



























































































































































accommodate the recent approval increases the population by at least 100 percent at the Project
site. Considering the significant change of use and the lack of proper environmental analysis for
the significantly revised project, we ask that this be reviewed by the Board of Supervisors.

A3 Lack of Community Outreach and Dialogue.

Forge, the new project sponsor, failed to engage neighbors and community stakeholders
concerning the design, format and impacts of the Project. The community seems to have been
left without a voice in this process. The concerns of the already marginalized residents of the
Hotel have been ignored. Dropping an enormous 316-unit group home development in the
middle of the already dense Tenderloin neighborhood will only contribute to inorganic,
incoherent and unsustainable growth in an area already challenged by crowding. Community
members have voiced their disapproval for the use of group housing for the Project site and wish
to retain the original project approvals’ family housing.

The Appellants reserve the right to supplement these comments up until the close of the final
public hearings on the appeal.



Newmeyer & Dillion LLP
895 Dove Street

Fifth Floor

Newport Beach, CA 92660
949 854 7000

January 7, 2021 Michael W. Shonafelt
Michael .Shonafelt@ndlf.com

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Joel Koppel, President and Members of the

San Francisco Planning Commission

C/O San Francisco Planning Department

Attn: Marcelle Boudreaux, AICP, Principal Planner
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Marcelle Boudreaux@sfgov.org

Re: 2013.1535CUA-02: 450-474 O'Farrell Street/532 Jones Street.
Dear Mr. Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission,

This office represents Pacific Bay Inn, Inc. (“Pacific Bay”), owner of the Pacific
Bay Inn Hotel, located at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco. This letter presents
comments regarding Forge Development Partners’ proposed development at 450-474
O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street (“Project Site”), case No. 2013.1535EIA (“Revised
Project”).

1. The Proposed Project.

The Revised Project follows on an original project submitted by Fifth Church of
Christ Scientist (“Church”), and 450 O’Farrell Partners, LLC, which included (among
other details) a 13-story mixed-use building with 176 residential dwelling units, 6,200
square feet for restaurant and retail use and 13,595 square feet for a religious institution
(“Original Project”). (Final Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No.
2017022067) (“FEIR”) at p. 2-5.) The Original Project featured dwelling units that would
consist of 22 studios, 95 one-bedroom units, 55 two-bedroom units, and four three-
bedroom units. (/bid.)

The Planning Commission certified the Previous Project's FEIR on September
13, 2018. (Addendum at p. 1.) The FEIR evaluated the potential environmental impacts
to historic architectural and land use resources. (/d. at 10.) All other resource topics
were analyzed as part of the initial study in which the Planning Department concluded
that the Original Project would not result in significant impacts, with or without
mitigation. (/bid; see also, FEIR, Initial Study at p. 33.) The Revised Project proceeds
on an addendum to the FEIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15164, published
on December 21, 2020 (“Addendum”) in lieu of a subsequent or supplemental
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environmental impact report pursuant to Public Resources Code 21166 and CEQA
Guideline sections 15162 and 15163.

According to the Revised Project’s description as presented in the Addendum,
the Proposed Project consists of demolition of buildings on the Project Site and the
construction of a 13-story building with a basement. The structure would contain 302
group housing units (316 beds), 165,972 square feet of residential space, 4,900 square
feet of open space, 7,959 square feet of residential/retail space, and 10,181 square feet
for religious institution with a total built area of 199,384 square feet. (Addendum at pp.
3-4.) The Revised Project would also reduce the number of off-street parking from 41 to
six spaces, which will only be designated for use by the Church. The building envelope
would be remain the same with decreased subsurface excavation and changes to the
building’s design. (/d. atp. 5.)

2. Legal Standard.
The basic purposes of CEQA are fourfold:

(a)  Toinform governmental decision makers and the public about the
potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities;

(b)  Toidentify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or
significantly reduced;

(c)  To prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring
changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures
when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and

(d)  Todisclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency
approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant
environmental effects are involved.

(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 (“CEQA Guidelines”), § 15002.) At its heart, therefore, CEQA
is a public disclosure statute.

Where a lead agency certifies an initial EIR, subsequent environmental review is
required on the proposed project where:

(a)  Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major
revisions to the EIR;

(b)  Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which
the project is being undertaken that will require major revisions to the EIR;
or

(c)  New information, which was not known and could not have been known
when the EIR was certified, comes available.

(Public Resources Code § 21166; Friends of the College of San Mateo Gardens (2016)
1 Cal.5th 937, 956; see also Martis Camp Community Association v. County of Placer
(“Martis Camp”) (2020) 53 Cal.App.5th 569, 604;.) If the changes to the project do not
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differ significantly from those described in the prior EIR, a subsequent EIR is not
required. (Martis Camp, supra, 53 Cal.App.5th at 607.) Further environmental review is
required, however, when new information or project revisions reveal that the proposed
project

(a)  Will have either one or more significant effects not discussed in the
previous EIR;

(b)  Significant effects previously examined will be more severe than shown in
the previous EIR;

(c)  The mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to
adopt the mitigation measure; or

(d)  Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or
more significant effects.

(14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15162.) The lead agency must determine whether the previous
project’s environmental documents retain relevance despite changes to the project or its
surrounding circumstances. (Martis Camp, supra, 53 Cal.App.5th at 608 citing San
Mateo Gardens, supra, 1 Cal.5th at p. 944.)

A lead agency may prepare a supplemental EIR in lieu of a subsequent EIR
where the revised project’s conditions would require preparation of a subsequent EIR
but only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR
adequately apply to the project in the changed situation. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15163;
see also Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 153 Cal.App.4th 523, 542-543.)

3. The Revised Project Features and Circumstances Warrant Further
Disclosure and Analysis.

(a) New Information Relating to Revised Project’s Construction Impacts.

The Addendum concludes that use of construction equipment for the Revised
Project would be substantially similar to the previous project. (Addendum at p. 6.)
Based on that assertion, the Addendum concludes that the Project would have the
same environmental impacts as the Original Project.

Construction is projected to occur over the course of approximately 18 months
from groundbreaking. (See FEIR, Initial Study, p. 71; Addendum atp. 5.) The
Addendum does not analyze potential significant construction impacts on sensitive
receptors within the Revised Project’s vicinity, especially Pacific Bay Inn, over that 18-
month time period. The Pacific Bay Inn is leased directly by the City and County of San
Francisco to provide housing to the homeless population of San Francisco. Impacts to
such sensitive receptors -- and other residents in the project vicinity -- are heightened
by stay-at-home orders in response to the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic. Not only the
homeless residents of Pacific Bay Inn, but other residents, including the vast majority of
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the San Francisco office labor force, now work from their homes instead of in-office
settings. As a consequence, they are now continually susceptible to vibrations, noise,
and other impacts arising from construction at the Project Site throughout the day as
they remain at home. The Addendum omits an analysis based on this important new
circumstance and merely assumes that construction impacts will be the same as the
Original Project. Notably, the move to an at-home workforce appears to represent a
larger social trend that will continue beyond the current global pandemic. Recently, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission approved a long-term vision for the Bay Area
which included a push for large company employers to have at least sixty percent of
their employees work from home on any given day in order to curb greenhouse gas
emissions and reduce traffic congestion by 2035." The sea change in how residential
and office uses will be employed post COVID-19 represents a significant new change in
circumstances which the Revised Project will be built which requires additional
environmental analysis via a subsequent EIR. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21166, subd. (c).)

While the FEIR concludes that noise and vibration levels meet San Francisco
noise ordinances levels for sensitive receptors (which are 65 feet from the Project Site),
mere compliance with a noise ordinance is no assurance against significant
environmental impacts. (FEIR, Initial Study, at pp. 71-72.) An agency cannot merely
invoke compliance with a zoning code or general plan noise standard as a means to
shirk its duty to conduct a meaningful analysis of potentially significant noise impacts.
As one court observed, “‘conformity with a general plan does not insulate a project from
EIR review where it can be fairly argued that the project will generate significant
environmental effects.” (Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of Santa Clara (2015)
236 Cal.App.4th 714, 732 [187 Cal.Rptr.3d 96]; see also, Citizens for Responsible &
Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace (2008) 160 Cal.App.4th 1323, 1338 [73
Cal.Rptr.3d 202] [General Plan noise standard], quoting Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v.
County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 881-882 [274 Cal.Rptr. 720] [same];
Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Cmrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th
1344, 1381 [111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598] [“the fact that residential uses are considered
compatible with a noise level of 65 decibels for purposes of land use planning is not
determinative in setting a threshold of significance under CEQA].)

