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Sunshiné Ordinance Task Force
Complaint Summary

File No. 21151

Jerry Dratler v. Planning Department

Date filed with SOTF: 11/15/21

Contact information (Complainant information listed first):

Jerry Dratler (dratlerj@gmail.com) (Complainant)
Rich Hillis, Charnbory Son, and the Planning Department (Respondent)

File No. 21151: Complaint filed by J erry Dratler versus Rich Hillis, Charnbory Son, and the
Planning Department for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance),
Section(s) 67.21, by failing to respond to public records request in a timely and/or complete
manner.

Administrative Summary if applicable:
Oct 11, 2021, request for the following:
Planning Department file for the construction of a new house at 365 Pacheco including
311 notice and the plans that were sent to the neighbors with the 311 notice.
Oct 12, 2021, Planning Dept provided a response indicating that the subdivision file for the lot
line adjustment from 2005 was provided and not other records were available. Planning did

indicate they anticipate a formal application to develop the property.

Complaint Attached.
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- Complainant/Petitioner’s
- Document Submission
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II__slger, Cheryl (BOS)

From: dratlerj@gmail.com

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:24 AM

To: SOTF, (BOS)

Subject: copy of complaint with attachment my November 15,2021 complaint against the
Planning Department ’

Attachments: November Complaint Form Sunshine Ordinance Task Force.pdf; Email exchange with

Planning Dept. on the file for Angus McCarthy's house- final.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

I am sending my complaint form with an attachment. Is it possible to enclose an attachment with a Sunshine Task Force
complaint?

Thank you,

Jerry Dratler

1
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Complaint Form | Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

“1of4

Visit the City's new website, SF.gov

https://sfgov.org/sunshine/complaint-form

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

Complaint Form

SUNSHINE ORDINANCE TASK FORCE

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco CA 94102

Tel. (415) 554-7724;

Fax (415) 554-7854
http://sfgov.org/sunshine
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Complaint Form | Sunshine Ordinance Task Force https://sfgov.org/sunshine/complaint-form

Cormplaint against which Department or Commission * -

Planning Department

Name of individual contacted at Department or Commission

Rich Hillis, Chanbory Son

Alleged Violation *

(4 Public Records

D Public Meeting

Date of public meeting (if checked)

see attached

Sunshine Ordinance Section:

(If known, please cite specific provision being violated)

see attached i

Please describe alleged violation *

Subject: Complaint against Rich Hillis and Chanbory Son for denying me access to the
Planning Dept. 365 Pacheco Street (Angus McCarthy’s house) new construction file.

There are numerous current documented instances of corrupt behavior by current and
former San Francisco City officials. This is precisely the time at which the city should be
in full compliance with the city's Sunshine Ordinance and the California Public Records
Act.

On October 18, 2021, | sent an analysis of 14 irregularities that occurred in the
construction of Angus McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street. The analysis is
incomplete because | was unable to review of copy of the 365 Pacheco Street site plan
approved by DBl and the Planning Department. When | asked to review a copy of the site
plan at the DBl Records Department | was told there was not a copy of the site plan in
their records management system.

I would like to receive a copy of the approved site plan for 365 Pacheco Street one week
before Mr. McCarthy's hearing date with the SF Board of Supervisors.

| filed a California Public Document Request with the SF Planning Department to review
a copy of the site plan the Plannina Department approved in their new construction file
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Complaint Form | Sunshine Ordinance Task Force . : hitps://sfgov.org/sunshine/complaint-form

3of4

T - ‘

Department sent me a copy of the 311 Notice and plans. However, when | reviewed the
365 Pacheco Street plans | received, | noticed pages A2, A3 and A4 were missing. it
would be most unusual for the Planning Department to retain an incomplete set of 311
plans in the department file they refuse to acknowledge exists. it is more likely that
pages A2, A3 and A4 were removed from the copy of the plans that were sent to me.

The Planning Department violated the California Public Records Act when they dented
my request for access to the new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street and may
have improperly redacted 311 plan pages without providing a written justification for
redacting the pages.

| have attached copies of the emails exchanged over 25 days where Mr. Hillis and
Chanbory Son repeatedly violated my rights under the California Public Document
Request Act.

Optional

Date

November 15 2021

Name

Jerry Dratler

Address

40 17th Avenue

City

San Francisco

Zip

Notice: Personal Information that you provide is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the Sunshine Ordinance, except when confidentiality is specifically requested. Complainants can be anonymous as
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Complaint Form | Sunshine Ordinance Task Force https://sfgov.org/sunshine/complaint-form

long as the complainant provides a reliable means of contact with the SOTF (Phone Number, Fax Number, or Emall
address).
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12 email exchanges between Jerry Dratler and the SF Planning Department over
25 days regarding access to the Planning Department new construction file for
Angus McCarthy’s house at 365 Pacheco Street.

Email # 1 October 11, 2021 1:56 pm. Initial document request sent to the Planning
Department requesting access to the new construction file for 365 Pacheco
Street, Angus McCarthy’s house.

Femin: drated® goail.cor
Subjeat: Doccmenk meaquast dor irmmedinte dissiteure uird the Colftmia Pulkic Aemicds Ao - 388 Pachert Bbwsb
Digksr Otk 11, 20621 i 3158 P
Toc  richikdlsid grond. come
e jesvas iR sy or

T Rich Hills
CCr Jdonas lonin

From: Jerry Dratler
Date: October 11, 2021

RE: Document request for immediate disclosure under the California
FPublic Records Aot — 365 Pacheco Strest

Dear kir. Hillis,

I am reguesting sccess o records in wour possession or control at the
8. F. Flanning Department for the purposes of inspection and copying
pursuant o the California Public Records Act, California Sovernment
Code § 6250 st seq. ("CPRA™), and Article 1, § 3(b) of the Califormia
Constitution. The specific records | sesk to inspect, and copy are listed
below. As used hersin, "Record” includes *Public Records™ and
“Writings" as those terms are defined at Government Code § 5252{()
& {gh I request immediate access to inspecticopy:

1. The Planning Department file for the construction of a
new house at 365 Pachecoo Sirest. Documenis | would
like to review include the 311 Motice and the plans that
weare sent to the neighbaors with the 311 MNotice.

It you contend that any portion of the records requested is exempt
from disclosure by express provisions of law, Government Code §
6253(a) requires segregation and redaction of that matarkal in order
that the remainder of the records may be released. If you contend that
any express provision of lew exists o exempt from disclosure all or a
poriion of the records | have requested, Governmeant Code § 6253(c)
requires that yvou notify me of the reasons for the determination mot
later than 10 days from vour receipt of this anuest Gawemmen‘t Cade
§§ EESE(Q!} & 6255(b) require that any res s
inciude a da’t@n‘mlnatmn that ’[hare uest is dem&d, 108 whmﬁe orin part,

H ' g 5
reaﬁonsmle ﬁ:;ar the E“thv s resmunge
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Guuemment Gﬂdﬂ % ﬁ?ﬁﬁ‘fm t:mmhnhjts Ttha UEES f:ﬂf ﬂ”ﬂa m q:law uermd o

R rmms&a mf msmea‘tma Duhlm mumrczda

In responding to this request, please keep in mind that Article 1, § 3(b)
{2) of the California Constitution expressly requires you to broadly
construe all provisions that further the public’s right of sccess, and to
apply any limitations on acocess as narrowly as possible,

wwould like to revdiens f[ha file in the next three days. If | can provide
2y clarification that will help expadite your attention to my request,
please contact me at 650-878-4308 or dratlzrjigmail oom.

Thank you for your timely attention to this matber,
Sincersly,
Jerry Dratler

Email # 2 October 12, 2021 4:12 pm. Planning Department email response that
they only have one file for Mr. McCarthy’s house, the lot line adjustment file and
not the new construction file.

From: CPC-RacordRequast CRC-RecordRaquast@siovorg &
Subject: FW: Document request fof Immediate disclasura und the California Public Records Act - 385 Pacheco Street
Date: Octobar 12, 2021 at4:12 PM
To: dratlor@gmail com
Ge: CPC-RecordRaguest CPC-RacardRequest@sinov.arg

Mr. Dratler,

We've received your request for files regarding developments at 365 Pacheco
Sireet, Attached is the subdivision file for the lot fine adjustment from 2005, which
locks Iike it was abandoned.,

We have no other files available. If there were plans o develop the property we
have not received a fomal application.

This will deem your request complete.

40 Soutls Van Ness Averus, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: u28 52,7346 | wy LA sfplaumgmg

Lot SO FIA LTI R
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Email # 3 October 13, 2021 8:38 am. | sent the Planning Department an email
response informing them the notes on the building permit in the PTS system
shows the Planning Department mailed a 311 Notice to the neighbors of 365
Pacheco Street on August 24, 2005, and suggested they check with the Planning
Department employee who mailed the 311 Notice. I also mentioned that | look
forward to reviewing the Angus McCarthy new construction file in person in their
office.

From: dratler]@gmail.com <dratlerj@gmail.cormz

Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 8:38 AM

To: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.orgs

Ce: richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.lonin@sigov.orgs

Subject: RE: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public
Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street

Chan Son,

Thank you for your promipt respanse to my California Public Records Act request. |
believe there is a Planning Department file for the new construction at 365 Pacheca
Street. You might want to check with Tom Wang if he still works for the clty. The section
311 notice was mailed on August 24,2005 and expired on September 23,2005.

| look forward to reviewing the file in person in your office soon.

Regards,

Jerry Dratler

Email # 4 October 13, 2021 3:28 pm. The Planning Department sends me a copy of
the 311 Notice for 365 Pacheco Street and the 311 plans from a file the Planning
Department refuses to acknowledge exists.

Fram: CPO-RecordBequast CPC-RecordRaquesi@stgovorg &
Bubject: RE: Document request for immediate disclosure und the Galifornia Public Records Act - 365 Pachacn Sirest
Bate: October 13, 2021 at 3:28 PM
To: dratlej@gmallcom, CPC-PecordRequest CPC-AacordRequest®slgov.org
Ce:! richhilizsf@gmall.com, fonin, Jonas {GPOY jonas loenin@ sfgov.arg

Mr. Dratler,

Please see altached files.

4% Sputh Van Mess Avenug, Suite 1400, San Francisen, CA 94103
(ract: G28.052.7346 | www.siplanning.org
San Francizco Prooerty Information Mab
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Email # 5 October 13, 2021 4:59 pm. | thank the Planning Department for sending
me the two 311 Notice files and ask for an appointment on Thursday or Friday to
review the entire file at the Planning Department. | also mention the 311 plans
they sent me are missing pages A2, A3, and A4.

From: Jorry Deatlse dratterj@gmall.com
Suhfect: Fe: Document request for immadiate disclesure und the Califamia Public Records éact - 383 Pachaco Streat L
Date: Octobar 13, 2021 at 450 PM

To: CPC-RecordFaquast CPC-HecordRequost@sfgmiog
Ce: richhilizsi@gmail.com, onin, Jonasz (CPC) jonas.ionin@sfgov.om

Bee: Dennis Richards drichards2@outiook.com, Jos Eskenazi gatbackjosice @grmail.com

Thank you for promptly sending the two PDF files. | would like to make an
appointment on Thursday or Friday to review the entire file.What time would be
most convenient for you? The plans you sent me are incomplete.Plan pages
A2,A3 Ad are missing and there are other documents in the file that | would
like to review.

Regards,
Jerry Dratler

Email #6 October 14, 2021 9:07 am. | sent an email to the Planning Department
identifying the documents in the 365 Pacheco Street new construction file | want
to review at the Planning Department office.

3
"‘3'*-“7 From
Subject.

¢ dratle@gmail.com
+ FW: Docuimant request for immediata disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365 Pacheta Strest

Date: Cctober 14, 2021 at 8:07 AM

Tor
Ce:

richhilissi@gmall.com
jonas.ionin @sfgov.org

When | arrive at the Planning Department to review the files for the

documents in the file including the following documents.

1. Complete sets of plans for 365 Pacheco Street. The plans that
were sent with the 311 Notice and the site plan approved by your
department. |

2. A copy of Alice Barkley’s May 2006 letter to Rick Cooper and
Ceclia Jaroslkawsky.

3. A copy of the categorical exemption issued by your department.

Regards,
Jerry Dratler
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Email #7 October 18, 2021 11:24 am. | received an email from the Planning
Department claiming there are no additional records and suggesting | contact DBI
for a complete set of 365 Pacheco Street plans.

From: CPC-RecordRequest CPC-RecordRequest@sigov.org L
Subjact: RE: Document request for immediste disclosurs und the California Public Records Act - 385 Pachaco Street L
Date: Oclober 18, 2021 at 11:24 AM
Yot Jerry Dratler dratierj@gmail.com, CPC-RecotdRequest CPC-RecordRequest @ sigov.org
Mr. Dratler,
My apologies for the delayed response. Planning has no additional records to
provide.

You may contact the Department of Building Inspection for complete building plans.

All building permit applications, approved site plans, certificate of occupancy,
complaints and/or inspection reports are the Department of Building Inspection
(DBI's) legal records, and you may request such plans from DBI by completing a
request form at hitps://stdbi.org/BMD or email DBI Sunshine Requests.

i

A% South Van Ness Avénue, Suite 1400, Slan Francisce, CA 94103

Diract: 628.652.7346 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
Email # 8 October 27, 2021, 6:49 pm. | sent the Planning Department an email
recapping our email exchanges and pointing out Planning Department violations
of the California Public Records Act like redacting pages A2, A3 and A4 of the 365
Pacheco Street plans without providing a written justification for redacting the
pages and refusing to grant me access to the Planning Department new
construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

R S e = ek

From: Jemy Dratier <gratlerj@qmallcome

Date: Wednesday, Oclober 27, 2021 f 648 PM

To: "Hilis, Rich (GPC)" <rich, hilis@slgav.org>, “lonin, Jonas (GPCY” <jonas.ionin@sfaov,0rg=, Chanbory
Son <ghanbory.son@sfoov.orge

Co: "MelgarStafl (BOS)" <melgarstali@sfqov.orgo, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)" <aaronpeskin@sigov.orgs,
"Prastan, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@stgov.or. “Ronen, Hifary” <hiflarvronen @sfaov.orgs, "Pelham,
Leeann {ETHY" <leeann,pelham@sfgov.rg-. Unyattorney <Cliyatiomey @sfelyativ.org>

Subject; Please comply with the Catleria Pubiic Records Acl and aliow me 1o review your depariment's
fle: on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house al 365 Pachieco Streel
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L

O Octaber 11, 2027, | sent you a Califarnia Public Records request for access to the
Planning department new construction file for 365 Pacheca Streat. Under the law you
are reguired to grant me access o the file or specific documents in my reguest. Your
department had 10 days during which your depariment should have notifisd me of any
documerits you believe are exempt from public disclosure. Your department did nat send
me a notlce claiming specific documents were exemt from disclosure.’

Your department is allowed to withhold records vou deemn are exempt by sending me a
written determination of the documents or pations of the documents that you deem are
exempt from disclosure no later than 10 days from the receipt of my document request.
Your departmeant did not send me-a written notice that any documenis i the Planning
Department 365 Pacheco Street new construction file are exemipt from disclosure.

Therefare, Lam gotitted fo review all the documents in the Planning Depattment new.
anstnret e A6 HEn 3

| have summarized our 7 email exchanges from the aitached PDF below. The amail

exchangs documents Planning Department violations of the California Public Records
Act. If Mr. Hills does rot grant me access to the new construction file for 365 Pacheco
Street, my only option is o filte a complaint with the Ban Francisco Ethics Commiissian,

On October 11, 2024, 1 sent Mr. Hillis 5 California Public Records Act request to review
the new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

On Qctober 12, 2021, | received an email from Planning Departrment with the 385
Pachaco Street lof line adjustment file sttached and a ¢laim frorm Chanbory Bon there
ara no other files available. s thers a new construction file for 385 Pacheco Sirest that is
not Available?

October 13, 2021, Jerry Dratler sent Chanbory Son an smail suggesting be work with
Tom Wang to locate the new construction file because the Planning Department sent a
311 Notice fo the neighbors on August 24, 2005,

Ootober 13, 2021, emall response from Chanbaory Son with a copy of the 311 Notics and
a set of 311 plans missing pages A2, A3 and Ad. Section §353{¢) of the Califormia Public
Records Acts says | am entitfed {o a written determination why the Planning Depariment
did not send me pagss A2, A3, A4 of the 311 Notice Plans. When will you be sending
me the written notice?

October 13, 2021, Jery Dratler sent an email to CPC Records Request with copies to
ir. Hillis and Mr. lomin requesting a Thursday or Friday appoimtment fo review the
Planning Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

Monday Cetober 18, 2021, email response from Chanbotry Son stating the Planning
Department has ro addiional records to provida, My document request was to review
the entire canfents of the Planning Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco
Btreet. | did not request copies of specific docurmeants,

Monday October 25, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son stating the Planning
Department is mokmg for the Alice Barkiey email and will endeavor to complete my
raquest by November 1, 2021, Fiftean days have elapsed since | sent an emall request
to review the Planning mepartment new sonstruction file for 365 Pacheco Sirest.

P780



-y

The Planning Department's violation of the requirements of the California
Public Record Act when San Francisco residents and members of the
Board of Superwsors are mqmrmo into corruption in the Department of

Building Insp
Jerry Dratler

Email #9 October 28, 2021 9:48 am. | received an email from the Planning
Department claiming as far as they are aware they are not withholding documents
on Angus McCarthy’s house.

Fram: lonin, Jonas (CFC) «<jonas Jonin@sigov.org

Sent: Thurselay, October 28, 20*1 8:48 Al

T Jetry Dratler <dralleq@amail.cony= Hilks, Hich (CPC) ichhlis@sfaovaigs; Son, Cha t\ary {CPC)
<chanhory.son@sfgouoig=

Ce: Melgar2tat (BOS) ~meloarstali@sioovorg=; Peskin, Aaran (BOS) <garonpeskinmeigov.args, Fraston,
Dean (BOG] <dear, presim(" sfgov.ots: Ronen, Hi Wy <hillaty. mnenﬁsfquum;,l?ci iam, Lesar (ETH)
Jaeann pelam@stgov.or:: Cityatiomey «anammey steltyatty org:; Lynch, Laura (E‘Puj

=aura yneh @ sfqov.org

Subject: Fe: Please comply with the Calfamia Putdiz Records Aot and allow me b review your department’s
files crt the: constrution of Mr. McCarthy's ouge at 365 Pacheco Steet

r. Diradfle,

A far a5 we are uare, vie aré it withhmrﬁm any respongivé documents 10 your request refated 1o 385
Pacheco Street Some docoments S ral in our poSsession, aome may biave never been digitized and some
imay have been deshoyed,

In 2008, the Department had not ved developed a digitization policy for recards related 1o building pammit
applications andfor cases,

Our exfensive search has produced only those documents already provided t0 you. I any addional doouments
emerge, we will cedanly provitde them b yod on 8 rolling basis.

It qoes witfout saying that this resul frustrates my Office, af least 55 much, 451t probably does you.

lonag P Ionw
Dirgctor of Commizslon Affalie
Lan Francizcg Plannng
4G Seuth Van “ess Menua, Eiete 1400, San Franoisca, C6 94303
ulrw S0 BELIGHY | w ‘m :.fplammq__rq
; i '.IM ] i a0
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Email #10 October 29, 2021 9:34 am. | ask the Planning Department why pages
A2, A3 and A4 are missing from the 311 plans they sent me.

From: "draflerj@amail com’ =dralar @qmall cor

Date: Friday, Oc tober 2J 2021 at 9:24 AW _
To: "lonin, Jonas {CRC)" <jonas.ionin@sfopv.orgs, "Hilliz, Rich (CRG)" <rich.hills@sfgav.orge, Chanbory
Son =ghanbory.son@sfyov.orgs

Ce: "MelnarBtaff (BOS)" «melgarsiafi@sigovorgs, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sinov.org=,
"Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean preston@sigov.orgs, "Ronen, Hillary” <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org=, "Pelham,
Laeann (ETH)" «leeann, pelham@smov,urq;-, Cityatinmey <Cityattomey@sfoltyatty.org=, "Lynch, Laura
(GPC)" <Jauralynch @sfuov.or

Sub;éf:t RE: Flzaza comply wmn the California Public Becords Act and allow me to review your
department's file on the construstion of Idr. McGarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Thank you far your teply. Please explain why the plans (attached) that | was sent by your depariment are
missing pages A2 A%, and Ad.

Fegards,

Jerry Dratlar

Email # 11 October 29, 2021 9:38 am. The Planning Department says there is no

explanation for the missing 311 plan pages A2, A3, A4.

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org-

Sent: Frday, October 29, 2021 9:38 AM

To: drptlen@omait.com: Hilks, Rich (CPC) <righ hillis @sfgov.nig=: Son. Chanbory {CPCY
<ghanbory.san@sfgov.org>
“Ce: MelgarStafl (BOS) <melgarstafl @ sfgov.orgs: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.orgs: Preston,
Dean (BOS) «dean.preston@sfgov.org>, Bonen, Hillary <hillary.ronen @slgov.orgs Pelham, Leeann (ETH)
<jeeann.petham @sfgov.org= Cityaitomey <Cityattomey@sfcltyalty.org>: Lynch, Laura (CPC)

<lauwra hynch @sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Please comply wah the Calfornia Pulilic Recards Act and aliow me o review your depariment’s
file an the construction of Mr. McCarthy's bouse at 365 Pacheco Strest :

Mt Dratler,
We have fo explanation for you. that would not be pure speculaton. My Office can only provide what it
discovers.

Jonas P Tonin
Director of Commission Affalrs

Han Fraposce Parmng

49 Sgoth an Ness Avenue, Sube 1400, San Franmisca, CA 84103
Direct; 628.652. 7558 | vwy siplanning. org

San Franasco Provedy Information Map
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Email # 12 November 5, 2021 11:34 am. The Planning Department sent me an
email claiming they do not have any additional records on Angus McCarthy’s
house.

