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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL ~
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSIEN

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from the Tfollowing: actlon of the City

Planning Commission.

The propertyis located at_ 3 ! 3 ~3 2.3 Cuumlger lan A S‘(‘/} ,H\"CL{/L'-O’?‘> 3601/0"/3 'O‘-/f

M&u/c,k AL, 204

Date of City Planning Chmmission Action
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

Mauy 2,201 6
Appeal Filing Date

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of
property, Case No. .

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an apphcatlon for establishment,
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No

-

/The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an application for conditional use
authorization, Case No._ 2 613 .12 I3 < U f .

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for conditional use
authorization, Case No. .

V:Clerk's Office\Appeals InformatiomCondition Use Appeal Process5
August 2011
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Statement of Appeal;
a) Set forth the pari(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from:

Se cd"i‘ac\'\o.&

b) Set forth the reasons in suppott of your appeal:

(e athac kel

Person to Whom'
Notices Shall Be Maited Name and Add(ess of Person Filing Appeal:
?D’V'LLLL E@wemj Mo n hor
4 ’Plawnim\c’ 2 Leaned Use Ca v Hor_
Rew u,ﬁ\s bwen Vole 7eS H&‘o\ifd‘? T p violementClach
' Name Name !

Yol 2™ Gt Se Cﬂrol‘f{]i/ Yol 25" 5t SEchadily

Address Address

b

LS $32 658¢ L1 5473 0584

Telephone Number Telephone Number

frsee M

Signature of Appellant or
Authorized Agent

V:\Clerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process6
August 2011
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Statement of Appeal:
a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from:

The approval of Conditional Use Authorization No. 2013.1213CUA, including, among
other things, to demolish a single family home, to merge lots at 313 Cumberland Street
and 323 Cumberland Streets (Block 3601, Lots 043 and 044) and to construct anew
three-story over garage, two-family dwelling.

b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal:

Among other things, the project failed to meet the City's conditional use requirements to
find that the proposed project is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community. The lot merger required by the project is ,
unprecedented and removes a viable buildable lot, thus preventing the separate
development of two moderately-sized independent homes with yards; when combined
with the characteristics of the approved second unit, the Commission’s decision opens
the door fo more houses in the City that are unaffordable by design. The proposed

- project is inconsistent with the scale and character of the neighborhood, violates the
intent of the Dolores Heights Special Use District (Section 241 of the Planning Code), is
inconsistent with the City’s Housing Element, and does not comply with the City’s
Residential Design Guidelines. Denial of the conditional use will not prevent housing
development; on the contrary, it would allow the modest development of each lot with a
stand-alone single family home of a size and scale consistent with the neighborhood.
We incorporate by reference: materials submitted and presented at the Planning
Commission Conditional Use Hearing. We will provide further explanation, testimony,
and materials in our brief and at the Board of Supervisors Hearing.
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Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 N
San Francisco

CA 94103

Re: Conditional Use Appeal: 313-323 Cumberland Street;

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver

To Whom it May Concern,

Bruce Bowen is a member of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and is authorized
to file the above-referenced appeal on behalf of our organization.

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club was established in the 1960s and came into
being around neighborhood issues including development pressures. The Dolores
Heights Improvement Club is a volunteer residential neighborhood association. We
come together in the interest of the community to maintain and enhance its appearance,
safety, communication, and value. The Dolores Heights neighborhood has a
demarcated area within it called the Dolores Heights Special Use District, which was
established in 1980 in response to the demolition of housing and the construction of
large buildings. San Francisco’s Planning Code Section 241 describes the intent of the
Special Use District. Given, among other things, that this project is within this Special
Use District, and as currently designed does not meet the basic objectives of
development in context and scale with established character and landscape, as
described in Section 241, and given that the project involves a lot merger and second
basement unit which we believe set dangerous precedents for neighborhood and City
planning, we previously asked the Planning Commission to deny the request for a
Conditional Use permit. We are appealing their decision [Case Number 2013.1213CUA]
for this and other reasons as described in our previous two letters to the Commission
opposing the project. ‘ '

<
3o o~
John O’Duinn
Chair, Board of Dolores Heights Improvement Club.
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SAN FRANCISCO | BEAKD EFS
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO Fiwv

Subject to: (Select only i applicable) £

[0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Source Hiring {Admin. Code)
3 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) {1 Child Care Requxrement {Sec. 414)
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 0 Other

Planning Commission Motion No. 19604
HEARING DATE: MARCH 31, 2016

Case No.: 2013.1213CUA
Project Address:  313-323 Cumberland Street
Permit Application: 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820°
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Dolores Heights Special Use District
Block/Lot: 3601/043-044
Project Sponsor:  Tuija Catalano
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
Staﬁ‘ Contact: Erika Jackson — (415) 558-6363

erika jackson@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 207, 209.1, 303, AND 317 OF THE PLANNING
CODE TO DEMOLISH A SINGLE-FAMILY STRUCITURE AND CONSTRUCT A NEW TWO-
FAMILY STRUCTURE ON A 5,700 SQUARE FOOT LOT WITHIN AN RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL -
HOUSE, ONE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT, A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND THE
DOLORES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On December 9, 2015 Tujja Catalano (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application with the
Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning
Code Section(s) 207, 209.1, 303 and 317 to demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two-
family structure on a 5,700 square foot lot in an RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family) Zoning District, a
40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District.

On March 31, 2016, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Copditional Use Application No.
2013.1213CUA.

www.sfplanning.org
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA
March 31, 2016 313-323 Cumberland Street

On January 21, 2016 the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA") as a Class 1 and 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination
contained in the Planning Department files for this Project.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditiorial Use requested in Application No.
2013.1213CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located on the southern side of Cumberland
Street, between Noe and Sanchez Streets, Block 3601, Lots 043-044. The property is located
within a RH-1 (Residential — House, One-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District. The property consists of two lots measuring 25 feet by 114 feet. Lot 043 is developed
with a two-story single-family residence and Iot 044 is vacant.

3. .Sumrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project site is located within an RH-1 (Single-
Family Residential) District situated in the Castro/Upper Market Neighborhood. Land uses in
the immediate vicinity of the site are typical of an RH-1 District with primarily residential uses.

- Most of the buildings in the vicinity range from one to three stories over garage. Ground level
open space and landscaping at the front and rear are usually abundant. The Project site is located
within a cluster of RH:1 (Residential - House, One-Family) zoned lots approximately 5 blocks
long by 2 blocks wide surrounded by blocks zoned RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family)
Districts, RH-3, and RM-1. Lots in the area have widths ranging from 25 to 75 feet, although the
majority are 25 feet wide. The lot immedjately across the street and the lot immediately behind
the subject property are 50 feet wide, however, the adjacent lot on Cumberland Street is 25 feet
wide. .

4. Project Description. The Proposed Project is to merge lots 043 and 044, demolish the existing
dwelling on ot 043, and construct a new three-story over garage, two-family dwelling. Lot 044 is
currently vacant. A small portion of the building would extend 12’ towards the rear below grade
level. The proposal requires a Conditional Use Authorization for the construction dwelling units
at a density of one unit per 3,000 square feet of Iot area. The proposed combined lots result in an
area of 5,700 square feet. '

SAN FRANGISCO 2
PLANMING DEFARTMENT
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA
March 31, 2016 313-323 Cumberland Street

Project History. The Proposed Project was initially filed with the Planning Department as the
merger of lots 043 and 044 into one 5,700 square foot lot, the demolition of the existing single-
family dwelling on lot 043, and construction of a new three-story over garage, single-family
dwelling. The dwelling unit demolition was reviewed and approved administratively on
February 3, 2015 because the structure has a value greater than 80% of the combined land and
structure values of single-family homes in San Francisco. Neighborhood notification for the new
construction pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 was mailed on May 7, 2015 and expired on
June 8, 2015. The proposal has since been modified to propose the construction of a two-family
structure to replace the existing dwelling unit with a comparable unit and preserve the
predominant density in the neighborhood of one unit per 25 foot wide lot.

Discretionary Review Applications. Two neighbor initiated Discretionary Review Applications
were filed on June 8, 2015. The concerns of the Discretionary Review Requestor are ouilined in
the Motion. The DR Applications are attached to this packet. The applications were
subsequently superseded by this Conditional Use Application. The Discretionary Review
Applcations were withdrawn and the fees refunded to the applicants.

Residential .Design Team Review. The RDT reviewed the DR requestor's concerns related to
building scale and massing, neighborhood compatibility, rooflines, and front setback of the new
structure. The RDT requested several revisions in order for the proposed new construction to be
compatible with the Residential Design Guidelines. The Project Sponsor modified the project to
comply with the following comments: ’
* In order to improve upon the vertical proportions of the building, and reinforce a more
neighborhood-compatible scale and proportion:

o On first floor, remove the interior storage area located. at the NW comer of the
building. (RDG, pg. 28-29) :

" o Remove the wall to the east of the front eniry, or limit it fo a minimum railing
height. (RDG, pg. 12-13, 28-29)

o Limit the amount of glazing on the front fagade; RDT recommends eliminating
the panels of glass along the west side of the facade at the first and second floors,
replacing them with a solid material. This will help fo reduce the apparent width

~ of the facade, minimize the overall glazing, and improve the solid-to-void ratio
1o be consistentt with the neighborhood pattern. (RDG, pg. 28-29, 43-45)

o Please provide additional information about the specific material choices for the
metal finishes and colors. (RDG, pg. 46-48)

Public Comment. The Department has received 15 letters of support of the project, including
letters from property owners of all immediately adjacent lots on Cumberland Street and Sanchez
Street. The Department has received 2 neighbor Discretionary Review Applications, and 20
letters in -opposition to the proposed project, including a letter from the Dolores Heights

‘Improvement Club. The Department has also received petitions both in support and in

opposition of the proposed project.

SAN FRANGISCO 3
BLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA
March 31, 2016 313-323 Cumberland Street

9. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A,

SAN FRANCISCO

Front Setback., Planning Code Section 132 requires front setbacks so that buildings relate to
the setbacks provided by adjacent buildings.

The proposed building is setback 7 feet 10 inches from the front property line, which is the average
front setback between the two adjacent buyildings.

Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 establishes rear yard requirements for all districts. In
the RH-1 District, a minitnum 25 percent rear yard is required. Planning Code Section 241
states that properties within the Dolores Heights Special Use Disfrict must maintain a
minimum rear yard of 45 percent of lot depth. The subject lot is required to maintain a 51
foot rear yard.

The subject building provides a rear yard setback that is 45 percent of lot depth of approximately 51
feet 3 inches,

Open Space. Section 135 requires 300 square feet of private open space for each dwelling
umit or 399 square feet of common open space for each dwelling unit.

The proposed rear yard provides approximately 2,550 square feet of open space and is directly
accessible by both units and approximately 950 square feet of private open space that is accessible to
one unit. ’

Exposure. Section 140 requires that every dwelling unit have windows in at least one 120-
square-foot-minimum-size room face directly onfo an open area, such as a public street,
public alley, an open area measuring 25 feet wide by 25 feet deep, or rear yard meeting the
requirements of the Code. . . '

Both dwelling units would face onto Cumberland Streef.

Street Trees. Section 143 requires street trees be planted in certain districts, including the
RH-1 District. One street tree is required for each 20 feet of lot frontage and for each
remaining segment of 10 feet.

Three street trees are required for the new 50 foot wide lot.

Parking. Planning Code Section 151 establishes off-street parking requirements for all uses.
One parking space per dwelling unit is required.

The project proposes two off-street parking spaces in a garage.

Height. Section 260 establishes height limits in all districts, with height being measured to
the highest point on the finished roof in the case of a flat roof and at the mid-point of the roof

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2,.013.12;i3CUA
March 31, 2016 313-323 Cumberland Street

pitch in the case of a pitched roof. The Project site is within the 40-X Height and Bulk
District, which allows buildings up 40 feet in height. For upsloping lots, the maximum
height should be measured from curb level within the first 10 feet of the lot from the front
property line; and at every other point should be taken from the average existing grade.
Planning Code Section 241 states that properties within the Dolores Heights Specxal Use
Distriet cannot exceed 35 feet above grade.

For upsloping lots, the height is measured from curb level within the first 10 feet. At all other points
on the lot, the height is measured at a cross-section from the average existing grade. The height of the
proposed building is approximately 32 feet 10 inches within the first 10 feet of the lot as measured from
curb level, and does not exceed 34 feet 9 inches on all other points on the lot as measured from average
existing grade. '

10. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with
said cxiteria in thai:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The Project will result in two dwelling units on ¢ 5,700 square foot (50 feet by 114 feet) which is
compatible with the density in this neighborhood. Although the subject block and immediate vicinity
predomingntly consists of 25 foot wide lots, there ave several other lots that gre similarly sized to the
subject property, including one immediately across the subject property on Cumberland (Block 3601,
Lot 45), another immediately behind the subject property (fronting 20% Street) (Block 3601, Lot 15)
and one adjacent thereto (Block 3601, Lot 16) and another just few properties from the subject property
on Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 50). The project will be compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood density by proposing twe units on a double-wide lot. :

The existing project site consists of a vacant Iot (af 313 Cumberland), which is proposed to be merged
with the adjacent lot that is currently improved with an approximately 877 square foot one-story over
basement building (at 323 Cumberland). By including two units in the proposed project, the project is
desirable by avoiding any potential loss or elimination of dwelling units or potential sites for dwelling
units. The project will construct two new dwelling units, including one family-sized unit, and replace
a vacant and debilitated single-family residence. The new residential units, and in particular the unit
suitable for a family, is in dire need in San Francisco, which currently has an unmet need for housing
and a decreasing number of families.

The Project is further necessary and desirable because it will create a high-quality residential building
with fwo units within an established residential neighborhood, complying with existing zoning control
standards, and General Plan policies that encourage quality housing.

The proposed project will not be defrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general

B.
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
SAN FRANC!SCD 5
NING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA
March 31, 2016 ; 313-323 Cumberland Street

that could be detrimental fo the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that

i Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The project has been designed to be compatible with its surroundings, and the preject sponsors
have worked closely with the neighbors to ensure compatibility and neighborhood support. The
project includes a significant front setback, with an additiongl setback at the top floor. The
replacement structure’s proposed approximate height of approximately 32 feet 10 inches within
the first 10 feet of the lot as measured from curb level, and approximately 34 feet 9 inches on all
other points on the lot as measured from average existing grade is below the maximum height
permiited in the 40-X Height end Bulk District, and is appropriate for the site location and size.
The proposed size, shape, and arrangement of the project will also match that of neighboring
structures and the project overall will aesthetically enhance the neighborhood.

By demolishing the existing structure and constructing a new replacement structure, the profect
will increase the structural and seismic safety. .

ii.  The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Planning Code requires two off-street parking spaces for a proposed two-unit project. The
project is compliant with the off-street parking requirements by proposing a two-car garage. The
project will also result in the elimination of one existing curb cut along Cumberland Street, thus
contributing to the increase of street parking.

iii.  The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

The Project consists of a high-quality single-family resz'dénce, and is not expected to generafe any
noxious or offensive emissions, noise, glare, dust or odors.

iv.  Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed project is intended to result in a high-quality residential building providing an
attractive, safe and comfortgble environment. The Project included a number of landscaping and
other design features to ensure that the project massing, size and overall design is desirable and
compatible with the context.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

SAN FRANGISCD 6
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA

March 31, 2016

313-323 Cumberland Street

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose

of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District,

The proposed project is not located within o Neighborhood Commercial District.

11. Additional Findings pursuant fo Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Comuission to
consider when reviewing applications to demolish Residential Buildings. On balance, the Project
does comply with said criteria in that:

Whether the value of the existing land and structure of the single-family dwelling
affordable or finandally accessible housing (below the 80% average price of single-family
homes in San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal within six months).

Project meets criterion.

The Project Sponsor has prepared an appraisal report, dated December 14, 2015, that valued the
home at $1,680,000, which is above the 80% average price of single-family homes (currently set at
$1,630,000).

#i.  Whether the Project Sponsor has demonsirated that the residential structure is unsound,
where soundness is an economic measure of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that is
deficient with respect to habitability and Housing Code requirements, due to its original
construction. The soundness factor for a structure shall be the ratio of a construction
upgrade to the replacement cost, expressed as a percent. A building is unsound if its
soundness factor exceeds 50-percent. A residential building that is unsound may.be
approved for demolition.

Project does not meet criterion.
The Pro]ecf Sponsor has not submitted a soundness report.

jii. =~ Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;
Project meets criterion.
A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases
showed no enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property.

iv, Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
Project meets criterion.
The structures appear to be in decent condition, although the property is vacant and is not
maintained on a daily basis.

v.  Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;

SAN FRANCISCO 7
LANNING DEFARTMENT .
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Motion No. 19604 : CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA

March 31, 2016

313-323 Cumberiand Street

Project meets criterion,
Although ithe existing structures are more than 45 years old, a review of the supplemental
information resulted in a determination that the structure is not an historical resource.

vi.  Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under
CEQA;
Project meets critetion.
Not applicable. The structures are not historical resources.
vii,  Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;
Project meets criterion. .
The Project does not convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy, as existing
building is currently vacant. There are no restrictions on whether the two new units will be
rental or ownership.
vili.  Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance;
Project meets criterion.
No rent controlled units will be removed.
ix.  Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
neighborhood diversity;
Project meets criterion.
Although the Project proposes demolition of a one-bedroom single-family unit, the number of
units is maintained at the project site increases by one. The replacement structure will contain
Fwo units — a fwo-bedroom and a three-bedroom unit. '
x.  Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood caltural
and economic diversity; ’
Project meets criterion.
The replacement building conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number
of bedrooms from one to_five, which provides family-sized housing. The project would result in a
net gain of one unit by adding a new two-bedroom unit and provides a net gain of four bedrootms
to the City’s housing stock.
xi.  Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;
Project does not meet criterion.
SAN FRANCISCO 8
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA

March 31, 2016

XV.

Xvii.

XViii,

SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

313-323 Cumberland Street

The Project does not protect the relative affordability of existing housing, as the project proposes
demolition of the existing building and construction of a new building. However, it should be
taken info consideration that the existing building is not considered to be affordable or financially
accessible housing because it is below the 80% average price of single-family homes in San
Francisco. The proposed structure also offers a variety of unif sizes.

Whether the Project increases the number of pérmanently affordable units as governed
by Section 415;

Project meets criferion. .
The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project proposes

less than ten units.

Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established
neighborhoods;

Project meets criterion.

The Project has been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the
established neighborhood character.

Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;

Project meels criferion.

The Project proposes one opportunity for family-sized housing on a lot that previously had nore.
One three-bedroom unit and one two-bedroom unit is proposed within a two-unit building.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;

Project does not meet criterion.
The Project does not create supportive housing.

Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing
neighborhood character;

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed buildings are consistent with the block-face
and compliment the neighborhood character with a contemporary design.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;

Project meets criterion.
The Project would increase the number of on-site units from one to two.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

Project meets criterion.

2322



Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA
March 31, 2016 - 313-323 Cumberland Street

The project proposes five bedrooms; four bedrooms more that the existing building.

12. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET
THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.1 .
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, espedally
affordable housing. ‘

The Project site is underused and is nenr underutilized. The Project site is an ideal infill site that is
currently vacant and partially undeveloped. The project site is zoned RH-1. The proposed project will
replace a one-bedroom single-family unit with one fwo-bedroom unit and one three-bedroom within a two-
fomily residence.

OBJECTIVE 2 .
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

Policy 2.1
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net
increase in affordable housing.

The project proposes demolition of one existing single-family structure and construction of a new two-
family structure, thus creating new family housing.

OBJECTIVE 4
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFECYCLES. ,

Policy 4.1
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children.

OBJECTIVE 11 ,

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS.

SAN ERANCISCD 10
PLANNING DEPARTIVIENT
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Motion No. 19604 CASE NO. 2013.1213CUA
March 31, 2016 . 313-323 Cumberland Street

Policy 111
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character

Pb]icy 112 ,
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3 .
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4 '
Continue to ufilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan. ’

Policy 11.5
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood character. '

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
communify interaction.

Policy 11.8
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

As described above, the Project would develop a ﬁartially empty site that is zoned for single-family
residentinl development. The Project appropriately locates housing units at a site zoned for residential use
and increases the supply of housing in conformity with the allowable density limits of the RH-1 zoning
district. The Project provides housing that has a range of unit types for residents with different needs.

The Project’s architectural design is compatible with the existing scale and character of the neighborhood
given the unique characteristics and scale of the Project site. The proposed building massing is
considerably smaller than the maximum allowable under the Planning Code with 40 foot height and 50 foot
width limits. The proposed structure is setback from the front to the average of the two adjacent structures
and provides several setbacks along the east side property line. The proposed structure height is stepped to
provide a transition between the heights of the adjacent structures. The top floor of the proposed structure
is setback to visually reduce the massing of the structure.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE
IN EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD.

Policy 4.5
Require private usable outdoor open space in new residential development.

The Project will create approximately 2,550 square feet of common open space areq and approximately 950
square feet in a new residential development, The project will not cast shadows over any open spaces under
the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 24.2
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them.

Policy 24.4
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

The Project will install new street trees along Cumberland Street. The Project would improve the
appearance of the neighborhood. At present, the Project site comprises of one fmproved and one unimproved
Iot. The height of the proposed building is approximately 32 feet 10 inches within the first 10 feet of the lot
as measured from curb level, and does not exceed approximately 34 feet 9 inches on all other points on the
lot as mensured from average existing grade, which is within the legally permissible height range of 40 feet,
and is in conformity will the low-scale horizon of neighboring buildings in the area. The landscaping and
ample open space would improve the aesthetic appeal of the neighborhood. The building is setback
approximately 8 feet from the front property line and the top floor is setback an additional approximately 20
feet from the front building wall to provide a smaller massing at the pedestrian scale.

OBJECTIVE 28 |
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES,

Policy 28.1 :
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments.

Policy 28.3
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

The Project includes two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in the garage area,

SAN FRANCISCO ‘ i 12
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OBJECTIVE 34 .

RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY’S STREET SYSTEM AND
LAND USE PATTERNS.

Policy 34.1

Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.

Policy 34.3
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets.

Policy 34.5 ‘

Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply
and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing
on-street parking spaces.

The Planning Code vequires two off-sireet parking spaces for a proposed two-unit project. The project is
compliant with the off-street parking requirements by proposing a two-car garage. The profect will also
resylt in the elimination of one existing curb cut along Cumberland Street, thus contributing to the
increase of street parking.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

. OBJECTIVE 1

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF
ORIENTATION.

Policy 1.7
Recognize the natural boundaries of districts, and promote connections between districts.

OBJECTIVE 2 ,
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

Policy 2.6
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings.

SAN FRANGISCD 13
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The Subject Property is located in the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood. The Property is located on a
residential block that is predominantly defined by single-family dwellings constructed between the 19007
and 2000s in a mix of architectural styles, ranging from modern fo historic constructed with a variety of
building materials. Building heights are generally one to three stories over garage, with most buildings
having ground floor garage entrances.

The replacement building is compatible with the established building scale at the street. The proposed
height at the street is approximately 32 feet 10 inches. The top floor is setback approximately 28 feet from
the front property line. The neighborhood building scale at the streef is mixed with taller three-story over
garage buildings and shorter single-story buildings. Although the building is larger than its neighbors, it
is compatible in scale to the surrounding smaller buildings because of this mixed character. The height and
depth of the building are compatible with the existing mid-block open space. The subject lots are located
adjacent to lots that front on Sanchez Street; and therefore, the subject lots are near the corner of the mid-
block open space. The proposed building has been designed at a depth less than the adjacent building o the
east and has incorporated setbacks along the eastern side property line that abuts rear yards. The
building’s form, facade widih, proportions, and roofline are compatible with the mixed neighborhood
confext. The proposed side setbacks along the eastern side property line give the proposed building g width
that is less than the full 50 foot lot width by stepping back 3 feet on the first, 4 feet on the second, and 14
feet on the third. The roof deck is located entirely within the buildable area of the property and does not
directly face any adjacent windows. The roofline on the proposed building, which reads as 40 feet wide on
the third floor, is compatible with other longer rooflines in the immediate vicinity ranging up to 50 feet
wide.

OBJECTIVE 4
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT .TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.5
Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.

Policy 4.13
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

The Project will improve the neighborhood environment by providing a high quality residential
development. The new building will be compatible in use and design with other buildings in the
neighborhood. The Project will result in an improvement to the neighborhood by eliminating the existing
empty and un-landscaped lot that exists on the Project site.

13. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said
policies in that: :

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

SAN FRANCGISCD 14
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No neighborhood-serving retail use would be displaced by the Project.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The replacement building conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number of
bedrooms from one to five, which provides family-sized housing. The project would result in a net gain
of one unit by adding a new two-bedroom unit and provides a net gain of four bedrooms to the City’s
housing stock. : '

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,
No affordable housing is removed for this Project.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

Due to the nature of the Project there are no anticipated adverse effects upon MUNI service or on
neighborhood parking.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhianced.

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or

setvice sector businesses will not be affected by this project.

. F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety

requirements of the City Building Code. This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to

withstand an earthquake. :
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. ;

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site.

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does not have
an inpact on open spaces. '
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14. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

15. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2013.1213CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated December 10, 2015, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization fo the Board of Supexvisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
19604. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Boaxd of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. '

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date-of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Admirdstrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Governmernt Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

L hereby c«: i thTt the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 31, 2016.