Further, the Planning Department did not analyze Pacific Bay Inn as a sensitive
receptor. Pacific Bay Inn, located directly adjacent to the Project Site, has 75 Single
Room Occupancy units, providing living arrangements to many San Franciscan
residents. Obviously, these residents will be subject to continuous noise and vibration at
more significant levels than those sensitive receptors at O’Farrell Towers and the
nearby senior facility analyzed as part of the FEIR and Addendum. Those impacts will
continue for over a year as the project is built out. For example, the Addendum claims
that the vibrations would be noticeable within the immediate vicinity of the use of heavy
equipment for the Revised Project yet claims such vibrations would not be noticeable at
the nearest receptors, i.e. O’'Farrell Towers. (Addendum at p. 24.) Clearly, the

1 The Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint can be found at htips://www.planbavarea.ora/.
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Addendum has overlooked impacts to sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project Site.
Demolition of existing hardscape and buildings may be presumed to require the use of
such equipment as jackhammers, backhoes, tractors and other heavy equipment.
Demolition equipment generates high levels of noise and ground-borne vibrations.
Pacific Bay Inn residents will be subject to noise levels well in excess of those
presented in the FEIR and above the maximum levels in San Francisco’s noise
ordinance.

The Revised Project’s environmental effects on the Pacific Bay Inn’s must be
reviewed and analyzed to determine whether the Revised Project causes any significant
environmental impacts to Pacific Bay Inn, located at 520 Jones Street. Without it, the
Revised Project’s environmental review remains deficient.

(b)  Changing the Use from Residential to Group Home Constitutes a
New Project Requiring Further Environmental Review.

The Revised Project changes the main use from multi-family residential units to
group housing. (Addendum at p. 1.) Despite both projects containing 13 floors and the
same existing footprint, the uses are substantially different. Group Homes are defined
as residential uses without individual cooking facilities, by prearrangement for a week or
more at a time, in a space not defined as a dwelling unit. (See San Francisco Planning
Code Section 102.) The Group Home use category gives rise to substantially different
environmental impacts on the surrounding community. For example, multi-family
dwelling units contain dedicated kitchens. Group homes by contrast lack such facilities,
and therefore require entirely different arrangements for dining and preparing meals,
including -- presumably -- large scale deliveries of food, kitchen staff and other logistical
considerations borne of the change of use to Group Home.

The Planning Department should prepare a subsequent EIR to evaluate the
change in project use. The change to the Group Home use category, coupled with the
doubling in commercial square footage require additional environmental analyses not
contemplated in the FEIR. (See San Mateo Gardens, supra, 1 Cal.5th at 944 [“the
central purpose of CEQA is to ensure that agencies and the public are adequately
informed of the environmental effects of proposed agency action.”].)

(c) The Addendum Does not Properly Analyze the Significant Impacts
the Increased Commercial Space Will have on the Surrounding
Community.

The expansion of commercial uses will result in an increase in the number of
employees by twelve from the Previous Project. (Addendum at p. 13.) Yet, the Revised
Project proposes reduction in the number of parking stalls at the site from 41 to six for
religious use only and reduces bike stalls by 53. (/d. at p. 4.) Notwithstanding the lack
of off-street parking for new residents at the Revised Project site, the reduced parking
demands with an increased number of employees certainly triggers further review on
the significance of such changes on the traffic and congestion impacts. On-street
parking within the Project Site’s immediately vicinity will be impacted.
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The Addendum relies upon analysis via a 2020 update to the 2017 Traffic Impact
Study from LCW Consulting (“TIS”). LCW contemplates that the number of travel hours
would be reduced for the Revised Project from the Previous Project. (Addendum at p.
18.) While the numbers appear superior, LCW’s analysis as to why these numbers are
reduced is lacking. (Addendum, TIS at p. 5-6.) The TIS provides little to no reasoning
as to this reduction, merely finding that such reduced hours are determined. (/bid.)
Relying on the TIS, the Addendum does not mention how or why the change of use
from multi-family residential to group housing contemplates a reduction in trip counts,
only conclusively finding that such reductions will occur.

Further questions arise regarding the Revised Project’s ingress and egress
routes. The TIS contemplates that traffic from ride share and taxis would be from
O’Farrell while “conservatively” assigning all other vehicle trips to the driveway off
Shannon Street. There is no reasoning provided to why and how these assignments
were made.

The FEIR fails to adequately assess the Revised Project’s traffic impacts to
O’Farrell Street through the Addendum. Further environmental analysis is required to
properly analyze the cumulative impacts the Revised Project will have given its reduced
parking, increased commercial use, revised ingress and egress routes, and newly
approved projects within the Project Site’s vicinity. (See Addendum at pp. 22-23.)

(d) New Geotechnical Information Specific to San Francisco Has
Emerged since the Certification the EIR prompting Further
Environmental Review.

It is a matter of record that the recently constructed Millennium Tower project
located in the Embarcadero is sinking. This phenomenon occurred in 2018, after the
FEIR was scoped and submitted for public comment. While initial geology and soils
reviews suggested the foundation would be adequate for the building, several
geotechnical experts found that the tower’s foundation was not recommended for
downtown’s geologic topography.? Recently, in 2019, San Francisco’s Department of
Building Inspection Engineering Design and Review approved retrofits to Millennium
Tower, realizing that these changes were necessary to meet the standards set forth in
403.9 of the San Francisco Existing Building Code.®

The Revised Project’s location is approximately 0.5 miles from Millennium Tower.
The original FEIR’s geology and soils review does not factor in whether the soils
topography is similar to that of Millennium Tower or whether the same effects are
possible at the Project Site. (FEIR, Initial Study, at pp. 113-119.) Such new information

2 Information related to the Millennium Tower's sinking can be found through the foliowing sites: <

hitos/lwww chsnews,.com/news/millennium-tower-san-francisco-leaning-tower-of-lawsuits-60-minutes/>;
< hitps:/fwww.spararp.com/millennium-tower-geotechnical-engineering-importance/ > Most Recently
accessed on January 6, 2021.)

3 information related to this Approval can be found through the following article: <

hitos /www . constructiondive com/news/engineers-approve-100m-retrofit-for-san-franciscos-sinking-
miflennium-1/5681992/ > (Most Recently accessed on January 6, 2021.)
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prompts the Planning Department to adequately analyze the soils and determine
whether they are similarly situated to Millennium Towner and whether factors and
changed design prompt further geotechnical mitigation or foundational support. (See
Pub. Res. Code § 21166, subd. (c); 14 CCR § 15162, sub. (a)(3).) For example, such
information could require foundation built using pile-driving techniques which would
exacerbate the noise and vibrations to nearby receptors. This new information must be
reviewed with public comment which a subsequent EIR affords, not after the Revised
Project has been approved. This is especially the case given the Revised Project now
contemplates reduced excavation at the site due to reduced parking. (Addendum at
p.31.)

4, Conclusion.

For the above reasons, the Addendum presents an inadequate analysis of the
Revised Project’'s environmental impacts and therefore fails its purpose as a meaningful
public disclosure document. New information related to San Francisco’s geology and
soil topography, impacts of COVID-19 on work and living patterns, effects to nearby
sensitive receptors and other such issues require a deeper look than the Addendum
affords. The Revised Project’s changes in use, increased commercial space and
reduced parking may require significant environmental changes to the FEIR, thereby
requiring a subsequent or supplemental EIR to ensure proper public disclosure and
informed decision-making.

Pacific Bay Inn reserves its right to supplement these comments up until the
close of the final public hearings on the Project.
Very truly yours,
W
Michael W. Shonafelt

MWS
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Newmeyer & Dillion LLP
895 Dove Street

Fifth Floor

Newport Beach, CA 92660
949 854 7000

April 14, 2021 Michael W. Shonafelt
Michael.Shonafelt@ndlf.com

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Joel Koppel, President and Members of the
San Francisco Planning Commission

c/o San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Carly Grob, CPC, Senior Planner

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Carly. Grob@sfagov.org

Re: 2013.1535CUA-02: 450-474 O’Farrell Street/532 Jones Street

Dear Mr. Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission:

This office continues to represent Pacific Bay Inn, Inc. (“Pacific Bay Inn"), owner
of the Pacific Bay Inn Hotel (“Hotel”), located at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco
(“Property”). This letter presents further comments regarding Forge Development
Partners’ (“Forge Development”) proposed development at 450-474 O’Farrell Street/532
Jones Street (“Project Site”), case No. 2013.1535EIA (“Revised Project”). This letter
supplements Pacific Bay Inn’s January 7, 2021, letter to the Planning Commission,
which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference.

Since our January 7, 2021 letter, new information of significant importance has
come to light concerning further undisclosed impacts from the Revised Project.
Specifically, it has come to our attention that structural footings of the hotel structure on
the Property may extend onto the Project Site and that excavation work for the Project
therefore could significantly impact the structural integrity of the Hotel structure,
resulting not only in damage to a historic structure, but also critical health, safety and
welfare implications. This new information was disclosed to Pacific Bay Inn by
Forge Development after Pacific Bay Inn’s submittal of its January 7, 2021 letter.