From: Jerry Dratler dratter @groall.com
Subject: Fwd: Please comply with the Califomia Public Records Act and allow ma fo review your dapartmant’s fils on the construction
of br. McCarthy's house at 385 Pacheco Sireel
Date: November 8, 2021 at 11:34 AM
To: Jorry Diatler drater@me.com

Bag 7 a1 aEEage

From: LEL -Recotabeaguesy «CRC:Recat
Subject: RE: Plasee comply with ihe Calitery
house pt 366 Pacheea Gtri
Date: boeemoe o

Tor L e
Cortip i 1 <R s

MW Dratler,

Fam emaidiag you conlinming that we have conducted a diligent search for the remaiming requested records and
concluded thal we have no further records responsive to your request.

Please note that in 2006 most categorical exemptions ssued for Building Permits were ether stamped on the
plans and/or written on the building permit. with no saparate exeémption docurnent in the pogsession of the
Planning Department . All building permit applications, approved sie plans, certiicate of occupancy. complamts
and/or inspaction reporls are the Depariment of Building tnspechon (DBI'S) tegal records. and you may request

uch plang from DB by completing a request form at hips:/Zefdblora/BMD. Additionally, you can make a
request by sending it to this email: dbisunshineraquest@sigov.org

We are nat producing documents protected by attormey-chent prvigge. The Calfitora Public Records Act does not
require an agency o provide “records ihe disclosure of which is exempted or prolvbited purstant to federal or stale law.
including. but not limited to, provizions of the Evidence Code relaling fo privilege.” (California Governiment Code Section
R2541k)} California Evidence Codeg Section 954 protects from disclosire communitations befween altorneys and their
chents. The San Francisco Sunshing Ordinance awthorizes the withholding of recards based on specific permissive
gxemphons i the Calfornia Public Records Act xnd provizions of law prohibiting disciostre. (8.F, Admun, Code Section
67.27)

Thark yau,
Laura

Laura Lynch, Senior Planner

Manager of Commission Affairs

San Franoisco Mannng i

A% Bouth Van Ness Avenue, Sube 1400, Gan Franoizco, CA 94103
Oery. 526-652-755%4) wwye sfolanninn.org

San Francisce Propecty Information Man
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}Eger, Cheryi (BOS)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jerry Dratler <dratlerj@gmail.com>

Thursday, December 9, 2021 2:36 PM

SOTF, (BOS)

Re: SOTF - Complaint Committee hearing, December 21, 2021; 5:30 PM; remote
meeting;

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

I am responding to the hearing notice | received. What role if any do | have in the hearing process?
Am | allowed to present my complaint and if so how much time do | get? If | am able to make a
presentation and elect to have powerpoint slides must the slides be sent to the SOTF five days before
my presentation or can | share the screen the night of my presentation.

Thank you,
Jerry Dratler

On Dec 7, 2021, at 8:58 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote:

<SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2019-10-02 FINAL.pdf>

1
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Leger, Cheryi (BOS)

From: dratlerj@gmail.com

Sent: Sunday, December 12, 2021 9:28 PM

To: Leger, Cheryl (BOS)

Subject: My presentation materials that are due December 16 2021

Attachments: December 21 SOFT hearing- final .pdf; exhibits for December 12 email .pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please confirm receipt of this email and let me know if there is anything else I need to do before the December 21,2021
hearing. '
Regards,

Jerry Dratler

1
P785



To: SOTF, Cheryl Leger (BOS)

From: Jerry Dratler

Subject: file #21151, Information in support of my complaint
Date: December 12, 2021

The Planning Department appears to have violated the California Public Records Act,
once when they failed to notify me within ten days of my complaint that they were
withholding 365 Pacheco Street documents and a second time when the department
failed to send me documents that appear to not be subject to protection under attorney-
client privilege.

The Planning Department may have also violated the California Public Records act a third
time if the department improperly redacted pages A2, A3, and A4, of the 311 Notice Plans
[ was sent. This can easily be determined when the Planning Department provides the
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force with a 2005 copy of the PDF.

It is very odd there is no public record of the planning application for the President of the
SF Building Inspection Commission’s new construction at 365 Pacheco Street in the
Planning Department online Property Information Map. | initially thought the absence of a
public record was a clerical error. However, when | found there was also no record for the
construction of the President of the SF Board of Appeals investment property at 133 Elsie
Street, | became less inclined to conclude the two incidents are clerical errors.

The Planning Department can disclose all the 365 Pacheco Street documents that were
withheld to the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOFT) without violating the City’s
attorney-client privilege. Pages 7-23 in the attached PDF confirm the document transfer
would not violate the attorney-client privilege.

The Planning Department’s 1) potential violations of the California Public Records Act, 2)
potential improper redaction of pages from the 311 Notice Plans, 3) mischaracterization of
the content of the 14 emails and 4) failure to publicly disclose the planning application for
365 Pacheco Street are serious potential violations that require the Sunshine Ordinance
Task Force to determine if the withheld documents have been correctly determined to be
subject to attorney-client protections.

Once the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force has 1) reviewed the 2005 PDF of the 365
Pacheco Street plans, 2) reviewed the withheld documents to determine if the documents
are protected under attorney-client privilege and 3) determined if the Planning Department
improperly withheld documents that were not subject to attorney-client privilege, the
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force can determine if the SOFT has jurisdiction and issue a
report or recommendation.
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Summary of Communications with Planning Department

My email exchange with the Planning Department over 25 days (14 emails) documents
the obstacles | encountered when | requested access to the Planning Department
construction file for a new home constructed at 365 Pacheco Street. | requested access to
the entire file and the Planning Department chose to send me copies of specific
documents.

The first email response (email #2) | received from the Planning Department claimed
there was no formal application for the construction of a new house at 365 Pacheco
Street. The department’s response makes sense because the only Planning application in
the Planning Department Property Information Map (exhibit page 1) is for a lot split.
However, if you look under the building permit tab (exhibit page2) in the Property
Information Map (PIM) you see the Planning Department approved a building permit for
the construction of a new house at 365 Pacheco Street.

Why is there no planning application for the construction of Angus McCarthy’s (President
of the Building Inspection Commission) home at 365 Pacheco Street in the Property
Information Map and is this an unusual occurrence? | don’t think so, | recently found a
second example. There is no planning application in the PIM for the construction of a new
home at 133 Elsie Street by Darryl Honda (President of the SF Board of Appeals).
Exhibits on pages 3 and 4 show the absence of a planning application for the home at 133
Elsie Street when there is a Planning Department approved building permit.

The absence of planning applications in the PIM for new homes by senior members of the
City Family is either a clerical error or a deliberate practice. The public deserves an
~ explanation when it happens twice.

When | sent an email to the Planning Department informing them of the 311 notice sent to
the neighbors of 365 Pacheco Street, the Planning Department sent me a copy of the 311
Notice materials.

e The Planning Department did not send me a single correspondence document
between the project sponsor and the Planning Department. It is unlikely there was
not a single email exchange between the project sponsor and the Planning
Department.

e The copy of the 311 Plans | received on October 13, 2021, was missing three
pages (A2, A3 and A4). Were the three pages missing from the copy of the original
311 plans in the Planning Department files or did a Planning Department employee
redact pages A2, A3 and A4? This question can easily be answered if the Planning
Department produces a PDF file of the 311 plans with a 2005 date.

It took the Planning Department 25 days to admit they are withholding 365 Pacheco
Street documents. The California Public Records Act gave the Planning Department 10
days from the receipt of my document request to notify me in writing which documents in
the 365 Pacheco Street file are exempt from disclosure. The 10- day requirement was
clearly disclosed in my first email. The disclogure from my October 11, 2021, email is
below.
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if you contend that any portion of the records requested is exempt
fram digclosure by express provisions of law, Government Code §
6253(3) requires segregation and redaction of that material in order
that the remainder of the records may be released. If you contend that
any express provision of [aw exists to exempt from disclosure all or a
portion of the records | have requested, Government Code § 6253(c)
requires that you notify me of the reasons for the determinaftion not
later than 10 days from your receipt of this request Gwammpnt Code
§§ 6253(d) & SESS{b} require that any resp
ludes a dstermir , h¢ tthe re uast vls demed

resncnstms for thaf;‘f’w resncvnse -

Gw;wemment Code § 6253(d1 Drnhzbjts the use of the 10-day perind, or

r other law, “to delay access for

Dumoses of msnec’unq nublzc remrds

I have not received a copy of three attachments to Alice Barkley’s May 2006 letter to Rick
Cooper and Celia Jaroslkawsky and a copy of the Categorical Exemption issued by the
Planning Department.

e |tis unlikely these documents are exempt from disclosure.

» Furthermore, | did not receive a single copy of correspondence between the
Planning Department Planner and the project sponsor. These documents would
not be subject to attorney-client privilege.

The Planning Department’s failure to declare the existence of attorney-client protected
documents within the10-day period under the California Public Records Act and the
October 18, 2021, false statement there are no additional records makes me suspicious of
Ms. Lynch’s November 5, 2021, claim that some of the documents in the 365 Pacheco
Street file are attorney- client protected

e The Planning Department can share attorney- client protected documents with
other City Officials like the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force. Exhibit pages 7-23
confirms the sharing of attorney- client documents is permissible.

e Ms. Lynch should be required to provide a copy of all the protected documents to
the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Committee so the Committee can confirm all
the withheld documents are eligible for attorney-client protection.
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My review of the Planning Department’s November 30, 2021, response

Ms. Lynch listed 11 emails in her response below. She failed to reference 3 emails and
some of her characterizations of the content of the individual emails are incomplete or
inaccurate. | inserted my comments in blue to provide additional or corrective information
to Ms. Lynch’s November 30, 2021, response.

DATE: November 30, 2021

TO: SOTF - Cheryl Leger, Board of Supervisors
FROM:  Laura Lyﬁch, Manager of Commission Affairs
RE: File No. 21151 - Planning’s Response

If the complaint references an information or records request:
1. What was the original request you received? Attach a copy of the original request.
Planning Response- All emails referenced below are attached in Exhibit A

a. Email #1-On October 11%, 2021 - The complainant submitted an Immediate Disclosure
Request to the San Francisco Planning Department.

In this email | requested access to the Planning Department records for the
construction of a new house at 365 Pacheco Street. | also informed Planning
Director Hillis and Mr. lonin they had ten days from receipt of my document
request to notify me in writing of any documents in their possession they believe
are exempt from disclosure. The Planning Department responded 25 days after
receiving my complaint that they were withholding documents. The last email, the
November 5, 2021, email included the sentence. “We are not producing
documents protected by attorney-client privilege”.

b. Email #2- On October 12%, 2021 - The Planning Department provided the complete case
file for the subdivision at the requested property.

The Planning Department email response on October 12, 2021, acknowledged my
document request and said attached is the subdivision file for the lot line
adjustment from 2005, which looks like it was abandoned, and we have no other
files available. If there were plans to develop the property, we have not received a
formal application”. The Planning Department had received plans and approved a
building permit to construct the home at 365 Pacheco Street.

c¢. Email #3- On October 13%, 2021 - The complainant submitted a follow up email
requesting an additional search of files of Tom Wang, the Planner assigned to the review of
the project.

There never was a search of Tom Wang's files so | could not have requested
an additional search of Tom Wang’s files. In my email | said Tom Wang in the
Planning Department approved the building permit and a 311 Notice was
mailed on August 24, 2005. If there was an initial search of Tom Wang’s files,
the Planning Department would have found the new construction file 1
requested. 4
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d.. Email #4- On October 13%, 2021 - The Planning Department provided the 311
Notification and plans in the possession of the Planning Department along with additional
files that may.be of interest to the complainant.

The 311 Plans the Planning Department sent me were incomplete, pages A2, A3
and A4 of the plans were missing.

The Planning Department did not send me the documents listed below. Are
these documents subject to attorney-client privilege?

e 365 Pacheco Street is constructed on two lots, this is illegal. | did not
receive any internal Planning Department correspondence regarding
the construction of the house on two lots. If the lot merger was not
approved, it is unlikely there was no correspondence regarding the
construction of the house on two lots.

e | did not receive a copy of the environmental review referenced on page
92 of the PDF submitted by Ms. Lynch.

e A Planning Department Categorical Exemption is referenced in Ms.
Barkley’s May 19, 20086, letter. | did not receive a copy of the Categorical
Exemption.

e |did not receive a copy of the 3 exhibits listed on Ms. Barkley’s May 19,
2006, letter on pages 24 and 25 of Ms. Lynch’s PDF.

e | did not receive Rick Cooper’s and Celia Jaroslkawsky’s response to
Ms. Barkley’s May 19, 2006, letter.

e | did not receive a copy of the Residential Design Team analysis of the
project at 365 Pacheco Street.

e | did not receive a copy of the meeting minutes from the June 6, 2005,
neighborhood meeting to review the proposed project.

The Planning Department should not have combined all the documents into a
single PDF file. | should have received a Zip file with the individual PDF files.
This would have allowed me to determine if pages A2, A3 and A4 were in the
311 Plans that were sent to the neighbors of 365 Pacheco Street in 2005.

e. Email #5- On October 13%, 2021~ The Complainant emailed the Planning Department
requesting to review the “entire file” and noted that the plans provided were missing

pages.”

In this email | thanked the Planning Department for promptly sending the two PDF
files and requested an appointment on Thursday or Friday of the same week to
review the entire file. | also informed the Planning Department the 311 plans |
received were missing pages A2, A3, and A4d.

Email #6 is missing from Ms. Lynch’s response (exhibit page 5). In
the October 14, 2021, email | wrote that when | arrive at the Planning
Department to review the 365 Pacheco Street file, | would like access
to all files including 1) a complete set of plans, 2) a copy of Alice
Barkley’s May 2006 letter tosRick Cooper and Ceclia Jaroslkawsky,
3) a copy of the categorical exemption issued by the Planning
Department.
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f.  Email #7- On October 18® 2021- The Planning Department clarified that all digital files
provided to the complainant are what is in the possession of the Planning Department
and there are no additional files available for the complainant to review in-person.

The pages of the plans provided to the Complainant are the only pages in the
possession of the Planning Department, there are no additional pages being withheld.

The Planning Department’s actual October 18th response is much different from
the statement above. 1) there was no reference to digital files, 2) there was no
reference to reviewing files in-person, 3) the actual statement was, “there are no
additional records to provide”, 4) the response did not include any reference to
withholding records or any reference to the only pages in the possession of the
Planning Department,5) the Planning Department suggested I contact the
Department of Building Inspection for complete building plans.

2. Email #8 -On October 22", 2021 - The Complainant provided an email re-requesting
documents already responded too. The Complainant also requested an email from 2006
from “Alice Barkley” along with the Categorical Exemption.

This is an important email exchange (page 11 of Ms. Lynch’s PDF) because the
email was sent 11 days after my initial document request and the Planning
Department failed to disclose, they were withholding documents. In this email I
summarized the email exchanges and repeat my request to review the project file
at the Planning Department. I also call out the department’s violation of the
California Public Records Act and my preference not to file a complaint.

h. Email #9- On October 25%, 2021 - The Planning Department responded to the
complainant stating that his request for additional documents was being processed. The
Planning Department clarified that pursuant to Cal. Govt Code 6253(c) and Admin Code
67.21(b) a response would be provided to him by November 1%, 2021.

In the October 25, 2021, email (page 12 of Ms. Lynch’s PDF) the Planning Department
apologizes for not addressing my request for a copy of the Alice Barkley email and
concludes the email by saying they intend to complete my request by November 1, 2021,

i, Email #10 -On October 27, 2021 - The Complainant sent a follow up email to the
Planning Department following up on the request.

The subject line of my October 27, 2021, email, “please comply with the California
Public Records Act and allow me to review your department’s file on the
construction of Mr. McCarthy’s house at 365 Pacheco Street” explains why I sent
the email. In the email I reaffirm my position the Planning Department is
withholding documents without sending me a written explanation. I also summarize
the email exchanges between Qctober 11, 2021, and October 25, 2021. I concluded
this email with the statement the Planning Department’s violation of the
requirements of the California Public Records Act when San Francisco residents
and members of the Board of Supervisors are inquiring into corruption in the
Department of Building Inspecfjeingiel intolerable.



j. Email #11- On October 28%, 2021, and October 29%, 2021 - The Planning Depattment
responded stating that all documents have been provided. Additionally, the pages of the
plans requested are not in our possession. All final site plans are under the jurisdiction of
the Department of Building Inspection. The Planning Department stated that if any
additional materials are discovered then they would forward them on to the
complainant.

I don’t see a copy of this email in the PDF sent by Ms. Lynch. Exhibit page 6is a
copy of the email. In the email Mr. Ionin, the Director of Commission Affairs,
claims, the department is not withholding documents, some documents are not in the
possession of the department, some documents may never have been digitized and
some records may have been destroyed.

Email #12 dated October 29, 2021, In this email (page 15 of Ms. Lynch’s PDF) I asked Mr.
Jonin why pages A2, A3 and A4 are missing from the plans the Planning Department sent
me. :

Email #13 dated October 29,2021, is on page 15 of Ms. Lynch’s PDF. In this email Mr.
Ionin says the Planning Department has no explanation for the missing pages.

k. Email #14 On November 5%, 2021 - The Planning Department responded to the

complainant confirming that no additional documents are in the possession of the

Planning Department. The Planning Department also stated that in 2005 Categorical
Exemptions for building permits were typically issued by stamping plans/permits.
The Planning Department additionally advised that final /stamped site plans/permits
are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
The Planning Department explained the only items being withheld are those that are
protected by attorney-client privilege.
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2. What records have you provided in response to the request, and on what date did you
provide them?
Planning’s Response:

Name of Date

Record Brief Description provided
Exhibit
B 2005.0245S File for Lot-line Adjustment to Merge two lots into one lot 10/12/2021
: 365 Pacheco
Exhibit | gt- »
C 200506296356 | 311 Notice 10/13/2021
Exhibit | 365 Pacheco
C reference files | Historical files 10/13/2021

3. What method did you use to locate these records?
Planning Response: ,
D Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary- conducted the initial search for documents provided on
October 12t 2021. The documents provided were previously scanned and made available in
digital format. These are available on the Department’s M-Files database.

1 Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary - contacted the Department’s Information and Technology
division to gain access to emails from the Planner assigned to the original permit. This planner
is no longer with the Planning Department. This search was conducted using Outlook.

JLaura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs- conducted an additional search for documents
for the property within an address file for this property. The additional documents provided
were related to a different permit, but the Department provided the documents to the
complainant out of an abundance of caution. These are available on the Planning
Department’s M-Files database.

0 Laura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs - contacted the Planning Department’s IT
division to understand if older 311 notification materials are saved outside of the individual
record file. IT provided a link to these older 311 notification materials. These materials were
provided to the Complainant on October 13%, 2021 (Exhibit C). These items were located on
the Department’s internal computer drive. The Planning Department is exploring options for
improving accessibility to these documents for staff and the public.

0 Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary - contacted the Department’s IT division to determine if
there was a way to search the email system used in 2005- Lotus Notes. This search was
conducted, and the email requested by the complainant is not in our system.

0 Laura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs - contacted the Deputy Zoning Administrator to
confirm if he had any additional documents for this project. The Deputy Zoning Administrator

th i A E Para informacidn en Egpaiol Hamar al Para saimpormagyon 53 Tagalog tumawagsa  628.852.7550
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confirmed that no additional documents are within his possession and the only emails that he
has are Attorney Client privileged and confirmed with the City Attorney’s Office that these are
to be withheld. Any plans that the Deputy Zoning Administrator has access to are from
Papervision, a software that select members of the Planning Department have access to. The
Planning Department cannot release any plans or permits from the Papervision as they are
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Building Inspection. The Planning Department
directs the public to the Department of Building Inspection to view/print final plans and
permits. The Planning Department has notified the complainant that any final plans are under
the jurisdiction of the Department of Building Inspection. The following text is included on
Department of Building Inspections website:

The California Health & Safety Code requires local building departments to maintain
copies the plans for buildings for which the department issues building permits. (Cal.
Health & Saf. Code, § 19850.) The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
maintains building plans for inspection; however, section 19851 of the Health & Safety
Code prohibits duplication of building plans, except (1) with the written permission of the
certified, licensed, or registered professional who signed the original documents and the
written permission of the original or current owner of the building, or (2) by order of a
proper court or upon the request of any state agency. (Cal. Health & Saf. Code, §
19851(a).) DBI’s process for duplication of plans, and the forms required to submit such a
request, are available here: https://sfdbi.org/DOP

4. Did you withhold any information or documents from the requester prior to the filing of the
complaint?
Planning’s Response:

(0 The only documents withheld were emails withheld by the City Attorney’s Office. These were
withheld at the advice and direction of the City Attorney’s Office. The Planning Department
also appropriately directed the Complainant to the Department of Building Inspection for
access to final plans and permits.

Did you provide written justification for all withholding of information prior to the filing of
the complaint? If yes, attach evidence. '
Planning’s Response:

0 Yes, on November 5%, 2021, Laura Lynch sent an email to the Complainant citing that
documents withheld are attorney-client privileged. (Exhibit A)

5. Did you redact any information from the documents prior to the filing of the complaint?
If yes, explain what information you redacted and why. Drawing primarily on the
Sunshine Ordinance, provide any supporting argument or evidence that each exemption
in fact applies.

0O No
Did you provide a written justification keyed to each instance of redaction prior to the
filing of the complaint? If yes, attach the original keyed justifications provided to the
requester (if any), and any new keyed justifications for each redaction. Drawing primarily on the
Sunshine Ordinance, provide any supporting argument or evidence that each
exemption in fact applies.

T N/A, no documents were redacted.

6. At the time the request was made, did you search employee personal property (such as
mobile phones and computers) for responsive rec%rds about the conduct of public
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business? If yes, describe your method for conducting this search. If appropriate, provide
supporting documentation in your packet.

00 All records provided were available on the Department’s M-files database and I:Drive. Staff

appropriately contacted staff for all materials, including those located on personal property.

7. At the time the request was made, did you request relevant records from contractors
your agency has funded, managed, or hired? If yes, describe how you communicated this
request. Provide supporting documentation in your packet, including communications to
and from the contractor.

0O NA
8. Are there any known responsive records that you have yet to review for potential
redaction and disclosure to the respondent? If yes, provide the approximate quantity
and timeline of future expected disclosures.

00 All records in possession of the Planning Department have been provided. The only documents
withheld are those previously stated.