Jonas ', fonin .

Commission Secretary

AYES: Cominissioners Fong, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson
NAYS: Commissioners Richards, Moore

ABSENT: Commissioner Wu

ADOPTED: " March 31, 2016

SAN FRANGISCO 17
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a two-family residence located at 313-323 Cumberland
Street, Block 3601, Lots 043-044 pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 207, 209.1, 303, and 317 within a
RH-1 Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District; in
general conformance with plans, dated December 10, 2015, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the
docket for Case No. 2013.1213CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the
Commission on March 31, 2016 under Motion No 19604. This authorization and the condifions contained
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on March 31, 2016 under Motion No 19604.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19604 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of conmstruction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
_ application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no tight to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent

responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization,

SAN FRANCISCO 18
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1.

Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Depariment of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or comumence the approved use within
this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wwy.sf-planning.org :

Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application. for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information obout compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Deparfment at 415-575-6863,

. www.sfplanning.org

Extension. All ime limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such pubhc agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
woww.sf-planning.org

Conformity with Cumrent Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval. ,

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
weow.sf-planning.org
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DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

6.

Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the ‘
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project Sponsor shafl
submiit a site plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit
application indicating that street trees, at a ratio of one street tree of an approved species for
every 20 feet of street frontage along public or private streets bounding the Project, with any
remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an exira tree, shall be provided. The
street trees shall be evenly spaced along the street frontage except where proposed driveways or
other street obstructions do not permit. The exact location, size and spedies of tree shall be as
approved by the Department of Public Works (DPW).- In any case in which DPW cannot grant
approval for installation of a tree in the public right-of-way, on the basis of inadequate sidewalk
width, interference with utiliies or other reasons regarding the public welfare, and where
installation of such tree on the lot itself is also impractical, the requirements of this Section 428
may be modified or waived by the Zoning Administrator to the extent necessary.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sfplanning.org

Landscaﬁing. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 132, the Project Sponsor shall submit a site
plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application
indicating that 50% of the front setback areas shall be surfaced in permeable materials and
further, that 20% of the front setback areas shall be landscaped with approved plant species. The
size and specie of plant materials and the nature of the permeable surface shall be as approved by
the Department of Public Works.

For information about complmnce contact the Case Planner, Planning Depariment at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.or

Landscaping, Screening of Parking and Vehicular Use Areas. Pursuant to Planning Code
Section 142, the Project Sponsor shall submit a. site plan to the Planning Department prior to

Planning approval of the building permit application indicating the screening of parking and

vehicle use areas not within a building. The design and location of the screening and design of

any fencing shall be as approved by the Planning Department. The size and species of plant

materials shall be as approved by the Department of Public Works. Landscaping shall be

maintained and replaced as necessary.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415 558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org
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10.

-

Project Sponsor will 1) work with Staff on improved exposure for the second unit; 2) provide a
1:1 parking ratio, without compromising the second umnif; and 3) record an NSR identifying the
property as a two-unit building. .

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

11.

12.

13.

Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces as
required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.5.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wuww.sf-planning.org

Parking Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide two (2)
independently accessible off-street parking spaces.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org '

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s)
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the
Planning Department, and other construction contractox(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

" www.sfplanning.org

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

14

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject

. to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code

Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departmenis and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplanning.org

OPERATION

15.

16.

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main enfrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Depariment of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business
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address, and telephone number of the community Haison. Should the contact information
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor,

For information about complignce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575+ 6863

www.sf-planning.org

SAN FRANGISCO ' 22
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2335



Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors ‘
believe that there is sufficient public interest-and concem to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No.

2003 .\L13CU A |, a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 313 —32.3  Ciuelaglawd Sy

, District_§ . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk
of the Board to calendar this item at the soconest possible date.
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

VA\Clerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011
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Pyrsuant to Planning Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors

jeve that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commissjon on Case No.
13\ 2RV3CUB | a conditional use authorization regarding (address)

13 -3y Cumbarland St
, District 2 . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date.

+ SIGNATURE

DATE

4-25-16

ez

P
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

ViCleri's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011
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Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1{b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors

believe that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commissjon on Case No.
Jat a conditional use authorization regarding (address) % 13—~ 313  Cinmipar land

, District 8 . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk

of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date.

SIGNATURE DATE
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011 :
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byrsuant to Planning Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors
ieve that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No.
w48, 1213 14 %, a conditional use authorization regarding (address) 3 |3 ~ 313 Cumberlan AL 9r
, District _& . The undersigned members respecifully request the Clerk
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date.

SIGNATURE DATE

% @‘DVF‘Q@— | 4‘25“/44
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

VAClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011
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Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors

believe that there is sufficient public interest and concern to watrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No.
7 013, 121 3£UA, a conditional use authorization regarding (address)iy

UM
_, District_¥ . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possible date.

IGN% DATE
/za/ ‘ 4-20-1f
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e
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(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

VaClerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process8
August 2011
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The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and ara owners of property
aifectad by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subjectof <7y
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feat of the exteror boundaries of te property. ()™

If ownarship has changad and assessment roll has not been amended, we altach proof of awnership change |
signing for a firm or comporation, prool of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.. . :. )

Shoet Address, ‘ Assessor's Printed Name of Ownes(s)
property owned Block & Lot
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The unders:gned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal"'and are( @Hers of properly
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditionaf use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior- boundanes of the property.

g

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm ot corporation, proof of authorization fo sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property o Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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August 2011 _
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Case No. e b2 23
The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal daners-of-property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional uss, or within a radius of 300 feet of the extenor boundanes of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not beent amended, we attach proof of ownershlp change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radlus of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we aftach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Strest Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) ’ Ong::zl Slg)nature
property owned Block & Lot ,Qogfz—r of er(s
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Chy Planning Commissig § 1A -2 PH 11 25
CaseNo. 202, 1 WA

' S Al -

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appaal and are oqugi'? of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the extenor boundanes of the pmperty

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownershxp change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the arganization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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LokELY,

City Planni Commission[“ At -
Case No. R -1212 Cuni

L

—-—
P N

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are own%z of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownetshib has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof-of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization fo sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, . Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot
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. Al”ﬁin‘i "é Ph 2
City Planm%ommlssxon
Case No ZI2Cud .

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the appl‘ cation for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has rot been amended, we attach proof of ownership change if
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization fo sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) COriginal Signature
_property owned Block & Lot : of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
CatoNo. 2ol Be (242 {;wg——@*—“'*

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is:the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been' amended, we aftach proof of ownership change.' if
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authotization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) . Original Sighature :
ptoperty owned Block & Lot of O/\pm’na e
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City Planni Commls oHAY ~2 PH L 25
Case No. flﬁé«

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notlce of Appeal and are xers of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior.boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If

signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.
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22.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot . ot Owne(s)..
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City Planning Commission ,
Case No._Z0\3. (L \ ¢l Q?'L

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of propetly
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been aménded, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signatur,
property owned e Block & Lot of Owner(s)
/
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City Planriing Commission -

CaseNo. _E0\3, tuSch'f “~—@:

. The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address,
property owned

$#e7). Wil 571
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Printed Name of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
CasaNo. 2213 (LI3CUA

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appsal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feq} of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership changs. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Strest Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) ' Original Signhature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s) /ﬂ ,
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2.013. (21T CUA \‘)"

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property owned Block & Lot ' of Ownm
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City Plannin Commlssmn S .
Case No. 4013 . i2it&tal e PH 1: 26

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Nofice of*Appeal—a Rers-of-property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that.is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the extenor boundanes of the property.

if ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended we aftach proof of ownershap change.
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Stireet Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property owned Block & Lot of Ow 2 |
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From: Ve e o R gaaans:
Subject:
Dzte: April 25, 2016 at 7:05 PM
To: :

Clty Planning Commissiors
CaseNo. 2603 .23 CUFR
The undersignesd decle that they are hershy subscribers 10 this Notice of Appeal and ara owners of properdy
atteciad by the proposed amendmeant or conditional use (et s, ownars of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or condiional use, or within a radius of 30C feet of the exterior beundaries of tha proparty.

if ownesship has changed and assessment rolf has nol been amended, waaﬂacﬁpmofcimmaﬁwchanga it
signing {or & firm o compotation, proof of autharization to sl oa behalf of the organization it attached

Streot Address, _ .Assasia{;f . Prinded ﬂa;\n)e of Onnex(s} O{lQ;ﬂBfSégiﬂ
TRk er sl o0ER AR % ﬂ
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b2 26

ol -8

Wi HAY -2 PH
City Planning Comm:ss:on

Case No. M‘%

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment rolf has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Criginal Signature
property owned Block & Lot . of Owner(s)
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A
City Planning Corqr&séi%

Case No. 2013:

Lt

eSS et

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Noticé :
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

owners of property

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address,
property owned
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CERTIFICATION OF TRUST

I, CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN, Trustee of the CHRISTINE %51NAHNSEN
2011 TRUST confirm the following facts: e o o

1. The CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST (hereinafter
referred to as "Trust") is currently in existence and was created
by me under declaration of revocable living trust on the same
date this document was signed below.

2. The Settlor of said Trust is CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN.

3. The CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST is revocable.

4. The éurrently acting Trustee of said Trust is CHRISTINE
T. NAHNSEN ag the sole Trustee.

5. The Trustee has all powers coﬁferred by California law.

6. Title of trust assets should be as follows:

CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN, Trustee of the
CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST established-
under Declaration of Revocable Living Trust
dated September 21, 2011.

7. The CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN 2011 TRUST has not been
revoked, modified, or amended in any manner which would cause the
representations contained in this certification of trust to be
incorrect.

8. This certification is being executed in conformity with
the provisions of California Probate Code Section 18100.5,
Chapter 5320, Statutes of 1993.

Dated: September £/ , 2011. : o
;- ~

CHRISTINE T. .NAHNSEN, Trustee
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CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF NOTARY PUBLIC

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
. )
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO )

Oon Jﬂ??%f<3/-q&7/, before me,CS;;;@éﬁ@¢f /é;?ﬂqw- ,

Notary Public, personally appeared CHRISTINE T. NAHNSEN who

proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the
person (g whose name (s) is/apé/subscriﬁed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that befshe/ghé§ executed the
same in his/her/th€ir authorized capacity(ies)y, and that by
bi§7her/t§§i% signature(sy on the instrument the person(sy, or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(sf/acted, executed the
instrument.

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

correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature 4?;7f/%227

(Seal) , 4?2%%4%%%7 7???%,

. GUNVANT PATEL
COMM. # 1911221

SanFrandscoCowly
WmmmmmmMJ g

12
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:

Chicago Title Company
Escrow No.: (07-35405627-B]

Locate No.: CACTI7738-7738-2354-0035405627 gig T
Title No.: 07-35405627-RM 5@ S @é@y

When Recorded Mail Document
and Tax Statement To: :
Karl W. and Lillemor E. Leichum
413 Hillsborough Bivd . .
Hillsborough, Ca 94010

APN: Lot 001A, Block 3601 SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

GRANT DEED

_The undersigned grantor(s) declare(s)
- Documentary transfer tax is $15,712.50
[ 1 computed on full value of property conveyed, or
[ 1 computed on full value less value of liens or encumbrances remaining at time of sale,
[ ] Unincorporated Area  City of San Francisco,

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, Jac Michael Luné, a single man

hereby GRANT(S) to  Karl W. Leichum and Lillemor E. Leichum, Trustees of the Karl W. and Lillemor E. Leichum
Revocable Trust Dated 05/03/1995, :

the following described real property in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California:
SEE EXHIBIT "A” ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART HEREOF

DATED: November 27, 2607 . % M%g{ %

STATE OF CALIFORNIA . y  3a€ Michael Luna
COUNTY OF So#/ 772/ C1 ) € s )
ON__ Aovembe. 30. 2007 before me,

Mdimiepez- L1ofgay Pebr ¢
(here insert name and title of fhe officer), personally
appeared _\ Q¢ 2/2 [ Chze / L/E

y F
personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 04 N (I:\ghﬂly’ENEZ
satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s) g RIS <A FINOTARY gusuc-é%(%'osgm

» .4 SANMM ICISCO COUNTY

isfare subscribed fo the within instrument and
/ COMM. EXP. MAY T2, 2008

acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same
in his/her/thelr authorized capacity(ies), and that by
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s),
or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted,
executed the instrument.

Witness my hand and offiei al.
Signature A PPEE AL >  (Seal)
7
___MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE
FD-213 {Rev 7/96) ' GRANT DEED
(grant){(08-07) '
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Escrow No.: 07-35405627-B]1
Locate No.: CACTI/738-7738-2354-0035405627
Title No.: (07-35405627-RM

EXHIBIT "A"

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

i

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF 19TH STREET, DIST. ANT THEREON 70 FEET WESTERLY FROM
THE WESTERLY LINE OF SANCHEZ STREET; RUNNING THENCE WESTERLY ALONG SAID LINE OF 19TH STREET 35 FEET;
THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE SOUTHERLY 57 FEET; THENCE AT A RIGHT ANGLE EASTERLY 35 FEET; AND THENCE AT A

RIGHT ANGLE NORTHERLY 57 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

BEING A PORTION OF MISSION BLOCK NO. 107.

- APN: Lot 001A, Block 3601

2361



.CERTIFICATE OF TRUST

I, Elizabeth Kantor, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California and certify that:

L. On March 11, 1993, the undersigned, as Settlor and Trustee, signed a Declaration
of Trust, which established a revocable living trust known as the Elizabeth Kantor Trust (the
“Original Trust™). Subsequent thereto and on June 21, 2006, the Settlor and Trustee amended
and restated the Original Trust in its entirety (the “Amended and Restated Trust”). The Settlor
and Trustee executed a First Amendment to the Amended and Restated Trust on September 17,
2012 (the “First Amendment”). The Amended and Restated Trust and the First Amendment
thereto are hereinafter referred to as the “Trust”. '

2. This Certificate of Trust is a true and correct representa’uon of the terms of the

trust instrument.

3. Elizabeth Kantor s the currently acting Trustee of the Trust.

4, The Trust is not of record 1 In any court of law and has not been recorded in the
public records of any county.

5. The Trust has not been revoked, modified, or amended in any manner, which

would cause the representations contained herein to be incorrect.

6. Elizabeth Kantor has reserved the sole right and authority to amend and revoke
the Trust as long as she is alive.

7. Elizabeth Kantor is the sole current beneficiary of the Trust.
8. Title to assets of the Trust should be taken in substantially the foliowing form:

Elizabeth Kantor, Trustee, or her successor in trust under the
Elizabeth Kantor Trust dated March 11, 1993 and any
amendments thereto.

9. ' The Trust can be identified by.the social securlty number of the Settlor and will
be pl 0V1ded upon request.

10. ' This Certificate of Trust is intended to serve as a “Certification of Trust” under
California Probate Code Section 18100.5, as amended. Its purpose is to certify the existence of
the Trust, the identity and powers of the Trustee, the manner of taking title to assets, and to
summarize some of the more important provisions of the Trust so that the Trustee can deal with
third parties, such as financial institutions, stock transfer agents, brokerage houses, title
companies, insurance companies, and others, without disclosing the entire Declaratmn of Trust,
Whmh is a private and confidential document.

017956.0001110240.1 /1572016 ' ' 1 ~ ENDEL
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FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED
TRUST
DATED JUNE 21, 2006

Recitals:
A. Elizabeth Kantor (""Elizabeth Kantor™"), as settlor and trustee, signed a Declaration of
Trust, which established a revocable living trust known as the Elizabeth Kantor Trust (the
“Original Trust”), on March 11, 1993,

B. Elizabeth Kantor now desires to amend and restate her trust (the "First Amended and
Restated Trust"), so that no reference need be made to the original Trust, as follows:

Operative Provisions:

ARTICLE ]

DECLARATIONS

Section 1.1 Conveyance to Trustee. Elizabeth Kantor, (referred fo herein as the
"settlor" or the "trustee,” depending on the context) designates herself as trustee and
declares that she has set aside and holds, IN TRUST, the property described in Schedule
A attached to this instrument.

Section 1.2 Name of Trust. The trust created in this instrument may be referred fo as
the "Elizabeth Kantor Trust.”

Section 1.3 Trust Estate. All property subject to this instrument from time to time,
including the property listed in Schedule A, is referred to as the trust estate and shall be
held, administered and distributed according to this instrument.

Section 1.4 Definitions. In general a "settlor" (or trustor) is an individual or entity that
creates a trust; a “trustee” is an individual or entity that holds legal title to trust assets and
manages such assets for the benefit of trust beneficiaries pursuant to a trust agreement;
and a "beneficiary” is an individual or entity with a beneficial interest in the trust assets
for whose benefit such assets are managed. The settlor of this trust is also the initial
trustee and beneficiary.

ARTICLE 2

DISTRIBUTIONS DURING LIFETIME OF SETTLOR

Section 2.1 No Allocation Between Principal and Income. During the settlor's
lifetime, the trustee shall not be required to allocate receipts and disbursements between
income and principal. All receipts collected by the trust shall be deemed principal and
expenses shall be charged to principal.
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THE HENRIETTA 8. CURRIER TRUST

ARTICLE ONE
CREATION OF TRUST
1.1,  Declaration HENRIETTA S. CURRIER of San Francisco County, California,

‘who is hetein referred to as "the Trustor" or "the Trustee," depending on the context, hereby

declarcs that she holds certain property (the "trust estate") i trust, to be held, administered, and
distributed according to the terms of this instrument.

1.2. Names of Trusts. The trusts created by this instrument shall be known
collectively as the HENRIETTA §. CURRIER TRUST, and each separate trust created under this
instrument shall be referred to by adding the name or designation of that separate trust as it
appears in the appropriate section of this instrument.

1.3. Effective Date. This declaration shall be effective immediately on execution by all
the parties.

1.4,  Marital Status, The Trustor is not married.

L5, Identification of Living Children. The Trustor has no living children.

1.6. No Deceased Children, The Trustor has no deceased children,

1.7.  Definitions of Child, Children, and Issue. The terms "child” and "children" shall
include natural-born and legally adopted children of the Trustor. The terms “issue" and

*descendants” shall include natural-born and legally adopted lineal descendants of the Trustor
indefinitely. The terms "issue® and "descendants” shall not include any stepchild of a lineal
descendant of the Trustor unless such stepchild is a legally adopted lineal descendant of the

Trustor, The words “living" and "surviving" shall inchyde unborn persons in. the period of

| gestation.

ARTICLE TWOQ
TRUST ESTATE
2.1.  Definition of Trust Estate. All property subject to this instrument from time to
time is referred to as the "trust estate” and shall be held, administered, and distributed as provided

in this instrument. The Trustee shall hold, administer, and distribute the property described in any
schedules of property (which are attached hereto and made a part of this trust instrument), any
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8,9, Severability Clause. Tfany provision of this instrament is invalid, that provision
shall be digregarded, and the remainder of this instrument shall be construed as if the invalid
provision had not been included. ' .

8.10. California Law to Apply. All questions concerning the validity, iuterpretation,
and administration of this instrument, including any trusts created under this instrument, shall be
governed by the laws of the State of California, regardless of the domicile of any Trustee or
beneﬁoiary, '

8.11. Gifis to "Heirs”. For any gift to heirs of the Trustor that is made in this
instrument, those heirs shall be determined as if the Trustor had died intestate at the time for
distribution prescribed in this instrument, and the identity and shares of those heirs shall be
determined according to the California laws of succession that concern separate property not
acquired from a previously deceased spouse and that are in effect at the time the Trustor is
deemed to have died. A

ARTICLE NINE
SIGNATURE AND EXECUTION

9.1. Execution, I certify that 1 have read the foregoing declaration of trust and that it
correctly states the teoms and conditions under Whiéh the trust estate is to be held, administered,
and distributed. As Trustee of the trusts created by this declaration of trust, T approve this
declaration of trust in all particulars, and agree to be bound by its terms and conditions. As
Trustor of the trusts created by this declaration of trust, I approve this declaration of trust in all
particulars, and agree to be bound by its terms and conditions.

Dated _ MG~y "2?1'.5{ 2088,

TRUSTOR-TRUSTEE

Jlise—

HENRIETTA S. CURRIER

18
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of California )
o e )
County of é&u/r 474 )

88
g4 ) ~ :
On __flnli2F L before me, the undersigned notary public in and for the
State of California, personally appeared HENRIETTA 8. CURRIER, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name Iy subscribed to

-the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her authorized

capacity, and that by histher signature on the instrurment, the person, or the entity upon behalf of
which the person acted, execated the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.
. / ; s - —— .
Signature Lttt ol DAVID BROMLEY
& / Comm, #1194248
Notury Fablie « Culifornin

Comm, Expires Auguist 31, 2002

19
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THE JACKSON-TURLEY FAMILY TRUST

ARTICLE ONE
. . CREATION OF TRUST '
"1l - Declaration WILLIAM R. JACKSON and SUZANNE E. TURLEY, husband

and wife, of San Francisco County,‘ California, who are I}erein referred to as "the Trustors"” or
"the Trustees," " depending on the context, hereby declere that tﬁey hold certain propelty (the |
“trust estate") in trust, to be held, admmlstered and distributed accordlng to the terms of ﬂ]lS
mstrument. )

1.2. Names of Trusts. The trusts created by this instrument shall be knovvn )
collectlvely as the JACKS ON—TURLEY FAMILY TRUST and each separate.trust created under

* this instrument shall be referred to by adding the name or: des1gnat10n of that separate trust as it
. appeats in the appropnate section of this instrament.
1.3. Effecﬁve Date. Th13 declara’uon shall be effective lmmedlately on execuuon by

all the partles .
1 4 Identxﬁcatmn of lemg Children. Thé Trustors have no living children.
15. -No Deceased Children. The Trustors have no-deceased cInIdren
1.6. Deﬁmtmns of Child, Children, and Tssue. The terms. "chﬂd“ and "chﬂdren" '

sha]l-inclu(ie natural-born and legally adopted chlldren'of either Truster. - The terms “issue" and
"descendants" shall include natural-born and legally adopted lineal déscéndants of either Trustor
mdeﬁmtely The terms "“issue" and "descendants" shall not include any-stepchild of a lineal

descendant of either Trustor unless such stepchlld isa Iegally adopted lineal descendant of elther‘ '

" “Trustor. The words "living" and "surviving" shall include unbor persons in the penod of

gestation. No child bomn to or adopted by the Surviving Trustor aﬁ;er'the death of the Deceased

Trustor, or 1ssue of such ¢hild, shall be considered a chﬂd" "1ssue" or "descendant” for the

' purpose of recewmg any share of TRUST B or TRUST C

ARTICLE TWO
TRUST ESTATE .
21. Definition of Trust Estate. All property subject to this instrument from time to
time is referred to as the "trust estate” and shiall be held, _administered, and disuiiauted.u
provided in this instrament. The Trustee shall hold, administer, ahd distribute-the property
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RECORDING REQUESTED
‘BY

AND WHEN RECORDED
MAIL TO

DAVID A. BROMLEY
1855 Olympic Blvd. #200
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

N N I T T T T N

 UNIFORM STATUTORY FORM POWER OoF ATTORNEY
(California Probate Code Section 4401) '

Springing Durable Power of Attorney

NOTICE: THE POWERS GRANTED BY THIS DOCUMENT ARE BROAD AND
SWEEPING. THEY ARE EXPLAINED IN THE UNIFORM STATUTORY FORM
POWER OF ATTORNEY ACT (CALIFORNIA PROBATE CODE SECTIONS 4400-
4465). IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THESE POWERS, OBTAIN
COMPETENT LEGAL ADVICE. THIS DOCUMENT DOES NOT AUTHORIZE
ANYONE TO MAKE MEDICAL AND OTHER HEALTH CARE DECISIONS FOR
YOU. YOU MAY REVOKE THIS POWER OF ATTORNEY LATER IF YOU WISH
TODO SO .

I, WILLIAM R. JACKSON, the principal, appoint SUZANNE E. TURLEY as my agent

(attorney-in-fact) to act for me in any lawful way with respect to the following initialed subjects:

If SUZANNE E. TURLEY is unable or unwilling to act, then I appoint the following in
the order named as my agent:

FIRST ALTERNATE: 'HENRIETTA S. CURRIER

SECOND ALTERNATE:  GLENN REID
THIRD ALTERNATE: "HARDY L. THOMAS
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TO GRANT ALL OF THE FOLLOWING POWERS, INITIAL THE LINE MARKED
WITH A N) AND IGNORE THE LINES IN FRONT OF THE OTHER POWERS.

TO GRANT ONE OR MORE, BUT FEWER THAN ALL OF THE FOLLOWING
POWERS, INITIAL THE LINE IN FRONT OF EACH POWER YOU ARE GRANTING.

TO WITHHOLD A POWER, DO NOT INITIAL THE LINE IN FRONT OF IT. YOU
MAY, BUT NEED NOT, CROSS OUT EACH POWER WITHHELD.

CINITIAL
W
. ®
_©
)
. ®
. ®

o m
.
N )
L ®

@

#79-@

Rea] Property Transactions.

Tangible Personal Propertﬁf Trapsactions.

Stock and Bond Transactions

Commuodity and Option Transactions. .
Banking and othér Financial Instifution Transactions.
Business Operatinig Transactions.