Neither the December 21, 2020 CEQA addendum for the Revised Project
(“Addendum”) nor the original environmental impact report (State Clearinghouse
No. 2017022067) (“EIR”") reviewed or properly disclosed the potential impacts of
excavation and construction on the Hotel foundation due to sub-surface encroachments
onto the Project Site. (See, Addendum, generally; see also, EIR, pp. 1-6, “The
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proposed project does not include any work at 520 Jones, which is the location of
Pacific Bay Inn.”)

The Hotel structure was constructed in or around 1908, after the 1906 San
Francisco earthquake and fire devastated the City. It is older than the adjacent
properties, which presumably resulted in constructive or actual notice to subsequent
developers of any foundational encroachment. As for the Revised Project, its footprint
will be within ten inches of 520 Jones Street existing above ground footprint. (See
Addendum, Appendix, p. 14/42.) Given the “zero-lot line” proximity of construction,
damage to sub-surface foundation elements are not only reasonably foreseeable, but
likely. Any damage to 520 Jones Street’s foundation may prove significantly detrimental
to the structural integrity of this historical building and a hazard to its inhabitants.
Further environmental review is necessary to determine:

(1)  The extent and nature of the foundational encroachments;

(2)  Whether Project construction as currently envisioned will significantly
impact the Hotel foundation; and

(3)  Whether and how the construction impacts can be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. (See, Public Resources Code, § 21167.)

The EIR’s mitigation measures to reduce impacts on historical cultural resources
within Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic District currently do not include
efforts to minimize damage to the resources’ foundations. (See, EIR, S-5, 6.) There
has been no research, analysis or disclosure of potential structural impacts to the Hotel.
While the mitigation measure CR-3b requires Forge Development to use “all feasible
means to avoid damage to the adjacent contributing resources,” these “feasible means”
are not readily defined and the scope of the risks is not disclosed. More specifically,
there are no mitigation measures or conditions in place that address the manifest risks
of excavation impacts to adjacent historical resources’ foundations.

Impact CR-3a likewise does not provide sufficient protection to adjacent
structures. Impact CR-3a requires Forge Development to create a Vibration Monitoring
and Management Plan that addresses vibration or differential settlement caused by
vibration during the project’s construction activities. While the mitigation measure states
that adjacent “buildings shall be protected to prevent further damage and remediated to
pre-construction conditions per the consent of the building owner,” this measure
appears only to relate to vibration impacts.

CEQA section 21083, subdivision (b)(3) requires a finding of a “significant effect
on the environment” (§ 21083, subd.(b)) whenever the “environmental effects of a
project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly.” (/d., § 21083(b)(3), italics added.) The Legislature made clear -- in
declarations accompanying CEQA’s enactment -- that public health and safety are of
great importance in the statutory scheme. (/d., §§ 21000, subds. (b), (¢), (d), (),
21001, subds. (b), (d) [emphasizing the need to provide for the public's welfare, health,
safety, enjoyment, and living environment].)
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Given the importance of this new information, and its potential to impact not just
a historical building but the safety of its inhabitants, Pacific Bay Inn hereby requests that
the April 15, 2021 meeting be further continued so that additional analysis can be
completed, mitigation options can be explored, and critical new information can be
properly disclosed to the public.

If you have any questions concerning this letter, please do not hesitate to call
me.

Very truly yours,
> /f -
W SN
Michael W. Shonafelt
MWS:gdt

CC: Marcelle Boudreaux@sfgov.or
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895 Dove Street

Fifth Floor

Newport Beach, CA 92660
949 854 7000

June 23, 2021 Michael W. Shonafelt
Michael.Shonafelt@ndif.com

VIA E-MAIL

Joel Koppel, President and Members of the
San Francisco Planning Commission

C/O San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Carly Grob, CPC, Senior Planner

City and County of San Francisco

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Carly.Grob@sfgov.org

Re: 2013.1535CUA-02 — 450-474 O'Farrell Street / 532 Jones Street

Dear Mr. Koppel and Members of the Planning Commission:

This office continues to represent Pacific Bay Inn, Inc. (“Pacific Bay Inn”), owner
of the Pacific Bay Inn Hotel (“Hotel”), located at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco
(“Property”). This letter presents further comments regarding Forge Development
Partners’ (“Forge Development”) proposed development at 450-474 O’Farrell Street/532
Jones Street (“Project Site”), Case No. 2013.1535EIA (“Revised Project”), in the City
and County of San Francisco (“City”). The Revised Project is before the Planning
Commission for approval at its June 24, 2021 public hearing. This letter supplements
Pacific Bay Inn’s January 7, 2021, and April 14, 2021, letters to the San Francisco
Planning Commission, which are attached hereto and incorporated by reference.

The Hotel building is over 110 years old. It is operated by DISH, a non-profit
group, which partners with the City to provide permanent homes for the City’s racially
diverse homeless population suffering from serious health issues. (See
hitps://dishsf.org/our-history/.) The Hotel residents consist of the City's most
marginalized citizens.

Forge Development Partners first informed Pacific Bay Inn that the Hotel's
structural footings may extend onto the Project Site. This information was disclosed to
Pacific Bay Inn by Forge Development well after the City initially published the
December 21, 2020, CEQA addendum for the Revised Project (“First Addendum”). At
the April 15, 2021, Planning Commission hearing, the commissioners tasked City staff
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to investigate the potential impacts that the Revised Project would have on the Hotel
and other adjacent properties which are part of the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District.
Unfortunately, no serious analysis was undertaken.

The City recently published and released another CEQA addendum on June 17,
2021, (“Second Addendum”), to the final environmental impact report (State
Clearinghouse No. 2017022067) (“FEIR”). The report prepared by the City and the
Project Applicant on the Revised Project’s impacts on the Property provide little to no
analysis beyond what the FEIR and the First Addendum had already prepared. (See
Second Addendum, Attachment F.) Nor has Forge Development provided any
information concerning the nature of the encroachment it discovered, despite repeated
requests by Pacific Bay Inn. Pacific Bay Inn therefore has been left to its own resources
to determine the true nature and extent of the encroachment, its potential impacts on
the historic Hotel and its potential health, safety and welfare impacts on the Hotel's
inhabitants. (See htips:/dishsf.orgl.)

To make up for the startling gaps in the Revised Project's CEQA review, Pacific
Bay Inn was forced to hire its own experts to perform initial preliminary analysis of the
Hotel’s footings and the potential impacts caused by the construction of the Revised
Project. The City must continue the Revised Project’s June 24, 2021, Planning
Commission hearing to allow such further analysis of this new information and include
that information in a subsequent or supplemental EIR that is subject to proper public
review and comment. (Pub. Res. Code, § 21166; 15 Cal. Code Regs., § 15163; Friends
of the College of San Mateo Gardens (2016) 1 Cal.5th 937, 956; see also Martis Camp
Community Association v. County of Placer (“Martis Camp”) (2020) 53 Cal.App.5th 569,
604.)

1. Recent Analysis Reveals that the Revised Project May Have Grave Impacts
to the Property’s Hotel Structure and Its Inhabitants.

Pacific Bay Inn hired Engineered Research Group, Inc. (“ERG”) to perform this
analysis. ERG assembled a team of structural engineers and surveyors to assist in this
analysis, including ZFA Engineering, Inc. (“ZFA”) and Bear Flag Engineering (“BFE”). A
copy of ERG’s initial findings is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

ERG's analysis of the Hotel and the Revised Project reveal the following potential
impacts to the Hotel from the Revised Project’s excavation and construction:

e The Hotel structure encroaches approximately 1.5 inches horizontally
beyond the Eastern side of the 40-foot wide parcel, thereby extending into
the Project Site at grade. (Exhibit A, p. 2.)

e The Hotel has inverse T-shaped footings which extend at least another six
inches across the Project Site’s property line below grade at depths at
least as deep as the Hotel's basement. (/d., p. 3.)
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e The Revised Project’s construction and extensive excavation presents
other issues including structural impacts to the Hotel basement exterior
walls, columns, supporting foundations, and utility lines. (/bid.)

e The nature of the Hotel’s 110-year-old construction with unreinforced clay
brick masonry (URM) bearing walls makes it particularly susceptible to
damage from vibration, settlement, and nearby excavation. (/bid.)

Finally, ERG notes that further investigation of the Project’s proposed
construction and excavation is needed to ensure the adequacy of the mitigation
measures featured in the Second Addendum and FEIR. (Exhibit A, p. 3.) This new
information presents significant environmental impacts not only to a historic resource,
but to the health safety and welfare of its sensitive inhabitants, none of which were
contemplated in the Second Addendum and FEIR. . (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 15162.)