10
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Planning Applications

Parmits are required in San Francisco fo operals 8 business or to periorm construction aclivity. The
Flanning Depariment reviews most applications for these permits lo ensure that the profects comply wiin
the Flanning Cede L9, The 'Project is the activity being progosed. For a glessary of temms, wisit Planning
Code sechion 102, or the Help saction of this site.

Report for: 465 PACHECO 8T &P =
2021-H06TEGEN Generic {GEN} PRR - 265 Pacheco St

Opened: 10/18/2021 Status: Clased - Informationsl T6/12/2001

Assigned Flantier: Son Chanboey: Dhanberg Sen@afaowop | B2E-E52-TI46
FRE - Public Berords Request - 385 Pachero SL
©y WORE DTS

2005.0245 Project Frofile {(PRJ) 365 PACHECO 5T
Dpapned: 372005 status: Closed 5/4/2016

Asslgned Planter: Planning ceuntas: Acialeco sy [ 578 652.7300
LE-LINE gD USTMENT FO MERBE TV LOTS IMTO DNELDT

\ 200%,.02455 Bubidision-REF [SUB) 365 PACHECD 5T

Tpwined: 3/7/2005 Status: Closed 59,2015
Assigsved Planner CLAROSLA: aicitsTgov.ory [ 528.652.7300

- )
, *MUORE DETAILS

Fermitied Shart Do Rentals
Fliis seclion does not incads pand ng o danied applications, kligilda apglcants st qualilying peoperties may hast
short-laem rentals whila an apalication is pandisg,

Hoare
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Building Permits
Applications for Building Permite submitted to ihe Department of Bullding Inspsction.

Report for; 3658 PACHECGO 5T &

e

Brtive Pormits
Mg

Corapleted Permits

Permit 200805077318 7
Statuss COMPLE R - %/13,2008 Address: 355 PACHECO 51
Reriw pad 200506, 29,5356 te obtaim linal inspeclion, a8 wark fas bean complated.

o) kmpz Dmm K

Permit 2007042393521
Status: EXPIRED - 20/8,/2021 Adddress: 305 PAUHECO 55
Corvart coawlapare under building b wing reom aid exercise i, Beconfipure sew entry, Remowe 2window, sdd sne

vieiridfens in b rsanm,

» MORE BETAILS |

Status: EXPIRED - 5122008 Addresy: 365 PACHECD )
Eracd neve 3 slories, sinp.e fnily deellip buitding,

| MORE DETAILS |

"'m

Permit 200505258355 T
Status: EXPIRED - 5/112004 Aaldrens! 2565 PRCHECO 51
Eract new 3 skorias, slnphe family dwelling building,

HD!RE DETr’ilLs .

acditional “grmits
P eleclr cal, plumbing, ete) lodged with the Degartment of Building Inspectians.
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133 ELSIE 5T
Planning Applications

Permils are required in San Franzisco to operate g business or to perfarm construction activily. The
Flanning Department reviews most applications for these permiis to ensure that the projects comply with
the Planning Code (2. The ‘Project’ is the activity heing proposed. For a glossary of terms, vistt Flanning
Code saction 102, or e Help section of this site.

Heport for: 153 ELSIE 57 oy

Mo Flamning &pplicationg

Fernitted Shert Term Rentals
This secklan does net include pending erdenied apoheations, Eligible applicards al quatfyirg drogectias may hast

shorlderm reclals white an application i3 pending.

N
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Building Permits
Applications for Building Permils submitted io the Deparimeni of Building Inspection.

Report for: 138 ELSIE 8T P

o

Active Perimits

Hone
Comptatad Permits
Permit 201406178675

J
Status 1SEUED . 6/17/2014 Address: 133 £L5E 51
1 e Tine sprinkles systam par alpa 13d thwooghout the silding including vadergreond. Total 21 speinklers.

1t

 MORE DETALS |

Fermit 201404183612 &
Status: COMPLETE - 10,23/2014 Bddress: 133 BLS4E 57
Ravision (o 200603015654 61 changes to foundation plan

4 HORE BITALS |
NPTV |

Fermit 201404082740 (5

Statier COMPLETE - 10/23,/2014 Adldrase: 123 ELRIE 5T

Hewision to the approved shoring olan with geroit ap 2200602015694, Shadrg was ondar pravisos sermis, added cosl
of ples are 517,000 '

s MORE DETAILS |

Permit 200603015654 G
Stakus: COMPLETE - 10,23/2014 Address: 133

brecl 3 sty ne Basament, singhe famdly dwelling,

Criginally Flled: 1 2008 Pareel: BELEMIGT
Exlstinig Use: Exlsting Units: 0
Praposed Lrsa: LEAMILY DWELLIWG Peaposed Units: L

Copstraction Costs  5700,000.00
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From: dratlerj@gmail.com
Subject: FW: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act --365 Pacheco Street
Date: October 14, 2021 at 9:07 AM
To: richhillisst@gmail.com
Cc: Jonas tomn@sfgovorg

When | arrive at the Planmng Department to review the flles tor the
new home at 365 Pacheco Street | would like access to all the
documents in the file including the following documents.

1. Complete sets of plans for 365 Pacheco Street. The plans that
were sent with the 311 Notice and the site plan approved by your
department.

2. A copy of Alice Barkley’s May 2006 letter to Rlck Cooper and
Ceclia Jaroslkawsky.

3. A copy of the categorical exemption issued by your department.

Regards,
Jerry Dratler

From: Jerry Dratler <dratlerj@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 4:59 PM

To: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest @sfgov.org>

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public
Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street

Thank you for promptly sending the two PDF files. | would like to make an
appointment on Thursday or Friday to review the entire file.What time would be
most convenient for you? The plans you sent me are incomplete.Plan pages
A2,A3 A4 are missing and there are other documents in the file that I would
like 1o review.

Regards,
Jerry Dratler

On Oct 13, 2021, at 3:27 PM, CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-
RecordRequest@sfgov.org> wrote:

<365 Pacheco St. - 200506296356.PDF>
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From: lonin, Jonas {(CPC) jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your department's file on the construction *
of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street
Date: October 28, 2021 at 9:48 AM
To: Jerry Dratler dratlerj@gmail.com, Hillis, Rich (CPC) rich.hillis@sfgov.org, Son, Chanbary (CPC) chanbory.son@sfgov.org
Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS) melgarstaff@sfgov.org, Peskin, Aaron (BOS) aaron.peskin@sfgov.org, Preston, Dean (BOS)
dean.preston@sfgov.org, Ronen, Hillary hillary.ronen@sfgov.org, Pelnam, Leeann (ETH) leeann.pelham@sfgov.org, Cityattorney
Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org, Lynch, Laura (CPC) laura.lynch@sfgov.org

Mr. Dratler,

As far as we are aware, we are not withholding any responsive documents to your
request related to 365 Pacheco Street. Some documents are not in our possession,
some may have never been digitized and some may have been destroyed.

In 2005, the Department had not yet developed a digitization policy for records related to
building permit applications and/or cases.

Our extensive search has produced only those documents already provided to you. If any
additional documents emerge, we will certainly provide them to you on a rolling basis.

It goes without saying that this result frustrates my Office, at least as much, as it probably
does you.

Sincerely,

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www,sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Jerry Dratler <drat|erj@gmall com>

Date: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 at 6:49 PM

To: "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, "lonin, Jonas (CPC)"
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Chanbory Son <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

Cc: "MelgarStaff (BOS)" <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)"
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Preston, Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>,
"Ronen, Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Pelham, Leeann (ETH)"
<leeann.pelham@sfgov.org>, Cityattorney <Cityattorney @sfcityatty.org>
Subject: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to
review your department's file on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365
Pacheco Street

On October 11, 2021, | sent you a California Public Records request
for access to the Planning department new construction file for 365
Pacheco Street. Under the law you are required to grant me access to
the file or specific documents in my request. Your department had 10
days during which your department should have notified me of any
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Leger, Chery! (BOS)

From: ’ Lila LaHoaod <lilalahood.sotf@gmail.com>

Sent: ‘ < - Thursday, November 18, 2021 2:08 PM

To: Leger, Cheryl (BOS) .

‘Subject: Fwd: Attorney Client Privilege Background information

Attachments: lmage001 jpg; OP-2009-08-09-DISCLOSURE.pdf; GGG-July- -2021-FINALpdf

This messa‘gé is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hi Cheryl,

Please include this email from Mare, WhICh consists entirely of excerpts from publicly available documents, as well asthe
attached cnty attorney memo from 2008, in the CAC agenda packet.

Thank you!
Lila

~ememimeez Forwarded message ------- ‘ A

From: Wolf, Marc Price (CAT) <Marc.Price.Wolf@sfcityatty.org>
Date: Fri, Aug 27, 2021 at 2;40 PM

Subject: Attorney Client Privilege Background Information

To: Lila-LaHood <lilalahood.sotf@gmail.com>
" Cc: Castillo, Helen {CAT) <Helen.Castillo@sfcityatty.org>

Hi Lila,

Here is some basic information about a{torney client privilege, which | have lifted from the Good Government
Guide and a 2009 City Attorney publicly available memo. | hope this is helpfull

From the 2021 Good Government Guide, p. 19:
A’ctorney~client privilege

Non-public advice that the City Aftorney provides to City officials acting in their official capacities is
confidential and privileged. See Cal. Evid. Code §§ 952, 954; Cal. Rule of Prof. Cond. 1.6.

Only the City, acting through the body or office to whom the City Attorney directs the attorney-client
communication may waive the attorney-client privilege. See Cal. Evid. Code § 912; People ex rel. Lockyer V.
Superior Court, 83 Cal. App. 4th 387, 388 (2000); Ward v. Superior Court, 70 Cal. App.3d 23, 35 (1977); Cal.
Rule of Prof. Cond. 1.13, When the City Attorney provides confidential advice directly to an individual City
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officer or employee, that individual recipient may not have the authority to waive the privilege on behalf of
the City. Only the highest authorized officer, employee, body or constituency overseeing the particular -

engagement may properly waive privilege and should only do so after consulting with the City Attorney’s
Office. '

When the City Attorney provides confidential advice to a board or commission, only the body to whom the
City Attorney directs the communication —and not its individual members — may waive the privilege and
disclose the confidential information. To effect such a waiver, the board or commission mustactata -
properly noticed public meeting, And, because the privilege is held by the body as an institution rather than
the particular individuals constituting the body at the time it received the légal advice, the body may waive
the privilege at any time, including in the future when the membership of the body has changed. But
because of the sensitivity of confidential legal advice this Office provides, City commissioners should not
waive the privilege without conferring with the City Attorney’s Office first. If a board or commission waives
the privilege, the advice becomes a matter of public record available to-any member of the public upon
demand. Cal. Gov't Code § 6254.5. ‘

Failure to abide by these procedures may unduly increase the City’s legal exposure. City officials who make
unauthorized attempts to waive attorney-client privileged advice may also face individual liability, including
monetary penalties, and pdte’ntiz’al removal from office. See Charter § 15.105; S.F. Campaign & Gov'tal
Conduct Code § 3.228. ' ‘

For additional guidance concerning waiver of the attorney-client privilege, consult the City Attorney’s
August 20, 2009 Memorandum entitled “Disclosure of Attorney-Client Privileged Advice from the City
Attorney’s Office” available on the City Attorney’s Legal Opinions webpage.

From the 2021 Good Government Guide,- p.21:

The Cfty Attorney’s role in providing ethics and open government advice

The preceding discussion about the role of the City. Attorney is particularly relevant to legal advice this
Office provides to public officials about the ethics and open meéting laws discussed in the other parts of
this Guide. When City officers and employees seek advice on ethics laws or open meeting laws, the City
Attorney’s Office does not provide that advice to the officer or employee in that person’s individual
capacity, but rather in that person’s capacity as a City actor performing City duties. The individual City
“officer or employee does not have a separate attorney-client relationship with the City Attorney’s Office.

The City Attorney’s Office generally does not disseminate the information a person provides when seeking
assistance in complying with these laws, nor does the Office disclose advice that it has provided to

oy



individual officers or employees unless the individual consents to the disclosure. Section 67.24(b)(1){iii) of

* the Sunshine Ordinancé purports to require the disclosure of such advice, when provided in writing, but a
state appellate court has held that the City's Charter preempts this provision. See St. Croix v. Superior Court,
228 Cal.App.4th 434 (2014). Accordmgly, the attorney-client privilege as provided in State law for municipal
governments is not hmlted in any way by City law.

But the Office may share that information or advice with other City officials who require that information to
perform their functions. For example, if this Office advises a member of a commission not to participate in
the commission’s discussion on a contract because of a conflict of interest and a third party later asks the
Office whether the commissioner has a conflict, we generally will decline to discuss the details of our
advice. But.if that commissioner proceeds to vote on the contract anyway, the City Attorney’s Office will
-advise the full commission that the individual commissioner has a conflict of interest. The commission
requires this information because the conﬂlct of interest could invalidate the commlssmn s actions on the
contract

The Office encourages City officials to contact us for advice before taking any action that could violate the
ethics laws described in this Guide. The Office does not provide ethics advice to individual officials about
activities that have already occurred, except in rare instances when the Office may advise about whether a
potential conflict affected the validity of an official action or could compromise other official City business.

.Fmally, the Sunshine Ordinance states that the City Attorney shall not act as counsel to a City employee or
custodian of a public record for purposes of denying access to the public. Admin. Code § 67.21(i). This -
provision does not prohibit the City Attorney from performing the Charter-mandated function of advising
departments on all legal matters, including public records issues. Where the law permits or requires a
department to deny a public records request, the City Attorney is duty bound under the Charter and Rules
of Professional Conduct to so advise the department upon request. But this provision serves as a reminder
that in performing that advisory function, the City Attorney must remain faithful to state and local open
government laws and decline to defend denial of access to a public record where no plausible legal bas;s
supports denial.

‘From the 2021 Good Government Guide, p. 116

Attorney-client communication

A department may decline to disclose any privileged communication between the department and its -
attorneys. State taw renders communications made in confidence as part of the attorney-client relationship
between the City Attorney’s Office and City officials and employees privileged. Cal. Govt. Code §§ 6254(k),
6276.04; Cal. Evid. Code §§ 950 et seq. This privilege extends to all such communications, including those
pertaining to open government and conflict of interest/ethics issues, notwithstanding language In the
Sunshine Ordinance suggesting the contrary that is superseded by-the-Charter and state-law. St. Croix v.
Superior Court{2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 434,

P
s



The attorney-client privilege belongs to the client, not the attorney. Thus, records in the City Attorney’s
possession covered by the privilege must remain confidential unless the client - the City — consents to their -
disclosure. Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 6068(e). By the same token, with the City’s authorization a department
may disclose records in its possession covered by the privilege. But there can be unintended consequences
from the release of such records that méy adversely affect the City. Accordingly, we recommend that

departments consult with the City Attorney s Office before releasing records of privileged attorney-client
communications.

From the 2021 Good Government Guide, p. 116

Attorney work product

Records that contain the work product of an attorney representing the City are protected from disclosute.
Cal. Govt. Code §§ 6254(k), 6276.04; Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 2018.030. The attorney work product doctrine
functions as a privilege, protecting from disclosure “[a] writing that reflects an attorney’s impressions,
conclusions, opinions, or legal research or theories.” Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 2018.030(a). This privilege may
also extend to other records relating to the legal work of attorneys representing the City, including

documents prepared at the request of the City Attorney’s Office, such as reports by mves’clgators
‘ consultants and other experts

The attorney work product privilege is distinct from the attorney-client privilege and can cover records that
the attorney-client privilege does not. And, unlike the pending litigation exception, the attorney work
product privilege extends beyond records prepared for litigation purposes. Where the privilege applies to
litigation records, it does not lose its force at the concIuSIon of litigation.

From the August 20, 2009 City Attorney Memo to Mayor and Board of Supervisors.

Waiver Of Attorney-Client Privilege By Disclosing Confidential Advice From The City Attorney -

A City official who receives confidential advice from this Office may not waive it unless authorized to do so.
Undet the California Evidence Code, non-public advice that the City Attorney provides to City officials
acting in their official capacities is confidential and privileged. (See Cal, Bvid. Code §§ 952, 954; Cal. R.
Prof. Conduct 3-100.) The attorney-client privilege may be waived only by the holder of the privilege. (See
Cal. Evid. Code § 912.) When the holder of the privilege is an entity like the City, the privilege belongs to

" the entity rather than to any individual officer or employee. (See People ex rel Lockyer v. Superior Court, 83
Cal. App. 4th 387, 398 (2000); Ward v. Superior Court, 70 Cal. App. 3d 23,35 (1977); Cal. R. Prof. Conduct
3-600 [attorney's client is "the organization itself, acting through its highest authorized officer, employee,
body or constituent overseeing the particular engagement"].) Accordingly, privilege may be waived only by

the City, acting through the body or office to whom the City Attomey directs the attorney-client
communication.

pf
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Under these principles, when the City Attorney provides confidential written advice directly to an individual
Board member or to the Mayor, that individual fecipient may waive the privilege on behalf of the City. No
other person, including the official's aides and staff members, may waive the privilege without authorization
from the memorandum's recipient. And when the City Attorney provides confidential written advice to the

. full Board or one of'its committees, only the body to whom the City Attorney directs the communication -

and not its individual members - holds the privilege to maintain the confidentiality of the information.

Because of the sensitivity of 1ega1 advice provided in confidential memoranda, the City Attorney strongly
recommends that any City official or body considering disclosing a memorandum first confer with the City

- Attorney's Office. As discussed above, the City Attorney usually provides confidential written advice only -
- after determining that public disclosure of the advice would harm the City or expose it to potentially costly

legal risks. This Office welcomes confidential discussions of the risks and potentia] benefits of disclosure,
but we take seriotisly the consequences, both in terms of Clty policy and the financial costs of unnecessary
litigation. ,

Therefore City officials should not waive the privilege by disclosing confidential memoranda from this
Office without conferring with us first. :

Moreover, when this Office has provided a confidential cautionary memoranduin regarding proposed
legislation to several City officials - such as the Board and the Mayor - principles of comity instruct that
those officials should exercise particular caution before waiving the privilege. Both the Mayor and the Board

" play necessary institutional roles in the adoption of local legislation, and each should respect and protect the

ability of the other to consider confidential advice provided by this Office during the legislative process. City
officials who seek our legal advice usually expeot that the advice will remain conﬂdentlal and that
expectation

encourages candid discussions regarding the legal vulnerabilities of leglslatlon One branch of City

, government's waiver of attorney-client privilege may discourage City officials from seeking legal advice

from the City Attomney, to the detriment of the City.

If you have specific questions about a certain set of facts pertaining to a pendihg comp|éint before the Task
Force, we’d be happy to provide additional advice.

Thanks,

Marc



Marc Price Wolf
Deputy City Attorney

Office of City Attorney

- 1390 Market St.
(415) 554-3901 Direct -

www.sfcityattorney.org

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or legally
privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review,
use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws, including the Electronic Communications
Privacy Act. It you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the
communication.
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© CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO - OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA :
City Attorney DIRECTDIAL  [{415) 554-4748
T E-MAL taracallins@sfgov.org

 MEMORANDUM

TO:  Mayor Gavin Newsom

o Members, San Frgaeisco Board of Supervisors
FROM: Dennis J. Herrera gy ' '
. . City Attorney

DATE:  August 20, 2009
RE: Disclosure of Attomey—Chent Privileged Adee from the Clty Attorney's Office

This morning the San Francisco Chronicle reported that it has obtained a copyofa -
confidential memorandum from this Office regarding pending legislation vnder consideration by
the Board of Supervisors (the "Board"). The memorandum was prominently labeled as
"privileged and confidential," reflecting the fact that it was a confidential attorney-client
privileged document. I do not know whether the recipient'of the memo authorized the
disclosure. Iam taking this opportunity to remind you of the laws and policies governing the
City Attorney's written legal advice on legislative proposals and the public disclosure of that
advice.

Swmmary

The Sen Francisco Charter vests in the City Attomey the authority and the duty to act as -
the City's independent legal advisor, One of the City Attorney's specific responsibilities under -
the Charter is to approve as to form all ordinances before they are enacted by the Board of
Supervisors. As amatter of long-standing policy and practice, the City Attorney's Office
approves as to form all proposed ordinances that ate in proper form and the substance of which is

‘not patently unconstitufional or otherwise clearly illegal; that is, where the City would have 2
legally cognizable argument to support adoption of the leglslanon In the interests of
transparency and accountability, we try to make our legal advice public. ‘But when a particular
proposed ordinance presents significant legal issues or could subject the City to costly litigation,
this Office usnally provides confidential, consistent written advice to the Board and the Mayor as
part of the process of their consideration of the leglslatlon

The legislative authority of the Board and the Mayor includes the prerogative to push the
limits of existing law, and even to attempt to Shape case law, so long as there are legally tenable
arguments to support domg so. One of the City Attorney's most important duties is to ensure that
the Board or Mayor have full knowledge of the legal risks of those kinds of actions, In our '
confidential cautionary memoranda, we discuss the significant legal risks accompanying a piece
of legislation, and we try to identify possible options to avoid or reduce those risks and still
achieve the intended policy objectives or as close to those objectives as feasible.

- Those confidential memoranda, like other confidential advice from this Office, are
protected by the attorney-client privilege. Only the City, acting through the particular officer or
board to whom the memorandum 1s addressed, may waive the privilege. But as we explain

- further below, because the disclosure of confidential advice can have serious legal and financial
consequences for the City and could violate the principle of comity that underpins the legislative
process, officials should always consult with this Office before waiving the privilege.

Cry Al -1 -ng. CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANCISCO,-CALIFORNIA 94102-5408
RECEPT!ON: [415) 554-4700 - FACSIMILE! {415) 554-4715

- e\documents and semngs\lsmnh\locql seﬂlngs\temp\no esfh‘é?Z\wawer memo 2.doc
" P132
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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO | OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memordandum

TO: Mayor Gavin Newsom '
Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
DATE: August 20, 2009

PAGE: 2
RE: Disclosure of Attomey—Chent Privileged Advice from the City Attomey s Office
Discussion
A. ’éhe San Francisco City Attorney's Role In Providing Legal Advice To The
ity

' The San Francisco Charter provides that the City Attorney is the sole legal advisor and
representative of the City, including all of its officets, departments, boards and cormissions.
(Charter § 6.102.) The City needs to speak with one legal voice for three reasons:

= to focus debate on policy issues that are important to the people of San Francisco as
a whole, rathet than internal differences of opinion about legal questions,

*  fo avoid confusion among City comumissions and departments debating conflicting
legal interpretations, and

«  to avoid unnecessary litigation costs and potential misinterpretations of Czty law.