Estate, Trust; and other Béneﬁciary Transactions.

Claims and Litigation.

. Personal and F amﬂy Maintenance.

" Benefits from Social Security, Medicare, Medlcald, or other govemmental

programs, or civil or
military service.

Retirement plan Transactions.
) _
Tax matters.

ALL OF THE POWERS LISTED ABOVE.

YOU NEED NOT INITIAL ANY OTHER LINES IF YOU INITIAL LINE (N)

4 SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS:

~

1. This durable power of attorney shall become effective only ui)oﬁ my incapacity.

If, after being determined incapacitated, I should regain my capacity, the powers conferred by this

mstrument shall terminate.
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2. I shall conclusively be deemed incapacitated for purposes of this instrument when
the agent receives a written and signed opinion from a licensed physician. that I am physically or
. mentally incapable of managing my own finances. Such written opinion when received shall be
attached to-this instrament. Third parties may rely on the agent's authority without further
evidence of incapacity when this instrument is presented with such physician's statement
attached. ‘No licensed physician who executes a medical opinion of incapacity shall be subject to
Tiability because of such execution. I hereby waive any privilege that may apply to release of
_ information included in such medical opinion.

3. After a determination of incapacity, I shall be deemed to have regained capacity
upon a written and signed opinion from a licensed physician that I am physically or mentally
capable of managing my own finances.

4. While T am not incapacitated, I may modify this durable power of attorney at any
time by giving written notice to the agent and I may terminate this power of attorney at any time
by etther myself or by my agent by written notice given by the termmatmg party to the other
party.

5. The Agent shall have the following powets:

A, To execute and deliver ;eVocaBIe living Trust agreements, to make
additions to any existing or future living trust of which I am the Trustor; and to amend or

terminate such Trusts, all so long as such acts do not substantially alter distribution of my estate .-

during my lifetimne or on my death, and so long as all such acts do not cause adverse tax
consequences for my estate or my Agent's estate.

B. To prepare and file all income and other federal and state tax refurns
which the principal is required to file; to sign the principal's name; hire preparers and advisors
and pay for their services; and to do whatever is necessary to protect the principal's assets from
assessments for income taxes and other taxes. The agent is specifically authorized to receive
confidential information; to receive checks in payment of any refund of taxes, penalties, or
interest; to execute waivers (including offers of waivers) of restrictions on assessment or
collection of tax deficiencies and waivers of notice of disallowance of claims for-credit or refund;
to execute consents extending the statutory period for assessment or collection of taxes; to
- execute closing agreements-under Internal Revenue Code section 7121, or any suctessor statute;
and to delegate authority or substitute another representative with respect to all above matters.

C. To have access to all safe deposit boxes in the principal’s name or to Whlch
the prmczpal is an authorized signatoty; to contract with financial institutions for the maintenance
and contimuation of safe deposit boxes in the principal's name; to add to and remove the contents
of all such safe deposit boxes; and to terminate contracts for all such safe deposit boxes.

2370

LY b e



.D. To make direct payments to the provider for tuition and medical care for
the principal's issue under Internal Revenue Code section 2503 (e) or ady successor statute, which
excludes such payments from gift tax liability.

E. To make gifts to continue any pattetn of gift giving established by the
principal. :

F. To make gifts on my behalfto a class composed of my chﬂdren, anyof
‘thell‘ issue, or both to the full extent of the federal annual gift tax exclusmn under Internal
i Revenue Section 2503(b) of any successor statute.

"G To make glﬁs and other transfers without consideration or with less than
full conmderauon, including forgiveness of loans and completion of charitable pledges made by
me; provided, however, that the Agent shall not make gifts to the Agent unless the gifts are for
the Agent’s health, support and maintenance and do not exceed Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000)
in any calendar year; provided, however, that if a gift is made to any of my children, the Agent
" shall make a substantially similar concurrent gift to each of my other children. -

H.  To consent to split gifts made by my spouse to third persons under Internal
Revenue Code Section 2513 or any successor statute, and similar provisions-of any state or local
gift tax laws.

6. On my death, this power shall terminate and the assets of the principal shall be °
distributed to the duly appointed pérsonal representative of the principal's estate; or, if no estate
is being administered, to the persons who lawfully. take the assets without the necessity of
administration including the Trustee of any Trust which is the beneficiary of the principal's estate
When they have supplied the’ agent with satlsfactory documents as provided by law. ’

UNLESS YOU DIRECT OTHERWISE ABOVE, THIS POWER OF ATTORNEY IS
EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY AND WILL CONTINUE UNTIL IT IS REVOKED EVEN
THOUGH YOU BECOME INCAPACITATED.

This power of attomey will continue fo be effective even though I become incapacitated.

(STRIKE THE PRECEDING SENTENCE IF YOU DO NOT WANT THIS POWER OF
ATTORNEY TO CONTINUE IF YOU BECOME INCAPACITATED.)

EXERCISE OF POWER OF ATTORNEY WHERE MORE THAN ONE AGENT
DESIGNATED

If I have designated more thari one agent, the agents are to act SEPARATELY.
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(IF YOU APPOINTED MORE THAN ONE AGENT AND YOU WANT EACH
AGENT TO BE ABLE TO ACT ALONE WITHOUT THE OTHER AGENT JOINING, WRITE
THE WORD "SEPARATELY" IN THE BLANK SPACE ABOVE. IF YOU DO NOT INSERT
ANY WORD IN THE BLANK SPACE, OR IF YOU WRITE THE WORD "JOINTLY," THEN
ALL OF YOUR AGENTS MUST ACT OR SIGN TOGETHER )

I agree that any third party who receives a copy of this document may act under it.
- Revocation of the power of attorney is not effect as to a third party until the third party has actual

knowledge of revocation. I agree to indemmify the thifd party for any claims that arise against the
third party because of reliance on this power of attorney.

Signedthis__Z s 27 ‘ .202’} .

ey R G

WILLIAM R. JAGKSON

BY ACCEPTING OR ACTING UNDER THE APPOINTMENT, THE AGENT ASSUMES
THE FIDUCIARY AND OTHER LEGAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF AN AGENT,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA )

on__Jdra , 2024, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, personally
appeared WILLIAM R. JACKSON, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within iristrument and
acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his anthorized capacity, and that by his
signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, -
executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. &M/M
. . 7

Notary Public
e VD BROMLEY )
) !#RQ\ Commission # 1374668
¥} Notary Public - California £ g
Contra Costa County
% -
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Diane S. Moran Revocable Trust

DIANE S. MORAN REVOCABLE TRUST
'ARTICLE ONE
CREATION OF TRUST

1.1. Declaration. Diane S. Moran of Marin County, California, alsolknown as
Dawn Moran, or Diane Susanne Moran who is herein referred to as "the settlor” or "the
trustee," depending on the context, hereby declares that she holds certain propérty (the
“trust estate") in trust, to be held, administered, and distributed according to the terms of
this instrument.v

1.2. Names of Trusts. The trusts created by this instrument shall be known

collectively as the Diane S. Moran Revocable Trust, and each separate trust created under
this instrument shall be referred to by adding the name or designation of that separate
trust as it appears in the appropriate section of this instrument.

1.3. Effective Date. This declaration shall be effective immediateiy on execution
by all the parties.

1.4. Marita} Status. The settlor is not currently married.

1.5. Identification of Living Child. The settlor has one living child, Mark A.

Moran, born July 20, 1972.

1.6. No Deceased Children. The settlor has no deceased children.

1.7. Definitions of Child, Children, and Issue. As used in this instrument, the

terms "child" and "children" refer to natural children and to children who have been
legally adopted during minority by the parent or parents from or through whom their right
to inherit or to take is determined or derived, and the term "issue" refers to all lineal
descendents of all generations, with the relétionship of parent and child at each

generation being determined by the definitions of "child" and "children" set forth in this
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY CONFORMED COPY of document recorded

Heather Robertson ~ :
12/01/2011 20117309434

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO 1?;; mﬁxﬁl;‘ﬁfm;:w;@ﬁ

I—I_eather Robertson : SAN FRANCISCO ASSESSOR-RECORD

Heather Robertson

8 Mount Tenaya Court .

San Rafael, California 94903

: : Space above line for Recorder's Use
APN: 3601-047 ' NO TAX DUE.

TRUST TRANSFER DEED

The undersigned Grantors declare under the pénalty of perjury that the foﬂc;wing is true
and correct:

Documentary transfer tax is NONE. Not pursuant to a sale. No consideration. A transfer -
into a revocable trust. Rev. & Tax Code Section 11930.

Unincorporated area X . City of San Francisco

This is a transfer into a revocable frust excludable from reassessment under Rev. & Tax
Code Secﬁon 62(d).

FOR NO CONSIDERATION, GRANTORS Brent Horowitz and Heather Thompson,
husband and wife, as Community Property, hereby GRANT TO Brent Horowitz and Heather
Thompson, Trustees of the Horowitz Family Trust dated September 22, 2011, that real property
in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of California, described in Exhibit
"A" aftached hereto and incorporated hezein.

Dated: _September 22, 2011 MM

Heather Thompson
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT

State of California )
’County of San Francisco . g

On Séptember 22,2011, Abefore me, Heather Roberl;son, a notary public, personally
appeared Brent Horowitz and Heather Thompson, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory .
- evidence to be thé persons whose names are subscribed to the within instrumentand
acknowledged to me that they executed the same in their authorized capacities and that by their
signatures on the instrument the persons, or the entity upon behalf of which the persons acted,
executed the instrument.

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

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

W e

Heather Robertson (Seal)

My-commission expires on: July 24, 2014

Mail tax statements to: Brent Horowitz and Heather Thompson, 328 Cumberland Street, San .
Francisco, California 94114
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EXHIBIT "A"

" THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO STAEOFCNMIA,AMISWASFOLLDWS.

Beginning at a point on the northerly Bine of Cumbertand Street, distant thereon 155 fest westerly from the westerly
fine of Sanchez Street; and running thence westerly along said fine of Cumberiand Street 25 feet; thence at a right

angle northesty 114 feet; thence ata ngli:angleeaslaaiyZSfeet;andﬂmata right angle southerly 114 feet to the
point of beginning.

Being part of Mission Block No. 107.
APN: Lot 047, Block 3601
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Original of this document s in the

J_ ’—\‘:‘Lr\ Faleat §

Peier Landes 250

THIRD AMENDED AND RESTATED TRUST AGREEMENT

. el
M

OF
NANCY L. KOKOLJ TRUST
THIS AMENDMENT TO AND RESTATEMENT OF TRUST AGREEMENT is

entered into on - LN 3 [ 2015, between NANCY L. KOKOLJ, referred to
hereinafter, as the Settlor, ad NANCY L. KOKOLDJ, as the Trustee.

The Settlor and the Trustee have heretofore entered into a Trust Agreement dated August
12, 1997, establishing the NANCY L. KOKOLJ TRUST, which was amended and restated in
its entirety on August 8, 2000, and was further amended and restated in its entirety on January
15, 2004 (hereinafter for convenience referred to as the “Trust Agreement”). Pursuant to the -
power reserved to the Settlor it is the desire of the Settlor to further amend the Trust Agreement
in ifs entirety and completely restate the terms thereof as hereinafter set forth. ‘

ARTICLE]

NAME OF TRUST AND TRUST ESTATE

1.1. Name of Trust. This trust name shall remain as the NANCY L. KOKOLJ TRUST.

ARTICLE IT
FAMILY DECLARATION

2.1. Family Information. The Settlor is mnmarried and does not have a domestlc partner.
The Settlor has no children or descendants.

ARTICLE I
-DISTRIBUTION

The Trustee will apply and distribute the trust estate and the income from it in the following
manner:

3.1. During Settlor's Lifetime.




~ REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT

THE ANNA-M. CARTER AND DONALD RAY CARTER REVOCABLE TRUST -

Anna M. Carter and Donald Ray Carter, Trustors and Trustess

(lorgecat- 45~ 19%
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO
REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT

THE ANNA M. CARTER AND DONALD RAY CARTER REVOCABLE TRUST

Anna M. Carter and Donald Ray Carter, Trustors
and

- Anna M. Carter, Trustee

W 2}:} ,2005
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as the donor's executor), accrued income so
transferred shall be treated as income and shall not
be included in “inventory value.’”

PART EIGHT

- If any person for any reason or in any manner whatever, directly or indirectly,
contests this agreenient in whole or in part, on 'any ground whatever, or opposes or objects to any
-of the prgvisions'hereof or seeks to invalidate any such i)rovisions, 'or seeks or endeavors to
succeed to the trust property or any part thereof otherwise than throﬁgh the trust agreement; as
. amended to date, then such person shall neither take nor recéive, any of such trust property, and
any gift or other interest in the trust property to which such person would otﬁerwise be entitled by
virtue of the provisions of the trust agreement, a;s amended to date, shall be revoked and be -
canceled and rendered void and of no effect whatever, and such trust property shall instead be
given to those persons who would bé eﬁﬁtled thereto under the provisions of the trust agreement,

as amended to date, had such person predeceased both trustors without issue.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement

effective the day and year first above written.

%@%r%

Anna M. Carter, Trustor

(()}CQG-SQOL L1t faey (ot . ,/ﬂ Porerct’ Py (2o ite,
_— Donald Ray Carter, Trustor
By Anna M. Carter, his attomey—m-fact

Anna M. Carter, Trustee

20
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

~ COUNTY OF #Mdk

St N N

.On thisZﬂdh day ofA“\/g\;'\iféL , 2005, before me, the tndersigned Notary

Public, personally appeared Anna M. Carter, perserallyknown-to-me-(or proved to me on the

basis of satisfactory evideﬁce} to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within
mstrument, and she acknowledged to me tha’g she executed the same in her authorized cépacities g
as trustor and as trustee and as attorney-in-fact of Donald Ray Carter (trustor), and that, by her
signature on the instrument, the persons or the entity upon behalf of which she acted, executed
the instrument.

© WITNESS my hand and official seal.

2 s 'v,;.s;:'..“.s..;., (St V BHAT‘A );:‘ .
AR Commission # 1371877 & M
¢ S22 Notary Public - California §

Alameda County § Notary Public

My Gorm. Expires Atig 27, 2006
S T S Se I ) e

My commission expires /4'\@3 27, 7006

21
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. THE PETERvD. LARSEN AND JOAN L. WULF TRUST,
Dated December 19, 1995

TRUSTEES’ CERTIFICATION OF TRUST

Tdentity of Trustors and Trustess; Date of Trust. 'We, PETER

D. LARSEN and JOAN L. WULF, certify that we are the Trustors’
and original and presently sérving Trustees of "THE PETER D.

LARSEN AND JOAN L. WULF BFRUST, Dated December 19;‘1995," as
reétated on February g% , 2008

" Existence of Trust; Trust is Revocable. Said Trust is a

revocable inter vivos grantqr-trust. The Trust-is in full .
force and effect. The Trustors have the power to revoke the

Trust.

Signature Authority; Powers of Trustees. The enclosed copy of

pages 1, 29-38, and 55 of the Trust are true and correct
copies of gaid pages; 1ist the identity of the Trustees;
define - the signature authority of the Trustees; and list

relevant powers of the Trustees.

Taxpayer Identification Number. U.S. Treasury Regulation

Sections 1.671-4, 1.6012-3(a) (9} and 301.5109-1(a)(2) provide
that either Trustor's Social Security Number
ORI  cor pETER Do LARSEN or _swiiNNRNSRNERE .

for JOAN L. WULF) may be used in lieu of a éeparate taxpayer

identification number for the Trust.

Title to Trust Assets. - Title to Trust assets should be taken

és follows:.Peter D. Larsen and Joan L. Wuif, Trustees of “The

Peter D. Larsen and Joan L. Wulf Trust, Dated December 19,
19g85.” |
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6. Certification is Current. The Trust has not been revoked,
wodified or amended in any manner which would cause the
repreéentations in this certification to be incorrect. This
certification is being sigﬁed.by all currently actin§~Trustees

-of the Truét.

7. Enforceabllity; Authority. This certification ig 'made

. pursuant to California Probate Code Section 18100.5 and
California Commercial Code Sectiont -8403(4)-(6), true and
correct copies of which are attached hereto. Any ?ransaction
‘entered into by a person acting in reliance. upon ‘this

certification shall be enfoxceable against the Trust assets.

8. Iiability of Persons Refusing to Accept Certification.’

Probate Code Section 18100.5(h) provides that any person
refusing to accept this certification shall be liable for
damages, including attorney's fees, if the court determines

that the person acted in bad faith.

9. Certification. We declare under penalty of perjury under- the

laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and

correct.

.

AALYS £ 0>, California.

PETER D. LARSEN, Trustee

DATED : ﬁ.}i% . 2068, at }f@fw

e WG
JOAN L. @F, Trustee(/
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO . )

On E}gg@g&@ﬁ /3 __, 2008, before me, FAMEA-C. YUy, a Notary
Public for the State of California, personally appeared PETER D.
LARSEN and JOANW I.. WULF, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the persons whose names are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
they execpted the same in their authorized capacities, and that
by their signatures on the instrument the persons, or the entity
upon behalf of which the persons acted, executed the instrument.

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

Witness my hand and official seal. -

RS S, W, A, S S .. ) P T W S 4

PAMELA C. YOUNG .~
A COMM, #1776246 8
'_;;vmmm?ﬁﬁﬁwﬁﬁmo
K M%/Agg)nﬁ,s‘,gxpiésl\lov.& 2011 o - Z @ M
W . PET E Notary Public Q/ ) O
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Daclazration of Trust

The Lyon 1288 Revocable Trust
March 9, 2012

Stephen C. Lyon and Suzanne S. Lyon, husband and wife, sometimes
réferred to herein as "Settlors” and sometimes as "Trustees”,
declare that they are setting aside in trust, various assets
described in Schedule "A", which is attached hereto, which are

to be held subject to the following terms and cbnditions:

1. COMMUNITY PROPERTY : Any community property
transferred to the Trust shall remain community property after
its transfer. Additionally, Settlors, hereby'declare that any
separate property contributed to the trust is hereby deemeg to
be -and is eonverted to cbmmunity propérty, It is the Settlors'
intention that the Trustees shall have no more extensive power
over any community preoperty

transfered to the trust estate than either of the Settlors
Wouid have had under Califoxnia Ccivil Code, concerning
coﬁmunity property, had this Trust not been created, and this
instrument shallkmaso.interpréted,to achieve this intention.
This limitation shall terminate on the death of either Settlor should

the surviving Settlor so choose.

2. LIFETIME USE: The Settlors shall have the right to
océupy, without paying rent, the house and real property
owned by the trust and to use the furniture and furnishings
located theﬁein, Husband and wife ﬁave two children, now

- living; Adam W. Lyon and Chad H. Lyon, both adults and all

= ‘“"/ﬁfbj oo/ 55
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Settlors i
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:

."‘ o
Suzanne S. Lyon

Trustees;: 4| AN g e

$Lephen C. Lyon ~“Suzanne S. Lyon

State of Caiifornis
County of San Francisco

°° On March 8, 2012 before me, M. Zermeno, Notary Public, permnaﬂy appeared Stephen €. Lyon and

cn Suzanne S, Lyon who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the persons whose
names are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that they executed the
same in their authorizeéd capacities, and that by their signatures on the instrument the persons, or
the entity upon behalf of which the persons acted, executed the Instrurnent.

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

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

NI NP NP Y
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Commission # 1947116 i
Notary Public - Callfornia :5
San Francisce County

::‘-!_. ..' SE
SEE e Comm, Expires Aug 31, 2015
%wamw ARSI




AR R

3052013187429

uERTEﬁu&?

ALE GF TA

EDENT'S PERSONAL DATA

* “STATE FILE NUMBER US: S{LADF HH\D Wlﬂﬂ ERA%I;\ES.\’
1. NAME OF DECEDENT- FIRST (Given) 2. MIDDLE
SIEPHEN CRAIG

o, 1 UN
" Thowns )
' H

IFURBZRZAHAURS I & 58X

. Hours 3 Hinotes
i

5.1
71

: ¢ !

1571-52:9643

10, SQTIAL SECURITY NUMBER

1z MANTAL STATUS!SRDP (:lTﬂmol Dastr

MARRIED

8,HOUR {24 Houm)

2233

7. DATE OF DEATH mm/ddiccyy

1 0/05/20 13

13, EOUCATION ~ H ghea LeveDegroe |
e

14/15. VIAS DECS RISPANICLATIOAYSS
(z08 workshest oa b . K
| SOME COLLEGE e

CAUCAéIAN

'S HACE~Up lo 3 m:m n"

7. USUALDCCUFATIDN ~Typo f ok tor it of

SALES

HOT USE RETIRED

18, KiND OF

(0.9

stote, soad _’ L AEARS 1 OCCUPATION

UsuAL

2 DECEDENT S RESIDENCL {Stroct a

424 LIBERTY STREET

§ pumEen o

FLOOR COVERINGS

21.e0v

SAN FRANCISCO

22. COUNTY/PROYIN

i anT RESIDENGE ;

| mroR:

FORMANT:S NAME, RELATIONSHIP

SUZANNE LYO SPOUSE S

.| SAN FRANCISCO

Shta and 21

,‘9/‘444 e

e

. SPBUSE/SRDP AND
PARENT ms:onM'Anm,-:

28 RAME OS-SURY

SUZANNE

31, NAME OF FMHE‘RIPARENT—FRST
JAMES

BLBIATH SYATE

35, NAMEOF MOTHERPAREN:

THELMA -

FUNERAL DIREGTOR/
 LOCAL REGISTRAR

a9, DISPOSITIONDAT mmfddl:n:]
1u1uw.40 i3

AR g1

AdAA.

FRANCISCO;, yA 94114

40. PLACE OFFINRL DISF’OSI‘HON RES[DENCE OF SUZANNE L\(ON

44‘%:,1_] cr{"\ oTr\:t::, BANF

T1.TYPE OF DISFOSTIONG

CR/RES

42 SIGNATURE OF a.taa'm'en

33, LICENSE NUY

44. NAME OF FUNERAL ESTABLISHMENT

‘NEPTUNE SO TY OF NORTHERN

15. UCENSE RUKBER]

FD1306

46. SIGNATURE OF LOCN. REG!STPAF .

b TOMAS ARAGON, MD, DR-P.H.

47; DATE mmiddiecyy -

: 'n/nQ/?on

105, FACIUT" ADDHESS,

424 LsBERTY‘I

SAN FRANCGISE

102.9F HOSFITAL.SP:CIFY ONE

103, IF OTHER THAN HOSPITAL. SPECIFY ONE .+

D Nl-erﬁeml.‘l’c = D Ottt

Hespica

d nitmbes af (aeo?

CALISE OF DEATH -, | [+

107. CAUSE OF DEATH

@

Erter tha chin 01 evsnls

1ty czuses degln. 0Q

@ MELANOMA

'\IC2013—2539

169, BICESY FERFORMEDT

@
CAUSE (diseaso or
irjury that
idtatsd tha avings O

xe..u‘nru in uesm) LAST, ©

AS OPERATIDN PERFORMED FORANY CONDITION N ITER 197
SHAVE SKIN-BIOPSY 10/30/2012, WID

Eﬂz’l lllycs ﬂzt

52 Of eptrt

N G BRI

LESION ON CHEST 1/00/20"2

PRYSICIAN'S
CERTIFICATION

11&I&EUIFYWTUH~EE§T(FM{W CEAHOOOLFRED
HR)

115, SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF. EERTIFIEL

kJEFFREY ALAN BEANE M.D."

T0HOIZ006 - + 10/04/2013 495%

= I

MTDAE mlddecyy

10 08/2013

)IE —YPEA]’._NGING P‘{YS:CIANSNAME MAIL!NG ADDRESS, &F CODEJEFFREY ALAN BEANE M D

CORONER'S USE ONLY

MANNER OF DEATH Ancdent

GEARY Bt_vu, a;—m% FRANCISCO, CA 94118
“91mwwuwmmmamﬂn:mam»nmsmmm—u&m .y

121 INJURY DATE mmiddfeeyy] 122. HOUR 24 Hy

123, PLACE OF INJURY {o.g.. homa, construction sita, wooded ares, &6,

124. DESCRIBE HOW INJURY.DCCURRED {Events vhich resulted it injuny} + .

HER

425, LOCATION OF INJURY.{Stest and numbes, or location 2nd elty, ond 2p} -

126, SIGNATURE OF CORONER / DEFUTY GORU

STATE
REGISTRAR

*010001

M iHHU Ilﬂlllﬁlllll!llllﬂﬂ‘!ﬂl] l‘lﬂ!lllm

00248369

FAYAUTRA

This Is to certify that the image reproduced héfeupon
the r:ccrd on n]e n the SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC




ASSIGNMENT AND DECLARATION OF INTENT

The undersigned, GEORGE HOMSEY, hereby declares that as Trustee of the -
GEORGE W. HOMSEY TRUST, he is acquiring and will hold in the name of GEORGE
W. HOMSEY TRUST but without further reference to his fiduciary capacity all items
listed on the Schedule A of Trust Assets attached hereto and incorporated herein as
amended from time to time as well as household furnishings, automobiles, jewelry, bank:
accounts, securities, bonds, clothing and other personal property of any kind in his name
and henceforth such assets shall and will belong to said Trust and not to him individually.
Unless specifically included in the Schedule A of the Trust, this Declaration shall not
apply to retirement plans including, but not limited to: Individual Retirement Accounts,
pension accounts, 401(k) plans, 403(b) plans, 457 plans, profit sharing plans, Keogh
plans, SEP IR As, annuities, insurance policies, pay on death accounts, Totten Trusts,
assets titled in joint tenancy and any qualified plans not listed above.