2. The Proposed Mitigation Measures Do Not Provide Sufficient Protection for
the Environmental Impacts on the Project.

The Second Addendum acknowledges that less excavation of total cubic yards
will be performed but the excavation will be performed at a 25-percent greater depth
than the previous Project. (Second Addendum, p. 33.) Indeed, even portions built “at-
grade,” including the church sanctuary, may need deep foundation support. (/bid.)
There is a “zero lot line” between the Hotel's eastern wall and the Revised Project.
These foundations and excavation will be performed immediately adjacent to the
eastern portion of the Hotel. Current environmental analysis and mitigation measures
do not sufficiently address the potential impacts this excavation and construction may
have on the Hotel and its occupants.

As previously discussed, the Hotel includes environmentally sensitive receptors.
Pacific Bay Inn currently is leased directly by the Department of Public Health and
serves San Francisco’s homeless population. The Hotel offers 75 single room
occupancy units for San Francisco’s disabled homeless population. (See January 7
Letter, p. 3.)' Based on ERG’s analysis, the Revised Project’s construction will likely
cause substantial impacts to the Hotel’s footings, utilities, and structure, without proper
mitigation. These impacts could result in the displacement of these residents, most of
whom have anywhere else to go. (Exhibit A, p. 3.)

The supplemental geotechnical letter found that “it was not known if buildings
adjacent to the project site have basements.” (Second Addendum, pp. 33, Attachment
F.) Surely, any analysis of the potential impacts to adjacent structures, especially
structures contributing to a historic resource such as Uptown Tenderloin National
Register Historic District, must include analysis of the adjacent buildings’ structural
integrity prior to approval and certification of an environmental analysis on the Revised

' (See also, <https://dishsf.org/homes/ihe-pacific-bay-inn/>.)
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Project. Too much ambiguity exists around the project’s mitigation measures to the
potential environmental impacts to the Hotel in the Second Addendum and FEIR for the
Planning Commission to certify the CEQA analysis and adopt the Project. (Golden
Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego (2020) 50 Cal.App.5th 467, 520 citing
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70,
93 [“deferred mitigation violated CEQA if it lacks performance standards to ensure the
mitigation goal will be achieved”].)

The mitigation measures proposed by the FEIR and the Second Addendum do
not provide definable standards for Forge Development to mitigate the potential
damages. Indeed, mitigation measure CR-3b, simply notes that the construction
contractor must use “all feasible means to avoid damage to the adjacent contributing
resources including 500-520 Jones Street.” (See, FEIR, p. S-6.) Feasible means are
not readily defined, and the City provides no standards to show what these mitigation
measures would entail, just that they are to be provided to the Planning Department
along with the Demolition and Site Permit Applications. (/bid.)

The Second Addendum does not provide further analysis as to how the Revised
Project will mitigate the impacts, especially given that the excavation will be deeper and
adjacent to an old and delicate building. Forge Development’s geotechnical engineer
provides little to no analysis on how to mitigate the construction impacts to the adjacent
historical resources. The letter acknowledges that “surveys should be completed” and
that “shoring and underpinning designs should be completed before and after
construction.” (Second Addendum, Attachment F, p. 2.) Such assertions qualify as
unlawful deferred mitigation. (Golden Door Properties, LLC v. County of San Diego
(2020) 50 Cal.App.5th 467, 520 citing Communities for a Better Environment v. City of
Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 93 [“deferred mitigation violated CEQA if it lacks
performance standards to ensure the mitigation goal will be achieved”].) Langan also
acknowledges that it will observe the geotechnical aspects of construction “as
appropriate.” (Ibid.) Further, this new information places into question the FEIR'’s
mitigation measure CR-3a related to Vibration Monitoring and Management Plan.
(FEIR, p. S-5.) The new information found by ERG should be utilized to analyze
whether the 0.2 inch per second standard in the vibration management plan is sufficient.
(See, Exhibit A, p. 3.) This new information provided by ERG displays that more
serious and defined mitigation measures are required to ensure the Revised Project’s
environmental impacts to historical resources are properly disclosed and mitigated. Ata
minimum, a subsequent EIR is necessary to accomplish this analysis and ensure proper
public review.

3. Conclusion.

For the above reasons, the Second Addendum still presents a manifestly
inadequate analysis of the Revised Project’'s environmental impacts and therefore fails
its purpose as a meaningful public disclosure document. New information, first
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presented by Forge Development to Pacific Bay Inn and now by ERG, reveals that
environmental impacts have not been adequately assessed in the FEIR or this Second
Addendum. Pacific Bay Inn therefore requests that the Planning Commission continue
the June 24, 2021 hearing to a future date to allow the Revised Project to be analyzed
through a subsequent or supplemental EIR.

Very truly yours,
yae é -
W ST
Michael W. Shonafelt
CC: Jenny Delumo, CPC, jenny.delumo@sfgov.org

Chelsea Fordham, CPC, chelsea.fordham@sfgov.org
Gregory Tross, greg.tross@ndlf.com
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ENGINEERED RESEARCH GROUP, INC.

June 23, 2021

Michael W. Shonafelt, Esq.

rrichael.shonafelt@ndlf com Via Electronic Mail only
Newmeyer & Dillion LLP

895 Dove Street, 5" Floor

Newport Beach, CA 92660

RE: Existing Building at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco, CA
Areas of Concern from the Proposed Adjacent Construction (at 450 O’Farrell Street)
ERG Project 21020

Per your request, Engineered Research Group, Inc. (ERG) has assembled a consulting team to identify and
summarize areas of concerns and/or potential risks to the existing building at the above-referenced address. The
potential risks identified to date relate solely to the proposed adjacent construction at 450 OFarrell Street, San
Francisco. Our investigations continue.

Risk Assessment Team:
The following is a brief overview of the team identifying areas of concerns and/or potential risks to this project:

o Engineered Research Group, Inc. (ERG). A Forensic Engineering / Construction Consulting firm based in
Walnut Creek, California (www.ERGroup.org) specializing in condition assessment of existing buildings, field
and laboratory testing of building materials and performance of building systems. ERG’s Principal Engineer,
Andy Fennell, PE, GC has over 25 years of experience, teaches a structural timber design course at UC
Berkeley, published Peer-reviewed research on the Berkeley deck collapse and is currently providing forensic
consulting services on the San Francisco Transbay girder fracture claim.

o ZFA Engineering, Inc. (ZFA). A Bay-Area based Structural Engineering firm (w
wide range of structural design including hospital and school design, retrofit of historic buildings and design
of new multi-residential projects. ZFA’s Executive Engineer, Mark Moore, SE has over 25 years of experience
and participated in the development of ASCE 41, the national standard for the Seismic Evaluation and
Retrofit of Existing Buildings, and is heavily involved in the US Resiliency Council (USRC) and was part of
developing its national rating system for building performance in the areas of life safety, repair cost, and
resumption of operations resulting from an earthquake.

e Bear Flag Engineering, Inc. (BFE). A Civil Engineering / Land Surveying firm (wwow.BearFlagEngineering.com)
based in Sonoma, California. BFE specializes in Civil Engineering, Land Surveying and Forensic Engineering.
BFE's Principal Engineer, Clark Stoner, PE, LS has over 25 years of engineering experience with a vast array
of project sites ranging from dams, to land-slides to existing buildings.

ww.ZFA.com) specializing in a

Materials Reviewed (to date)

»  Conditional Use and Variance Application: 450 O’Farrell Street, San Francisco, CA, dated 12/7/2020. No
Revision number. Prepared by Forge Development Partners and Gensler Architects (42-page PDF
document).

e Monument Map 13. September 1974. City and County of San Francisco. Index No. 50. Order No. 18459M (1
page). Attached.

144 MAYHEW WAY, WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597 w’.ERGROUP.ORG

EXHIBIT A



ENGINEERED RESEARCH GROUP, INC.

o Survey Map. 50 Vara Block 224. #29, pp35. 04/13/1909. 1 page. Attached.

e No original building construction documents for the existing subject property building were available for
review. A records-request is currently pending with SF-DBI.

e Geotechnical Letter, dated 05/19/2021 by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc. prepared by
Maria Flessas, GE.

o Data developed by ZFA, Inc. (ZFA) and Bear Flag Engineering, Inc. (BFE).

Site Visits: (to date)

e BFE visited the site on June 07", 18", and 21%, 2021 to gather land surveying data.

e ZFA visited the site on June 21%, 2021 to perform a structural observation.

o ERG visited the site on June 21%, 2021 to perform Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) scanning on the Eastern
concrete basement walls.

Area of Concern — Encroachments beyond the Eastern Parcel Boundary:

Attached to this package is a 2 page summary letter, dated 06/23/2021 from Bear Flag Engineering, Inc. (BFE).
The letter summarizes BFE's current findings.

BFE surveyed the location of the existing building for horizontal location on the 40’-wide lot (see attached survey
maps obtained from the City and County of San Francisco, 2 pages). BFE also surveyed the building exterior
walls to determine degree of verticality. BFE is currently preparing a formal record of the survey (pending).