The client of the City Attorney is the City and not individual elected officials, members
of boards or commissions or even departrents. Differences of opinion often arise among City
officials over courses of action or policies proposed for the City. Those policy decisions
sometimes involve legal questions, and the Charter specifies one elected City Attorney to
perform the function of addressing such questions. The City Attorney is not a policy maker.

The City Attorney gives consistent, objective legal advice to all City officials and agencies, often
in confidence to plese1 ve the ability of the City Attorney to defend in court a decision by those
officials.

Confidentiality serves two purposes It ensures that the policy makers understand the full
oonsequences of the decisions they may be taking without injecting the City Attorney's opinion
. into the policy debate. Confidentiality also preserves the.ability of the City Attorney to defend -
the City's official decisions, especially where the policy makers exercise their prerogative to.
decline to choose the legally safest course of action. Officials can choose to follow or not follow
- the advice of the City Attorney, and the City Attorney is duty bound to vigorously defend the-
plcth{ decision of the officials, except where the action is unquestionably unconstitutional or
llega

B. Written Legal Advice From The City Atforney's Office

One of the enumerated duties of the City Attorney under Section 6.102 of the
San Francisco Charter is "upon request, to provide advice or written opinion to any offxce1
department head ot board, commission or other unit of government of the City and Coun
Fulfilling this r65pon51b111ty, the City Attorney regularly issues written advice to City employees
and officers. When several officials separately request advice about the same legislative or -
policy issue, the City Attorney provides substantively the same written advice to each of them.

To maximize transparency and to inform the residents of the City, I have made it the
policy of the City Attorney's Office to make our written opinions publicly accessible whenever it
. is appropriate to do so, But there are instances where we must provide that advice on a
confidential basis to help protect the City's legal interests. The City Attorney decides on a case-
" by-case basis which opinions may be published, usually in consultation with the City official
‘requesting the opmlon In making that decision, we consider a number of factors, including
whether a public opinion would expose the Cify to increased risk of legal liability. Where a

o



CitY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: Mayor Gavin Newsom
~ Members, San Francisco Bo ard of Supervisors
DATE: August 20, 2009
PAGE: 3 . : :
RE: Disclosure of Attorney-Client Privileged Advice from the City Attomey‘s Office

potennal City adversary could use a public written memorandum agamst the City in court, the
City Atforney usually will provide the advice conﬁdenmally

Whenever this Office issues a confidential memorandum containing privileged
information, the Office labels it as such, usually by noting that the document is "Privileged &
Confidential® in the header section of every page.

C. The City Attorney's Approval And Advice Regardlng Leglslatmn

. Under the Charter, the City Attorney must "approve as to form . . prior to enactment" all
ordinances of the Board. - (See Charter § 6.102(6).) The Board's Rules of Order additionally
contemplate the City Attorney's approval as to form "prior to consideration by the Board or a
Board committee” of any ordinance. (See Board of Supervisors Rule of Order 2.3.) Approval as
to form imports more than a determination that the legislation is in the proper format. When the

. City Attorney provides no accompanying legal advice, approval as to form.indicates that the
legislation does not present significant legal questions and consequences that the decision makers
need to know about. -

The existence of legal issues usually does not mean that the City Attomey will decline to
approve the ordinance as to form, The City Attorney approves legislation as to form when the
ordinance is in proper form and is not patently unlawful, The City Attorney's Office
demonstrates its approval of the form of an ordinance by signing the last page of the ordinance.
In determining whether to approve a proposed ordinance as to form, the City Attorney exercises
independent judgment about whether there is any le gally defensible argument to support the
legislation. By long-standing policy and practice, only when a measure is patently
unconstitutional or otherwise cleatly illegal on its face does the Office refuse to Approve a
measure as to form.

‘When proposed legislation is not clearly 1llega1 but presents significant legal issues or
» hkely will result in litigation, then this Office will approve the legislation as to form but also will

provide advice regarding the legal risks associated with the leglsla’uon, usually in the form of a
confidential memorandum. The legislative authority of the Board and the Mayor includes the
prerogative to push the limits of existing law, and even to attempt to shape case law, so long as
there are legally tenable arguments to support doing so. One of the City Attorney's most
important duties is to ensure that the Board or Mayor have full knowledge of the legal risks of
those kinds of actions. In our cautionary memoranda, we discuss the significant legal risks
accompanying a piece of legislation, as well as possible options to reduce those risks Without
sactificing the City's policy goals.

When issuing cautionary advice about leglslatlon, this Offlce genera]ly takes the
following four steps:

(1) When the Office delivers legislation, approved as to form, that Warrants a cantionary  _
memorandum before the legislation is introduced, the Office also delivers the writter
memorandum to the sponsor (or sponsors) of the legislation or mforms the
sponsor(s) in writing that the Office is preparing a cautionary memorandum.

(2) Once the legislation has been introduced and before a committee of the Board
considers the proposed legislation, the Office delivers the same substantive advice
(after taking into account any applicable amendments to the legislation) to each

" member of the Board committee.
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CIty AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO : OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: Mayor Gavin Newsom
: Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
DATE: ‘August 20, 2009 .
PAGE: 4 , , ‘ :
"RE: Disclosure of Attorney-Client Privileged Advice from the City Attorney's Office

(3) Once the committee has considered the proposed legislation and forwarded it to the
fnll Board, the Office provides the same substantive advice (again taking into
account any applicable amendments to the legislation) to each of the Board
members,

(4) Immediately after the Board passes the ordinance on its second reading, the Office
~ provides same substantive advice to the Mayor. If the Mayor specifically asks this
Office for legal advice about proposed leg1slat10n earlier in the process, then we
respond to the request at that time rather than waiting until the Board fma]ly passes
the legisation.

We genera]ly follow this sequence so that the policy makers have the same substantive
advice on a need—to-know basis and to avoid the potential confusion of having to issue multiple
confidential memoranda to the entire Board and the Mayor even though the proposed legislation
may be amended during the process in ways that change our legal advice,

: By definition, a cantionary memorandum discusses isstues that could place the City af
legal risk or expose the City's legal strategies in future litigation. For that reason, as a general
practice, the City Attorney provides such advice confidentially. A City official who receives
such confidential advice may not waive it without following appropriate procedules as dlscussed
below

D. - Waiver Of Attorney-Client Privilege By Dlsclosmg Conﬁdentlal Advice From
The City Attoxney

: A City official who receives confidential advice from this Office may not waive it unless =

* authorized to do so. Under the California Bvidence Code, non~public advice that the City
Attorney provides to City officials acting in their official capacities is confidential and
privileged. (See Cal. Bvid. Code §§ 952, 954; Cal. R. Prof. Conduct 3-100.) The attorney-client
privilege may be watved only by the holder of the privilege. (See Cal. Evid. Code § 912.) When.
the holder of the privilege is an entity like the City, the privilege belongs to the entity rather than
to any individual officer or employee. (See People ex rel. Lockyer v. Superior Court, 83 Cal.
App. 4th 387, 398 (2000); Ward v. Superior Court, 70 Cal. App. 3d 23, 35 (1977); Cal. R. Prof,
Conduct 3-600 [attorney's client is "the organization itself, acting through its highest authorized
officer, emplayee, body or constituent overseeing the particular engagement'].) Accordingly,
pnvﬂege may be waived only by the Cify, acting through the body or office to Whom the C1ty
Attorney directs the attorney-client communication. ‘

~Under these principles, when the City Attorney provides confidential written advice
directly to an individual Board member or to the Mayor, that individual recipient may waive the
privilege on behalf of the City. No other person, including the official’s aides and staff members,
may waive the privilege without authorization from the memorandum's recipient. And when the
City Attorney provides confidential written advice to the full Board or one of its committees,
only the body to whom the City Attorney directs the communication — and not its individual
members — holds the privilege to maintain the confidentiality of the information.

Because of the sensitivity of legal advice provided in confidential memoranda, the City
Attorney strongly recommends that any City official or body considering disclosing a
‘memorandum first confer with the City Attorney's Office. As discussed above, the City Attorney
usually provides confidential written advice only after determining that public disclosure of the
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO . OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: . Mayor Gavin Newsom
~ Members, San Francisco Board of Superv1sors
DATE: . August 20, 2009
PAGE: 5 .
RE: Disclosure of Attorney-Client Privileged Advice from the City Attorney's Office

advice would harm the City or expose it to potentially costly legal risks. This Office welcomes
confidential discussions of the risks and potential benefits of disclosure, but we take seriously the
consequences, both in terms of City policy.and the financial costs of unnecessary litigation.
Therefore City officials should not waive the privilege by disclosing confidential memoranda
from this Office without conferring with us first.

Moreover, when this Office has prov1ded a oonﬁdenﬂal cautipnary memoranduim
regarding proposed legislation to several City officials — such as the Board and the Mayor —

_ principles of comity instruct that those officials should exercise particular caution before watving
the privilege. Both the Mayor and the Board play necesgary institutional roles in the adoption of
local legislation, and each should respect and protect the ability of the other to consider ,
confidenttal advice provided by this Office duting the legislative process. City officials who
seek our legal advice usually expect that the advice will remain confidential, and that expectation
encourages candid discussions regarding the legal vulnerabilities of legislation. One branch of
City government's waiver of attorney-client privilege may discourage City officials from seeking
legal advice from the City Attorney, to the detriment of the City.

E. Potential Legal Penalties For Unauthorized Disclosure Of Confidential
. Materials

We do not know whether the IGCIPIGIlt of thlS Office's confidential memorandum

authorized the disclosure described in this morning's Chronicle article. Unanthorized disclosure
. of confidential communications can lead to significant penalties for individual who discloses the
information, Local ethics laws prohibit City officers and employees from "willfully or
knowingly dlsclos[mg] any confidential or privileged information, unless anthorized or req\nred
by law to do s0," or from using coenfidential or privileged information to advance the private
interests of themselves or others. (S.F. Campaign & Gov'tal Conduct ["C&GC"] Code § 3.228.)
The Statement of Incompatible Activities for each City department also prohibits officers and
employees from selling "non-public materials that were prepared on City time" or using City
tesources, Violations of these laws carry potential administrative, civil and criminal penalties,

- and may subject an official to removal for official misconduct. (See C&GC Coda §3.242; SF. .

Charter § 15.105(e).) '



1.

aocuments you pelleve are exempt rom puplic aisclosure. your
department did not send me a notice claiming_specific documents
were exempt from disclosure.

Your department is allowed to withhold records you deem are exempt
by sending me a written determination of the documents or potions of
the documents that you deem are exempt from disclosure no later
than 10 days from the receipt of my document request. Your
department did not send me a written notice that any documents in the
Planning Department 365 Pacheco Street new construction file are
exempt from disclosure.

Therefore, | am entitled to review all the documents in the Planning
Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

| have summarized our 7 email exchanges from the attached PDF
below. The email exchange documents Planning Department
violations of the California Public Records Act. If Mr. Hillis does not
grant me access to the new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street,
my only option is to file a complaint with the San Francisco Ethics
Commission.

On October 11, 2020, | sent Mr. Hillis a California Public Records Act
request to review the new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

2. On October 12, 2021, | received an email from Planning Department

with the 365 Pacheco Street lot line adjustment file attached and a
claim from Chanbory Son there are no other files available. s there a
new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street that is not available?

3. October 13, 2021, Jerry Dratler sent Chanbory Son an email

suggesting he work with Tom Wang to locate the new construction file
because the Planning Department sent a 311 Notice to the neighbors
on August 24, 2005._

4. October 13, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son with a copy of

the 311 Notice and a set of 311 plans missing pages A2, A3 and A4.
Section 6353(c) of the California Public Records Acts says | am
entitled to a written determination why the Planning Department did
not send me pages A2, A3, A4 of the 311 Notice Plans. When will you
be sending me the written notice?
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5. October 13, 2021, Jerry Dratler sent an email to CPC Records
Request with copies to Mr. Hillis and Mr. lonin requesting a Thursday
or Friday appointment to review the Planning Department new
construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

6. Monday October 18, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son stating
the Planning Department has no additional records to provide. My
document request was to review the entire contents of the Planning
Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street. | did not
request copies of specific documents.

7. Monday October 25, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son stating
the Planning Department is looking for the Alice Barkley email and will
endeavor to complete my request by November 1, 2021. Fifteen days
have elapsed since | sent an email request to review the Planning
Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

The Planning Department’s violation of the requirements of the California
Public Record Act when San Francisco residents and members of the
Board of Supervisors are inquiring_into corruption in the Department of
Building_ Inspection is intolerable.

Jerry Dratler

On Oct 25, 2021, at 5:11 PM, Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org> wrote:

Mr. Dratler,

Apologies for the oversight. | was not aware of the request for the email
from Alice Barkley.

I am intaking this request to perform a thorough search of your request.

We will endeavor to complete your request on or before November 1,
2021 (Cal. Govt Code 6253(c) and Admin Code 67.21(b)).

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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Direct: 628.652.7346 | www,sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness
Avenue are available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being
conducted remotely, Qur staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and
Historic Preservation Commissions are corivening remotely. The public

is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our services here.

From: dratlerj @gmail.com <dratlerj@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 22, 2021 11:18 AM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS) <melgarstaff @sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS)
<aaron.peskin @sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS)

<dean.preston @sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen @sfgov.org>
Subject: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me
to review your department's file on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house
at 365 Pacheco Street

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or
attachments from untrusted sources.

To: Rich Hillis, Chanbory Son
From: Jerry Dratler
Cc: Supervisors Melgar, Peskin, Preston, Ronenv

Subject: Please comply with the California Public Records
Act and allow me to review your department’s file on the
construction of Mr. McCarthy’s house at 365 Pacheco
Street.

Date: October 22, 2021

| sent you an email requesting access to review the Planning
Department’s file on the construction of a new house at 365
Pacheco Street on October 11. The home is owned by
Angus McCarthy. You have refused to grant me access to
this file.

A ~rarag AF Alir eciv amail avrhonnaoe e attarnrhad | hauas

P816
21



mULUJYy Ul VUl OIA Crdall GAvHial IYTO 1D atlauliGu. 1 1iavo

highlighted some of the more important sentences in our
email exchange below.

e You sent me the contents of the Planning Department
lot line adjustment file for 365 Pacheco Street and
responded “we have no other files available. If there
were plans to develop the property, we have not
received a formal application.”

e When | asked for a copy of the Planning Department
311 Notice sent to the neighbors on August 24, 2005,
with plans you sent me a set of plans that was missing
pages A2, A3, A4.

e When | asked for a copy of the categorical exemption
your department issued and a copy of Alice Barkley’s
May 2006 email to Rick Cooper about 365 Pacheco
Street, you responded “planning has no additional
records to provide. You may contact the Department of
Building_Inspection for complete building_plans.”

- My preference is to review the file | requested in your office
and not have to file a complaint for violating the California
Public Records Act. Please grant me access to the
requested file in the next five days so | don’t have to file a
complaint.

Regards,

Jerry Dratler

P§g7
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ILe_ger, Cheryl (BOS)

From: Lynch, Laura (CPQ)

Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 3:12 PM

To: SOTF, (BOS); Son, Chanbory (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC)

Cc: dratlerj@gmail.com

Subject: RE: SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 21151
Attachments: SOTF -21151.pdf

Hi Cheryl,

Please see the attached response from the Planning Department.

Thank you,
Laura

From: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org>

Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 3:25 PM

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>

Cc: dratlerj@gmail.com

Subject: SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 21151

Good Afternoon:

Rich Hillis, Chanbory Son and the Planning Department have been named as Respondents in the attached
complaint filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF). In an effort to provide the SOTF information
in an easy to understand format the SOTF has prepared a revised request format for responding to complaints
(attached). The SOTF encourages you to use the attached “Respondent — Requested Information and Format”
in preparing your response to the attached complaint. Your input into the requested information would be
appreciated as the SOTF evaluates the request response format to streamline the complaint process.

The SOTTF is requesting that you submit your response to the allegations including any and all
supporting documents, recordings, electronic media, etc., to the Task Force within five (5) business days
of receipt of this notice.

In developing and submitting your response, please use'the attached instructions, "Preparing San Francisco
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Respondents Materials," to address your defense of this complaint. This is your
opportunity to provide a detailed explanation to allow the Task Force to be fully informed in considering your
response prior to the meeting,.

Please refer to the File Number when submitting any new information and/or supporting documents
pertammg to this complaint.

The Complainant alleges:
Complaint Attached.

Cheryl Leger
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors

1
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Tel: 415-554-7724

&G Clickto complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

The Legislative Research Center provides 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 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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49 South Van Ness Aveniue, Suite 1400
San Francisco, CA 84103

628.652.7600
www.sfplanning.org

%) San Francisco

DATE: November 30,2021

TO: SOTF - Cheryl Leger, Board of Supervisors
FROM: Laura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs
RE: File No. 21151 - Planning’s Response

If the complaint references an information or records request:
1. What was the original request you received? Attach a copy of the original request.
Planning Response- All emails referenced below are attached in Exhibit A

a.

b.

On October 11, 2021 - The complainant submitted an Immediate Disclosure Request
to the San Francisco Planning Department

On October 12,2021 - The Planning Department provided the complete case file for
the subdivision at the requested property.

On October 13", 2021 ~ The complainant submitted a follow up email requesting an
additional search of files of Tom Wang, the Planner assigned to the review of the
project. :

On October 13%, 2021 - The Planning Department provided the 311 Notification and
plans in the possession of the Planning Department along with additional files that
may be of interest ta the complainant.

On October 13%, 2021~ The Complainant emailed the Planning Department
requesting to review the “entire file” and noted that the plans provided were missing
pages.”

On October 18,2021~ The Planning Department clarified that all digital files
provided to the complainant are what is in the possession of the Planning Department
and there are no additional files available for the complainant to review in-person.
The pages of the plans provided to the Complainant are the only pages in the
possession of the Planning Department, there are no additional pages being withheld.
On October 22", 2021 - The Complainant provided an email re-requesting
documents already responded too. The Complainant also requested an email from
2006 from “Alice Barkley” along with the Categorical Exemption.

On October 25", 2021 ~ The Planning Department responded to the complainant
stating that his request for additional documents was being processed. The Planning
Department clarified that pursuant to Cal. Govt Code 6253(c) and Admin Code 67.21(b)
a response would be provided to him by November 1%, 2021.

On October 27,2021 - The Complainant sent a follow up email to the Planning
Department following up on the request.

On October 28™,2021 and October 29%, 2021 - The Planning Department responded
stating that all documents have been provided. Additionally, the pages of the plans
requested are not in our possession. All final site plans are under the jurisdiction of the
Department of Building Inspection. The Planning Department stated that if any
additional materials are discovered then they would forward them on to the
complainant.
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k. OnNovember 5™, 2021 - The Planning Department responded to the complainant
confirming that no additional documents are in the possession of the Planning
Department. The Planning Department also stated that in 2005 Categorical
Exemptions for building permits were typically issued by stamping plans/permits. The
Planning Department additionally advised that final /stamped site plans/permits are
under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. The
Planning Department explained the only items being withheld are those that are
protected by attorney-client privilege.

2. What records have you provided in response to the request, and on what date did you
provide them?
Planning’s Response:

Name of Date
Record Brief Description | provided
Exhibit
B 2005.0245S File for Lot-line Adjustment to Merge two lots into one lot 10/12/2021
365 Pacheco
Exhibit | St- :
C 200506296356 | 311 Notice ' 10/13/2021
Exhibit | 365 Pacheco
C reference files | Historical files 10/13/2021

3. What method did you use to locate these records?
Planning Response:

Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary- conducted the initial search for documents provided on
October 12, 2021. The documents provided were previously scanned and made available in
digital format. These are available on the Department’s M-Files database.

Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary - contacted the Department’s Information and Technology
division to gain access to emails from the Planner assigned to the original permit. This planner
is no longer with the Planning Department. This search was conducted using Outlook.

Laura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs- conducted an additional search for documents
for the property within an address file for this property. The additional documents provided
were related to a different permit, but the Department provided the documents to the
complainant out of an abundance of caution. These are available on the Planning
Department’s M-Files database.

Laura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs - contacted the Planning Department’s IT
division to understand if older 311 notification materials are saved outside of the individual
record file. T provided a link to these older 311 notification materials. These materials were
provided to the Complainant on October 13%, 2021 (Exhibit C). These items were located on
the Department’s internal computer drive. The Planning Department is exploring options for
improving accessibility to these documents for staff and the public.

Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary - contacted the Department’s IT division to determine if
there was a way to search the email system used in 2005- Lotus Notes. This search was
conducted, and the email requested by the complainant is not in our system.

Laura Lynch, Manager of Commission Affairs - contacted the Deputy Zoning Administrator to
confirm if he had any additional documents for this project. The Deputy Zoning Administrator

PR FEE  PainformaciénenEspanol llamaral  Parasaimpormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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confirmed that no additional documents are within his possession and the only emails that he
has are Attorney Client privileged and confirmed with the City Attorney’s Office that these are
to be withheld. Any plans that the Deputy Zoning Administrator has access to are from
Papervision, a software that select members of the Planning Department have access to. The
Planning Department cannot release any plans or permits from the Papervision as they are
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Building Inspection. The Planning Department
directs the public to the Department of Building Inspection to view/print final plans and
permits. The Planning Department has notified the complainant that any final plans are under
the jurisdiction of the Department of Building Inspection. The following text is included on
Department of Building Inspections website:
The California Health & Safety Code requires local building departments to maintain
copies the plans for buildings for which the department issues building permits. (Cal.
Health & Saf. Code, § 19850.) The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
maintains building plans for inspection; however, section 19851 of the Health & Safety
Code prohibits duplication of building plans, except (1) with the written permission of the
certified, licensed or registered professional who signed the original documents and the

written permission of the original or current owner of the building, or (2} by order of a
proper court or upon the request of any state agency. (Cal. Health & Saf. Code, §

19851(a).) DBI’s process for duplication of plans, and the forms required to submit such a

request, are available here: https.//sfdbi.org/DOP

4, Did you withhold any information or documents from the requester prior to the filing of
the complaint?
Planning’s Response:

e The only documents withheld were emails withheld by the City Attorney’s Office. These were
withheld at the advice and direction of the City Attorney’s Office. The Planning Department
also appropriately directed the Complainant to the Department of Building Inspection for
access to final plans and permits.

