l'""' n~prO(fucdon m 
Replacnmentc:osl figu:<S used 1r. till! cc~t npp1oacl!•ro for Vllluokon ~u1poi;•s only, gNfn Ille mtell(j$~ 11se or Ille os~u1r.ment. lhe Oefinl~on QI vn!ue used in Jh:s us~i\!Onlenl ts unlllreli' 
tu be oons!itencwilb l!ledei1111t~n of fllM~hle Yalu• for ptopottym~uranre ctveraueMe. 

li. 'TheACH>cn~r~I Purp°""Appraisal Report (GPAR-J fs notlntended tor use in transMllQr,. lhot requlrenr'ilnnleMa• 1073lFrcdaio Moc 465 lofln, 
l•fStl knovinas lh$ lndillldual CM~omlnium Unit Appraf••I Report (Condo). · 

Aclditioonl Commenl$ R•lalorlTo BcopeOIWor~, Assumption• "'1d Lll'Jlitlng Condlli0n• 



WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATE:.S RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report File no. 14l<007CTL 

Appraiser's Certification 

Tl\O npprolser(s) certlRes that, 10 tho boot of tlt,.appralsr.r'~ lmowtcclgQ nnd belle!: 

I. lhn sta1emmi1~ ol fict ton10111ed ut 101s 1epo1tu1e 11uu11d correct. 

i. Tho rapo11ed ••nafyses, op1mou;. and conctuslins are l1n1l1edonli' by IM rupmtml ar.su1npllonsand ~mi1111u •~nditlons and a1e the appmi;nl'$ personl\l, 1mpnwal. •1111 unbiisnd 
p1of<'!J!lJonala11al;-ses, uplrnon., andronclu11ons. 
3. u111ess 01he•mso slated, th., awr~1~ hns oo p1osen1 or p1aspact11/i! ml MM u1 lhe p1openy lhol Is th& 111b11ct ol thli 1eµalf mu! ho$ ne pt111onlll lnl(!1eat•Alh rospoci lo U>o p!lll1es 
Involved. 
4, th'~ app1al$et lms M b>PSWtlil Nspqctfn 1ho property Uiaus the s1tb)l!~1011~1siei1ollo110 IM pnt11<5 r11volvadvil01 :his n~1unm~n•. 

5. lh•$pp•o'oSel'$ ~nolliJr.rn1m in 1hl••s~gn11wmWll•no1 conDnQQlll uµon dovall>pmaor 1epo1:l119 preuo1e11nlnad rn!ll:l,, 

6, Thc-~pprMru"S c:ontp1:msauou lllr compfollno th!SD$1$1UlUltCt<lt t'S il:,l cqnlrnt11Tint upon 1?1.Ct dcvctoprnDnt iOr 111po11rn(} ol a predt.dl!rrn11H1d Villuc or r.lltitttlan in va!tro 1l"tlll f1wors. lha: tousc ol 
th• tli•n~ th~ nmout\l ~t 1ho 'll!fua oplmon.1he 011.1>1menlol a s~plllille~ 1csuli, or fl1e nttlllttll" ol a 111bsequen1 el'anl tlire~ly 1e~11\ld fa the 1n1enUed ijSe of th!~ •pp1a•3nl. 

'/. Theapp1o~ai'rlaMljses. opuuon~ ~ml ~onclullionSW~tu d<:Veloped, Dn~ th:s1epoll Im b<en prepoied, m oohlo/JlityYnti\ the Ulliloiro S{;lndatdsnll'rnl•S•<lM.I Af.pmisolPJa<lico. 

a. Ullloss nthCN11~• noted, Ille apptnl;ct b"" niarte n pet>OMI 1n:ipect1on ol me p1opml)' 1ha1 "<> lhn suhjecl ol 1111; IOflOll, 

9. Unless nc1ed below, no ollll pmvidud s1gnU1"'1nl real pro;e11y app1z1>ol n:;s1s1ance IQ the ~op1~1s~1 s1~11ino th11 ce11ihca11on. sog11:fll!•ntrrutl PfOpu<~/ appra1sa!as51~1ance p1ov11ied l)y: 

10. I have performed NO other services, regarding the property Iha\ Is the ~ub]ecl of the work under review within lhe three-year 
period immediately preceding acceplarn;e of this assignment. 

Add!tlomd Ce11mcntions: 

l:lefl11!t1011atvatue: [X)Mn*61Valu~ Oon1erValue: ··-------
Source ol Oehmr;oo: USPAP 2012-2013 
A type of valu<0, 11tated ea an opinJ(°;ii:"thot,..p-r-as_u_m_es_l_h_a_tr_a_n~-i-er-o-i""a_p_r_o-pa_r_ty. (i.$,:; right of O\vnershrj;·;;~·~·t;·;;;:;~~h rights), 
as of a certain date, u11der specific conditions se! forth In the definition or the term identified by \he appraiser as applicable In an 
appraisal. · 

ADDR!!SS onHE. PRO?C'RTV APPRAISED: 

Wot BRODERICK STREET .. ·-------~-·-
SAN FRANCISQ.Q, CA 94_,123,,,.~~-...-,.,.,..-~----~ 
EFFEC'llVt;Ollrn OHHEAPPRAtSAL: 12/02/2013 
APPRAlsEovAwr: onHe. suaJeCT Pii'orE1u1- s :J,,1>20-,0-1-10----·.·:_-_._ ... _ •. 

APPRAISER -4.., 

s1on111111e: ~·········-----------·-
Name; JlMOTKY A LITTLE ·-·----·--· 
Sl<®Cer6f~arionlJ AR044J~;;.<9;!.7 __________ , .. __ 
Orll<.ins~# 

or Olher (deS<:iibe); S:nte1r: CA"--------
Sl~te: CA -------- ·-·· 
E>=pttatu;mOato of Cctribi:, .. n;~~L;e"nse: ,,,.1 O,,,f_,1.,;91.,2.,0'"'1"'5'------·-·_·_·--~::::. 
Date ol Signa1ure an(I Repo11: 11/17/p""0'-'1'-'4'"-----------· 
Datn olPtopeny Vill1•Ang: -.1-"11'"'1"'21,.,20,=1.,_4 ______ ,. _____ _ 
}l.!\)tn• or prnp•tll' YJO\'~n~: 
U 1n101iornnd t:x1e11oJr lRJ exrerr~r Only 

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER 

SfjJnlllUI~; ~~--· 
Name: TRISHA L, QI.ARK --------_-.::: 
Stal(! Conff~at1011 ff ""'A,.Go,:02=:8,,,tl,,,5'.!1~-·----·--·--·----
•tl.1"11"~•# ··-----------·-~--------
Sl\\le! CA_.,. .•... --... -----· ---·-----·-·---· 
i:xp11allor10~1e ol ca~lftaafion or L10011se: 01129/2016 
D•ro of Slgoalmo: 11/1712014------··-·--
on;e ol P1CJpeny V1ew1ng: 
Desieo orpropeityv1w111l1): 
0 ln!~nQ: nnd Exle1101 0 E>.1erior Only 

jl.r-omd~J~•1«'1~w.r'Jn~qllJwJ1t1"Ji•J.A'JM. 
P°Z~·1d.f 

Real Estate Appraisers 



Client JBVJNG Zl\RETSKV 
Pfo~etty Address: 2857 BRODERICK STRE:;ET 
C!ly: SAN FRANCISCO 

ADDENDUM 

----------F~_No.; 1dK007CTl 
Cuse No~: flES 

Slntl): Cl\ 

NOTE THATTHE APPRAISER WAS NOT PROVIDED WITfl A LICENSE CONTRACTOR'S ESTIMATE OF THE CONSTRUCTION 
NEEDED TO BRING THE SU0JECT UP TO THE HABIT ABLE ANO REFURB!SHEO CONDITION THAT IS BEING CONSIDERED IN 
THIS APPRAISAL. THE APPRAISER WAS NOT ABLE TO VIEW TllE INTERIOR OF THE PROPERTY AT ANY TIME. SHOULD THE 
ACTUAL CONDITION ANO CONSTRUCTION COST ae DIFFERENTiHAl' WHAT IS ASSUMED TYPICAL AND THUS USED IN THIS 
ANALYSIS; THEN THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE REHIRED TO DETERMINE ANY EFFECT Oft THE VALUE 
CONCLUSIONS. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

THE FOLLOWING 1$ A DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK UNDERTAKEN JN 'THE COURSE OF COMPLETING 'THIS APPRAISAL: 

STATE TllE PROBLEM; AN APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENT WAS NEGOTIA'TED BETWEEN THE APPRAISER{S} ANO THE CLIENT. THE 
ASSIGNMENT REQUIRED AGREEMENT BE1WE!!N THE PARTIES ON ·nie PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL, THE TYPE OF 
APPRAISAL AND THE TYPE OF REPORT 'THAT WOULD BE ADEQUATE FOR me PURPOSE AS UNDERSTOOD BY THE 
APPRAISER($), THE APPRAISER($) COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THE ASSIGNMENT. ANO THE PROJECTED DELIVERY 
DATE, /I.NO DE~IVERY PLACE FOR THE APPRAISAL REPORT. 
THE PURPOSE IS TO ESTIMATE MARKET VALUE Or THE FEE SIMPLE INTEREST OF THE SUBJECT DESCRIBED IN THIS 
REPORT FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY. 
THIS APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPlETEO ATTHE REQUEST OF THE CLIENT ANO IS INTENDED FOR THEIR SOLE use. THIS IS 
A SUMtv!J\RY APPRAISAL REPORT, WITH AODITIONAl. INFORMATION IN THE APPRAISERS' FILE. THIS APPRAISAL REPORT HAS 
6EEN COMPLETED WITHIN USPAP GUIDELINES. 

CONSIDER THE DATA NEEDED: A VAR!F.TY OF DATA WASNEEDEO TO UNDERTAKE THE ASSIGNMENT INCLUDING GENERAL 
DATA ABOUT THE NATION, THE REGION, THE GOVERNING AUTHORITY ANO THE MARKET AREA, AS WELL AS DATA ABOUT 
THE SUBJECT SITE AND IMPROVEMENTS. DATA RELEVANT TO eACH APPROACH TO VAl.UE WAS DEVELOPED FOR COSTS. 
SALES, INCOME, AND EXPENSES. 
DATA UTILIZED IN THIS REPORT WAS ASSEMBLED USING THE FOi.LOWiNG SOURCES: PUBLIC RECORD, RECORDS 
MAINTAINED BY ANO INTERV1EWS GRANTED BY MARKET PARTICIPANTS, REGOROS OF LOCAL BOARDS OF REALTY ANO 
MULTIPLE LISTING SERVICES, DATA SITES MAINTAINED SY CITY, COUNTY, REGIONAL. ANO STATE GOVERNMENT, DATA 
SITES MAINTAINED BY SERVICE AND BUSINESS GROUPS se1\RCHED AT THIS TIME AND PREVIOUSL y. RE SUL TS WERE BOTH 
SELEC'TEO AND EDITED AGAINST A STANOARD OF PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVEL Of REPORTING TO SUPPORT THE 
ANALYSIS ANO GONCLUSIONS DEVELOPED, WITH AN EYE CN THE AGREEMENTS MADE WITH THE CLIENT ANO OUR 
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER USPAP. 

INSPECT1'HE PROPERTIES: THE APPRAISER CONDUCTED AN INSPECTION OFTHE EXTERIOR OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY 
ONLY, AND AN INSPECTION OF THE EXTERIOR OF THE .GOMPARABLE PROPERTIES. THE APPRAISER HAS PROVIDED A 
SKETCH IN THIS APPRAISAL REPORT TO SHOW THE APPROX1MATE DIMENSIONS OF THE SUBJECT IMP?<OVEMENTS WHICH 
WERE ESTBLISHEO FROM UTILZING CONSTRUCTION PLANS ANO A PRIOR APPRA!SAL REPORT FJOTH OF WHICH WERE 
PROVIDED BY IRViNG ZARETSKY. IT IS INCLUDED ONLY TO ASSIST THE READER IN VISUALIZING THE PROPERTY ANO 
UNDERSTANDING THE APPRAISER'S DETERMINATION OF IT'S SIZE. THE APPRAISER IS NOT AN EXPERT IN SURVEYlNG. 

HYP(lTHETICAL CONDITION/EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS: THE SUBJECT, AlTHE TIME OF THE INSPECTION, IS NOT IN A 
LIVABLE CONDITION AFTER PARTIAL CONSTRUCTION WORI< HAUL TS MANDATED BY THE Cl'!Y ACCORDING TO THE 
NEIGHBOR, IRVING ZARETSKY. THE APPRAISED VALUE IS BASED ON THE HYPOTHi;TICAL CONDl'TJON THAT THE UNtl' HAS 
BEEN COMPLE.TEO TO A MINIMAL LIVING STANDARD, IS VACANT ANO IS A TIC UNIT WITHIN A 2-UNIT SUILOlNG. THE 
EVALUATION AS A 2-UNlT BUILDING IS CONSlOERE.O APPROPRIATE TO ANAl.YZE 'fHE VALUE OF THE BUILDING'S UNITS SO 
THAT THE MARKET VALUE OF EACH UNIT CAN BE ESTIMA'fED FROM .\IARKEIOA TA. 

SHOULD THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING REQUIRE 'TO llE ESTABUSHED AS A WHOLE 2·UNIT BUILDING OR SINGLE FAMILY 
HOME, OR THE TIC UNl'r FEATURES SE DIFFERENT FROM THE SKETCHES PltOVIOED BY llWING ZARETSKY, THE APPRAISED 
VALUE WOULD BE AFFEC'TEO AND TME APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO BE HIRED TO DETERMINE ANY CHANGE IN VALUE. 

DETERMINE THE HIGHEST ANO BEST USE: THE APPRAISER$ lDENrJFIED 'TliE PERTINENT FACTORS APPLICABLE TO THE 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 'AS-IF• IT LACKED IMPROVEMENTS BUT WAS READY FOR DEVELOPMENT. THEY FORMED AN OPINION 
OF THE REASONABLE, PROBABLE, AND LEGAL USE OF IT AS VACANT I.AND OR UNIMPROVED PROPERTY WITH THE 
INTENTION THAT THIS USE MUST MEET THE STANDARDS OF LEGAL PERMISSIBILITY, PHYSICAL POSSIBILITY, FINANCIAL 
FEASIBILITY ANO MAXIMUM PRODUCTIVlTY. 
IN l<EEPJNG WITH IHE PURPOSE OF THIS APPRAlSAL AND THE REQUIRf!MENTS OF THE CUE NT, THE BUILDING WAS 
ANALYSED AS 2 TIC UNITS & LIMITED DEGREE OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WAS INVESTED lt-1 THE "AS·lP' VACANT ANO 
READY FOR 'DEVELOPMENT HIGHEST ANO BEST USE. A MUCH HIGHER DEGREE OF RESEARCH ANO ANALYSIS WOULD Bf: 
REQUIRED TO FIRST PREOICTTHE CONSEQUENCES OF DEMOLISHING THE SUBJECT iMPROVEMEN'fS AND THEN TO 
VISUAl.17.E. WHAT IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE MOST Lll<ELY TO MEETTHE "AS·IF" VACANT AND READY FOH DEVELOPMENT 
HIGHEST ANO BEST USE CRITERIA. THAT STUDY WAS CONSIDERED BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT, HENCE A 
PRELIMINARY FINDING WAS OFFERED HERE FOR THE: "AS·IF• VACANT ANO Rf:'.ADY FOR DEVELOPMENT HIGHEST ANO 8EST 
USE 
THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS UPON COMPLETION ARE CONSIDERED TO REPRESENT THE 'AS JS' HIGHEST ANO 8EST USE 
FOR THE SUBJECT, N3 IMPROVED. THE IMPROVEMENTS ARE QUITE FUNCTIONAL ANO IN REASONABLE CONOITION, ANO 
THE CURRENT USE CONFORMS TO THE SURROUNDING USE$ IN 'THE SUBJECT'S N!'!IGHBORHOOO. 

Addendum Pnl)O 1ol6 



ADDENDUM 

Clic!!l: IRVING ZARETSKY -----------------c•r,,_<i "-'No.w,.:-""14""K""0-0"-'7C"-'l-"-L------
~P.i!!Ylill.!k.oss: 2857 MODERICI< $TREF,I____ Caso No,: RF.S 
City: SANFRANCISCO State: CA Zip: 94123 

DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES TO VALUE: THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE CONSIDERED: THE 
COST APPROACH, THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH, ANO THE INCOME APPROACH. THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES 
TO VALUE WERE SELECTED AND DEVELOPED. WHEN AN APPROACH WAS OMITTED AN EXPLANATION WAS PRESENTED. 
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY STATED, THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE All FOUND TO BE APPROPRIATE. 

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE DISCLOSURE:IF THIS REPORT HAS BEEN SIGNED WITH A DIGITAL SIGNATURE THEN IT IS 
PASSWORD PROTECTED. THE SOFTWARE UTILIZE.D BY APPRAISER TO GENERATE THE APPRAISAL PROTECTS SECURITY 
BY MEANS OF A DIGITAL SIG~ATURE SECURITY FEATURE FOR EACH APPRAISER SIGNING THE REPORT, ANO EACH 
APPRAISER MAINTAINS CONTRO!. OF THEIR RELATED SIGNATURE iHROUGH A PASSWORD, HARDWARE DEVICE, OR OTHER 
MEANS. 

Tonancy in Common Introduction 
FOR PURPOSES OF THIS APPRAISAL, TENANCY IN COMMON IS DEFINED AS THE CO-OWNERSHIP OF MUL Tl-UNIT PROPERTY 
av CO-OWNERS WHO EACH WISH ro HAVE EXCLUSIVE USAGE RIOH"fS ro A PARTICULAR AREA or THI: PROPERTY. r1c 
OWNERS OWN PERCENTAGES IN AN UNDIVIDED PROPERTY RATHER THAN PARTICULAR UNITS OR APARTMENTS, AND 
THEIR DEEDS SHOW ONLY THEIR OWNERSHIP PERCENTAGES. THE RIGHT OF A PARTICULAR TIC OWNER TO USE A 
PARTICULAR DWELLING COMES FROM A WRITTEN CONTRACT SIGNED BY ALL co.OWNERS (OFTEN CALLEO A "TENANCY IN 
COMMON AGREEMENT"), NOT FROM A DEED, MAP OR OTHER DOCUMENT RECOf\DED IN COUNTY RECORDS. THIS TYPE OF 
TENANCY IN COMMON CO·OWNERSHiP SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITH THE LEGAL SUBDIVJSIONS KNOWN AS THE 
'CONDOMINIUM" ANO THE "STOCK COOPERATIVE'. 

THE TERM "TIC UNIT' WILL BE USED TO DEFINE A CO-OWNERSHIP OF A SINGLE RESIDENTIAL UNIT AS TENANCY IN 
COMMON. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTTERY REFORM AND BYPASS LEGISLATION {NOW CALLEO THE"EXPED1TEO 
CONVERSION PROGRAM} HAS BEEN APPROVED, AND APPLICATIONS FOR CONVERSIONS UNDER THE PROGRAM WERE 
ACCEP'IEO BEGINNING JULY 29, 2013. 

THE FOLLOWING EXCERPT IS FROM AN ARTICLE BY ANDY SIRKIN WRITIEN ON 07120/2013. 
ALL BUlLOINGS THAT PARTICIPATED UNSUCCESSFULLY IN THE 2012 OR 2013 CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL fJEALLOWED TO 
CONVERT PROVIOEO THEY SATISFY OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. CURRENT TIC 8UILOINGS {MEANING THERE ARE 
MULTIPLE OWNERS WHO HAO A SIGNED TIC AGREEMENT IN PLACE BEFORE APRIL 15, 2013) THAT DID NOT PARTICIPATE IN 
THE 2012 OR 2013 LOTTERY, ANO SOME BUILDINGS IN ESCROW TO BE SOLO AS TICS AS OF APRIL 15, 2013, WILL ALSO BE 
PERMITIED TO CONVERT IF THEY SATISFY OWNER OCCUPANCY REQUIREMEN'TS. AS UNDER CURRENT LAW, All. 
CATEGORIES OF BUILDINGS MAY BE DISQUALIFIED BY PRIOR EVICTION HISTORY. 

FOR 2-4 UNIT BUllDINGS, AT LEAST ONE UNIT MUST BE OCCUPIED CCNTINUOUSL Y FOR THE REQUIRED 
OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD (SPECIFIED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION) BY AN OWNER OF RECORD THAT USES THE UNIT 
AS HISJHER PRINCIPAi. RESIDENCE. FOR 5-6 UNIT BUILDINGS. AT LEAST THREE UNITS MUST BE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY 
FOR THE REQUIRED OWNER-OCCUPANCY PERIOD SY SEPARATE OWNERS OF RECORD, EACH OF WHOM USES HISIHER 

·UNIT AS HIS/HER PR!NCIPAL RESIDENCE. 

NO BUILDINGS WILL BE PERMlTIED TO CONDO-CONVERT UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM IF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING WERE 
TRUE: (I) THERE WAS A "NO FAULT' EVICTION AFTER MARCH 31. 2013; (II) THERE WAS A 'NO FAULi' EV1CTION OF A 
'PROT!:CTEO TENANT" AFTER NOVEMBER 16, 2004; OR (Ill) 'fHERE WERE TWO OR MORE "NO FAULT" EVfCTIONS AFTER MAY 
1, 2005. WlTH REGARD TO THE LAST SITUATION (TWO OR MORE 'NO FAULT' EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 1, 2005~ THE 
NO.CONVERSION RULE WlLL NOT APPLY IF ALL UNITS WERE OWNER·OCCUPIED BY APRIL 4, 2006, OR IF 50% OF THE UNITS 
HAVE BEEN OWNER-OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY FOR 10 YEARS AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION. AN EVICTION IS 'NO· FAULT" 
IF.THE GROUNDS STATED IN THE EVICTION NOTICE WAS OWNER MOVE IN. RELATIVE TO MOVE lN, UNIT DEMOLITION, 
RENOVATION/REHABILITATION, OR REMOVAL FROM THE RENTAL MARKET {AN 'ELLIS ACT EVICTION'), THERE ARE SOME 
EXCEPTIONS TO THESE DISQUALIFICATION RULES, ANO READERS SHOULD REFERENCE TtlE WE6Sl'fE OELOW BEFORE 
CONCLUDING THAT A llUILOING IS DISQUALIFIED UNDER THESE RULES. 

THE NEW LAW WILL HAVE NO EFFECT ON THE EXISTING RULE ALLOWING TWO-UNIT llUILDINGS TO CONVERT WrlEN BOTJ-1 
UNITS HAVE BEEN OCCUPIED SY SEPARATE OWNERS FOR AT Ll!AST ONE YEAR, ANO THESE BUILDINGS WILL NOT PAY ANY 
OF THE FEES IMPOSED BY THE NEW LAW. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTrERY WILL BE SUSPENDED FOR 10·12 YEARS. THE EXACT LENGTH OF THE 
SUSPENSION WILL DEPEND ON HOW MANY BUILDINGS CONVEHT UNDER THE BYPASS SYSTEM AND HOW MANY NEW UNITS 
ARE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE MONEY GENERATED TtlROUGH BYPASS FEES. WHEN THE LOTTERY RETURNS, IT Will. NO 
LONGER BE POSSIBLE FOR PROPERTIES WITH M-ORE THAN FOUR RESlOENTIAL UNITS TO CONVERT TO CONDOMINIUMS, 
EXCEPT FOR CERTAIN 5·6 UNIT THAT WERE PREVENTED FROM USING THE EXPEDITED CONVERSION PROGRAM QUE TO 
EVICTION HISTORY. THE OWNER·OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTERING THE CONOO LOTTERY WILL ALSO 
INCREASE: THREE·UNIT BUILOINGS WILL NEED AT LEAST TWO OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS, ANO FOUR·UNIT BUILDINGS Will. 
NEED AT LEAST THREE OWNER-OCCUPIED U/.llTS. EVEN ONE 'NO·FAULT" EVICTION WlLL PREVENT A BUILDING FROM 
ENTEHING THE LOTTERY FOR AT LEAST SEVEN YEARS. 
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FOR BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT THAT HAVE BYPASSED THE PRIOR LOTTERY AND ENTERED THE NEW 'EXPEOITEO 
CONVERSION PROGRAM' THERE ARE MANDATES FOR ACTIONS FOR TENANT OCCUPIED BUILDINGS SUC~I AS THE SUBJECT. 
THE FOLLOWING IS A Q & A EXTRACTION FROM THE SAN FRANCISCO APARTMENT ASSOCIATION WEBSITE ON SUCH 
CONDITIONS. . 

Q. WHAT HAPPENS IF THERE ARE TENANTS IN THE BUILDING? 

A. AS REQUIRED OY EXISTING LAW, OWNERS WILL HAVE TO OFFER f::ACH RENTAL TENANT THE RIGHT TO BUY HIS!HER 
UNIT (REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE OWNER WISHES TO SELL). THE OWNER CAN SET THE PRICE AS HIGH AS HEJSHE 
WISHES, ANO DOES NOT HAVE TO BASE IT ON THE MARKET VALUE OF THE APARTMENT, HOWEVER, IF THE TENANT 
DECIDES NOT TO BUY, HE/SHE MUST BE OFFERED A LIFETIME, RENT·CONTRCU.ED LEASE UNDER WHICH HE/SHE CANNOT 
BE EVICTED EXCEPT FOR NONPAYMENT OF RENT OR OTHER LEASE VIOLATIONS. (THIS MEANS NO OWNER MOVE-IN, 
RELATIVE MOVE·IN, RENOVATION, OR ELLIS ACT EVICTION OF THE LIFETIME LEASE TENANT BY THE CURRENT OWNERS OR 
SUBSEQUENT OWNERS). EVt!RY NONPURCHASING TENANT IS OFFERED A LIFETIME LEASE, REGARDLESS OF HIS/HER AGE 
OR DISABILITY STATUS. BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE 2013 LOTTERY FOLLOWING SEVEN PRIOR LOTTERY 
LOSSES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO OFFER LIFETIME LEASES AS DESCRIBED IN THIS SECTION. 

Q, WHAT IF THERE IS MORE THAN ONE RENTER LIVING INAN APARTMENT? OOES EACH lENANT OR ROOMMATE GET A 
LIFETIME LEASE? 

A THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETAILS ON HOW THE LIFETIME I.EASE REQUIREMENT WILL 
APPLY WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE TENANTS OR ROOMMATES LMNG IN A UNIT, AND lHE COURTS WILL UL TJMATEL Y HAVE 
TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATJON IS THAT A LIFETIME LEASE MUST BE OFFERED TO ALL THE 
PEOPLE LIVING IN me UNIT ON THE OATE OF CONVERSION APPUCATION EXCEPT FOR THOSE THAT WOULD NOT BE 
ENTITLED "(Q EVICTION CONTROL PROTECTIONS UNDER THE RENl CONTROL LAW. 

MORE SPECIFICALLY, THE EXCLUDED GROUP WOULD CONSIST OF OCCUPANTS WHO MOVED IN AFTER THE TENANCY 
BEGAN WHO RECEIVED A TIMELY NOTICE FROM THE OWNER THAT rHEY COULD BE EVICTED AFTER THE lAST OF THE 
ORIGINAL TENANTS VACATED. THE GROUP OF TENANTS ENTITtEO TO LIFETIME TENANCY WOUl.O ALL BE NAMEO 
COLLECTIVELY AS THE TENANT ON ONE SINGLE LIFETIME LEASE. 

Q. COULD A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT ASSlGN OR SUBLEASE THE APARTMENl? COULD THE TENANT MOVE OUT ANO STILL 
COLLECT RENT FROM THEAPARTMENT? 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DET AlLS ON THE ABILITY OF A LIFETIME. LEASE TENANT TO 
ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE HIS/liER APARTMENT, AND THE COURTS WILL ULTIMATEl,Y HAVE TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE 
MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATION IS THAT THE ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING RESTRICTIONS IN A PARTICULAR TENANT'S 
LIFETIME LEASE Will BE THE SAME AS THOSE WAT APPLY TO HISIHER EXISTING TENANCY, FOR EXAMPLE, IF THE 
l'ENANT'S EXISTING TENANCY IS SUBJECT TO A LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE /\BSOl.UTE BAN ON ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING, 
THAT EIAN CAN ALSO BE PLACED IN HIS/HER UFITTIME LEASE. NOTE, HOWEVER, THAT SUCH BANS ARE ONLY 
ENFORCEABLE IF THEY MEET CERTAIN VERY SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS IN THE SAN FRANCISCO RENT BOARD 
REGULATIONS, AND EVEN THEN DO NOT APPLY WliEN AN ORIGINAL TENANT IS HEPlACING A DEPARTING CO·CCCUPANT 
WITH A NEW OCCUPANT. AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, TrtlS MEAf.lS THAT LIFETIME LEASE TENANTS Will BE ABLE TO 
ASSIGN/SUBLEASE SO LONG AS AT LEAST ONE OF TliE TENANTS NAMEO ON THE LIFETIME LEASE CONTINUES TO RESIDE 
IN THE UNIT, 

MOREOVER, IT HAS BEEN VERY DIFFICULT FOR OWNERS TO SUCCESSFULLY EVICT OCCUPANTS BASED ON THE FACT 
THAT lHE LAST 'ORIG!NAL TENANT" HAS VACATED, BECAUSE THE TENANT OFTEN CLAIMS THAT HEISHE IS STILL LIVING IN 
TME UNIT OR IS JUST AWAY TEMPORARILY. 

OWNERS SliOULD EXPE:CT THIS PROBLEM TO CONTINUE, OR EVEN WORSEN, IN THE CONTEXT OF A LIFETIME LEASE 
TENANT WHO IS LIVING ELSEWHERE WHILE STILL CLAIMING TO OCCUPY THE OWNER'S CONDOMINIUM. 

A RElATEO QUESTION IS WHETHER A LIFETIME: LEASE TENANT CAN CONTINUE TO PAY HIS/HER LOW RENT TO THE CONDO 
OWNER WHILE CHARGING A HIGHER AMOUNl TO THE "SUBTENANTS' OR "ROOMMATES" LIVING IN THE LIFETIME LEASE 
UNIT. SAN FRANCISCO RENT CONTROL LAW PROHlBITS THIS BY REQUIRING RENT-CONTROL TENANTS TO CHARGE 
SUBlENANTSIROOMMATES NO MORE THAN A PRO RATA SHARE OF WHAT THE TENANT IS PAYING TO THE OWNER. THIS 
SAME LIMITATION CAN PROBABLY BE INCLUDED IN THE LIFETIME I.EASE; HOWEVER, IN PRACTICE, IT IS CLOSE TO 
IMPOSSIBLE FOR AN OWNER TO KNOW OR PROVE HOW MUCH THE SUBTENANTJROOMMATE IS ACTUALLY PAYING THE 
ORIGINAL TENANT. 
Neighborhood Oescrlptlon 
THE SUBJECT IS LOCATED IN THE ·cow HOLLOW' DISTRICT OF SAN FRANClSCO, AN URBAN IU?S!DENTIAL ENV1RONMENT 
COMPOSED OF A00VE AVERAGE TO GOOO QUALITY SINGLE AND MULTl·FAMILY fU'!SIDENCES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
SERVING COMMERCIAL USES. THE PROPERTY MIX IS COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. ACCESS TO SHOPPING, 
TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS ANO EMPLOYMENT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE. 

ACCESS TO INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS 1, 101, INTERSTATE 80 AND INTERSTATE 280 ARE All WITHIN?. MILES OF THE 
SUBJECT. THESE FREEWAYS CONNECT TO THE GRl:ATER BAY AREA ANO BEYONO. THE SAN FRANCISCO FINANCIAL 
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CENTER IS WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE SUBJECT. THIS WAS ACCESSIBLE VIA MUNICIPAL TRANSIT LINE!S LOCATED NEAR THE 
SUBJECT'S BLOCK, ACCESS FOR THE SUBJECT IS RATEO GOOD WHEN COMPARED TO OTl1ER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN 
THE MARl<ET AREA. THE SUBJECTS LOCATION IS ASSIGNED AN AVERAGE OVERALL RATING FOR EXPOSURE FOR THE 
PROPERTY WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPE'flNG PROPERTIES IN THE MARKET AREA. 

Neighborhood Morkot Conditions 
OPEN MARl<ET SALES WITH CONVENTIONAL FINANCING ANO NO SIGNIFICANT CONCESSIONS ARE THE NORM IN THIS 
MARKET. TYPICAL TERMS ARE 80% LOANS WITH ALL CASH TO SELLER 114 SOME INSTANCES, THE SELLER MAY CARRY BACK 
A SMALL SECOND LOAN. 2008 ANO 2009 SAW A DECREASE IN MARKET VALUES THROUGHOUT THE! BAY AREA AND THE 
NATION OUE TO INCREASING LOAN DEFAULTS. A GENEHAL WEAl\ENING OF THE ECONOMY COUPLED WITH FAll!NG 
PRICES IN THE NATIONAL HOUSING MARKET tlAVE ALSO TIGHTENED LENDING ST1'\NDAROS IN GENERAL. HOWEVER 
FINANCING IS STILL AVAILABLE FOR QUALIFIED BUYERS. SAN r:RANCISCO, IN GENERAL, HAD FOLLOWED THIS DOWNWARD 
TREND THROUGH 2010 AND SHOWED EVIDENCE OF STAOILIZATION IN MANY NEIGHBORHOODS THROUGHOUI 2011 ANO 
INTO 2012.2013 SAWA STABLE INCREASE IN PROPER'fY VALUES THROUGHOUTTHE BAY AREA WHICH CONTINUED INTO 
2014 ALTHOUGH HAS STABlLZEO IN THE LATER PORTION OF THE YEAR. THE SUBJJ:.CT'S OISTRICT IS BEST DESCRIBED AS 
INCREASING BETWEEN THE PERIOD OF 1212012AND 12/20'13. 

MARKET FLUCTUATIONS ANO LIST PRICES MAY VARY StGNlflCANTt.Y AND DO NOT SHOWA CONSISTENT PERCENTAGE OF 
LIST PRICE TO SALE PRICE. OUE. TO THE MARKET CHALLENGES OF SELLING AN ENTIRE BUILDING OF TENANCY JN CO.\IMON 
UNITS, OFFERS MAY COME IN AT PRICES HIGHER OR l.OWER THAN PRIOR UNITS SOLD \~THIN THE PAST SIX MONTHS. iHIS 
DOES NOT INDICATE A HIGHER MARKET AS VALUES ARE STILL FLUCTUATING. 

IN ADDITION TO THE PRESSURE PRESENTED BY THE CURRENT ECONOMIC CONDlTION TO THE OVEHALL HEAL ESTATE 
MARKET, THU TIC MARKET IS AFFECTED SY ITS OWN SPECIFIC SET OF CIRCUMSTANCl!S. TIC FINANCE OPTIONS ARE VeRY 
LIMITED. OUE TO A LACK OF A SECONDARY MARKET FOR THESE PRODUCTS, TERMS FOR FRACTIONAL INTEREST LOANS 
ARE NOT CURRENTLY COMPETITIVE WITH CONVENTIONAL MORTGAGES PUTIING FURTHF.R PRESSURE ON TIC VALUES. 

MARKET DAT;\ IS CONSIDEREO TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATt INDICATIONS OF THE CURRENT MARKET ENVIRONMENT; 
HOWEVER, THE APPRAISER NOTES THAf CURRENT AND RECENT SALE DATA PROVIDE NO INDICATIONS OF VALUE FOR THE 
SUBJECT IN THE FUTURE. 

Condition of Project 
THE PROJECT IS COMPRISED OF A FOUR·STOfW BUlU)ING WITH PARTIAL GARAGE. 

THE SUBJECT UNIT HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS THE UPPER 2 FLOORS OF THE BUILDING WITH A SINGLE GARAGE SPACE, 'THE 
3RO FLOOR Will CONSIST OF A LARGE LIVING ROOM, KITCHEN WITH BREAKFAST AREA, DINING ROOM, 1 BEOHOOM, AND 1 
BATHROOM. THE UPPER 4TH FLOOR CONTAINS 3 BEDROOMS AND 2 BA THROCMS AS APPROVED BY me CllY PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT. THIS UPPER FLOOR HAS PARTIAL CIT'< AREA VIEWS. 

Comments on Sales Comparison 
DUE TO rME LACK OF RECENT SALES OF SIMH.AR TIC UNITS IN THE SUOJCCT'S DISTR1CTlHE SEARCH PARAMETERS WERE 
EXPANDED TO INCLUDE THE SIMILAR ADJACENT DISTRICTS WITH\N THE AREA. THE SUBJECT UNIT IS LOCATED JN A 
DESIRABLE AREA WlTH LIGHT LEVELS OF TRAFFIC. TltlS !S CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO PROPERTIES IN THE SAME 
DESIRABLE AREAS. BUT LOCATED ON STREETS Wl'TH GREATER LEVELS 01! IRAFFIC ANO NOISE. AN UPWARD ADJUSTMENT 
HAS f.IEEN MADE TO COMPARABLE 3 TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS ACCORDINGLY. 

A TIME OF SALE ADJUSTMENT HAS NOT SEEN UTILIZED OR APPLIED 'fO THE SALES AS All HAVE CLOSED INSIDE A 
FINANCIAL QUARTER OF THE EFFECTIVE DATE Of THE REPORT MID ARE CONSIDERED TO REFLECT THE MARKET 
CONDITIONS OF THAT TIME. 

All OF THE COMPAMBLES SELECTED ARE TIC UNITS POSITIONED WITHIN SMALL BUii.DiNGS. HOWEVER, AN ADJUSTMENT 
IS WAHRANTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE LIKELIHOOD OF CONDO CONVERSION ELIGIBILITY OF 2 UNIT 8UILDINGS, AS IS THE 
SUBJECT, CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO 8UIWINGS WITH 2~ UNITS. BUILDINGS THAT HAVE 5 OR MORE UNITS OR BUILDINGS 
WITH C!VICTION HISTORY ARE NOT TYPICALLY VIABLE FOR CONDO COMVEHSIOM AND UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN 
MADE ACCOROINGlY TO ACCOUNT FOR EACH BUILDING STATUS AND DENSITY. 

THE CONDITION OF THE SUBJECT JS CONSIDERED TO OE AVERAGE Rf.QUIRED TO BE HAUlT/IBLE. THE CONDITION Of THE 
KITCHEN AND BATHROOMS HAS BF.EN SEP MA TED FOR ADDITIONAL CLARITY. AOOITIONAL QUALITY AND CONDITION 
ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE FOR THE REFURBISHED UNITS THA r ARE IN 'AS NEW' CONDITION. RAREL y DOES A nc 
UNIT SELi. ON THE MARKET WITHOUT HAVlNG BEEN REFURBISflED. NO UN-REFURBISHED COMPARASLES WERE FOUND 
WlTHIN A REASONAl3LE TIME FRAME AND 1 MILE RAOIUS OF THE SUBJECT. 

THE ADJUSTMENTS FOR COMPARABlES 3, 4 ANO 5 ARE LARGER THAN TYPICAL DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN SIZE. AND 
CONOl'rlON PRIMARILY. THIS SALE HAS BEEN INCLUDED DUE TO A LACK OF MORE APPROPRIATE SALES. IN AOOITION, 
COMPARABLE 4 HAS A TENANT THAT WAS VACATING THE UNIT ANO A TENANT IN ANOnlffi UNIT IN THE BUILDING WHICH 
SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTS THE CONDO CONVERSION PROCESS ANO LESSENS THE APPEAL TO A TYPICAL BUYER IN 
COMPARISON 'fO THE SUBJECT'S 2-UNIT AND VACANT STATUS. . 
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THE SUl3JECT PROPERTY HAS BEEN BRACKETED ON VALUE AND SIZE BY FOR oorn SUPERIOR ANO INFERIOR FACTORS OF 
THE COMPAAABLE SALES TO SUPPORT A FIRM POSITION FOR FINAL VALUE CONCLUSION. 

GHEATER WEIGHT HAS BEEN GIVEN TO COMPAAABLES 1·3 DUE TO OVERALL SIMILARJrY IN TERMS OF SIZE i'.ND APPEAL 

Condltrons of Appraisal . 
THIS APPRAISAL VALUE HAS BEEN MADE UNDER THE HYPOTtlETICAL CONOITION THAT THE PROPERTY llAS BEEN 
COMPLETED TO A HABITABLE STANDARD ONLY. NO PERSONAL PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE APPAAISED VALUE. A 
CURRENT PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT WAS NOT REVlEWEO. THE ESTIMATE OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE CONDITION 
THAT TITLE TO THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS MARKETABLE, ANO FREE ANO CLEAR OF Al.L LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, 
EASEMENT AND RESTRICTIONS EXCEPT THOSE SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED IN THIS RCPORT. ADDITIONALLY, nm ESTIMATE 
OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY ONLY AS DESCRIBED It-I THIS REPORT. THIS IS NOT A HOME 
INSPECTION ANO SHOULO NOT BE RELll:O UPON TO DISCLOSE CONDITIONS OF THE PROPERlY. ANY PHYSICAL OR LEGAL 
ASPECTS OF THE SU!lJECT PROPERTY UNKNOWN TO THE APPRAISER AT THIS TIME MAY REOU)RE FURTHER ANALYSIS. 
THE APPRAISERS ARE NOT EXPERTS IN BUILDING cooi:s. 'fHE APPRAISER SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON TO DISCOVER 
BUILDING CODE VfOLA TIONS. THE APPRAISER DOES NOT HAVE THE SKILL OR EXPERTISE NEEDED TO MAKE SUCH 
OISCOVERll:S. IT IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISERS THAT ALL BUILDING CONSTHUCTJON CONFORMS TO CITY BUILDING 
CODES. THE APPRAISER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THESE ITEMS. THE APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED TO 
ASSIST IN RF.AL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY, FOR THE SOLE USE OF THE CLIENT LIS'fED ON PAGE ONE. 

FIRREA ADDENDUM/APPRAISER CERT!f:ICATION 
I CERTIFY THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF: 

• TflE STA'fEMENTS OF FACT CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT ARE TRUE ANO CORRECT. 

·THE REPORTf.O ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCLUSIONS ARE LIMITED ONLY BY THE REPORTED ASSUMPTIONS AND 
UMlllNG CONDITIONS, AND ARE MY PERSONAL. IMPARTIAL, AND UNBIASED PROFESSIONAL ANALYSES, OPINIONS, ANO 
CONCLUSIONS. 

·I HINE NO PRESENT OR PROSPECTIVE INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT, AND NO 
PERSONAi. iNTEREST WITH RESPECT TO THE PARTIES INVOLVED. 

·I HAVE NO BIAS WITH RESPECITO THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT Of THIS REPORT OR TO THE PARTIES 
INVOLVED WITH THIS ASSIGNMENT. 

• MY ENGAGEMENT IN THIS ASSIGNMENT WAS NOT CONTINGENT UPON DEVELOPING OR REPORTING PREDETERMINED 
RESULTS. 

·MY COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THIS ASSIGNMENT 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 
OPINION, THE ATTAINMENT Ofl A STIPULATED RESULT, OR THE OCCU!tRENCE OF A SUOSl:'.QUENT EVENT DIRECTLY 
RELA TEO TO THE INTENDED USE OF THIS APPRAISAL. 

·MY ANALYSES, OPINIONS ANO CONCLUSIONS WERE DEVELOPED, ANO IHIS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED, IN 
CONFORMITY WITH THE UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAtAPPRAISAL PRACTICE. 

·I HAVE M1\0E A PERSONAL JNSPECTION or THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT. 

·NO ONE PROVIDED SIGNIFICANT PROf'ESStONAL ASSISTANCE TO THE PERSON SIGNING THIS REPORT UNLESS 
OTHERWISE STATED WITHIN l'HIS REPORT. 

THIS REPORT INTENDS TO COMPLY WITH APPRAISAL STANDARDS OF THE OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVlSION ANO ntE 
UN IF' ORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE (USPAP} AS ADOPTED SY THE APPRAISAL STANDARDS 
BOARD OF THE APPAAISAL FOUNOATION. 

l'HE APPRAISER HAS NOT RESEARCHED THE TITLE REPORT OR ANY EXISTING PERMITS. THE APPRAISER IS NOT QUALIFIED 
TO DETECT STRUCTURAL INSTABILITY, SOIL INSTABILITY, OR INFESTATION. 

COMPETENCY OF Tile APPRAISER; THE APPRAISER ATTESTS THAT HE OR SHE HAS THE APPROPRIATE l<NOWLEOGE ANO 
EXPERIENCE NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS ASSIGNMENT COMPETENTLY. 

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF WORK OF THE APPRAISAL: THIS APPRAISAL f~EPORT IS INTENDED FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING 
oecfSIONS ONLY. THIS REPORT IS NOT INTENDED FOR ANY OTHER USE. THE SCOPE OF THE APPAAISAL INVOLVED AN 
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR INSPECTION ANO MEASUREMENT OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, A THOROUGH RESEARCHING OF 
All APPROPRIATE CONVENTIONAL DATA SOURCES, EXTERIOR INSPECTIONS OF COMPARABLE SALES USEO, AND 'THE 
PR EPA AA TION OF A FULLY OOCUMENTE!O APPAAISAL REPORT CONFORMING TO ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS. IN 
DEVELOPING THIS APPRAISAL. THE APPAAISER(S) IS AWARE OF, UNDERSTANDS, ANO HAS CORRECTLY EMPLOYED THOSE 
RECOGNIZED METHODS AND TECHNIQUES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE A CREDIBLE APPAAISAL; AND USPAP 
SPECIFIC APPRAISAL GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING AND REPORTING AN APPRAISAL HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED. 

M~ondum P-00• 5 o! ~ 



ADDENDUM 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION$ OBSERVED BY OR KNOWN TO THE APPRAISER: THE VAlUE ESTIMATEO IN THIS REPORT 1$ 
BASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT nm SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT NEGATIVELY AFFECTED BY THE EXISTENCE OF 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONDJTIONS, ROUTINE INSP!;CTION ANO INQUIRIES ABOUT 
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DID NOT REVEAL ANY INFORMATION WHICH WOUl.O INDICATE ANY APPARENT SIGNIFICANT 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENT AL CONDlTlONS WHICH WOULD NEGATIVELY AFFECT Tl-IE SUBJECT. THE 
APPRAISER IS NOT AN EXPERT IN THE IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONDITIONS. 

EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY: THE ESTIMATED EXPOSURE TIME FO~ THE SUBJECT PROPERTY UNDER 
CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS ts APPROXIMATELY 1-3 MONTllS. ms t.STIMME IS BASED ON THE ANALYSIS OF CURRENT 
MARKET TRENDS !N THE GENERAL ·AREA, Ai'lD TAKES INTO CONSIDERATION THE SIZE, CONDITION, i\.NO PRlCE RANGE OF 
Tl-IE SUBJECT ANO SURROUNDING PROPERTIES. 

APPllAISAL DATE: THIS APPRAISAL 1$ BAS!!D ON AN ANALYSIS OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AS OF me DATE OF 12/02/201:i 
A DArF: PRIOR TO THE DATE OF INSPECTION ON 11/1212014, VALUATiOf'l IS BASED ON MARKET CONDITIONS AS OF THE 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 12!02/201'.) (WITHIN 6 MONTHS PRIOR ANO 3 MONTHS POST). DATA ANO CONCLUSIONS ARE BASED ON 
THIS BRACKET OF TIME UNDER THE ASSUMPTIONS AND CONDITION DISCLOSED IN THE REPORT AS OF THE DATE OF 
COMPLETION Of'fHIS REPORT ON 11/1712014. 

TRISHA CLARI< 
AG028651 

TIMOTHY LITTLE 
AR044897 



FLOOR PLAN SKETCH 
_,,C~licO!!n1:.1:-'1~1w~1!!;:N""G~ZA=Ri::,ET!_;S~KY~ _________________ .......:,F.,,,.·ile~N"'!o'-'-'.;~141500IQTI,. ______ _ 
.Prti!W.!!'l .. 6<idcess:28§7 BRODJIBICK STREET -~--------'C""a"'se:..:N='o~ry:.§ __ ~·---·-----
CT: SAN FRANCISCO Stare: CA 21 : 94123 

$1.~(~ttl'l'ff-:.~f.l{.-1.-l"'~\ .... 

C60Wlanf$.1 

. . AREA CALCULATIONS SUMMARY . . . 
. C::~~ ........ ~~~'!!'i!i". .. :;c~L ............... :.:,:':.~~~~.tz.ii .... ;.:.., .. :.li•.tr~~!~:~:~ 
Gt.l\3 thJ.•d l!'loo:r 1132.J ' 1132.3 
GLM li'<>U~th l!'loor 1112,5 lllo.5 

Net LIVABLE Area (rounded) 2245 

., ... LIVING A~EA. BREAKDOWN.·.·•;.: .. 

. . . . . · .. lko~kdOWn··;: .. · .. ;'.•.:• $obtl>W•·· : ... 

·~hi·;;; ~;1;;; :~~-g· .. ~··· .. ··::~i··· ·r ...... --::;~·~;·· .. 
12,5 x 21.S I \169,0 

U.S K 26.S 226.3 
s.o x at.5 1Q7.S 
4.5 >< 23.5 , 105,U 

0.5 " J.O x 2,(1 I 3.0 
0.5 " ?..O >< 3,0 3.0 

Fourth l!'lo<>~ 
21.S x 24,S 526.8 
s.o " a,o 40.Q 

29.5 " 18.!i .\145.0 

11 llems (rounded) 2245 



PLAT MAP 
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LOCATION MAP 
Clleot: IRVING ZARETSKY __________ .,..!;.!Fi~!e..:;N'.!l!o,,_.:, 141<001cn. 
£!2Jl!illY~\l.Qr.~§S: 2857 BRODERICK ~IB.sfil"-------· ""'c_,,,a?,,,e.,.,N""'o'"-': R,.,,·e,,,:s<-.---,------
Cit: SAN FRANCISCO Stale: C-... ZI : 94123 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 
Client: IRVING ZARETSKY - __ _,,,,..,,.. Fiie NO.: 14K007CTL. 
Properl~ Addt~;J.fill.7 BRODERICK STREET case No.; BES 
Cit . SAN FAA ISCO State: A z : 04123 

No Photo Taken 

FRONT VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Appraised Date: December 2, 2014 
Appraised Value: $1,620,000 

REAR VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

STREET SCENE 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHoro ADDl':iNDUM 
Client: !RVING ZARE'fS"-'='<:"""'Y __________________ "'"""Fl;.;le..;.;N""o . ._: -'1..,4K'-"0""0"-7c:r=.L,__ ____ _ 
£!9.P.m.\Y. Address: 2857 BRO..QS~R~IC~l<~S~T~R~g~gr~---------~· ·~-----C=a~~N~o,.~: ~R~Es.....,,.,.......,...,.-----· 
c· : SAN RANCISCO Staie: CA Zi : 94123 

COMPARABLE SALE #1 

333 SPRUCE STREET 

Sale Date: 10/0212013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,708,000 

COMPARABLE SALE#2. 