As described in the BFE summary letter, the existing building encroaches = 1%2"- 212" horizontally beyond the
Eastern side of the 40’-wide parcel. The encroachment beyond the Eastern boundary documented by BFE was
relatively uniform along the length of the building (above and below grade).

Also attached to this package is a 5 page summary letter, dated 06/23/2021 from ZFA, Inc. (ZFA). The letter
summarizes ZFA’s current findings.

The ZFA summary letter opines that the basement wall footings encroach further beyond the outer face of the
basement wall(s). ZFA opines that the basement perimeter wall footings are likely to be inverted T concrete
footings {non-ductile) that project/encroach at least 6" further beyond the outer face of the basement
perimeter walls.

Included in this package are annotated images by ERG. The images contain examples of additional
encroachments on the Eastern side of the existing building. These include sewer waste and vent lines and any
damp-proofing/water-proofing on the exterior below-grade faces of the Eastern basement walls. In one location
along the eastern boundary, the sewer waste lines appears to be encapsulated partially in the
adjacent/neighboring building's foundation (see ERG annotated images). Further investigation required.

144 MAYHEW WAY, WALNUT CReeK, CA 94597 W?ERGROUP.ORG
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Area of Concern - Structural Engineering Performance of the Building:

Attached to this package is a 5 page summary letter, dated 06/23/2021 from ZFA, Inc. (ZFA). ZFA identified
structural engineering components of the existing subject building that are at risk from the proposed adjacent
construction activities. The letter summarizes ZFA's current findings and conceptual recommendations.

The ZFA summary letter describes the subject building as consisting of unreinforced clay brick masonry (URM)
bearing walls and other non-ductile concrete elements below grade. It is well documented that URM structures
have little to no tolerance for ground movement, impacts, or vibrations. The proposed adjacent construction
could generate a multitude of damaging forces on the existing building. Structural damage, which could occur
anywhere within the building, could be immediately apparent or could develop over time following completion
of the adjacent construction.

ZFA listed the following components and described the structural engineering concerns/risks associated with
each:

» Basement Exterior Walls.

o Foundation for Basement Exterior Walls.

e Basement Level Interior Columns and Supporting Foundations.

e Basement Level non-bearing partition walls (hollow-clay tile walls).
s Above-Grade Framing (super-structure).

e Exterior walls of URM.

Included in this package are annotated images by ERG. The images contain examples of the components
identified by ZFA. Exemplars of the GPR surveys are included. ZFA also included conceptual recommendations
to address the above risks. The recommendations call for detailed pre-design studies to be performed. To date,
neither ERG nor ZFA are unaware of any such studies being available.

Area of Concern — Other:
The following are additional items of concern. See attached annotated images for exemplars:

o Existing windows on Eastern wall. Potential loss of ventilation/view from adjacent construction.

» Existing signage space on Eastern wall. Potential loss of commercial value from sign rental.

e Mechanical, electrical and plumbing lines on Eastern wall. Impact from excavation. Loss of access to
maintain. Other risks may exist.

s Damaged sidewalks on West and South elevations. The basement level extends under the sidewalks. The
sidewalk support framing is heavily water-damaged and may pose hazards if over-loaded. Other trip hazards
exist.

e Main Basement Electrical Panel. The building’s main electrical panel is on the North wall of the basement.
Movement, vibrations or damage to the basement damp-proofing/water-proofing could damage the panel.

o Other utility connections (water, gas, telephone, etc..) into the building (basement level). All existing utility
connections appear fragile and subject to construction related displacement described by ZFA.

3
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Summary of Findings: (to date)

1.

BFE found that the existing structure of the Pacific Bay Inn is = 40"-1%2" to 40'-2)2"wide along O'Farrell
Street, but the property is only 40" wide. The building is therefore = 12" to 212" across the Easterly deed
line, where the proposed project will be built.

The basement wall on the East side, where this structure is already 172" to 22" across the property line, is
thought to have an inverted T-shaped concrete footing (see ZFA letter) which likely protrudes at least
another 6" into the neighboring property.

The proposed work on the adjacent property, whether it is excavation, drilling of piers, de-watering, etc.
could have serious impacts on the subject building (structural, habitability).

The building is an URM. The nature of the construction makes it particularly susceptible to damage.
Extensive mitigation measures will be required. The Langan letter dated 05/19/2021 conceptually describes
potential mitigations but currently provides little to no substantive detail on how the risks will be addressed.
Given the substantial risks to the structure from geotechnical movements, these risks deserve detailed study
and pre-planning.

Additional items require further investigation. These include the sewer lines on the East side; the below-
grade damp-proofing/water-proofing on the East side; interior and exterior structural walls have not yet
been fully investigated.

Proceeding without detailed investigation of these areas of concern (identified to date) could put the
structure, as well as its occupants, at substantial risk.

Please call me if you have any questions. | can be contacted on my mobile phone M.925.323.8970.

Yours sincerely, ;WQZ\

OB N

[e] W, Andrnew Feanell D
= No. 058931 &

W. Andrew Fennell, PE (Civil - CA, NV, HI), CPEng, GC.
Engineered Research Group, Inc. (ERG)
Principal Engineer / Construction Consultant

Attached: ERG Annotated Images (17 pages)

ZFA Letter dated 06/23/2021 (05 pages)

BFE Letter dated 06/23/2021 (02 pages) + attachments
( )

Survey Maps. Various dates (02 pages

Fa
\ Exp.06-30-23
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

500-520 Jones Street, San Franciscol
View of West Elevation (Jones St]

1001.VPK 21062121020

Preliminary Annotations:
Record Survey Copy (in progress).
% + Structure (above grade). D = 40’-1%2" wide.

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
EXHIBIT A5
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco, CA
View of South/East Corner
BFE Survey Points super-imposed on Image

BFE Image:
STATION_59_FROM_OFARRELL_STREET_SE_CORNER_BUILDING

500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco, CA
View of North/East Corner
BFE Survey Points super-imposed on Image

BFE Image:
STATION_73_ZOOM_FROM_SHANNON_STREET_NE_CORNER_BUILDING

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
EXHIBIT A 4



500-520 Jones Street 6/23/21
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Eastern Baserment
Note sewer vent

(cast iron) “buried?” in |
neighbor structure.

LS sl 0o

160_VPK 21062121020

Note sewer vent
(cast iron) “buried” in
neighbor structure.

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 24102

151-VPK:210621:21020

' . Note transition from i;asement wall (non-ductile cast-in-place
049-WAF-210621:21020 ; ‘ reinforced concrete) to unreinforced clay-brick masonry above,

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Light-framed wood floor framing.
Diagonal board sheathing:

Stee] joints with Tivet cornection

024 WAF 21062121020

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

G . i
Utilities passing through hollow-clay
tile non-structural partition.

_ . Hollow-clay tile non-structurél
044 WAF.210621.21020 B i — e

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

017 WAF_ 21062121020

Multiple utilities (electrical),

055_WAF 210621_21020 ‘ 2

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

037.WAF_210621.21020. |

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Possible foundation fﬂrom prior (pre-1906 building).
036 WAF 21062121020 ’ A Note style of damp-proofing of the era.

Sidewalks on South & West
elevations heavily water damaged.

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
| EXHIBIT A 1
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Side-walk over basement condition

Basement hatch
not locked:

te orange
cone in open 3
hole in sidewalk.
Jones Street.

b

Non-ductile concrete bsewent wall (East elevation).
040-WAF.- 21062121 ZFA engineer documenting.

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
EXHIBIT Ao
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Preliminary / Analysis Continues
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102
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500-520 Jones Street
San Francisco, CA. 94102
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ZFA STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS
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W. Andrew Fennell, CE, GC, CPEng.

andv@ERGroup.org Via Electronic Mail Only
Engineered Research Group, Inc. (ERG)

144 Mayhew Way, Walnut Creek, CA 94597

June 23, 2021

RE: Existing Building at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco
Areas of Structural Engineering Concern related to the
Proposed Adjacent Construction at 450 O’Farrell Street, San Francisco

Andy,

The following summarizes our structural engineering concerns pertaining to the subject building
at 500-520 Jones Street, San Francisco. Our concerns are based on current understanding of the
proposed adjacent construction work (at 450 O'Farrell Street). In light of the potential for
substantial risk for structural and nonstructural damage identified to date and discussed further
below, we have included conceptual recommendations on potential mitigation measures.

ZFA's engineer Steven Patton, SE performed a field visit on 06/21/2021. Our visit consisted of
visual observations of the building exterior and the basement areas. On site, we discussed the
project with engineers from Engineered Research Group, Inc. (ERG, Andy Fennell, PE) and Bear
Flag Engineering (BFE, Clark Stoner, PE, LS).