Did you provide written justification for all withholding of information prior to the filing
of the complaint? If yes, attach evidence.
Planning’s Response:

e Yes, on November 5% 2021, Laura Lynch sent an email to the Complainant citing that
documents withheld are attorney-client privileged. (Exhibit A)

5. Did you redact any information from the documents prior to the filing of the complaint?
If yes, explain what information you redacted and why. Drawing primarily on the
Sunshine Ordinance, provide any supporting argument or evidence that each exemption
in fact applies.

e No
Did you provide a written justification keyed to each instance of redaction prior to the
filing of the complaint? If yes, attach the original keyed justifications provided to the
requester (if any), and any new keyed justifications for each redaction. Drawing primarily on the
Sunshine Ordinance, provide any supporting argument or evidence that each
exemption in fact applies.

e N/A, no documents were redacted.

6. At the time the request was made, did you search employee personal property (such as
mobile phones and computers) for responsive records about the conduct of public
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business? If yes, describe your method for conducting this search. If appropriate, provide
supporting documentation in your packet.

e Allrecords provided were available on the Department’s M-files database and I:Drive. Staff

appropriately contacted staff for all materials, including those located on personal property.

7. At the time the request was made, did you request relevant records from contractors
your agency has funded, managed or hired? If yes, describe how you communicated this
request. Provide supporting documentation in your packet, including communications to
and from the contractor.

e N/A
8. Are there any known responsive records that you have yet to review for potential
redaction and disclosure to the respondent? If yes, provide the approximate quantity
and timeline of future expected disclosures.

e All recordsin possession of the Planning Department have been provided. The only documents

withheld are those previously stated.
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Exhibit A
Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: CPC-RecordRequest
Subject: FW: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act -
365 Pacheco Street

From: dratlerj@gmail.com <dratlerj@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 1:55 PM

To: richhillissf@gmail.com

Cc: jonas.ionin@sfgov.or :

Subject: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street

To: Rich Hills

CC: Jonas lonin

From: Jerry Dratler
Date: October 11, 2021

RE: Document request for immediate disclosure under the California Public Records
Act — 365 Pacheco Street

Dear Mr. Hillis,

| am requesting access to records in your possession or control at the S. F. Planning
Department for the purposes of inspection and copying pursuant to the California
Public Records Act, California Government Code § 6250 et seq. (‘CPRA”), and Article
[, § 3(b) of the California Constitution. The specific records | seek to inspect, and copy
are listed below. As used herein, “Record” includes “Public Records” and “Writings” as
those terms are defined at Government Code § 6252(e) & (g). | request immediate
access to inspect/copy:

1. The’Planning Department file for the construction of a new house at
365 Pacheco Street. Documents | would like to review include the 311
Notice and the plans that were sent to the neighbors with the 311
Notice.

If you contend that any portion of the records requested is exempt from disclosure by
express provisions of law, Government Code § 6253(a) requires segregation and
redaction of that material in order that the remainder of the records may be released. If
you contend that any express provision of law exists to exempt from disclosure all or a

1
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portion of the records | have requested, Government Code § 6253(c) requires that you
notify me of the reasons for the determination not later than 10 days from your receipt
of this request. Government Code §§ 6253(d) & 6255(b) require that any response to
this request that includes a determination that the request is denied, in whole or in part,
must be in writing and include the name and title of the person(s) responsible for the
City’s response.

Government Code § 6253(d) prohibits the use of the 10-day period, or any provisions
of the CPRA or any other law, “to delay access for purposes of inspecting public
records.”

In responding to this request, please keep in mind that Article 1, § 3(b)(2) of the
California Constitution expressly requires you to broadly construe all provisions that
further the public’s right of access, and to apply any limitations on access as narrowly
as possible.

| would like to review the file in the next three days. If | can provide any clarification that
will help expedite your attention to my request, please contact me at 650-678-4308 or
dratleri@agmail.com.

Thank you for your timely attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Jerry Dratler
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From: dratleri@gmail.com

To: CPC-RecordRequest

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: RE: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 8:38:24 AM

Chan Son,

Thank you for your prompt response to my California Public Records Act request. | believe thereis a
Planning Department file for the new construction at 365 Pacheco Street. You might want to check
with Tom Wang if he still works for the city. The section 311 notice was mailed on August 24,2005
and expired on September 23,2005.

[ look forward to reviewing the file in person in your office soon.
Regards,

Jerry Dratler

From: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 4:09 PM

To: dratlerj@gmail.com

Cc: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365
Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,

We've received your request for files regarding developments at 365 Pacheco Street. Attached is the
subdivision file for the lot line adjustment from 2005, which looks like it was abandoned.

We have no other files available. If there were plans to develop the property we have not received a
fomal application.

This will deem your request complete.

Thank you,

Chan Son, Executive Secretary

Record Rquest

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7346 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are
convening remotely. The public is encouraged to participate. Find more information on our
services here.

From: "dratleri@gmail.com" <dratleri@gmail.com>
Date: Monday, October 11, 2021 at 2:17 PM
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Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: CPC-RecordRequest

Subject: FW: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act -
365 Pacheco Street

Attachments: 365 Pacheco St. - 200506296356.PDF; 365 Pacheco reference files.pdf

From: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, October 13,2021 3:28 PM

To: dratlerj@gmail.com; CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,
Please see attached files,

Thank you,

Chan Son, Executive Secretary

Record Request

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652,7346 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our staff are avallable by e-mail, and the
Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is ncouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here.
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From: Jerry Dratler

To: CPC-RecordRequest

Cc: richhillissf@amail.com; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: Re: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 4:59:33 PM

This message is from outside the City emall system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Thank you for promptly sending the two PDF files. I would like to make an appointment
on Thursday or Friday to review the entire file. What time would be most convenient for
you? The plans you sent me are incomplete.Plan pages A2,A3 A4 are missing and there
are other documents in the file that I would like to review.

Regards,
Jerry Dratler

On Oct 13, 2021, at 3:27 PM, CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-
RecordRequest@sfgov.org> wrote: .

<365 Pacheco St. - 200506296356 . PDF>
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Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: CPC-RecordRequest
Subject: FW: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act -
365 Pacheco Street

From: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 11:24 AM

To: lerry Dratler <dratlerj@gmail.com>; CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: Document request for immediate disclosure und the California Public Records Act - 365 Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,
My apologies for the delayed response. Planning has no additional records to provide.
You may contact the Department of Building Inspection for complete building plans.

All building permit applications, approved site plans, certificate of occupancy, complaints and/or inspection reports are the
Department of Building Inspection (DBI's) legal records, and you may request such plans from DBI by completing a request
form at https://sfdbi.org/RMD or email DBl Sunshine Requests.

Thank you,

Chan Son, Executive Secretary

Record Request

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7346 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the
Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely, The publicis g ncouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here.
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From: 'dratleg'@gmail.com

To: . richhillissf@gmail.com; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Ronen, Hillary
Subject: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your department’s file on the

construction of Mr. McCarthy"s house at 365 Pacheco Street
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 11:18:15 AM
Attachments: Document request emall exchange with Planning final.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

To: Rich Hillis, Chanbory Son
From: Jerry Dratler
Cc: Supervisors Melgar, Peskin, Preston, Ronen

Subject: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow
me to review your department’s file on the construction of Mr.
McCarthy’s house at 365 Pacheco Street.

Date: October 22, 2021

| sent you an email requesting access to review the Planning
Department’s file on the construction of a new house at 365 Pacheco
Street on October 11. The home is owned by Angus McCarthy. You
have refused to grant me access to this file.

A copy of our six email exchanges is attached. | have highlighted some
of the more important sentences in our email exchange below.

« You sent me the contents of the Planning Department lot line
adjustment file for 365 Pacheco Street and responded “we have no

other files available. If there were plans to develop the property, we

have not received a formal application.”
« When | asked for a copy of the Planning Department 311 Notice

sent to the neighbors on August 24, 2005, with plans you sent me a

set of plans that was missing pages A2, A3, A4.
« When | asked for a copy of the categorical exemption your

department issued and a copy of Alice Barkley's May 2006 email to
Rick Cooper about 365 Pacheco Street, you responded “planning

has no additional records to provide. You may contact the
Department of Building {nspection for complete building plans.”

My preference is to review the file | requested in your office and not
have to file a complaint for violating the California Public Records Act.
Please grant me access to the requested file in the next five days so |
don’t have to file a complaint.

Regards,
Jerry Dratler
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Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: CPC-RecordRequest
Subject: FW: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your
department’s file on the construction of Mr, McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, October 25, 2021 5:12 PM

To: dratlerj@gmail.com

Cc: CPC-RecordRequest <CPC-RecordRequest@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your department's file on the
construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,
Apologies for the oversight. | was not aware of the request for the email from Alice Barkley.
I am intaking this request to perform a thorough search of your request.

We will endeavor to complete your request on or before November 1, 2021 (Cal. Govt Code 6253(c) and Admin Code
67.21(b)).

Thank you,

Chan Son, Executive Secretary

Record Request

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7346 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the
Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely. The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here.
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Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: Jerry Dratler <dratlerj@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 6:49 PM

To: Hillis, Rich (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC)

Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Pelham,
Leeann (ETH); Cityattorney : :

Subject: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your
department's file on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Attachments: Document request email exchange with Planning.pdf

On October 11; 2021, | sent you a California Public Records request for access to the
Planning department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street. Under the law you
are required to grant me access to the file or specific documents in my request. Your
department had 10 days during which your department should have notified me of any
documents you believe are exempt from public disclosure. Your department did not
send me a notice claiming specific documents were exempt from disclosure.

Your department is allowed to withhold records you deem are exempt by sending me a
written determination of the documents or potions of the documents that you deem are
exempt from disclosure no later than 10 days from the receipt of my document request.
Your department did not send me a written notice that any documents in the Planning
Department 365 Pacheco Street new construction file are exempt from disclosure.

Therefore, | am entitled to review all the documents in the Planning Department new
construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

| have summarized our 7 email exchanges from the attached PDF below. The email

exchange documents Planning Department violations of the California Public Records
Act. If Mr. Hillis does nhot grant me access to the new construction file for 365 Pacheco
Street, my only option is to file a complaint with the San Francisco Ethics Commission.

. On October 11, 2020, | sent Mr. Hillis a California Public Records Act request to review
the new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

. On October 12, 2021, | received an email from Planning Department with the 365

- Pacheco Street lot line adjustment file attached and a claim from Chanbory Son there
are no other files available. Is there a new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street that
is not available?

. October 13, 2021, Jerry Dratler sent Chanbory Son an email suggesting he work with
Tom Wang to locate the new construction file because the Planning Department sent a
311 Notice to the neighbors on August 24, 2005._
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4. October 13, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son with a copy of the 311 Notice
and a set of 311 plans missing pages A2, A3 and A4. Section 6353(c) of the California
Public Records Acts says | am entitled to a written determination why the Planning
Department did not send me pages A2, A3, A4 of the 311 Notice Plans. When will you
be sending me the written notice?

5. October 13, 2021, Jerry Dratler sent an email to CPC Records Request with copies to
Mr. Hillis and Mr. lonin requesting a Thursday or Friday appointment to review the
Planning Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

6. Monday October 18, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son stating the Planning
Department has no additional records to provide. My document request was to review
the entire contents of the Planning Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco
Street. | did not request copies of specific documents.

7. Monday October 25, 2021, email response from Chanbory Son stating the Planning
Department is looking for the Alice Barkley email and will endeavor to complete my
request by November 1, 2021. Fifteen days have elapsed since | sent an email request
to review the Planning Department new construction file for 365 Pacheco Street.

The Planning Department's violation of the requirements of the California Public Record
Act when San Francisco residents and members of the Board of Supervisors are
inquiring into corruption in the Department of Building Inspection is intolerable.

Jerry Dratler

On Oct 25, 2021, at 5:11 PM, Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org> wrote:

Mr. Dratler,
Apologies for the oversight. | was not aware of the request for the email from Alice Barkley.
I am intaking this request to perform a thorough search of your request.

We will endeavor to complete your request on or before November 1, 2021 (Cal. Govt Code 6253(c) and
Admin Code 67.21(b)).

Thank you,

Chan Son, Executive Secretary

Record Request

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7346 | www,sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-persaon services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are
available. Most other San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our
staff are available by e-mail, and the Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are

2
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Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: : CPC-RecordRequest
Subject: FW: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your
department’s file on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Sent: Friday, October 29, 2021 9:38 AM

To: dratlerj@gmail.com; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <Chanbory.Son@sfgov.org>

Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS) <MelgarStaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS)
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Petlham, Leeann (ETH)
<leeann.pelham@sfgov.org>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your department's file on the
construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,
“We have no explanation for you, that would not be pure speculation. My Office can only provide what it discovers.

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628,652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: "dratleri@gmail.com" <dratleri@gmail.com>

Date: Friday, October 29, 2021 at 9:34 AM ’

To: "lonin, lonas (CPC)" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, "Hillis, Rich (CPC)" <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, Chanbory Son
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

Cc: "MelgarStaff (BOS)" <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>, "Peskin, Aaron (BOS)" <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>, "Preston,
Dean (BOS)" <dean.preston@sfgov.org>, "Ronen, Hillary" <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>, "Pelham, Leeann (ETH}"
<leeann.pelham@sfgov.org>, Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>, "Lynch, Laura (CPC)"
<laura.lynch@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your department's
file on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Thank you for your reply. Please explain why the plans (attached) that | was sent by your department are missing pages
A2,A3, and A4.

Regards,

lerry Dratler

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jaonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2021 9:48 AM

To: Jerry Dratler <dratleri@gmail.com>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC)
<chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

Cc: MelgarStaff (BOS) <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS)
<dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Pelham, Leeann (ETH)

1
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<leeann.pelham@sfgov.org>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your department's file on the
construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,

As far as we are aware, we are not withholding any responsive documents to your request related to 365 Pacheco
Street. Some documents are not in our possession, some may have never been digitized and some may have been
destroyed.

In 2005, the Department had not yet developed a digitization policy for records related to building permit applications
and/or cases.

Our extensive search has produced only those documents already provided to you. If any additional documents emerge,
we will certainly provide them to you on a rolling basis.

It goes without saying that this result frustrates my Office, at least as much, as it probably does you.

Sincerely,

Jonas P Ionin

Director of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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Lynch, Laura (CPC)

From: CPC-RecordRequest

Sent: Friday, November 5, 2021 11:19 AM

To: dratlerj@gmail.com

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Subject: RE: Please comply with the California Public Records Act and allow me to review your

department's file on the construction of Mr. McCarthy's house at 365 Pacheco Street

Mr. Dratler,

I am emailing you confirming that we have conducted a diligent search for the remaining requested records and
concluded that we have no further records responsive to your request.

Please note that in 2005 most categorical exemptions issued for Building Permits were either stamped on the plans
and/or written on the building permit, with no separate exemption document in the possession of the Planning
Department . All building permit applications, approved site plans, certificate of occupancy, complaints and/or
inspection reports are the Department of Building Inspection (DBI’s) legal records, and you may request such plans from
DBl by completing a request form at https://sfdbi.org/RMD. Additionally, you can make a request by sending it to this
email: dbi.sunshinerequest@sfgov.org

We are not producing documents protected by attorney-client privilege. The California Public Records Act does not
require an agency to provide "records the disclosure of which is exempted or prohibited pursuant to federal or state law,
including, but not limited to, provisions of the Evidence Code relating to privilege.” (California Government Code
Section 6254(k)). California Evidence Code Section 954 protects from disclosure communications between attorneys and
their clients. The San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance authorizes the withholding of records based on specific permissive
exemptions in the California Public Records Act and provisions of law prohibiting disclosure. (S.F. Admin. Code Section
67.27).

Thank you,

Laura

Laura Lynch, Senior Planner

Manager of Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628-652-7554] www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Expanded in-person services at the Permit Center at 49 South Van Ness Avenue are available. Most other
San Francisco Planning functions are being conducted remotely. Our staff are available by e-mail, and the
Planning and Historic Preservation Commissions are convening remotely, The public is encouraged to
participate. Find more information on our services here.

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Sent: Friday, October 29, 2021 9:38 AM

To: dratlerj@gmail.com; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>

Ce: MelgarStaff (BOS) <melgarstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS)

<dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Pelham, Leeann {(ETH) ‘

<leeann.pelham@sfgov.org>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; Lynch, Laura (CPC) <laura.lynch@sfgov.org>
1
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FAX (415) 554-5843
http:/iwww.sfdpw.com .

City and County of San Francisco %@}1 (415) 554-5800

Department of Public Works
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson Street, Rooni 460
San Francisco, CA 94103-0942

Gavin Newsom, Mayor

Edwin M. Lee, Diregtbr Barbara L. Moy, Bureau Manager

Date: May 31, 2005

361-365 Pacheco Street

Assessor’s Block No. 2837

Lots 007 & 008 ‘

Lot Line Adjustment Referral- Revised Exhibit “C”

Planning Department
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Attention: Lawrence B, Badiner

Pursuant to Section 66412 (d) of the Subdivision Map Act (SMA), the enclosed application for Lot Line
Adjustment has been submitted to the Director of Public Works (the Advisory Agency under the SMA
and the San Francisco Subdivision Code) for review and approval.

Please review this application and the proposed lots for compliance with applicable General Plan
Requirements and the Planning Code, and reply to this office within 30 days from the date of receipt
of this letter. '
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Edwin M. Lee

Director of Public Works
and the Advisory Agency

By:

John R. Martin, LS
County Surveyor

This Lot Line Adjustment has been reviewed and does comply with all applicable provisions
Of the Planning Code and General Plan and is therefore approved.

This Lot Line Adjustment has been reviewed and is approved subject to
This Lot Line Adjustment has been reviewed and is not appraved based on:
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE

Lawrence B. Badiner, Zoning Director

“IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO” We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer
service and continuous improvement in parinership with the community.
Customer Service Tearnwork Continuolis Improvement
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Phone: 415-440-5005
- Fax: 415-440-5009

Email: Lou@geometrixsurvey.com

GEONMETRIX

SURVEYING ENGINEERING INC.

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Date: 5/20/05

| Job# 05001

Attention: John Martin
| SF DPW

875 Stevenson St Room 460
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Lot Line Adjustment for Merger 2837 007 & 008

Enclosed: .
COPIES DATE: NO. _ DESCRIPTION:
1 5/20/05 Exhibit C LLA for merger

S R R

REMARKS: It has come to my attention that planning may net have the current Exhibit C.

Please distribute as appropriate. Let me know if you have any questions.

cC:Shum

ERSEFEEE SN

A3 A0y

— SHUGH 21780 40 30
€0:] Hd SZ AVHGSO

IR YL B 3vE 10310 20

Signed: (Z—""“
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LUCE FORWARD s

ATTORNEYS AT LAW - FOUNDED 1873 - ' San francisco, CA 94105
Luce, ForwaRro, HAMIITON & SCiipps Lp 415.356.4600
415.356.4610 fax

ALICE SUET YEE BARKLEY, OF COUNSEL www.luce.com
DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 415.356.4635
DIRECT FAX NUMBER 415.356.3838
EMAIL ADDRESS ABARKLEY(@LUCE.COM

32829-00002

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL
May 19, 2006

Mr. Rick Cooper

Major Environmental Review
Planning Department

30 Van Ness Avenue, Fourth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

SUBJECT:  Lot-Line Adjustment Application Planning Case No. 2005.0245S
361-365 Pacheco Street

-Dear Mr. Cooper:

My office represents Angus McCarthy, who recently purchased the subject property. The
Planning Department has issued a categorical exemption for a single-family home to be constructed
on the subject property that consists of two lots and approved construction of a single family on the
subject lots. The permit application specifically stated that a single family home would be
constructed on both lots. A copy of the permit application approved by the Planning Department on
September 27,2005 is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. Construction of one single-family home on both
lots was the result of negotiation between the previous property owner and the Forest Hill Home
Owners’ Association and other neighbors. The San Francisco Building Code requires that the
subject lots be merged if a single-family home is to be constructed on both lots.

The subject site has a difference of a maximum of 22' between the front and rear property
line. A copy of the topographic survey was submitted to the DBI and is attached hereto as Exhibit
2. A Geotechnical Investigation Report was submitted to the Department of Building Inspection
(“DBI”). A copy ofthe Geotechnical Investigation Report prepared by Earth mechanics Consulting
Engineers dated November 11,2005 is attached hereto as Exhibit 3. The Geotechnical Investigation
Report showed loose to medium dens sand up to a depth of 20 feet and that ground water not
encountered at the depth of 20 feet. Because the soil is subject to potential seismic densification,
a mat foundation supported by drilled piers is recommended. The Report stated that potential for

199860v1

Carmes Vatev/Dew Mar . Los ANGELES . San Diesp . San Francisto
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LUCE FORWARD

ATTORNEYS AT LAW - FOUNDED 1873
Luce, ForwarD, HamiLTon & ScRipes LLp

Mr. Rick Cooper
May 19, 2006
Page 2.

liquefaction and lateral spreading is low. This site is not located in a landslide area. No evidence
of active slope instability was observed during the site visit by the soil engineers. DBIis completing
its plan check to ensure that the recommendations in the Geotechnical Report are followed in the .
engineering of the proposed single family home.

Sincea categorical exemption has been issued for the construction of a single-family home
on the merged lot, it is respectfully submitted that no further environmental review would be
required fro the application for a lot merger. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call
me at 415-356-4635.