He further declares as Trustee that he accepts all of the above-referenced items as
trust property. He further declares that, except to the extent of the interest provided to
him under the terms and provisions of said Trust, he has no personal interest in any of the
above itemized personal properties, it being intended that this Declaration constitutes an
affirmation of trust ownership which shall be binding on his heirs, administrators,
executors and assigns.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has executed this instrument

this /9 “day of e iifpe”] 2005.

( / GEORGE HOMSEY

State of Califormia  }
County of Alameda }

BY: Trustee/Settlor

On ﬂ/%ééé/ / 7 , 2005, before me, Heather Tremain, a Notary Public in and
for said State, personally appeared GEORGE HOMSEY, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in
his anthorized capacity and that by his signature on the instrument the person, or the

* entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

HEATHER TREMAIN
Comrnission # 1518247

em <he)) Notary Public - Califomia z
oy Aldmeda County r

Si g£ ature and Se al 9 My Comm. Expires Nov 5, 2008
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CASE NUMBER:
For Sisit U only

APPLICATION FOR

7.3 Rl
L{a G n mp

i Applicant and Pru]%H makon
© APPUCANT NAME: ) )
. 2/’“ e &qum
. APPLICANT ADDRESS: | TELEPHONE:
Yol 2.6 S ) £33 oS‘8L dﬁ
s EMAIL:
San Evancises C A 41y 'bv‘uce.a'aowm@jmd

 NEIGHBGRHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME;

/Do\oms P(Qi‘)\/\':‘}' ’L’mym‘(@m»ﬁ CL{»L

* NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS: * TELEPHONE:

Po Ba< JNMZ i( ) h/@_,.

(R/ * Ck q EMNL
Sean Francses W s @owmmgmwﬁ

F’ROJECT ADDRESS:
3\~ 3Ly Cwm\oavl&nak St
PLANNING CASE NQ.: BUILDlNG PERMIT APPL(CA&ION NO.: DATE OF DEC!S|ON (IF ANY):
"o, 062 A3
20\3.1L13 C(A.Pﬁ L2006 . Q800 /MWA:&( Ldlé

2. Reguirad Criteria for Granting Waiver

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

M The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other
officer of the organization.

f/I The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department
and that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations.

to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating
{0 the organization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

U] The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and
~thatis the subject of the appeal.

[
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For Dopartment Use Only

Application received by Planning Department:

By:

Submission Checklist:

{71 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION

[} CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION
1 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE

{1 PROJECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION

[..] WAIVER APPROVED

SAH FRANGISCO
RLANDNING
DEPARTMENT

"] WAIVER DENIED

Date:

Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415.558.6409
WER: hitp://www.sfplanning.org
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Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6377

Planning staff are available by phona and af the PIC counter.
No appoinfrrsant 18 necessay.




Appeal Waiver Attachment

John O’Duinn, Chair of the Board of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC),
authorizes Bruce Bowen, member of Dolores Heights Improvement Club and member of
its Planning and Land Use Committee, to file an appeal of the 313-323 Cumberland
Street Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2013.1213CUA on behalf of DHIC.

DHIC is a neighborhood organization registered with the Planning Department as
referenced by the Planning Department on the spreadsheet available here:
http://sf-planning.org/neighborhood-groups-map, and as shown in the attached list of
neighborhood organizations :

DHIC encompasses 313 and 323 Cumberiand Street. The boundaries of the DHIC
encompass homes within the area approximately bounded by the following four streets:
Castro, 18th Street, Dolores Street and 22nd Street.

DHIC was established in the 1940s and was direcily involved in the establishment of the
Dolores Heights Special Use District (Planning Code Section 241) as referenced in the
San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution No. 8472 (January 10, 1980). See also
hitp://doloresheights.org/ and
hitp://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/place/article/Dolores-Heights-architecture-is-like-a-tapest
ry-4766006.php. See also aftached Meeting Notice from September 25, 1990, and front
pages of the Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines, issued by DHIC in March
1998.

DHIC is an organization that is affected by the project. Among other things, the project
affects the goals of the Dolores Heights Special Use District, the provisions of the
Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines, and unique character of the
neighborhood.
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Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco

CA 94103

Re: Conditional Use Appeal: 313-323 Cumberland Street;

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver

To Whom it May Coricern,

Bruce Bowen is a member of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and is authorized
to file the above-referenced appeal on behalf of our organization.

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club was established in the 1960s and came into
being around neighborhood issues including development pressures. The Dolores
Heights Improvement Club is a volunteer residential neighborhood association. We
come together in the interest of the community to maintain and enhance its appearance,
safety, communication, and value. The Dolores Heights neighborhood has a
demarcated area within it called the Dolores Heights Special Use District, which was
established in 1980 in response to the demolition of housing and the construction of
large buildings. San Francisco’s Planning Code Section 241 describes the intent of the
Special Use District. Given, among‘other things, that this project is within this Special
Use District, and as currently designed does not meet the basic objectives of
development in context and scale with established character and landscape, as
described in Section 241, and given that the project involves a lot merger and second
basement unit which we believe set dangerous precedents for neighborhood and City
planning, we previously asked the Planning Commission to deny the request for a
Conditional Use permit. We are appealing their decision [Case Number 2013.1213CUA]
for this and other reasons as described in our previous two letters to the Commission
opposing the project.

John O’Duinn
Chair, Board of Dolores Heights Improvement Club.
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lpper Market

Alan Beach-Nelson

President .
Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood
Association -

P.O. Box 14137

San Francisco, CA 94114-2827

Bruce Murphy

President

Eureka Valley Trails/Art Network
170 Yukon Street

San Francisco, CA 94114-2306

Donald Bateman

0 .

Twin Peaks Eastside Neighborhood Alliance
(TPENA)

70 Crestline Drive, #11

San Francisco, CA 94131

Jason Henderson

Vice Chariman

Market/Octavia Community Advisory
Comm.

300 Buchanan Street, Apt. 503

San Francisco, CA 94102

Lucia Bogatay

Board Member -
Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association
3676 20th Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

Peter Cohen

0 .

Noe Street Neighbors

33 Noe Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Richard Magary

Administrator

Merchants of Upper Market & Castro
(MUMC)

584 Castro Street #333

San Francisco, CA 94114

Ted Olsson

Member . . . .
Market/Octavia Community Advisory
Comm.

30 Sharon Street -

San Francisco, CA 94114-1709 |

Andrea Aiello

Administrator )

Castro Upper Market Community Benefit
District

584 Castro Street #336

San Francisco, CA 94114

Carol Glanville

President

Mt. Olympus Neighbors Association
290 Upper Terrace

San Frandisco, CA 94117

Edward Scruggs

0]

Eureka/17th Street Neighbors
4134 17th Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Jeff Parker

Steering Committee Member
Friends of Upper Douglass Dog Park
750 27th Street

San Francisco, CA 94131

Planning and Land Use Committee 0
o .
Dolores Heights Improvement Club-DRC

"P.O. Box 14426

San Francisco, CA 94114

Peter Heinecke

President

Liberty Hill Neighborhood Associaton
30 Hill Street '

San Francisco, CA 94110

Scott Wiener

Supervisor, District 8

Board of Supetrvisors

1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, Room #244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
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P37

Bill Tannenbaum

0

Sharon Street Neighborhood Associatior.
46 Sharon Street,

San Francisco, CA 94114

David Villa-Lobos
Executive Director

Heart of the Triangle
P.O. Box 642201

San Francisco, CA 94164

_ Gary Weiss

President

" Corbett Heights Neighbors

78 Mars Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

Joe Curtin
President

_Castro Area Planning + Action

584 Castro Street, Suite 169

.San Francisco, CA 94114 -

David Troup

President

Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association
2261 Market Street PMB #301

San Francisco, CA 94114

Priscilla Botsford

President

Eureka Heights Neighborhood Association
382 Eureka Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Sean Quigley

President

Valencia Corridor Merchant Association
1038 Valencia Street

San Francisco, CA 94110
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About the DOLORES HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT CLUB

History and Purpese

Established in 1940’s, the Ciub was formed to preserve and enhance the
quality of the special neighborhood on Dolores Heights hill. Throughout
it's history, the Club has been active in neighborhood and city issues such
as zoning, safety, traffic regulation, beautification, garden projects, etc.

The Club was responsible for the drafting and implementation. of the
Dolores Height Special Use District legislation in 1980 and implementation
of the undergrounding of utilities of several blocks on the Dolores Heights

Membership

The Club is open to membership by residents of the area generally bounded
_by Church, 19th Street, Noe Street and 22nd Street. Res1dents of adjemmg
blocks are also welcome fo joim, T T e -
If you are interested in becoming a member, we invite you to attend a
meeting of your neighbors of our special area of the City. Membership
dues are $10.00 per year. Send dues to:

Dave Evers, Treasurer

Dolores Heights Improvement Club
3435 Liberty Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Information can also be obtained by calling:
Tom Holder, Club Secretary, at 285-9530.

Board of Directors

Jean Burbank  Dave Evers  TomHolder  Bob Kilian Rick Lobshure  David Meyer
760Church 345 Libenty 3680 21st 3640 22nd 3676 21st - 946 Liberty
Bruce Muncil  Ron Rice Henry Shapiro

336 Cumberland 10 Rayburn 361 Hill

R -
i I 2 SV S
Gitme
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DOLORIES HEIGHTS

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES

March 1998
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PREPARED BY THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
OF THE DOLORES HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT CLUB

Donald E. Earlenbaugh
Stephen Lomika
Philip Mathews, Architect
Stephen O’Connell, Urban Planner
Jerry Pike, Architect

DHIC
3732 21* Street, San Francisco, CA 94114

E-mail: doloresheights@hotmail.com
Telephone: 647-4228
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Carroll, John (BOS)

Trom: - BOS Legislation, (BOS)
ant: Thursday, June 02, 2016 2:46 PM
fo: ‘bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com’; ‘info@doloresheights.org’; 'Tara N. Sullivan’;
'tcatalano@reubenlaw.com’; ‘'shaughey@reubenlaw.com'; ‘James Reuben'; 'Gary Weiss'
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez,

Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erikg; Lew, Lisa (BOS);
Jalipa, Brent (BOS) '

Subject: Appeal Response - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street -
Appeal Hearing on June 7, 2016

Categdries: 160527

Good afternoon,
Please find linked below an appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Tuija . Catalano,
representing the Project Sponsor, concerning the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 313-

323 Cumberland Street.

Project Sponsor Letter - June 2, 2016

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on June 7, 2016.

] invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527

Thank you,

John Carroll
Legislative Clerk
Board of Supervisors .
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
- San Francisco, CA 94102
(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation @sfgov.org

@ Click here to 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 irispection 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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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Tuija Catalano <tcatalano@reubenlaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 1:35 PM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Cc: Carroll, John (BOS)

- Subject: Appeal of CU on 313-323 Cumberland - Project Sponsor Brief
Attachments: , BOS Project Sponsor Brief w. exhibits (6-2-2016).pdf
Categories: 160527
Mr. Carroll,

Attached please find a copy of the project sponsor’s brief in opposition to the CU appeal on 313-323 Cumberland for
inclusion in the BOS packages. Two (2) hard copies are on their way to the Clerk’s Office, however, if you need any
additional hard copies, we would be happy to produce them.

A copy can also be downloaded from the following link:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/3s2hiseo0fkaa3b/ BOS%20Project%20Sponsor%208rief%20w.%20exhibits%20%286-2-
2016%29.pdf?dI=0 ’

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, u»

Tuija Catalano, Partner
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
T. (415) 567-9000

F. (415) 399-9480 -

C. (925) 404-4255
tcatalano@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com

PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE — This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and maﬂ/ contain
confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender
and delete the transmittal and any attachments.
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, u.»

June 2, 2016

President London Breed

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

* San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  313-323 Cumberland Street (3601/043 and 044)
Brief in Opposition to Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization
Planning Department Case No.: 2013.1213CUA
Hearing Date: June 7, 2016
Our File No.: 8920.01

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:

Our office represents RSAA, LLC, owner of the properties at 313 and 323 Cumberland
Street (the “Property”). The Property consists of two 25-foot by 114-foot lots, one of which is
improved with a one-story over basement single-family residence (323 Cumberland) and the other
is a vacant lot (313 Cumberland). The project will result in the demolition of the existing 877-sf
structure, merger of the two lots, and construction of a building that will contain one family-sized
unit for the personal use of the Property owners and a second, smaller unit (the “Project”).

On February 4, 2016, a conditional use authorization was approved for the Project by the
Planning Commission for the construction of two units on the combined lot at the RH-1 zoned
Property. Although the Project opponents, including Mr. Bruce Bowen who signed the appeal on
behalf of the Appellant, pushed for the addition of a second unit to the Project, they now appeal the
Planning Commission’s decision to approve that second unit and the Project ("CU .Appeal").
Despite the limited basis of appeal for the Project that required a conditional use approval only for
the purpose of allowing the construction of two units instead of one (i.e. the addition of the second
. unit), the Appellant raises a number of unrelated issues that should not be considered on the CU
Appeal for a fully Code compliant Project.

The Project is compatible with the neighborhood in design, scale and massing, supported
by many neighbors including at least five (5) of the immediately adjacent six (6) neighbors, and
appropriate and compliant with the applicable Planning Code and other criteria as described more
fully below. If, despite this, the Board finds that the Planning Commission improperly granted the
conditional use authorization, it should exercise its jurisdiction and address that limited decision by
approving the Project and requiring the removal of the second dwelling unit.

James.A. Reuben | Andrew J. Junius | Kevin H.Rose | Daniel A. Frattin | Jahn Kevlin One Bush Street, Suite 600

Tuija I. Catalano | Jay & Drake | ALindsay M. Petrone | ‘SherylReuben' | Thomas Tunny San Francisco, CA 74104

David Sivérman | Melinda'A. Sarjapur | Mark H. Loper | Jody Knight-[ Stephanie L. Hatughey tel: 415-567-9000

Chloe V. Angells | Louis J. Sarmiento | Jared Eigerman®? | John Meclnerney IiI? fax: 415-399-9480

1, Also admitted in New York 2. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts www.reubenlaw.com
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President Breed and Supelw;i-sors
June 2, 2016
Page 2

A. Project Description

The proposed merger of the existing lots will result in an approximately 5,700-sf, 50-foot

by 114-foot lot. The Project proposes to demolish the existing structure and construct a new

‘building with approx. 7,100 sf of residential uses, within an almost 33-foot tall three-story over

basement building that will include two (2) units. The two (2) new units will include an

approximately 5,550-sf family-sized unit for the project sponsor's family, a second approximately
1,550-sf unit, and an approximately 900-sf garage.

The Project includes a second unit as requested by the Appellant. The existing Property
contains only one (1) unit. However, due to the proposed merger of the lot with the adjacent
vacant lot, the Project was revised to include two (2) units thereby avoiding any potential loss or-
elimination of a dwelling unit on the vacant portion of the Property. The Planning Code does not
impose a minimum unit count or a minimum density for any property or for the merger of two or
more parcels. The change and the addition of the second unit was made in response to the
Planning Department's request, and in order to address the objections, including those by Mr.
Bowen, during the planning process about “loss of affordability and the loss of an in-fill housing
opportunity site.” Despite that, Appellant challenges the approval of the second dwelling unit.

One_building with two units is preferred by the Property’s neighbors. Construction of a
single building on the merged Property is preferred by several neighbors and will result in a
smaller building than would likely be constructed if the existing two (2) parcels were constructed
with two (2) separate structures without a merger. The benefits of the Project as compared to
constructing two (2) buildings on two (2) separate lots include the following:

® A 2-unit/2-lot project would not require any side yard setbacks, as compared to the Project,
which is required to provide a 3-foot side setback on one side due to the width of the
merged property. Exceeding the side yard setback requirements, the Project proposes
significantly larger setbacks along with eastern property boundary starting with a 3-foot
setback at the front and increasing to over 13 feet towards the back of the Property, none of
which are realistic for a project either of the current 25-foot wide lots alone;

= By constructing a single building on two lots, the Project does not need to, and does not,
utilize the maximum height or building envelope permitted by the zoning. The proposed
Project also provides for a larger front setback than is required by the Code, which was
incorporated pursuant to the adjacent neighbor’s request (Mr. Lynch at 327 Cumberland),
.and in order to minimize to the Project’s overall size and massing and the appearance
thereof. A 2-unit/2-building/2-lot project would quite likely result in Code compliant
buildings that would be larger than the single building proposed by the Project; and

® A 2-unit/2-lot project would result in two (2) curb cuts along the 50 foot street frontage for
the required vehicular access. In contract, the Project proposed only one (1) ten-foot wide
curb cut, thereby increasing the amount of available street parking for the neighborhood
and decreasing conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles.

One Bush Street, Suite 407
San Francisco, CA 94104
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B. CU Appeal by the Appellant

The Appellant asserts that the CU Appeal is necessary to correct policy errors made by the
Planning Commission and to avoid establishment of a precedent or creation of a new housing
policy by the Project. Contrary to the Appellant's arguments, this Project and this CU Appeal do
not create any new housing policies for the City. The CU Appeal is about the Project at the
Property, and cannot be extended to anything else beyond that. New housing policies can, and do,
get created, but not in the context of individual projects or appeals.

The Appellant argues that by allowing the Project and the proposed merger, the City would
~ thereafter be inundated with projects proposing mergers of individual lots followed by demolition
of existing housing units and construction of large single-family residences. The Appellant
suggests that the approval of the Project would create a policy in favor of such proposals with
Citywide impacts. The notion that any single project, such as this Project, would create a Citywide
housing policy or establish an irreversible, or for that matter, any kind, of a policy is simply
absurd. First and foremost, the Project involves a unique set of circumstances that are highly
unlikely to exist anywhere else, thus making it improbable that another project similar to the
Project would even be proposed. The Property consists of a vacant lot that was sold concurrently
and together with the adjacent lot. There simply are not many, if any, similar situations where an
existing single-family lot would be immediately adjacent to a vacant lot under common ownership,
and subject to concurrent sale, which was the case when the project sponsor purchased the
Property over three (3) years ago. It is also impossible for one to create such a situation by first
demolishing an existing building in order to create a vacant property next to an improved lot since
Section 317 of the Planning code requires a replacement structure to be approved prior to the
approval of a demolition of an existing structure. In sum, the circumstance involving the Project
(i.e. the merger of a vacant lot with an adjacent improved lot) is rare, and thus it is simply
inaccurate to believe that the Project would or could result in any precedent.

Contrary to the Project, a proposal to merge two adjacent properties, neither of which is
vacant, and both of which are improved with an existing unit, would involve an entirely different
set of requirements and regulations. Specifically, Section 317 of the Planning Code regulates the
loss of residential units as a result of a merger of two of more units, demolition and/or conversiorn.
If a project were to propose a merger of two (2)lots containing two (2) units, which is not the case
here, such project would require a conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission,
subject to specific findings per Section 317 of the Planning Code relative to the type and size of
the existing units vs. the proposed unit (or units). Simply stated, the Planning Code already
governs such project proposals and this CU Appeal and/or Project will have no impact on such
projects, and certainly will not create any new policies in that regard.

To the extent that any existing regulations and zoning controls are deemed not to be
adequate, the Planning Code provides for processes for the amendment of the Planning Code that
can be utilized to change existing zoning controls. The Board of Supervisors has the ultimate
authority to approve such policies and universal amendments that impact how and where housing

One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
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or any other development can be built. The Project complies with all existing policies, zoning
requirements and development standards and limitations. To the extent that the Appellant is not
satisfied with the existing controls, the remedy is to pursue amendment of such controls however,
any such “amendment” or creation of a new policy is not done in the context of an individual
project or appeal, such as this Project or this CU Appeal.

The Appellant's arguments for the CU Appeal are in many ways circular. On one hand, the
Appellant argues for the preservation of the existing two lots 'as is' and for the construction of two -
separate buildings, which realistically would result in larger overall massing and would effectively
ignore the extensive revisions that have been made to the Project over a period of more than two
(2) years in cooperation with the immediate neighbors in order to ensure that those neighbors who
could be most impacted by the Project are supportive. At the same time, the Appellant argues for
the reduction in the Project's currently proposed massing and scale claiming that the neighbors'
have not been heard and that the proposed approx. 1,550-sf second unit is inadequate and contrary
to the City's housing policies in a neighborhood, which the Appellant describes as predominantly a
"street of 2,000 sf homes."

A summary of the Appellant's key arguments is included and analyzed below:

The Project sets a "dangerous precedent” | Not true. The CU Appeal and the Planning Commission decision

affecting all RH-1 and RH-2 affect the Project at the Property and do not create any new
neighborhoods in the City, creating a housing policies. Housing policies are created by new legislation
"new housing policy" ) ‘ and/or by the amendment of existing zoning controls, and not by

decisions on individual projects. See Part B above for more
detailed response.

2 | The second unit is a "sham" unit, Not true. With 2 bedrooms, approx. 1,550 sf, a separate

deprived of natural light, failing to entrance, extensive light wells and windows, separate entrance to
comply by housing policies, General Plan | the parking garage and other features, the second unit is a true
and Section 317 criteria. unit that complies with all applicable Planning Code requirements

as well as the housing policies. The Appellant is accurate in that
the second unit is smaller than the main unit, however, there is
nothing negative about creating a smaller, relatively more
affordable second unit. '

One Bush Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104
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4 | Demolition of the existing house at the Incorrect. Valued at approx. $1.68 million, the existing approx.
Property removes "relatively affordable 980-sf house is not affordable by any standard or definition. In
housing” and is contrary to a host of fact, based on the City's criteria, the value of the existing house is
requirements, policies and criteria. above the 80% average price of single-family residences is the City,

thus characterizing the existing housing as "not affordable or
financially accessible housing.” Notwithstanding the value of the
existing house, the Project is creating a a second unit that is
smaller at approx. 1,550 sf, thus arguably creating relatively more
affordable housing than two equally sized units at the Property
would provide.

6 | The Project's entitlement process was Not true. The Project was initiated over two (2) years ago, and
suspect and subject to political been extensively reviewed by the Planning Department, including
interference and inadequate due various teams therein, such as the Residential Design Team, and all
diligence by Planning. required notices and processes have been followed as required.

San Francisco, CA 94104

tel: 415-567-9000
fax: 415-399-9480
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C. The Proiect_ Has Extensive Neighborhood Support

The Project has been carefully designed. to be compliant with all Planning Code
requirements and, equally importantly, the Project's massing and design has been revised multiple
times in order to ensure compatibility with the existing neighborhood and to address requests by
immediate neighbors. The Appellant is asking the Board to ignore a lengthy cooperative process
with the Project's immediate neighbors, which resulted in numerous revisions to the Project for the
benefit of existing neighbors.

The Project sponsor worked very closely with neighbors, holding three (3) separate
neighborhood meetings and many individual meetings with different neighbors, in addition to
being available and responsive to many more emails and phone calls. A timeline with some of the
key meetings, events and Project revisions is included in Exhibit A. The original Project was
larger and quite different from the Project that is before the Board now. The current Project is the
product of collaboration with the neighbors and the Projéct sponsor's willingness and interest in
creating a project that the neighbors can and will support. As a result, at the Planning Commission
the Project sponsor submitted support letters from twelve (12) neighbors along with a petition with
a total of 64 signatures, of which 55 were additional signatures in support of the Project. See

- Exhibit B for the inclusion of the support letters and petition signatures.

The owners have worked particularly closely with the neighbors who share common
property boundaries with the Property. The support from the immediate neighbors is shown in
green color in the block map below. It is quite common for immediate neighbors to oppose a
project. The support of five surrounding neighbors shows that the Project actually benefits the
neighborhood.

CUMBERLAND
B 2.4

SANCHEZ
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D. Thé CU, and Project as 2 Whole, Was Properly Granted

The Project was granted a conditional use authorization in order to allow two (2) units at
the Property consistent with Section 209.1 of the Planning Code. The Project as originally
proposed included only one (1) unit. However, the Project was revised to include two (2) units in
order to account for the potential (albeit not actual) loss of a unit that could result if a second unit
were constructed on the currently vacant portion of the Property in the absence of the proposed lot
merger.

The Project is necessary and desirable, adding two well-designed units, including a
relatively affordable unit. The Project will create a high-quality residential building with two (2)
units within an established residential neighborhood, complying with existing zoning controls and
General Plan policies that encourage provision of quality housing. The Project includes one
family-sized unit, replacing a vacant and debilitated building, and a second, smaller and relatively
more affordable unit (also consistent with requests made by the Appellant).

: There is no violation of an existing lot paitern. The Project will result in two (2) dwelling
units on a 5,700-sf, 50-foot by 114-foot lot, which is compatible with the density in the
neighborhood. There are several other lots that are similarly sized, including three lots across from
the Property on Cumberland (Block 3601, Lots 45, 102 and 103), two lots adjacent to the Property
fronting 20th Street (Block 3601, lots 15 and 16), and other lots nearby on the same block of
Cumberland (Block 3601, lots 50, 38). Therefore, the existing pattern provides for a mix of lot
widths and sizes with which the Project is consistent. More importantly, the Project has been
carefully designed to be compatible with the existing context (e.g. via use of setbacks and
materials) and consistent with the pedestrian scale and residential character of the neighborhood.