Materials Reviewed (to daie)

¢ Conditional Use and Variance Application: 450 O’Farrell Street, San Francisco, CA, dated
12/7/2020. No Revision number. Prepared by Forge Development Partners and Gensler
Architects (42-page PDF document)

e No original building construction documents for the existing subject property building were
available for review. A records-request is currently pending with SF-DBI.

e Geotechnical Letter, dated 05/19/2021 by Langan Engineering and Environmental Services,
Inc. prepared by Maria Flessas, GE.

e Data developed by Engineered Research Group, Inc. and Bear Flag Engineering, Inc. (BFE).




500-520 Jones St, San Francisco
Structural Concerns RE: Proposed Adjacent Construction
Page 2

Structural Areas of Concern (to date):

The subject property is constructed (circa 1908) of non-ductile concrete basement walls,
unreinforced clay brick masonry (URM) bearing walls and other non-ductile concrete elements
below grade. It is well documented that structures of this nature (URM'’s) can be easily damaged
by even small ground movement, impacts, or vibrations that may result from the planned
construction. This damage, which could occur anywhere within the building, could be immediately
apparent but could also manifest itself at a later date.

We have conceptually identified structural engineering components of the existing subject building
that we believe could be at risk from the proposed adjacent construction activities. These
components are not listed in any particular order of impact or relative concern:

1. Basement Exterior Walls. The subject building has one below-grade basement level. The
perimeter exterior walls are constructed of cast-in-place reinforced concrete. Due to the
vintage of construction, the reinforcing levels would likely be characterized as “non-ductile”.
See ERG's report for additional information gained from Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR)
scans of the Eastern basement wall.

Structural Concern: given its vintage, this critical building component could easily be
structurally damaged by relatively small increments of either ground movement,
impacts, and/or vibrations generated during adjacent construction activities. The
effects of long-term settlements also need to be carefully studied.

2. Foundation for Basement Exterior Walls. No plans, test pits and/or test data were available
for ZFA’s review to date. Based on ZFA's experience with structures of this vintage, the
foundation may consist of either inverted T-shaped non-ductile concrete spread footings or
timber piles. Any inverted T footings would likely extend, on the order of, at least 6 inches
beyond the exterior.face of basement walls. As noted in the Langan Letter, the below-grade
soils are thought to be sands with increasing densities at depth.

Structural Concern: similar to 1. above.

3. Basement Level Interior Columns and Supporting Foundations. The observed columns
in the basement level are likely to be founded on isolated non-ductile concrete spread footings.
Itis equally likely that the isolated column footings are hot inter-connected with concrete grade
beams.

Structural Concern: these critical building components, and their connections, could
easily be structurally damaged by relatively small increments of ejther differential
ground movement, impacts, and/or vibrations generated during adjacent construction
activities. The effects of long-term settlements also need to be carefully studied.

4. Basement Level non-bearing partition walls (hollow-clay tile walls). We also observed within
the basement, a series of non-structural partition walls constructed on hollow-clay tile.

Structural Concern: similar to 1. above. In addition, failure of these partition walls pose
potential risk. It is unknown at this time if these partition walls serve any fire-resistive
function.

ZFA STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS EXHIBIT A
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Structural Concerns RE: Proposed Adjacent Construction
Page 3

5. Above-Grade Framing (super-structure). Floor framing observable from the basement level
consists of light-frame wood joists with diagonal lumber sheathed diaphragms. Floor support
beams, and select columns, were constructed of steel with riveted joint connections. Cast-in-
place concrete columns were also observed.

Structural Concern: similar to 1. above. In addition, the interconnection of these critical
building components could easily be structurally damaged by ground movement,
impacts, and/or vibrations generated during adjacent construction activities. The
effects of long-term settlements also need to be carefully studied.

6. Exteriorwalls of URM. The exterior walls are constructed of unreinforced clay-brick masonry.
No plans and/or test data were available for ZFA’s review to date.

Structural Concern: similar to 1. above. In addition, the brittle nature of Unreinforced
Masonry Structures URMs is well documented and poses a serious potential life-safety
hazard if not properly mitigated.

Recommendations (Conceptual) for Mitigating Structural Engineering Concern (to date):

A. Study the (E) building, foundation, and site: structural, geotechnical.
= Engineered Temporary Shoring -and Underpinning documents should be
prepared by the developer and shared with subject property owner for review.
= No geotechnical report for the property was available for review. The results
of a Geotechnical investigation for the proposed development should be
shared with adjacent property owners that documents:

s Ifthere are any subsurface conditions, such as any sandy fill layers
below the groundwater table that could liquefy during a major
earthquake, as well as a summary of the range of any estimated
liquefaction induced settlements.

e [dentify any ground failure potential, such as lurch cracking and/or the
development of sand boils that could occur at the site during a major
earthquake. The ground-surface settlement could be larger than
estimated in areas where sand boils and associated ground failure
acceur.

e Summary of the nature of the underlying supporting soil of the
proposed development along with summary of assumed earthquake
induced settlements below the foundations.

= Recommendations for methods to be used to protect, shore or underpin
existing adjacent structures:

e Any underpinning and shoring should be designed to resist the
vertical and horizontal existing occupied building loads.

¢ During excavation, the shoring system of the proposed development
could be expected to deform laterally, which could cause surrounding
sites, sidewalks and streets to settle. Surveys should be sent to the
design team and adjacent property owners or their representatives in a
timely manner so that results can be evaluated, and appropriate
changes made to the construction.

= Any need for shoring or underpinning to install elements of new foundations
for the proposed adjacent development may create a stronger and stiffer
foundation locally. Additionally, the increased surcharge on adjacent
foundations of the new development may alter the loading on the existing

ZFA STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS EXHIBIT A
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subject properties foundations. This is likely to occur on the existing exterior
wall on only two sides of the building, which creates potential risk of structural
and non-structural damage from differential settlement, which should be
calculated by a geotechnical engineer.

= Use of shoring, underpinning and adjacent construction impacts may aiso
change the seismic load distribution throughout the subject building and
reduce the building’s resistance to earthquake loads.

B. Constructability review to avoid activities generating:

= Movements (vertical and horizontal): The developers of the adjacent property
should be responsible for developing and implementing a monitoring program
for the subject property. This should include survey control and identify specific
control points for monitoring on the project’s shoring drawings. Prior to
execution of the monitoring plan or commencement of any and all work, the
proposed monitoring plan should be made available for review by the subject
property owner for review and comment. We suggest that a limit of movement
be determined as structurally significant, and a lower increment be determined
as noteworthy enough to trigger notification to all stakeholders. The frequency
of results of a monitoring program should be provided and the threshold for
structurally significant movement should be limited.

= Vibrations due to construction activities could cause additional settlement of
loose soil under adjacent improvements. Therefore, vibrations and
settlements would also need to be monitored, but no mention of this is given
in documents currently made available for review.

= |tis unknown if dewatering for the site is required. Any de-watering activities
during construction of the adjacent proposed development could also result in
vertical settlement of the supporting subgrade below the subject property
which could exacerbate the effects noted above.

= Due to the nature of any underpinning or shoring system proposed, the
system proposed may be substantially stronger and stiffer than the adjacent
supporting soil: proposed underpinning solutions could result in permanently
stiffening the foundation of the existing structure but only at locations where
underpinning is to be installed. As a result, elements of the structure
supported by underpinning may be less likely to settle than adjacent and
connected portions of the existing structure, potentially resulting in substantial
differential settlements: This would be detrimental to the building structure,
particularly due to the brittle construction materials used.

C. Pre-condition survey of (E) building, foundation, and site. The developers of the adjacent
property should retain the services of a licensed surveyor (independent of the surveyor
required for monitoring the shoring and excavation system) who specializes in pre-
construction and post-construction forensic surveys. This surveyor would establish baseline
measurements of the subject property as well as complete a follow-up assessment. The
conditions of existing buildings within 50 feet of the site should be photographed and surveyed
prior to the start of construction and monitored periodically during construction. A thorough
crack survey of the adjacent buildings should be performed by a surveyor prior to the start of
construction and immediately after its completion.

D. Monitoring Plan with trigger criteria. The developers of the adjacent property should be
responsible identifying and monitoring specific control points on the project’s shoring drawings
and these should be made available for review by all adjacent property owners. Displacement
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limits deemed structurally significant should be developed, prop, as noteworthy enough to
trigger notification to all stakeholders.

#  Construction activities associated with deep excavations typically result in
some lateral deformations of the shoring walls surrounding the site. Because
any new shoring walls will likely be installed directly adjacent to the subject
property, this is likely to result in vertical settlement of the supporting
subgrade below the subject property, particularly at locations where
underpinning has not stiffened the vertical support of the existing foundations.
These settlements may or may not be present immediately, but can cause
damage to the subject building. The subject building is expected to be
particularly sensitive to vertical movement due to its non-ductile
concrete/masonry construction. We state this so that the risk is understood
and seek transparency of survey information.