3226 OCTAVIA STREET 

Sale Date: 01/08/2014 COE 
Sale Price: s 1,695,000 

COMPARA6LE SALE #3 

3132 SCOTT STREET 

Sale Date: 03/24/2014 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,600,000 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 

Client IRVING ZARETSl<Y 
f~QWJl.~857 BRODERICK §TREET ____ _ 
Cit : SAN F ANCISC 

File No.: 14K007CTL 

COMPARABLE SALE 114 

3128 WASHINGTON STREET 

Sale Date: 10/0412013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1.210.000 

COMPARABLE SALE 115 

436 LAUREL STREET 
A 
Sale Date: 08/1612013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,349,000 

COMPARABLE SALE #6 

Sale Date: 
Sale Price: S 



l. Ownor/J\pplicant Information 

r PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME: 

I Pam Whitehead .... 
I PfiOPHIUY OWNGR'S AODAi::SS: 

12953 Brod.rick Street 

· APPLrcANrs· NMiE: 

Stephen Antonaros 
: ;\PPUCANT'S AOOtlESS: 

: 2261 Market Street #324 
' 

ADDRESS: 

?. Location nrnJ Ckissiflcation 
! STAIZET AODAJ:SS OFPTIOJEOi:' . . .• 

I 2853 - 2857 Broderick Street 
I . . 
; cnoss sm12E.Ts: 
: Filbert & Union Streets 
i 

[ 

Assi:ssoRs atoc1(1Lor: · · · · · Lor 01~ii::i.i's16.Ns: 

. 0_9~7.. .. . .. / .. 002.... .. 34.5X80.0 

'1.or /IRE'>\ (SO Fr): 

2760 

11 ' 

ll 

. l 

T r~1:i:rii0Nr:: · · 
,,_ -. .. . . . . ! 

! ~15 ) 250-4057 
I 

I EJ\A;\ll: . . • 

I whiteheadwest@msn.com 
....... I 

. ; TRL~PHONE: 
Snme as Above [J i 

i (415 ) 864--2261 
; C:MAll.! 

' santonaros@sbcglobal.net 

;' EMML:' 

ioNING DISTRICT; 

Rl-l-2 
HlliGl·JT/BUL1( 01sfr11o1: 

40X 
. .i 



L.oss o·f [)\fVflllinGJ l...Jnits ·rhrou~Jh ~Vi!€1r~11~;u" 
(FOFlM l3 ... COMPLETE IF 1\tJPUC/.\BLE) 

Pursuant to Plat111ing Code Section 317(e), the merger of l'esidential dwelling-ttnftirnot otherwi$e subject to a 
Condilional Use Authol'ization shall be either subject to a Mandatot·y Discretionary Review hearing or will qui-tlify for 
<idminisl:rative approval. Adminish·ative review cl'iterla only apply to those Residential Units pl'oposed for Merger 
Hrnt are (1) not affordable 01· flnancially accessible housi11g are exempt from Mandatory DR (valued by a credible · 
appraisal within. the past six months to be greater tlum 80% of cornbinecl land and structure value of single-fomily 
hom.es 111 St111 Frnndsco); ot· (2) meet a supcmnajol'lty of the mru:ger criteda !isled below. P.lease see website under 
Publications fo1· Loss of Dwelling Units Numedcal Values. 

j i. Does ihe removal of the unlt{s) eliminate only owner-occupied housing, and If so, for how long was the 
1 unit(s) proposed to be removed owner-occupfecl? 
j Yes, the existing two unit building is entirely occupied, and the unit to be mel'ged or removed is owner 
occupied. 

I 

I j... ,. " ................. ., .................................. "" ....... .. . ... .............. . ................................... ._ .. ! 
2. fs the removal of the unlt(s) and ihe merger with another Intended for owner occupancy? I 

Yes, the merger is Intended to allow the owner to occupy the whole building with elct:ended family. 

I 
I .. 3. Will the removal of the unit(~)·~~;~~ ~-he. b~il~~~ closer lnto conformance wit~~~~· pr~~~ll;l~·g d~ns~y-·l~ 1·;s. 
1

1 

Immediate area and In the same zoning district? . 
The removal of the one unit will not bt·ing the building closer or forth er from the prevailing since the 

1 sul1'oundrng buildings are a mix of 1 and 2 units buildings with some higher density nearby. But since 1-2 
[ family dwelllngs are In themselves considered the same class of building the removal of one unit In this two 
! family dwelling leaves the subject building In the sarne c:atego1y as before. 
! 

4. Wiil the removal of the unit(s) bring the bull ding closer into conformance with ihe prescribed zoning? 

The removal of the unit will not affect the building's conformance with the prescribed zoning. . . 

I 
.. ·-~.·-·-,~~~~. ~~mo~~I· ~f· ~ha ~ni~(s~· ~e~~~~~~-~~ c;rrect de~ig.n or fun~i~~~; ~effclencies ~hat c~n·~~t b~ cor~~~-t~~ 

through interior alterations? 
The removal of the unit Is not required to correct any desrgn deficiencies. 

I 
I 

I 



l·~)·1·1'nt'1·"y (>(-1 ·1·1 E·::ir·~:.,I D!r:::r1 ·1::)c·)li'e;r::::.c' ..... j~)l':'.ll'"l·1·1'1r1n l·-~·c·)dr.:~ r;'(1C-,.!'l.(J' '1'··1 -1 ()·j ·j 
.. l L ... J J I ./ (,'), l ct l " ,./ r '·' \) c. I \,,, ' " 1,,,., \,, _) J . ' ... • 

' ~ 

. '.'f)f.:l' IC' '}(:.>1 1:: 'T'() t'.'I I fJI:'() 'L'("l"(• ('l Jq J 1·::(""1' ''I'(') 'f'! .. ff t~ i\l'Jf'.lj IC' r1·1c) i\1) (/·\ L .. 11~\.).. ..• ., ,·\,.. .. l ... de . . .1 ,) ~~>. f.,, ... ·' , .\..), 1 .. ,,1,\ ~l' 

Proposition. M was adopted by the voters on November 11, 1986. It requires that ~he City shall find that proposed 
a!ternfions ctnd denw'litlons <ll'e consistent with eighl: p1forHy policies sf.lt forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code. 
These eight policies are !is-red bsiow. Please state how the Project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy. Each 
statement S:hould refer ro specific drcumsfances 01· conditions <1pp'licable to the property. Boch policy must have a 
response. If a given policy does not apply to your project, e>q>l<iin why it is not applicable. 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and 1uture opportun!tles fo1· 
resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

This policy Is not a}'pllcable since the subject property Is not within a neighborhood serving 1·etall zone and 
has n~ 1·etall use currently. 

2. That e>cisting housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve 1he 
culiural and ec<momlc dlvers!l.y o'f our neighborhoods; 

The approval of thfs applfcatron will contribute to improvements In the building facade that will in turn 
contribute to improving and preserving neighborhood character so therefore approval of the permit is 
consistent with this prfority policy 

, .. ". "' 

3. That the City's supply o·f affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

Since this request for dwelling unit removal does not threaten an affordable unit but {nstead allows zm 
extended family a housing option not available otherwise, th ls policy does not apply. · 

1 ........ ' ...... 

! 4 That commuter trarnc not impede Munl transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

1

1 

Tl:ls policy Is not applicable since !he subject property Is not within a commercial ione and/or will not Impact 
transportaaon services. 

l. -" "" ...... ' .. 



5, That a diverse economic base be maintained by proteoting our Industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to comrnerclal office development, and that fUture opportunities for resident employment 
and ownership In these sectors be enhanced; 

This policy does not apply since the subject property fs not ih cin lndustt·Ial zone no1· does It rnvolve 
development that generates employment opportunltfes. 

6. The.t the City achieve the greatest possible prepat'adt'less to protect against lnjwy and loss of life fn an 
earthqual\e; 

The removal of the dwelling unit will be part of a larger permit that brings the entire build Ing up to current 
earthquake standards therefore this p1·iority pollcy will be met 

·1. That landmarks and h!siorlc bulldlngs be preserved; and 

Rem ova! of this dwelllng unit rs part of a large!' alteration that will preserve and enhance the bu riding's already 
acknowledged role (:JS an historic resource and will contribute to Improving the historic charncter of the 
surrounding neighborhood 

8. That our parks and open space ancl their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development 

. , This policy does not apply since the proposal does not involve light or shadow on public parks nor obstruction 
J- of vistas 
I 

I 
I 

l 
I 
I ..... ·•~"'• . .,.., ~···' ·i· ' ' , • • "'"' ,, , ... ',,.. _,, ' , ·• '' ' ,, ,,, ,,.,,' '' ',,,,' ., "• ••• ' ' ' • ,., ;., ' • •, ,, ' 

)J)) 



., 
,''" ,\ 

·') 
Customer Service Center 

Document Library 

Resources & Support 

Tlmnk you for placing an order wilh un. A CllSlomor 8ervica mpr0n0ntativ(~ will process your rcquoBt. 

City end County of San Francisco Reprocluction and Mall Services 
-io·1 Gouth V1;in Nmm Avenue~ •St111 1-:rnncisco, CA fJtli0:.1 
Pllono:4·1fH>54 .. G4~1(} • Fax:4'16 .. G!J4 .. 480'f 
[ .. rnail:f~oproduclion.ScrvicetJ<?.i!.SFGov.org 

Page 1 of 

Company Information 

Sitcm;;ip • Go1 

'71'7 /t')f\,f 



San Francisco Planning Department 
Office of Analysis and Information Systems 

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT 

Blocl< 0947 Lot002 Census Tract 128 Census Bloclc2002 

Site Address: 2853 

Site Zip Code: 94123 

OWNER 

- 2857 

PAMELA J WHITEHEAD FAMILY T 
PAMELA J WHITEHEAD, TRUSTEE. 
50 MAGDALENA COURT 

MILL VALLEY CA 94941 

PHYSICAL Cl-IARACTERISTICS 

Lot Frontage 
Lot Depth 

Lot Area 2757 

Lot Shape 

Building Sq.Ft. . 2700 

Basement Sq.Ft. 0 

PLANNING INFORMATION 

Zoning RH-2 

Height Limit 40-X 
Planning Dist1·ict 2 
suo 
SSD 

Comments 

BRODERICK 

Year Built 

Stories 

1900 

3 

Assessor Units 2 

Bedrooms O 
Rooms 13 

Assessor Use 

ST 



SAN FRANCISCO 
!PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

, __ ., _ _.., ....... ,.," ..... ~---.._ .. __ .... 
RECEIPT Prlntad 41912013 

Transaction ID: T20130848 Date: 04/09/2013 

Case Number: 2013.04330 4/9/2013~~2853 BRODERICK ST 

Account No. 20131363 

Transaction 
Type: Case Intake 
Description: Dwelllng Unit 

Payer: Stephen· A Antonaros 

Check Number: 3527 

Total Charge: 

Amount Paid: 

Balance: 

DOCKET COPY 

$3,587.00 

$3,587.00 

$0.00 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Plannrno 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

For all cases other than Discretionary Review Requests filed by individuals, a 
Time & Materials fee will be charged If' the cost of processing your case exceeds 
the initial fee. 

Deposit Date: 



u 

April 8,2913 

RE: VALUATlON OF 2853-& 2851 BIRODEIUCK STREFI SAN FRANCISCO, CA 

To Whom It May Concern: 

My proposed pricing for these two units Is as follows: 

2853 Broderick: $1,SOStOOU 
2857 Broderick: $1,999,000 

Enclosed you wHI find comparable sales that will support these values. Should you need 
anymore information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best, 

Erin Thompson 

Summit Real Estate Group, Inc. 
~r.inth9mP.~.P.n~:f@.g.rn~ti.!,~~!\!. 
(415) 531~9626 
Lie #01777525 

2095 Van Ness Avenue I San Francisco, CA 94109 
T (415) 531-9626 I F (4:1.5) 296·6455 I www.sumtnitsf.com 



4/8/13 3:51 

!MLS#: 400993 Condomtnlum 
Listlnr as of 04/08/13 at 3:49~m 

Sold 
D/S:7/C Cross St: 

Presidio Heights $1 179510 
City: San Francisco Zip: 94118 OMD: 09/14J 
~SqFt:2214 Source:Per Appraiser $/SqFt:790.42 Yr Bull Block/Lot: 10117 4 

BO: 4 

Clay 
Zoning: 

HOA Dues: 400.00 
Occupant Type: Owner 
DOM: 56 
Brokers Tour: 

BA: 2.50 Pl<g: 1 N #R11 
# Units: 2 Floor#: 
Rent: Type~ 

Probat~:No Crt Conf:No 
Open: Open: 

Marketing Remarks: Upper, two story, four bedroom, 2.5 bath house like condominium In chatmfng Presidio Heights duplex. Large open 
dining/living room with hardwood floors, working gas flreplace and wall of bay windows. Remodeled kitchen with professional quality appliances a1 
Carrera marble countertops. Brfght farnlly/play/hang('Jut room, Main 'float office. In-unit laundry. Two n'ialn floor bedrooms. Spacious master 
bedroom, remodeled bath, and office/famffy room are on the upper floor. South facing deck offering fantastic views. One car parking and shared 
storage. 

Sold Date: 11/27/12 ........ ,., ... ~old ~t!ge: $ 1,75.,Q,0£0 , 
3320 Califomla St #3 Presidio Heights ~ 1,826&. 
Walnut City: San Francisco · Zip: 94118 OMO: 11/231 

Zoning: Rm~1 ""SqFt:2583 Source:Per Tax Records $/SqFt:716.22 Yr Bullt:20 
BA: 3 Pkg: 2 N #Rms: 

Sold 
D/S:7/C Cross St: 
Block/Lot: 1020063 
BD:. 4 
HOA Dues: 585.00 #Units: 4 Floor#: 
Occupant Type: Vacant 

I DOM: 28 
t B1·okers Tour: 

.:i 
·:~ 

Rent: Type: 
Probate: No 
Open: 

CrtConf: 
Open: 

Mar e ng Remar s: Four edroom, three bathroom home with a deck, lovely Southern outlooks. two-car parking, and a WalkScore of 100! This 
recently-built beauty has soaring celllngs, radiant-heated floors, tons of light, and lovely finishes. stunning great room with a fireplace and a 
beautifully~appofnted kitchen. Convenient guest room or office on the main level, with a full bathroom. Three bedrooms, Including the master suite, 
on the upper level. All of this only; steps from Laurel Village! 
Pendin .Date: 12/21/12 Sold Date: 01/08/13 Sold Price: $ 1,850 000 
MLS#: 402073 Condominium Sold 2845 Baker St Cow Hollow $ 1,550,0J 

-D-t-s"'":1 .... /D.,.._.._c_ro-s-s-S....,t-: _..,.G .... re"""e .... nw .... l .... ch""'-'~-C-lty-: _S_a_n _F-ra-n-ci-sc_o__,~ Zip: 94123 OMO: 10/12/ 
Blocl</Lot:0941035 Zoning: ,~SqFt: 1767 Source:Per Tax Records $/SqFt:849.46 Yr Built: 191 
BO: 4 BA: 2 Plcg: 1 N #Rm 
HOA Dues: 287.00 #Units: 2 Floor#: 
Occupant Type: VaC'.mt Rent: Type: 
DOM: 95 Probate: No Crt Conf: 
Brokers Tour: Open: Open: 

. "':', .".,. .,._.,,.......,_...,..;..;· =-----?-,.....,..._.,--~,...,.......,....."'"""" __ ,...,__........, __ .....,..,......._,..,.....,.,..._....,.,.. __ .,.,.... ____ .,......,__....,...,,,..... 
Marketing Remarks: This townhouse condominium Is well located In one of the finest parts of Cow Hollow with Immediate access to the Presidio 
and the Golden Gate Bridge for excellent outdoor recreational opportunities. This Is the lower unit In a two unit building and Is graced by high 
ceilings, open plan living/dining and a large walkout decl< off of the master suite and den. Direct access to the unit from the garage is convenient ai 
is the elevator which accesses both levels. The llvlng room is accented with hardwood floors and a wood burning fireplace. The l<itchen is open to 
the dining area and has abundant counter space and storage. Two bedrooms and a full bath complete this level. The lower level consists off the 
master suite and a stuQY..;.-:::O;;;..;n"'"'e'-'c=a._r ,;;.;[!1""<9 ... • __ ___,,_,_,..,,,...-,----~.,.,,..,,.,..,...,,.-------.,._,....,...,,,.-----;:"..,.....,,,.,...,..-,...~-----
Pendln9 Date: 01/15/13 · Sold Date: 01/22/13 Sold Price: $ 1,501,000 

Presented By: Erin Thompson (Lie: 01777525) I Sumrnll Real Estate Group, lno (Lie: 01249361) · 
All data NOT VERIFIED. Subject to ERRORS, OMISSIONS, or REVISIONS. Prospective Buyers URGED TO 

INVESTIGATE.~ Copyright: 2013 by San Francisco Assoc of REALTORS. 
Copyright ©2013 Rapattonl Corporation. All rights reserved. 

U.S. Patent6,910,045 
Equal Opportunity Housing * All information deemed reliable, but not guaranteed. 

http:/ /sfarmls.rapmls.com/serlpts/mgrqtspl.clll?APPNAME::Snnftandsi:o ... wsLvJWCY%3D&KeYRld=l&lnclude_Search_Crlteria=&CurrentSID=l20094208 Page 2 of 



4/8/13 3:51 

JMLS#: 402658 Condominium Seid 
Listings as of 04/08113 at 3:49pm 

2444 Clay Pacific Hei9hfs $ 1 ,695,0 
Webste1· City: San Franclsco Zip: 94115 OMD: 11/02, 

Zoning: Rh2 ....,SqFt:2600 Source:Per Owner $/SqFt:692.31 Yr Built:1€ 
BA: 2.50 Pkg: 1 N tlRm~ 
# Unlts: 3 Ploor #: 
Rillnt: lype-: 

!Probate: No CGtC<tmf: 
Open: Open: 

Marketing Remarks: Gorgeous ouse-Uke full floor flat w/ beautiful perioldetails thruout. Features 4 bedrooms ( 4ih bed rm, could also be used a 
home office with built-Jn desl<), 2.5 bathnns. formal living room with bay windows & fireplace, dinillg room with fireplace 81 charming built-ins 
combined wain a famiiy room adjacent to t1i(th-an,, eat-in remodeled kitooen wi!h Viking stove & Mreie ICM! w/an adjacent finishetl room that c/b a 21 
·famly room or kids playroom with access to the stairs down to the deeded patio. Hardwood floors throughout, 1 ~car garage parking 8t extra storag1 

Perfectly located just steps to Fillmore Street's shops and restaurants & Alta Plaza Parl<. 1st Open is Sunday, Nov 4th~ 2-4pm. Don't miss this 
incredible ·flat at incredible price!! · 

Sold Date: 11/30/12 Sold P,rice: $ 1,800,000 "·=· =""""'""""""""""" 
2179 Pacific Ave Pacific Heights $ 2 290,0 Sold 

O/S:7/B Ctoss St: Buchanan City: San Francisco Zip: 941·15 OMO: 02/221 
Zoning: Rh2 -Sqft:2740 Stiiurre:Per Appraiser $/Sq1Ft:835.77 Yr Buift:19 Bdoo§~/ilot:0590027 

SD: 4 BA: 2.50 · Pl<g: 1. N #Rms 
HOA Dues: 600.00 
Occupant Type: Vacant 
DOiVI: 4 
Brokers Tour: 

#Units: 4 Floor#: 
Rent: Type: 

Probate: No 
Open: 

Crt Ctmf: 
Open: 

Marketing Remarks: Elegant, remodeled house-like condominium in hi:mdsome 4-unft Edwardian building. Situated in prime Pacific Heights 
location, this 2 level, TOP FLOOR unit showcases architectura[ details includlng beautiful inlaid hardwood 'floors, fireplaces, crown molding, 
wain$cotlng, built-in cabinetry in living and formal dining rooms, le~ded glass, Balustrade railings, & skylights. Chefs kitchen w/breakfast nool< & 
quaf!ty appltances, adjoining family area w/new dee~ Open layout w/ large LR, FDR w/balcony, · & gracious entryway - ideal for sophisticated city 
living. Master suite boasts flreetace, &_stunning BAY VIEWS! 3 addition al. spacious J?edrooms. Remodeled baths w/Waterwork fixtures. 

D/S:7/B Cross St: Webster City: San Francisco Zip; 94115 
Block/Lot:580306 Zoning: -SqFt: Source: Not Available $/SqFt: 
BD~ 4 BA: 4 Pkg~ 2 
HOA Dues: 1500.0D #Units: 7 Floor#: 
Occupant Type: Vacant Rant Type: 
DOM: 11 Probate: No Crt Conf: 
Br()kera Tour~ Op1m: O~tin: 

OMO: . 01/18/ 
YrBullt:m 

N#Rtn 

Marketing Remarks: Just a few bloc s to the shops and restaurants of upper Fillmore and within walking distance to two of the city's most 
exclusive private schools this cooperative residence offers the best of city living. This full floor apartment Is ·flooded with natural light and has 
stunning views of the Bay and Alcatraz. Located on the 6th floor o·f a 7 floor bldg the floor plan is perfect for both entertaining and casual day to da· 
living. The 4BRs are located at the rear of the building allowing for peace and quiet while the separate den has a lovely E view of downtown. The 
resident manager, addltlonal storage and 2 car prkg make thls a great urban retreat. OFFERS due Monday 1/28 by 2:00pm. Please allow at least 
72 hours for non-resident seller response. 
Pending Date: 01/29/13 Sold Date: 03/06/13 Sold Price: $ 2,620,000 

Presented By: Erin Thompson (Lie: 01777525) /Summit Real Estate Group, Inc (Lie: 01249361) · 
All data NOT VERIFIED. Subject to ERRORS, OMISSIONS, or REVISIONS. Prospective Buyers URGED TO 

INVESTIGATE.~ Copyright: 2013 by San Francisco Assoc of REALTORS. 
Copyright ©.2013 Rapattonl Corporation. All rights reserved. 

U.S. Patent'0,910,045 
Equal Opportunity Housing* All information deemed rel!able, but not guaranteed. 

http://sfarmts.rapmls.com/scripts/tngrqispl.dll?APPNAME.,,.Sanfrandsco ... w»LvJWCY%3D&f<eyRid""l&lndude_Search~Crrtelia=&CurrentSID=120094208 Page 1 of 



Project Information 

Case No. 
Project Name 

Cross Streets 

Sponsor 

Community Liaison 

Description 

suffix 
D 

File Date 

04/09/2013 

,Planner 

2013.0433 
2853 BRODERICK ST 
Fiibert & Broderic!< Street 

Stephen Antonaros 
santonaros@sbcglobal.net 

Removing a dwelling unit 

Case Information 

101.1 &317 

Supervi§or 

DAVID LINDSAY 

Construction Cost Initial Fee 

$0.00 $3,587.00 
Balance 

$0.00 

Comments 

Action Date Action Moti9n Number 

Docket Location 

NORTHWEST 

Status 

Active 



APPRAISAL OF 

LOCATED AT: 

2853-2857 Broderick Street 
San Francisco, CA 94941 

CLIENT: 

Pam Whitehead 
50 Magdalena Ct 

Mill Valley, CA 94941 

ASOF: 

December 2, 2013 

BY: 

Roger A. Ostrem 

Z0131127PW 

----·---~··.....,...._,..-~~-~-·-•"'-·-----------·--'-"""''-"""'-'~------......--.•~o.o ........ • __ , . -



To: Pam Whitehead 
Regarding: 2853-2857 Broderick Street, San Francisco Appraisal 

Date: 02/11/2014 

Pam, 
I recently appraised the property located 2853-2857 Broderick Street in San Francisco for you. The 

intended use of the appraisal was to assist in determining whether the 2-unit building could be . 
converted to a single family house, pei· the City of San Franclsco's Planning Department guidelines. The 
a ppralsal assignment asked for a separate valuatlon of each of the building's two units. 

In March 2010 the interior of the house was burned in an arson fire and the interior was gutted as a 
result of the damage. My apprafsal values the property as if it was rebuilt to its original use and then 
assigns a separate value to each of the two units. Since 2~unit buildings are not sold as individual units 
but rather as one bulldlng, the app'ropriate methodology for valuing each unit in the subject property is 

to analyze and assign values to similar 2~unit sales comps with each comp valued as one entire building 
rather than as two separate units, since the two units are not sold separately. The two units are then 
assumed to each add a contrlbutoiy value to the total value of the building in an amount equal to the 

percentage of space occupied by that unit. 

The value of 2853~2857 Broderic!<, when valued as a 2~unit building, is $3,550,000 as of 12/02/2013 

(refer to Reconciliation, P?ge 2 of appraisal report). 2853~2857 Broderick consists of approximately 
4,372 sf of space {refer to Appraisal Addendum entitled Quality and Condition of Property). 2853 
Broderick occupies approximately 1,882 sf, or 43% of the entire buildlngi 2857 Broderick occupies 

approximately 2,490 sf or 57% of the entire bulldfng. Each unit provides a contributory value to the 
entire bullding in direct proportion to Its percentage of the entire building. Therefore, based on the 
percentage of space occupied by each unit, the value for each unit, if valued separately, is: 

2853 Broderick: $1,526,500 

2857 Broderick: $2,0231500 

Using a similar methodology, each of the five comps In the appraisal report can be given a separate unit 
value based on their individual percentage of space occupied in the building. Following ls a breakdown 

of individual unit values for each of the comps, which can then be compared to the subjecfs individual 
unit values: 

2853 Brogerick: $1,51§,500 
Comp 1: $1,480,4:1.7 
Comp 2: $1,538,500 

Comp 3: $2,221,111 

Comp 4: $1,977,083 
Comp 5: $1,501,250 



2857 Broderick: $2,023,500 

Comp 1: $2,072,583 
Comp 2: $11538,500 

Comp 3: $1,776,889 
Comp 4: $2,767,917 

Comp 5: $2,101, 750 

It can be concluded that the individual values assigned to each unit in the subject property are well 

supported in the marketplace. 

Roger Ostrem 

Greenhill Appraisal 

License ttAR028299 



December 6, 2013 

Pam Whitehead 
50 Magdalena Cl 
Mm Valley, CA 94941 

File Number: 20131127PW 

In accordance with your request. I have appraised the real property at: 

2853-2851 Broderick Slreot 
San Francisco, CA 94941 

Fit~ No. 20131127PW 

The purpose or this appraisal ls to tlevetop an opinion ol tho defined voluo of tho subject property, as improved. 
The property rlnhts appraised are the foo simple interest in tho site and improvements. 

In my opinion, the defined value or the property as of December 2, 20·13 Is: 

$3,550,000 
Three Milfion Five Hundred Fltty Tl\ousand Dollars 

The attached report contains the doscriplion, analysis and supportive data for the conclusions, 
final opinion or voluc. cJescriptfve photograph~. assignment condlllons ancl approprintc certifications. 

£<11.4.&-
Roger A. Ostrem 



Residential Appraisal Report FWJ No. 20131127PW 

Tile fAfipose ol lh'i apprnil3llCJ11>11 I, IQ ir"'"1o 1ho client vA01 o aellible oj\ln!on or Nie dellned vnruo or Um S\lbiccl f'!l'P•~ly, W"'n U1e intc""'1d \~o ol 1hc app1als:ll. 
ft',ord Uamellntoooed um Pam Whitehead _ E-111>a whlteheaclwest@lmsn.com 

• clion1Mdmss 50 Magdalena Ct cuy Miii Vallex -·~---"St;i"'1"'"e"""C"-'A,__ _ _,,,i1e, 949.4._ 1..__........, 

McJitlo.'!111111emkd UseJ,hl_Cllenl's designated assoqjates .. ~---------------·-·· ·-----------~-

' !nlendtd l!'1l Determine the contrlbutoov maiket va!~e of each unit ln .a 2-1.Jnll house. with ·iiieiiiiend0dPlliPose-OrcQnSoiidattri"g"tiieeXiSiiiiQ. 
2.11nit nronerlV Into a stnole fami111 house. 

" A1!eS1or's Patcoll 0047 ·002 fox Yo<ll 20'--'1~2'----------!!llol;E,_,. T"'a•(i:i•e~• S<..!u..!? ·1_,:;3.:,.1 _____ -l 
!,lslohbQlhO<ldtljl!@ Cow!~·-·-· .. l.!ge R9fc;;nC£_,.6..._47._·-..F""4 ________ .£!1010~ Trno 128,00 .. --·-
PJ00~run111si\M<uh~d IY F11•S:m""' lt.ca••JtDld I IClhecldescribcl ---·-
M• r~!tllll<h I Y l1Md l l<fd not 1cv1MI •~0r'i0l si\les 01 ltl!fl~IC<s o!illa s·"""« or•""'" !Of tholl'tCJ! _rtqrs !!!lo• lo U1eclfe<!i,vtf ~o!c 9!.~l\l:!ll:'llll.!ll!!alllll;::::•::..· ----·------l 
P1Ui1 S<ilcJr1dMfer: O/\lo 05/30/2!)12 r1~c $1,800,000 source{!LCO!Jl)lv Records _ ----
At161y!ls of ptiorsal0Yr1nmlm hlltocy QI the sobjeet propcily(orn11:ompilltlbie iall!s, ff ;;pp~c.<ti:e) Wilhf n 1he past 36 fOQnths !he sut?L~t reCQ(ded a sale from the 
Jllil.er M Conrad Trust to the PJ Whitehead Family Trust, with a sales price of $1,$00,000, recorded on 0513012012. The sublect later 
recorded a transfer from the PJ Whitehead Fan1ilv Trust to 2653 Broderick LLC on 05/09/2013 with no recorded_transaclion value. The 
J:.Q.!lY.~!ll.~£!.Y.e not recorded additional sale~ In the 12 monU1s prior to the effective dale of !his appraiser. .. ·--~------1 

-----~-----·--··· "'"'-------------------------···~-----------! 
"'!-----'------·------·------------------·---·-------
l!IJ.-------------------------------~-·-------·-· ·--··------~ 
e---··-------~-----------c::----------------------------1 
Ollcti<lgs.ll(ll'om:Mdrnrnrnrn ~s1Jflh&eUe<1Ivodo1Qofthn avpi.lstll J::!,,_on"'e"---~~----------·---------------1 

tlolnhbotMortC!iM••torl•llcs On•·OnitH•••l11111r.,.d• Ooo•\Jnll lfoutlno _ PfOUn\lornlU••,'!! ........ 

L~"':OO hrltt.n•n I ls1;bwhnn I IRurat P,onertvVMl<l5 IXll>\<masinn ls1111>ln I ln..liol..., PRICF. h()€ One-Unil 50 % 
llWlt·U• lvl()wl6%- I l<s:is% I IU"''"'25'1. Ceroanrl!Sunoilv I ISMtlilr"' liil1naat~11<c I lOvetSU•••• $1000\ lwsl 2·4lln!t 20 % 
Gto1'Afl I IRon'd ll\.!mnbll I ISIM Matkctit:.Q.Tfmll IXIU111Jetl1lllM I IJ.6mlh• I IOv016mlll$ __ 960 lO'n 5 t,1lili·ft!!ll!I.._~ 

• tM9110011ll:QdtlounJiJ<ills §ounded 9n the north QLLombl!r,d Street, on the south by Green Stref!1. 5 300 fl~ CO!M101001 ,._ 10 % 
on the e"st bv Van Ness Avenue and on !he west bv Lvon Street. 2.200 Prell. 86 "llt<'t .~ 
litfghoorhood l)es(npl!oo The sub!ect's nel9hborhood Is built out wllb a mixture of resfdentlal,(?nd usos Including slnglfi! familv homes 
condos,:ncs 11ng mulll-unlt residential buildings, The neighborhood ls very well maintained and many Propertfes In !he area h~ve btt!L 
~eled or 1!!19!f!deg. ThU~9.rh9ocl has rt~l!icts !h@t run !19.llilJ.lu\gn Street ang FillmQre Stre§L.IlJU!.ea rs will~ 
walkinn distance to the Marina Green and he adiacent San Francisco Bav. AM ""min.unity se!Viees !'lLe avail<!.blEl., .• , _______ 1 
Maiket CQlld'~ions.OnclOOng suppo:1 !01 !l\c~b0v1lccnooslot1i) A review of District 7 /Pacific Hts Presidio Hts Marlnll Crtw Holfowl market conditions. 
.!9.!:1::!:!,n!!.t!ous11s rev~J!lhe following: Over lh.e. past 12 months lh'Jl(<il have~5 salesj dvring lhe same .t1m2 eerlod median oricAs 
for 2·unit orqp~rtJes increased frorn.~7.000,000 to $2,20Q.1000: the number of clay~ on the marJ<et des;rea2~ . .f!Qrn 30 to 16. Curr12n!lv 
there are 6 tls!f"~ nn u .... MLSl with an avemne list nrlce of $2 530.000. 
OOnemfon~ 34.5 x 60 AIM 2,757 sf Sl<3e& Re¢!angUl§!r Vit<1 City Streets 
~z.v.:nnamilii:;,;Uon RH-2 _ • • - ~~~IQ~r.J, ... ?~J~U!.!:n!!lil">'-----·---~--~· 
Z<W"nnComnfm1K:e fYfl,cnaJ I' fre-Jtf··nrttnfi:tmi"nnlGrnOOfalheted~'ll_. -

ls 1M Ills~ and \lest u!'e Ill the s11bject pri>~ly ;IS llJlf.<lll'Cil (01 ns ?fr>)U$td pet p!ens olld ~~1ion1J lho ptestl1l use'/ lID Yes 0110 111\'o, dosc~b!l~ Hlahest am.I 
best use Is conversion to a single family house as currently being 'proposed per plans and specs. 

!-----.. ·----------------~--··---·----
------~----------------------'---------'--------------.. ·----~! 

----------·-------------.. --------·--------------·-----
Coo1rnet11soo1heln!jllO'rerMJ11S Se=e"-A'-""'lla::.:Co:.he=d"'-A'""d""d""en"'d""u"'ro"-----------------·--·----------·---1 

---~··---------···------·-··-------·---------~-~--.. --,--·~---------! 
-------------------------·--·---------.. -... --------··-·-----t 
lllll·-----~----·"------·-----------------·---"·---------------

-··"--------~--------·---·--------·-·-·-----·-----· •""·-·------~ ---------------·----------·----·-·------'----·-·-------· ~ ........... __ _ 



Residential Appraisal Report f,i,, No. 20·131127PW 

ffAT\JRE susi!P _.. cOMeMAUl£ SAtENQ,.L-_ --~ARAOl.E SALE 110, 1 cOMPARAULI! SALE NQ._l ---
2!)53-2657 Broderick Street 2821-2823 Broderick Street 2051 ·2053 Broadway 2405 Washington Street 
llddl<1$s San Francisco _ .. ~rancisco San rranclsco San Francisco 
P1oxlm!lv10S·"''"' o 03mlles s 0.75 miles ESE 0.'11 miles ES,..E,._· ____ _, 
~---- s l~saoooo _ It 3.150.000 _ ls---1,LsQ,QQQ. 
~~.l\/Gtmu.,,~ .. s w.ft s 766 <U.rtl t 904 so.rd ._s -~9~~!1:.J. _____ _ 
0~10S01J1fe($) San Francisco MLS# 3967a3 San Francisco MLSll 412369 San Francisco Ml.,Sll 401725 
ve1itk31loo Souti:tlsl Countv Doell J51 '977-00 counlv Docl~ J783571 ·00 Counlv Doc# J~32533·00 
.~STM£tll.L - OF.$CRteJ!Q!:L__ _l!SCf!lrncm __ ~'-~RIPTION --~~~ - ---.fil:.~Q!lr~ 1{.)S U-.iLT<d 

Sale ct fi03'1(Jng Trust Sale No Concessions No Con<:e$s10ns 
C'..cnccssl0115 Cash Sate Conventional __ 1-'c"'o""in"'·v ... e1n ... l..,io"'11 .. a,__I _

1 
____ _ 

Oa!MfSlllolflme 05/25/2012 350 000 09/2712013 _ 10/26/2012 375,000 
loi:v!!l~ Urban ·- Urban ... --. _ Urb£!n _ ___:_ ,....... ··----~.;::;U~rb,,,11""n ____ 1--··---
Lcase1m11J1F00Si!l!P.J!l. FeeSirnole FeeSlmole ·-.. Fee Sfmp~--.. ·---+"F"'e""e""S,,_i·rn,,,10""!0,,._· --+~----1 
SM __ kl..§L.sf 4 097 sr 3 438 sf ·- 3 223 sf 
v1oi1 Cltv Streels • Cltv Streets City Stteets Cl!Y .. Streets ·-
.0~~ Tradlllonal Traditional -·--- TradiVonal ViclotfilQ _____ _ 
OualilvofCoosvui1ion Good Goqd_____ Good ·----·· Good 
/\tlualN1tt 113+/. 104 65 \13+/.. . .• 

' Comf!lo<i Fair Averane -320,00,0 Averaoe -3~0,000 p..veraae --+--.3-:20000 

• AbowGrndll .r. .. ilo,,..,f a•" ·- lo<,dMJm,! ''~'' l!!.!!.ln;·"4L_!1'1~, r~,il~.,,1L._,.,o .. ""b',~1------· 
Roomcount iJ:?J..tl.__..li 12 I 6 I 5 10T414 25 000 9 ·151- 3.1 40 000 
Gto~slMooNe.l 4 372 sttft. 4 520 ,.,c.JJ,, -37,000 3 485 w.(l -1Jl2 000 3,900 iq,lt '1,181000 

"' Base~Jtt & Fhlliht«l None None None Noile 
• R®mHl"eim1 <;rat!n None None None __ None 

--1--~--1 

Fun<tmolU>UlV Averaue Averaoe 
H•adWCOO!M FWNNone FWNNone 

Unll j _ 15 Rm/2 BR/2 BA 5 Rm/2 BRl2 BA 
U!)it 2 7 Rm/4 EIR/3 Rd 7 Rm/1 BR@ fiA . 

246 000 R-"ll.b,,1,..M..,,u"'s1""m""cn\"'("'To,,,11il"~Ll-1------.. -J-J.l-i..:l•~wl\l,11.:.. -41_,,s ___ !..l!:.~-l-b-'-'~-=:.:.......µ. __ _, 
M,os.'<1~ Sa~ PliC<i llq!Atlj. ·0.2% I 
o'COOIMl•b""' Gro"M 19.9% Is 3 998 000 

-·------· .. --~--------~-

---· ·--·---------------
.C!?S!.llPPROAC!ITOV[\tUt 

·H 1130 800 
Oc!l«!daiel!.CC>:\l 'l!Jl"~01e1111 ..... =:JJ "· ............ , ..... " $ 1.Q£1,§.QQ_ 

,....~-~~~---~----~--~~---~--..~~~'-if~··-v~ab&~o_l~~Ui~lp;M._.....q='tt='¥~~=1s~·=··= .. ~··="~".~··~··~··~"=··~··~·=··=··=··="-~~s~~--'5~0~0=0~04 

lllOIChlf:O VAlU£ UY COST N'PflOllCll. ~ ..... ·~ ... ~· ..... '-.· _w~S...._......,3 ..... 5 .. 6,,.6=5'-"0"""IO 

Sumn1aryor1ncomc /\Pf'(oocl\ (indu<fng •uppoit 101ma1t.&1e111 Md GMQ Rent control ls In effect In San Fmnclsco. Rent control reduces the income 
najentlal of a property, which results In an arllficlS!Jly l~vmr valqe for lhe. r!(.Q~rly. Therefore, Ille ini;Q.(!l~.!lf!Proa9.hJ!Ll!ID.Q.Q!lll!!!'l.!M.L 
be a reliahle Indicator of value and Is not useri In this aonraisal asslonment 
l11.tlic"'4<1Valootw: Sal•.sComo1HfsonAooroachS3 550 000 C-0s1Aot1'0AchGl<1ev.lonetlH 3.556 500 lneomo~r.~•ch!lld~velope<J)$ n/a 
1'he reconciled value of the sublec\ Is $3,55Q,OOO_€.JS of the. effective d~te of lb!!! aQpr«lsal. tndivlslual cQntribulo!Y value!! tmvo been · 
~~J!.!Q.mt®-!filll.mod o!) 1ha pet\l.l!lllage of sm1ar~ fool~.Jlf eas;h 1J!ill,J!~ .. ·L~!l!~Lf9r each uojt is as folta'l'{s: -----

0 2853 Elrodericl<:S3 550 ooox~3%=t1,526,500 ~ ··--
2867 Broderick: S;l 550MO x 57% ., $2,023,500 
lllls 8fllll~l<l~ Is rMdQ fXJ ·o~ 11, • 0 subjll(I to ampl-Ot.'otl per plan! nJVJ spotif1<:0~00$ M th~ basis of o l\)'j\Ollietkrol cor.dilh!O Ul!lt lhn lmf"""'"""\1$ Mva !>fen i:tntpl<WI~ 

.. 01utjtcl !<> 100 f()l(cr/i"IJ repo~s Of ol\Cfn!iO"' oo ft1Q ~lis or a hypolhQ!k>lJ cood1\ioo 1hllt Iha 1epnb 01 •il<l'alit105 have beoo r.llmpl~ttd Osu!Jjet110 lhe loll:ll'!i119: 

lliil---------·---------·----,~ .. ---------.. -~--------------··-
Bn~0tl on Um •co1>0 of war~. &ss1ompUon$, n1111t1ng condlllon& and npprniscr's ctf\!HcnUur1, my (otJr) opinion of Ille doUJl•d volu•rnl thOrenl propuny 
that is the suhjc~toflhlMepQllfsS ~,550.QQQ........._ as or 12(Q.UW£ ... ____ .,, ______ , which I~ lhe elf~cllvo dnto of lhls nppraisol. 

i'tW,N~f.(l~tf:/~,tOlU1•mricu••1,.~'H0-
'~ldl 

Greenhill Appraisal 



Residential Appraisal l~eport fi!l)No. 20131127PW 

ff1\TUf\E ~U!)J£CT ~0!•1PAlil\BLE SA!,,g NO. 4 COMPARAlllE SAl.E NO. 5 COMP/IJ'li\Bl£ SAL€ flO. 6 

2B63-2657 Broderick Street 2847 .. 2649 Washington St ·1655-1657 Beach Street 
~ San Francisco ..........., . ., .. ~-~francisco San Francisco ........... _ -·· ~· .. -
iJ?&i..Jlll!v to Sublett 0.48 miles SSE -~- 0.66milas Ni= 
Salo Price _s ~11-- 5.300,,9,.9,0 Is ~1100 ono Is" -· 
Sain Plioo/GCOS$ Uv,/llen ~ - .... ilk~, S 976 SO.IL $ 1005s•.11I s ~1>.1t.1 . 
Dalo Sour(elsl ·san Francisco MLS# 405603 San rranciscq MLS# 4143BS 

..Y!!illi£.1Jlion SO<J(tnlsl CQY.Qiy_QQ£#- Je 62136-00 Real Estate Anent .. -~- .. --
V/ILUI: /\OJuSTMEN"fS !JESCRIPTl{)fl, OESCRIPTlOll ... ~(-llM).!11t.1"l- ~§£Rf Pl ION •HH•"'~"'"' DESCRIPTION LJlli~"'"'''"' ·~ 
Sl>lc m Financing No Concessions 
,.. ... ~~rons 

-~-
~\l.Q!Jal Actrve Listin.Q.........., --· 

Dato or Sa1ommn ~ .. - 05/21/2013 530.000 1011812013 List ----~ 

locntton Urban 
~-

Urban ., .... _,._ Urban ... _,...,..-- ------
Leasclio!dlFeo Simo!~ Feel?im"le F~.Slln~le - Fee Slmole 

~ 

Sito 2757.J?.L .. 3 510sf ~436$f ----~ 
View Cif\I Streets Ci!!! Streets. Ollv Streets. · . 
DesinnlSMel lradl!lonal Victorian soanish Me<l. -· 
Oua!N of Consiruclion Good . Good Good -
~jlge 113-1-l- -- 113+/-

·-820,000 
.fil..... -· 

~lfgn Fair V. Goad/Remod V. Good/Rel'nod -57Q,QQO ................... -
T;~J;;.r;;;;~ ,,Ql,;~!H~ 

.. --
Above Grnda ~-D~]L_ ...........__ .. 1'1.11,lldffilll tkiihs 

Rooo1Count J_2l 61 ·5- .12 6 9 __ 121 6 5 ! r 
GrosslM1"1Vea 4,372sg.n._ 5.4;JO sq.It,_ -265 ooo .. 4.080-s•. ll. 73,000 Sf•.n, 
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Residential Appralsal Report neNo. 20131127PW 

Scope of Work. Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

Scopn orwmk lu uotln<UI 111 thu Unlfornl Standards or P<otessiM•I Approlsnl Prnclioe os" lhe !YP• •nd e~1c111c:>f1esaarch nnrJ aooly$cs In ~n 
nnslgmnent." Jn sMrt, scope ofworll ls simply whnt 111<> npprniserdid an!f did nol do dori11f) lhu course ol lhn &~sl!)ml1cnt, lt in<:ludes, but I$ nO\ 
nmnad to: tho exlenttowhlch lllO proper1ylsl<1entifted and lnspeo!ad, \hetyfJ(! nod r>~tcntol data r-0scarcheri tho typo ond extent t:>f anolyses applied 
lo nrr!Vo al opinions orMn<:lu~lon~. 

The scope Qf this apprnlsal ond ensuing <1isc115•lon rn tt1inro11or1 nro sp•clllctothu n<Wds ol lhnellont, other l~ent!Hud lntnndcd llScrs n!ldlo Iha 
inteo<Jod use oflflcrcporL This roportwasp1opnred for the SOie and exclusive uso of tho elie11landothcr ldontllfet:I 11'\lemlcdusets ror thc ldcntirl~tl 
lnl..,dM u•• and Its u•o by nny other pMllns ls prohlbllod. Thn npprolsot Is notr•spon$1hl• !or unauthorlt•d usn al tho report. 

Tho opprniMr's c"rtlflcnlloo oppU11rll\!J ln this np[l<nisat rnport I• •ubjeot lo tho roliowlnu Cl)(ldlllon$ nnd to ~uch otMr •p<Jclflo eondltlo1>N as nro 
setforthby tho 01>prnisor In the report. All extraordlnnry ossumptioos nn~ hypolhotlcot aondi\(ons nro slnte!f In the rct>ort and nil!)h\ "''"a a!fcctod th" 
mhli91tnttJI\\ re:n1Hs. 

I. Tho nwmlset os1U111ns no tll"f'l•l~b~lty rot nWIC1$ or u fegnl Mtu1e clle<:ti11u Ulll p1011e11y app1altud ct ill la 1hcr1"<11, 11"' docs U10 ~wrnllel iell<Je' 1tt1y Ojl!nlM os to Ille ttJo, rAiM:h b 
assimcd oo bll9ood and Ollllkt!Allle. Tll!l f"O{)Orty is npp!oi1«d astholl\)l>J•ndmc1fXlnS>Ulo 1w11<1t1i>p, 

Z. f1IrJ sketi:t1 In thlsrcj)Oft may s110v1 ffproilml\!ll llim<?o11oo; 1\1-.o Is ilzjU<Je<J 010110 assl$t IM reader In Visualilng U1e IJIOpMy. Tr.e »1't:4alsu Ms made no SlrVrty ol the p1opelly. 

3. 'lta nl'Jll•l~et i$ n« te<J<.lred to glV-0 tesltn1My 01 rofpeor rn COUit bec:au:U>cl llll'Mg mado "'" aptialso! with 1clcre11ea 10 lhe ptop•rly In quo~11, crtl<Js~ 011&"!}omen1s hilvo beeti 
pi~l1 made :tw~to. 

4. llet,htr al~ not noy pll<I 01 u10<nn1eillal1hi~ re{llll~ copy <l( 01~1 mw•1 U~l<!!lf f!llclOOlng 0:1u:kl1lons M to l~o p<opan1 voli.lo. 01<1klcnlily ol 1he apptnl~er, prO(uss:Onal dtlslgnaliollS. 
01 \he firm Y1nlwd1kl1 lllll nwrnlse1 ls coml«\oo), 5li3tl bo u;ed fc< IJl\J flOlpo$eS by nnyooo llul!hc cl!M! nod o!her "11.ended IJSCIS as l<IC11!if.ed In lhi$ repon. n<>• shllll ~ ll\l iome;ied by 
11rtY011• 10 lhO pul>l!c ~oo\)11 ~il'lf11!1illg. pub!IC relldons. nMs, sMl!I, ct 01her me<!>\ 1·;\IHltll tho v•:wm ((lMCllt et tho all!'lui!~<. 

5. Tim nJljltat;l\11••11 Mt rltlcto'o tho ron\001~ ot U1'1 apptclial reil<Jlt u~1m reqvir<d by DPl!ikable fill'/ or u~ sp~llled in illu 1Jn~01111 StllMords ol Ptofos~onal /\pjJrmal Pomi{~. 

6. WomtMion. csllm.\\cs, ood o)l111ioM rur,,..l1<1dlo tile apf'ai-w, ood con1i!lied l111he r!!jlO!I. woreobla1i1cd !tom $Q\JIC(JS conilrlored rcnahlQ and ~efwe<l tu bl! ~1>-0 Md couccl 
HOViO'/CI, 11\lT•SfM\Si!lilily lot ae<:ulei;y ~I Ml1~enllfutll<$ll!<d IQ U1u eppraiw 1~ l!ISUll!e~ II/ 11\0llflpllL'lor. 

