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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL: ~ = = -
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ~~ {~

Notice is hereby given of an éppeal to the Board of Supervisors from the following action of the City
Planning Commission.

The property is located at 22 & f\éi\ @“{' . }3? {O{: {"f {i@%} 261 ?;’%5567

[ N

Sept 24 zofs
Date of City Plahning Commissfon Action
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

/(”%{:{:@(Off‘"‘” Zé, Zﬂﬁf‘sm

Appeal Filing Date

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

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application 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. 2013 . 1521 CUAY

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

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process5
August 2011
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Statement of Appeal:

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from:

g e /&\ *%M@h:m g‘\ wt fv”\'&:j

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

See  Attachypnents

Person to Whom
Notices Shall Be Mailed Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal:
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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. 2013.1521CUAV, including, among other
things, to permit lot coverage to exceed 55% and to permit an increase to the existing square
footage by more than 100%.

Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal:

Among other things, the project failed to meet the infeasibility requirements and other criteria
of the interim controls legislation and the project failed to meet the city’s conditional use
requirements. We incorporate by reference: materials submitted and presented at the Planning
Commission Conditional Use Hearing and prior Discretionary Review Hearings. We will provide
further explanation, testimony, and materials in our brief and at the Board of Supervisors
Hearing.
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borhood association for the Castro, Upper Market and all of Eureka Valley since 1878

EVNA

PO Box 14137

San Francisco, CA 94114
Www.evna.org

EVNA, a 501 (C){4) Non-profit,

Tax ID: 51-0141022

Eureka Valley Foundation,
a 501(C)3) Non-profit,
Tax ID: 26-0831195

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Alan Beach-Nelson
President

Castro Street

Rob Cox
Secretary
Hartford Street
James Moore

Treasurer
18" Street

COMMITTEE CHAIRS
James Kelm

Newsletter & Social Media
Castro Village Wine Co.

Jack Keating (Ex-Officio)
Planning & Land Use
17th Street

Shelah Barr

Quality of Life

17th Street

Mark McHale

Social

Vanguard Properties
Qrie Zaklad

Technology & Marketing
Collingwood Street

DIRECTORS:
Patrick Crogan
Market Street

Tim Eicher

Q Bar

Mary Edna Harrell
Castro Street
Crispin Hollings
18" Street

Lotc Olichon
18th Street

EX OFFICIO DIRECTORS:
Steve Clark Hall
Webmaster

19th Street

Judith Hoyem
Emeritus
17th Street

CASTRO/EUREKA VALLEY
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

October 25, 2015

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

Re: Conditional Use Appeal: 22 Ord Court; Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver
To Whom it May Concern,

Jack Keating is a member of the Castro / Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
[EVNA] and is authorized to file the above-referenced appeal on behalf of our
organization.

The Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association was a supporter of Scott Wiener's
Interim Zoning Controls passed in 2015. Given that this project as currently designed
does not meet the basic objectives of scale/size determined by the zoning controls,
and because we believe there are feasible alternatives which would respect the
Interim Zoning controls, we previously asked the Planning Commission deny the
request for a Conditional Use permit. We are appealing their decision [Case Number
2013.1521CUAV] for the same reasons.

Very truly yours, A

Alan Beach-Nelson
President

About Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association:

Castro/ Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) is the oldest continuously
operating Neighborhood Association in San Francisco established as Eureka Valley
Promotion Association in 1878. For 135 years, our members have been working to
make this neighborhood a great place to live, work and play. Today, we strive to
preserve the unique character of our diverse neighborhood while maintaining a
balance between prospering businesses and residential livability.

Please visit our Web site for more information on EVNA’s activities, including meeting
minutes and meeting schedules.
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e Jack Keating, Chair

REEOERE Planning & Land Use Committee
Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
4134 17 St.
San Francisco, CA 94114

October 26, 2015

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, Ca. 94103-9425

Re: 22 Ord Court Appeal: Letter of Authorization

To Whom It May Concern

I am the Appeliant of the 22 Ord Ct. Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2013.1521CUAV.
I authorize Chris Parkes to act as my agent and on my behalf for all purposes of this appeal.

Please communicate directly with Chris at

C if/?g;g ~Les e &

231 States St., #4
San Francisco, CA 94114-1405

Sincerely,

Vi

Jack Keating
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Jack Keating, Chair

Planning & Land Use Committee

Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
4134 17" st.

San Francisco, CA 94114-0137

October 26, 2015

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Re: 22 Ord Court Appeal: Letter of Authorization

To Whom It May Concern

I am the Appellant of the 22 Ord Ct. Conditional Use Authorization Case No. 2013.1521CUAV. |
authorize Chris Parkes to act as my agent and on my behalf for all purposes of this appeal.