Very truly yours,
Ny f /7
él'. N . L AN L 7
Alice Suet Yee Barkley, -
for |

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS LLP

ASYB/fs
Encl.: Exhibits 1 to 3

cc: - Ms. Cecilia Jaroslawsky
Mr. Angus McCarthy

199860v1

P845



Form

Phone: 415-440-5005

Fax: 415-440-5009 GEONMETREX

Email: Lou@geometrixsurvey.com SURVEYING ENGINEERING INC.
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Date: 41205 [ Job # 05001 1

Attention: Cecilia Jaroslawsky

SF Planning Department

1660 Mission St Suite 500

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 361 — 365 Pacheco St LLA

Enclosed:

COPIES DATE: NO. DESCRIPTION:

1 4/12/05 Site Survey 361 — 365 Pacheco St

LW

REMARKS: Cecilia,
Here is the Contour map for your review. Please let me know if you have any questions.

CC:

Signed: C>) —
Lou Clem, PLS
President
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisto e 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500-e San Francisco, California e 94103-2414

‘MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ~ ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ~ PLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALENDAR
PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE: 558-6 : 558.6 : 558-
(415) 558-6378 350 PHONE: 558-6371  INFO: 558-6422
4TH FLOOR STH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-5991 WWW.SFGOY.ORG/PLANNING

NOTICE OF PLANNING DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS

April 11, 2005 RECEIVED

GEOMETRIX -
2516 Polk Street 3 AR 13 2005
San Francisco, CA 94109 ' :
: CITY.& COUNTY OF SF.
RE: 361 - 365 Pacheco Street " ADMINISTRATION
2837007 and 008 ' e
‘ 200502458 '

Lot-Line Adjustment <

The Planning Department has received the above condominium or subdivision referral. The
application is being held because the following information is required before it is accepted
as complete or may be considered code complying. Time limits for review of this application
will not commence until we receive the requested information or materials and verify their

accuracy.

e Please submit a contour map of the project site containing 2' - 5' intervals.

Please direct any questions concerning this notice to Cecilia Jaroslawsky (415) 55 8-6348. Thank
you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response will help expedite our

review of this application.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisco ® 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 e San Francisce, California e 94103-2414

MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ~ PLANNING INFORMATION COMMISSION CALENDAR

: PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE: 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 INFO: 558-6422
(415) 558-6378
4TH FLOOR STH FLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-5991 WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING

NOTICE OF PLANNING DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS

April 14, 2005

GEOMETRIX
2516 Polk Street
- San Francisco, CA 94109

RE: 361 - 365 Pacheco Street
: 2837007 and 008
2005.0245S
Lot-Line Adjustment

a

The Planning Department has received the above condominium or subdivision referral. The
application is;,being held because the following information-is required before it is accepted
as complete or may be considered code complying.: Time limits for review of this aﬁplication
will not commence until we receive the requested information or materials and verify their

accuracy.

e Per the California Environmental Quality Act, State Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3),
environmental review is required for this proposal due to the slope of the property
being in excess of 20%. Please submit proof that environmental review has been
obtained as required by the California Environmental Quality Act. '

Please direct any questions concerning. this notice to Cecilia Jaroslawsky (415) 558-6348. Thank
you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response will help expedite our

review of this application.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisco ® 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500 e San Francisco, California » 94103-2414

MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ~ PLANNING INFORMATION ~  COMMISSION CALENDAR
( 41 5) 558.6378 PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE: 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 INFO: 558-6422
4TH FLOOR STHFLOOR - MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-5991 WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING

NOTICE OF PLANNING DEPARTMENT REQUIREMENTS

April 11, 2005

GEOMETRIX
2516 Polk Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

RE: 361 - 365 Pacheco Street

2837007 and 008

2005.0245S

Lot-Line Adjustment
The Planning Department has received the above condominium or subdivision referral. The
application is being held because the following information is required before it is accepted
as cdmplete or may be considered code complying, Time limits for review of this application
will not commence until we receive the requested information or materials and verify their

accuracy.

e Please submit a contour map of the project site containing 2' - 5' intervals.

Please direct any questions concerning this notice to Cecilia Jaroslawsky (415) 558-6348. Thank
you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response will help expedite our

review of this application.
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Ci c Franci ‘ (415) 554-5800
City and County of San Francisco @ EAX 18] ot anes

http://iwww.sfdpw.com

Department of Public Works
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping
875 Stevenson Street, Room 460
San Francisco, CA 94103-0942

Gavin Newsom, Mayor

Edwin M. Lee, Director Barbara L. Moy, Bureau Manager’

2005, 03445<

361-365 Pacheco Street
Assessor’s Block No. 2837
Lots 007 & 008

Lot Line Adjustment Referral

Date: March 7, 2005

Planning Department
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Attention: Lawrence B. Badiner

Pursuant to Section 66412 (d) of the Subdivision Map Act (SMA), the enclosed application for Lot Line
Adjustment has been submitted to the Director of Public Works (the Advisory Agency under the SMA
~ and the San Francisco Subdivision Code) for review and approval.

Please review this application and the proposed lots for compliance with applicable General Plan '
Requirements and the Planning Code, and reply to this office within 30 days from the date of receipt

of this letter. ‘ :

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Edwin M. Lee

Director of Public Works
and the Advisory Agency
By:

John R. Martin, LS
County Surveyor

This Lot Line Adjustment has been reviewed anéi does comply with all applicable provisions
Of the Planning Code and General Plan and is therefore approved.

This Lot Line Adjustment has been reviewed and is approved subject to
This Lot Line Adjustment has been reviewed and is not approved based on:
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE

Lawrence B. Badiner, Zoning Director

“IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCQ" We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer
service and continuous improvement in partnership with the community.
Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement
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CITY OF BAR FRANCISCO

1{We), the undersigned property owner(s) or tha owner's suthorized agent requet

that the City of San Franclsco approve a Lok Line Adjustmant pursuant to Section
§641.2(d) of the Subdivision Map Act for ﬁ\epmpmy herein described:

Parcel 1 3l - 265 ZACH@Q Cun (raRoviso)
Parcel 2 | 3¢t - 3(95 PAﬂﬂi”ao « fmu (w280 v o)
“ {(Street.Address e
Bact gl descrpton (Lot Block and Tac f 53 propery beg
ock 2837 Loy vo‘7 _PEREXHBT A

BLsLer 23237

o A
The requested LotUneAdjusmertfsisfqlhwst _Per.  pxniaa B4 c

4

A map showing the parce! boundaries as they edst subsaquent to the approval of this
adjustment and revised legal descriptions are attached hareto,

I, (We), ‘ (‘Lcw%,\ Slﬂum

Print or Type Name in Full

M‘(\Y\\L

| (Print of Type Na'n?h i Full)
being duly swom, depose and say that I am (We are) tha owner(s) of property Inviived

in this application that the stabements and information hereln contalned are In all
raspacts true and correct to the best of my (our) knowledge and bellef.

| m.‘% _
Signed }S}\wf\/ =
v

P852



-@oos

DPY BUR. BTR USE & MAP

12/26/04 08:43 FAX 416 5G4 0181

« ' Subscrivedand swombeforemeonthe _ dayof -
2004 . , |

Notary Public

San Francieco

muntyof

zmgtm Andrew E Albsight
o" Wamy ‘Neme, Tite of Offioers

Personally appeared C(,QV 50’% Gn(](/

Name{s} of S&wr(s)
Y BK Name(sg of Slgner(S)

the basis of satisfactory evic ence
Permﬂvmrmwm-m- provedmmw
' mbeﬂupamn(s)mnam(sws{mamudhbewmgﬁmmutam
acimowledged to me thet he/shafthay executed the same In Sherf
authorized capacity(les), and that by his/her/thelr signature(s)
nstrament, the persorys) acted, executed the Instrument,

ANDREW £ ALBRIGHT ’
Wa  Commission # 1463871

"o < @ Nofary Public - California £
A0S san Franclsco County
My COmm Exp:res Feb 7 2008
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CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT o
P AR N O AT AL LTS Pe T TSN R O A

S B R R A R B BRSO

NG

¢ )
“, %
¢ o
@ State of Califomia . ?;
o sS. : o
County of San Franclsco I
&
. 3
)
f bew Etthagst |
( On ‘8323”(&“1 Wos” before me, j)’lc W ‘44‘17 LB
_ V Name and Titla of Officer (e.g., “Jane Doe, l\ﬁrery Public) . ,&1
64 %
: « personally appeared Dﬂ n W €p , ;li
g Natnefejet-Signar(sT™ B )’
(' proved to me on the basis of satlsfactory 2‘
& vidence 1
% to be the persontg~whose namefs)-is/ace’ ,‘
& subscribed to the within instrument and 0
acknowledged to me that he/sheihey executed )
5 the same in his/herftheir authorized  f)
& capacity(ies}, and that by his/herthelr )
(¢ signatufe(s n tI:)e ri}n?tru;nent. tge person(s.)-,-né; jﬂ
@ the entity upon behalf of which the person(s}- 3)
Y ANDREW F. ALBRIGHT acted, executed th¢instrument. 5)’1
S Commission # 1463871 5}
& Notary Public - California %
(€ San Francisco County g WITNESS my /3 ‘j
My Comm. Explres Feb 7, 2008 :))1
( SlgnatureW_/ ){\
% ]
I
i« OPTIONAL - 2
e Though the information below is not required by law, it may prove valuable to persons relying on the document and could prevent f?)}
:§ fraudulent removal and reattachment of this form to another document. . i )‘;
8 Description of Attached Dogument .
‘ ﬁ\ Z P &
& Title or Type of Document: ‘% 0"6 b l{k(, /%‘/f WM fl
d . ‘,)
% Document Date: - Number of Pages: 2&0 ",Z 2
@ 4
9 Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: ave ﬂ}wf ”‘:/7’7 ?"‘5/ éofix_ 2’1
3 oA
::,j Capacity(ies) Claimed by Signer _ 3;
© ianer' . g
J Signer's Name: RIGHT THUMBPRINT G
o;s«euea P
% hdividual . R Top of thumb here )!
Q Corporate Officer — Title(s): i 9
, % 0 Partner — [ Limited O3 General ‘ ) C D)
( O Attorney-in-Fact ol
@ O Trustee ) b
@ O Guardian or Conservator - ' ' 5
% {J Other: §ﬁ
f Signer Is'Representing: : e
gl

e/x\ﬂ‘vf‘ R N A B A B A R I AR K, erz‘er R AR R R AR, AT 2 TR ,\,\*’S’V)
@ 1999 Nationat Notary Assoctation » B350 De Solo Ave., P.O. Box 2402 » Ghatsworth, CA 81313-2402 » www.nationsinotary.org Prod, No. 5507 Reorder: Call Toil-Free 1-800-876-6827
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EXHIBIT A

EXISTING PARCEL DESCRIPTIONS

Lot 7 and Lot 8 (Reel 1782 Image 0734 O.R.)

Real property In the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, as
follows:

Lot 2, and the northerly 1/2 of lot 3, front and rear measurement, in Block 21, Forest Hill, as
per map thereof filed may 8, 1913 in Book "G" of Maps at Pages 100'and 101 in the Office of
the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of California

Assessor’s Block 2837
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EXHIBIT B

NEW PARCEL DESCRIPTION

Lot (Former Lots 7 & 8)

Real property In the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, as
follows: : ~ ' '

Beginning at the northeasterly corner Lot 2, Block 21, of Forest Hill, per map thereof filed
May 8, 1913 in Book "G" of maps at Pages 100 and 101 in the Office of the Recorder of the
City and County of San Francisco, State of California; thence leaving the westerly line of
Pacheco Street along the northerly line of Lot 2 North 88°47°04” West 100 feet to the
northwesterly corner of said Lot 2; thence southerly along the westerly side of said Lots 2
and 3 on a curve to the left whose center bears South 88°47°04” East 570 feet, through an arc
distance of 60.63 feet to a point on a curve; thence on a radial line North 85°07°28” East 100 -
feet to the westerly line of Pacheco Street; thence northerly along the westerly line of Pacheco
Street on a curve to the right whose center bears North 85°07°28” East 470 feet an arc
distance of 50.00 feet to the Point of Beginning.

" Containing 5531 square feet, more or less.

Being a portion of assessor’s block 2837

. P856



Dol 00

BLOCK 21
BOOK G MAFS PAGES 100-101

MAFP REFERENCES

[A] MAP OF FOREST HILL FILED IN BOOK G OF MAPS PAGES 100 & 101,
OFFICIAL RECORDS CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. -

BASIS OF BEARING

THE NOTHESTERLY LINE ON SOLETO AVE AS SHOWN ON [A],
NLLO5L'12"W, AND REFERENCED ON [8]. -

(8] C?TY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO MONUMENT MAF L-<6-8, ON FILE IN
THE OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO.

D
o*q'
s
e\' H
&® ! !
20 ‘30 'I
255 . ]
o ' I‘
V’e %M :
N NBBSLTOLW 10000 ‘
. ° \ / ‘
BOUNDARY LINE
lGREEN (TYPICAL)
HOUSEL -y 15'vinG
ASSESSOR'S LOT 7 o
(LOT 2) -
19 ?[‘J r; : o A
alo ( newLor &y
= e 553!. SQ.FT. sl
= 0.127 ACRES gg7°09'09"W =12
: 100.00" EXISTlNG LINE
) 70 BE REMOVED
EXISTING
; (ASSESSOR‘S Lo)T 8 \
, N 1/2 OF LOT 3 O e ;
18 . NBE°07 28E s T

PACHECO ST
80' WIDE

COUNTY OF SAN FRANC!SCO

SCALE 1"=20"

EX HIBIT C

LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT FOR MERGER OF
ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 2837
~  LOTS 007 & 008

CITY AND COUNTY

OF SAN FRANCISCO ‘
CALIFORNIA

['=20"

JAN 2005

GEOMETRE}X

SURVEYING ENGINEERING INC.

2516 POLK STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94109
{615) LLO-5005

(415) LLO-5009FX
LOU@GEOMETRIXSURVEY.COM
WWW,GEOMETRIXSURVEY.COM
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close-MERGE

parcel name: MERGE-1

North: 5416.1687 East : 9996.1093

Line Course: N 88-47-04 w tLength: 100.00
North: 5418.2901 EFast : 9896.1318
curve Length: 60.63 Radius: 570.00
: Delta: 6-05-39 Tangent: 30.34
chord: 60.60 Course: S 01-49-43 E
Course In: S 88-46-53 E Course Out: S 85-07-28 w
RP North: 5406.,1678 East : 10466.0028
End North: 5357.7210 gast : 9898.0655
Line Course: N 85-07-28 E Length: 100.00
North: 5366.2202 East : 9997.7037
curve Length: 50.00 Radius: 470.00
Delta: 6-05-41 Tangent: 25.02
chord: 49.97 . Course: N 01-49-41 w
Course In: N 85-07-28 E Course out: N 88-46-51 W
RP North: 5406.1663 East : 10466.0030
End North: 5416.1647 East : 9996.1096

Perimeter: 310.62 Area: 5,531 sq.ft. 0.13 acres

Mapcheck Closure - (Uses listed courses and chords)
Error Closure: 0.0040 Course: S 05-04-01 E

Error North: -0.00400 East : 0.00035%
Precision 1: 77,642.50

Page 1
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San Francisco Planning Department
Office of Analysis and Information Systems

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT

Block 2837 . Lot 007 Census Tract 304 Cénsus Block310

Site Address: 365  V - ‘ PACHECO ©ST
Site Zip Code: 94116
OWNER ' PROPERTY VALUES
FISCHER JOHN C ' Land $20,784.00 Sales Date
369 PACHECO ST Structure $0.00 Price $0.00
SAN FRANCISCO CA . Fixture  $0.00
94116 Other $0.00
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS :
Lot Frontage Year Built 0
Lot Depth Stories 0
Lot Area 3,685.00 : Assessor Units 0
Lot Shape ‘Bedrooms 0
Building Sq.Ft.  0.00 : Bathrooms 0
Basement Sq.Ft. 0.00 Rooms 0

Assessor Use VACANT OR OPEN SPACE
Authorized Use

Original Use

PLANNING INFORMATION

Zoning " RH-1(D) Planning District 14

Height Limit 40-X SUD ’

Quadrant SOUTHWEST SSD

Leg. Setback 15 Redevelopment Area NOT’ IN RDA PROJECT AREA

‘Notices of Special Restrictions:
Non-Conforming Uses:

Comments:

, PERWIT APPEALS

Appeal No. .Appl. No. " Case No. Hearihg Nature of Appeal Heéring Result
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San Francisco Planning Department
Office of Analysis and Information Systems

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT

Block 2837 .ot 008 Census Tract 304 Census Block310

Site Address: 361  V - PACHECO ST
Site Zip Code: 94116

OWNER ’ PROPERTY VALUES .
FISCHER JOHN C Land $10,383.00 Sales Date
369 PACHECO ST ' Structure $0.00 Price $0.00
SAN FRANCISCO CA ' Fixture  $0.00
94116 Other $0.00
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
Lot Frontage Year Built 0
Lot Depth . ' Stories 0
Lot Area 1,842.00 Assessor Units 0
Lot Shape ' ~ Bedrooms 0
Building Sq.Ft.  0.00 _ Bathrooms 0
Basement Sq.Ft. 0.00 Rooms 0

Assessor Use VACANT OR OPEN SPACE
Authorized Use

Original Use

PLANNING INFORMATION

Zoning RH-1(D) Planning District 14

Height Limit 40-X sSuD

Quadrant SOUTHWEST SSD :

Leg. Setback 15 Redevelopment Area NOT IN RDA PROJECT AREA

Notices of Special Restrictions:
Non-Conforming Uses:

Comments:

' PERMIT APPEALS

Appeal No. Appl. No. Case No. Hearing Nature of Appeal Hearing Result
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ity and Cow f San Francisco 660 Mission Street " San Francisco, Ca 94103-2414
(415)558-6378 Fax: 558-6409 or 558-6426

RECEIPT . . Printed 3/10/05
Transaction Number: T20050355 Date: 03/10/2005
Case Number: 2005.02455--365 PACHECO ST
Transaction
Type: : Case Intake
Description: LOT-LINE ADJUSTMENT
Payer:
Check Number: ‘
Total Charge: $300.00
Amount Paid: ~ %0.00
Balance: $300.00
PAYER'S COPY

Please note that a Time & Materials fee may be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds the initial fee.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT |

ity and neisco 1660 Mission Street San Francisco, Ca 94103-2414
(415)558-6378 Fax: 558-6409 or 558-6426 .

RECEIPT Printed 3/10/05
Transaction Number: T20050355 : ' Date: 03/10/2005
Case Number: 2005.02453--365 PACHECO ST
Transaction
Type: Case Intake
Desbription: LOT-LINE ADJ USTMENT
Payer:
Check Number:
Total Charge: © $300.00
Amount Paid: $0.00
Balance: $300.00
DOCKET COPY

Please note that a Time & Materials fee may be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds the initial fee,
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ity and County of Sa; isco Mission Street ’ an Francisco, Ca 94103-2414
(415)558-6378 Fax: 558-6409 or 558-6426 .

RECEIPT * Printed 3/10/05 -
Transaction Number: T20050355 - Date: 03/10/2005
Case Number: 2005.0245S--365 PACHECO ST
Transaction
Type: Case Intake ,
Description: LOT-LINE ADJUSTMENT
Payer:
Check Number:
Total Charge: $300.00
Amount Paid: $0.00
Balance: ' $300.00
CONTROLLER'S GOPY

Please note that a Time & Materials fee may be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds the initial fee.
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1171872005 922132 5188330116 T EARTH MECHANTCS

REPORT

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION
Planned Residence at

365 Pacheco Street

San Francisco, California

Prepared for:

Mr. Clayton Shum

Clo Hood Thomas Architects
440 Spear Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Frepared by:

EARTH MECHANICS CONSULTING ENGINKERS
360 Grand Avenue, Suite 262

Oakland, California 94610

(510) 839-0765

Project Number: 05-2411

H. Allen Gruen

P Q”ECH“\G

N\

FCA\\?

November 11, 2005
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Project Number: 05-2411

365 Pacheco Sirect, San Francisco

Novembet 11, 2005

INTRODUCTION

Purposge

A geotechnical investigation has been completed for the proposed residence to be constructed at
365 Pacheco Street in San Francisco. California. The purposes of this study have been to gather
information on the nature, distribution, and characteristics of the earth materials at the site, assess
geologic hazards. and to provide geotechnical design criteria for the planned improvements.

Scope

The scope of our services is outlined in our Propesal and Professional Service Agreement dated
October 19, 2005. Our investigation included a reconnaissance of the site and surrounding
vicinity; sampling and Jogging one test boring to a depth of 20 feet below the ground surface;
laboratory testing conducted on selected samples of the earth materials tecovered from the
boring; a revicw of published geotechnical and geologic data pertinent to the project area;
geotechnical interpretation and engineering analyses; and preparation of this report,

This report contains the results of our investigation. including findings regarding site, soil,
geologic, and groundwater conditions: conclusions pertaining to geotechnical considerations

" such as weak soils, scttlemient, and construction considerations; conclusions regarding exposure
to geologic hazards, including faulting, ground shaking, liguefaction, latetal spreading, and slops
stability; and geotechnical recommendations for design of the proposed project including site
preparation and grading, foundations, retaining walls, slabs on grade, and peotechnical drainage.

Pertincnt cxhibits appear in Appendix A. The location of the tedt boring is depicted relative to
site features on Plate [, Boring Location Map. The log of the test boring is displayed on Plate 2.
Explanations of the symbals and other codes used on the log are presented on Plate 3, Soil
Classification Chart and Key to Test Data.

Refcrences consulted during the course of this investigation are listed in Appendix B. Details
regarding the ficld exploration program appear in Appendix C.

Proposed Profect

Itis our understanding that the project will consist of the design and construction of a single-
family residence. No other project details are known at this time.
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Project Number: 05-241) :

365 Pacheco Street, San Francisco

November 11, 2005

FINDINGS

Site Description

The subject lot s Jocated east of Pacheca Street, between Alton Avenue and Lopez Avenue, in
San Francisco, California. The topography in the vicinity of the site slopes downward toward the
¢ast at an average inclination of about 4:] (horizantal:vertical). The subjcet site was a vacant lot
at the time of our site investigation,

Geologic Conditions

The site is within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, which includes the San Francisco Bay
and the northwest-trending mountains that paralle] the coast of California. Tectonic forces
resulting in extensive folding and faviting of the area formed these features. The oldest rocks in
the area include sedimentary. volcanic, and metamorphic rocks of the Franciscan Complex. This
ugit is Jurassic to Cretaceous in age and forms the basement rocks in the region.