= \We recommend a plan be put in place to not only monitor for movement of
the subject building and supporting soil, but that a mitigation plan be put in
place to remediate any detrimental settlement (i.e. provide injection grout,
jacking, etc....) that exceeds a maximum “trigger” level. This “trigger level’
should be based on the deformation capacity of the subject building; this is
the point at which any further deformations would likely negatively impact the
building’s capacity to resist horizontal and vertical loads. Based on the
original construction of the subject property and its brittle nature with respect
to settlement, we would expect that some sort of remediation work would be
necessary where total or differential vertical settlements in excess of a small
trigger displacement on the order of magnitude of 3/16” occurs.

= We recommend that not only the tops of any proposed shoring be used for
monitoring lateral movement but that corner points at top and bottom of the
subject building also be monitored as construction continues and that
subsequent surveys be performed periodically to ensure any detrimental
horizontal or vertical movement has not occurred.

E. A Post-condition survey of (E) building, foundation and site should also be performed upon
completion of adjacent development.
F. Avoid structural “pounding” with adequate seismic gap.

Based on our review of the provided documents we believe the proposed work may involve
permanent changes in load path for the subject property.

We therefore recommend that the above concerns be addressed prior to an agreement to the
proposed work. The proponents should consider the above as they develop a responsive
solution that does not compromise the as-is condition of your building.

Should you have questions, please contact the undersigned.

Regards,

/

5773
ZFA STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS
Senior Associate
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June 23, 2021

Engineered Research Group, Inc.
¢/o: Mr. Andy Fennell, PE

144 Mayhew Way

Walnut Creek, CA 94597

Re: 520 Jones Street -- Parcel Dimensions
San Francisco, CA
Assessor’s Lot 010A; Block 0317

Dear Mr. Fennell:

Per current vesting deed the property at 520 Jones Street, the Subject Parcel, is rectangular
and measures 40 feet along O’Farrell Street and 112.5 feet along Jones Street.! The Subject
Parcel occupies the southwest corner of 50 Vara Block No. 224, which is more particularly
bounded by present day Shannon Street to the east, Geary Street to the north, Jones Street
to the west and O’Farrell Street to the south.?

in June 2021, my office conducted a field survey of the Subject Parcel and the building
occupying it.* The survey revealed that the building ranges from 40 feet wide to about 40.2
feet wide. Furthermore, the survey revealed that the easterly building wall above grade
extends beyond the easterly deed line by about 0.1 feet to 0.2 feet, or 1.5 to 2.5 inches.®
Along the Subject Parcel’s northerly boundary, the building above grade was found to be
located more or less on the deed line.

Detailed plat of survey illustrating findings is forthcoming.

1 See Document No. 2015-K061238-00.

2 Ihid.

3 See Assessor Block Map No. 0317,

4 The building on 520 Jones Street shows as existent “7 Story Brick Building” on the 1909 Historic
Block Diagram No. 0317a, available at the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public
Works.

5 Evidence recovered during survey to support public street and deed line locations included chiseled
notches on sides of buildings per City and County of San Francisco Monument Map No. 13, available
at City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works, and record and non-record chiseled
“L” cuts in old granite curbs per above referenced Historic Block Diagram No. 0317a.

I

20091 Broadway Sonoma, CA 95476 Tel: 707-996-8449
clark@pearflagoivil.com

www.bearflagengineering.com
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Should you have any questions, or require further discussions, please do not hesitate to

contact me,

Very Truly Yours,

Clark E. Stoner, PE, PLS
RCE No. 64674
PLS No. 8750

Attachments:
Doc# 2015-K061238-00
Assessor Map Block 0317

Historic Block Diagram No. 0317a
Monument Map No. 13

20091 Broadway

2

Sonoma, CA 95476

. 707-996-8449

www.bearflagengineering.com
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY: San Francisco Assessor-Recorder
) ' Carmen Chu, Assessor-Recorder
Old Republic Title Company DOC 2015-K061238-00
Acct 5002-Old Republic Ti
Order No.: 0224035612-AN Friday, MAY 15, 20p15 11 :;)I'ét:lngompany
APN: Lot 010A, Block 0317 Tt Pd $24.00 Nbr-0005150232
okc/RE/1-3

When Recorded Mail Document and Tax Statements to:

Pacific Bay Inn, Inc.
825 Van Ness Avenue, #301
San Francisco, CA 94109 /\7

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE IS FOR RECORDER'S USE

Corporation Grant Deed

The undersigned grantor(s) declare(s):

Documentary Transfer Tax is $0.00 correct vesting for refinance

( ) computed on full value of property conveyed, or

( ) computed on full value less of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.
( ) Unincorporated area: (X) City of San Francisco '

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
Pacific Bay Inn, Inc., a California corporation who acquired title as Pacific Bay Inn, a California corporation

hereby GRANT(S) to

Pacific Bay Inn, Inc., a California corporation
that property in City of San Francisco, San Francisco County, State of California, described as: /

* * * Gea "Exhibit A" attached hereto and made a part hereof. * * *commonly known as 520 Jones Street, San
Francisco

Date: May 08, 2015

In Witness Whereof, said corporation has caused its corporate name and seal to be affixed hereto and this instrument
to be executed by its duly authorized officers.

Pacific Bay Inr%%orr@oration
B /

y:
Adamrsparks, Secretary

Grant Deed MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE Page 1 of 2
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3

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document,

State of California
County of San Francisco

on % 1 13[ /S~ before me, LI’&HN'"L&*B?C{&O& A a Notary Public, personally

eared Adam Sparks, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whgse_name(s)
re subscribed to the within instr and acknowledged to me tha he/they executed the same i her/their
h

authorized capacity(ies), and that b er/their signature(s) on the instriment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf
of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and
correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Signature: M : Q@»Q

T
Name: (4 JQ)W"’LMJ{'& )

(Typed or Printed) (Seal)

Y, BARRUETA-DIGESTI
Commission # 2072042
Notary Public - California

San Francisco County

My Comm, Expires Jul 18,2

z
z
2

018

Grant Deed Order No. 0224035612-AN Page 2 of 2
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ORDER NO. : 0224035612-AN

EXHIBIT A

The land referred to is situated in the County of San Francisco, City of San Francisco, State of
California, and is described as follows:

BEGINNING at the point of intersection of the northerly line of O'Farrell Street with the easterly
line of Jones Street; and running thence easterly along said line of O'Farrell Street 40 feet;
thence at a right angle northerly 112 feet, 6 inches; thence at a right angle westerly 40 feet to
the easterly line of Jones Street; and thence at a right angle southerly along said line of Jones
Street 112 feet, 6 inches to the point of beginning.

BEING part of 50 Vara Block No. 224.

Assessor's Lot 010A; Block 0317

Page 1 of 1
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Tendedoin Housing Clinic
June 16, 2021

Joel Koppel
President
Planning Commission

Dear President Koppel,

| write to express Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation's (TNDC),
Tenderloin Housing Clinic's (THC), and CCSRO Collaborative's continued opposition to
the proposed project at 450 O'Farrell St.

In Exhibit A and B, you will find our January 2021 opposition letter, that clearly laid out
community concerns. Since then, we have continued to closely monitor this project
through the support of the assigned planner so we could keep stakeholders informed.
This led to the organizing of several residents and providers who tuned in to the most
recent hearing on April 15, 2021, and provided public testimony so commissioners had
the opportunity to hear directly from community voices.

In that hearing, several community stakeholders expressed their concerns around the
increased market rate group housing proposals in the neighborhood, the need for
family housing, and the lack of meaningful community engagement from the project
sponsor, Many stated their disapproval of the project in its current form (Version 3) yet
were willing to work alongside the project sponsor to consider recommendations and
secure community support. But following that hearing, neither TNDC nor other
stakeholders have heard from the project sponsor since, leading us to reiterate our
opposition absent changes to the project.

1. The Project Sponsor continues to treat community engagement as an
afterthought.

Centering race and equity means prioritizing the voices of our low-income Black,
Indigenous, People of Color (BIPOC) cornmunities. Yet the developer's unwillingness to
connect with the Tenderloin community following the Planning Commission hearing
reinforces a trend where developers are not engaging in meaningful discussions
around market rate proposals. If we are truly invested in a vision of inclusive planning
that represents and engages the communities we serve, then we must set a standard
that all developers, especially market rate developers in fow income BIPOC
communities, sit down with stakeholders from beginning to end.

2. The design of the project continues to be problematic.

In 2018, community supported the original proposal {(Version 1) because of its
meaningful community engagement process and diverse unit mix, In this most recent
version (Version 3B), we continue to have concerns about developing a 316-unit group
housing project set to accommodate 632 people in the densest neighborhood in San
Francisco. We are not opposed to market rate group housing but in the context of the




Tendedoin Housing Clinic

neighborhood, where most of our housing stock is Single Room Occupancy, and open
space is scarce, we see long-term, negative impacts of a project of this design and
capacity. The project sponsor presently has two market rate group housing projects in
the Tenderloin underway. We also know that just last month, another project sponsor
got their 111-market rate group housing project approved on Turk St. with the heip of
the State Density Bonus law. Community continues to express the need for balance
and diversity in our neighborhoods future housing stock.