Please communicate directly with Chris, at
Cparlles @ el .o } ,,
{ i

231 States St., #4 Y
San Francisco, CA 94114-1405

Sincerely, /

Jack Keating
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

M Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) M First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) [0 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) M Other (Market & Octavia Impact Fees)

Planning Commission Motion 19483
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 24, 2015

Date: September 15, 2015
Case No.: 2013.1521CUAV
Project Address: 22 Ord Court
Permit Application: 201310219832 (Alteration to Existing)
201310219817 (Proposed New Construction at Rear)

Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 2619/067

Project Sponsor:  David Clarke — (415) 370.5677
P.O. Box 14352
San Francisco, CA 94114

Staff Contact: Tina Chang - (415) 575.9197
tina.chang@stgov.org

Recommendation: ~ Approval with Conditions

ADOPTING FINDINGS GRANTING CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 306.7 ESTABLISHING INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS
IMPOSED BY RESOLUTION NO. 76-15 ON MARCH 9, 2015 TO PERMIT LOT COVERAGE OF A
PARCEL TO EXCEED 55% AND AN INCREASE TO THE EXISTING SQUARE FOOTAGE IN
EXCESS OF 3,000 SQUARE FEET AND/ OR MORE THAN 100% BY CONSTRUCTING A NEW, +/-
3,110 GROSS SQUARE FOOT, TWO-STORY DWELLING UNIT AT THE REAR OF THE EXISTING
THROUGH LOT. THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED WITHIN AN RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE,
TWO FAMILY) ZONING AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On October 21, 2013, Reza Khosnevisan, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, filed Building Permit Application
Numbers 201310219832 and 201310219817 to the vertical addition of the existing structure at 22 Ord
Court, and for the new construction of a three-story, single family dwelling unit fronting States Street.

On October 18, 2013 Reza Khosnevisan, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, filed a Variance Application Case No.
2013.1521V to construct a three-story single family dwelling unit in the required rear yard of the property
at 22 Ord Court.

SAN FRANCISCO 1
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Motion 19483 CASE NO. 2013.1521CUA
September 24, 2015 22 Ord Court

On September 5, 2014 Chris Parkes filed a Discretionary Review (DR) against Building Permit
Application No. 201310219832 for the vertical addition of the existing structure and Building Permit
Application No. 201310219817 for the new construction of the three story single family dwelling at the
rear of the property. The DR filer also initiated Discretionary Review for Building Permit Application No.
201310219830 for the new construction of a dwelling unit at the rear of 24 Ord Court. Chris Parkes raised
concerns about the removal of significant trees at the rear of 24 Ord Court, and felt that the projects at 22
and 24 Ord Court as proposed did not meet Residential Design Guidelines. The DR Requestor was also
opposed to the project because of noncompliance with the Planning Code and the need for a variance to
construct in the required rear yard.

On December 4, 2014, a duly noticed public hearing was held for the public initiated discretionary review
of and variance requests for the proposed projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court. After public testimony in
opposition to the Project the Planning Commission continued the subject item to February 5, 2015. The
project was subsequently continued to February 12", to allow for additional time to conduct
environmental review of the project changes. Though suggestions were made regarding the existing
structure at 22 Ord Court, the Planning Commission made definitive requests to refine the proposed new
construction at the rear of the subject property, including the removal of top level of the proposed new
structure at the rear; differentiation of architectural design between the proposed structures at the rear of
22 and 24 Ord Court and the reduction of parking provided to increase habitable space within the
proposed new structure. The removal of the trees at 24 Ord Court had been approved by the Department
of Public Works due to poor structure, though this decision was appealed. At the time of the December 4%
hearing, the Department of Public Works DPW had not yet issued the resulting order from the hearing
held for the trees in question. In addition to the changes outlined above, the Commission was also
interested in learning outcome of the DPW hearing.

On February 12, 2015, the Commission again heard the Discretionary Review Requests for 22-24 Ord
Court. In response to the Commission’s requests, the Project Sponsor presented changes to the proposed
construction which included a reduction in the number of floors above grade from three to two, a
reduction of off-street parking spaces from two-to-one thus increasing habitable living space, and the
alteration of the front fagade at 22 Ord Court to better differentiate the two structures. By the time of the
February 12, 2015 hearing, the resulting order from the DPW had been issued indicating that the removal
of trees would be approved on the condition that all necessary permit approvals were attained to
construct the new building at 24 Ord Court. After public testimony, the Commission voted, again, to
continue the item to March 12, 2015, so that the Project Sponsor could explore options to preserve the
mature trees at 24 Ord Court, while also exploring ways to differentiate the two buildings at 22 and 24
Ord Court even more.