Locally, the site is in the San Francisco South Quadrangle. A published geologic map of the area
(Bonillg, 1971) shows the site is underlain by Quaternary-age dune sand. These deposits consist
of clean, well-sorted, fine to medium grained sand.

Earth Materialg

Our boring at the subject site encountered sbout 3 feet of loose, claycy sand overlying loose to
medium dense. poorly graded sand. Ata depth of about 11 feet, our boring penctrated medium
dense, poorly graded sand with ¢lay to the maximum depth explored of 20 feet. Detailed
descriptions of the materials encountered as well as test results are shown on the Boring Log,
Plate 2.

Groundwater

Free groundwater was not encountered in our boring drilicd to a meximum depth of 20 feet. We
anticipatc that the depth to free groundwater at the site will vary with rainfail and possibly other
factors. Scepage may be encountered near the ground surface following periods of rainfall or
ircigation upslope of the subject site,
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November 11, 2005

CONCLUSIONS

General

On the basis of our sitc reconnaissance and literature review, we conclude that the site is suitable
for support of the planned improvements, The primary geotechnical concems are founding the
improvernents in competent materiols, and scismic shaking and refated effects during
carthquakes. These items are addressed below.

Foundstion Support ‘

The site is underlain by sand deposits that are loose near the ground surface and become medivm
dense with increasing depth. Since the surficial soils are subject to seismic densification during
carthquake shaking that will cause the improvements to settle, we conclude that the planned
residence may be supported on drilled piers. If level building pads are cut into the hillside for the
proposed residence, then a mat foundation may be used to support the improvements,
Geotechnical design critéria for each foundation type ate presented later in this report,

We anticipate that foundations designed and constructed in accordance with our
recommendations will experience total post-construction settlements from static loading of less
than | inch and differential scttlements of less than % inch over a 50 foot span.

Geologic Hazards
Faulting

The property docs not lie within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest mapped
actjve fault in the vicinity of the site is the San Andreas Fault Jocated about 4 miles to the
southwest. No active faults are shown crossing the site on reviewed published maps, nor did we
observe evidence of faulting during our reconnaissance, Therefore we couclude that the potential
risk for damage to improvements at the site due to surface rupturc from faults 10 be low.
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Earthquake Shaking

Earthquake shaking results from the sudden releasc of seismic energy during displacement along
a fault. During an earthquake, the intensity of ground shaking at a particular location will depend
on 4 number of factors including the earthquake magnitude, the distancc to the zonc of energy
release, and local geologic conditions. We expect that the site will be exposed to strong
earthquake shaking during the life of the improvements. The recommendations contained in the

- applicable edition of the Untform Building Code and San Francisco Building Code should be

followed for reducing potential damage to the improvements from earthquake shaking,
Liquefaction

Liquefaction results m a loss of shear strength and potential volume reduction in saturated
granular soils below the groundwater level from earthquake shaking, The occurrence of this
phenomenon is depeadent on many factors, including the intensity and duration of ground
shaking, soil density and particle sizc distribution, and position of the groundwater table (Seed
and Idriss, 1982). The site does not lic within a liquefaction potential zone as mapped by the
California Division of Mines and Geology for the City and County of San Francisco (CDMG,
2000). Therefore, it is our opinion that there is a low potential for damage to the planned
improvements from liquefaction,

Lateral Spreading

Lateral spreading or lurching is generally caused by liquefaction of marginally stable soils
underlying gentle stopes. In these cases, the surficial soils move toward an unsupported face,
such as an incised channel, river, or body of water, Because the site bas a low potential for
liquefaction, we judge that there is a low risk for damage of the improvements from stismically-
induced lateral spreading,

Deusification

Densification can occur in clean, loose granular soils during carthquake shaking, resulting in
seismic settlement and differential compaction. As discussed above, the site is underlain by
loose to medinm dense sands. Duving seismic shaking, it is our opinion that these soils could
experience seismically-induced seitlements of up to about ! inch. The impact of densification to
the proposed improvernents would be limited to that caused by setilement of improvements
founded ncar the current ground sucface.
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Landsliding

The grologic maps of the sitc vicinity reviewed for this study did not show landslides at the site
or its immediate vicipity. In addition, a map prepared by the California Division of Mines and
Geology for the City and County of $an Francisco (CDMG, 2000) docs not indicate that the
subject site lies within an area of potential earthquake-induced landsliding. During our site
reconnaissance, we did not observe evidence of aclive slope ingtability at the site or its
immediate vicinity, Therefore, it is cur opinion that the potential for damage to the
improvements from slope instability at the site is low provided the recommendations prescnted in
this report are incorporated into the design and construction of the project,

RECOMMENDATIONS

Site Preparation and Gradiny

Clearing

Arcas to be graded should be cleared of debris, deleterious materials, and vegetation, and then
stripped of the upper soils containing root growth and organic matter. We anticipate that the
required depth of stripping will be less than about 2 inches. Deeper stripping may be required to
remove localized concentrations of organic matter, such as roots. The clearcd materials should
be removed from the site; strippings may be stockpiled for reuse as topsoil in landscaping areas
or should be hauled off site,

QOverexcavation

" Soil locations significantly sofier than adjacent areas exposed during construction should be

overexcavated in areas designated for placement of future engineered fill or support of
improvements. Difficulty in achicving the recommended minimum degree of compaction
described beJow should be used as.a field crterion by the geotechnical engineer to identify areas
of weak soils that should be removed and replaced as properly compacted fill. The depth and
extent of excavation should be approved in the field by the geotechnical engineer prior to
placement of fill or improvements.

Subgrade Preparation

Exposed soils designated to receive engineered fill should be scarificd to a minimum depth of 6
inches, bronght to at least optimum moisture content, and compacted to at Jeast 90 percent
rclative compaction, Relative compaction refers to the in-place dry density of a soil expressed as
a percentage of the maximum dry density of the samc material, as determined by the ASTM
D1557 test procedure.
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Material for Fil)

It is anticipated that the on-site soil will be suitable for reuse es fill provided that rocks and lumps
greater than 6 inches in largest dimension and perishable materials are removed, and that the fill
materials are approved by the geotechnical engineer prior to use,

Compaction of Fill

Fill should be placed in Jevel lifts not exceeding 8 inches in Joose thickness. Each lift should be
brought to at least the optimum moisture content and compacted to at least 90 percent relative
compaction, in accordance with ASTM test designation D 1557,

Temporary Slopes

Temporary slopes should be laid back or shored in conformance with OSHA standards. All
tempaorary slopes and shoring design are the responsibility of the contractor. Earth Mechanics
Consulting Engineers would be available to assist the contractor by evaluating the stability of
temporary slopes and developing shoring design criteria.

Finished Slopes

Tn general. finished cut and fill slopes should be constnicted at an inclination not exceeding 2:1
(horizontal:vertical). Routine maintenance of slopes should be anticipated. The tops of cut
stopes should be rounded and compacted to reduce the risk of erosion. Fill and cut slopes should
be planted with vegetation 10 resist erosion, or protected from erosion by other measures, upon
completion of grading, Surface water runoff should be intercepted and diverted away from the
-tops and toes of cut and {ill slopes by using benms or ditches,

Underpinning -

During excavations adjacent to improvements, cate should be taken to adequately support the
adjacent improvements. When excavating below the level of foundations supporting the adjacent
buildings or improvements, underpinning may be required where excavations extend below an
imaginary plane sloping at 2:1 (horizontal:vertical) downward and outward from the edge of the
existing footings or improvements. Underpinning and support of adjacent structures is the
responsibility of the contractor. Earth Mcchanics Consulting Engineers would be available to
assist the contractor by providing undexpinning desipn criteria.
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Seismic Design

In accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Building Code, the closest seismic source is
the San Andreas Fault located about 4 miles southwest of the subject site. The San Andreas
Fault is a seismic source type A. The San Andreas Fault has a maximum moment magnitude of ©
7.9 and is about 7 kilometers from the subject site which results in near source factors of
Na=1.12 and Nv = 1.44, The site is within seismic Zone 4; therefore, a Seismic Zone Factor
"Z" of 0.4 is appropriate. The soil profile at the site approximates type Sc.

Foundations
General

The site is underlain by sand deposits that ate Joose near the ground surface and become medium
dense with increasing depth. Since the surficial soils arc subjeet to seismic densification during
earthquake shaking that will cause the irprovements 1o settle. we concjude that the planned
residence may be supported on drilled piers. If level building pads are cut into the hillside for the
proposed residence, then a mat foundation may be used to support the improvements, Detailed
design criteria for both foundation types arc provided below.

Drilled Piers

Drilled, cast-in-place, reinforced conercte piers may be used to support the planned
improvements, We recommend that picrs have 2 minimum length of 12 feet. Piers should be
designed for a maximum allowable skin friction of 500 psf for combined dead plus sustained live
loads, The above values may be increased by one-third for total loads, including the effcct of
selsmic or wind forces. The weight of the foundatjon concrete extending below grade may be
disregarded. )

Resistance to lateral displacement of individual piers will be generated primarily by passive carth
pressures acting against two pier diameters. Passive pressurcs should be assumed equivalent to
those generated by a fluid weighing 300 pef. Passive pressurcs should be disregarded in arcas
with less than 7 feet of horizontal soil confinement and for the uppermost 1-foot of foundation
depth unless confined by concrete slabs or pavements.

Where groundwater 35 encountcred during picr shaft drilling, it should be removed by pumping,
or the concrete must be placed by the tremie method. If the pier shafts will not stand open,
tcmporary casing may be necessary to support the sides of the pier shafts until concrete is placed.
Concrete should not be allowed to free fall more than 5 fect to avoid segregation of the
aggrepate. )
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Mat Foundation

The mat can be designed for an average bearing pressure over the entire mat of 2,000 psf for
combined dead plus sustained live loads, and 3,000 psf for total loads including wind or seismic
forces, The weight of the mat extcoding below current site grade may be neglected in computing
bearing loads. Localized increases in bearing pressurcs of up to 4,000 psf may be wilized. For
elastic design, a modulus of subgrade reaction of 50 Kips per cubic foot may be used.

A passive cquivalent fluid pressure of 300 pounds per cubic foot and a friction factor of 0.35 may
be used to regist lateral forces and sliding, Passive pressures should be disregarded in areas with
less than 7 feet of horizontal soil confinement and for the uppermost {-foot of foundation depth
unless confined by concrete slabs or pavements.

Retaining walls that are free to rotate at the top should be designed to resist active lateral carth
pressures equivalent to those exerted by a fluid weighing 35 pef where the backslope is level, and
55 pef for backfill at a 2;1 (honizontal:vertical) slope. For intermediate slopes, intcrpolate
between these values. In addition to lateral earth pressures, retaining walls must be designed to
resist horizontal pressures that may be generated by surcharge loads applied at or near the ground
surfacc. Where an imaginary 1:1 planc projected downward from the outermost edge of a
surcharge load or foundation intersects a retaining wall, that portion of the wall below the
intersection should be designed for an additional horizontal thrust from a uniform pressure
equivalent to one-third the maximum anticipated surcharge load.

Rigid retaining walls constrained against such movement could be subjected to "at-rest” Jateral
carth pressures equivalent to those exerted by the fluid pressures listed above plus a uniform load
of 6eH pounds per square foot, where H is the height of the backfill above footing level. Where
an imaginary 1:1 (H:V) plane projected downward from the outermost edge of a surcharge load
or foundation intersects a lower retaining wall, that portion of the constrained wall below the
intersection should be designed for an additjonal horizontal thrust from a uniform pressure
equivalent to one-half the maxiraum anticipated surcharge load,

Wall backfill should consist of sail that is spread in level lifts not exceeding 8 inches in
thickness. Each lift should be brought to at lcast optimum moisture content and compacted to
ot Jess than 90 percent relative compaction, per ASTM test designation D 1557, Retaining

walls may yield slightly during backfilling. Thercfore, walls should be properly braced during
the backfilling operations.

Where migration of moisture through retaining walls would be detrimental or undesirable,
retaining walls should be waterproofed as specified by the project architect or structural engincer.
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Retaining walls should be supported on footings designed in accordance with the
recommendations presented above, A minimum factor of safety of 1.5 against ovetturning and
sliding should be used in the design of retaining walls.

Stab-on-Grade Floor

Slab-on-grade floors may be supported on prepared natural soil or compacted fill. The subgrade
should be proof rolled to provide a firm, unyiclding surface for slab suppont. If moisture
penctration through the slab would be objectionable, slabs should be underlain by & capillary
moisture break consisting of at least 4 inches of clean, free-draining crushed rock or gravel
graded such that 100 percent will pass the l«inch sieve and none will pass the No. 4 sieve.
Further protection against slab noisture penctration can beé provided by means of a moisture
vapor berrier membrane, placed between the drain rock and the slab. The membrane may be
covered with 2 inches of damp, clean sand 10 protect it during construction.

Surface Drainage

Positive drainage should be provided away from the building. Roof downspouts should
discharge into closed conduits that drain into the site storm drain system. Surfacc drainage
facilitics {roof downspouts and surface drainage inlets) should be mainained entirely separate
from subsurface drains. Drains should be checked periodically, and cleaned and maintained as
necessary to provide unimpeded flow.

Supplemental Services

Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers recommend that we be retained to review the project
plans and specifications to evalnate if they are in general conformance with the intent of our
geotechnical recommendations. In addition, we should be retnined to observe geotechnical
construction, particulatly site excavations, foundation cxcavations, slab subgrade, drainage
installation, and to perform appropriate ficld and laboratory testing. If, during.construction,
subsurface conditions different from those obscrved during our geotechnical jnvestigation are
encountered, or appear to be present bencath excavations, we should be advised at once so that
these conditions may be reviewed and our recommendations reconsidered. The
recomnmendations made in this report arc contingent upon our notification and review of the
changed conditions.
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1f more than 18 months have elapsed between the submission of this report and the stan of work
at the site, or if conditions have changed because of natural causes or construction operations at
or adjacent to the site, the recommendations of this report may no longer be valid or appropriate.
In such case, we recommend that we review this report to determine the applicability of the
conclusions and recommendations considering the time elapsed or changed conditions. The
recommendations made in this report are contingent upon such a review. These services atc
performed on an as-requested basis and arc in addition to this geotechnical investigation. We
cannot accept responsibility for conditions, siations, or stages of construction that we are not
notified to observe. :

LIMITATIONS -

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Mr. Clayton Shum and his consultants for
the proposed project described in this report.

Our services consist of professional opinions and conclusions developed in accordance with
penerally-accepted geotechnical engineering principles and practices. We provide no other
warranty, either expressed or implied. Qur conclusions and recommendations are based on the
‘information provided us regarding the proposed construction, the results of our field exploration
and laboratory testing programs, and professional judgment. Verification of our conclusions and
recommendations is subject to our review of the praject plans and specifications, and our
observation of construction.

Site conditions and cultural features described in the text of this report are those existing at the
time of otr field exploration, conducted on October 25, 2005, and may not necessarily be the
same or comparable at other times.

The scope of our services did not include an environmental assessment or an investigation of the
presence or absence of hazardous, toxic or corrosive matcrials in the soil, surface water, ground
water or air, on or below., or around the site, nor did it include an evaluation or investigation of
the presence or absence of wetlands. ’
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APPENDIX A
List of Plates

Plate 1 Co- Boring Location Map
Plate 2 - Log of Boring 1
Plaic 3 - Soil Classification Chart and Key to Test Data
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APPENDIX B
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Franicisco-San Jose Quadrangle, California Division of Mines and Geology Regional
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APPENDIX C
Field Exploration

Our field exploration consisted of a geologic reconnaissance and subsurface exploration by
means of onc test boring logged by owr Enginecr on October 25, 2005. The test boring was
drilled with hand-carried cquipment utilizing contintuous flight, 4-inch-diameter augers. The
boring was drilled at the approximate location shown on Plate 1.

Tlie log of the test boring is displayed on Plate 2, Representative undisturbed samples of the
carth materials were obtained from the test boring at sclected depth intervals with a 1.4-inch
inside dlameter, split-barre! Standard Penctration Test (SPT) sampler, a 2-inch inside diameter,
spli-barrel sampler, and a 2.5-inch inside diameter, modified Califomia sampler.

Penetration reststance blow counts were obtained by dropping a 140-pound hammer through a
30-inch free fall. The sampler was driven 18 inches and the number of blows was recorded for
each 6 inches of penetration. The blows per foot recorded on the Boring Log represent the
accumulated number of blows that were required to drive the sampler the last 12 inches or
fraction thereof.

The soil classifications are shown on the Boring Log and referenced on Plate 3,
Laborato estin

Natural water conténts and percentages of gravel, sand, and fines were determined on sclected
soil samples recovered from the test boring. The data arc recorded at the appropriate sample
depths on the Boring Log.”
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PPENDIX D

Distribuﬂgn

Mr. Clayton Shum {4 copies)
C/o Hood Thormas Architects

440 Spear Syreer

San Francisco, CA 94105
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"Saechao, Fey" To "rick.cooper@sfgov.org™ <rick.cooper@sfgov.org>

<FSaechao@LUCE .com> I
"cecilia.jaroslawsky@sfgov.org

05/19/2006 11:04 AM e <cecilia.jaroslawsky@sfgov.org>,
"angusmccarthy@sbcglobal.net"

"

bce A
Subject 361-365 Pacheco Street (32829)

Dear Rick:

Attached herewith please find a letter from Alice Barkley regarding to
Lot-Line Adjustment Application Planning Case No. 2005.02455. Should you
have any questions please contact Alice.

Thank you,

Fey Saechao
Secretary to Alice Barkley & Kenny Tze

hkkRhkkhkhkhrrRAddi

CONFIDENTIAL

Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps LLP
Rincon Center II

121 Spear Street, Suite 200

San Francisco, CA 94105

(415) 356-4600

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

1

Scan001 PDF

P911
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Cecilia To "Herrera, Cheryl" <Cheryl.Herrera@sfdpw.org>

Jaroslawsky /ICTYPLN/SFGO "Lou

v ’ cc Clem@4405009"<IMCEAFAX-Lou+20Clem+404405009 @sf

03/06/2007 02:22 PM. dpw.org>, "McCormick, Jim" <Jim McCormick@sfgov.org>,
bee

i

Subject Re:2837/7 &8 - 361 Pacheco

Please note that environmental review would still be required due to the slope of the newly created lot.

However, a categorical exemption was obtained for the new construction on the property. The

Environmtal Review Officer, Mr. Paui Maltzer would make the determination if the cat ex sill applies to the
“slope of the lot,

C

"Herrera, Chery!" <Cheryl.Herrera@sfdpw.org>

“Herrera, Cheryl" , ’
<Cheryl.Herrera@sfdpw .org> 1o "ou Clem@4405009" ,
03/06/2007 01:54 PM © <IMCEAFAX-Lou+20Clem+404405009@sfdpw.org>
"Jaroslawsky, Cecilia" <Cecilia.Jaroslawsky@sfgov.org>,
cc "McCormick, Jim" <Jim.McCormick@sfgov.org>, "Hanley,
Robert" <Robert.Hanley@sfdpw.org>
Subject 2837/7 & 8 - 361 Pacheco

Please provide the status of this application for lot line adjustment.

Thank you

Cheryl Herrera

Department of Public Works
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
554-5347 v/ 522-7670 f
cheryl.herrera@sfdpw.org

| #

DPWFAX_0703062144280094.5f DPWFAX_0703062143270093.5f 2837-7-8 What is status.doc
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Tree Disclosure Statement

The Department of Pubhc Works Code Section 8.02- 8 11 requires dnsclosure and protection of landmark,
significant and street trees located on private and public property, and that they be shown on approved
site plans. A completed disclosure statement must accompany all building. permit applications that
include building envelope expansion, new curbcuts, new garages, and all demolmon or grading permit
applications.

’ Protected trees include street trees and both significant trees and landmark trees on or over a
development. Protected trees must be protected according to a protection pian developed by a certifi ed
arborist before demolition, grading or construction begins, Any tree identified in ‘this Disclosure Statement
must be shown on the Site Plans with size of the trunk diameter, tree height, and accurate canopy
dripline.

If the protected tree is to remain and if activity occurs within the dripline, prior. fo building permit.issuance,
a tree protection plan prepared by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist is to be
submitted to the Planning Department on a full-sized plan sheet. The protection plan must state specific
measures which if applied before construction can reascnably be expected to preserve the health of the
tree. Additionally, the arborist must include a written statement to the Department of Building Inspection
(DBY) verifying that the specified protections will be in place before demolition, grading or building permit
will be issued, unless the Department of Public Works (DPW) waives or modlf es these requirements.

- If the apphcant seeks to remove a Protected Tree, the applicant must get-a tree removal permit from
DPW before the Planning Department permit is issued. lllegally removing a-protected tree may- -
constitute a violation of the San Francisco Public Works Code Section 8.11, which can lead to criminal
and/or civil legal action and the imposition of administrative fines.

.

.- APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION & CONTACT INFORMATION

Page 1 of 4
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The applrcant must answer questrons in the followmg table:
‘A SIGNIFICANT TREES

.} Are there any trees wrthrn 10 -feet of a lot line abuttlng a pubhc nght-of—way that are'above 20--
feet in height, or with a canopy greater than 15-feet in diameter, or with atrunk diameter greater
than 12-inches in diameter af breast helght’? {Check which boxes apply and document quantrty 1

_ of each treetype)) = - T

Trees onthe subject property

Trees on adjacent property overhangmg the prOJectsrte

There are no such trees at these Iocatrons

'ﬁ‘ i Eme
G| i 2

If there is no sidewalk, the 1 0-feet distance is measured from the property line edge of the street. If there
are no trees. of the above size, go to item-B. If any other above boxes are checked, the tree qualifies as'a
significant tree per DRVW"Codé and is entitled to certain protections: The location and. species of all such
trees miust be drawn on the site -plans (if-no plans are- requrred for this apphcatlon the trees' must be
drawn on the reverse side-of this form) - . . C.

B LANDMARK TREES

"Are there any Landmark Trees on the: pmJect Iot or on lots adjacent to the property? (Check
whrch boxes apply and document quantity.of each tree type.) : .