1. Tull opprolwrus1t1mes thallM1• ir<: nohldoo1 w11111pfl'lrcf1\condli:o11~ cl Jllll f'IOl.:JIY. subs~ or S'tucturos, Villkh ~ouWrcntkl It f®lfior l<m vAluctlo. The •Plll<tlmo1sooie1 
no 1esp<lt1$ib~~y r,,, 1co:h condil~5. o: for oojji~1in9 l)l t0Sli!19, vmld101\ijlt bo rnquired to !f.s<;ovcr suctifactors. Tl\l~ ppp<0l1~1isMl011cmlionm~101M,ns""1n111ol1h~ (llopeity oo<l 
sh®l(J JU>I bclCOll'lldttetl us such_ 

8. lM opp1nlscr sptcialuts lo 11>! wJtmUc1Mf !ea! plOfl~Y and Is 110ta homeinsP'lG\0<, bu'k.l>>g ((lll\JO<tOt, Slftllluial cng!flOO!, <>< !C'lliliil cipe11. un!ess olhcr\'/.se 110\00. The owrn111:1 
ud 001 cnn!!1Jll lll0 IM~n'l~'O type oJ field otiscNG~Msolllie kind Ir.tended 1u seek and i!i\tU'l<!I propcrtyd<Jfccts. 111'1vimrltiQ01thcJV011c1ty Md nny 01.,10.em<lll~ i; lo1pU1posesor 
deve1opl11~ an Oplrion of the ~or .. .ed ~uc ol llte !'J(Ojl!lty. !Jl'•tn lhe 111\ctl~d use cl this ossll)<'.mt1~. Sutemcn\s r~a1d1ng cor.ditlon ntc b1w:u oo swlace obs~aUoos Ot11y. The 
npprelsnr cl:Jlrm oo Sf!CClllleiportl~o 1t9l}(dirt9 ls11Ws irt<luifu!g, ll\~ no! Umi10<1to: lotmdoiion teltlN11>,1", bn1emtnl moi>1..-u poblt/lVI, wood dostmyilf(I +i•olhcr} lni&ts. 90s\ ln.'e11aCoo, 
radro oas. llmd ooscd palti!, mold Ol MVlrQlllf\Qnlallssues. Unless olhEN.isel!ldi<:.\led, mec!IOOlcal $ysteit1s iwe !IQ! a<:liva\Od 0<1cs1t'(). 

This appratl1!l rl!Jl<ln sttould not lie 1~d ~ dlstlo;o Uie com1fon OI the piopeli;l l)S iltobtois IG Ore f"C$M(e/3\>sonre of de.\:c1s. Tho cl' er~ i'.i lnl'itllU l)ll{f cnoou10900 I<! employ ~tlllif.00 
exp<its 10 ioS(lcct Md liddrt>ss lllt6' or corn: em, K ncgat.vtt comHlons ete dlstoveied, Ute c,ilnlon ol vnlu& rtll>J be ~fcctcd. 

Unlus othflrwls(lnowl, lh& ~pproln~r n•l<tlrnos lhecomp-0nut1t$ lhnt conslltulil tho 5UbJcel propotty lll1provomenl($) nta ru11dornc11t0Hy $OUllCI nml lr1 
worklngarder. 

Any vi¢Wi11!J ol 1t.e fll<Y,;?rty '!;,/me npp1olserwas l','llitl!<l 10 rl':<ld~y otisel'vilbie MC a$. Unless 01M1wise !10\W, attits an<J cli!lll '1f'..'lt6 areas were r.ot accessed. The awrntm did not roo'lll 
fut1{il!JtO, P.oor co·1C<IJ11S or ()(he< ~ems U1~1 may ro!trkt the viewing ol lhc preptrty. 

Q, Ap(llai•ills fri-101'/ill() t~polttcrital tQ<ld(liOl1'1 rC:~ted to coll'jllt:liGn of lll!NI c0flsll11<tlon. tcpehs or aflcr a~ &le bel<ld oo Ute Msun•p\!Ofl lltnl M1<11 cenv,iletlorl, M!<!f(l\Jorl oi rupllils •ill 
bll CCOIJli:~ny r~rlo!OIOO. 

10. Uclllss 1M lntcmJed uso of tt<s r.11p!ail;ll sim;ncO'l1 iocl\.'.lle~ issuos of pro9111y losurance cove;ao~. u1is uwrnt>at 11ioold no! bo 11~cd tor such p1npous. Reptod°'t!on er 
Roplilecmcnl co11 f>!J•te~ used lrl U1e CO'.lt lljl11{001.l1 mo lot val.lli!ltltt pol(lll!\es only. glvM lhe ir.leM!d \U~of Ill() asllg111J1el1l. 1M Dclot~fo!tQf Vohte u1ed lo this nutM1Cfllis unkl<ely 
10 be coo sh tent •rith 100 dr.5n~ion Of lmUlnblo V~ Cor pioperty i1151~~11CJ) C01el'll(l'./1J5'!, 

11. The ACI General Purpose APPrOisnl l'lllflort (GP An"') Is nolint~nded foruse ln11unsactloo~ thnt require n Fonnle Moo 1004/Freddiu Mac70 form, 
also knol'm as the Uniform Ro&ldentlatApprolsnl Repoit (URAn), 

Additional Comments Rel a led To Scope Of Wo1k, Assumpt!onl! llOd Umhing Condl\lons 
An on·slle Inspection of the land and Improvements was conducted. The fmprovernoots wero meaS\11ed from approved architect's 
plans and a sketch of the floor plan was produced. The condlllon of the properl'f was analyzed. The neighborhood was Inspected. 
Regional, city and neighborhood demographic data was analyzed. The current zoning status of the the site was verified with the 
applicable city/county planning department. The nood zone status of the properly was Investigated and reported. Recent, 
comparable sales tmnsnctlons were selected from \he subject's neighborhood and anaty;wd. Data sources include the multiple 
!Isling service, realtors, and county records accessed through the county assessor's office. Three approaches to value were used, Qr 
considered, to determine ao opinion of value. The three approaches include the sales comparison approach, Ute cost approach and 
the Income C<lpltalizallon approach. 

The appraiser did not review the tUle report and a title report was not made available to the appraiser. 

The appraiser inspected visible and accessible areas only. 

The appraiser Is not a professional home inspector and this appraisal should not be relied upon to disclose possible building defects 
that may oxlsl. The appraiser does not gllar!lnlee that the house Is free or defects. The appraiser recommends the enlistment of a 
quiinned holl\e inspector If such an Investigation Is required. 

The appraiser did not conduct nn Investigation to discover the presence of mold, asbestos, urea formaldehyde, radon or other 
potenUa\ty hazardous materials that may affect the property and Its value. The appraiser I& not qual!ried lo determine the cause of 
mold, Ille type of mold that may be present or whether the mold might pose il risk to the property or its Inhabitants. The appraisor is 
not an environmental Inspector and Is not an expert In the field of haumtous material invesligatlon. The appraiser recommends lhe 
enlistment of a qualified expert In Ute field or hazardous material investigation lf $UCh an Investigation Is required. 

The appraiser did not conduct research to uncover Information about lhc locallon of possible adverse, external conditions In the 
neighborhood. 

f\1!4.-:N~tCIW':""'t'!'..ftfll}ttm.,,...u~wn. 
f>)< ><A• 



Residential Appraisal Report H!ctlo. 20131·127PW 

Appraiser'$ Certification 
'The appr~iscr(s) ce11ittos1hat, to t110 best onhc nppulser'$ ~r10wl•do• ond belief: 

I. Tho slalements Ill fat I wn:aioo:t in lhh tcpOJt aio 11\le and cmroct. • 
2. Tho 1op0<WJ annlyst'i, or.lrlOJ\S, Md cona.islOl>S ure 1'1)~0<l on'tj by IM te{n•lcd assumptiOlls nn~ Ha•1ing c()lldilloas Md oro lhe ewral1<i'$ pm or.al, impoolat • .ind urtbl~sed 
p!Qle1si011ill <111lllr.<•S, Ojl/11lMS, c00(Mdosloo1. 

1 UoicS'l (llll(l!Y,;ro s!~led, 111'! npPtulle< hns Jl<l pt~oo111<p101peillie ll\lcro~\ in thepr6p~11)' U.at Is lho ~1lljot1 ol Ulinepo1t oml fin~ oo PllfSOl131IR1a10111..,11 rQspqct IQ \116 pani01 
itrltJNe<!. 

ot. lha npprni:ler Ms no bins vMt resp«t Ill Uiu prlY,lCoy lha\is Um subject ol 1Ms rnpc11 0110 lho poi lies invclvcd riilh U1is a1siw•11en1. 

$, Ille eppraiscls Cf\9'iJOfllll<lt In this ns,ig'1llWlnl was not co111ing<lHl "?\\I\ 1W..10plng ot <•p<>ri.Wj prodoteiml!IC<l rc'llllls. 

tl lne llfllllake<s c011>pilnsooon ror comp!e11119 OllHssigllnlC!ll I~ not cm~m~o111rno the <lllv~menl or rcpolliil9 Ill n piedctcimkled vn'.oo or lffllt!lon iu valuo !Mt f~'lllfS Ille tWSb cl 
the tllom, tl1~ ~m1Mll of\ ho v.t\le opi11!o!\ !ho nuo<MJMI of a l!lpololwl rewu." lho oce11ttorn:e of o wb1~c111ovonl1Ut!dy 1<:1111cd !O th~ inlM;l!ld use ot 1hl-; ~ppraisnl, 

7. Tiie •M»•lsers analj'io;, ¢11"1\oos, and toll<:lusi<lns tte<e d!lYn~d. a'1<l ll<srepcit11M Mr!O p1~rcfl, in coolormiiy \'.i111 ll«1 Uni!otm St~nd1rd5 or P1ofes1ionot J\ppraist>! Pronico. 

8, On ms 0:11ct1,hc m'W. Iha apf(l'lls..-na~ mod a a fltl(!onat iM{le<:\lon cl Ille. propCllY IN\ is the sut;joCI or this rnjX'iL 

9. Un\im nwld below. n;,ooe p!r:vidcd Si9fllf<anlftnl Pfcp0tty 11pprnrsa1 nssMMc&\O tho apjll~Cf 1iofli119 llds ce1m:otl01~ Sl\)tlificnn11oa1 piojl<)<ly app1aiso1 as1lskiru:~ prcy•l<Je<l b)I: 

Addlllonnl Cc1Uflcat1ons: 
This appraisal Is developed and reported In compliance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
1 certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, I have not performod any additional services regarding the subject property, as 
an appraiser, or in any olher capacity, within the 3 year tfrne period Immediately, preceding acceptance of this appraisal assignment. 

Oofinitlon of VolUm 00 Mutkot Value Oo111ur Vatuo: 
SeurceQf Dcfin~loo: ~filJ..nstitl!!_i,t.Qic!iQnary of Real ESt$Aiii~ralsaL _______ .... _ ·--~--
Market value is defined as the most probable price which a property should bring In a competitive and open market under all 
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and Knowledgeably and assuming the price Is not 
affected by undue stimulus. lnfticl in this definition Is the consummation of a sale as of a specified dale nnd the passing of title from 
seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
(1) buyer and selter are typically modified, 
(2) both parties are well Informed and well advised and acting ln what they consider !heir own best interest, 
(3) a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market. 
(4) payment is made in terms of cash ln U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangemenls comparable thereto, and 
(6) the price represents the normal consfderallon of the property sold unaffected by special or creative financing or sales 
concessions granted by anyone ns&oelaled wnh lhe sale. 

rt1Uem11t1I 

wOthl)((<JCS<lit>GJ: ··-------Stalnl: ----··-

Stnt<l: QA ·- ·--------
f,xplrn1i1><t OJ>lcolCc11:1lalt1011c1 l.lcen~e: ::.O~Oic:::0::.612=0~16~-------
0aloof SiQn'""'o llAfl R•PQ1t: -"'12"!./0>:.4u.12.<eQ>:.1.!!3! _________ _ 

O••~orf'foj>OftyV'rm'nn.;. 1£l0,,_,2"'12"'0;;..1'""3'--·--·---. ·-----
Degree '11 pr~rtyvfe-~r.g: 
® lntor.01 und r,,1e1ror 0 €xtc1lor Oii:y 

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER 

srg11:11urc: --~-.---------,,·-·---·----
llllffill: 
SIOltCtl!l;fa:•iloo# 
or license I 
SIO\f:r. 

E>pitationOl\tl!ofCe<lilfcaronorllcen~c: ---------~·---
0.1le of Slgnnllte: 

Da1aorP1cpe11f Vlcr~ng: -----------------·
~proo Qf piopility vk,.,lng: 
ur~tetier and E~tQI~ 0 fMJIOt 01~y 0 Did r.cl pcrseotrlly view 

~<-·<k"'f1/.0~·W·'tf..tUH1UilJWM.l<k~fJtMll 
r'?'l<H 

, .. Greenhill Appraisal 



ADDENDUM 

Jcll.!l.l)l; PamV'JQ\te~-----~--~~---~-----· 
_Prorier!iAddrqss; 265~~$\reaj,_, _____________ _ 

City: Sao Francisco Slal'1: CA 

Quality and Condition of Property 

FSe N.2.; ?.0131127PW ·------
Qase No.: 

Zip: 94941 

The subjeot is a .2~unll house. Tt1e lowerunrt fa 2853 Broderick and the upper unit is 2857 Broderic;!<. In March 2010 Ille 
interior of the houoo was burned in an arson fire and tile interior was gulled !ls a result or the damag11. The previous owner 
S\1brnilted plans to restore the pro1>erty to its original use. The plans were approved and a permit was issued to rebuild the 
interior with an approved budget of $320,000. 

The lower unlt consi$ls otthe original 1st floorconslsUng on ·J ;170 sfph.ls an additional 712 sf of space on the garage noor, 
now referred to as the 1st floor. The additional 712 Sf of space is ir\clucled in this appraisal as parl of the lower unitsinoe lt 
was part of the plans submitted by the previous owner U1al were approved and legalfy permitted. Additionally, a 2-car 
garage was lnctuded in the approved plans and is also incktded in this appraisal. 

On 05/30/2012 the house was sold t<'.l the current owner who ls atlE;impling to reconfigure the house from lls original 2-\lnil 
\lse Into a single famll}' house; However, the Intent of this appraisal is lo value the \Wo unlts !nd\Vidlla!ly and attribute a 
contributory mar1«,)t va.!ue to each. The appraisal tMrefore relies 011 the original configuration or the house and not on the 
newly proposed single rami!y configuration. 

The o(iginal configuration of 21l53 Broderick was a 2 bedroorn/2bath unit with a kitchen, living room anc:! dining room. The 
new 712 $f addition, prevlouaty approved, is simply referred \o as living space ln 1his appraisal. The total .square footage Is 
·1,as2 sf. · 

The original configuration of 2.857 Broderick was a 4 bedroorn/3 bath unit Wilh a kitchen, living room and dining room, The 
unit consisted of 1,395 sf on the lower level and 1,095 sf on the upper level for a total of 2,490 sf. 

'fhe condition of the house is rated fair and the neighborhoocl standard in rated aver1:1gi;i. The Interior of the house is 
currently gutted and. as a result, the condftion of the subject Is currently below lhe neighborhood standard. The original 
construction quality of tlw hou~ l$ tated gooQ. and Is slrnllar to lhe surrounding neighborhood sl111ndard. 

Comments on Sales Comparison 
The search tor comps Involved ama!yzlng sales of 2-unlt buildings located in District 7. Oistiict 7, as detlned by the .San 
Francisco Ass.ociatlon of Realtors, includes Paomc Hts, Presidio Hts, th0' Marina and thi;. subject's Immediate neighborhood 
of Cow Hollow. A 'typical btiyer interested In purcha~l11g wltMn the subject's neighborhood would typically search for 
properties throughout District 7. Comps 1-4 are closed $ales traMacUons. Comp 5 is an active lisling. 

Single family house sales and condo sales dominate ihe nelghborllood sales market and the volume or 2-unit bullding sales 
is low. As a result, it is necessary to extend the searoh back in time approximately 18 months ln order to have a sutncienl 
number of similar property sales to analyze lo prod11ce :a credible result. 

Comps 1, 3 & 4 are adjusted for time at ths rate of p1ioo lncraa$e po$led fot2-unit buildings over the pa$l 12 months. The S 
month period prior to the most recent 12 months recorded le$s price appreciation for2·unll buildings and no additional 
adjustment for time Is made for that period. 

The subJect has a typical site for the local market, Which is matched by all of the comps, Site sl;;:es differ moderately but all 
of the comps have a narrow street frontage and <ill have back yar~s 1hat add little additional utility, Therefore c;le$plte 
moderate site size difference$, lhG> Mfec!lve ul\llty of the sites are all considG>red similar to the subject. 

The subject's current condition ls raled fair and an across the board line Item adjustment has been mada in order to bring 
tile condition of the properly back to Its pre-fire condition of avernge, and in line With neighborhood standard. lhe line Item 
adjustment !s a cost to cure based on the previous owner's approved plans and budget to restore the property's pm-fire 
condition. The previous owner's budget was $3:1.0,000 to make the r8$toration. 

All of the comp's condition ratings anil as of their close of escrow date. Compi; 4 & 5 have add!tlonal condition adjustments 
since their condition exceeds the neighborhood average to which the :<JUbject I$ assumed to be restored to. In addllloo to the 
$320,000 across the board adjustment, Comps 4 and 5 are adjui;ted by an addillonal $500,000 and $250,000, respectively, . 
based on budget eslimi!Oltes provided by real estatt> agents lor e11ch property. 

Since this appraisal has lhe Intent of clelefmlning the contributory value of each of the subject's 2· units, a breakdown of 
each of the comps 2-units has been displayed. The compsi!Oire gliloerally slmilar Jn bedroom/bathroom count as the subject. 
C<lmP 1 '$ room breakdown has been estimated due to a lack of avaUab!i;i information In thEJ fl\Jbl!$hed county records and In 
theMLS, 

Comp adjustments are base!l on a combination of matched pair analysis from appral$als dona in the s11b)ecVs market area 
and l:>y rely Ing on the appraiser's d<1ta mes, whlch co11tain marl<Gt d<1ta co lie Pied over time. 

Primary w<>ight in tile sates comparison <1pproach is given 10 Comp· 1 be\.ause It l!> similar to lhe Sltb]ect and Is located on 
the same street and block as the t;>ubject; It difrers primarily wilh regard 10 time-0f sate. Comp ·1 has an adj11!\led sale price of 
$3,553,000. Comps 1, 2 & 3 are all closed sales tran$actjons with acceptable amounts of adju$tment, their average 
adjusted sales price 1s$3,54;?,000. Comp 4 is given tertiary weight due to its large gross adjustment, which exceeds typical 
guidelines. Comp 51:;; an active listing that has been added to demonstrate the c11rrent asking price for a simllar property. It 
is given $eCondary werght since Hi: final sales price is uni<nown. Plaoing equal emphasis on both Comp 1, and on the 
average of Comps 1-3, results In a reconciled value of approximately $3,550,000 for the subject usiJ)g the sales comparison 
approach to value. 

Cost Approach Comments 
Due to thi;1 very low amount of home conslructlon In ttie area, publlslled cost m;1nuals such as Marshall & SWlft, etc. are 
generally less reliable than in rnany other areas. Cost data from Marshall & Swift is utilized rn this report but is augmented 
by cost data collected lrom local general contractors and from the appraiser's mes. 

The age/life melllod has been used to determine depreciation. Due lo updates and good maintenance, the effeclive age of 

'---~--~-. ·~-~----~·-----------~----.. --~--



ADDENDUM 

~C=ll~Gn~t~P~a=m~'Ml~ll=eh~e~ad~--~-~~~~~-~-~-~·~~~-~~~~~F=Ua~N=o~.;~2~Q~13,.1~12=7~P~W~-~~~-~~ 
..l:mru!!!v:Address; 21l5;1·285Z 01<lde(ic'.< $lrMl -----~~---~-· ---~_,C.,as,,,,o._,N_,,,o,;.---~------~-
Cily: San Francisco State: CA Zip: 94941 

the improvements has been lowered. 

Any cost approach information contained in this report, including any information provided under the heading "Cost 
Approach to Value" has been provided at the request of the cllenVlotended user of this report. The provision of $Uch 
information does not change lhe Intended use or _the intended cllenV1ts<;1rof this report. It should oot be relied upon for the 
purpose of determining the amount or type of insurance coverage lo be placed Oil the sub!eot properly. The appraiser 
assumes 110 liability for any Insurable \lalue estimate or opinion that is Inferred from this infofmalian and does not gtiaranlee 
that any Insurable value esti1J1ate or opinion infer(ed from this report wlll result in lhe subject properly being fully insured for 
any loss lh;:it may be ·sustained. The appm!ser recomrnends that an Insurance professional be consulted to determine the 
appropriate am0tmt and typ& or instuance to be placed on the subject premises. 



SUBJECT PROPERTY Pl-IOTO ADDENDUM 
Client: Pam Whitehead 
Properly Mdress: ~3~7 ]LoQfillck Street 
Cit : San Francisco 

r-~ .. 

FRONT VIEW OF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Appraised Date: OeC'.ernber 2, 2013 
1\ppralsed Value: $ 3,550,000 

REARVIEWOF 
SUBJECT PROPERTY 

STREET SCENE 



COMPARABLE:PROPERW PHOTO ADDENDUM 
·~-=_,.,----~.,..,...,-~"C-----~·~----. 

Cliont: Pam wtiitehei!.L--.. ·--~------ _________ ....:.F.:::lle'-!No.; 20131127PW 
Prooertv Address:20~3-2857 Broder!gk§t eet Q]se'illo.: -·---.. ---
Cit : San Francisco Stoto: CA ZI : 94041 

·--.---------~--··--.. ---·-

COMPARABLE SALE IJ1 

2821 ·2823 Broderick Street 
San rranclsc:o 
Salo Doto: 05/2512012 
Salo Price:$ 3,560,000 

COMPARABLESALE#2 

2051·2053 aroadway 
Sao Francisco 
Sale Date: 09/27/2013 
Sale Price:$ 3,150,000 

COMPARABLESALE#3 

2405 Washington Street 
San Francisco 
Salo Date: 1012012012 
Sale Price:$ 3,750,000 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PM OTO ADDENDUM 
Client: Pam Whitehead 
Pro(!§t!Y Address: 2853-2857 Broderick Slreet 
Ci . s n Francisco . 

·ile No.; 20131127PW 
Case No.: 

Stale: CA ZI : 94941 

COMPARABLESALE#4 

2847-2049 Washington SI 
San Francisco 
Sale Date: os12112013 
Sale Pcico: $ s,aoo.ooo 

COMPARABLE SALE 115 

1655-1657 Beach Street 
San Francisco 
Sale Date: 1011a12013 List 
Sale Prfco: $ 4, 100,000 

COMPARABLESALEfl6 

Salo Date: 
Salo Price:$ 



Client: PamWhltehead _ 
l1.2J2Qtl~ Address: 2853-2857 Broder!~k Street 
Cit : San Franctsco Stal'. CA 

~--·---..... ----·------·---... ~·--·-" = 

I 

_____ · -----~----------=-----_) 

FJ&No.: 2.Q.'.131127:..:P_,W_,__ ____ _ 
Case No.: ·---------Zi : 94941 

1s\ Floor Space 
Uvlr.gArea 

1st f!loor Space 
Garage 



Client: Pam Whiteh!J!!Q ~·--·----
£!.Q[lcf[Y Address: 2853·2857J:Jrodorick St(~ ·-----· 
Cit ; San Franc sco 

?.nd Floor Space 

2nd Floor Space 

2nd Floor Space 



.. Z_>_: _94_1l_4_1 _ _,_,,,.....___~ 

3rd Floor Spoce 

3rd Floor Space 

3rd Floor Space 



Client: PamWhltehead ·-··- -----------F""il""'e~No: 20·131121PW ~ 

"""Pr""o"-12e=rt:::.Y..,,,,,Ad:..:.d"'rc:.;:s ... s:.::.:2a'-s-3_.2_as_1_s_r_oo_e_ri_ck_s_1_re_et ___________ =~:::==-C-o_sc_. N_o_.:_.......:"""".::....;...;.;.- ·-·----~Cit: San Francisco State; CA Zip: 94041 

4th Floor Space 

4lh Floor Space 



21.5' 

FLOORPLAN Sl<ETCM 
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FLOORPLAN SKETCH 

.Qi.Qnl: Pam lOOJileheag -------------- FAe No.: 201~l12ZPW 
Case No.: . .--~-----~---~...fil!ress:2853-2857 Broderick Street 

Cit : San Francisco 

-· -
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PLAT MAP 
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LOCATION MAP 
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WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES 
QUALITY REAL ESTATE APPRAISALS 

APPRAISAL OF 

A RESIDENTIAL UNIT HELD IN TENANCY COMMON OWNERSHIP 

LOCAT~DAT: 

2853 BROOERICK STREE'r 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

CLIENT: 

IRVING ZARETSKY 
2845-2847 BRODERICK STREEl' 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 04123 

ASOF: 

December 2, 2013 

av: 
TIMOTHY A LITTLE 

2332 TARAVAL STREET #1, SAN FRANCISCO, CA9411G PHONE 415-'131·9601 

RES 
He No. 14K006CTL 

FAX 415·731·5815 



WALl<UP CLARK~ ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual condominium Unit Appraisal Report FileNn. 141<000CTL 

The pU<posa "'lhts •pprMW ·~·fl ts lo pnwtd~ tile client \\\ill a uwib!e op1n10n of the devned vttl.nl of n1e !libjl!Cf prnpntty, u1;ro 1he "'~nd!!d "'° ot !be Appln:sat 
f!iwlNan•g !RVING Zl\RE!~I.£( -· D·m>il 7145.15@GMA1L,,,.,.C:<:O,,;:M:;i ______________ --1 

• Q!rn1 Ath!1e~~ 2~45·234 7 fIBQDERICI( S!REET ,_...£1!YJlJ:llif!lANCISQ_Q,__ ____ ~.\'l CA ZJi1 94117 
' ~~UO:llllnJ!f.!!9dl.lsll1(!) IRVING ZARETSKY'$ DELcGATED ASSOCIAT!'i ... S~·-------~----------~ 

Pfopa11yAtld1ess 23!,>3 BRODERICK S]_REET C1\)' S~. F@NCISCQ ____ SJ~_Q!\ 2/o 94123 

~J!!'!!.m.f.~~!!£~.~~:2.~!fil.e;J:!~.!\!l..P.AM!iL8A.Ee:M!1X.JB.~tf:1.L.__ ...... -······--------.. ·~-~-·---·~S!l~f..ltf.!'!8N.G.1§£Q __ ... -. 
~lQ~~!lllln LOT 2, BLOCK 0947 (SEE PR§btMIN[\RY .fillfU'l.f;PQBT FOR A FUIJ.,1§.QJ!.\o DE,,SCRIP1].9fil~,__-----i 

" A>ialso(SPMel~ 0947 • 002 (UNIT/12053) -· la•YMr_!?Jlj_3 Hk h>esS PROP 13 
N~•hbo1hMdNamt .9.QW HOLLOW MapflM~.u 647/F4 C<11<0JT1a~1 Q126.00 
p1...,1i.R,11htsAnixaist<1 I IF~•Slmn~ I !teas.hold IXl01hetldesnib•l FEE SIMPLE W/PARTIAL INTEREST ti§ TEl:!ANCY IN COMMON 
IM1marcb I ldid Ix I dill Mt 11\~J!!!)I Sl!eHlllM~ISolihn WbJtt~ llll lhel!lree ~ills p!lOl la )Ile lilflttli'/t ~aieol IM awrn•~l ______ _,.. 

PllOISJ!ltill~•ilei: 0#1& - Pm S•!!!!.t!l~Ll!'.!~S/NDCDATI'.\ ~ .. ------·----! 
111,,iy<c ct p110< s~lc 01 ffMster hl$\Oijl oflli< s111>ita p1<1jletf)'(Md coo1p•1...,. •IM!I. il,"l>J>lltill>lo) TJ:!!::..§.@JECU)lJ!T_~A..51 SOLD AS,8~.l.!QbE . .f.QB. __ _ 
.!!1.800,000 ON 05130/2012 {D.~;tCllOJ42200609J. "19 SALE§ FOR T!:!sJlU8Jg£T UMrr yYEllE NOJEO IN THE. PAST 36 MONn[§,_ 

~ NOAODITIOl'.JAL PRIOR TRANSFERS WER!; NOTED FOR THE COMP.ARABLE SA~ES WITHIN THE.E@T 12 MONTHS. 

'3·---------------~------·---·-------·---------------------1 

---------------------·---------------------------! 
____ ..,..,..N_.•tnh~••h••tlCf\am<•ri!lll.. candon1h1iun1~~~s cu~~""'~!!!!)tt®•l!111 . Prosolll~~-

lot.1'./00 !XIUtb~n I IS\lbUlbM hlU<.11 PIO .. JIVV<llu•S Xlff11:1~a~~I I !Sid.ta -~'"" flRICS. AG!l Ot!t·ll<l'l •10 % 

Ot~·Ua l><l~,L7&% I 1?5·7&% l,l!nlfac 2$% 0•111 .. 1d/Suunrv X IS1m11;.uo I I In Dal•»« [~lgv~• S~!l'Jlll. SIOOill Nnl Z·4 lln~ 25 % 
(lrOl'~l\ I IHa.P,i<I__ IXISl.\hlil ISklw.. MMkt1"111T1me Xiylli!~Jm1hs I l3·GR11lts OVtt~pJll2!L 220 lovr 0 ':!:-!l~,FM>il't 20 ~ 

: Nt<Jlil:orl\oQ~aQ~l\da11es LOMBAfi9 TO THE NOI;nJj, GREEtJ IP TH£ SOUTl-~J:,)'..Q.l'JJ:QJt!L. 1,900 H!Jlh 110 .. f£.~!~~L __ J,? .. ~ 
• WEST AND VAtJ NESS TQ.11!!;; EAST. ---- .lfil'l Pie~ BO Othut ___ ;)~ 
~ N~11JhboihoodOosct~1110t1 §>E£6TTAC!IEQADOE:NDl,!M,__ ,.,, ___________ .......... ----

--·-------------------~-----------·-------------"'" 

fnJ.-------------------.. -·-----------·--------·----------i 

-·~ ... ·---·--· .. ~·-··-----------·-·--------·-----------------.. ·-----_____________________ , _________ ,, ____________________ _,_ _ __, 

1;i-------------------------~·--------·--~-·--------------t 

m-----------------~---------------_, .. ________ ,., _____ , 
... ---------~-·----------------~--------.·- --------~ ..... ~...,...,---
1;;•......,. ___ ---------~--~------ ----------··------------------! 

O"<lill•1i\&cnwmM•l,..Ml54ndrmoomoalL1tll1llH. Q..~~j:1 & R§'AR·Y.:.;A.,,H""O·--------·-·-~-----·--~------I 

G€NERALOESCRlPTION 1• , .. t11TEmo11 . \; '·" il'~liab'" ,1:; "•.''< AMSNlTlcS ; ..... APfll/lttet:S ' ' CAASTORAO~ .'. 
£\\!!L!!.1SI12l'jD/MID -~--£.f9.9!sHDW,Q!AYQ:!:. __ ., .. ·- Fr1;00.Cuf1I# 0 :!$;. lli!!!!JS!J1!2~ ltt~11• 
11e1uv.is 2 .. _.. W.111$ SHTRl<IAVG+ l'l!WJ>Mlf~.!L.Q ____ X llaMe/Oi/en --t11-x1'Gl\"""'r~'-me-.,....,llr-c-.,m-c-d-.,.._ll.--l'IM"7; 
Heoono rvoe FAU FuutGAS Trinllfmtsh WD/PNTDIAVG+ tlcd>l>1m~O lllso IXIMk1ovw1c hi CM$ 1 
U.!?!.l!!!lli\9. I hmftil~tllllAC ]:illYfmnstol Ill.EJAVfil_= PQ1t11/nal1MV 0 ----~ a !!!l!!.ll~!........: __ , .. Ul\ll~!lad -- Oo,.,,,.d 

• l':Xloihet!1leW1bcl_NONE .!2!!!>.lS HLLOW CORE/AVG+ Ott;ei 0 ·---· ,X~e110<.m Pa1b::~Slla~~~ 
F1nisl1e~•inn•llov•gradec""'a1ns: 5 Ao0111> ~ n1111r.omo 2.0 QMNs\ 2.007 SfJt!a••f•etEJ.f!lOS<lMnoAleaAb<iv~tlr•~e 
C0""'1MISOO tlt•Ul'Jl'IOVl:<ll•Ob'. THE SIJ.!'):JECT UNIT IS THE 1SIJ2NQIM!D FLOOR UN!r njAT IS.IQ.I!§ FJNIS.!:!§.Q.19 AN AVGRAGE 

• JH~t:!PARD G,Q.NTAINING 3 BEDBQ.9MS, A DINING RQOM AMP 2 BATHROOM IJIL!Tl1hJ,,~.Q.E RECREAJ]QN ROOM ONJ!:!IL._ 

r.:1-'L=O"-'W"""E"'R.,.F""·L""O""'O"'-R"'. ·--·-·--·'°'·---------.. ·---~·-·-·-·-~------··---·--
IJ.:1§..!:lliJJ_'ll/LL§E S!JGIBLE FOR STJ!l;!llM.L!~iEo COND.Q.~l..."ll,llM£.Q.NVEBSION AS A 2-UN!.I BU\Lblt!Q. THltU~
~~F'FICIAL STATUS WITH REGARD TO TIC PROPERTY VALUE,J!\JT IS STILL CONSIDERED INFERIOR TO CONQQ.MJNl\d.M.~
UN!IL THE fi!J.E!JECT IS OFFICIALLY CONVJ;iRTf!D T9_90NQQMJNIUM O\/Y~\;.8Sl,1~11~P~f3~Y~T~HE~C..._ITY....,__. ------·-----1 

,t, •. • 



WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report 

RES 
F:laNa. 14K006CTL 

r~MURE SUUJ~cr COM?AllABLE SALE !ID. 1 COl.lPARAUlE SAUl NO.?. COIJPl\llAOlE SAL~ 11(). 3 

Afld1m 2853 BRODERICK STREET 333 SPRUCJ:! STREET 3226 OCTAVIA STREET 3132 SCO'TT STREET 
and SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO 
Unh~ - - • • 
PIO~IN.)rtlQMd 21l5H857 BRODERICK ST 331·335 SPRUCE STREET 3224-3226 OCTAVIA STRF.ET 3132 scon STREET 

t.~...!.1... 11 _,.,______ 1 .•• 1 ----·-
PIO)(lflj:c\'IOSU!lZ_tl :: ,·.:c:.v ... ; •. :. '""'' 0.81 MILES SW 0.8'/ MILE§ NE 0.25 MILi='~ NE 
Salar1>:t $ :.:::.:-.":'li·:·:: 1(»:»"IS 1708000 :·:'.\'.':.'·;: ... :·'<:.'•:.Is 1695000 :;:··:,-,';,;:\'«.'-'::Is 1.600000 
J12!ePr~'\1,tpl!'llU./\11;> •.• s 0.00 ia.h. s 923.7'!.J!!:l!b::...:.:.:::i:i:';:;:;:~L19.5.9.38str.h.I'.·,."._>.,:.:.::::.::::::.::. S 677.97 •Jl.~''·"';.~:.;:: .. 
oa1nso1;cers1 ~; .... :~:,;::·:,>;;:::.:,,::_;;:;ye. SFMLS1t410799 OOM:?3 SFMLSll414595 DOM:14 SFMLS~;416224 DQ!\:!;6L 
V&111ica11<1nS01Jreelsl \'.::·,·, .. , .. , .. ,:,::\c:'.'.o':c•,'· NDCIDOC#OJ76500639 NOCIDOCllOJ82200332 NDC/OOCllOJ85500349 

con1<110(IE!4m0t11> NONE NONE NONE ROOF DECK ·20,000 
a11~Rll<.F"fM~~--Yt.\FD .-... YABQ . __ .. __ NONE --·----·___j,QQQ,,.Y[IRQ. ____ ·---....... 
floorloem10<1 1ST/2NO/MIO 2ND/MIP 1ST/2NDIMIO 1ST/2NPIMID 
V.~1; -·-- NQN-E PRT,~ITY/AREA ·4?.700INON!;,,, NONE---~--~··~-

! n.s1"" IS""'' TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL TRADITIONAL 
Q1.111l;t,/ofc.m~1rw.uon .>\YERAGE!+ _ GOOP ·85 400 GOOD ·84 750 GOOD ·60 nm 
Aett!!IA11<1 1000 1905 1923 1912 _.,.._ ___ -. 

1 conaMn AVERAGE GOOD ·85 400 GOOD ·84 750 GOOD -80,000 

~ Aho\'< r.roo~ ~1~1 ~ '"" 1-~1 -~· '"" 1 .. .,,1 ~ ... , '._!,;t•.l!!!rul """' 
RoomCourn ["61Tl 2 6 I 3 I 2.5 .7 500 6 I 3 I 2 ·-"T7f a·t--1""2"".s--+---.-7-5-00-

QQ~st.w.A'ta175 2 QQLa!..c-.-,~..'i!IJ!, 27 IQQ. 1 600 sg.h. 71 300 2 360 !'Cl --·~t.IQQ. 
Si1~111<nt&F1n.'!!1<d NONE NONE NONE NONE 
Roonanl:kt11llmlu STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE STORAGE 

: tunt"'•••U•"N AVERAGEJTiC AVt=RAGE/TIC AVERAGMtC AVERAGE/TIC 

s·~H~e~A~=.i:m11c~co!l~n,,__o~-+'F~A~U~IN~O~N~IE,__~~F~A~U~IN~lO~N~E"o--~t--~~--rF~A~U~/N~O~N~E::----11-------r.F~A~U~~N~07N~EO'.---+··~--~ 
Ener""Ei..:l!Jltfl<!nt< STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD STANDARD 
Oil1M•ICltlMll 1 CAR GARAGE. 1 CAR GARAGE - 1 CAR GARAGE - "2""c~AR~"'"o""A""R_A,...G'"'E ____ 4-o.o-oo-f 

Po1cllfl>alll>IO•d ~ONE DECK.,. -10.000 L.YARD ·15 oon NONE 
KlTCHENJBATH REMOO/AVG+ REMDLD/GOOD ·40 000 • REMOO/GOOD -40 oon RFMODIGOOD ·40 000 
OENSITY/OCPNT 2 UNIT/OWNER 3 UNIT/OWNER 85 400 2 UNIT/OWNER 5 UNIT/OWNER 160 000 

11e1Miu1tmtnl!T~a.L,_ ,\· .. :1:1','..'-("'"'·:\;-:':. _LJ• IXI· Is 157,?.00 I h !XI· Is 1.18 200 t h IXI. Is 89 200 
Ad~111ed$0.,_1'11:ii k:.:;':)"';·;,i:'LX:·;~;,;,,,'.:: N<1Mj. .9,;w,1 NttAdj. ·8.7•.1.I NttA!!J. ·5.61\j 
olComnacobl•s ,,.,:';::-;;::);;:,;;';'\;'' r,100$Ad!. 22.5\4 S 1550100 1W1111M 17.7~1< 'J...546.000 ()IMSMi. 3!i,§_~.J!j.Q.fil!Q. 
S\llltma1yotSnltiCQ"P"''son.i.wro0<h !t!.E COME~RABl.E SALE~ ARE lJIE MQ§TREQ.~.~T Af-!0 Af'PRQPRJATE SALES AY81!-ABL6 _ . 
FROM CONVENTIOJ'-'AL MARKET DATA SOURCES. THE DAT A SOURCES CONSUL TED WERE OFFICE FILES, THE MULTIPL$ 
LISTING SERVICE LOCAL REAL ESTATE AGENTS NDCOATA ANO EXTERIOR INSPECTION. THE GROSS LIVING AREA IS 
ADJUS15Q AT $175 PER SQUARE FOOT_AJ:IQ..ROUNOED IO THE NEJ)f.!pST 11\,1.t!QB.ED, t:OR Q.[FFERENC§S OVER 100 
SQUARE FEET. LOCATION. APPE8b AND CONQIT!ON ADJUSTMENTS ARE ~iADE t§ A PERCENTt,GE OF RE$PEQTIVE SALES 
PRICE. DIFFERENCES IN ROOM COUNT ARE INCLUDED IN GROSS LIVING AREA ADJUSTMENTS. FULL BATHROOMS ARE 
AD.JUSTED A!.lli..QOO ANO l:fALF BATHS ARE ADJU§IEQ.llilL.500, /ILL OTHf,;R ADJ!,!.fil.MJ;!:!,TS ARr; MAm;: ON /ibV.M.f'_till.M_ 

.... s=A~s~1s..,. ____________________ • __ , ... --------~--------i 

A FOCUS WAS PLACED ON FINDING CQMPARl')BLE TIC UNITS TO C.Q.MPl)R{ IO THE SIJBJE!CJ i\S OPPOSED TO Sf'.bn:nti~ 
THE VAL!,lf: OE 8 2-1,l!:;llT APARTMENT BUILDING OR \JSIN(:l ~MINIUM COMPARl\BLES. THIS IS CONSIDERED TO BE 
CRUCIAL INACCURATELY REPRESENTING THE SUBJECT'S VALUE AND IS CONSIDERED HIGHEST AND BEST USE OF TH§_ 

SUBJECT BUll,!?.ltJG. , .. _ -·----- ... ··~·---i 

SEEAlJACHf,:D ADDENDUM fOR ADDITIONAL ((QMMfil:l~TS~·----~ .. -·------------- .. 

J!£9.0MaAPPROACiltS!VA~t,H{1:''.•·.:'\~ .. t'.':•.:.,';\-,,_,,.,.1;~· .. ·. r' ,"· \_,_._. ~:,.- ····~ •• ::•, :" ~.;;.,..,.,..-~..t.-..!,!.• ·· "' 1"'.1 ,.,; -~~1.-

Ust1n1a1et1Mon1MvMa1~lRtrllS _ N/A X0100f!cn1Mul!lll1!r N/A =s_ NIA lndlCllled.Y~b}'lneot11tAPJ'!O•th --·-.,,..,....,,~-• 
• svmr.iiuyot1nc-Awroacl1Qnclud«lg1Uppo1tforrllU11:etrorJ1u1<1Gr<MJ THE INCOME APPROACH IS NOT USED AS SIMILAR Pl~OPEFHIES IN THE 

.filll;A. ARE PRJMARIL UID'NE8 OCCUPltD AND N9.T UTIL!4SQ.f9R INCQM!i f'80DUCTION. A CR!;D!BbE RE~UL T CAN BE 
OBTAINED WITHOUT THE USE OF THIS APPROACH TO VALUE. 

THE SALES CQMJ~BISQN APPROACH IS THE MOW RELIAB.bs.t..fARKET VALUE INOIC~Jgf!MlT BE§I.B§.E.~gg:rs BUYER 
~ SELLJ;ILACJIONS. THE POST APf?)3,0ACH IS NOT APPl,ICAf)LE FOR COMMON l!'jTEREST O'fYNERSHle DUE TO TliE __ 
DIFFICULTY IN VALUING INDIVISIBLE INTERESTS. THE INCOMs APPfil?Jl.CH I§ NOT USED AS $1MlbAR PROPERTIE.S U'j.J.!:!§.._ 
AREA ARI: PRIMARILY OWNEl1 OCCuPIEO ANO NOT UTILIZED FOR INCOME PRODUCTION. 

· Thi$ ~PP••»>l 11 mgde U 'as ~.- U iullJntt » u1mpl~tion per planuna !ll~tif,Wfo.s on 11w b~t'$ Qf • hyp~h4t11:•I cordJtlon \!lat II'" 1w,1ov•rr.t1111 bav; bton <omplt,.d, 
~ OS1.ti•t110 the lortcw.119 repaus or afteralions on 61t boS!s ot a hyPCtlletiul <Olld~loo 11\at lhe repairs or ~ltl)f]l(<>n• hava teen romp'.•!ed ®:wbJ<ct to tM !Ulo'lll•!J: 

• SEEA'ITACHEOADDENOUM -·--------! 
Ba sod on the stopo nlworlt, assvmptlons, fimlllng conditions and appro!ser'scertilico.Uon, my{our) oplnlao qf lho defttlcdValuoofthettal pTllp•rty 
thnHslhesuhject llflhlsreportlsS 1,500,0QO nli-of 12/0212013 , l'lhlch ts the clfr.cliv~daleofthlsapprnlsal. 

Fi(l'Jt1.tll'1hftt•v.h.-t1.t.;o,muirT«.oa~M'"•(>'!! 
r.,.1.,1 

Real Estate Apprnlsers 



WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report Flt~No. 141<0G6CTL 

FlfATURe SUBJl!CT COMPARAnLa $/\LENO 4 COMl'Al1A9l(! ~ALI! 110. 5 COMMllA8lE Si\lE 110. 6 

Ad~rQts 2853BRODER1CK STREET 3128 WASHINGTON STREF;:T 436 LAUREL STREET 
mid SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO SAN FRANCISCO 
lJA1lff • ---l-'A"'-------------1---
Pro]eG!Nllll\llarnl 2$53·2857 BRODERlCK ST 3124-3134 WASHlNGTON STf 432·436 lAUREL SlREET 
Phase 1 1 1 
ProxlmhvroSUb'etl 1\ 1 :-.,-.:· • • ; :..:.::. .... 0.44 MILES SW 0.73 M"'IL.,E"'S,...,S,:;W:;....-._,......,.,....,....,+-,----,-----..-·--~--t 
s11teP1ioo • s. ~,:,:;:;'.::·l:',1.~1·;:.;~:ls 1,270,000 ., .. , .. ,,:.,>.;·'.).::;,.;.ls 1349.000 ,:,1.,·: .. :\,:,;::,:.:, Is 

.Jli!!illjcr>'GtolS 1.#. /\lea S 0.00 $0, b. s 738.37 t'l.!!: I\ ... .,:,.>,,,._ .. .,.:,::,,:;::):. s 1 2,?..(!,.36 l!l:.!bJi.1;/.:· ::."\ :: ,~ .. L .... -~s.!lJi:h:'.::0.i!.~~ 
oa1nsomenEL--·-· !:}'\.;\rg:;:.;:;;;.:i:·~.:1:(,.,~;'. SFMLS#407455 OOM:154 SFMLS ff41071Q OOM:27 _ 
velir~a1<0n$ou1~ :·c\:,;;;:l\'.::(·i:;;,•:~»!·~:i:~!~: NOC/OOC#OJ76800444 NOC/OOC/!OJ73100421 __ 
VALU~J\DJUSTMUNTS '?.§@..c:.filcrJ.<;m DESCRIPTION "·"M""""'" _ OESCRIPTIOH •'·""""'"'" CESCFUPtlOH 1r.isM1..ill".<( 

~~:~:~~'~0 '.!,W1~2~~t.~fr!;\~.;.\!/.f:!}}, ~~~:~ ~~~~:t 
Cate or Saletnm• -'ii,.;:,~.:,:,. ,.,i,::,. i 1,.;:; 10!0412013 COE 08/16113 COE' 
J,9£"11011 GOOD GOOD --i._,,G,.,O"'O"'D"'----1--~--~--· 
Le~•eholdlFeeS!mnte $FOEE! SIMP~ ~,3E7VJMPLE -··t-----E:-$F

2
E:;c
5
E;<,
0

-";S.o"!l
0
t-,;""1P_,,L.""E-+-----+-----+----l 

..tl!1il-!.'?"~ssessme11t v 

oirnolonE!omenis .NONE _..... NONE'.. NONE 

J!!!!!.B!!'~-~ .Y8~0 NONE ··-- _.__Jl,QQQ_ tl,9_~.t!-----1-----I·-'--------· ·---·----
floortocallllll 1ST/2ND/Mf0 2ND/TQ.e___ 1ST/2ND/BOT 

·v111w NONE NONE NONE 
-·--+-------J_,..-,...._,.:.._ 

Des1m11siv:e1 TRADITIONAL l~ADlTIONAL TRADITIONAL 
fQJniltvorcons11ucnon A-ii'ERAGE+ AVf':RAGE+ .. §,,Oc.O,,,D::..-.---f----·---_····"":r,~·7-"'4"'5-"-o+------·f----·---
AtluafA<•• '1900 1900 1900 
Cond11>Jn AVERAGE AVERAGE GOOO -67 450 

KlTCHEN/BATH REMODfAVG+ REMOD/GOOD ·40 000 REMOO/GOOD ·40 000 .................... . 

DENSJTY/OCPNJ 21./NIT/OWNER 6 UNITNACANT . 127 000 4 UNfTIOWNER 67 450 

21,350 fxl. I I. Is 0 
• Atlju;ie;ISn1ePnta ·,:'.\~"~"i,:;!'.'·;1:;~'Y:~:::'.·:·' Ne1MJ. 11.2% I Net Adj. 1.6% I 
• olCoro .. mbles :~}·/:.;;~·:'.:<~::: :;;~;:/;) CilmAd1, 19.1% S 1412 300 (ll(ls;Adi. 32 ()11 s 

NetAdJ. 0,0% I 
1 370 350 r.-ossA"' O.O!o $ 0 

~.!!Ji.•IYol snresConipafostm Mp1naeh SEE ATTACHED ADDENDUM. 

--..... ... ,_ ..... , ---~--------------, ...................... __.__._...._... 

·---~-.~-----------

--------·-~----- ·----~------~ ... - .... .,. ... , ... , ________________ ..... .............--
i----.. ,,- .. ., .. ~,.,.,,,_ __________ , .. ,. •• ,.. ...... , .. ___ .•. .., ... ~ ......................... _____ .. _____ ~··~- .. ~· ............ , _____ ......... ,.,~.----··-

·---~---------------· .. ···--
----·--·-~--------·--

-------------______________ ., _ _......_._ 

----·---~------------------------· -------·-·~-.. ···-··-·-



WALKUP CLARI< & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report F:CtNo. 14K006CTt 

Scope of Work, Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

Seope of work is dnffngd In th~ Ontrorm Standards of Prol•ulonal Appraisal P1netlce as" the lypeand ••l•nt of rlSearch nnd analy$U in an 
o.•$lg111nanL" In •hort, seoptt oSworkl• slmply what th• nppro.iser did and did not do during the C<>UTM of th<! ru;slgnment. n Includes, hull• oot 
llrnited to: 1tiuxw111owhioh 1he properly 1$ ldantitiod and insp~eled, th• lYPe and extotll Qf do.taronarehed, lh• lYI'• nnd exltnl of analyses applied 
lo11111ve nt opinion$ orconolllslons. 

The scope al thls •pprol•ol and en$Ulng dlswulon II\ thlo rt1>ortoro epnclUc 101110 Mcds of lh• cllcl\I, other ldottllllod lnlendod U••rs und lo 1110 
Intended us~ of lhtr~port. Th!uopott was prcp111ed forlh• solaand exolu•lvtuseof!ho client ond Qlher Jde11lifi•d fnlended us1:rs for lholdcnillfod 
Intender! us• and It• WIO by nnyotherp•rtl••I• prohibited. Tho opprolser Is not roupons!bl~ IQr UMUlhoriicd uso of the reptl1t. 