The Project is consistent with neighborhood character. The existing neighborhood lacks

"defined visual character" that is recognized in the Residential Design Guidelines (“RDG”) due to
the mix of both modern and historic/older homes, including a varied mix of building materials, as
is illustrated in the block photo montage below. For example, with respect to the roofline, there
are a variety of different types of rooflines, including horizontal rooflines like that proposed by the
Project.

SUBJECT PROPERTY

Source: Google Streetview, not in scale
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The Project incorporates a sizeable front setback at the ground level, consistent with the
front setbacks for the adjacent buildings, and provides an appropriate transition between the street
and the building, with a more than 10-foot front setback for primary building fagade/wall. An
additional front setback is provided at the third story of the building, which is set back
approximately 15 feet from the front property line. The Property is-located in the 40-X height and
bulk district, yet the proposed total building height is only approximately 33 feet. Last but not
least, the primary rear yard mass is significantly offset from the eastern property line, protectmg
mid-block open space for the keylot properties on Sanchez Street.

It is also important to note that, contrary to the Appellant's (incorrect) assumption, the
merger of the two (2) lots and the construction of one building is more compatible and sensitive
than the construction of two (2) separate homes on two (2) separate lots. With a single lot, the
Project is able to provide the significant side yard setback noted above and eliminate one of the
existing curb cuts, thereby increasing the availability of on-street parking in the neighborhood.
Appellant's belief that a two-building scenario would provide the neighboring houses similar
access to light, air and open area is simply not true - it is not feasible to assume that a building on a
25-foot wide lot would provide side setbacks up to approx. 13 feet in width when none are
required by the Code.

The Project creates added housing, not a loss of housing. Appellant argues that denial of
the Project would result in “modest development of each lot with a stand-alone single family home
of a size and scale consistent with the neighborhood.” However, the likely outcome of denial of the
Project would be two homes with a cumulatively greater impact on the surrounding properties,
which is precisely why the Project has the support of the surround neighbors (Appellant lives on
another block). The Project as proposed provides two dwelling units while being responsive to the
scale of the neighborhood and the concerns of surrounding neighbors, and should be upheld as
supported by the Planning Department and approved by the Planning Commission.

E. - If the Board Finds that the CU was Improperly Granted, the Appropriate Relief is to
Eliminate the Second Dwelling Unit

The only decision made by the Planning Commission and ripe for appeal is conditional use
approval of a second dwelling unit. The remainder of the Project is Code-compliant. Appellant
argues that: “the project failed to meet the City’s conditional use requirement to find that the
proposed project is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the
community.” -However, it is not the residential use that must be found to be desirable and
compatible, but the construction of two dwelling units. In setting the zoning regulations for the
RH-1 District, the City has already decided what uses and building envelopes are appropriate, and
this Project meets these requirements. On the other hand, if the Board finds that the second unit is
not desirable and compatible, the appropriate relief is to remove that unit, leaving a completely
Code-compliant Project.

One Bush Street, Suite 600
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F. Conclusion

The Project creates two dwelling units within a building envelope and design that is
sensitive to the neighbors and compatible with the existing neighborhood, without the need for
modifications from Planning Code requirements other than for addition of the second unit.
Therefore, the CU Appeal should be denied. If the CU Appeal is granted, it should be limited to
the question of whether the second unit was properly approved, and the Project should be upheld
with the second dwelling unit removed. Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

D 6

Tuijé L Catalano

Enclosures:

Exhibit A — General Timeline for project

Exhibit B — Support letters and Petition
- Exh. BI - Richard Lynch at 327 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 42) 4
Exh. B2 - Allen Chen-Cecily Gallup at 311 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 7)
Exh. B3 - Annabel Teal-Justin Shaffer at 660 Sanchez (Block 3601, Lot 8)
Exh. B4 - Ken Smith at 662 Sanchez (Block 3601, Lot 8A)
Exh. B5 - Bill Phipps at 668 Sanchez (Block 3601, Lot 9)
Exh. B6 - Michael Jahr-Wei Wang at 339 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 40)
Exh. B7 - Viskin Vadakan-Patrick Amihood at 352 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 51)
Exh. B8 - Sarah and Lee Clancy at 369 Cumberland (Block 3601, Lot 34)
Exh. B9 - Nina Khosla at 391-393 Cumbeland (Block 3601, Lots 30 and 31)
Exh. B10 - John Bokelman at 655 Sanchez (Block 3600, Lot 29)
Exh. B11 - Paul and Myle Saab at 677 Sanchez (Blok 3600, Lot 28)
Exh. B12 - Jessica Lessin at 41 Cumberland (Block 3598, Lot 40)
Exh. B13 — Petition in support of the Project, with 55 unique signatures beyond those

~ supporters who provided a letter
Exhibit C - Listing and map of nearby "larger" homes
Exhibit D — Map of nearby larger lots
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cc: Supervisor Eric Mar
Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Katy Tang
Supervisor Jane Kim
Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Scott Weiner
Supervisor David Campos
Supervisor Malia Cohen
Supervisor John Avalos
John Carroll, Board of Supervisors Clerk’s Office
John Rahaim, Planning Director
Erika Jackson, Project Planner
John Maniscalco, Project Architect
Jim Reuben, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP
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EXHIBIT A

(HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF KEY NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS AND PROJECT REVISIONS)

313-323 CUMBERLAND STREET

3/24/14

4/25/14
512114

6/19/14

82714

9/24/14

10/16/14
10/27/14

11/7114

1211114

213/15
2/4/15

2/6/15
2/25/15

3/9/15

Pre-application Meeting 1

Met with adjacent neighbors (Alan and Cecily — 311 Cumberland, Richard —
327 Cumberland) - heard concemns

Met with adjacent neighbors (Alan and Cecily, Richard) - presented
proposed revision

Submitted initial scheme to Planning Department (reflecting neighbor modifications)
Revisions included:

- increased entire front/street setback by 3’ (removing 107 sf) fo address eastern
neighbor concemns about light/air/view

~ increased west setback by 5’ (removing 64 sf) at level 2 to address western
neighbor concerns about light/air/view

Received Comments from Planning (Notice of Plénning Department
Requirements #1)

Categorical Exemption from CEQA signed and completed

Revised project is taken before the RDT and found to have addressed the
Department's concerns

Met with Ken Smith (662 Sanchez) and discussed fencing and property
line issues

Submitted revision 1 to Planning Department
Revisions included:
- removed 5'x 3’ - 10” from NW cormer of level 1 (removmg 19 sf) fo address

Planning Department request

R and A request that we revisit the design fo find a more cohesive design
solution

ZA issues approval of demo permit
Redesigned scheme informally presented to Planner for review

Met with adjacent neighbors (Alan and Cecily, Richard) - presented
proposed revision

Redesigned scheme is taken before the RDT - slight modn‘“ cations
requested

Modified scheme is taken before the RDT and found f{o have addressed
the Department's concerns

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102t 415.864.9900 T415.864.0830
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3/13/15

4/5/15
4/21/15
42715
5/25/15
5/28/15
6/8/15

8/19/15
8/3/15

9/10/15
é/1 0/15

10/1/15

11/13/15

12/XX/15

12/10/15

3/7/16

EXHIBIT A

(HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF KEY NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS AND PROJECT REVISIONS)

Submitted revision 2 to Planning Department

Revisions included:

- increased front/street sethack by 2™-8” of level 1 (removing 82 sf) fo benefit both
east and west neighbors '

-~ increased setback at NE comer by 3-4" of level 2 (removing 34 sf) fo benefit east
neighbor

- increased front/street setback of level 3 by 4-1” (removing 146 sf)

fo reduce concems abouft street presence and massing

- lowered west volume at first floor by 2-6” to benefit west neighbor

Letter sent to neighbors to present the revised proposal

Pre-application meeting 2

John/Ruchi met with Richard to discuss his concerns

Aditya/Ruchi met with Richard over dinner

Invite sent to neighbors to meet with Frank Rollo to answer their geo tech questions
DRs filed by Rhett Currier and Bruce Bowen

Met with Rhett, Junona, Bruce to see if we could reach a compromise

Jim/Aditya met with Rob Levy

Met with Rob Levy to show him plans and see if he could broker compromise

RDT meets to review project again following DR request

Met with Erika Jackson and David Winslow of SF Planning to review new post-DR
RDT comments

Requested RDT revisions submitted to Planning

Revisions included:

- eliminated westemn first floor volume. to benefit western neighbor

- eliminated western window on front facade at both first and second floor, reducing
glazing at front facade by 20% '

- eliminated solid wall at eastern side of enfry porch

Planning requests addition of second unit

Revised plans submitted including second studio unit

Revisions included:
- reconfigured interior fo add a 680 sf second unit at ground level

Met with Comm. Antonini who requested a larger family-sized second unit

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Sirest San Francisco, CA 94102 t 415.864.9900 f415.664.0830
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EXHIBIT A
(HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF KEY NEIGHBORHOOD MEETINGS AND PROJECT REVISIONS) |

3/9/16 Met with Comm. Richards who requested a larger family-sized second unit

3/18/16 Revised plans submitted including enlarged second studio unit
Revisions included: '
- reconfigured intefior fo increase the size of the second unit to a 1546 sf 2 bedroom/2
bath unit ] :

3/31/16 CU Hearing

4/13/16 Revised plans per DR hearing comments and requests submitted

Revisions included:
- light-well increased in size and stepped planters to yard infroduced to increase light
into lower unit :

5/31/16 Revised plans per DR hearing comments and requests submitted
Revisions included:

- light-well increased further in size and increased south facing glazing introduced to
increase light info lower unit

JOHN MANISCALCO ARCHITECTURE inc.442 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102t 415.864.9900 f415.864.0830
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EXHIBIT B1

December 12™ 2015

Planining Commission and Department
¢/o Erika Jackson

City and County of San Francisco

1650 Missian Street, Suite 400

San Francisco; CA 94103

RE: Planning Department Case no, 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street

Dear Ms. Erica fackson,

My wiferand | are the owners of the residential property at 327 Cumbétland Street Wthh is d;rectly
adjacent (to the west) of the above mentioned project.

The owners have met with me an a number of oceasions ta walk me through their proposed plans and
have incorporated various changes that | have asked for. Some particular changes that have been
important to me are:

«  Maintaining light and views from my déck

¢ Having a lafge front sethack on their project

«  The setback {on the West} between.our properties .
The owners Aditya and Ruchi and their architect John have been very accommodating and 1 am very
appreciative of their thoughtfulnesstowards addressing my concérns.

My wife has been very ilf and we appreciate the owners’ sensitivity to our needs. With the new changes
she ¢tan continue to enjoy the views and sunshine from our deck.

Ruchi-and Aditya have also promised to construct'the building with minimum disruption to
accommodate my wife’s needs. We are very fond of them and urge planning to approve their project,

Very Truly Yours;

ﬁu/m/”mwnf

Name: Richard Lynch
Address: 327 Cumberland Street, San Francisco
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EXHIBIT B2

Date: l' 2'4 l"l , 2015

Planning Commissian and Department
% Erica Jackson .

City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:  Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street

Dear Ms. Jackson,

We are the owners of 311 Cumberland Street, which is directly adjacent to the east of
313- 323 Cumberland Street. We had previously written a letter of support to Michael
Smith who we understand is no longer at the planning commission.

Ruchi and Aditya have met with us several times over the last year in addition to
organizing several neighborhood meetings. Early on, they even visited our house with
their architect so they could more deeply see and understand our concerns with respect
to views, privacy and light from our deck. Their designs have evolved over time and we
believe they've satisfactorily addressed our concerns They even arganized a meeting
with the geo-tech surveyors so they could answer all neighbors’ cancerns about

excavations.

We appreciate the additional setback on the east and the front which has both resuited
in good separation between our properties and protected our light, privacy and views

from our deck.

We believe the construction of one residence across the two lots is better than two
separate buildings. Two buildings would inevitably result in a larger footprint than the
current design. With a single house, they've also managed to include a 3 feet setback on
the western side which would not be required in a two-lot, two-building scenario.

We would like to express our support for the project and we hope the planning
department approves the project as proposed by Ruchi and Aditya. We look forward to

having them as neighbors.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.

Sincerely,

Allen n ~ Cegcily Gallup

Addresf. 311 Cumberiand St fﬁ-{'—
SF, CA 94114 ’
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EXHIBIT B4
Date: December 8, 2015

Planning Commission and Department
c/o Erika Jacksaon

City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street

Dear Ms. Jackson:

I'm writing to indicate my support for Ruchi and Aditya’s plans for the
construction of a single family home at 313-323 Cumberland Street.

My property at 662 Sanchez Street is directly adjacent to the east of Ruchi
and Aditya’s property. I have met with Ruchi, Aditya and their architect to
review the plans for the proposed project. I appreciate that they were serisitive
to the four neighbars bordering their property on the east and selected a
design with a 14-feet set back from. that property line, resulting in a house
with a smaller footprint. They’ve begen iterating on the project in response to
feedback for the last two vyears, and I also appreciate the design
improvements with regards to the facade. I have no objection to these plans

and support the project’s application.

Sincerely, ‘ -
Ken Smith

662 Sanchez Street
San Francisco
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: _-'Planning Commission and Department
¢/o Erika Jackson
City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:  Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street

Dear Mes. Erica Jackson,
‘We are residents at the residential property at 668 Cumberland Street which is dtrectly adjacent (to

east) of the above mentioned project.

We“fhave the plans for the proposed project and very much appreciate their willingness to adjust those
s to’ accommodate additional set-backs and other design changes. We believe the proposed design

is eleg nt and beautlful and will enhance our neighborhood.

uld officially '!ike.-t_p state that | support their project.




EXHIBIT B6

Michael Jahr
339 Cumberland St, SF, CA 94114

Date: December 3, 2015 '

Planning Commmission and Department.
c/o Erika Jackson

City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 84103

RE:  Plarining Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street

Dear Ms. Jackson,

We are the‘owners of 339 Cumiberland Street, a few doars down from the proposed
construction of the single-family residence at 313-323 Cumberland. We are strongly in
favor of allowing the: pro;ect o procead without any further delay.

Ruchi and Adity’a h‘aVe organized multiple meetings with the neighborhood, and we've
seen their plans for the new construction of g 3-story over basement dwelling. We think
the project is a positive addition to-the neighborhood and ttie house above ground fits in
quite nicely with the rest of the neighborhood. The project is well designed without being
too intrusive or averwhelming. We very much appreciate the single construction across
the two lots versus two buxldmgs on two lots which would result in a larger footprint.

We wollld like fo express our strong support for the project and to urge the Planning
Commission to approve the. project as proposed by the project sponsor. We look forward
to-welcoming Ruchi:and Aditya to the neighiborhood.

Michael Jahr and Wei Wang
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EXHIBIT B7

Date: [E 6, 2015

Planning Commission and Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco; CA 94103

RE:  Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820

Dear Ms. Jackson:

We own 352 Cumberland Street, which is a few houses down from 313-323 Cumberland Street.
We are happyto see the project site improved. The project is able to take the vacant lot and-
build a more serisitive design for single family home that is comipatible with the neighborhood.
The neighborhoaod has many different types of homes from Modern to Victorian and we feel
their project fits in nicely with the varied character of the neighhorhood. We especially
appreciaté that they choseto build a smaller homie across the two lots than they otherwise
would have been allowed that is in scale with the neighbarhood and sensitive to the neighbors.

We‘ve known Ruchi and Aditya for a few years now and believe they've engaged the neighbors
numerous times and have pravided an opportunity for an open dialogue. We have been '
saddened by the number of hoops they’ve had to jump through the get their project approved.
We would like to express our support for the project and urge the Planning Commission to
approve the project without delay.

Sincerely,.

Lt fobse.
Visrin Vichit Vadakan Patrick Amihood

Address: 352 Cumberland Street, San Francisco, CA 94114
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thelr use.of wood and the use of sctbacks on the front which is sénsifive to {he nelghbor We .
prefer the coristruction of a single home across two lots because of which the ‘project: Sponsors*. .
- hiave beeniable to include the generous setbacks. Havmg recently renovated. &ur hof 0

apprecxate thist the rOJect sporisors have designed a code compliasit prolect and are 1o eekmg ‘
any. exceptions-froniPlanning Code requxrements. S :

I appreciate Ruchi and Aditya’s sensitivity to the neighbors and hope the planning. cormmssmn
approves their projectas proposed. . R

Regards,

Lee Clancy




EXHIBIT B9

Date: December 9th, 2015

Planning Commission and Departmeént.
¢/o Erika Jackson

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:.Planning Department Case no. 2013,1213; Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street

Dear Ms. Jackson,

{"m writing to express my strang support for the project-at 313-323 Cumberland Street. | own a
house on the same block a few houses west of Ruchi and Aditya’s property. My address is
391-393 Cumberland Street. Ruchi and Aditya have hosted two neighborhood meetings and
also organized a meeting with their geo-tech surveyors to answer any questions we the
neighbors might have.

There are many single-family homes across double lots in the neighborhood (including my own -
home) and Ruchi and Aditya’s project across the double lots fits right in. | really like the plans
because they worked hard to design a home that was-appropriate in scale with the rest of the
neighborhood. | appreciate the setback in the front and the additional setback on the third floor
because of which the house simply looks like sihgle family home with 2 floors. | was surprised to
learn of all the additional setbacks in the sideyard which seemed very generous to their

adjacent neighbors. | also like the facade and agsthetics which adds to the varied character of
the neighborhood.

I hope the Planning Commission approves their project as proposed.

Sincerely,

Name: Nina Khosla

Address: 391-393.Cumberland Street.
San Francisco, CA 94114
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A : - EXHIBIT B10

Planning Commission and Department
76 -Erika Jackson

Aty and County of San Francisco

650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

= Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820
313-323 Cumberland Street '

hom It May Concern:
,oséf‘_proximity to the proposed project, and have seen the plans for the new construction 3-

ent single-family residence at 313-323 Cumberland.

yjouldilike to expres my 50pportifor the project and | urge the Planning Commission to approve the
as d by the.project sponisor. '
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EXHIBIT B11
Dec 13™ 2015

To:

Planning Commission and Department -
1650 Mission Street; Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: .
Planning Department Case no. 2013.1213
Building permit no. 2014.06.27.9820

Dear Ms. Jackson:

We are the owners of 677 Sanchez which-is located a few houses away from Ruchi and
Aditya’s project. '

We are writing to you in support of their project. We believe that their house will be a
significant im provemen’é both aver the existing structure as well as to the neighborhood
at large.

My wife'and | find the desigh of the house to be great and we areexcited to have such a
huilding on the same blockas us.

Their project is within the planning code and we appreciate that they have not asked for
a single exception or variance. Given that the project is within code, we are very

~ supportive of the construction. We believe that it is very important that the city
approves such projects without delay because it will also help with the housing crisis.

Ruchi and Aditya have been incredibly welcoming of feedback through the course of
their project (which has now been under design for 18 months). They have held multiple
neighborhood meetings, commissioned multiple geo-tech reports. We have been very
impressed with how approachable and open they have been throughout the whole
process.

We strongly urge the Planning department to-approve Ruchi and Aditya’s project given
all the positive aspects that it will bring tothe neighborhood.

Spob

Address:6777 Sanchez, San Francisco, CA 94114

Paul Saab Myle Saab_
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. EXHIBIT B12

Date: ___ December 14 ,2015.

Plarining Comimission and Department-
c/o Erika Jackson

City and County of San Fraticisco:

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:  Planning Department Case no, 2013.1213
Building-permit no. 2014.06.27.98'20:
313-323 Cumberland Street.

To' Whom [t May Concern:,

| feside in close proximity to.thé proposed project, and have seenthe plans for the new construction 3-
story over basement single-family residence at 313-323 Cumberland. :

[ would like to express my.support forthe project and | urge the Planning Commission to.approve the

TR

will add more to the community than two separate houses going up-on the individual lots.

Name:- Jessica Lessine

Sincerely,

Address: 41 Cumberland St.

_____SFCAB4110
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contams a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland and an existing 1-story over basement building
at.323 Cumberland Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are: proposing to demalish the existing structure and to build a 3-
story over basement single-family residence at the site. : .
We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Cumberiand, and we urge the Planning
Department and Planning Commission to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the project as
proposed by the project sponsors.
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street

{ The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 C{meerland and an existing 1-story over basement: building
t 323 Cumberland. Ruchi Sanghvi-and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to démolish the existing structure and to build a 3-
tory over basement single-family residence at the site.

We,',the undersigned, hereby express our support forthe project at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Planning
Department and Planning Commission to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the project as
proposed by the project sponsors.
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberiand Street

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland and an existing 1-story over basement building

at 323 Cumberland, Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the ex15ting structure and to build a 3-
story over basement single-family residence at the site,

‘We, the underslgned hereby express our support for the prOJect at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Planning

Department and Planning Commission to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to approve the project as
proposed by the project sponsors.
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Petition in Suppbrt of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland ahd an existing 1-story over basement building

at 323 Cumberland. Ruchl Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolistt the existing structure and to build a 3~
story over basement single-family residence at the site.

We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Planning
Department and Planning Commission to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to-approve the project as
proposed by the project sponsors.
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant ldt at 313 Cumberland and an existing 1-story over basement building

at 323 Cumberland Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal.are proposing to demolish the existing structure and to build a 3~
story over basemerit smgle-famﬂy residence at the site,

We, the undersigned; hereby express our suppart for the pI’OJECt at 313-323 Cumberland, and we urge the Plannmg

Departmerit and Planning Commission to not take Discretionary Review (DR) and to dpprove the pro;ect as
proposed by the project sponsors.
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Petition in Support of the project at 313-323 Cumberland Street

story over basement single-family residence at the site.

The approx. 5,700-sf project site contains a vacant lot at 313 Cumberland and an existing 1-story over basement building
at 323 Cumberland. Ruchi Sanghvi and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the existing structure and to build a 3- -

proposed by the project sponsors.

We, the undersigned, hereby express our support for the project at 313-323 Cumbetland, and we urge the Planning
Department and Planning Commission to not take Dlscretlonary Review (DR) and to approve the project as
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Petition in Support of the pro;ect at 313-323 Cumberland Street

The approx, 5,700-sf project site contains.a vacanit lot at 313 Cumbetland:and an existing 1-story over basement building

at 323 Cumberland. Ruchi-Sanghvi-and Aditya Agarwal are proposing to demolish the existing structure and to build'a 3~
story aver basement single-family residence:at the site,

We, the undersigned, hergby express-our;support for the project at 313-323.Cumberland, and we- -urge the Planning
Departmentjand Planning Commission to niot take stcretlonary Review (DR) and to approve the pioject as
proposed by the project sponsors.
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EXHIBIT C - LARGER HOMES IN DOLORES HEIGHTS

(assumed when
{Per Assessor) unknown)
360 Cumberland Street 3129 670 3799
362 Cumberland Street 3135 503 3638
369 Cumberland Street 3560 ' 579 ‘ 4139
359 Cumberland Street- subject to verification  [2952 500 3452
293 Cumberland Street 2430 875 3305
366 Liberty Street 3267 400 "~ }3667
4016 20th Street (Bruce Bowen's house) 2986 450 3436
4020 20th Street (direct rear neighbor) 3578 450 4028
615 Sanchez Street 3345 450 3795
655 Sanchez Street 3040 400 3440
706 Sanchez Street 3600 375 3975
765 Sanchez Street 3720 - 11616 5336
775 Sanchez Street 3742 500 4242
400 Hill Street ‘ 5668 615 6283
801 Sanchez Street 14733 - 4733
806 Sanchez Street 4294 400 ‘ 4694
3701 21st Street 4294 400 4694
3707 21st Street 4295 400 ' 4695 \
3717 21st Street 4215 400 4615
3721 21st Street 3253 : 486 3739
3745 21st Street 3800 ) 400 4200
3677 21st Street : 4343 - 4343
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Carroll, John (BOS)

“rom: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
ant: Friday, May 27, 2016 12:10 PM
fo: bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; info@doloresheights.org; Tara.N. Sulhvan
_ tcatalano@reubenlaw.com; shaughey@reubenlaw.com; James Reuben Gary Weiss
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez,

Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS);
Jalipa, Brent (BOS)

Subject: Appeal Response - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal 313-323 Cumberland Street -
Appeal Hearing on June 7, 2016

Categories: 160527

Good afternoon,

a

Please find linked below an appeal response received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Appellant,
concerning the Conditional Use Authorization Appeal for the proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland Street.

Appellant Letter - May 27,2016

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on June 7, 2016. Please
-note that I will be sending another message to you later this afternoon forwarding the hearing notice for the matter.

lnvite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527

Thank you,

John Carroll

Legislétive Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

.

#& Click here to 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. Afl 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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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 8:49 AM .

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Cc: Carroll, John (BOS)

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street
Attachments: 323 Cumberland Appeal May 27.pdf :

Categories: 1605627

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization ~ 313-323 Cumberland Street
Please find attached the file "323 Cumberland Appeal May 27.pdf", our submittal of

documentation to be shared with members of the Board prior to the hearing of this item on
June 7, submitted in response to-the Clerk's May 11, 2016 letter.