Trees on the subject property

| | Trees on the adjacent City nght—of -way (street trees)

Trees on ad;acent property overhangnng the’ project-srte .

There are no such trees at these locations.

-

Landmark trees are trees that meet criteria for -dge, size, shape specres Iocatron hlstorlcal assooratron

visual quality, or other contrrbutron to the:City's character and have been found worthy of landmark status -

after public heanngs ‘at hoth the Urban Forestry Council -and” the. Board of ; Supervnsors Temporary
'landmark status/is also afforded to'nominated treés-currently undergorng the public hearing process. The
Department of Public Works maintains the offi cral “Landmark’ Tree Book” with all designated fandmark

_trees in'San Fran0|sco “The location and species of all such trees must be drawn.on the site plans (if no

“plans are requrred forthls apphcatlon the frees must be-drawn on the reverse srde of thrs form),

13

c STREET TREES

Are there any street trees on the public right-of-way ad}acent to the property that are, nerther
landmark trees hor signifi cant trees? (Check which boxes apply and document quantlty of each

tree type.)-

. ,lfage'ztofl 4
L. pets

o




Street trees bordering the subject property

There are no such trees at these locatrons

*Street trees and other public trees are afforded protections even if the trees are not large enough to be

protected as landmark trees. S .

The undersigned agrees to the conditions of this form. | tinderstand that knowingly or negligently providing false or
misleading information in response to this disclosure requirement may lead to denial or rescission of your permit
and may constitute a violation of the San Francisco Public Works Code Section 8,11, which can lead to criminal

and/or civil legal actign and the imposition of administrative fines.
»:QL PIeese-Print: tD ~ Date: '(Q['(o’j(j(‘f

Signature;
Property Owner or Authc}r{éd Agent

If you have any questions about this form, or the information required, please contact the Planning
Department for assrstance at (415) 558-6377.

TREE SUMMARY




_In the absence of a formal landscape plan, use this space to show street, curb, sidewalk, driveway,
" structure, and all tree locations as required. Protected trees must also include accurate tree height,
canopy diameter, and frunk dlameter .

¢ " '
N -/
\
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; . -
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Cecilia

' To "Herrera, Cheryl" <Cheryl.Herrera@sfdpw.org>
Jaroslawsky /CTYPLN/SFGO

v cc "McCormick, Jim" <Jim.McCormick@sfgov.org>
03/06/2007 02:25 PM bece

Subject Re: FW: 2837/07 & 08 -- 361 Pacheco -~ LLA

Please send me know if you close out the file and we will do the same over here.

C

"Herrera, Cheryl" <Cheryl.Herrera@sfdpw.org>

"Herrera, Cheryl"
<Cheryl.Herrera@sfdpw .org> To "Jaroslawsky, Cecilia" <Cecilia.Jaroslawsky@sfgov.org>

03/06/2007 02:23 PM cc "McCormick, Jim" <Jim.McCormick@sfgov.org>

Subject FW: 2837/07 & 08 - 361 Pacheco — LLA

Cecilia

| know | keep saying last one but this really should be it.

Surveyor for this project says it has been abandoned.

Cheryl Herrera

Department of Public Works
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
554-5347 v / 522-7670 f
cheryl.herrera@sfdpw.org

Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2007 2:09 PM
To: Herrera, Cheryl
Subject: 2837/07 & 08

Cheryl, )

To my knowledge, the LLA has been abandoned. | car't speak for the client, however, since | can't geta -
hold of him. 1 did do a corner record in 2006 on that property. | suspect it was for a house to be built on
the lot, as is. Does this help?

Lou

P919



| 2005/06/29/6356
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisco
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
San Francisco. CA 94103-2414

August 18, 2005

Hood Thomas Architects
440 Spear Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: 365 Pacheco Street (Address of Permit Work)
2005/06/29/6356 (Building Permit Applications)

Planning Code Sections 311 and 312 requires the Planning Department to send a 30-day mail notice to
neighbors (occupants and/or owners of properties within 150 feet of the project site). The notice is
mailed after the Department has determined that the application complies with minimum development
standards of the Planning Code. Section 311 applies to all building permit applications for new
construction or expansion of residential buildings in RH and RM districts. Section 312 applies to all
building permit applications within Neighborhood Commercial Districts which propose demolition, new
construction, or alterations which expands the exterior dimensions of a building, and all permits for
changes of use (change of business type). The Planning Department has reviewed your permit
application and determined that it requires 311/312 notification.

Below is a list of items that you must complete in order to fulfill the mailing and posting requirements of
Section 311/312. Neighborhood Notifications (Section 311/312) instructions are also enclosed to provide
you with detailed instructions on reduction of plans, fee payment, site posting, documentation of posting
and submission of materials. Please complete the items below in sequential order:

1.  Send >33
(a) A check for $85.40 to cover the postage fee, and

(b) Submit one set of Photo-reduced Site Plans (Legible) in 82" x 11" and
elevation plans to the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, Suite 500,
San Francisco, CA 94103, Attention: 311/312 Notification team. You can also
submit the above items to the receptionist on the 5" floor of 1660 Mission Street
anytime between 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

2. Post the enclosed oversized Otange notice (11" X 17" POSTER) as soon as you
receive the official 30-day Neighborhood Notification (Section 311/312) notice.
The 30- day notice will be mailed to you and to all names on the notification list, after
the Planning Department receives the check for the postage fee and the reduced
plans. Check the expiration date on the official notice and write the expiration date
on the bottom right hand corner of the poster. The poster must be posted on site
until the expiration date.

3. After the expiration date, fill out and return the Declaration of Posting to the
Planning Department by mail or in person. The Declaration of Posting is an
affidavit signed by the applicant certifying that the poster was posted on site until the
expiration date.

P920



Hood Thomas Architects
August 18, 2005
Page 2

RE: 365 Pacheco Street

2005/06/29/6356

The applicant must provide the requested items indicated above within thirty (30) days from the date of
this letter. The application will be sent back to the Department of Building Inspection for cancellation or
administrative proceedings if the applicant does not comply with this notice.

After the Department receives the Declaration of posting, Permit Planner will check whether a request for
Discretionary Review has been filed. A Discretionary Review request can be filed by any concerned party
on a code-complying building permit application. If a Discretionary Review request has been filed during
the 30-day period, the Planning Commission will use its discretionary powers, at a public hearing, for
additional review of the code-complying building permit to determine whether the proposed construction
would have significant impacts on the surrounding properties. If no Discretionary Review request has
been filed during the 30-day period, Permit Planner will approve the application and forward it to the
Department of Building Inspection.

Please direct any questions concerning this notice, or you may make an appoiniment a day in
advance to Tom Wang at (415) 558-6335. A timely and complete response on your part will help
expedite our review of your permit application.

Thank you for your attention to this notice.
TCW :ckt\g:\Documents\Section.311
Enclosures:

e Oversized Orange Notice (11"x 17" Poster)
¢ Declaration of Posting and Neighborhood Notification (Section 311/312) Instructions

P921



Exhibit C

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisco
1660 Mission Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)
On &/29 (75 , the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No(s).

26850629 6386 with the City and County of San Francisco.

APPLICANT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION

Applicant:ffooD THoptAS ARHITECTS Project Address: 345 [fACHECo STREET l
Address: /40 spepAp srrec Assessor's Block /Lot No. Z8 27 /oo 068 - |
City, State: squ /:,chggw/ c /7; 940 5~ Zoning District: ZH-/ (D) / 7 %J !,
Telephone: (#HS) SH3 ~ 5005~ B

Under San Francisce Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project, are
being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not abligated to take any action. For more information regarding the
proposed work, or to express concemns about the project, please contact the Applicant abave or the Planner named below as soon
as possible. If your concemns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary powers to review
this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during the 30-day review
period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a
legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the
Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

[ 1 DEMOLITION (1Y "NEW CONSTRUCTION [ ] ALTERATION °
[ 1 VERTICAL EXTENSION [ ] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [ ] FACADE ALTERATION(S) |
[ ] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR) J
/
FRONT SETBACK ....ccoureeurices SO . Tko YACANT /5
BUILDING DEPTH ...ccovrninrincsescrncisnsssssnsmssstacsnsss LoTS To BE 59 4L
REAR YARD ......... SR SR J—— MeR$ED. o, 2 5/
HEIGHT OF BUILDING ......... OO one  loT 42 ETAT FRNT JoAeL SErVE 4rA0E
NUMBER OF STORIES .....cuvvesvaner v sasares N TiO =~ STORY OVeR chvage
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS .....ovconrrairnecnnenns S~ ONE
NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ......... T~ Tilo

THe fRofosAL IS To MERGE Lo oo] AND 208 INTe ONE LOT AAY

CoNSTRUCT A New Two - STORY SVER GARAGE , SINGLE— FAMILT Drelling
ON THe VACANT LoT .

PLANNER'S NAME:  TOM WANG DATE OF THIS NOTICE: Z 4 ng ;M
PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6335 EXPIRATION DATE: Z{E_Q_ 3 { 20 S '

P922



445 Grant Avenue  Suite 400 415-391-4775
San Francisco, CA 94108 3208 FAX 3914777

AFFIDAVIT OF PREPARATION
OF NOTIFICATION MAP, MAILING LIST, & MAILING LABELS
FOR PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

RADIUS SERVICES hereby declares as follows:

1. We have prepared the Notificatton Map, Mailing List and Mailing Labels for the purpose
of Public Notification in accordance with requirements and instructions stipulated by San
Francisco City Planning Code / San Francisco Building Code: ‘

[ Section311

[ ] Section312

[ 1 Section 106.3.2.3 (Demolition)

[ 1 Conditional Use Permit for Wireless Antenna Installation
[ ] Other

2. We understand that we are responsible for the accuracy of this information, and that
erroneous information may require remailing or lead to suspension or revocation of the

permit. '
3. We have prepared these materials in good faith and to the best of our ability.

We declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
- is true and correct.

EXECUTED IN SAN FRANCISCO, ON THIS DAY, 4(9‘7( 09

e )

RADIUS SERVICES
Professional Service Provider Douglas Chuck
Radius Services
2837067N

Radius Services Job Number

365 69 ProHECD St

Project Address

P823
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RADIUS SERVICES

BLOCKLOT OWNER

0001 007 RADIUS SERVICES NO. 283707N
oot 002 . . . . . . . ..
0001 O3 RADIUS SERVICES
0001 004 HOOD — THOMAS ARCHITECTS
oooT o005 . . . L .

2837 002 KERAZIDES TRS

2837 003 MATILDA SHULER

2837 004 HAROLD A WRIGHT ETAL
2837 005 AMAVAL A CHARONDO ETAL
2837 006 NIAN C LAO

2837 007 CLAYTON SHUM

2837 008 CLAYTON SHUM

2837 011 JULIAN N & SHU-MIN LEE
2837 012 ROBINSON TRS

2837 018 EDW S ERIGERO ETAL

2837 019 DESMOND & ROXY GRIBBEN
2837 020 OLIVER & RIRIKO LU

2837 021 PAULA F GROSHONG

2837 (022 ROGERS TRS

2837 023 JACY W CRAWFORD TRS

2837 024 JOHN J & MARGARET ONEILL
2837 025 ROEDER TRS

2837 026 RACHAEL KORNBLAU TRS
2837 027 RAYMOND E CHYRKLUND

2837 028 DAIFUKU-DE BRUYN KOPS TRS
2837 029 JOHN & RUTH GARTLAND TRS
2837 030 NARK & ANGELINA NOONAN
2840 026 FLAVIA CAROSELLI TRS
2840 027 ERIC CHINN ETAL

2840 028 SAMUEL & LINDA KNOX TRS
2840 036 EKATERINA TARATUTA

2840 036 OCCUPANT

2840 046 DANIEL F MCHUGH ETAL
2840 047 EARL B & PAGE FENSTON
2840 048 HELEN M DORWIN

2840 051 SIMION A SCHIOGOLEV

2840 052 SIMION A SCHIOGOLEV

2840 053 PHILIP OQUYANG ETAL

9999 999 .

445 GRANT AVE

OADDR
365-69 PACHECO

445 GRANT AV #400

440 SPEAR ST

393 PACHECO ST
387 PACHECO ST
381 PACHECO ST
375 PACHECO ST

369 PACHECO ST
655 MONTGOMERY

‘655 HONTGOMERY

347 PACHECO ST
341 PACHECO ST
20 SOTELO AV
24 SOTELO AV
28 SOTELO AV
32 SOTELO AV
36 SOTELO AV
40 SOTELO AV .
44 SOTELO AV
48 SOTELO AV
52 SOTELO AV
56 SOTELO AV
60 SOTELO AV
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Stan Morricaz

President

Balboa Terrace Homes Association
P.O. Box 27642

San Francisco, CA 94127

Sean Elsbernd

City Hall RM.#244

Board of Supervisor

1 Dr.Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Kathleen Piccagli

Dorado Terrace Association
100 Dorado Terrace

San Francisco, CA 94112 ’

Jack Fraenkel

President

Edgehill Way Neighborhood Assn.
201 Edgehill Way

San Francisco, CA 94127

Executive Secretary
Forest Hill Association
381 Magellan Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94116

Mary F. Burns

President

Greater West Portal Neighbhd Assn.
P.0O. Box 27116

San Francisco, CA 94127

Lonnie Lawson

President

Ingleside Terraces Homes Assoc.
PO Box 27304

San Francisco, CA 94127

Norman Meunier
Vice President

Ingleside Terraces Homes Association

450 Monticello Street
San Francisco, CA 94127-2861

Misc-3/Neighborhood Page Numbers=All-43
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AREA-WEST OF TWIN PEAKS

Laurie Berman

President

Lakeside Property Owners Assn.
PO Box 27516

San Francisco, CA 94127

Evelyn Crane
President

Midtown Terrace Homeowners Assac.

P.0. Box 31097
San Francisco, CA 94131

Karen Wood

Contact Person

Miraloma Park Impr. Club Dev. Com.
35 Sequoia Way

San Francisco, CA 94127

Daniel Liberthson

Corresponding Secretary
Miraloma Park Improvement Club
333 Molimo Drive

San Francisco, CA 94127

Elizabeth Mettling

President :
Miraloma Park Improvement Club
350 0'Shaughnessy at Del Vale
San Francisco, CA 94127

Vicki Oppenheim .
Miraloma Park improvement Club .
259 Marietta Dr.

San Francisco, CA 94127

Jackie Proctor

Miraloma Park Improvement Club
579 Teresita Blvd.

San Francisco, CA 94127

William Abend

a.i.a. Architect

Monterey Heights Homes Assn.
1300 Monterey Boulevard

San Francisco, CA 94127
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Cynthia Brown °

Mount Davidson Manor H.O, Assoc.
88 Lakewood

San Francisco, CA 94127

Royce Vaughn

CEO

OMI Business League
4701 Ocean Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94112

Stephen Murphy

President

Preservation of Residental charact
235 San Fernando Way

San Francisco, CA 94127

Joel Ventresca

President :
SPEAK (Sunset Parkside Ed. etc.)
1278- 44th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94122

Tom T. Hoshiyama, Jr.

President

Sherwood Forest Home Owners Assn.
1 Robinhood Dr.

San Francisco, CA 94127

Roy Brakeman

Assoctation Manager

$t. Francis Homes Association
101 Santa Clara Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94127

Chris Mirkovich

President

Sunnyside Neighborhood Assoc.
P.O. Box 27615

San Francisco, CA 94127

Sharon "Greenie” Greenlin
President

West Portal Avenue Association
236 West Portal Avenue #313
San Francisco, CA 94127-1423
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Helen Naish

West Portal Homeowners Association
2439-14th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94116

President

West of Twin Peaks Central Council
PO Box 27112

San Francisco, CA 94127

David Bisho

President

Westwood Highlands Association
120 Brentwood Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94127

Anita Theoharis

President

Westwood Park Association
P.O. Box 27901-#770

San Francisco, CA 94127

Misc-3{Neighborhood Page Numbers=All-43

AREA-WEST OF TWIN PEAKS
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Bok F. Pon

President

American Chinese Association
435 - 14th Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94118

Gen Fujioka

Asian Law Caucus

939 Market St #201

San Francisco, CA 94103-1730

Michael Chan

Housing Director

Asian, Inc.

1670 Pine St.

San Francisco, CA 94109

Sue Hestor

Attorney at Law

870 Market St., #1128
San Francisco, CA 94102

Manny Flores

Carpenters Unlon Local 22
2085 3rd Street

San Francisco, CA 94107

Gordon Chin

Executive Director
Chinatown Resource Center
1525 Grant Ave.(Tower)
San Francisco, CA 94133

Chuck Tumer

Director

Community Design Center
1705 Ocean Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94112

Julie Angeloni

Hith Ctr, for Homeless Vets
205 ~ 13th Street

San Francisco, CA 94103 .

Misc-3/Nelghborhood Page Numbers=All-43
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AREA-CITYWIDE

Hiylard Wiggins

Construction Administrator

Housing Conservation & Development
301 Junipero Serra Blvd.,Ste. 240

San Francisco, CA 94127-2614

Joe 0'Donoghue

President

Residential Builders Assn. of S.F.
530 Divisadero Street, Ste. 179
San Francisco, CA 94117

Michael Theriault
Secretary-Treasurer

S.F. Bldg & Constr. Trades Council
150 Executive Park Bivd. Ste. 4700
San Francisco, CA 94134-3341

- Pat Christensen

Executive Secretary

S.F. Council of Dist. Merch. Assn.
PO Box 225024

San Francisco, CA 94122-5024

Jim Meko

Chair

SOMA Leadership Council
366 Tenth Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

SOMCAN
965 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Janan New

San Francisco Apartment Assn.
265 Ivy Street

San Francisco, CA 94102-4463

Jake S. Ng

President

San Francisco Neighbors Assn(SFNA)
1900 Noriega Street Ste. 202

San Francisco, ca 34422
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Ted Gullicksen

Office Manager

San Francisco Tenants Unio
558 Capp Street

San Francisco, CA 94110



Jun 28 05 10:41a HOOD THOMAS ARCHITECTS 415 485 3336

0 R
FOREST HILL AS5CCIATION
381 Magellan Avenue
Saa Francisco, CA 94116

rA15) BRA-DRAY

June 27, 2005
John Hood
Hood Thomas Architects
440 Spear Street
San Prancisco (0N 94105
Desr My, Moy

This letter s o combirm tha) owr Directen .wvmj cur plans for a new

PWO-BLOTY (Over garage) house at 36 Pacloce Streel, sl theb mectivg of lune 6, 2005

After discussion with you and the neighbors in ttem‘kmw the Direclors decided

Hapt ey have no abjechons to the nlans,

Mr. & Mrs. Gartland of 335 Pacheco Strect expressed concern about the
drainage toward thelr house, and Mrs. Ropare of 36 Satoln Avemie was concerned

about the hei"hf relatis o to the existing Tw

attended, fam enclestig a copy of the lett ar et o e v T

and a copy of the mailing labels.
U thore ave any revisions to the plans, please sond us a copy.

Thank vou,

Y
,bg(,,f,u o
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i_gger, Cheryi (BOS)

From: SOTF, (BOS)

Sent: : Friday, November 19, 2021 3:25 PM

To: Son, Chanbory (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); 'rich.hillis@sfgov.org'
Cc: 'dratlerj@gmail.com’

Subject: ‘ SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 21151
Attachments: SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2019-10-02 FINAL.pdf; Preparing SOTF Respondent

Materials FINAL for PILOT.pdf

Good Afternoon:

Rich Hillis, Chanbory Son and the Planning Department have been named as Respondents in the attached
complaint filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF). In an effort to provide the SOTF information
in an easy to understand format the SOTF has prepared a revised request format for responding to complaints
(attached). The SOTF encourages you to use the attached “Respondent — Requested Information and Format™
in preparing your response to the attached complaint. Your input into the requested information would be
appreciated as the SOTF evaluates the request response format to streamline the complaint process.

The SOTF is requesting that you submit your response to the allegations including any and all
supporting documents, recordings, electronic media, etc., to the Task Force within five (5) business days
of receipt of this notice.

In developing and submitting your response, please use the attached instructions, "Preparing San Francisco
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Respondents Materials," to address your defense of this complaint. This is your
opportunity to provide a detailed explanation to allow the Task Force to be fully informed in considering your
response prior to the meeting.

Please refer to the File Number when submitting any new information and/or supporting documents
pertaining to this complaint.

The Complainant alleges:
Complaint Attached.

Cheryl Leger
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors
Tel: 415-554-7724

@

& Clickto complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

The Legislative Research Center provides 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 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 jts committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may
inspect or copy.

P835



_l;sger, Cheryl (BOS)

From: SOTF, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 8:59 AM

To: Lynch, Laura (CPC); Son, Chanbory (CPC); 'dratlerj@gmail.com’; ‘San Francisco Living
Wage'; 'Jordan Santagata’; RET - SFERS, Info

Subject: SOTF - Complaint Committee hearing, December 21, 2021; 5:30 PM; remote meeting;

Attachments: SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2019-10-02 FINAL.pdf

Good Morning:

Notice is hereby given that the Complaint Committee (Committee) of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (Task
Force) shall hold hearings on complaints listed below to: 1) determine if the Task Force has jurisdiction; 2)
review the merits of the complaints; and/or 3) issue a report and/or recommendation to the Task Force.

Date: December 21, 2021
Location: Remote Meeting
Time: 5:30 p.m.

Complainants: Your attendance is required for this meeting/hearing.

Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordinance, the custodian of records or a
representative of your department, who can speak to the matter, is required at the meeting/hearing.

File No. 21151: Complaint filed by Jerry Dratler versus Rich Hillis, Chanbory Son, and the Planning
Department for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section(s) 67.21, by failing to
respond to public records request in a timely and/or complete manner.

File No. 21148: Complaint filed by Jordan Santagata and Karl Kramer against the San Francisco Employees’
Retirement System for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section(s) 67.21, 67.24,
and 67.25 and California Public Records Act, Section(s) 6254.26, by failing to respond to a request for public
records in a timely and/or complete manner.

Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint)

For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the hearing (see
attached Public Complaint Procedure).

For inclusion in the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00 pm,
December 16, 2021.

Cheryl Leger
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors
Tel: 415-554-7724

@ . : . :
& Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.

1
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The Legislative Research Center provides 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 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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