The apprnln1·~ eurtlff<:nllot1 appeMi1111 In thl• nppMlsl)f 101101( Is subject Ill the followln~ conditions at1<1 to •or.h oll1or sped/lo eondlUons MMe 
set fo11h by tho ~pprnlse1 In the report. All oxtroord!nniy ussumptrons nod hypoU1e~c•I conditfons l\to stated in the rep<>rt nnd n1lght h\\llo nffected thn 
Jtsslgnme111r~sUlt$. 

). 1h~09p1~11tt a•iun1e:1 no iesponslblli¥(Otffi,\1Je11 of a iaual M!Ule al!<!tu19 U1e Pftl~llt ~pMlied 111h'e1he1c1<>. no1 d<les IM appra1m tendH Ull)I opi<l~n ,u lo the ~~e. whkh is 

allS'1ffied lo be gooo and matkmble. The INOP••~f is aJIP•~nd as lholl!lh uru!e1 rosP<Jns'lll• Ol'IO•Js~lj!. 

i. Aoysl:~t~h" this repll!l maystwu approxU\1.!led<mel\l!OOs and IS lll<ludoooniyto ass~! \Ile rend~ 1n Wl<Mli!'."19 tilt. p1ope11y. The appta•m hnsmade nQ W1vayor the p1t>pe11y. 

3. lhn JPPJMtr Is ll<ll tequlred tu ~N<! lestniocyor appennn couu btcause ol ha""'J IM<!o lilt Jppt,al.>11\,~h r•fcrenro 1a Ille prop tit)' 11t question. unless illfat1Qt111<J11$ b;we hl!en 
piev.i\Wy wal.o 1h•rn10. 

~. Nekn.r nu.oor M'f PA•tol lhe 'oownt o!lhrs ti!pllfl, capyorother me<!ia 1twreol (lf\clvd:nu cor.tl~s a<lo Ille pro~riy1-a1Ue, 1M 1>1en1'1)1ol1he appr.um, p1olrnion81d•sill"'\lf<ins, 
or Ille EJm1>mh11h•th Iha OPPJM!tr rs connecte4), s~all b•11ood 101 ~•Y pu!p(JUs byafl)'Ollt IW!lhe tlf1H or.U olhermt..Ued usetS<!illlM~!ed m th~ tefl'lll oot ~hillll be C<lf1Vtl'1'd by 
41ffUnD Ul lhe 111rb!iethr0\/9h ~dwt~ilf\Q, pulllic r@lali~M. Oe\'IS, $>1f5, ... Cllll!J mu~ill. l'llcl!OUI tM Wllltl!O (\)J156fll ol tht ·•PPll!lieJ, 

~. TltP. aw1akl!t1•1Jl 001 di:t(lw.t Ute content• ot 11111apprl!l1<1I11r..irt 11n't1s requued by ~pplf(able l;tn or as spec1~ed m th• Uniform StMd:u<ls al f~olen!(lor<I App!M$•l P1act>e<. 

6 fllro"'"'"on. esvmattr.1. ••Ill op~11<U1111u1ru1lred fo ~1e ~ppra;m, Md C<mtab\td m \Ile repou, ""'"ob lamed 11001 sO\llus t<losi<!eied telkibie •ml boHevw to be Im• and mrmct. 
How<lllei, nompoll'ibl>i'/ kir aeeur&eyof su:h 1li!ms fvm:llied 10 the appiaistr rs assumed by IM npp1aise1. 

T. fho f1111l1Mltt a'1umnU1a1lhilre111e oo hr\ldtll 01111\~PJAl'elll CCOtl\:411$ol lhe J!fopw•1, wb10<l.01111,,,;u11111, wluthwoold rcmtec ll<MI~ 01 ll!1<v~fulble. lh• apprn1m aswmu 
no caspooslb1Myto1 s"<h <ondi\'.ons. 01 (Qi el1gln1ttina ot lelfno. \\mcil ml(Jhlbe m;w1ed10 di1<.1lV<I• rucb l<l(lilt» lhl> appmi><ll ".J Ml M c1\'ll1011fll!lnil113sW$Si\ll!lll ol ~'u! propeity Mtd 
shwld Mt be C<mS<dernd as sud1. 

U. JM l.llPl"'ltl spec111!<t•S m1r"' va'oaUOll ot ••al p1cpe1ty lll!lhsnot a hom~1ns1!t<I01, bu~di"J c-01l!1~"0t· Sllllcilltal tnginter, oi 11mll.v l)Xjllrt, Ull!<!ss«he~·Jse rlOted, lhe oppial!l!r 
did noteoll!!utt the 1t.tenSl\'I! l)'peor Et1d ob;oiviUons or1be lind ''Jen~e<lto ~k a11d <li100ve1 p1operlydf1tctt tho vre~•"'l nlli'•• prot~rt)I and Ol'i\f in1t1rovenlfnlt rilo1 pu1pom ol 
d•v•lol'l'l'J nnopin>M cl !lie d•~n(d wlo~ et t~ p<ope1iy, oi•~n 1"'1rnt•NMdust01l!>s6'~19'1m•fll. Slnllments ragMdf119 condl~n ore b•«d on svdn'° ubstl'li>llW only. lt.e 
PPl"a11u clalmrnosP<?rnle•pe1u\e reglll~ i«ll<!ll llltlmlina. bot not limited 10: loqnd;\ll(Jq lftlle11111nt, b~senlfnt IT~Ullt p1obllms. wood dotltO)inU (oroth•r) mmis. pcr.1 in!ll$1•Mo, 
rAdon g:as. te&.f bbsed pA!tlf, t\'!ottl tlt e1tWOMlltM"tl ~we!t Vnlo» oll\enVIS.C rad1'r:-.ated. mech:irk::al S'f$!On'4 were noi oklfvared ot tasltd. 

l hs opp1als•l ••P<>H shoold nol ll<! l1~ !O dlsdi!'lll ihe co<11hon of 1he Jl<QP&!Y n~ ii Itta ta kl 11\o pre1entt!abunc• cl d•l•<IS. !he ti!tJll IS Wl'tltid Md <l1Ccu1iged l<l em;>IQY qvalll~d 
•1<P•lls 10 1nsptc1 nndaddtnss at••• or <Olltl!lll. d n~ali\'ocondi~M a1e disolwred, the opin'ln orv•klt mayoo atte<ted. 

Unless otherwise noted, the opprnl•~r 11Ssumes th• compOMMls lhM cMslitute the subject prope<Jy improvemel\1($) ll/O fund•mm1t,~lly sound and In 
we11klngoraor, 

Any 1101•.ln!l ol iM 11'•pell'j by 1lu! OPJl<>ll!.t!t1•1u lmll•d lo t~•dl!/ n1>1ieMl~le Meb1. \JJ1l•n 01"-m1t nulod, M.o nnd <r.wl >~><• Ai.u we to not il<ttsl<tl, lhft opp1o•w did Ml"""" 
hWMU•e •. noo1 COV!'lll\-05 tt o!he1 l!P.ms th•I may r<s~~tlhe ''itv111>g ol lhe p1opttly. 

o. Appt.ll1llls1.wol•h19 hYfl<llhel>:aleood~l()j\S reWed to collljlle1iotl of M'l/t01ts1tucr-0n.1ep&hsll/ ~Walllm nre bised on 1heass1m11>tli)i) d1at S<K!I compltfan, nt1e1atio111J11epa<1S w.ll 
bHOMptW1tly pelformed. 

!O. Un!eu u .. rnl~rnl•tl UR ollh•s 1wrn11a11pedl;c1t1ymeilldes 1$1uesolpropltlly1<1101Mii:c wmag@, 1hi:uppra13a!s!101Jld nolt• used roi wch f'Jl!lllstS. R1piodlv.1io~ 01 
lltf>{acellllnt ros1 /;gU1~$ useu., Jhe @it opprouh are tor wlualicn pu1posns only. !JiVen !lie ll\le111le1! use of n1e a1$IQM1en:. 11ie De~ clVa!ue Vied In ihi$a°""'grun11111s uol~ 
ID bil <onilsttnt V11lll tile dtEnltton of !MDI M>le Vaioo br !llOPHIY 1rM.11an<;• towagt/IJ$e. 

11. Tho ACI Oenernf Purposr> Apprnlsnl Raport(GPAR"'l ls 001 inlended foruse In tran~ac!lol\S lhnt roquirc a Fanni' MM l073/fr4(1dhl Mac •IG5 form, 
also knownns the Individual Condominium UnltAppralsnl Rcporl(Condo). 

Addlllm1ol Comments R•lated To S'1:1poOtWork, Assumptions and Limiting Condilio11a 



WALKUP CLARK & ASSOCIATES RES 
Individual Condominium Unit Appraisal Report fitq No. 14K006CTL 

Appraiser's Ccrlllicatlon 
Tho OPP••1••1{$) emllle• thnl, lothc but of d1e oppralser'• knowledge und bel!M: 

I. 1 ht !lal• ... lll>el la:t (Chl<i!Wd in thluepon .. ~ \104 Md (Oll<CI. 

?, Tho r<poi:cd •<1.1l)<s~s.op:n'1M,mW (OOtlU1rons "'" litn~e<l l)!tf>/ tyille icpo•ttd MWRlpoooc •ml llm~ tll<1d1UMs Md ate UIO ~p~rau~($ pt1101UJ. lmpai~J!l. and lll:b•11td 
p!Qlfsl(ooal onalysu. ~IOnl, aflfJ CQnd.1~on~. 

3. Unless o:~e~w;e !lottd. lhe appraiser h.as oo p1tS11nt m pro1r.te11ve !l\letW In 1he 1Jrope11)' i.l>M 1s ll1e subj tu ol 1hiS te[>Qll and has no pmonal ""'"•>! 1•ri1h re1pe-:1 to Ille f"'Des 
llMllV«l 

~. Th~ appti\IS<t has oo b1ll!lwd1 mpettCI! lho piopt1iy U-,;it is tbo wlf;!tl0f 1h1' 1<po1101 ti l!!t PllilfO ln'IOivtd1·;~1 tv1 M11Jrt0111<\l. 

s. The appt6:.tel's e"1)nil'!m'1!! in this nWgnntMl was nol ronl~l<J<!lll upM d•vOloll'llll ot 1e1K411no p101klf11rnntd teIDhs. 

~. The appiaistl's (lll1\f.~l\$:mlll lot «lmp!tMg 1fl1s a1S1!JM>lfll ti not l>lnlln~1 upim !he d<welopmem or 1epa.t11g cfa p1ede1~1mned value or tl>ett>On m vnm 1ba1 f31'C!$ Ut! ClllJlt <ll 
tlt<i Client 1he an•ounl ohhtvalia op,ruon, the Mlaln1tw~tof ~ 111p-,1ated tesulc 01111e q«:u11011«1 of• •Ul1<11l)\let11 ever>1dlleccy1~111ed <:i the uitelldtd uitol ~"' uppt•t••l 

1. 11!& appr.,,.ei'r. M~tites, op:moM, oM ~IM•ons wt<& dtwllpcd. ~nd ~~• r•P-Otl "1s be•" piep~1ed, 1<1 tCl\lofl!lil/ 11\1111h~ Unllcrn1 Stmdau!s of P1oll~•'111a1 App1AJsal P•<t<;Oee. 

o. Uum olheNllSt 1101•4, the app1"11~1 i.ts nu<l!J n pertoMI if\!ll'lcl.in ol 1<"' p1qie11y tMI "!htt wbj"t Ol thi$ J<pQIL 

O. Unlfu nu~td be'ul'I, n~. one pro~®<! 1111M1C31U 1~~ piopttly ApptRtsal am!nOOl tO me ap;!nl$et si<)rill\} this cei(ka101l Slgni~ca.'\l real p!Olltf t)' appial!ltl ast~!illl(.! pro\1ded Irr. 
10. I have performed NO oilier sGNioos, regarding the properly that is the subject or the work under review within the three·year 
period hnmediate!y preceding acceptance or lh[$ a$Slgnrntll\I. 

Addlllonol Ccrtlficnlloos: 

oe!initi<>n ofVolu~ (g]Mnri(et Wl11e Ootnervntuc': 
Soorceo!Dillrt1c1on: USPAP 2012-2013 --------------------
A type of vl)Juo, al11ted ae an opinion, that presumes the transfer or a properly (I.e., a right of ownership or a bundl11 ol such tights), 
as of a certuin date. under specific condnions .set forth in the definition of the 1<1101 identified by tho aprn1tser as applicable in an 
appraisal 

AOORESS oF THE PHOF!iRTI' APPRAtSEO; 
2853 BRODERICK STREET 
§&'_FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
EFF€CllVl10AT60F THEAPPRNSAJ.: 12/02/2.013.__ ___ , __ ~--· 
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NOTE THA TTHE APPRAISER WAS NOT PROVIDED W!lH A L1Ct1NSE CONTRACTOR'S ESTIMATE OF THE CONSTRUCTION 
NEEDED TO EIRING THE SUBJECT UP TO THE HABITABlt:: AND REFURBISHl:;D CONDITION THAT IS BEING CONSIDERED IN 
THIS APPRAISAL. THI: APP RAISER WAS NOT ABLE TO VIEW TH!; INTERIOR Of' THE PROPERTY AT ANY TIME. SHOULD THE 
ACTUAL CONDITION ANO CONStRUCTlON COST BE OIFFERENTTHAT WHAT IS ASSUMED TYPICAL ANO THUS USED IN THIS 
ANALYSIS, THEN THE APPRAISER WOULD NEED TO as REHIRED TO DETERMINE ANY EFFECT ON THE VALUE 
COMCl.USION$. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

THE FOLLOWING JS A DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK UNDERTAKEN IN THE COURSE OF COMPLETING THIS APPRAISAL: 

STA re THE PROBLEM: AN APPRAISAL ASSIGNMENT WAS NEGOTIATED BETWEEN THE APPAA!SER(S) ANO THE CLIENT. THE 
ASSIGNMENT REQUIRED AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE PARTIES ON THE PURPOSE OF THE APPRA!SAL, THE TYPE OF 
APPRAISAL AND THE TYPE OF REPORT THAT WOULD BE ADEQUATE fOR THE PURPOSE AS U!>IOERSTOOO SY THE 
APPRAISER(S), THE APPRAISER(S) COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THE ASSIGNMENT, AND THE PROJECTED DELIVERY 
DATE, AND DELIVERY PLACE FORTHEAPPRA1SAL REPORT. 
TrlE PURPOSE IS TO ESTIMATE MARKETVAlUE: OF THE FEE SIMPLE IN'fEREST OF THE SUBJECT DESCRIBED IN ms 
REPORT FOR REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY. . 
THIS APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPl.f..TF.D AT THE REQUEST OF THE ClJENT ANO IS INTENDED FOR 'rHEIR SOLE use. THIS IS 
A SUMMARY APPRAISAL REPORT, WITH ADDITIONAL INl'ORMATION JN THE APPRAISERS' FILE. THIS APPRAISAL REPORT HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED WITHJN US?AP GUIDELINES. 

CONSIDER iHE OATA NEEDED; A VARIETY Op DATA WAS NEEDED TO UNOERTAl<ETHE ASSIGNMENT INCLUDING GENERAL 
DATA ABOUT THE NATION, THE REGION, THE!. GOVERNING AUTHORITY AND THE MARKET AREA, AS WELL AS DATA ABOUT 
THE SUBJECT SITE ANO IMPROVEMENTS. DATA RELEVAl'lT TO EACH APPROACH TO VALUE WAS DEVELOPED FOR COSTS, 
SAtES, INCOME, AND EXPENSES. 
DATA UTILIZED IN ms REPORT WAS ASSEMBLED USING THE FOLLOWING SOURCES; PUBLIC RECORD. RECORDS 
MAINTAINED BY AND INTERVIEWS GRANTED BY MARKET PARTIClPANTS, RECORDS OF LOCAL BOARDS OF REALTY ANO 
MULTIP!..ELISTJNG SERVICES, DATA SITES MAINTAINED BY CITY, COUNTY, REGIONAL, AND STATE GOVERNMENT, DATA 
SITES MAINTAINED BY SERVICE AND BUSINESS GROUPS SEARCHED AT THIS TIME AND PREVIOUSLY, RESULTS WERE BOTH 
SELECTED AND EDITED AGAINST A STANDARD OF PROVIDING AN ADEQUATE LEVEL OF REPORTING TO SUPPORT THE 
ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS DEVEi.OPED, WITH AN EYE ON THE AGREEMENTS MADf. WITH THE CLIENT AND OUR 
RESPONSllJJLITlES UNOS!R USPAP, 

INSPt:CT THE PROPERTIES: THE APPRAISER CONDUCTED AN INSPf;:CTION OF THE EXTERIOR OF !HE SUDJECT PROPERTY 
ONLY, ANO AN INSPECTION OF THE EXTERIOR OF THE COMPARABLE PROPERTIES. THE APPRAISER HAS PROVIDED A 
SKETCH IN THIS APPRAISAL REPORT TO SHOW THE APPROXIMATE DIMENSIONS OF THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMEMTS WHICH 
WERE f;STBLISHEO FROM UTILZING CONSTRUCTION Pl.ANS AND A PRIOR APPRAISAL REPORT BOTH OF WHICH WERE 
PROVIDED BY tRVING ZARETSKY. IT IS INCLUDED ONLY TO ASSIST THE READER IN VlSUAUZING THE PROPERTY ANO 
UNDERSTANDING THE APPRAISER'S DETERMINATION OF IT'S SIZE. THE APPRAISER lS NOT AN EXPERT IN SURVEYING. 

HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION/EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS: THE SUBJECT, AT THE TIME OF THF. INSPECTION, JS NOT JN A 
LIVABLE CONDITION AFTER PARTIAL CONSTRUCTION WORK HAUL TS MANDA 'TED BY THE CITY ACCORDING TO THE 
NEIGHBOR, IRVING V.RETSl<Y. TKE APPRAISED VALUE IS BASED ON THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE UNIT HAS 
BEEN COMPLETED TO A M!NIMAL LIVING STANDARD, IS VACANT NJD IS A TIC UNIT WITHIN A 2·UNIT BUILDING. THE 
EVALUATION AS A 2 .. UNff BUILOlNG JS CONSrDEREO APPROPRIATE TO ANALYZE THE VALUE OF THE BUlLDING'S UNITS SO 
THATTHE MARKET VALUE OF EACH UNIT CAN SE E.STIMATEO FROM MARK!:l' DAiA. 

SHOULD THE VALUE OF THE BUILDING REQUIRE TO BE ESTABLISHED AS A WHOLE 2·UNIT 6UllDING OR SINGLE FAMILY 
HOME, OR THE TIC UNlt r8\tURES BE DIFFERENT FROM TKE SKETCHES PROVIDED BY IRVING ZARETSKY, THE APPRAISED 
VALUE WOULD ElE AFFECTED ANO THE APPRAISER WOULD NE130 ro BE HIRED TO DETERMINE ANY CHANGE IN VALUE. 

DETERMINE THE HIGHEST ANO llEST USE: THE APPRAISERS IDENTIFJEO THE PERTINENT FACTORS APPLICABLE TO THE 
SUBJECT PROPER'fY"AS·lr" rr LACKED IMPROVEMENTS 0UTWAS READY FOR DEVELOPMENT. THEY FORMED AN OPINION 
OF THE REASONA13LE, PROBABLE, AND LEGAL USE. OF IT AS VACANT LAND OR UNIMPROVED PROPER.TY WITH TME 
INTENTlON THAT THIS USE MUST MEET THE STANDARDS OF lEGAL PERMISS161LlTY, PHYSICAL POSSIBILITY, FINANCIAL 
FEASIBILITY ANO MAXIMUM PRODUCTIVITY. 
IN l<EEPING WITH THE PURPOSE OF nns APPRAIS/1L ANO THE REQU!REME;NTS OF THE CLIENT, THE BUILDING WAS 
ANALYSED AS 2 TlC UNITS & LIMITED DEGREE OF RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WAS INVESTED IN THE "AS-IF" VACAflT ANO 
READY FOR OEVEJ..OPMENT HIGHEST ANO BEST USE. A MUCH HIGHER DEGREE OF RESEARCH ANO ANALYSIS WOULD BE 
REQUIRED TO FIRST PREDICT THE CONSEQUENCES OF DEMOLISHING THE SUBJECT IMPROVEMENTS AND THEN ro 
VISUALIZE WHAT IMPROVEMENTS WOULD BE MOST LIKELY TO MEET THE "AS·IF" VACANT ANO READY FOR DEVELOPMENT 
HIGHEST AND 13EST USE CRITERIA. THAT STUDY WAS CONSIDERED 13EYOND THE SCOPE or THIS REPORT, HENCE A 
PRELIMINARY FINDING WAS OFFERED HERE FOR THE "AS·IF" VACANT AND READY FOR DEVELOPMENT HIGHEST ANO BEST 
USE:. 
THE EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS UPON COMPLETION ARE CONSIDERED TO REPRESENT THE 'AS IS" HIGHEST AND BESl' USE 
FOR THE SUBJECT, AS IMPROVED. THE IMPROVEMENTS ARE QllffE FUNCTIONAL ANO IN REASONABLE CONDITION, AND 
THE CURRENT USE CONFORMS TO THE SVRROUNDING USES IN THE SUBJECT'S NEIGHBORHOOD, 

......._ ____________ ~ _______________ ,. ______ _, 
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DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES ro VALUE: THE THl~EE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE CONSIDERED: THE 
COST APPROACH, THE SALES COMPARISON APPROACH, AND THE INCOME APPROACH. THE APPROPRIATE APPROACHES 
TO VALUE WERE SELECTED ANO DEVELOPED. WHt::N AN APPROACH WAS OMITTED AN EXPLANATION WAS PRESENTED. 
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY STATED, THE THREE APPROACHES TO VALUE WERE ALL FOUND TO BE APPROPRIATE. 

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURE DISCLOSURE:IF THIS REPORT HAS BEEN SIGNEO WITH A DIGITAL SIGNATURE THEN IT IS 
PASSWORD PROTECTED. 'l'HE SOFTWARE UTILIZED BY APPRAISER TO GENERAlE THE APPRAISAL PROlECTS se:cumrv 
SY MEANS Of A DIGITAL SIGNATURE SECURITY FEATURE FOR EACH APPRAISER SIGNING THE REPORT, ANO EACH 
APPRAISER MAINTAINS CONTROL OF THEIR RELATED SIGNATURE THROUGH A PASSWORD, HARDWARE DEVICE, OR OTHER 
MEANS. . 

Tenancy in Common lntroductfon 
FOR PURPOSES OF 'fHIS APPRAlSAL, TENANCY IN COMMON JS OEFINIOO AS THE CO.OWNERSHIP OF MULTI-UNIT PROPERTY 
BY CO·OWNERS WHO !;ACM WISH TO HAVE EXCLUSIVE USAGE RIGHTS TO A PARTICULAR AREA OF THE PROPERTY, TIC 
OWNERS OWN PERCENTAGES IN AN UNDIVIDED PROPERTY l~THER THAN PARTICULAR UNITS OR APARTMENTS, AND 
THEIR DEEDS SHOW ONLY THEIR OWNERSHIP PERCENTAGES. THE RIGHT OF A PART.ICUlAR TIC OWNER 1'0 USE A 
PARTICULAR DWELLING COMES FROM A WRtnEN COJllTRACT SIGNED BY ALL CO-OWNERS (OFTEN CALLED A •TENANCY IN 
COMMON AGREEMENT"), NOT FROM A DEED. MAP OR OTHER DOCUMENT RECORDED IN COUNTY RECORDS. THIS TYPE OF 
TENANCY IN COMMON CO-OWNERSHIP SHOULD NOT OE CONFUSED WITH THE LEGAL SUBOIVlSIONS KNOWN AS THE 
"CONDOMINIUM" ANO THE "STOCK COOPERATIVE•. 

THE TERM "TIC UNIT" WlLL BE USED TO DEFINE A CO·OWNERSHIP OF A SINGLE RESIDENTIAL UNIT AS TENANCY !N 
COMMON. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION LOTTERY REFORM AND BYPASS LEGISLATION (NOW CALLED THf: 'EXPEDITED 
CONVERSION PROGRAM") HAS BEEN APPROVED, AND APPLICATIONS FOR C01'1VER$10NS UNDER THE PROGRAM WERE 
ACCEPTl:D BEGINNING JULY 29, 2013. 

THE FOLLOWING EXCERPT IS FROM AN ARTICLE BY ANDY SIRKIN WRITTEN ON 07120/2013. 
All BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED UNSUCCESSFUU. YIN !HE 2012 OR 2013 CONVERSION LOTTERY WILL BE. ALLOWED TO 
COl>IVERT PROVIDED THEY SATISFY OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. CURRENT TtC 8UlLOINGS (MEANING THERE ARE 
MULTlPLE OWNERS WHO HAD A SIGNED TIC AGREEMENT IN PlACE SEFORE APRIL 15, 2013) THAT 010 NOT PARTICIPATE IN 
TH£; 2012 OR 2013 LOTTERY, AND SOME BUILDINGS IN ESCROW TO BE SOU) AS TICS AS OF APRIL 15, 2.013, WILL ALSO BE 
PERMliTED TO CONVERT IF THEY SATISFY OWNER OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS. AS UNDER CURRENT lAW, ALL 
CATEGORIES OF BUILDINGS MAY BE DlSQUAUFIED BY PRIOR EVICTION HISTORY. 

FOR 2-4 UNlT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST ONE UNJT MUST BE OCCUPlt:O CONTINUOUSLY FOR THE REQUIRED 
OWNER·OCCUPANCY PERIOD (SPECIFIED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION) BY AN OWNER Of' RECORD THAT USES THE UNIT 
AS HIS/HER PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE. FOR 5·6 UNIT BUILDINGS, AT LEAST THREE UNITS MUSTaE OCCUPIED CONTINUOUSLY 
FOR THE REQUIRED OWNER·OCCUPANCY PERIOD SY SEPARATE OWNERS OF RECORD, EACH OF WHOM USES HlSJHER 
UNIT AS HlS/HER PRl~iCIPAL RESIDENCE. 

NO BUlLO!NGS Will BE PERMlnED TO.CONDO·CONVERT UNDER THE NEW PROGRAM IP ANY OF THE FOLLOWING WERE 
TRUE: (l) THERE WAS A •NO FAULT' E.\llCTION AFTER MARCH 31, 2013: (II) THERE WAS A "NO FAULT" EVICTION OF A 
"PROTECTED TENANT" AFTER NOVEMBER 16, 2004; OR (111) THERE WERE TWO OR MORE 'NO FAULT" EVICTIONS AFlER MAY 
1, 2005. WITH REGARD ro THE LAST SITUATlON [TWO OR MORE 'NO FAULT" EVICTIONS AFTER MAY 1, 2005), THE. 
NO·CONVERS!ON RULE WILL: NOT APPLY JF ALL UNITS WERE OWNER·OGCU.PIED BY APR!L 4, 2006, OR iF 50% OF THE UNITS 
HAVE BEEN OWNER·OCCUPIEO CONTINUOUSLY FOR 10 YEARS AT THE TIME OF APPLICATION. AN EVICTION lS 'NO.FAULT' 
IF THE GROUNDS STATED IN THE EVICTION NOTICE WAS OWNER MOVE IN, RELATIVE TO MOVE IN, UNlT OEMOLITION, 
RENOVATlON/REHA81LITATION, OR REMOVAL FROM THE RENTAL MARKEi (AN 'ELLIS ACT EVICTION"). THERE ARE SOME 
EXCEPTIONS TO THESE DISQUALIFICATION RULES, AND READERS SHOULD REFERENCE THE WEBSITE BELOW BEFORE 
CONCLUDING !HAT A BUILDING IS DISQUALIFIED UNDER TliESE RULES. 

THE NEW LAW Wll.L HAVE NO EFFECT ON THE EXISTING RULEALLOWiNG TWO·UNIT BUILDINGS TO CONVERT WHEN BOTH 
UNITS HAVE BEEN OCCUPIED BY SE?ARATE OWNERS FOR AT LEAST ONE YEAR, ANO THESE BUILDINGS WILL NOT PAY ANY 
OF THE: FEES IMPOSED BY THE NEW LAW. 

THE CONDOMINIUM CONVERSI0"1 LOTTER'{ Wll.J .. BE SUSPENDED FOR 10·12 YEARS. THI! EXACT LENGTH OF TME 
SUSPENSION WILL DEPEND ON HOW MANY BUILDINGS CONVERT UNDER THE BYPASS SYSTEM ANO HOW MANY NEW UNITS 
. ARE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE MONEY GENERATED THROUGH BYPASS FEES. WHEN THE LOTTERY RETURNS. IT WILL NO 
LONGER BE POSSIBLE FOR PROPERTIES WITH MORE WAN FOUR RESIDENTIAL UNITS TO CONVERT TO CONDOMINIUMS, 
EXCEPT FOR CERTAIN 5·6 UNIT THAT WERE PREVENTED FROM USING THE EXPEOITf:O CONVERSION PROGRAM DUE TO 
EVICTION HISTORY. THE OWNER-OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS FOR ENTERING THI: CONDO LOTTERY WILL ALSO 
INCREASE; THREE-UNIT BUILDINGS WILL NEED AT LEAST TWO OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS, AND FOUR-UNIT SU!LOINGS WILL 
NEEO AT LEASTTHREE OWNER·OCCUPIEO lJN!TS. EVEN ONE 'NO·FAULT" EIJICTJOl'I WlLL PREVENT A 8UILOING FROM 
ENTERING THE LOTTERY FOR AT LEAST SEVEN YEARS. . 
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FOR 8UIL01NGS SUCH AS THE SUBJECT THAT HAVE BYPASSED THE PRIOR LOTTERY AND ENTEf~EO Tl-IE NEW 'EXPEDITED 
CONVERSJON PROGRAM' THERE ARE MANDATE.$ FOR ACTIONS FOR TENANT OCCUPIED BUILDINGS SUCH AS THE SUIJJECT. 
THE FOLLOWING IS A Q & A EXTRACTION FROM ·1 HE SAN FRANCISCO APARTMENT ASSOCIATION WEBSl'ff. ON SUCH 
CONDITIONS. 

Q. WHAT HAPPENS IFTHEREARETENANTS INTHE BUILDING? 

A. AS REQUIRED llY EXISTING LAW, OWNERS WILL HAVE TO OFFER EACH RENTAL TENAN'I' TUE RIGHT TO BUY HIS/HER 
UNIT [REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THE OWNER W!SHES TO SELL). THE OWNER CAN SEJ THE PRICE AS HIGH AS HEiSHE 
WISHES, AND DOES NOT HAVE TO BASE IT ON THE MARKET VALUE OF 1'HE APARTMENT. HOWEVER, IF TH!" TENANT 
OECIDES NOT TO 6UY, HE/SHE MUST BE OFFERED A LIFETIME, RENT-CONTROLLED LEASE UNDER WHICH HE/SHE CANNOT 
BE EVICTED 8<CEPT FOR NONPAYMENT OF RENT OR OTHER LEASE VIOLATION$. (THIS MEANS NO OWNER MOVE-IN, 
RELATIVE MOVE-IN, RENOVA1'10N, OR ELLIS ACT EVICTION OF THE LIFETIME LEASE TENANT av THE CURRENT OWNERS OR 
SUBSEQUENT OWNERS), EVERY NO:-lPURCHASING TENANT IS OFFERED A LIFETIME! LEASE, REGARDLESS OF HISfHER AGE 
OR DiSAB!LITY STATUS. BUILDINGS THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE 2013 LOTTERY FOLLOWING SEVEN PRIOR LOTTERY 
LOSSES ARE NOT REQUIRED TO OFFER LIFETIME LEASES AS DESCRIBED Ii'! THIS SECTION. 

Q. WHAT IF THERE IS MORE THAN ONE RENTER LIVING IN AN APARTMENT? OOES EACH TENANT OR ROOMMATE GET A 
LIFETIME LEASE? 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOi CONTAIN DETAILS ON HOW THE LIFETIME LEASE REQUIREMENT WILL 
APPLY WHEN THERE ARE MULTIPLE TENANTS OR ROOMMATES LIVING IN A UNIT, AND THE COUR'fS WILL ULTIMATELY HAVE 
TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE MOST UKEL Y INTERPRETATION IS THAT A LIFETIME LEASE MUST 8E OFFERED TO ALL THE 
PEOPLE LIVING IN THE UNIT ON THE DATE; OF CONVERSION APPUCATION EXCEPT FOR THOSE THAT WOULD NOT BE 
ENTrTLEO TO EVICTION CONTROL PROTECTIONS UNDER THE RENT CONTROL LAW. 

MORE. SPECIFICALLY, THE EXCLUDED GROUP WOULD CONSIST OF OCCUPANTS WHO MOVED IN AFTER THE TENANCY 
BEGAN WMO RECEJ\IEO A TIME!. Y NOTICE FROM THE OWNER THAT THEY COULD BE EVICTED AFTER THE LAST OF THE' 
ORIGINAL TENAN'fS VACATED. THE GROUP OF TENANTS ENTITLED TO LIFETIME TENANCY WOULO ALL BE NAMEO 
COLLE!CTIVELY AS THE TENANT ON ONE SINGLE LIFETIME LEASE. 

Q. COUW A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT ASSIGN OR SUBLP.ASE THE APARTMENT? COULD THE TENANT MOVE OUT ANO STILl 
COLLECT RENT FROM THE APARTMENT? 

A. THE NEW CONDO CONVERSION LAW DOES NOT CONTAIN DETAILS ON THE AB!UTY OFA LIFETIME LEASE TENAN'rTO 
ASSIGN OR SUBLEASE HISIHER APARTMENT, ANO THE COURTS WILL ULT!MATEL Y Hl'.VE TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE. THE 
MOST LIKELY INTERPRETATJON IS THAT THE ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING RESTRICTIONS IN A PARTICULAR TEMANT'S 
LIFETIME LEASE WILL BETHE SAME AS THOSE THA.T APPLY TO HIS/HER EXISTING TENANCY. FOR EX..6,MPLE, IF THE 
TENANT'S EXISTING TENANCY IS SUBJECT TO A LEGALLY ENFORCEABLE ABSOLUTE BAN ON ASSIGNMENT/SUBLETTING, 
THAT BAN CAN ALSO BE PLACED IN HIS/HER LIFE.TIME Ll:'.'.ASE. NOTE, HOWE:VER, THAT SUCH SANS ARE ONLY 
ENFORCEABLE IF THEY MEE! CERTAti'fVERY $PEClflC REQUIREMENTS IN THE SAN i:RANCISCO RENT SOARD 
REGULA'rlONS. AND EVE~J THEN DO NOr APPL y WHEN AN ORIGINAL TENANT IS REPLACING A DEPARTING co.OCCUPANT 
WITH A NEW OCCUPANT. AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, THIS MEANS THAT LWETIME LEASE 1£'.NANTS WILL BE ABLE 10 
ASSIGN/SUBLEASE SO LONG AS AT LEASi ONE OF THE TENANTS NAMED ON THE LIFE'rlME LEASE CONTINUES TO RESIDE 
lNlHEUN!T. 

MOREOVER, IT HAS BEEN VERY DIFFICULT FOR OWNERS TO SUCCESSFULLY EVICT OCCUPANTS BASED ON THE FACT 
THAT THE LAST 'ORIGINAL TENANT" HAS VACATED, BECAUSE THE TENANT OFTEN CLAIMS THAT HE/SHE IS STlLL LIVING IN 
THE UNIT OR IS ,JUST AWAY TEMPORARILY. 

OWNERS SHOULD EXPECT THIS PROBLEM TO CON!INUE, OR EVEN WORSEN, IN THE CONTEXT OF A LIFETIME LEASE 
TENANT WHO IS LIVING El.SEWHERE WHILE STILL CLAIMING TO OCCUPY THE OWNER'S CONDOMINIUM. 

A RELATED QUESTION IS WHETHER A LIFETIME LEASE TENANT CAN CONTINUE TO PAY HIS/HER LOW RENT TO THE CONDO 
OWNeR WHILE CHARGING A HIGHeR AMOUNT TO THE. 'SU8TF,NANTS' OR 'ROOMMATES' LIVING IN THE LIFETIME LEASE 
UNff. SAN FHANCISCO RENT CONTROL I.AW PROHIBITS THIS BY REQUIRING RENT·CONTROL TENANTS TO CHARGE 
SU13TENANTSIROOMMATES NO MOl~E THAN A PRO RA i A SHARE OF WHAT me TENANT IS PAYING TO THE OWNER !HIS 
SAME; LIMITATION CAN PROBABLY BE INCLUDED IN THE LIFETIME LEASE; HOWEVER, IN PRACTICE, IT IS ClOSE TO 
IMPOSS!Bl.E FOR AN OWNER 1'0 KNOW OR PROVE HOW MUCH THE SUB'fENANTJROOMMATE IS ACTUALLY PAYING THE 
ORIGINAL TENANT. 
Nelgllborhoocl Description 
THE SUBJECT IS LOCATED IN THE "COW HOLLOW' OlSTRIC'f OJI SAN FRANCISCO, AN URflAN RESIDEHTIAL ENVIRONMENT 
COMPOSED OF ABOVE AVERAGE TO GOOD QUALITY SINGLE AND MlJLTl·FAMIL Y RESIDENCES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
SERVING COMMERCIAL USES. THI=: PROPERTY MIX IS COMPATIBLE WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. ACCESS TO SHOPPING, 
TRANSPORTATION, SCHOOLS ANO EMPLOYMENT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVEIV\GE, 

ACCESS TO INTERSl'ATE HIGHWAYS 1. 101, IMl'ERSTA TE 30 AND INTERSTATE 280 ARE All wrrHIN 2 MILES OF THE 
SUBJECT. rHESE FREEWAYS CONNECT TO THE GREATER BAY AREA ANO BEYOND. THE SAN FRANCISCO FINANCIAL 
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CENTER IS WITHIN 2 MILES OF THE SUBJECT. ms WAS ACCESSIBLE VIA MUNICIPAL TRANSIT l.INES LOCArEO NEAR THE 
SUBJECT'S BLOCK. ACCESS FOR THE SUBJECT IS RATED GOOD WHEN COMPARED TO OTHER COMPEllNG PROPERTIES IN 
THE MARKET AREA. THE SUBJECT'S LOCATION JS ASSIGNED AN AVERAGE OVERALL RA TING FOR EXPOSURE FOR THE 
PROPERTY WHEN COMPARED TO OlHER COMPETING PROPERTIES IN THE MARKET AREA. 

Neighborhood Market Conditions 
OPEN MARKET SALES WITH CONVENTIONAL FINANCING ANO NO SIGNIFICANT CONCESSIONS ARE THE NORM IN THIS 
MARKET, TYPICAL TERMS ARE 60% LOANS WITH ALL CASH TO SELLER. IN SOME INSTANCES, THE SELLER MAY CARRY 
BACK A SMALL SECOND LOAN. 2006 ANO 2009 SAW A DECREASE IN MARKET VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA AND 
THE NATION DUE TO INCREASING LOAN DEFAULTS. A GENERAL WEAKENING Or lHE ECONOMY COUPLED WITH FALLING 
PRICES IN THE NATIONAL HOUSING MARKET HAVE ALSO TIGHTENED LENDING STANDARDS IN GENERAL, HOWEVER 
FINANCING IS STILL AVAILABLE FOR QUALIFIED BUYERS. SAN FRANCISCO, IN GENERA!., HAO FOLLOWED THIS DOWNWARD 
TREND THROUGH 2010 ANO SHOWED EVIDENCE OF STASILIZATION IN MANY NEIGHBORHOODS THROUGHOUT 2011 AND 
INTO 2012. 2013 SAW A STABLE INCREASE IN PROPERTY VALUES THROUGHOUT THE BAY AREA WHICH CONTINUED INTO 
2014 Al !HOUGH HAS STABILZEO IN THE LATER PORTION OF THE YEAR. TllE SUBJECT'S DISTBICT 1$ BEST DESCRIBED AS 
lNCHEASlNG BETWEEN THE PERIOD OF 12/2012 ANO 1212013. 

MAHKET FLUCTUArlONS ANO LIST PRICES MAY VARY SIGNIFICANTLY AND DO NOT SHOW A CONSISTENT PERCENTAGE OF 
LIST PRICE TO SALE PRICE. DUE TO THE MARKET CHALLENGES OF SELLING AN ENTIRE BUii.DiNG OF TENANCY IN COMMON 
UNITS, OFFERS MAY COME IN AT PRICES HIGHER OR LOWER THAN PRIOR UNITS SOLO WITHIN THE PAST SIX MONTHS. THIS 
DOES NOT INDICATE A HIGHER MARKET AS VALUES ARE STILL FLUCTUATING. 

IN ADDITION TO THE PRESSURE PRESENTED BY THE CURRENT ECONOMIC CONDITION TO THE OVERALL REAL ESTATE 
MARKET, THE TIC MARl<ET IS AFl'ECTED BY ITS OWN SPECIFIC SET OF CIRCUMSTANCES. TIC FINANCE OPTIONS ARE VERY 
LIMITED. DUE TO A LACK OF A SECONDARY MARKET FOR THESE PRODUCTS, TERMS FOR FRACTIONAL INTEREST LOANS 
ARE NOT CURRENTLY COMPETITIVE WITH CONVENTIONAL MORTGAGES PUTTING FURTHER PRESSURE ON TIC VALUES. 

MARKETOAlA IS CONSIDERED TO PROVIDE APPROPRIATE INDICATIONS OP THE CURRENT MARKET ENVIRONMENT; 
HOWEVER, THE APPRAISER NOTES THAT CURRENT ANO RECENT SALE DATA PROVIDE NO INDICATIONS OF VALUE FOR THE 
SUBJECT IN THE FUTURE. 

Condltio11 of Project 
THE PROJECT IS COMPRISED OF A FOUR-STORY BUILDING WITH PARTIAL GARAGE. 

THE SUDJECT UNIT HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED AS THE LOWER 2 FLOORS 01: 'fHE UUILDING WITH A SINGl.F. GARAGE SPACE, THE 
GROUND FLOOR Will CONSIST OF A LARGE RECREATION ROOM. THE UPPER FLOOR CONTAINS 3 BEDROOMS ANO 2 
BATHROOMS, A LIVING ROOM. DINING ROOM AND KITCHEN AS APPROVED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

Commonts Of\ Sales Comparison 
DUE TO THE LACK OF RECENT SALES OF SIMILAR TIC UNITS IN THE SUBJECTS DISTRICT THE SEARCH PARAMETERS WERE 
1:XPANDED TO INCLUDE THE SIMILAR ADJACENT DISTRICTS WITHIN THE AREA THE SUDJECT UNIT IS LOCATED IN A 
DESIRABLE AREA WITH LIGHT I.EVE!.$ OF TRAFFIC, THIS IS CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO PROPERTIES IN THF. SAME 
DESIRABLE AREAS, BUT LOCATED ON STREETS WITH GREATER LEVELS OF TRAFFIC 11.lllD NOISE. AN UPWARD ADJUSTMENT 
HAS BEEN MAOE TO COMPARABLE 3 TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS ACCOHOINGLY. 

A TIME OF SALE ADJUSTMENT HAS NOT BEEN UTILIZED OR APPLIED TO THE SALES AS ALL HAVE CLOSED INSIDE A 
FINANCIAL QUARTER OF THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE REPORT ANO ARE CONSIDERED TO REFLECT THE MARKET 
CONDITIONS OF THAT TIME, 

ALL OF THE COMPARABLES SELECTED ARE TIO UNITS POSITIONED WITHIN SMALL BUILDINGS. HOWEVER, AN ADJUSTMENT 
IS WARRANTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE LIKELIHOOD OF CONDO CONVERSION EUG!BILITY OF 2 UNIT BUILDINGS, AS IS THE 
SUBJECT. CONSIDERED SUPERIOR TO BUILDINGS WITH Z• UNITS. BUILDINGS THAI HAVE 5 OR MORE UNITS OR BUILDINGS 
WITH EVICTION HISTORY ARE NOT TYPICALLY VIABLE FOR CONDO CONVERSION AND UPWARD ADJUSTMENTS HAVE 13EEN 
MADE ACCOROINGL Y TO ACCOUNT FOR EACH BUI LO ING STATUS ANO DENSITY. 

THE CONDITION OF THE SUBJECT IS CONSIDERED TO BE AVERAGE REQUIRED TO BE HABITABLE. THE CONDITION OF THE 
KITCHEN AND BATHROOMS Hl\S BEEN SEPARATED FOR AOOlTIONAL CLARITY. ADDITIONAL QUALITY ANO CONDlTION 
ADJUSTMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE FOR THE REFURBISHED UNITS THAT ARE IN 'AS NEW CONDITION. RAHEL Y DOES A TIC 
UNIT SELL ON THE MARKET WITHOUT HAVING BEEN REFURBISHED. NO UN·REFURBISHED COMPARA8LES WERC i::QUND 
WITHIN A REASONA8lE TIME FRAME AND 1 MILE RADIUS OF THE SUBJECT. 

THE ADJUSTMENTS FOR COMPARABLES 3, 4 AND 5 ARE LARGER THAN TYPICAL DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN SIZE. AND 
CONDITION PRIMARILY. THIS SALE HAS BEEN INCLUDED DUE TO A LACK OF MORE APPROPRIATE SALES. IN ADDITION, 
COMPARABLE 4 HAS A TENANT THAT WAS VACATING THE UNIT ANO A TENANT IN ANOTHER UNIT IN THE BUILDING WHICH 
SIONIFICANTLY AFFECTS 'rHE CONDO CONVERSION PROCESS ANO LESSENS THE APPEAL TO A TYPICAL flUYER IN 
COMPARISON TO THE SUBJECT'S 2-UNIT AND VACANT STATUS. 

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY HAS BEEN BRACKETED ON VALUE ANO SIZE BY FOR BOTH SUPERIOR I\ND INFERIOR FACTORS OF 

Arlrloll!fum Pnp• 4 of 6 
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THE COMPARABLE SALES TO SUPPORT A FIRM POSITION FOR FINAL VALUE CONCLUSION. 

GREATER WEIGHT HAS BEEN GIVEN TO COMPARABU::S 1·3 DUE TO OVERALL SIMILARITY IN TERMS OF SIZE ANO APPEAL 

Conditions of Appraisal 
THIS APPRA!SAL VALUE HAS BEEN MADE UNDER THE HYPOTHETICAL CONDITION THAT THE PROPERTY HAS BEEN 
COMPLETED TO A HABITABLE STANDARD ONLY. NO PERSONAL PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE APPRAISED VALUE. A 
CURRENT PREl.IMINARY TITLE REPORT WAS NOT REVIEWED. THE ESTIMATE OF VALUE IS MADE UPON THE CONDITION 
THATTITLE TO THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS MARKETABLE, ANO FREE ANO CLEAR OF ALL LIENS, ENCUMBRANCES, 
EASEMENT AND RESTHICTIONS EXCEPT THOSE SPECIFICALLY DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT. AOOtTIONALLY, THE ESTIMATE 
OF VALUE IS MADfi UPON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY ONLY AS OESCRl0EO IN THIS REPORT. THIS IS NOT A HOME 
INSPECTION AND SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON TO DISCLOSE CONDITIONS OF THE PROPERTY, ANY PHYSICAL OR LEGAL 
ASPECTS OF nm. SUBJECT PROPERTY UNl<NOWN TO THE APPRAISER AT THIS TIME MAY REQUIRE FURTHER ANALYSIS. 
THE APPRAISERS ARE NOT EXPERTS IN BUILDING CODES. THE Al'PRAISER SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON TO DISCOVER 
BUILDING CODE VIOLATIONS. THE APPRAISER DOES NOT HAVE THE SKll.L OR EXPERTISE NEEDED TO MAKE SUCH 
DISCOVERIES. IT IS ASSUMED BY THE APPRAISERS THAT ALL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION CONFORMS TO CllY BUILDING 
CODES. THE APPRAISER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THESE ITEMS. THE APPRAISAL HAS BEEN COMPLETED TO 
ASSIST IN REAL ESTATE PLANNING DECISIONS ONLY, FOR THE SOLE USE OF THE CLIENT LISTED ON PAGE ONE. 

FIRREA AOOENOUM/APPRAISER CERTIFICA'OON 
I CERTIFY THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY l(NOWLEOGE AND BELIEF: 

·THE STATEMENTS OF FACT CONTA!NEO IN THIS REPORT ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. 

·THE REPORlEO ANALYSES, OPINIONS AND CONCl.USJONS ARE UMITEO ONLY BY THE REPORTED ASSUMPTIONS AND 
LIMITING CONDITIONS, AND ARE MY PERSONAL. IMPARTIAL, AND UNBfASED PROFESSIONAL ANALYSES, OPINIONS, AND 
CONCLUSIONS, 

·I HAVE NO PRESENT OR PROSPECTIVE INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT, AND NO 
PERSONAL INTEREST WITH RESPECT TO THE PARTIES INVOLVED. 

·I HAVE NO BIAS WITH RESPECT 1'0 THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT OR TO THE PARTIES 
INVOLVED WITH THIS ASSIGNMENT. 

·MY ENGAGEMENT IN THIS ASSIGNMENT WAS NOT CONTINGENT UPON DEVELOPING OR REPORTING PREDETERMINED 
RESULTS. 

·MY COMPENSATION FOR COMPLETING THIS ASSIGNMENT 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 
OPINION, THE ATTAINMENT OF A STIPULATED RESULT, OR THE OCCURRENCE OF A SUBSEQUENT EVENT DlRECTL Y 
RELATED TO THE INTENDED USE OF THIS APPRAISAL. 

• MY ANALYSES, OPINIONS ANO CONCLUStONS WERE DEVELOPED, ANO THIS REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED, IN 
CONFORMITY WITH THE UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAISAL PRACTICE. 

·I HAVE MADE A PERSONAL INSPECTION OF THE PROPERTY THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THIS REPORT. 

·NO ONE PROVIDED SIGNIFICANT PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE TO THE PERSON SIGNING THIS REPORT UNLESS 
OTHERWISE STATED WITHIN THIS REPORT. 

THIS REPORT INTENDS TO COMPLY wrrtt APPRAISAL STANDARDS OF THE OFFICE OF TMRIFT SUPERVISION ANO THE 
UNIFORM STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL APPRAlSAL PRACTICE (USPAP) AS ADOPTED BY THE APPRAISAL STANDARDS 
BOARD OF THE APPRAISAL FOUNDATION. 

THE APPRAISER HAS NOT RESEARCHED THE TITLE REPORT OR ANY EXISTING PERMITS. THE APPRAISER IS NOT QUALIFIED 
TO DETECT STRUCTURAL INSTABILITY, SOIL INSTABILITY, OR INFESTATION. 