I will deliver 2 copies of this submittal to your office this morning.
Thank you

Bruce Bowen

2440



London Breed, President

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244 .

San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4639

May 27, 2016

RE: Appeal of 313-323 Cumberiand Street Conditional Use Authorization
Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA

Board of Supervisors Appeal Scheduled for June 7, 2016

Zoning: RH-1 and Dolores Heights Special Use District

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board:

On behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club {DHIC}, | am appealing the Planning
Commission's 4 to 2 vote {Wu absent) to approve the Conditional Use for 313-323 Cumberland Street
{“323 Cumberland”) because of the important policy errors in the Planning Commission's decision and
. the dangerous precedents it sets. The Commission’s decision opens the door tc more houses that are
“Unaffordable by Design”. It reduces housing stock and continues the trend of flipping the City’s
neighborhoods toward the top 0.1%. This decision affects ail RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods in the City -
not just Dolores Heights. The Commission is either unwilling to stop this trend or doesn’t have the
tools, so we in DHIC are looking to the Board of Supervisors to help us.

The project consists of (1) the merger of two large RH-1 lots into one, {2) the demolition of an
existing relatively affordable home and (3) the new construction of a roughiy 8,000 square foot building
that accommodates one show-place residence and one small secondary unit. The project requires
Conditional Use because of the second unit in an RH-1 zoning district. The property is located in the
Dolores Height Special Use District (“SUD”) (Planning Code Section 241).

This appeal is based on the following errors in the Commission’s decision which, if allowedto . - — ..

stand, will create new housing policy for the City and undo efforts to moderate the trend toward ever
more unaffordable houses for the few:

{1) the lot merger removes the potenﬁai of twe normal single-family homes from the site,
contrary to all City policies that seek o preserve and promote housing;

(2) the proposed sham second unit is so much smaller than the main unit, so awkwardly
designed, so poorly located within the building, and so deprived of natural light, it is obvicus it

Page 1 of 1@
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will never be used by a separate family, thereby failing in execution to comply with housing
policies in the General Plan and Section 317 criteria;

- {3} the Conditional Use requirements were not met by the project;

{4) the demolition of the existing small home removes relatively affordable housing, contrary to
Section 317 criteria, General Plan policies, Conditional Use finding requirements, Propasition M
and the intent of the Dolores Heights Special Use District;

' {5} the new construction of an 8,000 sf building, out of scale and out of character with the
neighborhood, both taller and wider than neighboring structures, in an area characterized by
2,000 sf units and buildings, does not conform to the Residential Design Guidelines, Conditional
Use finding requirements, General Plan policies and the intent of the Dolores Heights Special
Use District;

{6) the entitlement process for this project was suspect due to political interference and
inadequate due diligence by the Planning Depariment; and

(7) neighborhood opposition to the project was hot given sufficient weight in the
decision-making process. '

A lot merger to create a double-wide interior ot, in an area where the sponsur—aéknowiedged
pattern of development is of standard lots, is not compatible with the neighborhood. A lot merger which
forever removes the potential for two stand-alone single family homes with their own yards is neither
necessary nor desirable. A development which creates a fake second unit to get around the loss of
housing is not only not necessary or desirable, but is directly contrary to the intent of the City's housing
policies. Demolishing a relatively affordable smaller home to be replaced by a structure far larger than
any in the neighborhood is not necessary, desirable or compatible.

The following provides substantial documentation on these and other issues for your
consideration. | ask that as you read through this material you keep in mind the overarching Conditional
Use requirement: that the project be "necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood
or the community," a standard that has not been even remotely approached, much less met.

{1) The Lot Merger: A Citywide Issue

The merger of two residential units requires Conditional Use. The merger of two standard-sized
RH-1 lots, even though such a merger can have the same effect as a unit mergey, is currently
unregulated. Because of density rules having to do with "rounding,” and Conditional Use provisions
based on lot size, there are some circumstances in which a lot merger could increase density, Although
regulating lot mergers may he challenging, it is possible and indeed necessary. it is therefore incumbent

Page20f10
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upon planning staff, during their careful analysis of every proposed lot merger, to ask the question, "Will
this merger result in an undesirable loss of density?" No such analysis - careful or otherwise -- occurred
in this case.

The project site consists of two RH-1 lots, each 25 feet by 114 feet. One lot has an existing
single-family home of about 900 sf plus garage/crawl space; one lot is vacant. The original proposal was
to tear down the existing home, merge the lots, and construct one 8,600 sf single-family house. The lot
merger effectively and permanently would remove one potential new housing site from the City. This
vacant ot was identified as an infill housing site and counted as a potential residential unit in the City's
recent update of the Housing Element {pp. D2-D9 and background tables).

We neighbors, concerned about this project and its impacts called, we wrote, we guestioned.
Why would the Planning Department remove one buildable iot -- a lot that was identified in the General
Plan as a potential new housing site? The staff demurred for a year as we mounted a campaign to
enforce the City's housing policies.

The staff has never really addressed the lot merger issue except to say now that the 8,000 sf
building as currently proposed has a small second unit the issue is moot. We disagree. (See Section {2)
Upstairs/Downstairs below). A small second unit in the basement of a mansion does not replace two
stand-alone homes, each home having several bedrooms and yards of its own, especially when the small
. second unit is unlikely to ever house anyone other than the sponsors and their guests.

As we demonstrated in the Planning Commission hearing, not a single interior lot in our
immediate neighborhood has been merged in over 50 years. On the block face and block face across the
street there are only two double lots (Exhibit A). in a larger area — the entire subject block and facing
block - out of a total of 79 interior lots only five are double lots. This is well under 10% and, more
importantly, all of those five double interior lots were already in existence before 1965 (Exhibit B). Even
the sponsor's own attorney acknowledged this in their Conditional Use filing: "the subject block and
immediate vicinity predoménahtly consists of 25-foot wide lots” {sponsor's CU application, p.1 of
attachment). If there was any historical trend it was fo split lots between 1935 and 1946 when two
double lots were spiit into single lots - a trend that strengthens what the developer admits is the
predominate lot pattern and creates more modest sized homes consistent with the predominant
neighborhood pattern. '

The sponsar also states in the application that the project is supportable because it adds one net
housing unit to the site, as if the disapproval of the project would prevent a second unit. On the contrary,
a disapproval of the Conditional Use could result in a3 new stand-alone home on the vacant lot and the
existing relatively affordable home on the other lot. The sponsors could build a new home of up to 5
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bedrooms {only three are proposed in the main unit) in a 3,000 sf home. A couple seeking a starter
home could purchase the home and add on as their family and income grows over iime.

At the Planning Commission hearing, we also demonstrated that no interior lot mergers such as
the one proposed for this preject have occurred in the City since at least 2008*. Objective 2 of the City’s
housing element reads “Retain existing housing units and promote safety and maintenance standards,
without jeopardizing affordability”. In the case of 323 Cumberland we are asking that the City protect
something even more fundamental than existing housing: we are asking for the preservation of the
underlying standard sized [ot, a building block for retaining relatively affordable housing.

" By allowing the merger of two lots to accommodate the construction of one massive building, we
are saying to that small segment of the population for whom money is no object, "if you can afford it,
your personal desires are more important than long-established City policy." if we allow a lot merger in
Dolores Heights, the precedent will be cited to support lot mergers — and associated demolitions -- in
. every neighborhood. And once the lot merger is approved, the new overiy-large lot will then be the
justification to build mansions many times larger than the long-established homes around it.

{2} Upstairs/Downstairs: The So-Called Second Unit

As noted above, we protested the lot merger and resulting loss of a potential housing unit on the
site. Only after neighbors filed an application requesting that the Planning Commission take
vDiscretionaé'y Review on the project, highlighting this issue with extensive policy documentation and the
support of dozens of neighbors, did the staff finally relent — although not on the lot merger. They asked
the sponsors to include a second unit in the 8,000 sf building to make up for their merging the lots.

The initially proposed second unit was 690 sf in walled-off space in the basement. The second
unit has grown in size because of well-founded concerns that it was not a real unit. Even as recently as
the Planning Commission hearing, however, its two bedrooms were each about comparable in size to the
master bathroom in the real unit upstairs. The second unit was listed at 1,500 sf on the plans but this
appears to include a large and uninhabitable pit dug into the ground to expose minimal light and air to
the unit. Size, however, is only one of the second unit's deficits. It is located adjacent to the 500 sf garage
and a laundry, both associated with the larger unit. The only natural light in the rear bedrooms comes
from pits dug out beneath grade. Al of the Planning Commissioners agreed the light and air exposure
was not acceptable and imposed a condition of approval to improve it {Exhibit C}. The lower unit's only
front window is surrounded above and to the sides by the grand exterior entry to the real unit and by
front yard landscaping {Exhibit D). This unit is not only small; it is invisible to the outside world. it is clear

1 Analysis based on Planning Department Staif report on Affordable Housing report from January 28, 2016. The Staff’s analysis
is based on data beginning in 2008;in fact, we don’t know when the last comparable lot merger might have occurred. i may
have been marny years hefore.
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by the second unit's subordinate status, subterranean location, location adjacent to garage door and
laundry, and frightening lack of natural light that it will never be used by a separate family.

Our concerns about this second unit are heightened by the trend we see occurring throughout
our neighborhood and others - the loss of housing through tonversion of multi-family buildings,
including flats, into massive oversized single-family homes with perhaps an au pair or other sham second
unit. For example, 50-52 Oakwood, 1242-1244 1Gth Street, 376 San Carlos, 250 Fair Oaks, 851 Noe, and
others that we know of all are examples of effective loss of units {examples in Exhibit E). This trend of
removal of relatively affordable units through conversion to huge units with subordinate second units,
which we believe makes a mockery of the recent Avalos/Kim ordinance to tighten regulation of unit
removals, will only worsen when combined with unregulated lot mergers.

We have no doubt the sponsors will produce another version of the second unit for your packets -
at the eleventh hour, not wanting to be embarrassed by the currently configured plan. But we also have
no doubt that whatever they will propose will not be a second unit on equal footing - in size, in building
location, or in natural light exposure — to the "real" unit the owners propose. If we want two real units at
this site, there is a simple way to get them -- deny the Conditional Use. The owners wilt be able to return
1o the current circumstance -- two separate lots that can each accommodate moderate-scaled,
stand-alone homes. They can build a new home on the vacant lot and add on to the existing home.

{3) Conditional Use Consideration is Not Limited to Just the Second Unit

, The sponsor argues this is a "code-complying proiect,” with the only aspect nesding review being
the second unit because this is in an RH-1 district. When a Conditional Use is required, for any reason,
the required findings must be made of the entire development. This is clear from the language in Section
303{c)1: '

"The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide g development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the
neighborhoad or the community” {emphasis added).

A lot merger to create a double-wide interior lof, in an area where the sponscr—ackndwiedged
pattern of development is of standard lots, is not compatible with the neighborhood. A lot merger which
forever removes the potential for two stand-alone single family homes with their own yards is neither
necessary nor desirable. A development which creates a fake second unit to get around the loss of
housing is not only not necessary or desirable, but is directly contrary to the intent of the City's housing
policies. Demolishing a relatively affordable smaller home to be replaced by what we expect will be an $8
million, 8,000 sf home is not necessary, desirable or compatible in a neighborhood of homes under 2,000
sf with valuations one-quarter of the home proposed. The construction of a home which towers above
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its immediately adjacent neighboring buildings (Exhibit F) and is four times the size of most other homes
on the block is not necessary, desirable or compatible.

{4) The Demolition

When a Conditional Use is required of new construction and a demolition is a part of the project,
Section 317(d)(2) requires the consideration of Section 317's sixteen demolition criteria (Exhibit G) as
part of the Conditional Use’. We do not believe the demolftion meets ten of the sixteen criteria {those
highlighted in yellow on Exhibit G}. Clearly the project does not conserve existing housing (criteria 7).
With replacement of an 8,000 sf building on a street of 2,000 sf homes, it does not conserve
neighborhood character (criteria 8). As it replaces a home valued by the Zoning Administrator in his
administrative review (Exhibit H) at $1.6 million with a home anticipated to be valued at $8 million, the
praject does not protect the relative affordability of existing housing (criteria 9). The project does not
increase the number of permanently affordable units {(criteria 10). Because it removes a vacant lot
previously identified in the Housing Element as an infill-housing site, it does not locate in-fill housing on
appropriate sites in established neighborhoeds {(criteria 11). While the new house may be said to add
one family-sized unit, this would also be true of any home built on the vacant lot. Were the home
proposed for demolition to be preserved, a modest addition to that home would aiso render it ideal for
family housing. Thus, in net, the project does not increase the number of family-sized units on-site as
effectively as cne that would not require demolition and Conditional Use (criteria 12). The project does
not create supportive housing (criteria 13). As explained below, we do not believe the project is of
superb design or otherwise enhances the existing neighborhood character (criteria 14). While the |
proposal pretends to increase the number of on-site dwelling units, it is obvious the downstairs unit is
never going to house a separate family, whereas retention of the existing home and construction of a
new home on the vacant lot will add a real second unit for a real family {criteria 15). Finally, while the
proposed building contains 5 bedrooms, the retention of the existing home {even without any addition)
and the new construction of a 3,000 sf home on the vacant lot would increase the number of bedrooms
{perhaps to more than 5} while also providing for true family housing on each of two lots (criteria 16).

All projects changing use or proposing new buildings are also subject to Proposition M (Planning
Code Section 101.1{b}) and General Plan policies. The General Plan policies most relevant to the
demolition are Objectives 2 and 3 of the City's Housing Element. These are, perhaps, two of the most
important of all City policies in the context of a City facing unprecedented levels of homelessness,
evictions and well-documented inadequacy of affordable housing..

Housing Element: Objective 2: Retain Existing Housing Units, and Promote Safety and
Maintenance Standards, without Jeopardizing Affordability. Also General Plan Housing

2317{d}{2}: "if Conditional Use authorization is required for the replacement structure by other sections of this Code, the
Commission shall consider the demoiition as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application.”
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Element: Objective 3: Protect the Affordability of the Exiéﬁng Housing Stock, Especially Rental
Units. '

The sponsor highlights the Zoning Administrator's finding that the existing home is not affordable.
Its value surpassed the then-in-effect threshald of affordability by a hair. But more importantly, it is
refatively affordable in this neighborhood and in this City; and its removal will mean one more family
that could struggle to get a foot in the door of a starter home will now be priced out of the market. The
subterranean second unit in the proposed building will never be made available for sale and even if it
were, no family in its right mind would buy it.

{5} The New Building: Out of Scale and Character

The new building is too large for this neighborhood. It is too large in ares; it is too tall for its
location; and it is too wide. The average area of buildings on the block and the block across the street is
just over 2,000 sf (Exhibit [}. The sponsor states that much of the square footage is subterranean. ltis
true the second unit is principally buried underground - which is why it has no light and will never be
used as a separate unit. But the top of that unit and the garage is above grade in ‘front, raising the rest of
the house far above its neighbors {Exhibit F}. And so the square footage results in a building that not only
is massively larger than those around it but also appears massively larger than those around it.

The City's Residential Design Guidelines are organized with 6 key Design Principles. The very first
Principle, which was in fact one of the reasons these guidelines were developed in the 19805, is to
"EMNSURE THAT THE BUILDING'S SCALE IS COMPATIBLE WITH SURROUNDING BUILDINGS."

The guidelines direct us to look at the existing biock pattern, lot pattern and visual character to
help determine scale. By none of these standards does this building blend inte this block. The sponsor
points to the only two other properties on this block face and across the street that also have double lots
to justify not only the lot merger but also the proposed building scale. These two buildings stand on lots
that have been unchanged in size for over 5Q-years; indeed, these lots are to the best of our knowledge
simply remnants of the original lot layouts. On these lots the homes have habitable areas under 2,300 sf
each and are broken into discrete vertical elements to mirror separate neighboring homes on narrower
fots (Exhibit J). The proposed building is the opposite - it is one massive width and appears as cne
massive unit. Mowhere on this block face or across the street is there any street-facing facade that so
diverges from the size and width pattern.

The Planning Commission Resolution that established the Dolores Heights Special Use District
{Exhibit K} identified our neighborhood as an example of one of five then-designated “examples of
outstanding and unique areas which contribute to San Francisco's visual form and character and in which
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neighborhood associations should be encouraged to participate in a cooperative effort to maintain the
established character."

Finally, Planning Code Section 241 states that the Dolores Heights SUD was established in order
o, among other things, “encourage development in context and scale with established character and
landscape” and “preserve and provide for an established area with a unique character and balance”. The
house is demonstrably out of context and scale; the lot merger rends, not preserves, the unique
character and batance.

{6) The Entitlement Process was flawed

From the beginning, the entitlement process for this project has not felt right to us.

o As noted above, planning staff refused to acknowledge the obvious conflict between their
recommending against unit mergers on other projects while at the same time recommending
approval of a fot merger and the originally proposed one-unit home despite the result being
the same -- the loss of a unit. That both the sponsor and staff now say it was "the Planning
Department® that caused the addition of the second unit is absurd; the Department was
confronted with our making this a public issue, making it impossible for them to continue to
sidestep this important and potentially embarrassing issue.

® When we asked for a hearing date after we and staff could read -- and analyze — the
Conditional Use application and plans, the planner explained the dates she had previously
offered (between late February and mivd-March) were being taken off the table without
debate because, "the Department was contacted by the Mayor's Office yesterday and they
have instructed us to reschedule this project to the Planning Commission calendar for
February 4" (Exhibit L).

® The summary of our Commission hearing presentation from one Planning Commissioner — a
Mayoral appointee —- so inaccurately portrayed our testimony we walked away with the
impression the Mayor's involvement in this project, like his office's published involvement
with the Airbnb vote, extended beyond scheduling.

® The sponsors threw a fundraiser for our Supervisor.

® The sponsor's attorney exchanged emails with our Supervisor’s aide about potentially
rescheduling the appeal, and changing the briefing schedule for the appeal, which we were
never informed about until we asked.

e Our Supervisor's aide wrote the Board clerk that we had agreed to a reschedufing when we had
never even been consulted.
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Our appeal was signed by almost 30% of property owners in the project vicinity and was also
subscribed to by five Supervisors. Qur own Supervisor did not subscribe to the appeal.

More than 125 neighbors have signed petitions aimed at thanging the project (Exhibit M). The 23
neighbors who spoke in opposition to the Conditicnal Use at the Planning Commission did so on specnﬁc
policy grounds summarized by category (and explained at length in this brief) in the hearing minutes

(Exhibit C). This compares to the 10 supporters of the project, 8 of whom were colleagues or employees
of the sponsors, or their partners/spouses/friends, who primarily spoke about the positive personal traits
of the sponsors. We want to make clear we do not disagrae with their kind characterizations of the
sponsors. Rather, we point out that this is not about personal traits; it's about neighborhood character
and housing policy. Nice people removing relatively affordable housing and replacing it with wholly
unaffordable housing in a massive structure three or four times the size of adjacent homes have the
same effects as less nice developers doing the same thing.

The sponsor notes the immediate neighbors on Cumberland and Sanchez support the project.
Those neighbors believe the side setbacks and rear building walls in the project would provide them with
more adjacent open area than an alternative with two stand-alone homes. We believe a two-building
alternative could provide adjacent neighbors with a similar situation. More importantly, we believe that
to trade away a buildable lot that could house an additional family for a massive building spanning tweo
lots is a quid pro quo that harms us all. This rationale would support the merging of every set of adjacent
lots and even the demolition of two adjacent homes to merge lots and build a single massive building
and would result in a newly emerging pattern of 5,700 sf lots in every neighborhooed -- a pattern more
typical of Pacific Heights or peninsula suburbs than Dolores Heights.

The precedent-setfing nature of the lot mierger has also caused other Neighborhood Associations
fo join us in opposing this project. In addition to the Dolores Heights Improvement Club, we have to date
received letters of opposition to this project from four other organizations: the Eureka Valley
Neighborhood Association, the Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association, the Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association, and Protect Noe’s Charm, representing families throughout San Francisco
who see that if two RH-1 lots can be merged in Dolores Heights they will next be merged all over the City
{Exhibit O).

Of important note is another phrase in the Deolores Heights SUD resolution: "neighborhood
assaciations should be encouraged to participate in a cogperative effort...." We wanted such a
cooperative effort with Planning Department, but that is not what happened. We felt very shut out of
the review process, although Planners Michael Smith and Erika Jackson answered all of our questions
politely and we take no issue with them. Now that we have passed the Planning review stage, we have
offered to meet with the sponsors, neighbor to neighbor and absent attorneys, in search of a mutually
acceptable resolution.

Page 3 of 10
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'Summag

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club is a neighborhood organization that has been in existence
since the 1960s, today representing 450 families. We are a volunteer neighborhood organization whose
purpose is to maintain and enhance our community’s appearance, safety, communication, and value, and
are the drafters of the Special Use District legislation that applies to these lots and the surrounding
neighborhood. The Planning Commission's resolution adopting the Dolores Heighis SUD specifically
encourages our association to "maintain the established character” of our neighborhcod. We have
repeatedly welcomed new neighbors and houses, both new construction and remodels, and strive to
accommodate both when they respect the very neighborhood character and context that has drawn
them here,

The policy impiicaﬁoﬁs of this application are so clear. Approval of the CU will mean anyone who
can afford to buy two lots will be able to buy them, merge them, demolish what's left of the City's starter
homes, and build a single family mansion many times the size of everything around it.

if feft unchanged, the effect of this CU will undermine not only the provisions of the Dolores
Heights Special Use District and Section 241, but more importantly it will set in motion a powerful trend
that will continue 1o erode the City’s housing stock. '

We ask that you deny the Conditional Use so that we can work with the sponsors on a modest
addition to the existing home or a new home on the vacant lot, leaving the City with two homes for two
families -~ homes of a size and character that work in Dolores Heights.

Sincerely,

WKM

Bruce R. Bowen

Page 10 of 10
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1965 LOT /BLOCK MAP:

51X DOUBLE INTERIOR LOTS
OUT of 72 INTERIOR LOTS

8% OF DOUBLE INTERIOR
LOTS

CURRENT TAX ASSESSOR MAP:

A REDUCTION IN INTERIOR
DOUBLE LOTS

BY OMNE (because it became a3
corner lot)

ALL OF THE CURRENTLY
EXISTING INTERIOR DOUBLE
LOTS DATE FROM BEFORE 1965

PE
BATEIRLY

NO INTRODUCTION OF INTERIOR!
DOUBLE LOTS ON THESE
BLOCKS IN

OVER 50 YEARS.
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Planning Commission Project Minutes iprepam& by Planning Commission Secretary Jonas lonin)

8. 2013.1213CUA * (E.JACKSON: (415} 558-6363)

313-323 CUMBERLAND STBEET - south side between Noe and Sanchez Streets; Lot 043-044 of Assessor’s Block
3601 (District 7) - Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 267, 269.1,
303, and 317 to demolish a single-family structure and construct a new two-family structure on a 5,700 square
foot lot in a RH-1 (Residential - House, One-Family} Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the
Dolores Heights Special Use District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes
of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisce Administrative Code.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

SPEAKERS: = Erika Jackson - Staff presentation
+ Jim Reuben - Project presentation
+ John Maniskelko - Design presentation-

Heather Thompson — Precedent, lot merger-

Mellisa Kennedy ~ Scale, FAR-

John Odin - Dolores Heights SUP-

Greg Roberts —~ Opposition-

(¥} Speaker Liveability-

Bruce Bowen - Lot mergers-

David PEnnybaker —- '

Sam Fleschman — Does not meet CU findings-

Carolyn Kennedy ~ Section 317-

Ozzie Roam - Oppostion-

Hett Courrier ~ Opposition-

(M) Speaker - Precedence-

Liz Clarke - No ski resort on Cumberland-

Joanne King ~ Opposition-

Karl Leachman ~ Opposition-

Matt McAbe ~ Opposition-

Renee de Cossio — Opposition-

Edward Mason — 50" wide lots-

(F} Speaker ~ Opposition-

Elizabeth Kdntor - Character of the neighborhood-

(F) Speaker - Opposition
+ (M) Speaker - Support
+ Justin Schafer — Support
+ Annabel Teal - Support
+ Vicera Vitchekatasan - Family housing
+ Will Stockwell - Support
+ Adam QOsceri - Support
+ (M) Speaker ~ Support
+ {M) Speaker -- Support
+ (M) Speaker - Support
+ {F} Speaker - Support
+ Nina Kosla - Support-

Franchesca Prada - Opposition-

Georgia Schuttish - Homeownership precedents

5 amended to include:

AYES: Fong, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson
NAYES: Richards, Moore, Wu
MOTION: 19604
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(C) The Planning Commission shall consider the following additional criteria in the review of applications for

Residential Demolition: ~

(i) whether the property is free of a history of sericus, continuing Code violations;

(ii) whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

(ii}) whether the property is an "historical resource” under CEQA;

(iv) whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA;

(v) whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

(vi) whether the project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance or affordable housing;
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Zoning Administrator Action Memo CASE NO. 2013.1213D
Administrative Review of Dwelling Unit Demolitiont 323 Cumberland Street
February 3, 2015

single-family dwelling which was reviewed by the Department in conjunction with the demolition permit.
The new construction permit proposes a replacement building that has five bedrooms and five full baths
and two half baths in approximately 7,181 squarefeet. The proposed building has been reviewed by
Depariment staff and been determined to comply with the Residential Design Guidelines. -

2. If Conditional Use authorization is required for approval of the permit to demolish a Residential
Building by other sections of this Code, the Commission shall consider the replacement structure
as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application. If Conditional Use authorizafion is
required for the replacement siructure by other sections of this Code, the Commission shail
consider the demolition as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application. If neither
permit application is subject to Conditdomal Use authorization, then separate Mandatory
Discretion Review cases shall be heard to consider the permit applications for the demolition and
the replacement sizucture.