3. Neighborhood residents continue to express the desire for family housing.

The project sponsor has stated that all units over 600 sf are set to accommodate
families, yet those units make up less than 9% (28 units) of the total project. On several
occasions, we expressed the desire to see more units to accommodate families that
were at least 1000 sf. Yet in Version 3B, most of the units range from 320 sf to 390 sf,
comprising of 61% (193 units) of the total project. Given the breakdown of this project,
the community feels that the bulk of these units will attract a more transient tenant
population. It is a long-standing goal to have residents in the community have a vested
interest in the health and growth in the neighborhood. Simply put, transient tenants
generally lack that involvement. We want to see at least 35 of these units at 1000 sf,

Again, While TNDC does not purport to speak for the community, this input weighs
heavily on us. We urge the Planning Commissioners to consider this community
feedback and reject this project absent modifications. Should the developer wish to
revise their plans or sell to someone who will build something that meets a community
need, and respects community process, TNDC would happily show our support. Thank
you for your consideration.

If you have any guestions, please do not hesitate to reach out to dfalk@tndc.org or
randv@thclinicorg.

Sincerely,

Donald S. Falk
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation

Randy Shaw
Tenderloin Housing Clinic

Cc: Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission
Rich Hillis, Director of Planning, City and County of San Francisco
Marcelle Boudreaux, San Francisco Planning Department
Matt Haney, Supervisor, District 6, City and County of San Francisco
Gabriella Ruiz, Policy and Planning Manager, TNDC
Colleen Rivecca, Director of Community Organizing, Policy and Planning, TNDC
Pratibha Tekkey, Director of Community Organizing, CCSRO Collaborative
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EXHIBIT A

January 19,2021

Joel Koppel
President
Planning Commission

Dear President Koppel,

I write to express Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporatlon s (TNDCQC)
vpposition to the proposed project at 450 O'Farretft st

For nearly 40 years, TNDC has been preserving and building affordable housing in the
Tenderloin and other neighborhoods, serving low-income and working-class
communities. In addition to operating affordable housing and providing social services
in these neighborhoods, we work with community stakeholders to understand their
concerns in order to raise public awareness on issues that impact their quality of life,
TNDC is loath to oppose adding to the supply of housing, recognizing market-rate
housing development as one way to address San Francisco's housing crisis, despite the
displacement impact that new construction can have on people with low-incomes. In
assessing proposed developments, we assess whether the project meets a standard of
equitable development, so that people with low incomes share in some of the benefits
and are protected from some of the harms of market rate development. The project at
450 O'Farrell fails to meet that standard.

1. The Project Sponsor failed to engage the community, seeking to secure
approval from the Planning Commission without interacting with people in the
neighborhood.

We did not hear from the Project Sponsor, Forge, about the changes to this project
until December 9, 2020, less than a month before the initially scheduled planning
hearing. They believed that because the building envelope had not changed, obviating
the need for a new environmental impact report, interacting with community
stakeholders was unnecessary, even though the nature of the project had
fundamentally changed. Community engagement was treated as an afterthought.

2. The design of the project is problematic in terms of the number and size of
units combined with the expectation of number of occupants; it will be
overcrowded.

The 308 units in the proposed project will range from 318 sf to 639 sf, designed,
according to Forge, for ‘essential workers' and families. They have shown us
plans illustrating, for example, two twin beds and a third bed in the “family” units. We
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are concerned that the plans, as proposed represent new units that would replicate the
overcrowding many existing low-income families experience in small units across the
Tenderloin, and potentially the associated social, psychological, and development
impacts on children who live in these conditions.! As housing developers ourselves, we
fully understand the challenge of balancing affordability with livability, however we feel
this project goes too far. Nearly 97% of the proposed units offer living space between
318 and 477 sf, which we feel is insufficient for healthy family living. Moreover, we feel
that such a building design fails to align with the San Francisco Planning Department'’s
*Housing for Families with Children"? policy paper, which outlines elements of quality
family housing.

3. Many neighborhoods residents expressed to us their opposition to the
project.

Many community members who know firsthand what it is like to live in similarly tiny
SRO units expressed their opposition to this project due to:

e Lack of community engagement and perceived disrespect to the

Tenderloin community;

e The need for units with full kitchens and bathrooms for families;

¢ The lack of affordability, L.e. despite the assertion that the unijts are "affordable by

design,” Tenderloin residents will not be able to afford to live there;

» The development fails to meet current standards for inclusionary housing; and

¢ Concerns about overcrowding.

While TNDC does not purport to speak for the community, this input weighs heavily on
us. We urge the planning commissioners to consider this community feedback and
reject this project. Should the developer wish to revise their plans or sell to someone
who will build something that meets a community need, and respects community
process, TNDC would happily show our support. Thank you for your consideration.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out to me at dfalkditndc.ory.

Sincerely,

Donald S. Falk
Chief Executive Officer

Cc: Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission
Rich Hillis, Director of Planning, City and County of San Francisco
Marcelle Boudreaux, San Francisco Planning Department
Matt Haney, Supervisor, District 6, City and County of San Francisco
Gabriella Ruiz, Policy and Planning Manager, TNDC
Colleen Rivecca, Director of Community Organizing, Policy and Planning, TNDC
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EXHIBITB

Dear Director Hillis and Planning Commissioners,

| want to update you on some additional reasons the Tenderloin Housing Clinic is
taking the unprecedented step of strongly opposing a proposed housing development
in the Tenderloin.

Financing vs. Developer Preference

Since my previous correspondence my organization has finalized negotiations with the
developer of 550 O'Farrell, less than a block away. We have always supported the
project and have now resolved all outstanding issues. 550 O'Farrell offers exactly the
type of market-rate project the Tendeérloin needs to house families with children. It will
have 111 units: 35 one-bedrooms, 62 two-bedrooms, and 14 three-bedrooms. Unit sizes
start at 500 square feet and go beyond 1000 square feet.

| raise this to challenge the 450 developer's argument that in this economic climate
only micro-units can get financing---obviously 550's developers see it otherwise, | think
the sharp contrast in unit mix between the nearly adjacent projects pulls the curtain
back on what is really going on here: The radical change in the proposed unit mix at
440 is not caused by financing issues; rather, micro-units are the only type of housing
this developer wants to build.

Just think. Richard Hannum buys two sites around Turk and Leavenworth and gets
both approved for hundreds of micro-units. He now seeks to replace a project with
most units ranging from 712-1075 square feet with virtually the same type of housing he
is currently constructing.

This is no coincidence. The developer builds only one type of housing. And now he
wants this Commission to approve a unit mix that makes no sense for the
neighborhood.

False Promises Re “Essential Workers"”

We've also learned more facts that undermine the developer’s claimed targeting of
"essential workers"---such as police officers and nurses---to live at 450 O'Farrell. This is
pure nonsense. The project's largest units, 550 sq. ft,, will have three beds. This sounds
like a student dorm, not housing for essential workers earning 110% of AML. Police
officers we talked to were incredulous at the idea that officers would choose to live in
such housing. Nurses, police officers and similar workers at those income levels will not
choose to live in small units in the Tenderloin. The project's many 350 sq. ft. units, which
only have two burners, also do not fit the incomes of the "essential workers" the project
claims to target.

The Tenderloin has no shortage of housing for students. Hastings is building a 14-story
housing project across the street from my office at Golden Gate and Hyde. We have




Tenderloin Housing Clinic

strongly supported this project. We also did not oppose Forge's two micro-unit projects
under construction in the Tenderloin, both of which will also likely house students.

But a successful neighborhood must have housing for families with children as well.
From 1907 to the 1970's the Tenderloin had few children. This changed with the arrival
of Southeast Asian refugees in the 1970's and 1980's. Rising rents in the Mission during
the late 1990's caused a huge Latino family influx into the Tenderloin. Many Arab-
American families live here as well.

Almost no housing sites (those not already slated for development) in the Tenderioin
remain. We cannot allow a project we counted upon to provide desperately needed
family housing to become another site for single adults. SROs surround the project site;
nobody claims there is a shortage of single-adult housing in the area.

In 1985, with the strong support of Planning Director Dean Macris, the Planning
Commission bucked the tide of highrise development and rezoned the Tenderloin so
that it remained a residential neighborhood. The Commission’s action saved the
Tenderloin as an affordable working-class neighborhood.

We call upon you again to do what is best for the Tenderloin. And that requires
rejecting this project. The developer should revise its plans or sell to someone who will
build something at least close to the original unit mix. That's what the community
counted upon in backing the original project and what the Tenderloin still needs.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Randy Shaw, Executive Director, Tenderloin Housing Clinic