COMPETENCY OF ntE APPRAISER: '(HE APPRAISER ATTESTS THAT HE OR SHE HAS THE APPROPRIATE KNOWLEDGE AND 
EXPERIENCE NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS ASSIGNMENT COMPETENTLY. 

PURPOSE ANO SCOPE OF WQRK OF THE APPRAISAL: THIS APPRAISAL REPORT IS INTENDED FOR REAl ESTAT£! PLANNING 
DECISIONS ONLY, THIS REPORT IS NOT INTENDED FOR Alff OTHER USE. THE SCOPE OF THE APPRAJSAL INVOLVED AN 
INTERIOR ANO EXTERIOR INSPECTION AND MEASUREMENT OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, A THOROUGH RESEARCHING OP 
ALL APPROPRIATE CONVENTIONAL DATA SOURCES, EXTERIOR INSPECTIONS Of COMPARABLE SALES USED, ANO THE; 
PREPARATION OF A FULLY DOCUMENTED APPRAISAL REPORT CONFORMING TO All APPLICABLE STANDARDS. IN 
DEVELOPING THIS APPRAISAL, THE APPRAISER(S) IS AWARE or, UNDERSTANDS, ANO HAS CORRECTL y EMPLOYED !HOSE 
RECOGNIZED METHODS ANO TECHNIQUES THAT ARE NECESSARY TO PRODUCE A CREDIBLE APPRAISAL; ANO USPAP 
SPECIFIC APPRAISAL GUIDELINES FOR DE.VELOPING AND REPORTING AN APPHAISAL HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS OBSERVED BY OR KNOWN TO THE APPRAISER: THE VALUE ESTIMATED IN THIS REPORT IS 
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8ASED ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT NEGATIVELY AFFECTED BY THE EXISTENCE OF 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS. ROUTINE INSPECTION ANO INQUIRIES ABOUT 
IHE SUBJECT PROPERTY DID NOT REVEAL ANY lt-n:oRMATION WHICH WOULD INDICATE ANY APPARENT SIGNIFICANT 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OH OETRJMENTAL CONDITIONS WHICH WOULD NEGATIVELY AFFECT THE SUBJECT. THE 
APPRAISER IS NOT AN EXPERT IN THE IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES OR DETRIMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAi, 
CONDITIONS. 

EXPOSURe TIME FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY: THE ESTIMATED EXPOSURE TIME FOR THE SU0JECT PROPERTY UNDER 
CURRENT MARKET CONDITIONS IS APPROXIMATELY 1·3 MONTHS. THIS ESTIMATE IS BASED ON THE ANALYSIS OF CURRENT 
MARKET TRENDS IN THE GENERAL AREA, ANO TAKES INTO CONSIDERATION THE SIZE, CONDITION, AND PRICE RANGll. OF 
THE SUBJECT AND SURROUNDING PROPERTIES. 

APPRAISAL DATE: THIS APPRAISAL IS BASED ON AN ANALYSIS OFTHE SUBJECT PROPERTY AS OF THE DA TE OF 12/02/2013 
A DATE PRIOR TO THE DAYE Of INSPECTION ON 1111212014. VALUATION IS BASED ON MARKET CONOtnONS AS OF THE 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 12/02/2013 (WITHIN 6 MONTHS PRIOR ANO 3 MONTHS POST). DATA ANO CONCLUSIONS ARE BASED ON 
THIS BRACKET OF TIME UNDER THE ASSUMPTIONS ANO CONDITION DISCLOSED IN THE REPORT AS OF THE DATE OF 
COMPLETION OFTHIS REPORT ON 1111712014. 

TRISHA CLARK 
AG02865'1 

TIMOTHY UTILE 
AR044697 
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SUBJECT PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 

sate· c 

No Photo Taken 

L._ ·--

Eil£l!Q.; 14K006CTL 
Case No.: RES 

I : 94123 

FRONT VIEW OF 
. SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Appraise<! Dnte: December 2, 2013 
Appraised Value: S I ,500,000 

Rt:!ARVIEW OJ:' 
SU6JECT PROPERTY 

STREET SCENE 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 
Client: IRVING ZAR£iTSKY File No: 14K006CTL 
PfQ[)!rly Addt!!SS:2~S3 Bf3.0,,,_:::,DE,.,R.,,l""CK:,,,.xST.,.,:R.i::E""s"-T-~---------:::c-:--o:---'c~a~$ewN:::<o""-,:.!JR"-'ES~,..._--,---~-
CI s N FRANCISCO late: c i : 94123 

COMPARABLE SALi: .111 

:!33 HPRUCE STREET 

Sale Date: 10/0212013 COE 
Sale Prtce: $ 1.708,000 

COMPARABLESALE#2 

3226 OCTAVIA STREET 

Sale Date; 01/08/2014 COE 
Sale Plice: $ 1,695,000 

COMPARA8LE SALE 113 

3132 SCOTT STREET 

Sale Oare: 03!24/2014 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1,000.000 



COMPARABLE PROPERTY PHOTO ADDENDUM 

I!:.:;:;;===============·-·-.. ---

COMPARABLE SALE/14 

3126 WASHINGTON STHEET 
SAN FRANCISCO 
Sale Date: 10/04/2013 COE 
Sale Price:$ 1.2ro,ooo 

COMPARABLE SALE 115 

436 LAUREL STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO 
Sale Date: 06/16/13 COE 
Sala Price:$ 1,349.000 

COMPARABLESALE#IS 

Sale Date: 
Sate Price: $ 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

McGuire, Kristen (CON) [kristen.mcguire@sfgov.org] 
Tuesday, November 25, 2014 11 :54 AM 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Nevin, Peggy; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Kawa, Steve 
(MYR); Howard, Kate (MYR); Falvey, Christine (MYR); Elliott, Jason (MYR); Rose, Harvey 
(BUD); Campbell, Severin (BUD); Newman, Debra (BUD); sfdocs@sfpl.info; 
gmetcalf@spur.org; Con, Performance (CON); Bruce Robertson (AIR); 
millsapsmel@yahoo.com; CON-EVERYONE; CON-CCSF Dept Heads; CON-Finance 
Officers; CON-PERF DEPT CONTACTS 

Subject: Issued: Citywide Performance Measurement FY 2013-14 Annual Report 

The Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor (CSA) has issued the Citywide Performance Measurement 
FY 2013-14 Annual Report. The report has data for all measures currently in the Citywide Performance 
Measurement System-over 1,000 measures covering all City departments. The report also summarizes 
performance measurement highlights as well as the Citywide Performance Measurement Program's ongoing 
work. 

To view the full report, please visit our website at: http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=1856 

You can also access the report on the Controller's website (http://www.sfcontroller.org) under the News & 
Events section and on the Citywide Performance Measurement Program website 
(www.sfgov.org/controller/performance) under the Performance Reports section. 

For more information, please contact: 

Office of the Controller 
City Services Auditor Division 
Phone: 415-554-7 463 
Email: Performance.con@sfgov.org 

To learn more about the Citywide Performance Measurement Program, visit our website at 
www. sf gov. org/controller/performance. 

Follow us on Twitter @SFController 
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Contact Information: 

To learn about the PM Program, please visit the Controller's Office website at 

www.sfgov.org/controller/performance. Features of the website include: 

• Information about performance measurement 

• Various reports and datasets that include performance measurement information 

• Related performance measurement activities in San Francisco 

• Links to other jurisdiction performance measurement programs, resource organizations, and publications 

• Contact information for the performance measurement team 

For employees of the City and County of San Francisco, resource materials are available for creating and improving 

performance measures within a department. 

For general information, please contact a member of the PM Program at performance.con@sfgov.org. 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 

CITY SERVICES AUDITOR 

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the City Charter 

that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter, the City Services 

Auditor has broad authority for: 

• Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco's public services and benchmarking the city 

to other public agencies and jurisdictions. 

• Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to 

assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services. 

• Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and abuse 

of city resources. 

• Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city 

government. 
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Report Overview 

Citywide Performance Measurement Program FY14 Annual Report 
Office of the Controller 

The Citywide Performance Measurement Program Annual Report provides annual performance data 
from Fiscal Year 2013-2014 (FY14) for all 48 City departments. Citywide performance data includes over 
1,000 performance measures that report on the effectiveness and efficiency of departments' major 
goals and activities. The report includes actual values for FY12 - FY14 and department targets for FY14 -
FY16. 

The report highlights the following areas: 

1. Health and Human Services 
2. Public Safety 
3. Culture and Recreation 
4. Transportation and Public Works 
5. General Administration 

Citywide Performance Measurement Program Overview 

The Citywide Performance Measurement (PM) Program - managed by the Controller's Office City 
Performance Unit - strives to increase the use of performance measurement in order to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of City government. The PM Program collects, validates, and reports on 
performance data from all 48 City departments in order to increase transparency, create dialogue, and 
build the public's confidence regarding the City's management of public business. The program team 
also provides technical assistance to departments to improve the quality, breadth, and relevance of their 
performance measures. The Controller's Office began collecting performance data in 2000 and uses this 
information to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of City services - as mandated by voters in 
Proposition C (2003). 

Fiscal Year 2014 Program Activities 

In FY14, the Citywide Performance Measurement Program accomplished the following: 

1. Met with 31 City departments to provide technical assistance on how to refine the robustness 
and relevance of their performance measures. Twenty departments updated their measures as 
a result of this outreach. The types of updates departments made include the following: 

a. Aligned measures to department's strategic plans 

b. Removed measures that were no longer reflective of the department's main activities or 
that were no longer collected consistently 

c. Added measures that better reflected department outcomes and efficiency 

2. Designed an upgrade to the PM System, to be launched in January 2015. 

3. Published the quarterly Government Barometers at http://sfgovbar.weebly.com/, an interactive 
website that allows users to view trends, adjust timelines, and build their own charts. 

4. Continued to collect, validate, analyze, and report on performance data from all City 
depcirtments for inclusion in the Mayor's Budget Book, the Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report, and the Citywide Performance Measurement Program Annual Report. 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 
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Citywide Performance Measurement Program FY14 Annual Report 
Office of the Controller 

1. Health and Human Services Highlights 

Health 83rvices 

Healthy San Francisco (HSF} is a comprehensive health coverage program for uninsured San Francisco 
residents, ages 18 to 64. Over the last year, the number of enrollees in Healthy San Francisco has 
decreased by 50% and the number of DPH Medi-Cal members has increased by roughly 7%. One of 
DPH's goals under health reform is to transition HSF participants onto an insurance product like Medi.
Cal, and so this downward trend in HSF participation is a positive result of the Affordable Care Act. 

60,000 

50,000 

Healthy San Francisco enrollment decreases as the 
Affordable Care Act takes effect in FY14 

40,000 -·l--------r-----
30,000 - .............................. ....-... .--------"""' 

20,000 

10,000 

0 

Human 83rvices Caseloads 

-Number of DPH Medi-Cal 
members (Hospital Services 
Enrollees) 

Total number of Healthy San 
Francisco participants 

Source: Department of Public Health 

The number of individuals receiving food stamps has seen a generally steady increase from year to year 
since FY11, which may be attributed to the City's efforts to find and enroll individuals who are eligible 
for this benefit. On the other hand, caseloads for CalWORKS, which gives cash aid and services to eligible 
and needy California families, and the County Adult Assistance Program (CAAP}, which provides financial 
support and services to very low-income San Franciscans with no dependent children, have been in 
steady decline. 

The decline in CalWORKS caseload may be attributed to individuals reaching the end of legislated limits 
to time on aid as well as concerted efforts to assist individuals in obtaining employment, training, and/or 
education. The decline for CAAP may be attributed to CAAP efforts to connect individuals with 
Supplemental Security Income and employment opportunities as well as general improvement in 
economic conditions in the city. 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place• Room 316 • San Francisco CA 94102-4694 
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Food Stamps caseload gradually increases 
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CalWORKs and CAAP caseloads gradually decrease 
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CAAP 
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Source: Human Servi.ces Agency 
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IHSS has seen an uptake in cases due to eligibility changes related to the Affordable Care Act: Modified 
Adjusted Gross Income {MAGI) Medi-Cal consumers, who are determined financially eligible for Medi
cal based on income and household size, are now eligible for IHSS. 
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Total number of In Home Support Services (IHSS) clients increases by 
7% from FV13 to FV14 
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Youth Services 

The Department of Children, Youth, and their Families (DCVF) uses participant feedback to evaluate the 
programs they fund. Over 70% of youth provided positive feedback for DCYF's teen and afterschool 
programs over the past three fiscal years. Alternatively, the youth workforce development (YWD) 
programs achieved this rate for the first time this year with 71% of youth reporting they developed their 
education or career goals through the program. 

95% 

90% 

80% 

75% 

70% 

65% 

60% 

55% 

50% 

DCYF receives increased positive feedback for afterschool programs and youth 
workforce development program 

Percentage of 14 to 17 
year olds in specialized 

teen programs who 
report enhanced 
enjoyment and 

engagement in learning 
as a result of the program 

Percentage of afterschool 
time program 

participants who report 
that there is an adult at 

the funded program who 
really cares about them 

Percentage of 
participants in 

afterschool programs 
who report enhanced 

enjoyment and 
engagement in learning 

as a result of the program 

Percentage of youth in 
YWD programs who 
report developing 

education or career goals 
and learning the steps 

needed to achieve their 
goals 

II FY12 

Iii FY13 

FY14 

Source: Department of Children, Youth, and Families 

Over the last three years, the number of Preschool for All classrooms receiving arts-related services has 
fluctuated, while the number of classrooms receiving literacy~related services has steadily increased. 

The arts initiative is a Preschool for All-sponsored program that provides arts-related professional 
development for teachers and services to increase preschoolers' exposure to the arts. 
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Preschool for All classroom participation fluctuates 
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Jn FY14, San Francisco General Hospital's Emergency Department was on ambulance diversion, which 
means that SFGH's Emergency Department (ED) is at capacity and unable to accept certain low-priority 
non-life-threatening cases 39% of the time - up almost 20% from FY12. During ambulance diversion, 
SFGH continues to accept patients needing trauma care, specialty services, and walk-in services. 
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45% 
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35% 
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5% 

0% 

SF General Hospital's Emergency Department 
reaches capacity more frequently in FV14 
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Source: Department of Public Heatlh 

=~-""'"'Percentage of time that 

San Francisco General 

Hospital's Emergency 

Department is unable to 

accept lower-priority 

emergency cases 

Other Health and Human 83rvices Highlights 

• Average daily population of San Francisco General Hospital has decreased by 12% since FY13 
and by roughly 20% since FY11. There has been no year-to-year change in average daily 
population of Laguna Honda Hospital since FY12. 

• The number of. new preschool slots created through investments in the Public Education 
Enrichment Fund increased by 65% since last fiscal year. 

• The percentage of In-Home Supportive Services applications that have been processed within 
the mandated timeframe increased by 30% since last fiscal year. 

• The percentage of In-Home Supportive Services case reassessments completed within the 
mandated timeframe decreased by 37% since last fiscal year. 

• The percentage of veterans assisted through the County Veteran's Service Office or VA Medical 
Center for whom additional/increased benefits were obtained increased by 40% since last fiscal 
year. 

• Number of health complaint investigations performed by the public services program increased 
by 84% since last year. 
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2. Public Safety Highlights 

Police Response limes 

Police response times have improved for both emergency and non-emergency calls since FY13. The 
response time for emergency incidents improved by over 30 seconds, while the response times for non
emergency incidents improved by more than 2 minutes. Response time is the time between dispatch 
and arrival on scene. 

Police response times improve in FY14 

12 

VI 
10 QJ 
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Source: Police Department 

JJvenile A"obation A-ogram Outcomes 

Juvenile probation programs present varying results in program outcomes from year to year. Over the 
past three years, the Early Morning Studies Academy has resulted in a steady increase of youth who 
have completed their General Education Diploma (GED}. Log Cabin Ranch and the Evening Report 
Center Programs both had improvements in their program outcomes in FY13 followed by a dip in FY14. 

Juvenile probation program outcomes vary over time 

Log Cabin Ranch 
graduates employed 

within 60 days of 
release 

Log Cabin Ranch 
graduates who do not 

incur sustained charges 
for new law violations 
within the first year of 

graduation 

Early Morning Studies Youth who successfully 
Academy youth who complete the Evening 

complete GED Report Center Programs 

Source: Juvenile Probation Department 
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Adult Probation 83rvice Provision 

While the total number of referrals to treatment and support services for adult probationers has 
remained relatively stable over the last three years, the number of probationers ages 18-25 referred to 
supportive services increased by over 30% during this time. The Adult Probation Department 
successfully terminated (individuals completed probation successfully) in 30% more cases during FY14 
than during the prior year. Average daily county jail population and number of total active probationers 
have continued to decline. 

Adult probation services remain relatively stable 

4,000 
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successfully 
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to treatment and probationers age 
support services 18-25 referred to 
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supportive services 

Source.: Adult Probation Department 

Total active probationers declines 
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Source: Sheriff's and Adult Probation Departments 
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• The City's cost per inmate per day in jail increased by 17% since last fiscal year, rising from $135 
to $158 per inmate per day. 

• The cost per youth per day at Juvenile Hall increased 10% to $420 since last fiscal year. 

• The number of applicants/individuals receiving legal consultation through the Public Defender's 
Office and referrals via drop-in services and telephone conferences has increased by 44% since 
last fiscal year. 

• The number of visits by probationers and victims to the Adult Probation Department for services 
increased by 52% since last fiscal year. 
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3. Culture and .Recreation Highlights 

Educational Programs 

City departments that provide culture and recreation services have seen growth in the popularity of 
educational programs. The Library and Academy of Sciences have achieved record attendances in their 
educational programs. These successes reflect the departments' focus on new and culturally relevant 
programs, technology-oriented courses for adults, and more non-English speaking courses. 

Participation in library and science educational programs increases 

300,000 -·~-------------------

250,000 -

150,000 -!--------------------
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Source: Library and Academy of Sciences 

Library ~rvi ces 

-Number of children and youth 
attending programs at the 
Library 

---Number of school-aged 
children participating in an 
educational program at the 
Academy of Sciences 

Number of people attending 
adult programs at the Library 

Number of hours worked by 
the Academy of Sciences' 
"Careers in Science" interns 

The use of eBooks and eMedia continues to increase, while physical books and materials decrease. In 
FY12, eBooks and eMedia represented roughly 3.5% of total circulation and the percentage of eBooks 
and eMedia now makes up nearly 8% of total circulation. This trend shows a significant increase in the 
use of technology in the Library's services. 

Circulation of eBooks and eMedia increases 
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Distribution of Park S:ores Otywide 

In FY 2013-14, 96% of parks scored above 80%. Parks scoring above 90% decreased from 105 parks in 
FY13 (65%) to 100 parks i.n FY14 (61%). The number of parks scoring between 80% and 90% increased in 
FY14 to account for roughly 35% of parks compared to only 30% of parks in FY13. However, there were 
more parks scoring in the higher part of this range (87 to 89%) in FY14 than in FY13. 
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40 
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46 
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FY08 
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FY13 
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.Source: Recreation and Parks Department 
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4. Transportation and Public Works Highlights 

Muni S:ifety 

The frequency of Muni collisions has increased 13% since FY13, and the number of Muni-related crimes 
reported by the SFPD has more than doubled over this same time period. 

Muni collisions and crime incidents 

8 -.----------------

7 

4 

3 
FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 

Source: Municipal Transportation Authority 

Muni Performance 

-Muni 
collisions per 
100,000 miles 

The percentage of scheduled service hours delivered, the percentage of on-time performance for Muni 

buses, and the unscheduled absence rate of transit operators collectively present a concise picture of 

Muni performance. Percent of service hours delivered has decreased by 7%, percent of on-time 

performance has remained constant, and unscheduled absence rate of transit operators has increased 

by 9%. Among other factors, these changes may be influenced by external factors such as seasonal 

changes in ridership patterns and traffic congestion. 
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Airport Revenues 

The Airport provides an annual service payment to the City's General Fund for indirect services provided 

by the City to the Airport, calculated at 15% of concession revenues or $5 million, whichever figure is 

greater. The San Francisco Airport's annual service payment to the City's General Fund increased $1.5 

million in FY14 - in line with a steady upward trend of Airport concession revenues over time. These 

increasing revenues are due to strong car rental revenues, robust groundside activity, higher food and 

beverage consumption, and increased duty free luxury merchandise sales. 

Airport revenues continue to increase 
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Public Works ~rvice Delivery 

-Total concession 
revenue per 
enplaned 
passenger 

Source: Airport 

The Department of Public Works' timely delivery ofservices has steadily improved since FY10. In FY14, 

over 90% of requests for street cleaning, street use permits, pothole repairs, and graffiti abatement 

were fulfilled within target timeframes (generally 2-3 days). These improvements can be attributed to 

specific changes such as a restructuring and increased staffing of the Graffiti unit and a new asset 

management system for handling potholes. 
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Public Works service delivery rates continue to improve 
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5. General Administration Highlights 

Online 83rvi c:es 

The number of web-enabled transactions using the City's SFGOV online services portal has increased 
steadily over the past two fiscal years {approximately 13% each year), following a sharp increase from 
FYlO to FY12. The data collected includes transactions for business taxes, property taxes, and dog 
licensing, and reflects the continued demand for on line services. 
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Use of SFGOV online services steadily increases 
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Source: Office of Treasurer and Tax Collector 

-Number of web
enabled 
transactions 
completed online 
using the City's 
SFGOV Online 
Services portal 

Beet ions 83rvic:es 

The percentage of bilingual Spanish and Chinese-speaking poll workers has increased approximately 10% 
between FY12 and FY14. There has also been an increase in the percentage of polling places surveyed 
for disability access. 

40% 

Availability of accessible and bilingual polling locations 
continues to increase 

-Percentage of polling 
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bilingual Chinese-speaking 
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Percentage of polling 
places staffed with 
bilingual Spanish-speaking 
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Source: Department of Election.s 
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Appendix A: Performance Measurement Background 

Performance Measurement Overview 

The Performance Measurement (PM) System contains performance measures from all 48 City 

departments. Many different types of performance measures are recorded in the PM System, including 

input, output, efficiency, and outcome measures. Departments are encouraged to report on a range of 

measures, with an emphasis on outcome and efficency measures. 

The chart below defines the types of performance measures. Reporting on a mix of these types of 

measures inform operational decisions within departments and increase the public's understanding of 

the department's activities, mission, and priorities. 

Performance Measure Types 

Measure Type Definition 

Input Resources expended to produce/deliver services and products 

Output 
The products and services delivered, the amount of work completed within 
the organization or by its contractors 

Efficiency Unit-cost ratio (output per unit of input) 

Outcome 
The results, benefits, or impacts of a program or activity on the customers 
or public they serve 

Benchmark Standard against which performance can be compared (historical, industry 
standard, similar jurisdictions, best practices, etc.) 

Customer Service Measures that report on customer's experience working with departments 

Systems and Process 

The PM Program collects data through a web-based Cognos business intelligence platform {PM System) 
that is integrated with the budget preparation system to form the Budget and Performance 
Measurement System {BPMS). BPMS is a first step toward integrating budget planning and performance 
measurement data. 

The PM System contains over 1,000 performance measures for the City's departments. For each 
department, the PM System includes detailed information on programs, goals, measures, measure 
definitions, data sources, data collection methodologies, and other explanatory detail. Many of the 
measures tracked in the PM System include more than five years of historical data. 

Departments enter data into the PM System twice a year; in March to report updated current year data 
and targets for the next two budget years, and in September to report final year-end data for the 
previous fiscal year. One hundred and eighty three users currently have access to the PM System. 

Performance data are used for various purposes at both the department and citywide level, including 
department management, reporting for the annual budget process (including publication of select 
measures in the Mayor's Proposed Budget), Government Barometer, Comprehensive Annual Financial 
Report {CAFR), and hearings for the Board of Supervisors. 
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The Controller's Office provides training to PM System users before each semi-annual data collection 
cycle. The training program focuses on what data is required, how to use the PM System, and evolving 
thinking on how to develop quality performance measures, such as having an appropriate mix of 
efficiency and outcome measures, reliability, alignment with organizational mission and objectives, and 
usefulness to managers and policymakers. 

City Department Performance Measures 

This report lists all current performance measures for all City departments in Appendix B, including 

actual values for the past two fiscal years and targets for the next two fiscal years. Measures are sorted 

by department, program, and goal. 

To prepare this report, the Citywide Performance Measurement Program used performance data 

supplied by City departments. Although the PM Program has reviewed the data for overall 

reasonableness and consistency, the departments are responsible for ensuring that performance data is 

valid and complete. 

Note that data is reported as N/A (not available) in the following cases: 

• Data comes from an external source and was not available in time for the report 

• Data is collected less often than annually 

• Measures are new and data has not yet been collected 

• Measures are old and are awaiting deletion 

• The department did not complete their data entry in time for this report 
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Appendix B: Department Performance Measures 

City Department Dept Code Page Number 

Academy of Sciences SCI 1 

Administrative Services ADM 2 

Adult Probation ADP 6 

Airport AIR 10 
Arts ART 12 

Asian Art Museum AAM 14 

Assessor/Recorder ASR 15 

Board of Appeals PAB 16 

Board of Supervisors BOS 17 

Building Inspection DBI 21 

Children and Families Commission CFC 23 

Child Support Services css 26 

Children, Youth & Their Families CHF 27 

City Attorney CAT 30 

City Planning CPC 33 

Civil Service csc 36 

Controller CON 37 

District Attorney DAT 40 

Economic and Workforce Development ECN 41 

Elections REG 43 

Emergency Management DEM 45 

Environment ENV 48 

Ethics ETH 50 

Fine Arts Museum FAM 51 

Fire FIR 52 

Health Services System HSS 55 

Human Resources HRD 57 

Human Rights HRC 60 

Human Services HSA 61 

Juvenile Probation JUV 67 

Law Library LLB 71 
Mayor MYR 72 
Municipal Transportation Agency MTA 74 
Police POL 77 
Port PRT 79 

Public Defender PDR 81 

Public Health DPH 83 

Public Library LIB 87 
Public Utilities PUC 93 
Public Works DPW 98 
Recreation and Parks REC 101 
Rent Arbitration Board RNT 104 
Retirement System RET 105 

Sheriff SHF 106 
Status of Women WOM 109 
Technology TIS 111 

Treasurer/Tax Collector TIX 112 

War Memorial WAR 114 
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20.050 ACADEMY OF SCIENCES -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 

Provide excellent and educational experiences to a broad range of visitors that inspire them to explore, explain, and sustain life 

[J Number of volunteer hours 77,500 81,000 75,000 67,40C 

11 Number of visitors 1,439, 143 1,474,878 1,425,000 1,353,95~ 

o Number of visitors attending on San Francisco Neighborhood 76,019 41,738 45,000 47,00L 
Free Days and Quarterly Free Days 

o Percentage of randomly surveyed visitors rating the quality of 95% 88% 90% 91 o/c 
the Aquarium as good or better 

11 aty cost per visitor $1.96 n/a $2.01 $3.21 

Reach school-aged and pre-school children in San Francisco and provide educational resourses to San Franciso schools and teachers. 

u Number of school-aged children participating in an Academy 
educational program 

62,958 29,950 

Ensure a safe and sustainable institution for the public visitors, the living collections and the aquarium staff 

o Recycling rate of Academy waste 

o Percentage of staff who commute sustainably to the Academy 

75% 

25% 

81% 

31% 

57,000 

75% 

30% 

138,2H 

81 o/c 

35% 

Provide meaningful paid intern opportunities for San Francisco teenagers to learn about basic science concepts, and explore potential sc 
youth development program within a paid work environment 

11 Number of Careers in Science Program interns 

u Number of hours worked by Careers in Science interns 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

38 

11,891 

11 

11 

30 

5,500 

11 

11 

35 

12,000 

11 

11 

3~ 

17, 91 ~ 
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20.050 ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

· 311 cust0MER sffivi CE CENTER 
CSR Productivity 

[J Percentage of Olstomer Service Representatives that answer n/a n/a n/a n/< 
17 calls per hour 

One Call Resolution 

o Percentage of calls handled without a transfer 96% 95% 95% 94% 

Quality Assurance 

l:l Quality assurance percentage score 96% 96% 92% 96% 

Service Level Percentage 

u Percentage of calls answered in 60 seconds 74% 72% 60% 68% 

Public Self Service 

o Percentage of Automated 311 Service Requests n/a n/a 30% 32% 

'ANIMAL WELFARE 
Decrease number of animals euthanized 

o Percentage of live animal releases 75% 78% 76% 80% 

Decrease or maintain average field emergency response time 

11 Field service emergency response time, in minutes 22 21 23 21 

; COUNTY CLERK SERVICES 
Streamline delivery of County Oerk services 

[J Percentage of customers assisted within ten minutes from the 91% 96% 90% 96% 
time they are ready to be served 
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20.050 ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

DI SA.Bl LI TY ACCESS 
Conduct required plan and site reviews in a timely manner 

u Percentage of requests for plan reviews fulfilled within twenty 
business days 

o Percentage of requests for site reviews fulfilled within seven 
business days 

FLEEf MANAGEMENT 

95% 

97% 

Control citywide vehicle costs by reducing the number of vehicles assigned to departments 

o Number of vehicles assigned to departments 875 

Transition the general purpose fleet to clean fuel technologies 

o Percentage of the general purpose fleet that is clean fuel 47% 

. GRANTS FOR THE ARTS 

92% 

97% 

888 

51% 

Promote San Francisco as a tourist destination by supporting the arts and cultural c6mmunity 

11 Number of attendees at programs and events supported by 
GFTA funding 

, LABOR STANDARDS ENFORCEMENT 
Implement and enforce San Francisco labor laws 

o Percent of Ml/VO claims resolved within one year of filing 

Implement and enforce Prevailing Wage requirements 

11 Back wages assessed for violation of prevailing wage 
requirements 

9,602,611 9,421,838 

n/a n/a 

n/a n/a 

85% 87% 

95% 96% 

890 92L 

50% 51% 

9,650,000 9,694,68( 

n/a 19( 

n/a 789,66:< 
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20.050 ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

·MEDI dt<L. EXAMINER 
Complete cases and investigations in a timely manner 

1 1 Percentage of all notifications of families completed within 24 94% 94% 90% 91 o/c 
hours 

lJ Percent of toxicology exams completed within 90 calendar days 81% 62% 90% 67o/c 
of submission 

PROCUREMENT SERVICES 
Achieve cost savings and make the purchasing process more efficient 

o Percentage of all purchases made through term contracts 49% 50% 40% 71 o/c 
(excluding professional services) 

o Average number of days to convert requisitions not requiring 4.0 6.0 3.8 4.i 
formal bidding into purchase orders 

REAL ESTATE SERVICES 
Keep rental rates for City tenants below market rates 

o Average occupancy rate in Qty-owned buildings managed by 100% 100% 95% 100o/c 
Real Estate 

ri Average per sq ft cost of Qty-operated buildings compared to. 59% 59% 90% 55o/c 
listing rates in Ovic Center 

LI Average per sq ft cost of office space lease portfolio compared 72% 52% 85% 45o/c 
to market rates 

TOURISM EVENTS 
Promote San Francisco as a convention destination by providing high quality services 

o Percentage of client post-convention survey ratings in the 87% 86% 80% 83o/c 
above average or higher category. *2014-2015 and 2015-2016 
Targets reflect Moscone Center construction that is scheduled 
to begin fall 2014 and continue through 2016. 
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20.050 ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. VEHICLE & EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE & FUELi NG . 

Maintain availability of City vehicles for department use 

1 1 Percentage of repairs of Police vehicles performed in less than 
3 days 

o Percentage of repairs of general purpose vehicles performed in 
less than 3 days 

Maintain a reasonable average maintenance cost per vehicle 

1-1 Average annual maintenance cost per Police vehicle 

c1 Average annual maintenance cost per general purpose vehicle 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 

All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

n # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

u # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

·CONTRACT MONITORING 

71% 

75% 

$4,531 

$1,255 

48 

174 

60% 

80% 

$5,317 

$1,365 

316 

91 

69% 

70% 

$5,200 

$1,100 

400 

400 

72o/c 

69% 

$4,492 

$1, 156 

n/< 

n/< 

Ensure that CCSF does not contract with vendors that discriminate (a) based on defined protected classes, or (b) in providing benefits tc 
employees with domestic partners. 

o Total Number of EBO (128) Compliant CCSFVendors 16,018 17,257 17,200 17,78( 

Increase and ensure participation of local businesses through City contracting and purchasing. 

r 1 Total Number of LBE, PUC-LBE, NPE, and SBA Certified Firms n/a n/a 1,500 2,84~ 

11 Total number of awarded active CCSF contracts monitored by n/a n/a 488 1,41 ( 

CMD 

o Total Minimum Dollars Awarded to LBE, PUC-LBE, NPE, and n/a n/a 200,000,000 332,683,94( 

SBA Certified Firms 
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20.050 ADULT PROBATION -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ADMl NISTRATI ON :. AOUl...TPROBATfON 
Increase collection of fines and fees. 

1·1 Amount of fines arid fees $386,484 $461,745 $267,000 $527,547 

Maximize staff effectiveness 

1-1 Percentage of available employees receiving performance 100% 100% 100% 100% 
appraisals 

u Percentage of eligible APO peace officer employees completing 100% 100% 100% 98% 
a minimum of 40 hours of mandated training 

o Percentage of newly appointed peace officer staff that have 100% 100% 100% 100% 
completed mandatory CORE training 

o Probationers, PRCS, Mandatory Supervision clients per 102 81 50 7( 
Probation Officer 

o Probation officer cost per active probationer $863.45 $1,775.00 $2,000.00 $1,978.7L 
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20.050 ADULT PROBATION -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

COMMUN I TY SERVICES 
Provide protection to the community through supervision and provision of appropriate services to adult probationers 

r1 Maximum established caseload size per probation officer in the 82 96 70 8( 
domestic violence unit 

o Number of cases under limited supervision 1,380 1,407 700 1,on 

1 1 Number of site visits made to batterer treatment programs 94 66 60 7~ 

o Number of batterer treatment programs certified or renewed 11 10 8 1C 
by Department 

1:1 Number of community meetings attended by probation staff 376 333 200 24t 

o Percentage of new domestic violence probationers attending 87% 75% 95% 840/c 
domestic violence orientation 

o Percentage of new probationers receiving intake 38% 31% 100% 68% 

o Number of referrals to treatment and support services 3,671 3,206 3,000 3,26:< 

o Number of cases successfully terminated 1,324 1,309 900 1,70~ 

o Number of visits by probationers and victims to the Department 19,700 25,379 20,000 38,50~ 

for services 

c1 Number of incoming and outgoing jurisdictional transfers 804 850 250 80~ 

initiated 

IJ Number of probationers age 18-25 referred to supportive 791 829 500 1,06L 
services 

11 Percentage of closed cases successfully terminated n/a 78% 85% 87% 
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20.050 ADULT PROBATION -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

PRE-SENTENO NG l NVESTI GA.Tl ON 

R'ovide timely reports to guide the courts with rendering appropriate sentencing decisions 

n Percentage of reports submitted to the Court two days prior to 94% 97% 100% 95% 
sentencing as per agreement with the Courts 

o Percentage of identifiable victims for whom notification was 100% 100% 100% 100% 
attempted prior to the sentencing of the defendant 

o Percentage of reports submitted to the Court prior to 17% 17% 10% 17% 
sentencing as defined in the Penal Code 

o Number of CDMPAS risk/needs assessments and 1,986 2,365 1,500 2,26~ 
reassessments conducted 

, POST RaEASE COMMUNITY SUPERVISION 

R'ovide protection to the community through supervision and provision of appropriate services to adult probationers 

u Number of new cases supervised under Post Release n/a 203 312 25f 
Community Supervision 

11 Percentage of individuals released to Post Release Community n/a 77% 100% 92% 
Supervision that receive a comprehensive risk and needs 
assessment. 

o Percentage of individuals released to PRCS that report to the n/a 94% 90% 88% 
Adult Probation Department within 48 hours of their release. 

[J Percentage of individuals released to Mandatory Supervision n/a 81% 100% 50% 
that initially report to the Adult Probation Department. 

11 Percentage of seriously mentally ill or physically disabled n/a 95% 90% 100% 
individuals released from State Prison to PRCS who are 
provided transportation from State Prison upon their release. 

o Percentage of individuals on PRCS referred to services. n/a 100% 100% 100% 

II Percentage of individuals on Mandatory Supervision referred to n/a 100% 100% 100% 
services. 

11 Percent of individuals who have been on PRCS for at least n/a 42% 75% 54% 
twelve months that have successfully completed PRCS. 

l 1 Percent of individuals completing Mandatory Supervision who n/a 82% 85% 51% 
complete successfully. 
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20.050 

Performance Measures 

'DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

r1 # of available employees for whom performance appraisals 
were scheduled 

D # of available employees for whom scheduled performance 
appraisals were completed 

ADULT PROBATION - Summary Year End Report 

104 139 140 

104 139 140 13!: 
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20.050 AIRPORT COMMISSION -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

, ADMI NI STRATI ON, BUSI NESS 

Contribute to the strength of the local economy 

o Amount of annual service payment to the aty's General Fund, $34.0 $36.5 $36.9 $38.C 
in millions 

o Percent change in domestic air passenger volume 9.4% 4.2% 1.2% 2.7% 

1:1 Percent change in international air passenger volume 3.3% 3.2% 2.9% 5.3% 

Increase concession revenues 

1 1 Total concession revenue per enplaned passenger $10.34 $10.67 $10.69 $10.78 

Control airline cost per enplaned passenger 

o Airline cost per enplaned passenger $14.41 $15.10 $15.91 $16.01 

[J Airline cost per enplaned passenger (in constant 2008 dollars) $13.54 $13.86 $14.22 $14.2~ 

1·1 Domestic low-cost carrier share of total domestic enplanements 25.0% 24.8% 25.0% 24.2% 

: FACI LI Tl ES MAINTENANCE, CONSTRUCT! ON 
Enhance community relations and environmental commitments 

o All Title 21 requirements met (1 equals yes) 

: &\FEfY. & SECURl.TY 
Provide for and enhance a safe and secure airport environment 

o Number of Airport-controlled runway incursions 0 0 

Provide accessible and convenient facilities and superior customer service 

o Overall rating of the airport (measured by passenger survey 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.C 
where 5 is outstanding and 1 is unacceptable) 

o Average immigration and customs wait times as a percent of 103% 112% 117% 133% 
the average of comparable airports 
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20.050 AIRPORT COMMISSION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. DEPARTMENT~WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

1 1 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

1:1 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

1,291 1,408 1,434 

1, 113 1,263 1,321 

1,42~ 

72L 
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20.050 ARTS COMMISSION -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

1 CIVIGDESIGN 
Ensure the quality of the built environment by providing design review of all Oty Building Projects. 

fJ Number of public building projects reviewed by the Civic 
Design Review Committee 

, Cl VIC COLLECT! ON 
Maintain the City's Ovic Art Collection 

o Number of major restorations of artwork in the Civic Art 
Collection 

o Number of minor cleaning, repair and conservation projects 
completed 

·COMMUNITY ARTS & EDUC'ATION 

49 50 

7 5 

36 30 

50 

4 

15 

Provide access to the arts in all communities by providing creative writing classes to low income, immigrant & incarcerated youth. 

1 1 Number of youth participating in WritersCorps 922 

Increase and improve arts education activities in San Francisco public schools. 

o Number of youth participating in the ORN sponsored Where Art 
Lives program. 

New initiatives increase visibility and raise profile of Arts Commission 

u Number of public murals created through the DF'I/\/ sponsored 
Street SmARTS program. 

Cultural Centers sustain and support the cultural centers programs. 

11 Number of required reports submitted annually by each 
Cultural Center 

180 

26 

4 

1, 107 800 

140 140 

15 20 

4 4 

51 

21 

96E 

1/ 

L 
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20.050 ARTS COMMISSION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

CULTURAL EQUI 

Provide financial support to cultural organizations to ensure all cultures of Qty are represented 

11 Number of grants awarded by the Commission in 5 core grant 
categories · 

o Total amount of grants, in millions in 5 core grant categories 

97 

$1.52 

Facilitate access to assistance for potential grant applicants, especially first time applicants 

LI Number of community application workshops 16 

PUBLIC ART 

94 100 

$1.47 $1.50 

9 12 

9S 

$1.n 

Implement significant public art projects for the enjoyment of SPs residents and visitors, which are accessible to the blind and sight-imp 

11 Number of public art projects completed during the year 12 13 17 1E 

Provide information and access to programs through outreach 

o Number of presentations made 

STREET ARTISTS 

Assist artists in supporting themselves through selling their work 

o Number of licensed street artists (annual average) 

r1 Number of new licenses issued 

11 Number of first-time artists screened 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 

All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

18 

413 

166 

163 

31 

31 

21 

408 

176 

132 

35 

35 

12 

419 

179 

176 

36 

36 

1L 

101: 

3E 

3E 
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20.050 ASIAN ART MUSEUM - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ASIAN ART MUSEUM 
Increase museum membership 

Ll Number of museum members 13,725 17,066 14,995 12,88E 

Increase number of museum visitors 

11 aty cost per visitor $34.15 $20.73 $32.86 $26.31 

o Number of museum visitors 191,404 318,914 220,000 284, 13E 

Provide quality programs on Asian art and culture 

o Number of education program participants 26,956 37,557 30,000 32,9H 

c1 Number of public program participants 52,737 53,569 40,000 52,58~ 

r DEPARTMENT~WI DE/OTHER . 

All aty employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 52 57 51 5L 
scheduled 

1·1 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 51 53 51 5L 
were completed 
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20.050 ASSESSOR I RECORDER-Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

REAL PROPERTY 

Assess all taxable property within the City and County of San Francisco 

11 Value (in billions) of working assessment roll (Secured Roll, $157.50 $172.50 $173.00 $173.3S 
excluding SBE Roll) 

o Value of supplemental and escape assessments (in billions) $10.14 $8.40 $6.91 $9.3~ 

1 1 Number of Supplemental and Escape Assessments 16, 153 8,645 22, 131 26,69E 

Effectively defend and resolve assessment appeals 

11 Number of appeals resolved in a year 5,563 5,985 5,500 6,09:< 

RECORDER 
Collect all fees for recording of documents 

c1 Recording fees $4,258,429 $4,265,630 $4,100,000 $4,011,221 

r1 Number of documents recorded 113, 163 123,839 220,000 204,08~ 

Collect documentary transfer tax 

f] Value of transfer tax from recorded documents $233,591, 131 $234,460, 920 $225,000,000 $267,210,000 

o Value of transfer tax from non-recorded documents and under- $23,837,262 $3,330,012 $17,500,000 $28,460,334 
reported transactions 

- - - --- ------- -- - - -- - - ---- ---

NON PROGRAM 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 Number of employees for whom performance appraisals are to 139 139 134 13:; 

be conducted. 

11 Number of employees for whom scheduled performance 131 124 134 13( 

appraisals were completed 

Provide outstanding customer service 

o Percentage of customers with a good or excellent experience 97% 98% 97% 95% 
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20.050 BOARD OF APPEALS -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

APPEALS PROCESS! NG 
Provide a fair and efficient administrative appeals process to the public 

11 Percentage of cases decided within 75 days of filing 

o Percentage of written decisions released within 15 days of final 
action 

: DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All aty employees have a current performance appraisal 

c1 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled · 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

65% 

100% 

5 

5 

62% 

100% 

5 

5 

60% 

97% 

5 

5 

75o/c 

. 1 OOo/c 
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20.050 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

· aerk of the Board - Administration 
Provide response and support to the Board of Supervisors, Committee, Commissions, Task Force, other departments/agencies and gene 
matters. 

11 Number of hits on BOS website n/a n/a 2,500,000 3,353,411 

IJ Percentage of Board or Committee meeting agendas posted on 100% 100% 100% 100% 
website at least 72 hours prior to meeting 

r r Percentage of Board or Committee meeting agendas continued 6.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.00% 
due to improper notice and/or missed publication within 
required timeframes 

o Percentage of Board or Committee legislative items continued 6.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.00% 
due to improper notice and/or missed publication within 
required timeframes 

Notify filers of California Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests, and related forms of their filing obligations within established time 

u Percentage of identified COB filers (except AAB) notified of 
filing obligations for the Statement of Economic Interests (SEI) 
Form 700 and related forms within established time frame 

aerk of the Board - Legislative 

n/a n/a 100% 100% 

Provide response and support to the Board of Supervisors, Committee, Commissions, Task Force, other departments/agencies and gene 
matters. 

IJ Percentage of vacancy notices posted within 30 days of n/a n/a 100% 100% 
expiration 

[I Percentage of Board or Committee meeting minutes posted 100% 100% 100% 100% 
within 2 business days of meeting adjournment. 

11 Percentage of Board, Committee, Commission and Task Force 100% 100% 100% 100% 
legislative or policy related documents posted on the web site 
within the mandated timeframes for public access. 

o Percentage of appeals and complaints processed and scheduled 100% 100% 100% 100% 
in accordance with established timeframes. 

1 1 Percentage of identified filers notified of filing obligations for n/a n/a 100% 100% 
the Statement of Economic Interests (SEI) Form 700 and 
related forms within established time frames 
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20.050 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Youth Commission (YC) 
Provide response and support to the Youth Commission, Board of Supervisors, Mayor, other departments/agencies and general public or 

11 Percentage of Youth Commission or Committee meeting 
notices, agendas and packets posted on the website at least 72 
hours prior to the meeting. 

u Percentage of Youth Commission referral responses posted on 
the website within 72 hours of action taken at a meeting 

100% 

n/a 

100% 100% 100% 

n/a 100% 84% 

Post any responses deemed appropriate to Youth Commission referrals within 12 days of the date the BOS referred the matter to the Cc 

11 Percentage of Youth Commission referral responses posted on 
. the website within 72 hours of action taken at a meeting 

· DEPARTMENT-,WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

rJ # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

n/a 

25 

22 

n/a 100% nl<. 

16 90 3( 

5 90 
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20.050 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Assessment Appeals Board. (AAB) 

Provide response and support to the Assessment Appeals Board, other department/agencies and general public on Assessment Appeals 

u Percentage of Assessment Appeals Board meeting agendas n/a n/a 0% Oo/c 
continued due to improper notice and/or missed publication 
within required timeframes 

11 Percentage of assessment appeals heard and decided pursuant n/a n/a 100% 100% 
to legal requirements 

rJ Percentage of hearing notifications issued to parties within the n/a n/a 100% 100% 
required timeframe 

u Average response time (in days) to MB public information n/a n/a 3 
requests 

Notify filers of California Form 700, Statement of Economic Interests, and related forms, of their filing obligations within established time 

1 1 Percentage of identified MB filers notified of filing obligations 
for the Statement of Economic Interests (SEI) Form 700 and 
related forms within established time frames 

aerk of the Board - Operations 

n/a n/a 100% 100% 

Provide response and support to the Board of Supervisors, Committee, Commissions, Task Force, other departments/agencies and gene 
matters 

11 Percentage of customer service surveys that rate service as 
good or outstanding 

87% 90% 84% 94% 
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20.050 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Sunshine Ordin~nceTask Force{SOTF) 
Provide Task Force information and advice to the Board of Supervisors, Committee, Commissions, and/or other departments/agencies or 
Sunshine Ordinance 

lJ Percentage of SOTF meeting agendas continued due to 
improper notice and/or missed publication within required 
timeframes 

c1 Percentage of complaints processed and scheduled in 
accordance with established timeframes 

Upload minutes within 10 business days of meeting adjournment 

11 Percentage of SOTF meeting minutes posted within 10 
business days of meeting adjournment 

n/a n/a 0% 0% 

n/a n/a 100% 100% 

n/a n/a 100% 100% 
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20.050 BUILDING INSPECTION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

DBI - ADMI NI STRATI ON SERVICES 
Improve Production of 3R Reports and Reproduction of Records 

lJ Percentage of Reports of Residential Building Records (3R 22% 91% 90% 92o/c 
reports) Produced Within Seven Business Days 

o Percentage of Records Requests Processed Within 20 Business n/a n/a 90% 94o/c 
Days 

DBI - INSPECTION SERVICES 
Improve Code Enforcement 

o Percentage of Life Hazards or Lack of Heat Complaints 93% 88% 100% 94o/c 
Responded to Within One Business Day 

o Inspections per inspector/ day (building) 11.4 11.0 11.0 12.C 

o Inspections per inspector/ day (electrical) 13.3 13.0 11.0 13.C 

11 Inspections per inspector/ day (plumbing) 10.1 11.0 11.0 11. c 
lJ Percentage of Non-Hazard Housing Inspection Complaints n/a n/a 80% 85o/c 

Responded to Within Three Business Days. 

11 Percentage of Non-Hazard Complaints Responded to Within n/a n/a 80% 87o/c 
Three Business Days 

Improve Construction I nspectiqn Response Time 

11 Percentage of Customer-Requested Inspections Completed 98% 98% 90% 97o/c 
Within Two Business Days of Requested Date 

DBI - PERMIT SERVICES 
Percentage of Submitted Permit Applications Routed within One Business Day 

o Timeliness of Distributing Submitted Drawings 100% 100% 90% 100o/c 
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20.050 BUILDING INSPECTION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. DBI .: PLAN .RE\118N SERVICES 
Improve Plan Review Turnaround Time 

CJ Percentage of Permit Applications for One and Two Family 98% 96% 90% 99o/c 
Dwellings Reviewed Within 28 Calendar Days 

o Percentage of Permit Applications for Multi-Family Residential 99% 99% 90% 99o/c 
and/or Mixed-Use Buildings Reviewed Within 42 Calendar Days 

o Percentage of Permit Applications for Office and/ or Commercial 98% 99% 90% 99o/c 
Buildings Reviewed Within 42 Calendar Days 

o Percentage of Permit Applications for other Buildings Reviewed 98% 100% 90% 98o/c 
1/1/ithin 42 Calendar Days 

o Percentage of Site Permit Applications Reviewed With a n/a n/a 90% 73o/c 
Construction Valuation of Less Than $3,999,999 Reviewed 
1/1/ithin 14 Calendar Days 

rJ Percentage of Site Permit Applications Reviewed With a n/a n/a 90% 94o/c 
Construction Valuation of Greater Than $4,000,000 Reviewed 
1/1/ithin 28 Calendar Days 

Improve the Quality and Completeness of Plan Reviews 

D Percentage of Submitted Projects Audited for Quality Assurance 100% 100% 90% 100o/c 
by Supervisors 

· DEPAATMENT~WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

1:1 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 229 220 260 25:; 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 209 215 260 25t 
were completed 



Page 23 

Source: Citywide F 

20.050 CHILDREN AND FAMILIES COMMISSION - Summary Year End Repo1 

Performance Measures 

. CHI LOREN AND FAMILIES FUND 
I mp rove parents'/ caregivers' ability to support their children's readiness for school 

u Number of family resource centers receiving joint funding from 23 25 25 
HSL\, DCYF, and First 5 San Francisco 

o Number of parents participating in a parent education 1,249 980 1,000 
workshop or class series 

o Number of children participating in school readiness activities 1,533 1,857 1,500 
and services 

o Percent of San Francisco Family Resource Center Initiative n/a 76% 65% 
parent participants demonstrating improved parenting skills 
following a curriculum-based parent education class series 

Information, resources, and supports are available to promote and protect the oral, physical, and mental health of young children. 