Conditional Use authorization is not required by any other part of the Planning Code for this proposal.
The applicant filed a Mandatory Discretionary Review application for demolition of the subject building.

Single-Family Residential Buildings on sites in RE-1 Districts that are demonsirably not
affordable or financially accessible, that is, housing that has a value greater than at least 80% of
the combined land and structure values of single-family homes i1 San Francisco as determined
by a credible appraisal, made within six months of the application o demolish, are not subject to
a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing.

&)

The subject building is a single-family house within a RE-1 District and is therefore eligible to be exempted
from a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing under this provision of the Planning Code. The project
sponsor submitted n credible appraisal report dated 7/14/2014 that was prepared Blakely Appraisals in
accordance with the Plarming Code, which was verified by the Department to demonstrate that the value of
‘,,_%. the subject property at $1,600,000 is greater than at least 80% of the combined land and structure alues of

single-family homes in San FPrancisco. Therefore, the approval of the dempolition permit does not require a
Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning Commission and can be approved
admivistratively. A copy of the referenced appraisal report can be found in the project file.

4. Residential Buildings of two units or fewer that are found to be ymsound housing are exempt
from Mandatory Discretionary Review hearings and may be approved administratively.
“Soundness” is an economic measure of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that is defident
with respect to habitability and Housing Code reguirements, due to its original construction. The
"soundness factor” for a structure shail be the ratic of a construction upgrade cost o the
replécemen’c cost expressed as a percent. A building is unsound if its soundness factor exceeds
50%.

The subject building is a single-family house and has not beent found fo be unsound. Therefore, it is
ineligible fo be exempted from a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing under this provzszon of the
Planning Code.

N

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNIMNG DEPARYTANENT
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SUBJECT PROPERTY: Proposed demolition of a 850 sf home, merger with vacant, buildable lot
e for replacement with a single 5855 sf home (8100 sf w/garage and storage)

365t
Mumbers in blue are from tax assessment records, modified upwardly from MLS records. Proposed buliding would be

approximately 5855 sf by tax assessor plus 2256 sf garage and storape. {Tax Assessor's records exciude garage and non-
habitable space.} '

AVERAGE HOME 5128 ON THIS BLOCK 15 2027 SF, PRUPDSED HOME 15 ALRIOST 300 PERCENT LARGER. SOUARE FOOUTABE,
WHALE WOT REGULATED, 15 A DIRECT REFLECTION OF MASSING AND ENVELOPE,

THE PROPOSED PROJECT WILL NOT ONLY DEMOLISH A’ HOME THAT IS REALTIVELY MUCH MORE
AFFORDABLE THAN ITS REPLACEMENT BUILDING BUT WILL ALSO REMOVE A BUILDABLE
VACANT LOT, RESULTING IN THE EFFECTIVE LOSS OF 2 STAND-ALONE FAMILY HOMES

FOR THE REPLACEMENT WITH ONE MANSION WITH A SUBTERRANEAN 2ND UNIT THAT WILL
MEVER BE USED BY A SEPARATE FAMILY,
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Lot 38 o subject property
There are only two lots on this block that are 50 feet wide -- lot 38 and lot 45.
Homes on both these lots are under 2300 sf each and are broken up
into two discrete frontages to read like two separate buildings.

Home on

fot 45 -- also
broken into
parts

Lot
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SAY FRANGISCO
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
BESOLUTION NO. 8472

WHEREAS, The City Planning Commission on November 8, 1979 and
January 10, 1980 heard Application Wa. Z179.24 under Section 302
of the Gity Flaming Code to reclassify property from a; RE-1
district to zn RH-1 district with addifional regulations as the
DOLRES HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, and on Janumary 10, 1980 heard
Apvlication Fo. #79.6 under Section 302 of the City Plaopning Code
to amend the text of that Code by adding = new Section 241 thereto
and amending other Sections as appropriake for the purpose of
implementing the DOLORES BEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT with both
the mep and the text amendments o apply to the property described
as follows:

A11 property currently in an RE-1 (House, One-Family)
district ir the Blocks bounded by 19TH, 228D, NOE AFND
GHURCH STREETS and the block bounded by 191H, 20TH,
NOE AND HARTRORD STREETS, Lots 15-17, 18-34, 49.57
in Assessor's Block 3600, Lots 5-7, 7A, 8, 8&, 9-17,
1?-9-1 18‘—257 27"315“514&: 32"'4’5: 4‘7"491 4%? SO‘J 50A1
51-53, 1534, 54-55, 57-58, 85-86 in Assessor’s Block
3601, Lokg 3-29 in Assessor’'s Block 3602, Tots 1-4,
6-8, BA, 9-13, 15, 154, 1i6-18, 184, 19-26, 3442, '
4047, 5153, 58, 584, 68-71, 76-90 in Assessor's Block
3604,  Tots 15-17, 19-21, 214, 22-23, 27-36, 364,
740, 42, 42A, 43, 434, 44--50, S0A, 5, 514, 52-55,
554, 55B, 55C, 56~-60 in Assessor’s Block 3805, Lots
13-16, 154, 17, 174, 18-19, 21-28, 2BA, 29-31, 37-40,
4z, ag-hf. agA, 49, 494, 50-6%, 634, 64-65, and 1A,
67-68, 71-75, 7B~70 in Assessor's Block 3620, Lots

1, 729, A1-65, 70, 75377, 77L, 78, VBA, V9-B3,
87-90, 92-93 in Assessor's Block 3621 ;

WHEREAS, Except for fifieen lots on Caselli Avenue, Ninebeenth

and Danvers Streetz, the subject property comprises all of the BH-1

zoned property north of ‘Glipper Street, south and east of Market
Street and west of Mission Street; =zmd

WHEREAS, Polores Heights is Tisted in the-Urban Design Element
of the Comprehensive Flan as cne of five examples of oubstanding
and uniglie areas vhich comiribuke fo San Francisco'®s visual form
and character and in vhich neighborhood associations should be
encouraged bo participate in a cooperative effort o maintain the -
established character; and

v

WHEBEAS, Doleves Heights has a sbtrong and active neighborhood
association which has for many yeszrs used voluntary efforts to
provide z positive influence on tThe development of this neighborhoed
and vhich has been instrumental in the initiation of this proposed
special use digbrict; and

. WHEREAS, The proposed special use distriet would impose a rear

yard requirement equal to 45% of the depth of the lot, wonld limit
the height of buildings %o 35 feet measured to a plane which slopes
with e slope of the lot smd located 35 feek above the lot and would -
encourage tHe parficipation of the neighborhood agsociation in the
consideration of any vawriances thab might be granmbed from the proposed
limits; and
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION EESOLUTION NO. 8472
Page Two

VHEREAS, Designating Dolores Heights as a special use
digtzict with more restrictive controls thon now exdist will
pressrve and protect existing views from public and private
vanbage points and will encourage further parin.clnati.on By
neighborhood groups in the continued maintenance and improvement
of this neigkborhood; =zmd’

YWHEREAS, The amg:_nd proposal as modified To simplify review
of building perwits is within the capability of the Vepartment
of City Fleoning to adminigter; and

UHEBEAS, f%dlflcmon of the original proposal o simplify

e —fev&ewwf——bmimg—pemzts*mm'meé“ the strain Tpod the

Department's resources that establisbment of this Spec::.al Use
District would otherwise embaily and -

WHEREAS, Adjustments to provisions of this Special Use
Bistrict to reflect exceptlonal or extrzordinery circumstances,
practical difficulties and unnecessary hardships, and preseryaztion
and enjoyment of substantial property rights, can be made fhrough
the variance pracedures of the City Plamming CGode, which containg
criteria that protect the right 6f everyone concermed; and.

WHEREAS, & final negative declaration was adopted and issued
for this project on November 8, 1979 under file No. EE79.378;

THEREFOHE BE IT RESOLVED,- That the Cz_vr:y FPlanning Commission,
before acting onr tThe projech 1uself wnder Applications Numbered
79,24 and Z¥79.6 hereby declares that it has reviewed and
considered the information confained in the negative declazrations -
and

BE IT FURTHER RESQOLVED, That the City Planning Commission
finds thak the public necessity, convenience amd general welfare
reguire that spplications nuubered ZM79,24 and ZT79.6 be APPROVED.

I hereby cerbify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOFTED by
glégo City Planning Commission ab its reguwlar meeting of Janumary 10,

~ Lee Videds, J‘r.
Sec:recazy

AYES: Commissioners Bierman, Deawman, Kelleher, Fignola,
Nakaghina, Rosenblabth, Starbuck.
NOES: None.~

ABSENT: Tonc.
PASSED: Jamuary 10, 1980.
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S Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>

Cumberiand Hearing Reschedule
Jackson, Erika <erika.jackson@sfgov.org> Tue, Dec 22, 2015 at 7:02 AM
To: Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>

Hi Bruce,

The Depértment was contacied by the Mayor's Office yesterday and they have instructed us
to reschedule this project to the Planning Commission calendar for February 4.

[ will need all final documents from you by Tuesday, January 19 for inclusion in the Planning
Commission packet.

Thanks,
Erika
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding
Proposed new consfruction at 323 Cumberland Street and
Dolores Heighis Improvement Club review of building permits and
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights

We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heights and/or members of the local
Neighborhood Association, the Dolores Heights improvement Club {DHIC), are alarmed by a
recent trend of the Planning Depariment failing to encourage the Sponsors of numerous
construction projects in our neighborhood {o observe the Resideniial Design Guidelines,
inciuding the goals of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, which created the Doleres Heights
Special Use District. Section 241 provides in part: “In order to ...encourage development in
context and scale with established character and landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heighis
Speciai Use Disfrict.”

We specifically disagree with the Zoning Administrator’s Action Memo of February 3, 2015 ({Case
No. 2013.1213D, Building Permits 2014.06.27.9813 and 2014.06.27.9820), which states "The
proposed building has been reviewed by Department staff and been determined fo comply with
the Residential Design Guidelines.” We can identify several specific elements of the proposed
building which we find clearly do not comply with the Guidelines.

Any new project that, like the one at 323 Cumberland St., proposes replacing a house of 877
gross square feet with a house of 7,181 gross square feet {data according to the project
spensor’s Application, dated October 1, 2014) is not In compliance with the principles and intent
of either the Residential Design Guidslines or Section 241.

A few further examples among the many such instances in the Dolores Heights SUD include
projects at 486-H#ESE, 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill St., and 359 Gumberland St.

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Department’s pattern of approving building permits
and granting variances for projects that so dramatically violate the Guidelines’ and Code’s
requiremenis regarding development in “context and scale” with our neighborhood only creates
precedents to grant similar variances more easily, creating a “slippery slope™ effect and
destroying the integrity of Section 241 and the Residential Design Guidelines.

Therefore, we hereby request that:

1) The Planning Department protect the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) by enforcing
the intent as well as the specific provisions of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, demanding
the observance of the Residential Design Guidelines, and encouraging the participation of the
DHIC in the consideration of any projects and variances in the boundaries of the Dolores Heights
8UD, all as contemplated by the preamble of the San Francisco City Planning Commission
Resolution No. 8472; and

2) Our representative to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Hon. Scott V‘;@{ar, draff a
bill similar to Board of Supervisors Resolution 150192 (applying controls to devélopment in
Corona Heighis that aiters the character of the neighborhood) and/or take whatever other
measure that he deems appropriate to protect the Dolores Heighis SUD and to avoid the
destruction of an “outstanding and unique area which contributes to San Francisco’s visuaj form
and character” as provided in Resolution No. 8472.

| Name | Address - | Signature !
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberiand Street and
Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heighis
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding
Proposed new consiruction at 323 Cumberiand Street and
Dolores Heights improvement Club review of building permits and
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and
Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights

We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heighis and/or members of the local
Neighborhood Association, the Dolores Heights improvement Club (DHIC), are alarmed by a
recent trend of the Planning Depariment failing fo encourage the Sponsors of numerous
construction projects in our neighborhood to observe the Residential Design Guidelines,
including the goals of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, which created the Dolores Heights
Special Use District. Section 241 provides in part: “In order to .._encourage development in
context and scale with established character and landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights
Special Use District.”

We specifically disagree with the Zoning Administrator’s Action Memo of February 3, 2015 {Case
Mo. 2013.1213D, Building Permits 2014.06.27.9813 and 2014.06.27.9820), which states *The

' proposed building has been reviewed by Department staff and been determined to comply with
the Residential Design Guidelines.” We can identify several specific elements of the proposed
building which we find clearly do not comply with the Guidelines.

~ Any new project that, fike the one at 323 Cumberland St proposes repiacing a house of 877
gross square feet with a house of 7,181 gross square feet {data according to the project
sponsor's Application, dated October 1, 2014) is not in compliance with the principles and intent
of either the Residential Design Guidelines or Section 241, ’

A few further examples among the many such instancses in the Dolores Heights SUD include
projects at 4588, 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill Si., and 359 Cumberiand St.

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Depariment’s patlern of approving building permits
and granting variances for projecis that so dramatically viclate the Guidelines’ and Code’s
requirements regarding development in “context and scale” with our neighborhood anly creates
precedents to grant similar variances more easily, creating a “slippery slope” effect and
destroying the integrity of Section 241 and the Residential Design Guidelines.

Therefore, we hereby request that:

1} The Planning Department protect the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) by enforcing -
the intent as well as the specific provisions of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, demanding
the observance of the Residential Design Guidslines, and encouraging the pariicipation of the
DHIC in the consideration of any projects and variances in the boundaries of the Dolores Heighis
SUD, all as contemplated by the preamble of the San Francisco City Planning Commission
Resoclution No. 8472; and :

2} Cur representative to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Hon. Scott Wer, draft a
bill similar to Board of Supervisors Resolution 150192 {applying controls o development in
Carona Heights that alters the character of the neighborhood) and/or take whatever other
measure thai he deems appropriate to protect the Dolores Heights SUD and fo avoid the
destruction of an “outstanding and unique area which contributes to San Francisco’s visual form
and character” as provided in Resolution No. 8472.

Name Address Signature
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberiand Street and
Dolores Heights Improvement Club review of building permits and
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights
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Petition dated as of March 2015, regarding
Proposed new construction at 323 Cumberland Street and
Dolores Heights improvement Club review of building permits and
variances, and new regulations for Monster Homes in Dolores Heights

aud)

We, the undersigned, as residents of Dolores Heights dand/or members of the loc ’
Neighhorhood Association, the Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC), are alarmed by a

recent frend of the Planning Depariment failing to encourage the Sponsors of numercus mﬂﬁui’%(ﬁ-wi
construction projects In our neighborhood to observe the Residential Design Guidelines,
including the goals of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, which created the Dolores Heighis
Special Use District. Section 241 provides in part: “In order to ...encourage development in
context and scale with established character and landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights
Special Use District.”

We specifically disagree with the Zoning Administrator's Action Memo of February 3, 2015 (Case
No. 2013.1213D, Building Permits 2014.06.27.9813 and 2014.06.27.9820), which stales "The
proposed building has been reviewed by Department staff and been determined to comply with
the Residential Design Guidelines.” We can identify several specific elements of the proposed
building which we find clearly do not comply with the Guidelines.

Any new project that, like the one at 323 Cumberland St., proposes replacing a house of 877
gross square feet with a house of 7,181 gross sguare jeet {data according fo the project
sponsor’s Application, dated October 1, 2014) is not in compliance with the principles and intent
of either the Residential Design Guidelines or Section 241.

A few further examples among the many such instances in the Dolores Heights SUD inciude
projects at 400 Hill St., 3721 21st St., 3660 Hill St., and 359 Cumberiand St

We believe, in addition, that the Planning Depariment’s pattem of approving building penmits
and granting variances for projects that so dramatically violale the Guidelines’ and Code’s
requirements regarding development in “context and scale” with our neighborhood only creates
precedents to grant similar variances more easily, crealing a “slippery slopeg” effect and
destroying the integrity of Section 241 and the Residential Design Guidelines.

Thersfore, we hereby request that:

1} The Planning Department protect the Dolores Heights Special Use District (SUD) by enforcing
the intent as well as the specific provisions of Section 241 of the City Planning Code, demanding
the observance of the Residential Design Guidelines, and encouraging the participation of the
DHIC in the consideration of any projects and variances in the boundaries of the Dolores Heights
SuUD, all as contemplated by the preamble of the San Francisco City Planning Commission
Resolution No. 8472; and

2} Our representative o the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Hon. Scolt Weiner, draft a
bilt sirnilar to Board of Supervisors Besolution 150192 (applying controls to development in
Corona Heighis that alters the character of the neighborhioed) and/or take whatever other
measure that he deems appropriate to protect the Dolores Heights SUD and to avoid the
destruction of an “outstanding and unique area which contributes to San Francisco's visual form
and character” as provided in Resotution No. B472.

Name Address Signature
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Patdition dated a5 of March 2015, regacding
Propased new canstruction 1 323 Cumberand Street and
Dalorys Meights mprovement Club review of building permits snd
varlanees, znd ae#v regulations for Monster Homes in Doloces Heights
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Wrong Home inth  Yrong Flace

As members of our neighborhicod community, we who
have signed this petition, oppose the project at
313-323 Cumberiand because it will:

¢ merge two lots into one, thereby eliminating a potential
unit of family housing.

« demaolish an affordable home,

» build one single new building almost 2x larger than the
average-sized home in our neighborhood,

We axpress our opposition te this preoject and urge
our SF Planning Commission to reject the
Conditional Use (CU) and instead:

« retain the existing home with appropriate updating and
a reasonable addition so that the house fits within our
neighborhood’s character and scale

« retain the two normal-~sized lots

s construction of a new house on the vacant lot that fits
in our neighborhood in character and size.

Printed name Signature Address

Date Comments, optional
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As members of our neighborhcod community; we who | We express our opposition to this project and urge

have signed this petition, oppose the project at | our SF Planning Commission to reject the

313-323 Cumberland because it will: Conditional Use {CU} and instead:

¥ merge two lots into one, thereby eliminating a potential » retain the existing home with appropriate updating and
#it of farily housing. : a reasonable addition so that the house fits within our

nelghborhood’s character and scale
¢ demaolish an affordable home,

s retain the two normal-sized lots

e build one single new building almost 3x larger than the

average-sized home in our neighborhood. « construction of a new house on the vacant lot that fits
' ~ in our neighborhood in character and size.

Printed name Signature Address Date Comments, optional
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vvrong Home In e vvrong riace

As members of our neighborhood community, we who
have signed this petition, oppose the project at
313-323 Cumberland because it will:

» merge two lots into one, thereby eliminating a potential
unit of family housing.

» demolish an affordable home.

= bulld one single new building almost 3x larger than the
average-sized home In our neighborhood.

We axpress our opposition to this project and urge

our SF Planning Commission to reject the
Conditional Use (CU) and instead:

e retain the existing home with appropriate updating and
a reasonable addition so that the house fits within our
neighborhood’s character and scale

« retain the two normal-sized lots

« construction of a new house on the vacant lot that fits
In our neilghborhood In character and size.

)

Pringed name Slgnat&@y Address
Sow Ken| X
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Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association
PRE # 301, 22671 Market Svest, San Franciscs, CA @4114
{(415] 295-1530 / www.dtna.org

May 20, 2016

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE: 313-323 Cumberland Street, Planning Case 2013.1213CUA, Permit
Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820

President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors:

On behalf of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association ("DTNA"), [ am
writing to support the Motion to disapprove the decision of the Planning
Commission by its Motion No. 19604, approving a Conditional Use Authorization
identified in Permit Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820 for a
proposed project located at 313-323 Cumberland Street.

DTNA fully supports the appeal of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club and ets
authorized agent, the appellant Bruce Bowen in this matter.

We ask the Board of Supervisors to overturn the Conditional Use Authorization
granted by the Planning Commission on March 31, 2016, for 313-323 Cumberland
Street. Among other things, the project failed to meet the City's conditional use
requirements to find that the proposed project is necessary or desirable for, and
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community. The lot merger required by
the project is unprecedented and removes a viable buildable fot, thus preventing
the separate development of two moderately-sized independent homes with yards;
when combined with the characteristics of the second unit (mostly underground,
mostly behind the garage; a trend that is increasingly common in the City), the
Commission’s decision opens the door to more houses in the City that are
unaffordable by design. Denial of the conditional use will not prevent housing
development; on the contrary, it would allow the modest development of each lot
with a stand-alone single family home of a size and scale consistent with the
neighborhood.
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We believe the project's lot merger and sham second unit set dangerous precedents
for neighborhood and City planning.

We join other District 8 Neighborhood Associations:
» The Dolores Heights Improvement Club;
= The Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association;
* The Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association and -
= Protect Noe's Charm,
and ask that this project be denied its Conditional Use Authorization.

Sincerely,

Gary Weiss, Land Use Chair,
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association
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EVHA

PO Box 14137

San Francisco, CA 34114
lwvm,evna,urg

!Tax iD: §1-0141022

Eureka Valley Foundation,
a S01{C)(3) Non-proft,
Tax ID: 26-083115%

EAECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Crizpin Hollings
President

Casfro Sireet

'Scott Jobnson
Secretary
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James Maora
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EVNA, a 501 (CH4) Non-profit, l

Newsletter & Social Media

CASTRO/EUREKA VALLEY
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

The neighberbood nssociation for the Castro, Upper Market and all of Enrcka Valley since 1578

March 17, 2016

San Francisco Planning Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Conditional Use Permit: 323 Cumberiand Strest
Dear Commissioners,

The Planning and Land Use Committee of the Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood
Assaciation (EVNA) has reviewed the topic of a Conditional Use permit application for
ihe property at 323 Cumberiand Strest.

The Dolores Heights Special Use District (DHSUD) code
{http://planning sanfranciscocode.org/2/24 1/) states:

“ to encourage development in context and scale with established character and
landscape, there shall be a Dolores Heights Special Use District...”

Added to the planning code by Ord. 288-80, App. 8/17/80.

The proposed project was within the guidelines of the DHSUD when the project
sponsors bought the property and the adjacent vacant lot. This project, by its size of
more than 8,600 sauare feet, does nof meet the intent of the DHSUD,

Those fwo lots are zoned RH-1 and should get, at least, two single-family homes.

The City needs more housing, not less. EVNA does not support the Conditional Use
permit for this project on lot merger. Also, we ask that the Planning Commission deny
this request for a Conditional Use permit.

Very truly ydurs,

vl

Crispin Hollings
President

About Castro/Eureka Vailey Neighborhood Association:

Castro/ Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) is the oldest continuously
operating Neighborhood Assaciafion in San Francisce established as Eureka Valley
Promotion Association in 1878. For 135 years, our members have been working io
make this neighborhood a grest place to five, work and piay. Today, we strive fo
preserve the unique characier of our diverse neighborhood while maintaining a
balance between prospering businesses and residential livability,.
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Protect Noe’s Charm

The neighborhood organization committed to fair planning for Noe Valley

March 22, 2018

San Francisco Planning Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Conditional Use Authorization Hearing for 323 Cumberland Street
Members of the Planning Commission,

On behalf of Protect Noe’s Charm (PNC) neighborhood organization, | am writing to you o
express our deepest concemns regarding the proposed project at 313 and 323 Cumberiand
Street. Specifically, our concems are as follows:

1. Given the radical changes recently proposed for this project, the 311 neighborhood
notification should have been resent. The neighbors within the 150 foot radius of this project
deserve to know that the Project Sponsor is now proposing to build two units on a property
in RH-1 zoning district. This implies a change of the zoning district for the two subject
properties from RH-1 to RH-2, which requires 311 neighborhood notification per Planning
Department’s own processes and procedures. The case report that will be presented at the
Conditional Use authorization hearing on March 31, 2016 will be incomplete as it will NOT
have potential new objections that could have come from the neighbors within the 150 foot
radius of the 311 notification. This is a grave oversight on the part of the Planning
Department.

2. Merging the two subject properties that are located in RH-1 zoning district to consiruct a
supersized siructure of 8000+ square feet does nothing 1o address the need for more
affordable housing in San Francisco. If anything, it will contribute to the lack of availabie
affordable homes in the City.

3. Ifthe intent is to create more housing uniis, why not develop each subject property
separately and in scale with established character of the block instead of merging the two?
This is a dubious and disingenuous attempt to pass a supersized and ouf of scale house of
well over 5500 square feet that will be only affordable fo a tiny percentage of our popuiation. .
At 933 square feet, the size of the garage alone is what routinely gets passed for new
apartments in multi-unit complexes being developed all over the City.
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Protect Noe’s Charm

The neighborhood organization commitied to fair planning for Noe Valley
4. The proposed structure, which is completely out of scale and out of character with the
neighborhood will serve as a precedent for lot mergers citywide and in effect, will contribute
to the loss of housing stock in the City.
That is why we urge you to deny the request for a Conditional Use permit.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
On behalf of the 200+ members of Protect Nog’s Charm

8]
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gﬁ*ﬁ {&:{? ﬁ’?@% é . Bruce Bowen <bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com>

LHNA opposition to CU app for 323 Cumbeﬂaﬁd St.