11 Number of children receiving vision, hearing, and/or dental 
screenings 

D Number of child care centers, including Preschool for All, family 
resource centers, shelters, and residential treatment centers 
receiving public health nurse consultation. 

4,458 

n/a 

4,294 4,000 

94 113 

2t 

1,04t 

1,68~ 

82% 

4,36E 

9t 

Providers have the capacity and skills to implement evidence-based practices that ensure the healthy social-emotional and physical deve 

11 Number of resource centers receiving early childhood mental 46 157 150 15~ 
health consultation 

11 Number of children screened for special needs 2,870 2,868 2,475 3, 12t 
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20.050 CHILDREN AND FAMILIES COMMISSION - Summary Year End Repo1 

Performance Measures 

PUBLIC EDUCATION FUND - PROP H 
Increase access to high quality preschool 

n Number of new preschool slots created n/a 131 75 21E 

11 Number of four-year olds enrolled in Preschool For All (PFA) 3,066 3,225 3,500 3,44t 
program 

11 Number of vulnerable children maintaining preschool n/a n/a 2,500 2,48i 
enrollment 

11 Percent of preschoolers enrolled in high-need neighborhoods n/a n/a 60% 62% 

Improve quality of preschool services 

11 The percentage of parents who feel their child is enrolled in a n/a 99% 95% 99% 
quality preschool 

11 Percent of funded classrooms with an environment rating of 5 n/a n/a 90% 90% 
or above 

11 Percent of funded classrooms achieving cut-off score on n/a n/a 80% 88% 
adult/child interactions 

o Percent of funded classrooms achieving cut-off score on n/a n/a 30% 29% 
instruction 

Provide preschool sites with enhancements to improve children's readiness for school 

D Number of classrooms participating in arts initiative 95 127 100 107 

11 Number of PFA classrooms participating in early literacy 197 224 250 25L 
curriculum enhancements 

D The percentage of parents who feel PFA sites will help their n/a 99.0% 95.0% 97.0% 
children succeed in school 

o Percentage of children assessed at the highest levels of self n/a 83.0% 75.0% 76.1% 
and social development at the end of the pre-kindergarten year 

o Percentage of children assessed at the highest levels of n/a 84.0% 75.0% 74.3% 
cognitive development at the end of the pre-kindergarten year 
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20.050 CHILDREN AND FAMILIES COMMISSION - Summary Year End Repo1 

Performance Measures 

Increase preschool workforce development opportunities 

r1 Number of PFA classroom teachers who hold a Bachelor's 335 n/a 275 29E 
degree or higher 

u Number of Preschool For All (PFA) staff participating in PFA 1,525 2,635 1,750 2,35E 
professional development activities 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 

All city employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 10 10 14 1L 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 10 10 14 1~ 

were completed 
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20.050 CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

CHI LP SUPPORT SERVI GES'PROGRAM 
Establish paternity for children born out of wedlock in the county 

11 Percentage of IV-D cases in San Francisco with paternity 91.0% 91.2% 95.5% 93.6% 
established for children in caseload born out of wedlock 

Establish child support orders 

o San Francisco orders established as a percentage of cases 90.9% 90.2% 90.8% 90.3% 
needing an order 

Increase economic self-sufficiency of single parent families 

o Amount of child support collected by SF DCSS annually, in $27.5 $26.5 $27.3 $5.E 
millions 

o San Francisco current collections as a percentage of current 70.6% 73.0% 73.0% 73.2% 
support owed 

CJ San Francisco cases with collections on arrears during the fiscal 67.0% 62.0% 69.0% 56.4% 
year as a percentage of all cases in San Francisco 

11 Statewide current collections as a percentage of current 60.6% 63.3% 62.9% 63.0% 
support owed 

11 Statewide cases with collections on arrears during fiscal year as 60.4% 64.3% 64.5% 64.0% 
a percentage of cases with arrears owed 

Provide effective services to clients 

o Number of unemancipated children in San Francisco caseload 12,629 11,996 10,723 10,41i 

1 I Number of unemancipated children in CSE counties caseloads 1,446,578 1,382,704 1,297,087 1,252,70( 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All Oty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 95 99 82 9( 
scheduled 

Cl # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 95 90 87 8t 
were completed 
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20.050 CHILDREN YOUTH & THEIR FAMILIES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. CHI LOREN'S BA.SRI NE 

Support the health of children and youth 

ri Number of high school students served at school Wellness 
Centers 

7,487 7,573 6,513 7,29~ 
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20.050 CHILDREN YOUTH & THEIR FAMILIES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

CHI LOREN'S FUND PROGRAMS 
Improve the availability and quality of DCYF-funded programs/ services 

r1 Percentage of grantee organizations that rate the quality of 72% n/a 90% 75% 
service and support they receive from DCYF as very good to 
excellent 

LJ Number of children, youth, and their families participating in 59,704 50,545 60,000 54,31~ 

programs/services funded by the Children's Fund 

Increase the availability and quality of out-of-school time programs 

r1 Number of children and youth attending afterschool programs 13,648 11,569 14,000 13,54L 
for five or more hours per week 

I I Percentage of afterschc;iol time program participants who report 83% 86% 85% 92% 
that there is an adult at the funded program who really cares 
about them 

o Percentage of participants in afterschool programs who report 82% 80% 75% 79% 
enhanced enjoyment and engagement in learning as a result of 
the program 

r1 Number of 6 to 13 year olds attending summer programs 5,826 5,503 6,000 8,08( 
funded by DCYF an average of five hours per week 

Prepare San Francisco youth 14 to 17 years old for a productive future by helping them to develop the skills and competencies needed t 

o Number of 14 to 17 years old served by DCYF-funded YLEAD 13,433 12,051 10,000 15,36L 
programs 

D Number of 14 to 17 year olds placed in a job (subsidized or 1,665 1,683 2,500 1,88i 
unsubsidized), internship, or on-the-job training program 
(excluding the Mayor's Summer Jobs+ Program) 

lJ Percentage of youth in YI/VD programs who report developing 64% 62% 75% 71% 
education or career goals and learning the steps needed to 
achieve their goals 

D Percentage of 14 to 17 year olds in specialized teen programs 75% 76% 75% 74% 
who report enhanced enjoyment and engagement in learning 
as a result of the program 
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20.050 CHILDREN YOUTH & THEIR FAMILIES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Improve the outcomes of youth that have been identified as at-risk for poor social and educational outcomes 

11 Number of youth 14-24 years old in DCYF-funded case 879 1, 184 900 1,32:< 
management program reoeiving case management servioes 

o Peroentage of youth in DCYF-funded detention alternative 93% 94% 80% 88% 
programs who do not have a petition filed during program 
participation 

11 Peroentage of youth who are taken to the Truancy Assessment n/a n/a 75 71 
and Referral Center (TARC) that reoeive a minimum of three 
weeks of service after the initial contact and a total of 6 or 
more hours of case management services. 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All city employees have a current performance appraisal 

ri # of employees for whom performanoe appraisals were 25 23 33 1( 

scheduled 

u # of employees for whom scheduled performanoe appraisals 17 20 33 
were completed 
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20.050 CITY ATTORNEY - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

.. CLAIMS 
Limit the financial liability of the aty and County of San Francisco through the efficient management of personal injury and property dar 

r 1 Number of claims opened 2,919 2,919 2,850 2,88~ 

11 Number of claims closed 2,920 2,920 3,000 2,99£ 

o Average number. of days from claim filing to final disposition 65 65 150 6:! 

o Percent of claims denied 58% 58% 52% 66% 

u Percent of claims settled 42% 42% 48% 34% 
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20.050 CITY ATTORNEY -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

LEGA.L SERVI CE 

Research and/or draft legislation, for all departments including Board of Supervisors, which expresses the desired policies of the City an 

11 Number of pieces of legislation researched and/or drafted for 
all departments, including the Board of Supervisors 

240 255 300 417 

Provide advice and counsel to the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and City departments and commissions, on legal issues of importance tc 

o Number of hours required to respond to requests for advice 
and counsel. 

n Total cost of responses to requests for advice and counsel, in 
millions. 

161, 189 

$35.5 

Provide legal services to client departments which meet client expectations for quality 

1~1 Percent of client departments who believe that communications n/a 
with the Office are open and beneficial (biennial client surveys) 

LI Percent of client departments who believe that the fees 88% 
charged by the Office reflect the value of the work performed 
(biennial client survey) 

1:1 Percent of client departments who consider the overall service 90% 
of the Office to be of high quality (biennial client survey) 

o Percent of client departments who believe the department is n/a 
responsive to their needs, and timely in addressing their legal 
issues (biennial client survey) 

153,996 160,000 162,85~ 

$36.0 $36.0 $44, 187,576.E 

94% n/a n/< 

70% n/a n/ < 

88% n/a n/ < 

84% n/a n/ < 

Advise Board of Supervisors and/or research or draft legislation which expresses the desired policies of the aty and County of San Franc 

11 Number of Board-generated work assignments 205 186 266 27L 

. LEGA.L SERVI CE-PA YI NG DEPTS 
Represent the Qty and County of San. Francisco in civil litigation of critical importance to the welfare of the citizens of San Francisco, anc 

u Number of tort litigation cases opened 437 441 460 42S 
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20.050 CITY ATTORNEY - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

.DEPARTMENT :-WOE/OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 225 225 225 22e 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 225 225 225 22e 
were completed 

Maintain and increase specialized skills of staff 

D Number of staff members participating in training programs n/a 430 n/a 837 
produced for staff 
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20.050 CITY PLANNING - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

j CURRENT PLANNING 
Perform timely and comprehensive review of applications 

u Percentage of all building permits involving new construction 66% 63% 75% 58o/c 
and alterations review that are approved or disapproved within 
90 days 

u Percentage of conditional use applications requiring 52% 57% 70% 56o/c 
Commission action approved or disapproved within 180 days 

1 1 Percentage of public initiated Discretionary Review applications 27% 62% 80% 27o/c 
approved or disapproved within 120 days 

u Percent of Historical Resources Evaluation Reports (HRERs) n/a 21% 75% 38o/c 
completed within 60 days 

·Cl TYWI DE PLAN NI NG 
Engage with the community regarding Planning-related projects 

o Percent of community engagement event participants who rate n/a 89% 80% 79o/c 
the event as successful 

Perform timely and comprehensive review of projects 

o Percent of general plan referrals completed within 45 days 96% 80% 90% 85o/c 

Successfully program development impact fee revenue 

r1 Percent of projected development impact fee revenue for the 92% 87% 90% 95o/c 
following 2 fiscal years programmed by fiscal year end 

Successfully implement planning priority projects 

o 03ntral SoMa area plan to be adopted by the Board of n/a n/a n/a n/c 
Supervisors by June of 2015 (1 =Yes, O= No) 
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20.050 CITY PLANNING - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ENVIRONMENTAL Pl.ANNI NG 
Perform timely and comprehensive reivew of applications 

11 Percent of all environmental impact reports (El Rs) completed 50% 50% 75% 100% 
within 24 months 

o Percent of Negative Declarations (Neg Dees), aass 32s, 58% 68% 75% 45% 
Community Plan Exemptions (CPEs), and Addenda completed 
within 9 months 

11 Percentage of categorical exemptions reviewed within 45 days 82% 84% 75% 65% 

ZONI NGADMI N & COMPLIANCE 
Effectively compel compliance for cases in violation 

o Percent of complaints where enforcement proceedings have 97% 99% 95% 95% 
been initiated within 30 business days of complaint filing 



Page 35 

20.050 CITY PLANNING -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

·DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
Perform timely review of legislation 

1 1 Percentage of Ordinances initiated by an elected office that are 87% 100% 85% 96o/c 
reviewed by the Commission within 90 days or continued at the 
request of the elected official 

Implement the new Permit & Project Tracking System (PPTS) in a timely manner 

lJ Percent completion of the Permit and Project Tracking System 33% 71% 100% 95o/c 
(PPTS) to be fully implemented for staff use by the Summer of 
2014 

Ensure high availability of the department's machines and systems 

o Planning core network uptime percent 99.9% 99.9% 99.9% 100.0o/c 

Respond to information requests in a timely and professional manner 

IJ Percent of helpdesk requests resolved within 24 hours 87% 83% 75% 85o/c 

All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 136 138 153 152 
scheduled 

r1 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 136 113 153 13E 
were completed 
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20.050 CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

' Cl VI L SER\11 cE cOMMl.SSfON 
Support Commission in resolving civil service issues 

r1 Percentage of appeals and requests for hearings processed 98% 100% 100% 100% 
within seven days 

o Percentage of appeals forwarded and resolved by the 60% 80% 70% 88% 
Commission in the fiscal year 

o The percentage of completed responses to Inspection Service . 88% 92% 80% 90% 
requests within 60 days 

o The number of merit system audits conducted and completed 7 7 8 
in the fiscal year 

.. 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

u # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 6 6 6 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 0 6 6 
were completed 
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20.050 CONTROLLER - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

: ACCOUNT! NG OPERATIONS AND SYSTEMS 

Provide effective systems for Citywide payroll, budgeting, accounting and purchasing functions 

11 Average Percentage of scheduled time that systems are 
available for departmental use 

Ensure that the City follows appropriate accounting procedures 

o Number of findings of material weakness in annual City audit 

u Number of audit findings with questioned costs in annual Single 
Audit of federal grants 

Manage the Citywide family of financial professionals 

o Percentage of 16 major departments that have been trained 
this year on cost recovery policies and procedures and related 
topics 

Provide accurate, timely financial reporting 

u City receives certificate of achievement for excellence in 
financial reporting from Government Finance Officers 
Association (1 equals yes) 

o Number of days from previous fiscal year end to complete the 
City's comprehensive financial report 

98.19% 

0 

2 

94% 

151 

99.25% 

6% 

192 

99.00% 

0 

4 

100% 

150 

99.31% 

38% 

15( 
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20,050 CONTROLLER - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

;CITYSERVICE:SAUDITOR 

Provide effective consulting, technical assistance and audit services to City departments to improve their operations 

11 Percentage of client ratings for technical assistance projects 95% 100% 
that are good or excellent 

o Percentage of auditee ratings that are good or excellent 75% 70% 

1 J Percentage of audit recommendations implemented within 2 n/a n/a 
years after report issuance. 

Audit departments, contractors, and concessions timely to minimize risk to the aty 

11 Count of code required audits completed 53 25 

Conduct audits and projects efficiently 

D Percentage of audits completed within hours budgeted n/a 51% 

D Percentage of projects completed within hours budgeted n/a 53% 

D Percentage of planned audits completed within scheduled n/a 46% 
deadline 

D Percentage of planned projects completed within scheduled n/a 47% 
deadline 

•ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Provide timely economic and operational analyses to inform legislation and management decisions 

o Percentage of OEA economic impact reports completed by the 
hearing date 

EMERGE 

100% 100% 

90% 

80% 

n/a 

25 

80% 

80% 

75% 

80% 

100%. 

Provide efficient and effective central employment management systems functions - Payroll, Time Reporting, Human Resources 

11 Percentage of scheduled time that systems are available for 
central and local departmental use 

I] On-time delivery of business information to business partners, 
through reports and/or data transmission 

99.94% 

99.86% 

99.56% 99.90% 

99.62% 99.90% 

100°/c 

77o/c 

n/c 

3( 

49o/c 

59o/c 

60% 

54% 

1 OOo/c 

99.75% 

99.92% 
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20.050 CONTROLLER -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

•MANAGEMENT, BUDGEf AND ANALYSIS 
Provide accurate, timely information to support fiscal planning 

r1 Percentage by which actual General Fund revenues vary from 6.12% 4.78% 2.00% 3.43% 
prior year revised budget estimates 

o Percentage by which actual revenues vary from mid-year 3.80% 1.02% 1.50% n/ < 
estimates 

. PAYROLL & PERSONNEL SERVICES 
Provide accurate, timely financial transactions 

o Percentage of payroll transactions not requiring correction 99.3% 99.2% 98.5% 99.0% 

o Percentage of Problem Description Forms (PDF) processed n/a 82.9% 90.0% 91.5% 
within 2 pay periods of receipt 

PUBLIC Fl NANCE 
Reduce the City's debt service costs through bond refinancings 

o Number of bond refinancings 2 0 4 

o Present value savings from bond refinancings $47, 130,000 $0 $5,000,000 $4,800,00( 

11 Ratings of the City's General Obligation Bonds - Average of 1 1 
Three Rating Agencies (1 equals top half of investment ratings) 

•DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
Recognize and reward employee contributions and ensure employee satisfaction 

rJ Percentage of employees who agree with the statement: n/a 86% n/a n/< 
Overall, I'm satisfied with the Controller's Office as a place to 
work and grow 

All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

1-1 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 174 165 195 17E 

scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 156 135 198 17E 

were completed 
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20.050 DISTRICT ATTORNEY - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

: FAMILY VIOLENCE PROGRAM 
Assist victims to recover in the aftermath of crime 

11 Number of victims provided with crisis intervention services 2,978 2,815 2,500 3,61( 

11 Number of victims receiving an orientation to the criminal 5,778 4,271 4,000 4,912 
justice system 

FELONY PROSECUTION 
Hold felony offenders accountable for their crimes 

u Number of adult felony arrests reviewed 11, 196 11,744 12,000 10,401 

lJ Number of adult felony arrests charged or handled by 5,652 5,416 6,000 5,76E 
probation revocation 

11 Average number of adult felony cases handled per felony trial 118 114 41 122 
attorney 

Effectively prosecute homicide cases 

u Number of homicides reported 56 50 n/a 4( 

11 Number of homicide arrests 26 24 n/a 3:! 

o Number of homicide cases filed 23 23 n/a 22 

D Average number of cases handled per attorney in the homicide 7 7 7 
unit 

Maintain and increase specialized skills of investigators and prosecutors through training programs 

o Number of enhanced trainings provided for attorneys and 188 296 200 191 
investigators 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 188 234 230 22E 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 188 216 230 2oe 
were completed 
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20.050 ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT - Summary Year End RE 

Performance Measures 

. ECONOMIC DEVELOPM.ENT 
To improve the business climate in San Francisco in order to attract and retain businesses, with specific focus on targeted industries anc 

r1 Number of l?usinesses receiving one-on-one technical 
assistance 

o Number of businesses that benefited from Office of Economic 
and Workforce Development (OEVVD) and Small Business 
Commission (SBC) programs, as identified through business 
surveys 

u Number of businesses taking advantage of incentive programs 
including local payroll tax exemptions and state enterprise zone 
benefits 

!J Number of state and local enterprise zone vouchers issued 

1,234 

0 

1,531 

9,310 

To strengthen the economic vitality of neighborhoods and commerical corridors 

D Number of commercial vacancies in targeted commercial 
corridors 

u Annual Community Benefit District (CBD) revenue 

7% 

$27,652,272 

To grow and support quality workforce opportunities for all San Francisco residents 

D Placement rate of individuals 18 and older who complete a 
program in jobs that are either full-time or part-time 

To foster international trade 

D Number of international trade delegations hosted or co-hosted 

68% 

160 

1,596 1,355 

0 1,500 

1,881 1,400 

19,035 11,000 

9% 7% 

$36,513,256 $44,221,800 

70% 70% 

171 150 

To support and catalyze major City development projects, including public-private partnerships and military base conversions 

o Number of public-private development projects proceeding on 
time and on budget 

90% 100% 90% 

78E 

2( 

3, 151 

19,161 

8% 

$49,269,931 

72% 

12~ 

100% 
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20.050 ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT-Summary Year End RE 

Performance Measures 

Develop, assist, and promote film activities 

11 Number of permits issued 443 530 580 58e 

11 Number of film and tv shoot days 467 240 330 38/ 

Number of commercial shoot days 121 108 105 13t 

I I Number of still photo shoot days 274 346 330 32/ 

u other shoot days 218 307 165 43( 

o Revenues collected from film permits $165,000 $171,542 $190,000 $243,54:; 

o Number of film productions taking advantage of film incentive 4 3 3 
rebate program 

o Dollar amount of rebates given to film productions $627,131 $231,024 $600,000 $831,50S 

; OFFICE OF .SMALL BUSI NESS AFFAIRS 
Foster, promote and retain small businesses in San Francisco 

tJ Number of small businesses assisted 2,807 4,023 3, 184 1,74L 

11 Number of outreach events 52 41 50 21 

o Number of ordinances, resolutions, motions and policies 51 68 37 3:; 
initiated by or reviewed by the Small Business Commission 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

[I # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 6 74 92 5:; 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 5 40 92 61 
were completed 
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20.050 ELECTIONS -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ELECTIONS 

San Francisco voter registration and turnout 

11 Number of registered voters 470,668 440,037 466,835 435,757 

1 1 Voter turnout 171,174 364,875 289,438 129,39S 

o Vote-by-mail turnout 104,150 193,196 127,500 89,99~ 

o Turnout as a percentage of registration 37% 73% 40% 30% 

u Vote-by-mail turnout as a percentage of total turnout 61% 53% 68% 68% 

Providing a voter education and outreach program in accordance with the Voting Rights Act, the Help America Vote Act, a.nd the Equal P 

o Number of organizations contacted 

CJ Number of outreach events 

1 1 Number of educational presentations 

1 1 Number of educational materials distributed 

o Number of educational presentation program attendees 

Providing bilingual poll workers at San Francisco's polling places 

1 1 Number of bilingual poll workers recruited 

11 Percentage of polling places staffed with bilingual Chinese
speaking pollworkers 

11 Percentage of polling places staffed with bilingual Spanish
speaking pollworkers 

846 

435 

360 

33,403 

19,416 

1,882 

79.50% 

38.50% 

512 

191 

178 

22,000 

28,000 

1, 175 

82.00% 

47.00% 

Improving accessibility to polling places in San Francisco's geographically challenging environment. 

1.1 Number of polling places with physically accessible entryways 466 545 
and voting areas 

o Number of polling places that accommodate additional HAVA 
equipment 

o Percentage of polling place sidewalks surveyed for accessibility 

434 512 

22% 46% 

1,024 1, 12S 

241 211 

224 14S 

27,500 23,35:< 

35,000 11,43' 

1,300 2,07~ 

62.00% 87.50% 

31.00% 47.00% 

473 45E 

446 

50% 56% 
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20.050 ELECTIONS - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Improving the mailing process for the permanent vote-by-mail ballot program and reduce the occurrences of second ballot requests. 

11 Number of returned undeliverable permanent vote-by-mail 16,449 7,783 19,203 16,70L 
ballots 

o Percentage of returned undeliverable permanent vote-by-mail 
ballots 

o Number of second ballot requests from permanent vote-by-mail 
voters 

4.0% 3.0% 

1,420 2,309 

Maintaining a program to analyze and improve the customer service that the Department provides. 

o Average rating for the level of customer service provided (scale 4.9 5.0 
of 1-5) 

DEPARTMENT~WI DE/OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

[J # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 31 28 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 62 28 
were completed 

4.3% 3.2% 

2,260 96E 

5.0 4.~ 

31 3E 

31 3E 
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20.050 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

DEM EMERGENCY SERVI 

Exercise emergency response capabilities 

11 Number of exercises led by DES staff 6 5 6 

:1 Number of participants in DES led exercises 567 431 500 33E 

n Overall satisfaction with DES led exercises 4.00 4.10 4.00 4.2i 

Coordinate interagency planning 

o Number of interagency coordination meetings held 3 3 4 

u Number of training courses hosted by DES 20 8 8 

o Overall satisfaction with trainings hosted by DES (5-best, 1- 4.00 4.41 4.00 4.5( 
worst) 

IJ Number of DES plans being developed or revised 11 14 n/a n/ < 

o Number of new emergency plans developed or existing 5 2 13 
emergency plans revised. (Replace old measure - Number of 
DES plans completed or revised) 

11 Number of participants in DEM hosted trainings. 399 254 200 rn 
II Number of training courses provided by DES staff 7 9 7 1~ 

o Number of participants in training courses provided by DES 205 248 200 19E 
staff. 

o Overall satisfaction with trainings provided by DES staff 4.00 4.41 4.00 4.5L 

o Number of outstanding DEM tasks in the master improvement 16 10 10 2~ 

plan completed. 

o Percent of DEM awarded grant funds that are encumbered or 37% 74% 60% 87% 
have been spent. 

o Number of EMS hospital diversion reports 6 18 12 1' 
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20.050 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT-Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Promote community preparedness for emergencies 

c1 Number of preparedness presentations made 35 33 25 51 

11 Number of brochures distributed 27, 167 13,358 12,000 13,0?E 

o Online and Social Media Engagement 0 119,355 62,000 135, 16t 

1 1 In Person Stakeholder Engagement Meetings 6 14 15 27 

. DEM EMERGENCY COMMUNl~TI ONS 
Staff emergency communication center with fully-trained personnel 

11 Number of new dispatchers successfully completing the training 8 8 10 
program 

rJ Percentage of fully qualified staff maintaining continuing 100% 100% 50% 75% 
education requirements. 

o Number of 8238s successfully completing the fire medical 16 8 10 
dispatch training program 

o Number of 8239s and 8240s successfully completing the fire 2 0 
medical dispatch training program 

o Ensure staff that require continuing professional training 100% 100% 50% 0% 
receive training. 

Respond quickly to incoming calls 

o Percentage of emergency calls answered within ten seconds 88.50% 86.50% 90.00% 78.00% 

o Percentage of non-emergency calls answered within 1 minute 67.00% 63.00% 80.00% 50.50% 

11 Average time (in minutes) from received to dispatch of Code 3 1.84 1.84 2.00 1.9~ 
medical calls 

11 Response to code 3 medical calls(in minutes) in 90th 3.23 3.20 2.00 3.4t 
percentile 

r1 Calls handled per dispatcher FTE/hour 13 13 14 1L 
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20.050 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All aty employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

251 256 272 

229 256 272 

271. 

231 
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20.050 ENVIRONMENT - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

.CLEANAIR 
Encourage the use of public transportation to improve air quality 

11 Number of CCSF employees using commuter benefits 6,862 

Increase the use of biofuels and/ or other alternative fuels by the city fleet 

11 Percentage of CCSF fleet fuel usage that is biodiesel 

CU MATE'CHANGE/ ENERGY 
Encourage the use of renewable energy and energy efficiency 

r1 Metric Tons of C02 greenhouse gas reduced through SF 
Energy Watch program activities 

c1 Solar Installations: MW of new capacity. 

o Megawatt reduction: SF Energy Watch program activities 

GREEN BUI LOI NG 

14% 

8,910.00 

3.00 

3.80 

Ensure energy efficiency and environmental-friendly designed buildings 

D Quantity of LEED certified municipal green building stock in San 
Francisco (square footage). 

D Quantity of LEED and GPR certified private sector green 
building stock in San Francisco (square footage). 

Increase energy efficiency in existing buildings. 

o Quantity of floor space in San Francisco which earned the 
ENERGY STAR certification for energy efficient operations 
(square footage). 

D Quantity of commercial building stock in San Francisco which 
has submitted the required Annual Energy Benchmark 
Summary to Department of Environment, as required by 
Environment Code Chapter 20. (square footage) 

2,300,000 

48,000,000 

69,000,000 

n/a 

4,186 

17% 

10,068.00 

3.00 

5.40 

3,671, 161 

64,500,000 

74,930,000 

100,600,000 

4,500 

20% 

6,609.00 

4.00 

3.20 

4,500,000 

60,000,000 

80,000,000 

163,000,000 

5,04( 

17% 

3,235.0C 

3.8E 

1.6t 

4,100,00( 

74,400,00( 

82,000,00C 

108,000,00C 
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20.050 ENVIRONMENT - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

·ZERO WASTE 

Decrease landfill waste through recycling and other waste diversion 

11 Total tons disposed of in all landfills 444,398 428,910 575,000 428,04E 

Improve environmental quality and reduce toxics 

IJ Number of Green Businesses certified through Green Business 177 196 210 21~ 

program 

IJ Pounds of household hazardous waste properly managed and 1,476,450 1,264,369 1,665,573 1,614,40E 
recycled or disposed of. 

o Number of San Francisco homes serviced for household 3,479 3,694 4,740 3,93E 
hazardous waste pickup 

o Number of consultations to San Francisco businesses provided 81 217 170 23~ 

via phone, onsite consultations and training workshops . 

. DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 

All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 31 32 81 5( 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 31 32 81 5( 
were completed 
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20.050 ETHICS COMMISSION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

EfHI CSCOMMl.SSI ON 
Promote compliance with state and local filing requirements 

r1 Percentage of identified lobbyists filing reports on a timely 
basis 

o Percentage of identified campaign consultants who file 
quarterly reports on a timely basis 

o Percentage of Statements of Economic Interests due on April 1 
that are filed 

95% 

86% 

85% 

Promote and ensure compliance with state and local campaign reporting and disclosure laws 

o Number of campaign committees and publicly financed 
candidate committees audited 

u Percentage of expected campaign finance statements (Form 
460) filed on time 

12 

90% 

94% 92% 93o/c 

74% 88% 93o/c 

97% 90% 99o/c 

15 22 

90% 90% 83o/c 

Investigate complaints of alleged violations of state and local law relating to campaign finance, governmental ethics, and conflicts of intE 
the Commission 

o Percentage of complaints resolved 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All aty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

45% 

17 

15 

58% 45% 44o/c 

17 18 1E 

15 18 
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20.050 FINE ARTS MUSEUM - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ADMISSIONS 
Provide quality art and educational experiences to attract a large and diverse audience 

r:i Number of Legion of Honor visitors 386,254 307,780 317,500 448,21( 

11 Number of de Young visitors 1,201,915 1,238,565 1,272,000 1,309,79( 

o Number of exhibitions 21 24 18 H 

o Number of paid memberships 105,851 102,582 96,377 108,92~ 

u City cost per visitor (All museums) $7.24 $7.50 $8.66 $7.5£ 

o Number of San Francisco school children and youth n/a n/a 23,100 30,00C 
participating in education programs 

11 Number of all school children and youth participating in n/a n/a. 43,000 56,371 
education programs 

u Number of participants in public programs n/a n/a 190,000 200,46c 

• DEVELOPMENT 
Provide for collection growth through gifts, bequests and purchases 

o Number of acquisitions through gifts, bequests and purchases 490 605 470 891 

, DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All Oty employees have a current performance appraisal 

u # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 185 80 91 9( 

scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 185 80 91 9( 

were completed 
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20.050 FIRE DEPARTMENT -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ADMI NI STRATI ON-Fl RE DEPA~TMENT 
Educate the public in handling emergencies 

11 Number of citizens trained in emergency techniques and 1,580 1,687 1,600 2,01t 
procedures 

rJ Number of public education presentations 82 60 80 BC 

Fl RE BUREAU OF TRAIN! NG 
Train fire and rescue personnel to effectively respond to emergencies 

[J Number of probationary firefighter training hours 14,000 31, 152 12,000 63,07< 

r1 Number of Battalion Based/In-Service training hours 30, 124 42,488 5,000 40,99L 

o Number of new recruits trained 70 48 50 9< 

: Fl RE I NVESTI GA.Tl ON 

Determine the causes of fire in an effective and efficient manner 

o Number of fires investigated 260 293 300 25t 

o Total number of arson incidents 116 123 140 81: 

rJ Total arson arrests 27 39 30 2E 

Fl RE PREVENT! ON 
Prevent fire through inspection and permit services 

o Number of new fire permits issued 3,963 3,847 4,000 3,77t 

D Number of plans reviewed and approved 9,399 10,488 7,000 12,45~ 

1 1 Number of violation re-inspections made 277 220 300 19i 

o Number of inspections made 15,849 16,866 14,000 16,74< 

o Number of inspections resulting in violation 166 60 100 5L 



Page 53 

20.050 FIRE DEPARTMENT- Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

... 

Fl RE SUPPRESS! ON 
Respond timely to calls for emergency assistance 

r1 Total number of responses to emergency incidents 268,238 266,923 258,000 215,28( 

c1 Number of Code 3 (Emergency) Incidents 80,470 73,213 78,000 74,43E 

o Number of fires extinguished 3,623 3,652 3,400 3, 14L 

o Number of Code 2 (Non Emergency) Incidents 39,585 47,250 42,000 47,2ot 

11 Total response time (CRI) of first unit to Code 3 incidents, in 458 457 480 507 
seconds - 90th percentile 

IJ Roll time of first unit to respond to Code 3 incidents, in seconds 308 309 300 33t 
- 90th percentile 

LI Total response time (CRI) of first unit to possible non-medical 483 457 500 50~ 

Code 3 incidents, in seconds - 90th percentile 

o Roll-time of first unit to respond to possible non-medical Code 316 309 300 33~ 

3 incidents, in seconds - 90th percentile 

o Total response time (CRI) of first unit to Code 3 incidents 438 456 480 51( 
requiring possible medical care, in seconds - 90th percentile 

o Roll time of first defibrillation-capable company to Code 3 303 308 300 341 
incidents requiring possible medical care, in seconds - 90th 
percentile 

LI Roll time of first ALS-capable company to Code 3 incidents 314 325 420 41~ 

requiring possible medical care, in seconds - 90th Percentile 

11 Roll time of first transport-capable company to Code 3 552 584 600 70E 
incidents requiring possible medical care, in seconds - 90th 
Percentile 

LI Total response time (CRI) of first unit to Code 2 incidents, in 1, 102 1, 163 1,200 1,32L 

seconds - 90th percentile 
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20,050 

Performance Measures 

i DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OIHER 
All city employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

FIRE DEPARTMENT- Summary Year End Report 

1, 197 1,279 1,200 1,06E 

1, 100 960 1,000 
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20.050 HEALTH SERVICE SYSTEM - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

HEALTH SERVICE SYSTEM 
Strive for excellence in member interactions (as measured by established targets) 

1 I Average time to answer telephone calls (in seconds) 24 57 30 1L 

LI Call abandonment rate 2.8% 13.0% 5.0% 1.6% 

o Average lobby wait time (in minutes) 4.3 6.1 10.0 n/< 

o Percentage of staff who are bilingual 62% 49% 25% 48% 

1 1 Percentage of appeals responded to within 30 days and 100% 99% 95% 100% 
appeals not reaching the Health Service Board 

11 Percentage HSS Participation at SFERS Retirement Seminars 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Maintain high accounting standards 

11 Number of findings of material weakness in annual audit 0 0 0 

o Percentage of accounts current in premium payments 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(deliquent less than 60 days) 

o Percentage of invoices aged greater than 30 days n/a n/a 0.000 O.OOC 

o Percent of purchase orders created after invoice received n/a n/a 0.000 0.16/ 

Manage Health Service vendors to improve care and manage costs 

1 1 Percentage of vendor contracts that include HSS.specific 100% 100% 100% 100% 
performance guarantees 

11 Percentage of vendor contracts that are current and final for 100% 57% 100% 88% 
the executed plan year 

Educate and empower HSS members 

n Number of Unique Visitors to http:/ /myhss.org/ n/a n/a n/a 111,90~ 
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Performance Measures 

NON.PRQGRAM 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

r I # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

ll # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

o Percentage of employees who received performance 
evaluations 

0 n/a 38 

0 0 38 

0% 0% 100% 10o/c 
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20.050 HUMAN RESOURCES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 
Facilitate stable and productive employee-employer relations 

1 1 Percent of grievances proceeding to arbitration in which the 
aty prevails 

Achieve human resources policy objectives 

o Percent of identified policy initiatives implemented through 
MOUs and other mechanisms 

EQUAL EMPLOYMJ:;NT OPPORTUNITY 
Provide City employees with a discrimination-free workplace 

lJ Percentage of discrimination complaints investigated within 6 
months of receipt 

RECRUIT/ ASSESS' CU ENT SERVICES 

45% 69% 65% 

0% 100% 75% 

74% 54% 70% 

Streamline the examination process to facilitate permanent appointment and maintain low level of provisional appointment 

11 Percentage of employees citywide that are provisional 

[I Average time between examination announcement closing and 
list adoption, in months 

1.50% 

1.8 

0.96% 1.20% 

2.1 2.5 

57% 

90% 

68% 

1.08% 

2.L 
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Performance Measures 

•WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
Provide high quality training to employees 

. n Average rating of DHR workshops by participants (1-5 scale) 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.E 

r 1 Participants' average rating of usefulness and practicality of 4.4 4.6 4.0 4.E 
DHR workshops to their jobs (1-5 scale) 

11 Number of training hours delivered 6,724 17,200 26,000 14,61 E 

All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

1 1 Number of aty employees for whom appraisals were scheduled n/a n/a 26,420 20,47E 

o Number of aty·employees for whom scheduled annual n/a n/a 26,420 16,27f 
appraisals were completed 

D Percentage of employees for whom scheduled annual n/a n/a 100% 80% 
appraisals were completed 

WORKERS COMPENsATI ON 
Resolve employee Workers Compensation claims in a timely and effective manner 

IJ Workers' Compensation claims closing ratio 109% 95% 100% 107% 

D Average rating by departments of their claims administration n/a 4.2 4.4 4.E 
services (1-5 scale). 

Provide a safe and healthy work environment 

D Oaims per 100 FTEs (full time equivalents) 6.6 11.4 13.0 10.~ 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

D # of employees for whom performance appraisals were n/a n/a 124 nl< 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals n/a n/a 124 n/< 
were completed 
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Performance Measures 

·CLASS AND COMPENSL\TI ON 

Maintain an efficient and effective Classification Plan 

r·1 Number of position classifications in the Ovil Service Plan 1,079 1, 158 1, 158 1, 11 ~ 

Provide high quality compensation services 

11 Percent of wage rate calculations not requiring pay corrections 99% 99% 99% 100% 



Page 60 

Source: Citywide F 

20.050 HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

Discrimination Division 
Address complaints of discrimination in employment, housing and public accommodations within the City and County of San Francisco 

1 1 Total Inquiries & Intakes 

11 Total Number of Complaints Filed 

o Total Number of Complaints Filed and Settled 

Administration 

Performance Appraisals 

D # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

. Policy & Social Justice Division 

1,479 

95 

20 

35 

1,560 

121 

23 

10 

1,700 

150 

29 

11 

1,35~ 

SE 

11 

Collaborate with City, Federal and State agencies, educational institutions, CBOs and members of the community to address a wide rang 
justice issues affecting SF residents. 

o Number of Resolutions & Letters of Support Issued by HRC n/a 0 4 2L 

o Number of Education, Training & Awareness Events by HRC n/a 8 12 

1.1 Number of Reoccurring Committee and Collaborative Meetings n/a 133 80 14( 
staffed by HRC 

n Number of Public Meetings and Forums by HRC in the n/a 17 16 3( 
Community 
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20.050 HUMAN SERVICES - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

·ADULT SERVICES 

Assist individuals and families to achieve their greatest potential within the context of family, community and/or society 

11 Total number of In Home Support Services (I HSS) clients 21,591 21,608 21,840 23, 19( 

1 1 Number of unduplicated clients served by the Community 511 705 650 52E 
Living Fund program 

11 Percentage of formerly institutionalized Community Living Fund 77% 82% 80% n/c 
clients who have successfully continued community living for a 
period of at least six months 

o Percentage of Community Living Fund clients who were 83% 82% 80% n/c 
previously at imminent risk of institutionalization who have 
successfully continued community living for a period of at least 
six months 

o Percentage of I HSS applications processed within the 45.4% 46.8% 100.0% 80.5o/c 
mandated timeframe 

u Percentage of 1.HSS case reassessments completed within the 68.5% 74.3% 100.0% 47.1o/c 
mandated timeframe 

Promote the health and well being of San Franciscans 

11 Average number of days an applicant remains on the waiting 47 34 40 4L 
list before receiving home delivered meals (l&R) 

u Number of meals served at centers (OOA) 714,243 716,648 718,475 747,69L 

r:i Number of meals delivered to homes (OOA) 1,193,328 1,371,715 1,007,593 1,666, 18( 

o Number of unduplicated individuals served meals through 17,570 17,069 17,800 17, 15E 
senior congregate and home-delivered meal programs (OOA) 

Maximize personal and agency resources 

fJ Number of active Rep Rayee cases 1,316 1,288 1,400 1,28L 

ll Percentage of cases receiving Representative Payee Services 100% 100% 90% 1 OOo/c 
within 60 days of being referred for services 
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Performance Measures 

Assist individuals and families to achieve their greatest potential within the context of family, community and/or society 

I] Number of referrals and requests for information about Aging 24,335 25, 147 32,000 22,39t 
and Adult Services 

[I Percentage of calls abandoned (I &R) 15.90% 20.90% 10.00% 32.00o/c 

o Percentage of intake calls that result in more than one program 10% 7% 15% 9o/c 
intake type (l&R) 

Maximize personal and agency resources 

u Number of unduplicated veterans that received assistance 2,432 2,330 3,000 807 

I] Average number of days from original claim to receipt of VA 123 237 400 251 
benefits 

LI Percentage of veterans assisted for whom additional/increased 28% 42% 50% 58o/c 
benefits were obtained 

Maximize personal and agency resources 

n Number of estates currently being administered (PA) 508 456 450 34E 

11 Number of days from referral to estate closure (PA) 343 365 300 38:< 

Protect and shield against abuse and neglect 

D Number of individuals served by the Public Conservator's Office 796 957 800 69f 

o Public Guardian: Percentage of mandated visits made per 98% 99% 100% 99o/c 
quarter 

D Percentage of cases closed within 365 days of being conserved 21% 18% 30% 28o/c 
(PC) 

D Percentage of cases that° are reconserved within 365 days of 5% 3% 5% 12o/c 
their initial case closure date (PC) 

o Total number of conservatees receiving services through the 343 345 330 337 
Public Guardian Office 

o Percent of clients placed out of county (PC) 65% 65% 55% 75o/c 
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Performance Measures 

CAL WORKS 

Facilitate economic self-sufficiency 

11 CalWORKs: Percentage of active CalWORKs cases with earned 50% 53% 50% 56% 
income 

o CalWORKs families who left aid due to earned income from 767 281 600 38~ 

employment 

o CalWORKs participation rate 33.0% 31.4% 50.0% 24.9% 

o Current active CalWORKs c.aseload 4,526 4,354 4,676 4,34E 

COUNTY ADULT ASS! STANCE PROGRAM 

Facilitate economic self-sufficiency 

11 Current active CAAP caseload 6,996 6,449 6,500 6,221 

Promote the health and well being of San Franciscans 

o Federal reimbursement resulting from CAAP SSI Case 1,347,971 1,543,384 1,500,000 1,660,231 
Management (HSA's internal SSI advocacy program) clients 
being awarded SSI 

o Number of SSI applications submitted for CAAP SSI Case 1,097 997 920 90~ 

Management (HSA.'s internal SSI advocacy program) clients 

o Number of CAAP SSI Case Mgmt (HSA.'s internal SSI Advocacy 731 699 800 681 

program) clients exiting cash aid due to receipt of SSI benefits 

o The number of CAAP recipients who are homeless 385 368 420 38( 
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20.050 

Performance Measures 

• FAMI LY AND CHI LOREN'S SERVI CE 

Protect and shield against abuse and neglect 

rJ Number of first time entries into foster care 

r1 Of all children who were victims of a substantiated 
maltreatment allegation during the first 6 months of the year, 
what percent were not victims of another substantiated 
allegation within the next 6-month period? 

11 Total number of children in foster care 

HUMAN SERVICES - Summary Year End Report 

263 

92.5% 

1,090 

301 

95.0% 

1,067 

275 

94.6% 

1, 150 

Assist individuals and families to achieve their greatest potential within the context of family, community and/or society 

D Percent of children who were reunified from child welfare 
supervised foster care during the most recent 12 month study 
period and had been in care less than 12 months 

c1 Percent of children who were adopted from child welfare 
supervised foster care during the most recent 12 month study 
period that had been in care for less than 24 months (FCS) 

. FOOD STAMPS 

Promote the health and well being of San Franciscans 

u Food Stamps: Error rate 

o Current active food stamp caseload 

61% 

31% 

2.7% 

28,057 

68% 75% 

25% 37% 

3.6% 4.5% 

27,124 29,000 

247 

95.4% 

1,09~ 

56% 

37% 

2.6% 

28,45L 
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Performance Measures 

HOMELESS SERVICES 
Promote the health and well being of San Franciscans 

11 Number of households that secured and/or maintained housing 1,928 2,434 2,200 
due to a one-time grant 

r1 Percentage of families exiting shelter who have stayed for 30 72.0% 61.0% 65.0% 
days or more and will successfully exit into permanent housing, 
transitional housing, or a residential treatment program 

1 1 Number of CPAP clients leaving homelessness due to obtaining 275 280 275 
housing through Care Not Cash 

u Percent of formerly homeless clients (single adults) still in 91% 94% 90% 
supportive housing or other appropriate placements after one 
year 

o Percentage of all available homeless shelter beds used 97% 96% 95% 

o Average nightly homeless shelter bed use 1,099 1,093 1, 100 

Assist individuals and families to achieve their greatest potential within the context of family,. community and/or society 

u Number of families receiving a rental subsidy 186 202 185 

.MEDI-CAL 
Promote the health and well being of San Franciscans 

u Medi-cal: Percentage of Medi-Cal applications processed within 
45 days 

11 Medi-Cal: Percentage of Medi-Cal cases redetermined annually 

92% 90% 90% 

100% 98% 90% 

1,791 

68.0% 

25~ 

96% 

96% 

1,08~ 

52% 

95% 
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Performance Measures 

WORKFORCE·DEVELOPIYIENT 
Facilitate economic self-sufficiency 

11 Rate of completion of participants enrolled in job readiness 69% 58% 70% 55o/c 
programs 

o Job placement rate for aided individuals 70% 69% 60% 49% 

l:J Job placement rate at or above 125% of the San Francisco 9% 17% 45% 10% 
minimum wage for aided individuals 

r1 Number of individuals that received workforce development 3,631 2,642 3,000 4,48E 
services 

o Number of individuals that were placed in employment 2,025 2,252 2,400 1,86~ 
(subsidized or unsubsidized) 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
Maximize personal and agency resources 

o Personnel: Number of employees for whom performance 757 104 1,700 1,69~ 
appraisals were scheduled 

o Personnel: Number of employees for whom scheduled 746 100 1,700 1,571 
performance appraisals were completed 

11 Personnel: Percent of required bilingual positions filled n/a 91.7% 90.0% 93.2% 
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20.050 JUVENILE PROBATION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

ADM! NI STRATI ON 
Ensure staff safety in all departmental facilities 

r1 Average daily population of staff out on workers compensation 4.8% 3.3% 2.5% 4.6% 

Provide needed staffing for JPD's two residential services 

11 Number of candidates in the counselor work pool for Juvenile 78 84 89 6~ 

Hall and Log Cabin Ranch 

Reduce overtime expenditures in the entire department 

1 1 Annual overtime expenditures $827,843 $1,297,926 $1,078,624 $1,485,47C 

u Number of overtime hours incurred in Juvenile Hall 7,753 15,653 12,700 18,411 

: JUVENILE HALL. 
Provide a safe and secure environment for staff and detainees 

o Cost per youth per day - Juvenile Hall $366 $383 $383 $42( 

o Percentage of all assaults involving serious injury to youth 0% 0% 0% 0% 

n Percentage of all assaults involving injury to staff 0% 0% 0% 0% 

o Percent of Juvenile Justice Center youth grievances processed 84% 87% 97% 87% 
within two business days after filing 
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Performance Measures 

LOG CASI N RANCl;1 

Improve results for residents placed at Log Cabin Ranch 

o Percentage of Log Cabin Ranch graduates employed within 60 66% 93% 60% 65o/c 
days of release 

o Percentage of Log Cabin Ranch graduates enrolled in 94% 92% 75% 94o/c 
vocational or educational programs within 30 days of release 

o Percentage of Log Cabin Ranch graduates who do not incur 62% 100% 65% 88o/c 
sustained charges for new law violations within the first year of 
graduation 

11 Cost per youth per day - Log Cabin Ranch $566.00 $696.00 n/a $720.0C 

Improve the quality of customer service to youth and their families 

u Percentage of grievances processed within three business days 100% 100% 99% nl< 
after grievance is filed 
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Performance Measures 

PROBATION SERVICES 
Utilize probation services and community resources to assist youth in successfully navigating probation. 

11 Percentage of Early Morning Studies Academy (EMSA) youth 66% 93% 70%· 55% 
who complete GED 

11 Percent of authorized Intensive Supervision and Oinical 132% 149% 100% 148% 
Services slots utilized by eligible youth 

o Percentage of youth who successfully complete the Evening 57% 68% 75% 76% 
Report Center Programs 

o Percentage of probationer applicants through the New 76% 61% 72% 65% 
Directions Employment Program who get jobs compared with 
those who have applied 

c1 Total number of community service hours completed by 1,665 2,630 1, 100 1,23( 
probation involved youth 

Successful Completion of Probation 

o Average length of stay (in days) from disposition to placement 22 36 45 3~ 

of youth in juvenile hall awaiting out of home placement 

u Percentage of successfully terminated 654 youth compared to 93% 78% 90% 92% 
the unsuccessful 654 youth 

o Percentage of successfully terminated 725A youth compared to 83% 77% 67% 55% 
the unsuccessful 725A youth 

Reduce repeat offenders 

1 1 Percentage of youth who incur a sustained finding for a new 3% 1% 5% 4% 
law violation while on probation 

er Percentage of youth on who incur a sustained finding for a 5% 1% 5% 8% 
technical violation while on probation 
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20,050 

Performance Measures 

. DEPARTMENT~WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

JUVENILE PROBATION - Summary Year End Report 

227 210 225 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 110 180 215 
were completed · 

21~ 

15!: 
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20.050 LAW LIBRARY - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

·LAW LIBRARY 

Ensure that the public has access to the most current legal information. 

11 Number of items checked in, processed or removed on the 
automated system and shelved or withdrawn 

13,444 

Provide comprehensive and readily accessible legal information resources and services 

11 Amount of catalog searches and in-library computer legal 
research usage 

Ensure customer satisfaction with Law Library services 

o Percent of library users who report that the Law Library 
provides valuable legal information services for their needs. 

12,559 

99.0% 

18,315 8,500 42,87( 

45,436 15,000 31,25i 

98.8% 65.0% 97.4% 
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20.050 MAYOR - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
Provide affordable housing 

ri Number of newly constructed low and moderate-income rental 135 207 254 25L 
units completed with public finandal assistance 

o Number of homeownership opportunities or assistance received 122 208 130 19E 
by first time homebuyers 

o Number of low-and-moderate income rental units rehabilitated n/a 556 38 
or preserved with public financial assistance 

COMMUN I TY DEVELOPMENT 
Promote economic development in low-income communities 

o Number of small business and micro-enterprise start-ups 415 565 380 34~ 

assisted 

u Number of jobs created 269 340 315 50S 

o Number of public and private loans made to small businesses 116 141 135 15~ 
and micro-enterprises 

D Number of existing businesses assisted 704 753 500 75;; 

o Number of jobs retained 240 300 200 89( 

1 1 Number of direct loans made to small businesses and micro- 4 20 18 3£ 
enterprises 

Improve the physical infrastructure and environment of low-income neighborhoods 

11 Number of facilities assisted 14 11 14 17 

rJ Number of public space improvement projects completed 1 ;; 

Provide support services to stabilize individuals and families 

o Number of individuals receiving public services through CDBG 13,568 13,380 10,000 15,48~ 

o Number of individuals receiving emergency shelter and 3,525 4,804 1,500 ·2,08E 
homeless prevention services through ESG 

o Number of individuals receiving services through HORNA n/a 644 494 1,27e 
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Performance Measures 

. NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES 
Respond to citizens 

r1 Number of Certificates, Proclamations, and Greeting Letters 1,645 1,624 1,500 1,04~ 
Issued 

CJ Number of Community Outreach Events 7 7 7 

PUBLI C POLI CY & Fl NANCE 
Obtain citizen input and promote understanding of the City's budget 

c1 Number of presentations to advocates, labor groups, 35 25 25 2e 
community organizations, and other stakeholders 

COIT 
Ensure proper documentation of COIT Meetings 

o Post minutes of meetings within 48 hours of approval by n/a 35% 0% n/f 
committees 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 

All Oty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 85 86 86 g;; 
scheduled 

cl # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 77 63 86 g;; 
were completed 
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20.050 MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY -Summary Year End Repo 

Performance Measures 

, <?pal 1: . Create a ~fer trarisportatlon .experience for everyone 
Objective 1.1: Improve security for transportation system users 

11 SFPD-reported Muni-related crimes per 100,000 miles 3.77 7.55 3.39 

Objective 1.2: Improve workplace safety and security 

c1 Workplace injuries per 200,000 hours 16.6 13.6 14.6 12.1 

Objective 1.3: Improve the safety of the transportation system 

o Muni collisions per 100,000 vehicle miles 4.99 5.22 4.53 5.8t 



Page 75 

20.050 MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY - Summary Year End Repo 

Performance Measures 

Goal 2: Make transit, walking, bicycling, taxi, ridesharing & carsharing the preferred means oftravel 

Objective 2.1: Improve customer service and communications 

1 1 Hazardous traffic signal reports: % responded to and repaired 97% 97% 98% 96o/c 
within two hours 

o Transit operator complaints requiring follow up: % resolved 88% 90% 96% 78o/c 
within 30 days 

o Traffic and parking control requests: % investigated and 79% 79% 83% 51 o/c 
responded to within 90 days 

o Parking meter malfunction reports: % responded to and 84% 82% 86% 76o/c 
repaired within 48 hours 

n Customer rating: Overall customer satisfaction with transit n/a n/a 3.00 3.0:< 
services; ; scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) 

r 1 Customer rating: Overall customer satisfaction with taxi n/a n/a 3.00 7.4~ 
availability; scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) 

11 Customer rating: Overall customer satisfaction with bicycle n/a n/a 3.00 2.7E 
network; scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) 

11 Customer rating: Overall customer satisfaction with.pedestrian n/a n/a 3.00 3.5( 
environment; scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high) 

Objective 2.2: Improve transit performance 

o Percentage of on-time performance 60.1% 59.0% 85.0% 58.8o/c 

CJ % of scheduled service hours delivered 95.5% 97.6% 98.5% 90. 7o/c 

o Ridership: passengers carried 222,125,944 222,991,006 230,000,000 224,893,08L 

lJ Headway adherence 75.3% 76.5% 82.1% 73.4o/c 

rJ Customer rating: Transit system reliability; scale of 1 (low) to 5 n/a n/a 3.50 2.6:< 
(high) 

Objective 2.3: Increase use of all non-private auto modes 

1 1 Non-private auto mode share n/a n/a 50% n/ < 

Objective 2.4: Improve parking utilization and manage parking demand 

11 On-street parking reliability of SFpark metered parking spaces 70.0% 73.9% n/a 75.2o/c 
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Performance Measures 

Goal 3: Improve the environment and quality of life in San Francisco 
Objective 3.4: Deliver services efficiently 

11 Average annual transit cost per revenue hour $202.50 $202.67 $197.60 n/< 

11 Cost per revenue mile $26.52 $26.80 $26.13 n/< 

o Cost per boarding $2.90 $2.91 $2.84 n/ < 

o Farebox recovery ratio 32% 34% 32% n/< 

• Goal4:· Create a workplace that delivers outstanding service 

Objective 4.2: Create a collaborative and innovative work environment 

u Employee rating: Overall employee satisfaction n/a 3.36 3.50 n/< 

Objective 4.3: Improve employee accountability 

c1 Unscheduled absence rate: transit operators 9.2% 8.6% 12.0% 9.4°/c 

D # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 525 1,024 1,000 3, 14E 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 509 947 1,000 2,94i 
were completed 
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20.050 POLICE - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

OPERATIONS AND ADMI NI STRATI ON 
Ensure safety of officers and the public 

fl Number of collisions where the officer is at fault 72 72 50 6c 

.PATROL 
Reduce crime; Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) numbers 

II UCR: Number of UCR homicides per 100,000 population 7.4 6.3 0.0 4.i 

11 UCR: Number UCR Part I violent offenses reported 6,842 7,386 6,295 7,61t 

11 UCR: Number of UCR Part I violent offenses reported per 810.3 876.5 748.0 904.t 
100,000 population 

o UCR: Number of UCR Part I property offenses reported 35,317 42,108 31,723 48,28L 

fl UCR: Number of UCR Part I property offenses reported per 4,191.4 4,997.2 3,768.0 5,730.~ 

100,000 population 

Respond timely to calls for emergency assistance 

o Response time: Priority A calls (in seconds) 261 294 240 26( 

u Response time: Priority B calls (in seconds) 485 524 450 361 

Ensure the safety of citizens 

11 Ensure the safety of persons riding public transportation 1.36 2.77 1.75 1.8t 
(MUNI) in the aty; offenses reported as per 1,000 riders 

SFPD-1 NVESTI ~Tl ONS 
Reduce the amount of violence in San Francisco 

I.I Firearm seizures 731 998 800 911 
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Performance Measures 

SPEC! AL:. OPERA Tl ONS 
Reduce traffic collisions and ensure pedestrian safety 

r:i Number of traffic collisions that result in injuries 1,546 3, 150 2,775 n/< 

[I Number of traffic collisions that result in fatalities 35 31 0 2( 

o Number of 'driving under the influence' arrests 546 534 843 n/< 

o Number of moving citations issued 62,328 94,381 133,543 n/c 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All city employees have a current performance appraisal 

u Percentage of employees for whom performance appraisals 100 100 100 10( 
were scheduled 

11 Percentage of employees for whom scheduled performance 89 90 100 9:; 
appraisals were completed 

THE OFFICE OF Cl Tl ZEN COMPLAI NTS 
Address civilian complaints of police misconduct professionally and efficiently 

o Number of Gases aosed During the Reporting Period 856 723 816 711 

u Number of Gases Oosed During the Reporting Period per FTE 60 54 48 4~ 
Investigator 

o Number of Gases Sustained During the Reporting Period 48 39 n/a 5~ 

11 Percentage of Sustained Gases Completed within the One-Year 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 98.5% 
Statute of Limitations Under Government Code 3304 

11 Percentage of Sustained Gases that Resulted in Corrective or 90% 92% 90% 94% 
Disciplinary Action by the Chief or Police Commission 

11 Number of Gases Mediated During the Reporting Period 64 50 60 6t 

Facilitate corrective action in response to complaints 

1 I Number of Findings of Policy, Procedure, or Practice Failure 9 7 n/a 
Identified in the OCC caseload During the Reporting Period 

u Number of Policy, Procedure, and Practice Findings Presented 16 15 n/a 1:! 
to SFPD or Police Commission During the Reporting Period 
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20.050 PORT - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

:ADMINI ON 

Financial Stability - Maintain or improve the Port's access to the capital markets 

cl The Port's debt service coverage ratio· 5.00 6.54 2.05 8.8~ 

Financial Stability - Maintain a strong financial postion 

tJ Outstanding receivables as a percent of annual billed revenue 3.80% 3.80% 4.50% 4.17% 

Economic Impact of Port Capital Program 

o Annual Capital Budget $15,395, 117 $36,357,722 $14,000,000 $14,000,000 

; MAINTENANCE 

Financial Stability - Improve utilization of maintenance resources 

o Percentage of preventative maintenance of sewer pumps 71% 77% 95% 87% 
performed on schedule 

u Reduce the number of unscheduled repairs of sewer pumps 5 14 10 

o Maintenance cost per square foot of Port facilities $0.85 $0.82 $0.92 $0.3~ 

MARI Tl ME OPERATIONS & MARKET! NG 

Economic Impact - Increase the volume of cargo shipping 

1 1 Total cargo tonnage - Breakbulk 24,385 18,089 37,000 4,29~ 

11 Total cargo tonnage - Bulk 1, 166,386 1,270,884 1,200,000 1,371,68:< 

Economic Impact - Increase cruise volume 

rJ Total number of cruise ship calls 59 65 73 7~ 

n Total number of cruise ship passengers 159,337 202,389 240,000 250, 107 

Economic Impact - Track ferry passenger volume 

1 1 Total number of ferry passengers transiting though Port 1,542,479 1,661,433 1,545,000 2,295,05( 
managed facilities. 
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Performance Measures 

iPi:ANNI NG & DE\/ELOPl\/IENT 
Quality of Life - Public participation in implementation of Waterfront Land Use Plan 

11 Total number of community meetings held to discuss ongoing 22 42 25 2E 
Port projects and programs 

Economic Impact - Enhance Economic Activity on Waterfront 

o Total number of projects in defined development process 7 10 7 1L 

REAL ESTATE& MANAGEMENT 
Economic Impact - Achieve maximum revenue from leasing activities 

u Overall Port Vacancy Rate 3.5% 1.6% 10.0% 7.6% 

11 Revenue per square foot of rentable space $4.67 $4.46 $4.68 $5.3~ 

o Net Revenue (Gross Revenues minus Gross Expenditures) n/a n/a 48 n/c 

D Net Revenue Growth Over Prior Year n/a n/a -5 n/< 

1 1 Revenue to Expense Ratio n/a n/a 5 n/< 

• DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
--- ---- - --

All aty employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 208 216 235 10E 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 177 140 235 31 
were completed 
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20.050 PUBLIC DEFENDER - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

CRI Ml NAL AND SPECIAL DEFENSE 
Represent defendants effectively 

11 Number of felony matters handled 7,672 8,857 8,433 9,44E 

1:1 Number of misdemeanor matters handled 4,570 4,635 4,269 5,1m 

o Number of mental health clients represented 2,965 3,457 3,000 3.,48L 

u Number of juvenile matters handled 4,758 4,460 4,600 4,531 

Provide expungement services 

1 1 Number of applicants/individuals receiving legal consultation 5,268 4,975 4,758 7, 17, 
and referrals via drop in services and telephone conferences 

11 Number of motions filed on behalf of the clients under Oean 1, 129 1, 145 720 1,23i 
Slate 

Provide training to staff 

o Number of training programs offered to staff 234 144 120 12E 

Provide alternatives to incarceration 

IJ Number of new participants in Drug Court 272 159 150 18, 

11 Number of carryover participants in Drug Court 283 146 200 21L 

o Number of Drug Court cases in bench warrant status 477 127 300 19~ 

11 Number of dismissals of Drug Court client cases 132 112 80 6E 

Provide Re-entry Services to Oients 

11 Number of clients evaluated for referral to services 284 316 300 26L 

o Number of clients referred to services 232 212 200 2m 

Provide Services for Children of Incarcerated Parents 

o Number of clients evaluated for referral and referred to 79 79 85 8' 
services 
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Performance Measures 

, DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

PUBLIC DEFENDER - Summary Year End Report 

156 162 163 11( 

75. 155 163 91 
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20.050 PUBLIC HEAL TH - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

:.SFGH - ACUTE CARE - HOSP! T AL 
Provide clinical services to target populations 

rJ Number of hospital medical/surgical inpatient days at SFGH 79,635 76,174 80,000 111,68/ 

11 Uninsured medical/surgical inpatient days as a percentage of 21% 19% 21% 21% 
total medical/surgical inpatient days 

1 1 Homeless outpatient visits as a percentage of total visits 6% 6% 6% 6% 

o Average Daily Population at San Francisco General Hospital 397 361 320 31E 

Decrease rate of ambulance diversions 

11 Percentage of time that San Francisco General Hospital's 21% 34% 23% 40% 
Emergency Department is unable to accept lower-priority 
emergency cases 

SFGH - ACUTE CARE - PSYCHIATRY 
Provide appropriate psychiatric hospital care 

1 1 Number of hospital acute psychiatric days 21,521 19,950 20,000 25,59t 

, LAGUNA HONDA - LONG TERM CARE 
Improve health outcomes among San Francisco residents 

11 Number of long-term patient days at LHH 272,507 274,762 271,560 414,47:< 

o Percentage of new admissions to LHH who are Medi-Cal clients 86% 90% 80% 88% 

o Percentage of new admissions to LHH who are homeless 8% 4% 8% 6% 

u Average Daily Population at Laguna Honda Hospital 755 756 758 75~ 

LAGUNA HONDA HOSP - ACUTE CARE 
Provide acute care services 

11 Number of patient days at Laguna Honda acute care and 1,945 1,225 1,800 1,52E 

rehabilitation facilities 
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Performance Measures 

'FORENSI cs"; AMBULATORY CARE 
Provide continuity of care for recipients of DPH services 

11 Number of jail health screenings 16,402 16,566 17,000 26, 11 ! 

MENTAL HEAL TH - CHILDREN'S PROGRAM 
Increase the number of high-risk children served in mental health treatment settings 

r 1 San Francisco residents under 19 years of age receiving 4,892 4,925 5,000 4,75t 
services provided by Olildren's Mental Health Services 

MENTAL HEALTH-: .COMMlJNI TY CARE 
Provide clinical services to target populations 

o Number of unique mental health clients in treatment 26,240 25,720 25,000 25,30( 

u Percentage of new mental health clients who are homeless 17% 3% 20% 12% 

D Total units of mental health services provided 1, 127,017 1,107,757 1,000,000 1,996,97~ 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE- COMMUN! TY CARE 
Provide substance abuse treatment services 

D Number of unique substance abuse clients in treatment 7,705 7,687 8,000 7,451 

c1 Total units of substance abuse treatment services provided 1,316,199 1,269,601 1,000,000 1,966, 15i 

Cl Percentage of homeless clients among substance abuse 35% 18% 37% 34% 
treatment admissions 

Ensure a high level of customer satisfaction 

o Percentage of client satisfaction surveys completed 66% 0% 50% 80% 

lJ Percentage of clients responding to surveys that report 86% 0% 70% 92% 
satisfaction with quality of services 
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Performance Measures 

'COMM HLTH - -PREvENTI ON - Al DS 
Strengthen primary and secondary prevention activities 

c1 Number of contacts made by HIV prevention providers 

11 Percentage of HIV positive tests 

o Percentage of clients testing HIV+ who are successfully linked 
to medical care 

COMM HLTH - PREVENTION - HLTH EDUCATION 
Decrease injury and disease among San Francisco residents 

11 Number of children who receive dental screening, fluoride 
varnish, education or sealant 

COMM HLTH - PREVENT! ON - BEHM 

116,736 

1.36% 

76% 

7,201 

Protect and respond to the environmental health of San Francisco residents 

1 1 Number of routine hazardous materials compliance inspections 991 

o Number of complaint investigations performed by the public 4,498 
services program 

u Percentage of environmental health complaints abated 81% 
- ----- -- ·- - -

COMM HLTH - PRE\/ - MATERNAL &_CHILD HLTH 

118,648 

1.29% 

77% 

7,351 

1,051 

4,276 

76% 

Increase the number of breastfed infants in the Women, Infants and Children (WI C) program 

u Percentage of breastfed infants participating in the WI C 
program per month 

66% 62% 

78,009 

1.30% 

75% 

4,500 

1,050 

4,100 

80% 

67% 

195,26i 

1.26% 

80% 

8,94E 

1,56( 

7,871 

84% 

64% 
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Performance Measures 

rPrima~y tar~ ainc ~ Tom Waddell Urban Health ~nter 
Improve support staff ratio for active patient panel 

r1 Number of bed slots in housing programs 

CJ Number of unduplicated clients served in supportive housing 

o Primary Care support staff ratio per unweighted active patient 
panel 

PUBLIC HEALTH - Summary Year End Report 

2,403 

1,278 

n/a 

2,629 

1,290 

n/a 

2,803 

1,359 

n/a 

Increase attention to social and economic factors that affect health status 

u Number of unduplicated clients served by housing and housing
related programs 

PRIMARY CARE - AMBU. Cl\RE ~ HEALTH CNTRS 
Provide clinical services to target populations 

11 Percentage of patients who are uninsured 

o Percentage of patients who are homeless 

o Percentage of outpatient visits by uninsured patients 

LI Percentage of outpatient visits by homeless patients 

11 Number of Healthy San Francisco participants 

o Percentage of Healthy San Francisco participant complaints 
resolved within 60 days 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 

All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

11 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

3,820 

44% 

13% 

36% 

13% 

46,822 

100% 

5,675 

5, 194 

4, 189 

45% 

10% 

36% 

12% 

51, 161 

100% 

5,744 

4,842 

3,935 

41% 

11% 

36% 

12% 

43,000 

85% 

5,500 

4,480 

2,8H 

1,44( 

4,21( 

38% 

11% 

25% 

9% 

25,57~ 

100% 

6,00~ 

4, 13E 
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20.050 PUBLIC LIBRARY - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

BRANCH PROGRAM 

Meet citizens' needs in quantity and availability of library collections at the branch libraries 

f] In-library use of materials at branch libraries 2,698,336 

Provide hours of operation at the branch libraries that respond to user demand 

11 Weekly hours of operation in the branch libraries including 
Bookmobiles, Log Cabin Ranch and Juvenile Justice Center 

IJ Number of persons entering branch libraries including 
Bookmobiles, Log Cabin Ranch and Juvenile Justice Center 

Ensure customer satisfaction with services at the branch libraries 

o Number of questions answered annually at the branch libraries 
including Bookmobiles, Log Cabin Ranch and Juvenile Jutices 
Center 

1 1 Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the quality of 
assistance from staff as good or very good (biennial City 
Survey) 

o How patrons rate the quality of library staff assistance in the 
branch libraries and Bookmobiles on a scale of 1-10 

1,282 

5,060,860 

1,720,367 

n/a 

8.99 

Ensure that all library facilities are safe, accessible and sustainable public spaces 

o Percentage of branch libraries that are seismically upgraded, 
moved from leased to permanent spaces, and made ADA 
compliant 

92% 

2,646,049 2,680,000 2,251,47( 

1,321 1,334 1,35i 

5,337,801 5,410,000 5,046,671 

1,862,024 1,640,000 2,015, 10:; 

85% n/a n/< 

9.10 8.80 9.21 

96% 96% 100% 
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Performance Measures 

QHI LDREN &)'<:)UTH.SER\11 CES .(CYS) .. 

Provide high quality programs for children and youth 

11 Number of programs provided 

11 Number of children and youth attending programs 

6,260 

254,611 

6,742 

242.490 

Support education of children and youth through instruction on library resources and how to use them 

o Number of instructional visits or programs for school classes 

o Number of children and teens receiving instruction via school 
visits or library visits 

o Percentage of participants who rate instructional visits or 
programs for school classes as good or very good 

3,366 

83,094 

95% 

Support early literacy through "Every Child Ready to Read" (ECRR) program 

o Percentage of caregiver/parent participants who rate ECRR 
trainings and workshops as important in fostering early literacy 

u Number of caregiver/parent participants iri ECRR trainings and 
workshops 

CoMMUNI CATIONS PROGRAMS & PARTNERSHIPS (CPP) 

98% 

764 

3,705 

88,364 

97% 

99% 

937 

6,294 

245,000 

3.450 

85,000 

99% 

99% 

950 

Provide for and inform the public on high quality educational and cultural programs and services offered by the library 

11 Number of people.attending adult programs 47,893 48,349 

Ensure access to materials and services for patrons who speak/read a language other than English 

11 Attendance at public programs and trainings offered for 
speakers of languages other than English 

2,546 2,659 

45,000 

2,200 

6,99L 

282,29' 

3,56:< 

82,rne 

96o/c 

99o/c 

6oe 

61,02( 

6,33( 
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Performance Measures 

FACILITIES 
Ensure that all library facilities are safe, accessible and sustainable public spaces 

r1 Number of kilowatts used in Library facilities 9,094,379 8,520, 191 8,498,627 8,647,23~ 

11 Gallons of water used in Library facilities 10,457,788 10,639,812 10,539,844 10,247,07( 

o Percentage of waste stream recycled or composted in Library 77% 80% 80% 79% 
facilities 

CJ Number of security incidents reported in Library facilities 4,412 3,599 3,728 2,99:< 

11 How patrons rate their sense of safety and personal security in 8.7 8.7 8.2 8.1: 
the library on a scale of 1 to 10 

o Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the overall quality of 79% 84% n/a n/< 
Branch Library facilities as good or very good (biennial Oty 
Survey) 

11 Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the overall quality of 72% 77% n/a n/c 
Main Library facilities as good or very good (biennial Oty 
Survey) 

Ensure that all library facilities are clean and well maintained 

o How patrons rate the cleanliness and maintenance of library 8.3 8.2 8.2 8.1 
facilities on a scale of 1 to 10 
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Performance Measures 

: I NFORMATI ON.TEcHNOLOGY 
Meet patron needs for access to technology 

r1 Number of web pages viewed (or hits) to the Library's web 
servers 

o Number of public computers available for use 

II Number of hours used by patrons at public computer terminals, 
including both reserved and walk-in use 

1 1 Average number of wi-fi users per day at the Main Library 

11 Average number of wi-fi users per day at branch libraries 

o Number of website and catalog page views by mobile devices 

12,510,099 13,314,347 

905 924 

539,985 525,671 

1,217 1,004 

2,502 2,785 

3,522,233 5,782,382 

Ensure access to materials and services for patrons who speak/read a language other than English 

o Number of uses (or hits) to the Library's web pages in Chinese 
and Spanish 

. MAIN PROGRAM 

205,198 

Provide hours of operation at the Main Library that respond to user demand 

~ Weekly hours of operation at the Main Library 60 

r1 Number of persons entering the Main Library 2,187,564 

Ensure customer satisfaction with services at the Main Library 

D Number of questions answered annually at the Main Library 975,278 

D Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the quality of staff n/a 
assistance as good or very good (biennial City Survey) 

IJ Number of attendees at public trainings and instructional 5,357 
classes provided at the Main Library 

11 Percentage of participants who rate public trainings and classes 100% 
at the Main Library as good or very good 

D How patrons rate the quality of library staff assistance at the 8.43 
Main Library on a scale of 1-10 

298,292 

60 

2,084,098 

924,355 

85% 

6,581 

97% 

8.30 

12,000,000 

950 

528,000 

500 

1,350 

5,000,000 

215,000 

60 

2,000,000 

900,000 

n/a 

4,000 

95% 

8.50 

52,849, 1 H 

94E 

655,88E 

1,59:! 

3,77t 

7,960,99~ 

1,807,29!: 

6( 

1,835,08t 

877,rn 

n/< 

6,43L 

100% 

8.2( 
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Performance Measures 

COLLECT! ONS & TECHNI C'AL SERVICES 

Acquire, prepare and maintain library materials for public use 

1 1 Number of new materials made available to the public 407,012 372,945 380,000 381,2H 

Ensure access to materials and services for patrons who speak/read a language other than English 

11 . Number of physical items in languages other than English 59,344 63,068 60,000 57,33( 
added to the library's collection 

Provide high quality collections and resources 

1 1 Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the quality of the n/a 75% n/a n/c 
library's collections as good or very good (biennial City Survey) 

Cl How patrons rate the quality of library collections on a scale of 8.30 8.44 8.00 8.4c 
1-10 

Provide beneficial uses for materials no longer needed by the library 

o Number of books and library materials distributed to 50,840 90,045 60,000 54,50~ 

community groups for public benefit purposes 

Provide access to quality online computer resources and databases 

o Number of uses of the Library's subscription databases by staff 3,211,440 2,972,611 3,200,000 3,91 o,58c 
and public 

11 How patrons rate the quality of library databases on a scale of 8.03 7.94 8.10 7.n 
1-10 

Meet citizens' needs in quantity and availability of library collections 

1 1 Orculation of physical books and materials 10,971,974 10,604,636 10,300,000 10,036,86( 

o Orculation of eBooks and eMedia 379,506 556,702 750,000 808,09~ 
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Performance Measures 

, Department 03ntert0ther 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

IJ # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

SYSTEMWIDE 
Meet citizens' needs in quantity and availability of library collections 

o Collection Expenditures per Number of Borrowers 

lJ Expenditures per Number of Visits 

ri Expenditures per Orculation of physical, eBooks & eMedia 
materials 

697 728 683 

533 480 615 

$22.41 $21.87 $23.65 

$12.76 $12.57 $13.31 

$8.15 $8.36 $8.42 

752 

56~ 

$25.18 

$14.69 

$9.32 
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20.050 PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

: a.tstomer and Community 
Invest in Customers/Community 

fJ CR3.1 Billing Accuracy (water/wastewater/power)= Billing Error 16.00 13.00 10.00 8.00 
Rate (Number of error-driven billing adjustments per 10,000 
bills) 

LJ CR3.4 Water meter reading accuracy (Number of errors per 1.31 1.00 1.00 0.64 
1, 000 reads) 

n CR6.3a Percent of water rate and fee structure that reflects 100.00% 100.00% 99.00% 100.00% 
cost of service (including funding capital investment, O&M, and 
contribution to reserve) 

LJ CR6.3b Percent of wastewater rate and fee structure that 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
reflects cost of service (including funding capital investment, 
O&M, and contribution to reserve) 

LJ CR6.3c Percent of power rate and fee structure that reflects 67.00% 78.00% 67.00% 70.00% 
cost of service (including funding capital investment, O&M, and 
contribution to reserve) 

n CY3.1 a Percent labor hours worked by SFPUC Service Territory n/a 50.00% 50.00% 48.25% 
Residents as a percent of all hours worked 

o CY3.1 b Percent apprentice labor hours worked by WSI P Pl.A n/a 75.00% 50.00% 145.50% 
Service Territory Residents Apprentices as a percent of all 
Apprentice hours worked. 

o CY3.2a Labor hours worked by local residents as percent of all n/a 29.00% 30.00% 37.00% 
hours worked 

n CY3.2b Labor hours worked by local resident apprectices as a n/a 72.00% 50.00% 71.00% 
percent of all aprectice hours worked. 
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Performance Measures 

Environment 
steward the Environment 

o EN6.1 b Total amount of water sold to San Francisco residential 50.29 48.90 55.00 48.42 
customers in gallons per capita per day (gpcd) 

n EN8.2 Percent of total water supplied by alternative sources to 3.00% 3.40% 3.40% 3.40% 
retail customers 

D EN9.4 Percent sewage sludge (the residual, semi-solid material 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
left from the sewage treatment process) going to beneficial 
reuse 

n EN10.1 Number of unauthorized discharges from the combined 0 0 0 5 
sewer system 

n EN10.2 Percent of annual wet and dry weather flow treated 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
before discharged per year (by level of quality) 

n EN12.1 b Average monthly electricity used per SFPUC street 52.00 57.00 45.20 51.67 
light (in kWh). 

u EN12.2a Annual peak load reduction (in kW) 639.00 282.00 545.00 276.00 

n EN 12.2b Total electricity reduction achieved by customers (in 3, 142.00 3,140.00 4,353.00 2,686.00 
MWh) 

n EN 12.2c Total gas reduction achieved by customers (in 121,948.00 543,493.00 2,000,000.00 1,823,225.00 
therms) 

o EN16.1a SFPUC's electricty and/or natural gas consumption for 4,530.00 2,581.00 n/a 2,506.00 
provision of all SFPUC services (metric tons) 

11 EN16.1 b Annual greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due to fleet 5,298.00 4,976.00 n/a 5,223.00 
fuel consumption (metric tons) 

CJ EN17.1a Direct energy consumption broken down by source= 1.05 1.14 1.10 1.07 
Energy Intensity (El metric): MWh energy used per million 
gallons of water delivered (In-City Retail Water) 

11 EN17.1 c Direct energy consumption broken down by source = 2.14 2.10 2.10 2.20 
Energy Intensity (El metric): MWh energy used per million 
gallons wastewater treated 

n EN17.3a Percent of laptops, desktops, and monitors that meet 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
the EPEAT Gold standard 
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Performance Measures 

steward the Environment 

n EN17.3b Percent of printers and servers that meet the Climate 
Savers Computing Base standard 

95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 
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Performance Measures 

· Governance 
I rn prove Governance 

CJ SFPUC Cost per gallon of wastewater $0.0099 $0.0104 $0.0109 $0.0109 

u SFPUC Cost per gallon of water $0.0070 $0.0078 $0.0084 $0.0084 

n SFPUC Cost per Kilowatt hour of electricity $0.1000 $0.1093 $0.0800 $0.1223 

u GM1 .2a Incidents of, and fines or non-monetary sanctions for 3.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 
non-compliance with applicable laws and regulations 

u GM1 .2b Drinking water quality compliance rate (percent days in 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
full compliance with drinking water standards) 

u GM3.1 a Percent completion within 45 days from Commission 82.90% 56.50% 75.00% 62.00% 
Award to Certification of components of professional service 
contracts that are within SFPUC control 

u GM3.1 b Percent completion within 60 days from Commission 65.00% 66.00% 70.00% 44.00% 
Award to Certification of components of construction contracts 
that are within SFPUC control 

n GM4.4 Percent of power supplied vs. forecasted 99.00% 101.00% 99.00% 100.46% 

u IA2.2a Deviation in actual vs. planned facilities and project $19,200,000.00 $15,300,000.00 $30,800,000.00 $5,000,000.00 
expenditures (in Millions): WSI P Local including LWS 

CJ IA 2.2b Deviation in actual vs. planned facilities and project $3,900,000 $122,000,000 $385,900,000 $14,000,000 
expenditures (in Millions): WSI P Regional 

n IA2.2c Deviation in actual vs. planned facilities and project $0.00 $281, 000, 000. 00 $128, 000, 000. 00 $149,000,000.00 
expenditures (in Millions): SSI P 

o IA2.2d Deviation in actual vs. planned facilities and project $22,700,000.00 $38,600,000.00 $8,000,000.00 $19,000,000.00 
expenditures (in Millions): WWE 

n IA2.4a Percent deviation in actual vs. planned capital facilities 80.20% 1.20% 6.60% 0.90% 
and project schedules: WSIP Local 

Cl IA2.4b Percent deviation in actual vs planned capital facilities & 42.70% 6.30% 9.50% 2.50% 
project schedules: WSIP Regional 

u IA2.4c Percent deviation in actual vs. planned capital facilities 0.00% 21.26% 0.00% 9.00% 
and project schedules: WWECI P (including SSI P) 

u IA5.1a Preventive maintenance ratio for Water (percent) 80.81% 78.56% 70.00% 71.57% 

n IA5.1 b Preventive maintenance ratio for Wastewater (percent) 38.00% 50.00% 58.00% 40.00% 
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Performance Measures 

Im prove Governance 

o IA5.3a Distribution system renewal and replacement rate for 0.22% 0.40% 1.00% 0.43% 
water mains (percent) 

n IA5.3b System renewal and replacement rate for Wastewater 8.70 13.70 15.00 12.75 
(miles) 

o WP4.2a Recordable injury rate(# recordable/100 employees) 9.40 8.90 7.70 6.90 

LJ WP4.2b Recordable lost time rate (hrs/100 employees) 4.70 3.90 3.80 3.50 

n WP4.2c Number of work-related fatalities 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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20,050 PUBLIC WORKS - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. ARct-i1TecruRE: 
Develop accurate construction cost estimates for City projects 

11 Percentage of construction contracts advertised wherein the 75% 70% 90% 60% 
lowest bid received is within a range of 80% to 110% of the 
architect's estimate 

u Percentage of projects for which contracts are awarded on first 75% 69% 90% 82% 
bid solicitation 

- ---

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
Track City construction project costs 

o Percentage change order cost to original contracts, for projects 14.8% 12.4% 14.4% 10.2% 
exceeding $2 million 

o Percentage change order cost to original contracts, for projects 2.2% 14.6% 11.6% 6.5% 
not exceeding $2 million 

Develop accurate construction cost estimates for City projects 

o Percentage change order cost to original contracts, due to 2.5% 3.5% 3.2% 0.4% 
errors and omissions in design, for projects exceeding $2 
million 

11 Percentage change order cost to original contracts, due to 0.1% 0.2% 1.6% 0.6% 
errors and omissions in design, for projects not exceeding $2 
million 

. ENGi NEERING 
Develop accurate construction cost estimates for City projects 

IJ Percentage of construction contracts advertised wherein the 76% 83% 75% 74% 
lowest bid received is within a range of 80% to 110% of the 
engineer's estimate 

Maintain quality of aty streets through repaving program 

11 Number of blocks of Qty streets repaved 346 521 520 50~ 
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20.050 PUBLIC WORKS - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

STREET ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Maintain cleanliness of aty streets/sidewalks, through direct services as well as regulations and education 

fl Percentage of San Franciscans who rate cleanliness of 0% 52% n/a nl< 
neighborhood streets as good or very good (biennial City 
Survey) 

u Percentage of San Franciscans who rate cleanliness of n/a 47% n/a nl< 
neighborhood sidewalks as good or very good (biennial City 
Survey) 

o Number of curb miles mechanically swept 146,363 143,768 146,276 146,34~ 

11 Percentage of street cleaning requests abated within 48 hours 90% 94% 90% 97% 

o Percentage of graffiti requests abated within 48 hours (public 80% 97% 92% 95% 
property) 

u Cost per curb mile mechanically swept (controlled routes) $69 $73 $73 $7E 

STREET USE MANAGEMENT 
Provide timely decisions for street use permits 

o Percentage of decisions rendered on street use permit requests 87% 93% 90% 94% 
within established time frames 

Respond to complaints in a timely manner 

fl Percentage of complaints responded to within service level 92% 96% 85% 92% 
agreement time frames 

To process map actions in a timely manner 

1 r Map backlog as a percentage of all active maps 4% 8% 10% 3% 

n Percentage of all maps approvals issued within 50 days 90% 90% 90% 91% 

URBAN FORESTRY 
Maximize San Francisco's urban forest canopy cover 

o Number of street trees planted by DR/V 266 374 311 29( 
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20.050 PUBLIC WORKS - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

: DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ _OTHER 
All city employees have a current performance appraisal 

11 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 782 863 898 1,03E 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 727 796 853 1,02~ 
were completed 

STREET AND SEWER REPAIR SERVICES 
Maintain aty streets in good repair 

o Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the condition of the n/a 41% n/a n/~ 
pavement of their neighborhood streets as good or very good 
(Biennial city survey) 

u Number of potholes repaired 11,693 16,065 15,000 15,82~ 

u Percentage of potholes repaired within 72 hours of request 88% 92% 90% 97% 

o Cost per block paved by BSSR $26,853 $23,021 $23,021 $22,53L 
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20.050 RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION - Summary Year End Repor 

Performance Measures 

•. NEIGHBORHOOD and a TYWI DE SERVICES 
Improve the quality of park maintenance and create safe, welcoming parks and facilities 

1 1 Otywide percentage of park maintenance standards met for all 91% 91% 90% 91% 
parks inspected 

o Otywide percentage of restroom standards met in parks 94% 93% 90% 90% 

1_1 Percentage of graffiti work orders completed within 48 hours 77% 92% 75% 90% 

u Number of graffiti orders in top 10 impacted facilities 1,509 1,678 1,000 1,39L 

o Percentage of paint shop FTE labor hours devoted to graffiti 24% 22% 22% 18% 
abatement 

o Number of trees maintained 1,905 1,873 950 1,05~ 

1 1 Number of trees damaged or destroyed 70 180 100 1C 

1 1 Number of trees planted 993 876 400 57~ 

D Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the quality of park n/a 63% n/a n/ < 
buildings or structures as good or excellent (biennial Oty 
Survey) 

u Percentage of San Franciscans who rate the quality of the n/a 73% n/a n/ < 
Oty's park grounds (landscaping) as good or excellent 
(biennial Oty Survey) 

o Operating Investment Per Acre of San Francisco Parks $15,250 $16,265 $15,250 $16,80E 
Maintained (Excluding Golf and Natural Areas) 

11 Number of Permits Issued Per Budgeted and Funded Staff in 4,687 5,000 4,687 2,30i 
the RPO Permits Division 

Improve community loyalty 

11 Number of recreation volunteer hours 78,228 73,967 75,000 113,981 

CJ Number of park volunteer hours 69, 139 79,490 75,000 119,38i 
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20.050 RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION -Summary Year End Repor 

Performance Measures 

Increase access to, and improve quality of, Recreational Programming 

1 1 Total number of park facility permits created (picnic tables, 70,302 75,012 65,000 82.727 
recreational centers,. fields, etc) 

o Number of recreation course registrations 54,334 54,102 55,000 60,00~ 

11 Percentage of recreation courses with 70% capacity of class 65% 71% 70% 74% 
size 

r:i Satisfaction rate among recreation activity users 98% n/a n/a 89% 

1-1 Percentage of users receiving scholarships for one or more 12% 14% 13% 16% 
programs during this period 

11 Percentage of users who rate the quality of the Oty's n/a 70% n/a n/< 
recreation programs as good or excellent (biennial Qty Survey) 

Improve RPO infrastructure in both bµildings and grounds 

D Percentage of work orders completed 81% 75% 75% 77% 

1_1 Percentage of emergency work orders completed 98% 89% 95% 100% 

Ll Percentage of health and safety work orders completed 80% 83% 85% 82% 

Ii Percentage of routine maintenance work orders completed 80% 80% 75% 77% 

u Percentage of capital projects completed as scheduled 50% 0% n/a 50% 

D Percentage of capital projects started as scheduled n/a 100% 100% 1 OOo/c 

11 Percentage of capital projects completed on or under budget 80% 100% 90% 91 o/c 

Demonstrate and promote the Department's environmental stewardship 

r1 Number of tons of diverted material 682 741 704 86t 
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20.050 RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSION - Summary Year End Repor 

Performance Measures 

DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

t t # of employees for whom performance appraisals were n/a 677 721 69~ 

scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals n/a 476 721 46t 
were completed 

o % of employees for whom annual performance appraisals were n/a 71% 100% 67% 
completed for the fiscal year 
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20,050 RENT ARBITRATION BOARD -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

RENT· BOARD 
Provide a timely resolution for all allegations of wrongful eviction filings 

11 Average number of days needed to process allegations of 1.5 1.0 2.0 2.t 
wrongful evictions 

Provide a timely resolution of all petitions 

o Average number of days for Administrative Law Judges to 19.0 19.0 25.0 22.C 
submit decisions for review 

Provide translations of documents and make available through multiple sources 

o Number of discrete documents in languages other than English 387 392 416 40( 

o Number of locations where translated documents are available 746 964 830 75E 

DEPARTMENT~WI DE/OTHER 

All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

CJ # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 28 27 28 2E 
scheduled 

IJ # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 28 27 28 2E 
were completed 

Preserve affordable rental housing stock 

o Number of rent-controlled housing units 171,609 171,305 n/a 173,00C 
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20.050 RETIREMENT SYSTEM - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

EMPLOYEE DEFERRED COMP PLAN 
Provide effective administration of the Deferred Compensation Plan 

u Percentage of eligible oty employees who participate in the 53% 53% 50% 53o/c 
Deferred Compensation Plan 

- --

INVESTMENT 
Maximize investment returns at an acceptable risk level for Plan participants 

o Return on investment ranking of 50th percentile or better 0 
among public pension plans with assets in excess of $1 billion, 
using 5-year average return (1 equals yes) 

RETIREMENT SERVICES 
Provide accurate account and retirement benefit information to members in a timely manner 

IJ Average number of individualized communications per active 3.22 3.21 3.12 1.6( 
Retirement Plan member 

: DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 42 85 100 4E 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 41 56 101 3E 
were completed 
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20.050 SHERIFF - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

COURT SECURITY AND PROCESS 
Provide inmate escort and security to the courts and prevent physical harm to any person or property in, or in the vicinity of, any courth 

u Number of court staff or public who have been harmed while in 2 0 31 
or in the vicinity of any courthouse in San Francisco 

•CUSTODY 
Provide for the secure and safe detention of persons arrested or under court order 

Average daily population cost per day $135 $135 $138 $15~ 

CJ Average daily population (ADP) 1,535 1,525 1,600 1,3H 

u ADP as a percentage of rated capacity of jails 72% 70% 85% 74% 

o Number of successful escapes 0 0 0 

11 Number of inmate vs. inmate altercations 273 304 0 32L 

1 1 Number of inmate vs. staff altercations 92 98 0 6f 

o Number of deaths 5 3 0 

o Number of suicide attempts prevented 23 27 25 22 

u Number of inmate Safety Cell placements 1, 134 2,049 2,100 2,28E 
-- - -

. SHERI FF ADMINISTRATION 
Maintain full employment capacity 

1 1 Attrition rate 2% 1% 5% 1% 

Execute criminal and civil warrants and court orders 

o Number of attempts to serve/execute civil process 15,278 13,856 17,000 12,492 

11 Founded complaints received regarding service of civil process 0 0 0 c 
n Number of pre-eviction home visits 1,612 1,426 1,873 1,0?f 

o Number of eviction day crisis interventions 110 133 170 11< 

o Number of evictions executed 1,041 1,031 1,200 85:< 
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20.050 SHERIFF - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. 
SHERI FF Fl ELD SERVICES 

Safely transport prisoners 

r 1 Number of prisoners transported 33,067 34,017 37,000 33,317 

11 Number of major transport incidents 0 3 0 c 

SHERI FF PROGRAMS 

Provide education, skill development, and counseling programs in jail 
-~---- ·~~--~·-··---

o Average daily number of prisoners in substance abuse 288 188 380 27( 
treatment and violence prevention programs. 

1 1 Recidivism rate for inmates who complete identified in-custody n/a n/a 0% 42% 
programs 

1 1 Average daily attendance of participants enrolled in charter 266 198 250 14£ 
school 

r 1 Percentage of students that pass the California High School Exit 59% 38% 30% 64% 
Exam. 

Provide alternative sentencing options and crime prevention programs. 

o Average daily number of participants in community programs 91 137 150 12L 

11 Hours of work performed in the community 44, 128 37,920 50,000 36, 71< 

o Value of work performed by participants $443,679 $395,314 $512,000 $390,82( 

u Recidivism rate for participants who complete their Electronic 0% 0% 0% 6% 
Monitoring or Sheriff's Work Alternative Program sentence 

o Number of clients enrolled in community antiviolence programs 657 650 700 307 

r1 Re-arrest rate for antiviolence program clients 14% 11% 13% 6% 

· SHF-RECRUI TMENT & TRAINING 
Hire, train and retain sworn staff 

1 1 Number of new sworn staff hired 2 18 0 2E 

o Percentage of hired sworn staff who successfully complete 0% 0% 94% 90% 
probation after 18 months 
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20.050 

Performance Measures· 

DEPARTMENT~WIDEI OTHER 
All Qty employees have a current performance appraisal 

rJ # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

SHERIFF - Summary Year End Report 

993 1,036 1,055 97E 

277 272 1,055 23E 
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20.050 STATUS OF WOMEN - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

• COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN 
Advance the human rights of women and girls in the workforce, services, and budget of city government 

r1 Number of City programs and agencies reviewed under the 4 4 4 
Women's Human Rights Ordinance (CEDAW). 

o Number of sexual harassment cases against the City and 22 26 30 3~ 

County of San Francisco. 

Promote gender equality and human rights of women in the workplace 

n Number of educational forums conducted on gender equality in 912 4 5 
the workplace. 

o Number of private sector entities engaged in the San Francisco 53 55 53 rn 
Gender Equality Principles (GEP) Initiative 

Prevent violence against women and girls 

1 1 Number of domestic violence incident reports from the San 3,734 2,277 4,500 3, 15E 
Francisco Police Department 

[J Number of domestic violence calls made to 911 annually 7,721 7,979 6,500 8,061 

Promote women and girls legislation and policies. 

o Number of resolutions passed by the Commission on the Status n/a n/a 24 8~ 

of Women recognizing important women and girls' 
achievements and promoting gender equality and human rights 
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20.050 STATUS OF WOMEN - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

.VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN PREVENTION ANDI NTERVENTI ON (YAW) GRANT$PROGRAM 
Monitor direct services in violence against women prevention and intervention 

11 Hours of supportive services by department-funded shelters, 
crisis services, transitional housing, advocacy, prevention and 
education annually 

lJ Number of unduplicated individuals served in shelters, crisis 
services, transitional housing, advocacy, prevention, and 
education annually 

D Percent of people accessing services for which English is not a 
primary language. 

o Number of calls to crisis lines annually 

11 Number of shelter bed-nights annually 

11 Number of individuals turned away from shelters annually 

o Number of transitional housing bed nights annually 

•DEPARTMENT -:-WI OE/OTHER 
All city employees have a current performance appraisal 

o # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 
were completed 

40,908 

29,434 

26 

16,614 

5,228 

1,493 

19,029 

5 

5 

39, 116 

19,585 

29 

18,261 

6,814 

1,665 

21, 710 

4 

4 

32,318 

24,576 

32 

14,547 

3,534 

858 

11,355 

6 

6 

35,91t 

13,99L 

27 

15, 79~ 

3,591 

1,58:; 

11,65S 
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20.050 

Performance Measures 

ADMI NI STRATI ON 
Ensure a highly skilled and performing workforce 

r 1 Percentage of employees who received formal, departmental
sponsored training 

u Percentage of employees for whom scheduled performance 
appraisals were completed in a timely manner 

, CUSTOMER SERVI CE 

Source: Citywide F 

TECHNOLOGY - Summary Year End Report 

91% 73% 30% 95% 

67% 51% 50% 5% 

Provide leadership for project methodology and efficient, cost-effective management for projects engaging OT resources 

o Percent of projects completed on time, on budget and to 58% 89% 85% 66% 
specification 

ENTERPRISE OPERATIONS 
Ensure high availability of the systems managed by OT 

11 Network Up Time 99.91% 99.00% 99.00% 99.95% 

o E-mail System 0.00% 99.00% 99.00% 98.80% 

o Reliability of Data Center 99.95% 99.50% 99.00% 99.96% 

MEDIA 
To provide Reliable and Innovative Media Services 

11 Availability of 24-hour government informational programming n/a 99% 99% 100% 

on Cable Channel 26 

11 Percentage of the regular Board of Supervisors' meetings 100% 100% 99% 100% 

carried 

, PUBLIC SAFETY 
Reliable Public Safety Technology Operation 

o Reliability for Wireless Data Network as per the system report 100% 99% 99% 100% 

11 Percent up-time for fiber infrastructure as per FiberWan report n/a 100% 99% 100% 

1 1 Reliability for CERS radio system as per GEZAI report 100% 99% 99% 100% 
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20.050 TREASURER/TAX COLLECTOR - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

: l.E~LSERVl.CE. 
Maintain and increase the Legal Section's annual collection levels 

r:i Amount of annual collections $2,609,610 $3,656,227 

. DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
Provide superior customer service to all customers through the City Payment Center in City Hall 

11 Average number of days to close 311 service tickets 

11 Number of 311 service tickets received 

n/a 

n/a 

Expand access to City government by placing information and transactions online 

o Number of web-enabled transactions completed online using 
the aty's SFOOV Online Services portal 

•TTX-BUSI NESS TAX 
Promote compliance with the Business Tax Ordinance 

lJ Number of taxpayer audits completed 

o Number of businesses registered 

o Amount collected through business registration 

11 Amount collected through 3rd party taxes 

D Number of regulatory department licenses issued 

. TTX7DELI NQUENT REVENUE 
Maximize revenue through intensive collection activity 

D Amount of total revenue collected on all delinquent debts, in 
millions 

D Amount of the total for non-business taxes 

c1 Amount of the total for business taxes 

c1 Amount of revenue through summary judgments 

89, 110 

667 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

$103 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

101,659 

650 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

$85,000,000 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

$2,000,000 

n/a 

n/a 

100,000 

650 

80,000 

6,500,000 

400,000,000 

10,000 

$90,000,000 

16,000,000 

70,000,000 

1,800,000 

$5,023,552 

4.3£ 

13,71L 

114,08L 

21L 

98,69( 

39,739,73:< 

539,093,531: 

15,55£ 

$32,019,21 ~ 

41,014,05~ 

36,969,81~ 

1,758,661 
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20.050 TREASURER/TAX COLLECTOR -Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

. TTX-1 NVESTMENT 

Manage the Oty's investment portfolio to preserve capital, maintain liquidity and enhance yield 

11 Accuracy rate of forecasting of cash in the bank 98% 99% 99% 96% 

1 1 Average daily collected balances of demand deposit accounts, $419,000,000 $450,000,000 $450,000,000 $8,958,97t 
in millions 

1-1 The maximum number of standard deviations between the 12 1.43 2.00 1.00 1.0C 
month return of the city's investment portfolio and the average 
of the municipal peer group 

TTX-PROPERTY TM LICENSING 
Maintain low property tax delinquency rates 

o Percentage of delinquency rate of secured property taxes 2% 2% 2% nl< 

Provide quality customer service 

o Number of property tax refunds processed n/a n/a 6,000 11,97( 

TTX-TREASURY 
Maximize interest earnings for San Francisco by processing payments efficiently 

n Total Check Control & Payment Exceptions n/a n/a 15,000 15,03~ 

IJ Total Stub Processed (# of Accounts Updated) n/a n/a n/a 1,386,26t 

•DEPARTMENT-WI DE/OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

r 1 # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 182 180 170 18( 

scheduled 

r1 # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 118 142 150 14L 

were completed 
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20.050 WAR MEMORIAL - Summary Year End Report 

Performance Measures 

•OPERA Tl ONS & MAINTENANCE 
Provide maximum number of performances and events 

r1 Opera House performances/events 181 171 171 1 ffi 

t t Davies Symphony Hall performances/events 259 257 245 26e 

o Herbst Theatre performances/events (under construction until 286 189 n/a n/c 
2015) 

D Green Room performances/events 178 139 n/a n/ < 

o 4th Floor Venue (name pending) performances/events (under n/a n/a nla n/ < 
construction until 2015) 

Provide continued successful utilization of the facilities 

D Opera House percentage of days rented 94% 93% 94% 94o/c 

o Davies Symphony Hall percentage of days rented ( 88% 86% 82% 87% 

u Herbst Theatre percentage of days rented (closed for 81% 66% n/a nl< 
construction until 2015) 

11 Green Room percentage of days rented (under construction 51% 47% n/a nl< 
until 2015) 

c1 Veterans' use of meeting rooms (Veteran's building under 468 351 n/a n/c 
construction until 2015) 

o 4th Floor Venue (name pending) percentage of days rented n/a n/a n/a n/c 
(under construction until 2015) 

'DEPARTMENT-WI DE/ OTHER 
All City employees have a current performance appraisal 

D # of employees for whom performance appraisals were 55 46 54 41 
scheduled 

o # of employees for whom scheduled performance appraisals 38 27 54 
were completed 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Mike Buhler [MBuhler@sfheritage.org] 
Tuesday, November 25, 2014 1 :57 PM 
Avalos, 'John (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Tang, Katy 
(BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
Hsieh, Frances (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Brown, Vallie (BOS); 
True, Judson; Chan, Amy (BOS); Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Tugbenyoh, 
Mawuli (BOS); Stefani, Catherine; Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Veneracion, 
April (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Quizon, Dyanna (BOS); Power, 
Andres; Low, Jen (BOS); Mormino, Matthias (BOS); Scanlon, Olivia (BOS); Frye, Timothy 
(CPC); Desiree Smith; Ronen, Hillary; Allbee, Nate; Goossen, Carolyn (BOS) 

Subject: SF Heritage Letter re Mills Act Contracts (Item #22, 23, 24) - SUPPORT 
Attachments: SF Heritage - SUPPORT for Mills Act Contracts (11.25.14).pdf 

Good afternoon, President Chiu and Members of the Board. Attached please find SF Heritage's letter urging 
your support of the three Mills Act Historical Property Contracts before you today (Items #22, 23, 24). Thank 
you for your consideration. 