Elizabeth Fromer <efromer3@gmail.com> MMon, Mar 28, 2016 at 9:40 P
Te: planning@rodneyfong.com, dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>, wordweaver2t@aol.com,
richhillissf@yahoco.com, “christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org" <christine.d johnson@sfgov.org>, mocreurban@aol.com,
cwu.planning@gmail.com

Dear President Fong and Members of The Planning Commission:

The Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association strenuously opposes the Conditional Use Application for 323
Cumberiand Street which is on your upcoming agenda this coming Thursday, March 31, 2016.

We firmly support the well-reasoned positions taken by the Dolores Heights improvement Club (DHIC - e-mail
from Carocline Kenady dated February 1, 2016), the Castre/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVMNA)
{letter to the Planning Commission dated March 17, 2016} and the most recent letter from Protect Noe'’s Charm
(from Ozzie Rohm, dated March 22, 2016).

We find no need to repeat the many wellresearched reasons put forward in the above statements. But we join
with these neighborhoods in requesting that you deny the Conditional Use application for this project and ot
merger.

Liberty Hill is both a neighborhood and an Historic Preservation District. We've experienced first-hand the
unfortunate consequences when neighbors are ignored at muliiple hearings and buildings are approved that are
way too big and completely out of character with the rest of the neighborhood. Every inappropriate structure chips
away at our communities by adding to the social and economic inequality we now experience. Similaily, every
such approval destroys the wonderful aesthetic and aftention {o detail that has given so many San Francisco
neighberhoods worldwide respect for their architectural inferest and design.

Once agein, we emphatically cppose this project and request that you deny the Conditional Use Authorization for
the 323 Cumberland project.

Dr. Elizabeth Fromer

President

Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association (LHNA
efromer3@gmaii.com

{415) 826-5334
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Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com>Tue, Mar 29, 2018 at 8:20 PM

To: planning@rodneyfong.com, Dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>,
wordweaver21@aol.com, richhillissf@yahoco.com, christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org,
moorsurban@aocl.com, cwu.planning@gmail.com

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners,

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC) sent you the email below on the
February 1 to state our opposition to the 8000+ sf proposal at 323 Cumnberland Sireet.
Because the proposal has been slightly modified, we are writing to clarify that we are
still cpposed to this project. The new expanded second unit is no more usable or
authentic than the previous 600 sf studio. It is in the basement- up against the real
unit's laundry room and appliances and the garage and garage door. Most of the unit
is completely subterranean and will not get any direct sunlight (indirect light is limited
via two trenches). ' '

The building stilf contains over 8,000 sf, which is many times ihe size of not just the
average size of homes in this neighborhood but of every building in this ‘
neighborhood. Even homes on the very few existing wide lots are in the 2000- to
3000- sf range.

Dolores Heights is one of five areas named as an “outstanding and unigque area” in
the San Francisco General Plan. Policy 2.2 recommends that the City “[rlecognize
and protect ouistanding and unique areas that contribute in an extraordinary degree
to San Francisco's visual formt and characler.” It describes what makes Dolores
Heights so unigue: “a uniform scale of buildings, mixed with abundant landscaping in
yards and steep sireet areas. Rows of houses built from nearly identical plans that
form complete or partial block frontages, arranged on hillside streeis as a
stepped-down series of flat or gabled roofs. Building seibacks with gardens set before
Victorian facades and interesting entryways.” In 1980 the Board of Supervisors
created a Special Use District (Section 241 of the City Planning Code} to protect the
unique character and scale of Dolores Heights.

This is not a Discretionary Review case, in which the neighborhood has to prove
extraordinary circumstances. it is a conditional use in which the sponsor must prove
that the lot merger and 8000+sf building is necessary or desirable and compatible
with the neighborhood. These standards cannot be met by any objective measure.
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The existing two-lot configuration pmvxdes for two single-family, sfandalone homes,
which is what the RH-1 zoning district is intended fo promote.

DHIC joins with Castro/Eureka Valley Neighbors Association (letter also attached),
Protect Noe Valley's Charm, Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association, and many
families in the neighborhood, who were involved in the special designation of the
Dolores Heights Special Use District, fo oppose this project. We ask you to vote an
intent {o disapprove on Thursday and bring the disapproval motion back in fwo weeks
so that the action is settled before the appeal period expires.

Sincerely, ‘

Carolyn Kenady
Chalr, Planning & Land Usa Committee
* Dolores Heights Improvement Club

3632 21st Strest
San Francisco, CA 94114

carolynkenady@gmail.com

From: Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com>

Date: Mon, Feb 1, 2016 at 6:39 PM

Subject: Dolores Heights Improvement Ciub (DHIC): opposition to Conditional Use
application for 323 Cumberland Sireet

To: planning@rodneyfong.com, Dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>,
wordweaver21@acl.com, richhillissf@yahoo.com, christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org,
mooreurban@aol.com, cwu. planning@gmail.com

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:

| am writing on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Dolores Heights Improvement
Club, which represents the residents of the Dolores Heights area irom Church Street o
Castro Streets and 18" to 22d Streets. We respectfully ask you to disapprove the
conditional use application af 323 Cumgrlgnd Sireet on your agenda_this Thursday,
February 4th.
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The proposed project seeks to demolish one existing 890 square foot small home,
merge that lot with a vacant, buildable lot, and construct one huge house - listed as
8373 square feet in the sponsors’ Conditional Use application. Originally, the project
proposed to build a single housing unit. Then two years after the project was proposed,
the sponsors added a small and awkwardly-situated basement studic. This unit, which
clearly will never be purchased or rented, was added in late 2015 to address one of the
many issues we and a host of neighbors have raised.

We oppose the project for the following reasons:

1) The demolition of the existing home violates General Plan Objective 2 of the
Housing Element: "Retain Existing Housing Uniis." Every time the Commission ’
approves the demolition of sound and affordable housing it pushes home affordability
further out of the reach of existing San Francisco families and changes the visual
character of the neighborhood. What is the point of hav:ng this policy in the General
Plan if it is routinely ignored?

2) The merging of two standard-sized RH-1 lois ensures that two stand-alone homes
for families — homes with yards and which will each be available for purchase -- will
never be possible for this sife again.

3) The scale of the proposed home is out of place in this neighborhdod. At over 8,000
sf, including garage, it would be almost three times the size of the average home on the
block, and significantly larger than any home in Dolores Heights, The SF Planning
Department’s Residential Guidelines state “design the scale of the building to be
compatible with the height and depth of surrounding buildings.” At four floors {(one
partially below grade), the building will loom aver the two neighboring homes. The
Dolores Heights Residential Design Guidelines also recommend that new buildings on
double lots be limited fo 3,847.5 square feet of interior living area. The proposed
building greatly exceeds this guideline.

4) The size of the new home will render it unaffordable to 99.9% of all families currently
residing in San Francisco. The modification a few weeks ago o add a tiny second unit
in the basement of the proposed home does not create a viable second dwelling unit for
a family. '

As a conditional use, this project must be proven 1o necessary or desirable AND
compatible with the neighborhood AND in compliance with General Plan policies. This
project meets none of these required findings.

Conditional use applications for a second unif in an RH-1 zoning district are appropriate
for long-extant large lots that because of street frontage width do not qualify for
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subdivision into two standard-sized lofs. We ask that you not support a preposal that
misuses this code section to justify the loss of a buildable lot and consfruction of a
monster house that so violates the context and character of this narrow street and of
Dolores Heights.

The proposed project will have an extraordinary impact on our neighborhood, “an
outstanding and unique area” with a steep topography and irregular pattern of sireets,
stairways, and buildings. The Dolores Heights neighborhood provides San Franciscans
and visitors with access to stunning public views of the City and the Bay at every sirest
and corner. The sponsors have fold neighbors that they purchased the property
because they love Dolores Heighis. Yet they propose a structure that is wholly
incompatible with the neighborhood and would be more fifting in a neighborhocd with
large residential buildings such as Pacific Heights.

Disapproval of the conditional use by the Commissioners can result in a code-compliant
project that does not require conditional use. We propose that the sponsors create a
modest addition fo the existing single-famity home and, on the vacant adjacent lot,
construct a new home in a scale and style compatible with the neighborhood which
could provide rentaf income andfor more importantly viable housing for an additional
family.

Sincerely,

Carolyn Kenady
Chair, Planning & Land Use Committee
Dolores Heights improvement Club
3632 21st Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

carolynkenady@gmail.com
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: SF Docs (LIB)

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 7:59 AM
To: Carroll, John (BOS)

Subject: RE: Please Post Hearing Notice
Categories: 160527

HiJohn,

I have posted the hearing notices.
Thank you,

Michael

From: Carroll, John (BOS)

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 4:20 PM
To: SF Docs (LIB)

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Please Post Hearing Notice

Good afternoon,
Please post the attached hearing notices for public review.
160527 - Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street -

Thanks so much,

* John Carroll

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

{415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

& Click here to 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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Carroll, John {(BOS)

“rom: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
ant: Friday, May 27, 2016 4:42 PM
To: 'bruce.r.oowen@gmail.com'; 'info@doloresheights.org’; 'Tara N. Sullivan’;
‘tcatalano@reubenlaw.com’; 'shaughey@reubenlaw.com'; 'James Reuben'; 'Gary Weiss'
Cc: - Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez,

Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas
(CPC); BOS-Supetvisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS);
Jalipa, Brent (BOS)

Sdbject: Hearing Notice - Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Appeal Hearing on
June 7, 2016
Categories: 160527

G‘ood afternoon,
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order on June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m., to
hear an appeal of the Certification of a Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland

Street, filed by Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club.

Please find the following link to the hearing notices for the matter:

June 7, 2016 - Board of Supervisors - 313-323 Cumberland Street Appeal

tinvite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527

Thank you,

John Carroll

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation @sfgov.org

ﬂ'ﬁ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
T‘he Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legistation 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 redocted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and jts 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 simifar 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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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

s

PROOF OF MAILING

By 27 amil:og

File No. 160527 - Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization -
313-323 Cumberland Street
Hearing Notices - English - Spanish - Chinese - 207 Copies

Description of ltems: Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the

certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code,

Sections 207, 209.1, 303, and 317, for a proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland .
Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3601, Lot Nos. 043 and 044, identified in

Permit Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820, issued by the
Planning Commission by Motion No. 19604 dated March 31, 2016, to demolish a
single-family structure and construct a new two-family structure on a 5,700
square-foot lot within an RH-1 (residential house, one-family) Zoning District, a
40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special Use District.

(District 8) (Appellant: Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Helghts
Improvement Club) (Filed May 2, 2016).

I, John Carroll , an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully
prepaid as follows:

Date: May 27, 2016
Time: 11:25 a.m.
USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board’s Office (Rm 244)

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A

Signature: ;;\3@ Q—\Q\\

) <

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ITY No. 554-5227
- NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may
attend and be heard:

Date:
Time:

Location:

Subject:

Tuesday, June 7, 2016
3:00 p.m.

Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA

File No. 160527. Hearing of persons interested in-or objecting to
the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code, Sections 207, 209.1, 303, and 317, for a proposed
project at 313-323 Cumberland Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No.
3601, Lot Nos. 043 and 044, identified in Permit Application Nos.
2014.0627.9813 and 2014.0627.9820, issued by the Planning
Commission by Motion No. 19604 dated March 31, 2016, to
demolish a single-family structure and construct a hew two-family
structure on a 5,700 square-foot lot within an RH-1 (residential
house, one-family) Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulk District,
and the Dolores Heights Special Use District. (District 8) (Appellant:
Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club)
(Filed May 2, 2016).

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments prior to the time the
hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public record in this
matter and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to
this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, June 3, 20186.

fa Tram
4. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: May 27, 2016 2509



BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

SE NOTIFICA POR LA PRESENTE que la Junta de Supervisores de la Ciudad y Condado
de San Francisco celebrara una audiencia piblica para considerar la siguiente apelacién y
dicha audiencia ptblica se celebrara de la siguiente manera, en tal momento que todos los
interesados podran asistir y ser escuchados:

Fecha:
Hora:

Lugar:

Asunfo:

Martes, 7 de junio de 2016
3:00 p.m.

Camara Legislativa, Sala 250 del Ayuntamiento
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

Expediente Nam. 160527. Audiencia para personas interesadas en o
que se oponen a la certificacion de una Autorizacién de Uso Condicional
segun las Secciones 207, 209.1, 303, y 317 del Cédigo de Planificacion,
para un proyecto propuesto situado entre 313-323 de la Calle
Cumberland, Parcela de Manzana Nam. 3601, Lote Num. 043 y 044,
identificado en la Solicitud de Permiso Nam. 2014.0627.9813 vy
2014.0627.9820, emitido en la Mocion Nim. 19604 de la Comision de
Planificacién, fechado el 31 de marzo de 2016, para demoler una

‘estructura unifamiliar y construir una nueva estructura familiar de dos

unidades en un lote de 5,700 pies cuadrados dentro de un Distrito de
Zonificacion RH-1 (casa residencial, unifamiliar), un Distrito de Altura y
Tamafio 40-X y el Distrito de Uso Especial Dolores Heights. (Distrito 8)
(Apelante: Bruce Bowen, en nombre de Dolores Heights Improvement
Club) (Presentado el 2 de mayo de 2016).

gy Tl

fm/AngeIa Calvillo
Secretaria de la Junta

FECHADO/ENVIADO/PUBLICADO: 27 de mayo de 2016
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689

BOARD of SUPERVISORS
"Tel. No 554 5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TTD/TTY No. 5545227
CABEEEA
SR AGTSEREY
HEH: 20166 5 7HEH—
B T30
Riisin B - YA E=kEE 250 = » 1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place, San

BE

Francisco, CA 94102

FEEESRAS 160527 - BSETURELERE R A+ - SIRIEREARE
201 ~ 209.1 ~ 303 531745 » TFHABREF IRz (Conditional Use
Authorization ) 8 E VR R » BIEFI8 AR -
2014.0627.9813822014.0627.9820_F FTAEZBHAYAL A CumberlandfE313-323
3% o SHEHEHEESRSR3601 i&&gﬁﬁOélﬁDOM_tE’JL%IEiﬁﬁﬁ
FAt%ES » R20165-3 31 H » HAEIZR B & EENENo. 196042558:%
FrofRE - BEERH-1 (BPREEE) S0 40-XiS FE R LR R
&Dolores Heightfar Al FH RIS N EFE 55, T00SE 73 RAYHRES FHFEl—

B ERESYN EE—(E S SRR - (B8ER) (FFFA:
Bruce Bowen @ f%&Dolores Heightsi Eﬁ/ %) (20165 H2HE R
) e

Angela Calvillo

WSEEEEED

B BH/E /SRR May 27, 2016
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Carroll, John (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2016 10:45 AM .

To: ' bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; info@doloresheights.org; Tara N. Sullivan;
tcatalano@reubenlaw.com -

Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez,

Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); lonin, Jonas
(CPC), BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa
(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS); Jackson, Erika; Lew, Lisa (BOS);
: Jalipa, Brent (BOS)
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Appeal Hearing on June 7, 2016

Categories: : 160527

Good morning,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on June 7,
2016, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below a letter of appeal filed against the proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland
Street, as well as direct links to the City Surveyor’s determination of the sufficiency of the filing signatures for the
appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk of the Board.

Clerk of the Board Letter - May 11, 2016

City Surveyor Memo - May 10, 2016

Conditional Use Appeal Letter - May 2, 2016

linvite you to review the entirety the matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 160527 - Conditional Use Appeal Hearing

Thank you,

John Carroli

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415)554-4445 - Direct | {415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroli@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

A& Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form.
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access o 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 nomes, 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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City Hall -
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
TeL No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
May 11, 2016

Bruce Bowen

Dolores Heights Improvement Club
4016 20th Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street
Dear Mr.. Bowen:

The appeal filing period for the Conditional Use approval for the proposed project at 313-
323 Cumberland Street closed on Monday, May 2, 2016. As you know, the Conditional
Use appeal was filed with the subscription of five members of the Board of Supervisors,
and therefore meets the filing requirements of Planning Code, Section 308.1.

The City and County Surveyor has informed the Board of Supervisors in a letter received
May 10, 2016, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal of May 2,
2016, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code, and represent owners of more
than 20% of the property involved and would be siifficient for an appeal. ‘

Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, a hearing date has been scheduled for
Tuesday, June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in
City Hall, 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco,
CA 94102.

Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by noon:

20 days prior to the hearing: names and addresses of interested parties to be
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and

11 days prfor to the hearing: any documentation which you may want available to
. the Board members prior to the hearing.

For the above, the Clerk’s office requests one electronic file (sent to
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation for distribution.

Continues on next page
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313-323 Cumberland Street
Appeal - Conditional Use
May 11, 2016 -

Page 2

NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk’s Office for distribution. If you are unable to make
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive

copies of the materials.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact John Carroll, Legislative Clerk, at

(415) 554-4445.

Very truly yours,

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

(o4

‘Tuija Catalano, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, Project Sponsor

Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney

Marlena Byrne, Depuiy City Attorney

John Rahaim, Planning Director -

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Sarah Jones, Planning Department

Aaron Starr, Planning Department

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Erika Jackson, Planning Department

Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary
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Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Mobarmmed Nurt
Director

Fuad Swelss
Deputy Director and City Enginaer

Jerry Sangulhstii
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
Managar

Bruce R. Stonrs P.L.S.
City and Couinty Surveyor

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping =

1155 Market St., 3" floor

San Franoisco, CA 94103

tel: (415) 554-5827
subdivision.mappina@sidew.org

sfpublicyrorks.org
facebook.com/sipublicworks
twitter.com/sfpublicworks

May 09, 2016

Ms: Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
City Hall —Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102 -

RE:  313-323 Cumberland Sireet
Lots 043-044 of Assessor's Block 3601
Appedaling Planning Commissions Approval of
Conditional Use Application No. 2013.1213CUA

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

This letter is in response 110 your May 6, 2016 réquesT for our
Department fo check the sufficiency of the signatures with
respect to the above referenced appeal.

Please be advised that per our calculations the appellants’
signatures represent 27.77% of the area within the 300 foot
radius of the property of interest; which is more than the
minimum required 20% of the area involved and is therefore
sufficient for appeal.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please
contact Mr. Javier Rivera of my staff at 554-5864.

Sincerely,

Bruce R. Storrs
City & County Surveyor
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Mapping, Subdivision (DPW)

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2016 1:48 PM

To: . Carroll, John (BOS)

Cc: Rivera, Javier (DPW); Somera, Alisa (BOS) Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Calvillo, Angela (BOS);
Mappmg, Subdivision (DPW)

Subject: : RE: Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Verification of Signatures

Attachments: Response to Board. pdf

Categories: 160527

Hello John,

Please see the attached file regarding with the outcome of the above-mentioned subject matter. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Michael L. Abella, P.E.
Survey Assistant |

Bureau of Street Use and Mapping | San Francisco Public Works | City and County of San Francisco
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor | San Francisco, CA 94103 | (415)554-5794 | sfpublicworks.org - twitter.com/sfpublicworks

From: Carroll, John (BOS)

Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 3:00 PM

To: Storrs, Bruce (DPW) <bruce.storrs@sfdpw.org>
Cc: Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW) <jerry.sanguinetti@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Javier (DPW) <javier.rivera@sfdpw.org>; Bergin,
Steven (DPW) <steven.bergin@sfdpw.org>; Givner, Jon (CAT) <jon.givner@sfgov.org>; Stacy, Kate (CAT)
<kate.stacy@sfgov.org>; Jones, Sarah (CPC) <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC)
<scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie {CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC)
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Byrne, Marlena (CAT) <marlena.byrne@sfgov.org>; Jackson, Erika

<eriké.jackson @sfgov.org>; Jalipa, Brent (BOS) <brent.jalipa@sfgov.org>; Lew, Lisa (BOS) <lisa.lew@sfgov.org>
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Verification of Signatures

Good afternoon, Mr. Storrs,
The Office of the Clerk of the Board has tentatively scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on
June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. The appeal was filed by Bruce Bowen on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club,

concerning the Conditional Use Authorization for 313-323 Cumberland Street.

Attached please find the appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures submitted with the appeal
filing.

Thank you,

John Carroll
- Legislative Clerk
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Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102
*15)554-4445 - Direct | {415)554-5163 - Fax
an.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfzov.org

@

% Click here to 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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SAN BRANTIRG

PUBLI C
WORKS

Edwin M, Lea
Mayor

Mohammed Nurn
Director

Fuad Svelss
Deputy Director and Clty Engineer

Jetry Sanguinetti
Bureau of Sfreet Use & Mapping
Manager

Bruce R. Stotrs P.L.S.
City and County Surveyor

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
1155 Market St., 3 floor

San Francisco, CA 84103

tel: (415) 554-5827
subdivision.mappina@sfdow.org .

sfpublicwerks.org
facebook.com/sfpublicworks
witter.com/sfpublicworks

May 09, 2016

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
City Hall - Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE:  313-323 Cumberland Street
Lots 043-044 of Assessor's Block 3601
Appedling Planning Commissions Approval of
Conditional Use Application No. 2013.1213CUA

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

This lefter is in response o your May 6, 2016 request for our
Department to check the sufficiency of the signatures with .
respect to the above referenced appeal.

Please be advised that per our calculations the appellants’
sighatures represent 27.77% of the area within the 300 foot
radius of the property of interest; which is more than the
minimum required 20% of the ared involved and is therefore
sufficient for appeal

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please

_contact Mr. Javier Rivera of my staff at 554-5864.

Sincerely,

Bruce R. Storrs
City & County Surveyor

2518



Carroll, John (BOS)

“rom: Carroll, John (BOS)
ant: Friday, May 06, 2016 3:00 PM
To: Storrs, Bruce (DPW) :
Cc: 4 Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW); Rivera, Javier (DPW); Bergin, Steven (DPW); Givner, Jon (CAT);

Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC);
Starr, Aaron (CPC); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS);
Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Byrne, Marlena (CAT);
Jackson, Erika; Jalipa, Brent (BOS); Lew, Lisa (BOS)
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 313-323 Cumberland Street - Verification of Signatures
Attachments: Appeal Lir 050216.pdf; COB Ltr 050616.pdf

Good afternoon, Mr. Storrs,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has tentatively scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on
- June 7,2016, at 3:00 p.m. The appeal was filed by Bruce Bowen on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club,
concerning the Conditional Use Authorization for 313-323 Cumberland Street.

Attached please find the appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures submitted with the appeal
filing.

Thank you,

John Carroll
Legislative Clerk
"aard of Supervisors
n Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415)554-4445 - Direct | (415)554-5163 - Fax
john.carroll@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

% Click here to 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 @
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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. City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Te). No. 554-5184
¥ax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
May 6, 2016

Bruce R. Storrs

City and County Surveyor, Public Works
1155 Market Street, 3™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Planning Case No. 2013.1213CUA
313-323 Cumberland Street - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal

Dear Mr. Storrs:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the
Dolores Heights Improvement Club, of the decision of the Planning Commission by its Motion No.
19604 dated March 31, 2016, relating to the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case No.
2013.1213CUA) pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 207, 209.1, 303 and 317, for a proposed project
located at: ‘ :

313-323 Cumberland Street, Assessor’s Block No. 3601, Lot Nos. 043-044

By copy of this letter, the City and County Surveyor is requested to determine the sufficiency of the
signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submit a
report not later than 5:00 p.m., on Monday, May 9, 2016, to give us time to prepare and mail out
the hearing notices, as the Board of Supervisors has tentatively scheduled the appeal to be heard
on June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m.

Sincerely,

: Can
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

c
Jerry Sanguinetti, Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
Javier Rivera, Public Works

Steve Bergin, Public Works

Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney

Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney

Sarah Jones, Planning Department

Scott Sanchez, Planning Department

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Depariment

Aaron Starr, Planning Department

Erika Jackson, Planning Department
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Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisers or the Mayor

" | Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for infroduction (select only one): or meeting dato

L] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

0

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

X

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor . mnquires”

5. City Attorney request.
6. Call File No. from Committee.

7. Budgét Analjrst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

O O 0o0oo0gaoaon-

10. Question(s) suBmitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

1se check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[0 Small Business Commission 1 Youth Commission [1 Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [1 Building Inspection Commission
Vote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

sponsor(s):

Clerk of the Board

subject:

Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 313-323 Cumberland Street

T'he text is listed below or attached:

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code, Sections 207, 209.1, 303, and 317, for a proposed project at 313-323 Cumberland Street, Assessor's
Parcel Block No. 3601, Lot Nos. 043 and 044, identified in Permit Application Nos. 2014.0627.9813 and
2014.0627.9820, issued by the Planning Commission by Motion No. 19604 dated March 31, 2016, to demolish a
single-family structure and construct a new two-family structure on a 5,700 square-foot lot within an RH-1
(residential house, one-family) Zoning District, a 40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Dolores Heights Special
Use District. (District 8) (Appellant: Bruce Bowen, on behalf of the Dolores Heights Improvement Club) (Filed May

'16). |

160527
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Signature 6f Sponsoring Supervisor: Q%(ZU'(» W
— -

For Clerk's Use Only: 5
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