Mike 

Executive Dfreclor 

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

Wl!2lll .sJltITiJJJJJ<;;_,_QJ:,q 
mh_yhl~;r@sfh_~:img~m:g 

Join Heritage Now I Find us on Facebook I Follow us on Twitter 
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November 25, 2014 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

2007 FRANKLIN STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109 

RE: AGENDA #22. 23. 24 - Mills Act Historic Property Contracts for 68 Pierce St.. 563-567 Waller 
St.. and 621 Waller St. 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board: 

On behalf of San Francisco Heritage (Heritage), thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
pending Mills Act Contracts for 68 Pierce Street, 563-567 Waller Street, and 621 Waller Street. All 
three residential properties are contributors to the Duboce Park Landmark District, characterized by 
one of most intact collections of modest Victorian homes in San Francisco. 

Approval of the Mills Act Historical Property Contracts for the aforementioned properties will help 
property owners cover the cost of maintaining and repairing their homes for the benefit of the public. · 
The Mills Act is the single most important economic incentive program in California for historic 
preservation. Not only is this incentive program a proven tool for protecting the physical character of 
historic neighborhoods, but Heritage feels that it has great potential for helping prevent 
displacement of Legacy Businesses and cultural heritage assets located in historic buildings. 

Although the Mills Act program is tremendously popular throughout the state - with several hundred . 
contracts in Los Angeles and San Diego, respectively- its benefits have proven elusive to historic 
property owners in San Francisco until recently. The local Mills Act program was amended in 2012 to 
improve access by owners of historic properties to tax credit under the state program. Heritage 
strongly supported the 2012 amendments, which streamlined the qualification process for all 
owners regardless of income level. The 2012 amendments also imposed valuation caps on eligible 
applicant properties that trigger heightened scrutiny by the Board of Supervisors. 

Heritage has reviewed each of the Mills Act applications in question and concurs with the Historic 
Preservation Commission and the Planning Department that the proposed rehabilitation and 
maintenance plans for each property comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Treatment of Historic 
Properties. As such, we strongly urge the Board of Supervisors to approve the proposed Mills Act 
Historical Property Contracts before you today. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Buhler 
Executive Director 



From: Reports, Controller (CON) [controller.reports@sfgov.org] 
Wednesday, November 26, 2014 12:24 PM Sent: 

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Kawa, Steve (MYR); 
Howard, Kate (MYR); Falvey, Christine (MYR); Elliott, Jason (MYR); Steeves, Asja (CON); 
Campbell, Severin (BUD); Rose, Harvey (BUD); Newman, Debra (BUD); sfdocs@sfpl.info; 
CON-EVERYONE; Callahan, Micki (HRD); Chin, Belinda (POL); Ferrigno, Sharon (POL); 
Rainsford, Nicholas (POL); DeFilippo, Jerome (POL); Gannon, Maureen (POL); Gard, Susan 
(HRD); Suhr, Chief (POL) 

Subject: Issued: The Police Department Needs to Make Major Improvements to Its Payroll Process 

The Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) today issued a memorandum on its audit 
of the payroll process at the San Francisco Police Department (Police Department). The payroll operations 
and the administration of overtime compensation and various premium pays at the Police Department need 
major improvement to reduce risks related to the payroll process, such as input errors that result in 

. incorrect payments to employees. 

Based on a sample of $178,584 in pay, the audit found that the Police Department: 

• Over- and underpaid employees, amounting to $4,267 in total pay errors. 
• Does not comply with its seven-year payroll record retention requirement, which caused the 

department to be unable to provide support for $16,262 of employee pay in the sample. 
• Does not properly or consistently approve timesheets and other support for overtime and various 

premium pays. 
• Lacks written policies and procedures for some key payroll processes. 

To view the full memorandum, please visit our Web site at: 
http://openbook. sf gov. org/webreports/details3. aspx?id= 1857 
This is a send-only e-mail address. 

For questions about the memorandum, please contact Director of City Audits Tonia Lediju at 
tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or the CSA Audits Unit at 415-554-7 469. 

Follow us on Twitter @SFController 
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TO: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
-~~=--===--===--===~--==~-==~-~•-MW .. •='71~ 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

MEMORANDUM 

Police Commission President and Commissioners 

Greg Suhr, Chief of Police 
San Francisco Police Department 

Micki Callahan, Director of Human Resources 
Department of Human Resources 

Sen Rosenfield 
Controller 

Monique Zmuda 
Deputy Controller 

FROM: Tonia Lediju, Director of City Audits J\ t\. J 
City Services Auditor Division (~ \J '-"' 

DATE: November 26, 2014 

SUBJECT: The Po/fee Department Needs to Make Major Improvements to Its Payroll 
Process 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The payroll operations and administration of overtime compensation and various premium pays 
at the San Francisco Police Department (Police Department) need major improvement to 
reduce risks related to the payroll process, such as input errors that result in incorrect payments 
to employees. Based on a sample of $178,584 in pay, the audit found that the Police 
Department: 

• Over~ and underpaid employees, amounting to $4,267 in totai'pay errors. 
• Does not comply wlth its seven-year payroll record retention requirement, which caused 

the department to be unable to provide support for $16,262 of employee pay in the 
sample. 

• Does not properly or consistently approve timesheets and other support tor overtime 
and various premium pays. 

• Lacks written policies and procedures for some key payroll processes. 

The Police Department agrees with the four findings and concurs with the seven 
recommendations addressed to it. The Department of Human Resources (Human Resources) 
concurs with the two recommendations addressed to it. The responses ot the Police 
Department and Human Resources are attached. 
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BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVES & METHODOLOGY 

Background 

Audit Authority 

The audit was conducted under the authority of the Charter of the City and County of San 
Francisco (City), Section 13.105 and Appendix F, which requires that the City Services Auditor 
Division (CSA) of the Office of the Controller (Controller) conduct periodic, comprehensive 
financial and performance audits of city departments, services, and activities. Under its Charter 
authority, CSA has audited the payroll processes of numerous city departments, including those 
of the Police Department. 

Operations 

The Police Department is responsible for preserving the public peace, preventing and detecting 
crime, and protecting the rights of persons and property by enforcing federal, state, and city 
laws. The department is organized into four bureaus, each with its own divisions and units. The 
Administration Bureau is responsible for support services in the areas of budget management, 
information technology, training, and personnel and payroll services. 

Payroll Expenditures 

The Police Department's fiscal year 2012-13 actual expenditures for payroll included $361 
million in salaries and wages, including various premium pays. 1 Exhibit 1 lists the Police 
Department's payroll expenditures for the fiscal year by pay type. 

lf31!!:Jilll Police Department Payroll Expenditures 

Pay Type 

Regular Paya 

Overtime Pay 

Other Pal 

Total 
Notes: 

Amount Expended 

$296, 189, 129 

27,261, 100 

37,096,103 

$360,546,332 

a Includes temporary and permanent salaries (uniformed and miscellaneous employees) 
b Includes holiday pay, one-time payments, and premium pay 

Source: SFOpenBook (an online interactive tool that provides reports on the City's performance). 

1 Fiscal Year 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 Annual Appropriation Ordinance 
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Payroll Processes 

The Police Department's payroll staff administers the department's payroll. On August 27, 2012, 
the Controller's eMerge Division implemented eMerge PeopleSoft (PeopleSoft), an integrated 
human capital management system, which provides improved human resources, benefits 
administration, and payroll services to the City's active and retired workforce. From August 27, 
2012, through April 12, 2014, the Police Department used the citywide payroll system, Time 
Entry and Scheduling System (TESS), to submit employees' time information to the Controller's 
Payroll and Personnel Services Division (PPSD). TESS, maintained by PPSD, interfaced with 
PeopleSoft, which calculated the pay based on the. hours worked and the applicable tax and 
payroll deductions. As of June 2014 the Police Department is one of eight departments that 
interface their employee time records to PeopleSoft from a local timekeeping system. (All other 
departments enter time and attendance data directly in PeopleSoft.) The local system the Police 
Department uses is another PeopleSoft application, the Human Resource Management System 
(HRMS). 

In fiscal year 2012-13 the Police Department had approximately 3,300 employees, ofwhich 99.7 
percent were represented by 13 employee organizations (bargaining units). Of the 3,300 
employees, approximately 2,750 were represented by the San Francisco Police Officers' 
Association (POA). The POA represents many of the department's sworn personnel, including 
those in the ranks of police officer, sergeant, inspector, lieutenant, and captain. 

The POA-represented employees may receive premium pays for specific job duties or special 
skills. Examples of premium pays include: 

D Night Shift Differential: for hours worked between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. 

D Court Appearance: for appearing for court on scheduled days off, including court 
preparation and conferences. 

D Standby: for hours required to be on standby when normally off duty and instantly 
available to return to work to perform duties. 

D Bilingual Pay: fixed amount paid biweekly to employees certified by Human Resources 
as having proficiency in the Spanish, Russian, or Chinese languages. 

D Field Training and Training Unit Coordinator Pay: fixed amounts paid biweekly while 
providing training; paid to employees assigned to perform these responsibilities. 

D Acting Assignment Pay (Like Pay for Like Work): temporary out-of-class assignment of 
an employee to perform the full range or substantial portion of normal day-to-day duties 
and responsibilities of a higher classification. 

Employees may receive overtime pay based on the requirements of the federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act (FLSA) and the POA agreement. Also, employees may receive 1 OB overtime pay 
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(10B overtime) in accordance with Chapter 10B of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 2 10B 
overtime is paid by non-city organizations or individuals requesting police services of the 
department, such as special events. The compensation for overtime and 1 OB overtime hours 
worked in excess of the basic week is one-and-one-half (1.5) times the employee's normal 
wage rate. 

During the audit period nine payroll clerks entered time in TESS based on paper reports from 
HRMS (timesheets3

) that were approved by station supervisors and submitted by station 
timekeepers. Timekeepers first entered time in HRMS, which is also used for scheduling. Also, 
payroll clerks entered hours for overtime (including Chapter 1 OB overtime) and some premium 
pays based on timesheets that were approved by supervisors and submitted by station 
timekeepers on paper request cards. 

Paper request cards are the primary record of all overtime (including Chapter 1 OB overtime) and 
certain premium pays, namely Court Appearance Premium, Standby Premium, and Acting 
Assignment Pay. Department employees fill out a card to record overtime or premium hours 
worked. The card must be approved by the commanding officer of the employee making the 
request and then provided to a payroll clerk, who reconciles the overtime or premium pay hours 
to timesheets. 

Objectives 

The primary objectives of this audit were to: 

D Verify the accuracy of premium pays. 
D Assess whether the department complied with applicable memorandums of 

understanding in determining eligibility of employees for premium pays. 
D Verify the accuracy and the proper approval of overtime pays. 
o Determine if the department has adequate and effective controls over the payroll 

process. 

The audit period was August 18, 2012, through September 27, 2013. 

Methodology 

CSA gathered information on payroll processes and premium pays and conducted fieldwork to 
accomplish the audit objectives. CSA: 

IJ Interviewed key Police personnel about payroll procedures and internal controls. 

2 Chapter 1 OB prescribes when and how the Police Department shall charge non-city parties for the cost of police 
services provided to them. 

3 Timesheets include 10B Overtime reports, Biweekly Payroll reports, Court Appearance reports, Holiday Exception 
reports, Overtime reports, and Shift Differential reports from HRMS. 
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o Analyzed 165, 759 pay records4 from PeopleSoft, representing total payments of 
$40,647,767. 

o Tested the accuracy of pay and traced the pay from PeopleSoft to manual records, 
memorandum of understanding eligibility to receive the pay, and proper approval of: 

o 25 shift pay records, amounting to $1,065. 
o 49 108 event overtime records, amounting to $33,977. 
o Records of 46 employees who received bilingual pay, amounting to $28,665. 
o 22 employees' entire pay checks, including acting assignment pay, court 

appearance pay, disability pay, holiday pay, regular pay, standby pay, and.other 
pays, amounting to $114,877. 

o Verified, when applicable, that all tested PeopleSoft records agree to records in the 
department's HRMS. 

o Verified that related request cards existed for all instances of acting assignment pay, 
court appearance pay, overtime pay and standby pay in tested pay records. 

CSA then documented the results of the fieldwork. CSA ranks payroll operations with strong 
processes and reporting of information as effective and those with a few instances of control 
weaknesses as needing some improvement. If significant weaknesses exist with payroll 
processes and reporting of information, CSA concludes major improvement is needed. Last, if 
departments have severely inadequate controls and unmanaged risks, CSA deems the payroll 
process and reporting information to be unsatisfactory. 

This performance audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. These standards require planning and performing the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions 
based on the audit objectives. CSA believes that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable 
basis for the findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. 

RESULTS 

Finding 1 - The Police Department made errors that caused it to over- and underpay 
employees, resulting in $4,267 in pay errors. 

Six employees were overpaid $4, 118 and one employee was underpaid $149, resulting in a 
total of $4,267 of pay errors. Specifically: 

D Of 25 employees tested who received 1 OB overtime pay, 5 (20 percent) were 
erroneously paid, resulting in overpayments of $2,923 and an underpayment of $149. 

4 A pay record is a single instance of a pay type earned on a single date or a single pay period by an employee. 
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o Three employees were erroneously overpaid for a total of 14 hours, resulting in 
an overpayment of $1, 119. The 3 employees worked 1 OB overtime during night 
shift differential (shift) hours. However, instead of entering the time worked as 
1 OB overtime pay and shift premium pay, the payroll clerk erroneously double
entered the shift premium pay as 1 OB overtime. The shift hours were, therefore, 
incorrectly paid at the 1 OB overtime pay rate, which is defined as "time and one
half" in the City's Administrative Code, Section 1 OB.13. Instead, the hours should 
have been paid at the shift pay rate. According to the POA's memorandum of 
understanding with the City, shift pay is to be paid" ... at the rate of six and one~ 
quarter percent (6-1/4%) more than the base rate for hours actually worked 
between the hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m." As a result, the employees were 
incorrectly paid a total of 14 hours at 50 percent above their base rate rather than 
6.25 percent above their base rate. 

o One employee incorrectly received 21 hours of 10B overtime pay due to 
erroneous entries in PeopleSoft, resulting in an overpayment of $1,804. The 
employee was paid for 33 hours of 1 OB overtime, but paper reports from HRMS 
with supervisory approval show that the employee had worked only 12 hours of 
1 OB overtime. Request cards, which the department also requires be approved 
by the employee's supervisor for 1 OB overtime pay, support only that the 
employee had been approved for 10 hours of overtime pay. This 2-hour 
discrepancy may have been due to poor recordkeeping, which is discussed in 
Finding 2. 

o One employee incorrectly did not receive 1.5 hours of 1 OB overtime pay due to 
an erroneous entry in PeopleSoft, resulting in an underpayment of $149. The 
employee was paid for 6.5 hours of 1 OB overtime, but timesheets with 
supervisory approval show that the employee had worked 8 hours. Also, the 
department could not provide a request card to support the pay. 

rJ Of 3 employees tested who received standby pay, 1 (33 percent) incorrectly received 3 
hours of standby pay, also due to an erroneous entry in PeopleSoft, resulting in an 
overpayment of $162. The employee was paid for 3 hours of standby pay, but 
timesheets with supervisory approval did not support that the employee was eligible for 
standby pay. Also, the department could not provide a request card to support the pay. 

o One employee was incorrectly paid $1,033 of bilingual pay before being certified for the 
pay. According to the POA memorandum of understanding, $35 biweekly shall be paid 
to employees who have been certified by Human Resources. The tested employee was 
certified in May 2014, yet received the pay beginning in April 2013. Also, of the sample 
of 49 employees, which includes the employee identified above, bilingual certification 
records for 27 employees (55 percent) could not be provided by the department. This 
lack of document retention is further discussed in Finding 2. 
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According to the City's Payroll Policies and Procedures Manual, each department's payroll staff 
is "responsible for administering the department's payroll and ensuring that employees' time 
information is submitted accurately to PPSD." The policies also state that department 
payroll/personnel staff needs to review and be knowledgeable about the various pay programs 
that apply to the employees' department and job classifications. Had these procedures been 
performed by the Police Department, the incorrect payments may have been prevented. 

Recommendati.ons 

The Police Department should: 

1. Correct the errors that resulted in the total of $4,264 in over-and underpayments by 
completing a Problem Description Form for each, and submitting the form to the Office of 
the Controller's Payroll and Personnel Services Division. 

2. Comply with the City and County of San Francisco Payroll Policies and Procedures 
Manual by reviewing employee time information for accuracy. 

Finding 2-The Police Department could not provide payroll records to support $16,262 
of employee pay. 

The Police Department did not always adhere to its requirement that payroll records be kept for 
seven years, which caused it to be unable to provide payroll documents supporting $16,262 
paid to employees. The Police Department requires that, for employees to receive any premium 
pay, the proper documents must be submitted to the department's Payroll unit. Specifically: 

D 1 OB Overtime: 1 OB Overtime Pay requires a Compensation Request Card and a 1 OB 
Overtime timesheet. 

D Overtime: Overtime Pay requires a Compensation Request Card and an Overtime 
timesheet. 

D Court Appearance: Court Appearance Pay requires a Court Compensation Request 
Card and a Court timesheet. 

D Standby: Standby (on-call) Pay requires an On Call Compensation Request Card and a 
Court timesheet. 

D Like Pay for Like Work: Like Pay for Like Work requires a biweekly payroll timesheet and 
a Compensation Request/Equal Pay Card. 

The premium pays for which the Police Department was unable to provide one or both of the 
required supporting documents for some audited instances are shown in Exhibit 2. 
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1§3i!!:JifM Police Department's Unsupported Premium Pays 
Hours missing 

Hours missing 
Hours missing Total hours 

Type of Pay an approval both card and . missing 
card 

a timesheet 
timesheet support 

1 OB Overtime Pay 21 76 74 171 
Overtime Pay 8 0 0 8 
Standby Pay 3 0 0 3 
TOTAL 32 76 74 182 

Source: Auditor's analysis based on documents received from Police Department Payroll staff. 

Total pay 
missing 
support 
$15,429 

634 
199 

$16,262 

The Police Department also could not provide support for the eligibility of some employees who 
receive bilingual pay. Of a sample of 49 employees receiving bilingual pay, the department 
could not provide bilingual certifications for 27 (55 percent). According to the department, the 
standard procedure for recording an employee's bilingual certification is that once the employee 
has been certified by Human Resources, the department receives and retains a copy of Human 
Resources' certification from the employee before beginning to pay the employee bilingual pay 
However, for the 27 employees whose files were missing documentation of eligibility for 
bilingual pay, the department may not have properly tracked or may not have received the 
employees' certification. By not properly maintaining bilingual certifications, the department may 
be unable to support that some employees receiving bilingual pay are eligible for it. More 
importantly, the department may be paying employees bilingual pay who should not receive it. 
According to the POA memorandum of understanding's provision for bilingual pay, $35 biweekly 
shall be paid to employees who have been certified by Human Resources. This amounts to 
$910 per employee per year. 

CSA also requested bilingual certifications from Human Resources to support the bilingual pay 
received by the 49 selected employees. Human Resources explained that it does not have a 
system that tracks the bilingual certifications it issues and that it is the responsibility of each city 
department to maintain the bilingual certifications for its employees. However, this responsibility 
is not documented in any Human Resources memorandum.5 

According to the Police Department's Record Destruction Schedule, attendance records should 
be retained for seven years. However, according to the Police Department, it was unable to 
ascertain the location of the missing attendance records requested by CSA. Without these 
records, the Police Department is unable to support (and CSA is unable to determine) that its 
employees' pay was accurately approved and recorded. 

Recommendations 

The Police Department should: 

3. Comply with the record retention requirement in the Police Department's Record 
Destruction Schedule by retaining payroll documents for seven years. 

5 OHR issues memorandums to guide departments on human resources topics that may impact payroll. 
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4. Require that all employees receiving bilingual pay provide certifications from the 
Department of Human Resources and cease payment if the certification cannot be 
provided. 

5. Ensure that it obtains an employee's certification for bilingual pay before it begins 
payment to that employee. 

The Department of Human Resources should: 

6. Implement a centralized database to properly document and retain the certifications from 
bilingual pay examinations. 

7. Issue a formal memorandum to all city departments establishing it as city policy that 
each department must maintain bilingual certifications for each employee receiving 
bilingual pay. 

Finding 3 - Stations supervisors do not always properly approve the timesheets 
submitted. 

Police Department supervisors do not always properly or consistently approve timesheets. This 
is shown in detail in Exhibit 3. 

EXHIBIT 3 Police Department Timesheets and Request Cards Not Approved 
by a Supervisor 

Document 

1 OB Overtime and Overtime 
g_omp~nsation Request Ca_rd_s~

Like Work Like Pay Compensation 
Request/Equal Pay Cards 

Court Compensation Request Cards 

On Call Compensation 
Request Cards 

Shift Differential timesheets 

Holiday Exception timesheets 

1 OB Overtime time sheets 

Overtime timesheets 

Biweekly payroll timesheets 

Court timesheets 

TOTAL 

Sample 
Size 

63 

3 

11 

6 

27 

4 

52 

33 

55 

12 

266 

Number of 
Unsigned 

.Documents 

11 

Percentage 
of Sample 

100% 

2% 

- ----- -------- - -------- - -- -----------

2 4% 
----- - --

6 50% 

20 8% 

Source: Auditor's analysis based on documents received from Police Department Payroll staff 

Number of 
Undated 

Documents 

· Percentage 
of Sample 

21 33% 

3 

11 

20 

4 

37 

14 

47 

3 

161 

--- - ----

100% 

100% 

17% 

74% 

100% 

71% 

42% 

85% 
------------

25% 

61% 



Page 10of12 
The Police Department Needs to Make Major Improvements to Its Payroll Process 
November 26, 2014 

According to the City's Payroll Policies and Procedures Manual, Section 2: 

Completed timesheets should be reviewed and certified by the person having direct 
supervision over employees, to indicate that services were actually performed by the 
persons listed and that days/hours worked are accurate and justified. Only after 
timesheets have been reviewed and approved by such supervisory personnel should 
timesheets be transmitted to department payroll/personnel staff. 

Accordingly, for this review to be effective, it needs to be pe1formed on a timely basis, which 
would require evidence of the date of approval. Proper timely approval can only be evidenced if 
payroll forms include both the approver's signature and the date of the approver's signature. 
Without proper supervisory approval, the City may incorrectly pay employees for unapproved or 
incorrect time submitted. Also, without properly dating the payroll authorizations to indicate 
when they were approved, the City is at risk of paying an employee before formal approval is 
given. 

Recommendation 

8. The Police Department should require and ensure that supervisors approve and date all 
payroll authorizations. 

Finding 4 - The Police Department lacks formal policies and procedures for some key 
aspects of payroll. 

The Police Department does not have written payroll policies and procedures to address some 
important controls needed to ensure that payroll is administered properly. The City's Payroll 
Policies and Procedures Manual requires that every department establish its own detailed 
internal control procedures governing the processing of employee payroll and ensure that they 
are being implemented. According to the Police Department, its payroll staff is encouraged to 
use a payroll checklist. However, the staff is not required to do so. Although the department 
changed its procedures after the audit period because HRMS now directly interfaces with 
PeopleSoft, the department still lacks guidance on some key aspects of payroll, including the 
following: 

D Review of Pay and Pay Rate Changes. The Police Department does not document its 
procedures for reviewing payroll records and reports. Specifically, the department lacks 
written guidance requiring that: 

o Payroll clerks verify that the number of employees whose time was submitted 
reconciles to the number of employees who received pay. 

o There is an authorization and approval process for employee pay rate changes. 
o The payroll manager reviews at least 10 percent of time entries. 

According to the Police Department's payroll management, supervisory reviews are 
done on an as-needed basis. Also, payroll clerks have the authority and ability to change 
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pay rates in eMerge without additional review or approval by the payroll manager. 
According to the City's Payroll Policies and Procedures Manual, payroll supervisors must 
review at least 10 percent of time entries and their associated documentation. Further, 
the manual requires that payroll authorizations be documented for all payroll-related 
changes and that management periodically review payroll change reports to ensure that 
any changes to pay are properly authorized and correctly entered into PeopleSoft. 

o Frequency of Reviews. The Police Department lacks a written policy on when employee 
time is to be reviewed in PeopleSoft. According to the Police Department's payroll 
management, before HRMS interfaced with PeopleSoft, payroll clerks entered employee 
time according to their own schedules and at inconsistent frequencies. According to the 
City's Payroll Policies and Procedures Manual, manual time entries must be made 
weekly. Although the department's payroll clerks no longer enter time in PeopleSoft, 
station timekeepers should submit employee time to the Payroll unit weekly, and payroll 
clerks should still review payroll records for accuracy weekly. This will reduce the risk 
that errors and other pay data issues will not be remedied by the pay data entry 
deadline, which is two-and-a-half working days after the pay period ends. According to 
the department, it now requires that its payroll clerks review employee payroll data in 
HRMS three times per week; however, this requirement is not documented. 

The U.S. Government Accountability Office states that an organization's internal control and 
transactions need to be clearly documented, and the documentation should appear in 
management directives, administrative policies, or operating manuals. Written policies and 
procedures, especially in the form of a manual, can easily be used by staff, which can enhance 
both accountability and consistency. Without documented procedures, payroll clerks may 
inconsistently process payroll, payroll documents may not be retained for as long as they should 
be, and a new clerk may have more difficulty assuming the job's duties. 

Recommendation 

9. The Police Department should document and implement policies and procedures 
defining payroll clerk responsibilities for entering timesheet and pay step data. At a 
minimum, the policy should provide for: 

a. A payroll procedures checklist. 
b. Requiring payroll management to review at least 1 O percent of entries made in 

the eMerge PeopleSoft system and their associated documentation. 
c. Requiring payroll staff to document payroll-related changes made directly in the 

eMerge PeopleSoft system and obtain a supervisor's approval. 
d. Requiring payroll management to periodically review that payroll-related changes 

were properly authorized and documented. 
e. Requiring station timekeepers to submit employee time to the payroll unit weekly 

and requiring payroll clerks to review payroll records for accuracy weekly. 
f. Reconciling the number of employees whose time is submitted to department 

payroll staff to the number of employees who receive pay. 
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The Police Department's response is attached. CSA will work with your staff to follow up on the 
status of the recommendations in this memorandum. CSA extends its appreciation to you and 
your staff who assisted with this audit. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact 
me at (415) 554-5393 or tonia.lediju@sfgov.org. 

cc: Police Department 
Belinda Chin 
Captain Jerome DeFilippo 
Deputy Chief Sharon Ferrigno 
Lieutenant Nathaniel Rainsford 
Maureen Gannon 

Department of Human Resources 
Susan Gard 

Controller 
Ben Rosenfield 
lrella Blackwood 
Kate Chalk 
Jonathan Collum 
Cynthia Lam 
Amanda Sobreperia 

Board of Supervisors 
Budget Analyst 
Citizens Audit Review Board 
City Attorney 
Civil Grand Jury 
Mayor 
Public Library 
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ATTACHMENT: DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

San Francisco Police Department: 

POLICE DEP/\HTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FHANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

Ms. Tonia Lediju 
Director of City Audits 
City Hall, Room 476 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, Ca 94102 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

THOMAS .J, CAHILL I IALL OF JUSTICE 
850 BRYANT STREET 

S/\N FH/\NCISCO, CALIFORNl/1 9,\103·4603 

November 19, 2014 

GREGORY P. SUHR 
CHIEF OF POLICE 

S11bject: Police Department Payroll Audit: The Police Department Needs to Make Major 
Improvement to Its Payroll Process 

Thank you for providing the San Francisco Police Department an opportunity to review and 
respond to the audit report, "7'l1e Police Deparl111e11! Needs to Make Major I111prove111e11ts to Its 
Payroll Process," as prepared by the Office of the Controller-City Services Auditor. 

The Police Department recognizes the time and effort required of yom staff to conduct a 
comprehensive payroll audit. Through your efforts, the City Service Auditor outlined four findings 
and identified seven areas in which the San Francisco Police Department's Payroll unit was 
lacking which resulted. in the over- and under-payment of employees. The Police Department 
concurs with all seven recommendations, and five recommendations are fully implemented. 

Recommendation Nos. 4 and 5 have been reviewed and Police Department staff is working with 
DHR to verify employees who are certified to receive bilingual pay. Once verification is complete, 
staff will meet with the San Francisco Police Officers Association to ensure proper payment for 
service is made to affected employees. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
(415) 553-1551. 

GS/be 
Attachment 

Sincerely, 

c:='o~ ~. <:;;_Q 
GR~Y P. SUI-IR 
Chief of Police 
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Department of Human Resources: 

City and County of San Francisco 
Edwin M. Lee 

Mayor 

November 19, 2014 

Tonia Led\ju 
Director of City Audits 
City Hall, Room 476 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Department of Human Resources 
Micki Callahan 

Human Resources Director 

Subject: The Police Department Needs to Make M~jor Improvements to Its Payroll Process 

Dear Ms. Lediju: 

In its report entitled, "The Police Department Needs to Make Major Improvements to Its Payroll 
Process," the City Services Auditor (CSA) foUlld: 

Finding 2 - The Police Department could not provide payroll records to support 
$16,262 of employee pay. 

In relation to this finding, the CSA recommended the Department of Human Resources (DHR): 

6. Implement a centralized database to properly document and retain the 
certifications from bilingual pay examinations. 

7. Issue a fomial memorm1dum to all city departments establishing it as city policy 
that each department must maintain bilingual certifications for each employee 
receiving bilingual pay. 

DHR concurs with these reconunendations, as outlined in the attached reco111111endation and response 
fonn. I hope this info11nation assists the CSA in its process. 

Micki Callalmn 
Human Resources Director 

C: Greg Sulu:, Chiefof Police 

One South Van Ness Avenue, 4111 Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103-5413 • (415) 557-4800 • www.sfgov.org/dhr 
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For each recommendation, the responsible agency should indicate whether it concurs, does not concur, or partially c< 
recommendation, it should indicate the expected implementation date and implementation plan. If the responsible ag< 
partially concurs, it should provide an explanation and an alternate plan of action to address the identified issue. 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESPONSES 

, 

Recommendation 
Responsible 

Respom 
Agency 

1. The Police Department should correct the errors Police Concur. 
that resulted in the total of $4,264 in over-and Department 
underpayments by completing a Problem This issue has been eliminated. 
Description Form for each, and submitting the 
form to the Office of the Controller's Payroll and The Police Department has impler 
Personnel Services Division. interface our local time reporting s 

Payroll Clerks are not required to 1 

The Department has begun to rec 
from the affected members. 

2. The Police Department should comply with the Police Concur. 
City and County of San Francisco Payroll Department 
Policies and Procedures Manual by reviewing Reviews of time information for ac 
employee time information for accuracy. conducted at the end of the pay p< 

when we interfaced with eMerge ( 

3. The Police Department should comply with the Police Concur. 
record retention requirement in the Police Department 
Department's Record Destruction Schedule by The Police Department has been I 
retaining payroll documents for seven years. years; three years on site and fou1 

total of seven years. 
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Recommendation 
Responsible 

Respom 
Agency 

4. The Police Department should require that all Police Concur. 
employees receiving bilingual pay provide Department 
certifications from the Department of Human The Police Department has reque 
Resources and cease payment if the follow-up meeting with OHR to ver 
certification cannot be provided. not certified with them. 

5. The Police Department should ensure that it Department staff will be meeting v 
obtains an employee's certification for bilingual Police Officers Association therea 
pay before it begins payment to that employee. certified employees and proper pa 

6. The Department of Human Resources should Department of Concur. 
implement a centralized database to properly Human 
document and retain the certifications from Resources OHR needs resources to establisr 
bilingual pay examinations. centralized database, which shoul 

PeopleSoft to ensure information ; 
in the City's human resources and 
The establishment of this databas 
employees receiving bilingual pay 
departments in complying with the 
Ordinance; and c) help OHR deplc 
service workers in the event of an 
without additional resources the d 
established. 
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Recommendation. 
Responsible 

Respom 
Agency 

7. The Department of Human Resources should Department of Concur. 
issue a formal memo.randum to all city Human 
departments establishing it as city policy that Resources OHR can issue a formal memo eS' 
each department must maintain bilingual However, it is likely departments v 
certifications for each employee receiving certification verification of their em 
bilingual pay. receiving bilingual pay. OHR is wa 

related to bilingual certification fro1 
Without a reliable central databas1 
eMerge PeopleSoft it is likely then 
integrity issues. 

8. The Police Department should require and Police Concur. 
ensure that supervisors approve and date all Department 
payroll authorizations. The Police Department has updat1 

include the date next to the existin 

. New updated Payroll forms are nc 
department wide. 
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Recommendation 
Responsible 

Agency 
Respom 

9. The Police Department should document and Police Concur. 
implement policies and procedures defining Department 
payroll clerk responsibilities for entering a. The Police Department has im 
timesheet and pay step data. At a minimum, the procedures checklist and mad1 
policy should provide for: utilizing it. 

a. A payroll procedures checklist. b. This has been eliminated due· 

b. Requiring payroll management to review at from HRMS with eMerge. Payr 

least 10 percent of entries made in the reviewing to ensure no one is 1 

eMerge PeopleSoft system and their under 80 hours at the end of e 

associated documentation. Police Department interfaced \ 

C. Requiring payroll staff to document payroll- c. This has been eliminated due· 

related changes made directly in the eMerge from HRMS with eMerge. Payr 

PeopleSoft system and obtain a supervisor's to do manual data entry in eME 

approval. Department has added a Payn 

d. Requiring payroll management to 
on how to make changes in e~ 
increment date, roster code, a1 

periodically review that payroll-related 
changes were properly authorized and d. Same as above. 

documented. e. Payroll Clerks need to print erv 

e. Requiring station timekeepers to submit Reports and review payroll rec 

employee time to the payroll unit weekly and ensure accuracy. 

requiring payroll clerks to review payroll f. Payroll Manager reviews the T 
records for accuracy weekly. shows the number of employe1 

f. Reconciling the number of employees and the number of employees 

whose time is submitted to department These numbers are matched c: 

payroll staff to the number of employees system and by eMerge. 

who receive pay. 



From: Evans, Derek 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 1:13 PM 
To: 
Cc: 

Campos, David (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Board of Supervisors (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Attn: Clerk of the Board, File No: 141098 
San Francisco retailer density 11-26-14.docx 

From: Cassie Ray [mailto:cassie.ray@cancer.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 26, 2014 12:36 PM 
To: Evans, Derek 
Cc: Lim, Victor (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nickolas (BOS) 
Subject: Attn: Clerk of the Board, File No: 141098 

Dear Members of the Neighborhood Safety and Services Committee: 

Attached is a letter supporting the amendment of the current tobacco retail license ordinance to eliminate new retailers 
near schools and reduce density of retailers, which disproportionately affects low income and ethnic minority 
communities. The tobacco industry has marketed heavily to these communities and the majority of this marketing is at 
the point of sale. Phasing out sales near schools and reducing density of retailers in neighborhoods can help reduce 
youth access to tobacco, and also reduces exposure of youth to tobacco marketing. These steps will help to reduce the 
number of kids who ever become smokers, and save them from the premature death that it causes. 

Cassie Ray I Northern California Government Relations 

American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network, Inc. 

980 9th Street Suite 2200 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Phone: 707.290.0003 I Mobile: 707.290.0003 I Fax: 916.447.6931 

acscan.org 

ll ~ 

• 

aacan.org 

This message (including any attachments) is intended exclusively for the individual to whom it is addressed and may contain proprieta1y, protected, or confidential 
information. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print, copy, or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this 
message in errot; please notify the sender immediately. 
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November 26, 2014 

Neighborhood Services and Safety Committee 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Supervisors Campos, Mar and Yee: 

The American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network (ACS CAN) is committed to protecting the 

health and well-being of the residents of San Francisco through evidence-based policy and 

legislative solutions designed to eliminate cancer as a major health problem. ACS CAN supports 

efforts to reduce youth access to tobacco in our communities, as tobacco use is the number 

one cause of preventable cancer death in this country. The City of San Francisco has 

demonstrated a commitment to reducing youth access to tobacco through the passage of a 

Tobacco Retail License, and we support your efforts to strengthen those protections by 

reducing density of retailers and restricting sales near schools. We also applaud your efforts to 

reduce the density of retailers in high density neighborhoods, which disproportionately affect 

ethnic minority and low-income communities. 

The tobacco industry has gone to great lengths to target youth and minority communities over 

the past 30 years. In fact, according to the CDC, in 2011, .the tobacco industry spent $23million 

per day on marketing! They have marketed disproportionately to youth, racial and ethnic 

minorities, and those of low income or education status. They have successfully penetrated 

these populations, as is evidenced through the disproportionate number of San Francisco 

retailers in lower income neighborhoods, and not surprisingly, their investment in these 

communities has been destructive, as these populations bear a disproportionate burden of 

tobacco related disease. 

A new report released in 2104 by the Surgeon General found that more than 43 million 

Americans still smoke and tobacco will cause an estimated 480,000 deaths this year in the U.S. 

Both opponents of smoking and purveyors of cigarettes have recognized the significance of 

adolescence as the period during which smoking behaviors are typically developed. Tobacco 

use is a pediatric epidemic, with almost 90% of adult smokers beginning as kids. Of the 9 

million youth currently living in our state, nearly 1.4 million of them will become smokers, and 

approximately 440,000 of those kids will die prematurely as a result of tobacco use. 

American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network 
980 91

" Street, Suite 2200 •Sacramento, CA 95814 • 707.290.0003 



The CDC reports that youth are more likely to experiment with tobacco products when retailers 

are located near schools, playgrounds, libraries, or other youth sensitive areas. One-third of 

illegal tobacco sales take place within 1,000 feet of schools. Reducing access to tobacco 

products in the areas youth frequent, and imposing tough penalties, including permanent 

revocation of the Tobacco Retail License after repeated offenses, has been shown to be 

effective tools in reducing sales to youth. 

There is evidence that reducing youth access further protects youth from ever starting to 

smoke as adults, thereby protecting them from a deadly habit and the cancers it causes. This 

can be particularly important for minority and low-income youth, who have the greatest 

exposure to retailers, as well as the accompanying marketing of these products. ACS CAN 

supports the City of San Francisco's efforts to amend the current Tobacco Retail License to 

include prohibiting issuance of new tobacco retail licenses near schools or within 500 feet of 

another tobacco retailer. 

Sincerely, 

Cassie Ray 
Government Relations Director, Northern California 
American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network 

American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network 
980 9'" Street, Suite 2200 •Sacramento, CA 95814 • 707.290.0003 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

WongAIA@aol.com 
Monday, December 01, 2014 12:51 AM 
Mar, Eric (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Chiu, David (BOS); Board of 
Supervisors (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, 
Scott; Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS) 
HAPPY THANKSGIVING & CENTRAL SUBWAY NORTHERN THRUST 

Hope You Had a Happy Thanksgiving! 
TO: Board of Supervisors 
RE: CENTRAL SUBWAY NORTHERN EXTENSION STUDY 
Development interests have been working for 3 years to push the Central Subway northward. The $173,000 study below, 
completed in October, prompts ideas for better transit projects. 

OPPORTUNITY FOR OTHER CONCEPT STUDIES: As seen in best practices from around the world, transit systems 
can be transformed quickly---to increase new ridership and transit modal shares. 
• With $173,000 spent for the Phase 3 Study, a $100,000 Study should evaluate quicker and inexpensive transit 

improvements---like free shuttle bus loops that deserve a concept study. 
• Free shuttle loops are the hottest transit trend in the United States, with big new ridership increases---like in 

Baltimore, Dallas, Raleigh, Denver, Minneapolis, Bethesda, Aspen, Long Beach, Oakland, Emeryville, Walnut Creek, 
Palo Alto, South San Francisco..... · 

• Please initiate a study for Free Shuttle Bus Loops---throughout San Francisco. 
• The Central Subway takes large sums of money from the rest of Muni---with small new ridership and service cuts in 

other neighborhoods. 
• Instead of service cuts, we need to prioritize dollars to modernize the entire Muni system. For example, the 15 

existing Muni lines in northeast San Francisco can be improved. 
• Instead of 20% transit modal shares, Muni should strive for the 60% transit modal shares of Zurich and other cities, 

which have implemented transit preferential streets and bus rapid networks. 
• Bus rapid networks are more democratic, without a subway's impacts on land values and gentrification. 

TRANSPORT POLITIC: "Cities Develop Alternative Bus Networks to Combat Perceived Disadvantages of Mainline 
Routes." [See list of cities with circulator routes]. 
http://www. thetransportpol itic.coni/2010/01 /15/cities-develop-alternative-bus-networks-to-com bat-perceived-disadvantages-of-mainline
routes/ 
"Baltimore's new transit network, which supplements the city's metro rail, light rail, commuter rail, and bus routes, is the most recent example of a trend 
that has taken American cities by storm: The creation of auxiliary routes for the inner-city that are designed for frequent, high-quality service with the 
goal of attracting onto buses people who aren't used to public transportation." 

BALTIMORE: "Charm City Circulator"---Free loop buses. 
http://www.charmcitvcirculator.com/content/charm-city-circulator-fact-sheet 
"The backbone of any great city is transportation. That's why we're introducing the Charm City Circulator (CCC), a fleet of 21 free shuttles that travel four 
routes in Baltimore City. 

SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO: "New grant-funded shuttle starts serving South City" 
http ://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/new-g rant-funded-shuttle-starts-servi ng-south-city/Content?oid=2911976 
A new bus service has begun [November 2014] shuttling passengers throughout South San Francisco thanks in large part to a two-year 
transit grant from San Mateo County. 
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The shuttle is free for riders and loops around South City, making 32 stops at various locations from libraries and SamTrans bus stops to 
senior centers, schools and City Hall. The 10-mile loop starts and stops at the South San Francisco BART station, and the shuttle typically 
makes 15 loops throughout the day during the week. 

SFMTA BOARD AGENDA: Tuesday, December 2, 1pm (Item 15, after 2pm) 
http://www.sfmta.com/calendar/meetings/board-directors-meeting-december-2-2014 

The Phase 3 Study is Item 15---the fifth item on the Regular Calendar. 
The Board Hearing is worth watching on TV (Channels 26 or 78) or attending. Items include purchase of new low-floor 
buses (very worthy), SFMTA Annual Report, All-Door Boarding (very worthy) and SFMTA Audit. 

PRESENTATION: T-Line, Phase 3 Concept Study, December 2, 2014 
http ://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/2014/12-2-14 %201tem%2015%20T-Th i rd%20Phase%203%20presentation. pdf 

STUDY: T-Third, Phase 3 Concept Study, October 2014 
http ://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/agendaitems/2014/12-2·14 %20ltem%2015%20T-Th i rd%20 Phase%203%20Concept%20Studv. pdf 

Best of Holidays, 
Howard Wong, AIA 

SaveMuni = FRISC 
Fast, Frequent, Reliable, Inexpensive, Safe, Clean and "Cool". 
SaveMuni is dedicated to improving the entire Muni transit system in every neighborhood of San Francisco--
quickly and inexpensively--emphasizing best transportation practices in the world, transit-preferential streets, 
bus rapid networks and high benefit-to-cost infrastructure projects. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

December 1, 2014 

Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Form 700 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

This is to inform you that the following individuals have submitted a Form 700 
Statement: 

Samantha Roxas - Legislative Aide - Leaving 
Judson True - Legislative Aide - Leaving 
Amy Chan - Legislative Aide - Leaving 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: USFWS News: Public Hearing for Proposal to Designate Critical Habitat for Western 
Yellow-Billed Cuckoo to be Held in Sacramento, CA December 18, 2014 

Attachments: N R-WYBCpC HpublicHearing-FI NAL. docx 

From: Moler, Robert [mailto:robert_moler@fws.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 01, 2014 12:04 PM 
Subject: USFWS News: Public Hearing for Proposal to Designate Critical Habitat for Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo to be 
Held in Sacramento, CA December 18, 2014 

Dear County Partners, 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will hold a public hearing on the proposed rule to designate critical habitat 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo Thursday, December 18, 2014 at the DoubleTree Inn; 2001 Point West 
Way; Sacramento, CA 9 5 815 from 2 - 4 p .m. with doors opening at 1 : 3 0 p .m. 

Attached and included below is a news release with more information. Please feel free to forward this 
announcement to any interested parties. More information about the cuckoo can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/outreach/Public-Advisories/Western Yellow-
BilledCuckoo/outreach PA Westem-Yellow-Billed-Cuckoo.htm 

The notice will publish tomorrow in the Federal Register on Tuesday, December 2, 2014. The notice is 
available for public inspection today at: http://www.ofr.gov/OFRUpload/OFRData/2014-28330 Pl.pdf 

Please contact me if you have questions. 

Thank you, 

******** 
Robert Moler 
External Affairs - Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of Interior 
robert molcr@fws.gov, 916.414.6606 
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Public Hearing for Proposal to Designate Critical Habitat for Western Yellow-Billed 
Cuckoo to be Held in Sacramento CA December 18, 2014 

Sacramento -Thursday, December 18, 2014, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) will hold a public 
hearing on the proposal to designate critical habitat for the western distinct population segment of the yellow
billed cuckoo (western yellow-billed cuckoo). 

The public hearing will be held at the DoubleTree Inn; 2001 Point West Way; Sacramento, CA 95815 from 2 -
4 p.m. with doors opening at 1 :30 p.m. for those wishing to register to speak at the hearing. At the public 
hearing, the Service will provide opening statements for 20 minutes that will be followed by a 90-minute 
opportunity for the public to provide verbal comments. The Service will end the hearing session with a few 
minutes of closing statements. 

On August 15, 2014, the Service proposed to designate critical habitat for the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) in 80 separate units in Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Texas, Utah and Wyoming. At that time, the Service opened an initial 60-day comment period that closed 
October 14, 2014. The Service reopened the public comment period November 12, 2014, for an additional 60 
days that will close January 12, 2015. 

Written and verbal testimony on the critical habitat proposal will be accepted at the public hearing. Written 
comments can also be submitted online at the Federal eRulemaking Portal at http://www.regulations.gov. The 
docket number for the proposed rule is FWS-R8-ES-2013-0011. Comments can also be sent by U.S. Mail or 
hand delivery: Public Comments Processing, Attn: FWS-ES-R8-2013-0011; Division of Policy and Directives 
Management; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; U.S. Fish & Wildlife Headquarters, MS: BPHC; 5275 Leesburg 
Pike, Falls Church, VA 22041-3803. 

The Service is seeking information concerning the habitat needs of the western yellow-billed cuckoo and 
information on the areas identified as proposed critical habitat for the species. The Service is also seeking 
information on the incremental economic effects of the proposed critical habitat and information on any 
potential exclusions from the final designation. To access the proposed critical habitat rule, detailed maps of the 
proposed critical habitat units, and a specific outline of information requested by the Service, please go to our 
webpage at: http://w\vw.fws.gov/sacrarnento/outreach/Public-Advisories/Western Yellow
BilledCuckoo/outreach PA Western-Y ellow-Billed-Cuckoo.htm. 

The Service will review all public comments received during the public comment periods and the public hearing 
and will consider peer reviews of the proposal from independent experts before making a final decision. The 
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Service listed the western yellow-billed cuckoo as a threatened species on October 3, 2014, and the rule went 
into effect on November 3, 2014. A final rule to designate critical habitat is expected in 2015. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is committed to providing access to this hearing for all participants. Please 
direct all requests for sign language interpreting services, close captioning, or other accommodation needs to 
Robert Moler, (916)414-6606, robert moler@fws.gov, TTY 800-877-8339 with your request by close of 
business Wednesday, December 10. 

The US. Fish and Wildlife Service works with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, plants, 
and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people. For more information, visit www..f)w1.gov. 
Connect with our Facebook page at http://www.facebook.com/usfwspacificsouthwest, follow our tweets at · 
http://twitter.com/USFWSPacSWest, watch our YouTube Channel at http://www.youtube.com/usfws and 
download photos from our Flickr page at http://www.flickr.com/photos/usfws _pacificsw/ 

-FWS-
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