On March 9, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed interim legislation to impose interim zoning controls
for an 18-month period for parcels in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts within neighborhoods
known as Corbett Heights and Corona Heights, requiring Conditional Use authorization for any
residential development on a vacant parcel that would result in total residential square footage exceed
3,000 square feet; Conditional Use authorization for any new residential development on a developed
paréel that will increase the existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet by more than 75%

B3
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Motion 19483 CASE NO. 2013.1521CUA
September 24, 2015 22 Ord Court

without increasing the existing legal unit count, or more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit
count; and requiring Conditional Use authorization for residential development that results in great than
55% total lot coverage. As the project site was affected by the interim legislation, therefore requiring
Conditional Use authorization for the projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court as proposed, the Project Sponsor
requested a continuance to May 24, 2015. The items were again continued to June 25, 2015, August 13,
2015, and finally to September 24, 2015 at the request of the Project Sponsor.

On June 30, 2015, Alan Murphy, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed
Application No. 2013.1521CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) seeking authorization for development exceeding 55% lot coverage, and increasing the
existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet or more than 100% with an increase to the legal
unit count within the RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District. The proposal includes a vertical and horizontal addition, increasing the existing 2,401 square foot
home by approximately 824 square feet to approximately 3,225 square feet. The addition would extend
the rear of the third floor to the rear building wall, with a 5-foot side setback from the western property
line, and construct a fourth floor set back approximately 12’-5” from the front facade, approximately 19
feet from the property line, and 5-foot side setbacks on both sides of the property. The addition alone
would not require conditional use authorization, as it does not increase the existing square footage by
more than 3,000 square feet or more than 75%. However, the new construction of the proposed structure
at the rear would result in greater than 55% lot coverage and the square footage to exceed 3,000 square
feet, and an increase of more than 100%.

The Planning Department, Jonas O. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case Nos.
2013.1521CUAV and 2013.1522CUAYV at 1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor, San Francisco, California.

On September 24, 2015, the Planning Commission ("Commission”) conducted public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on Case Nos. 2013.1521CUAYV and 2013.1522CUAV.

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 approves the Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 303 and 306.7 establishing interim zoning controls imposed by Resolution No. 76-15 on
March 9, 2015 to permit lot coverage of a parcel to exceed 55% and an increase to the existing square
footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and more than 100% by constructing a new, +/- 3,110 gross square
foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing through lot at 22 Ord Court under Case No.
2013.1521CUAV, 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:

)
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Motion 19483 CASE NO. 2013.1521CUA
September 24, 2015 22 Ord Court

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The proposed project is located on a through lot at 22 Ord
Court with frontages on both Ord Court and States Street in the Castro / Upper Market
Neighborhood. The property is developed with an existing 3-story, +/- 2,400 square-foot, single
family structure on a +/-2,940 square foot lot. The existing building was originally constructed as
a single-family dwelling in 1954. A third-story addition was constructed in the 1980’s resulting in
a change to the building’s scale, massing and design. Based on review conducted by Planning
Department staff, the existing building at 22 Ord Court lacks sufficient integrity and is not
eligible as a historic resource under CEQA. The property is not located within the boundaries of
any listed historic districts. Therefore, the property is not eligible for listing in the California
Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The surrounding neighborhood consists of a
mixture of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, containing mostly one- or two- residential
dwelling-units. The residential neighborhood contains dwellings of varying heights and depths
on an up-sloping street, as one heads west. Both adjacent properties, east and west of the subject
property, are three-story buildings containing two dwelling units. The building to the east is a
multi-family, two stories-over-garage at the block face, and steps back to five stories after
approximately 55 from the front facade. The building to the west is a single-family,
one-story-over garage structure at the block face.

The subject property is within the Castro / Upper Market Neighborhood, and about .4 miles west
of the Castro / Market Street intersection. Castro Street serves as the cross street on the east side
of the property where the neighborhood transitions to a Residential, Mixed, Low-Density (RM-1)
zoning district, the Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) and Upper Market
Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (NCT). RM-1 zoning districts contain ground-floor
commercial spaces and mostly residential units on upper floors. A mixture of dwelling types
found in RH Districts are also found in RM-1 districts, in addition to a significant number of
apartment buildings that broaden the range of unit sizes and the variety of structures. The Upper
Market NCT and NCD zoning districts are multi-purpose commercial districts, well served by
transit including the Castro Street Station of the Market Street subway and the F-Market historic
streetcar line, providing limited convenience goods to adjacent neighborhoods, but also serve as a
shopping street for a broader trade area.

4. Project Description. The proposal includes a vertical and horizontal addition, increasing the
existing +/- 2,400 square foot home by approximately 825 square feet to approximately 3,225
square feet. The addition would extend the rear of the third floor to the rear building wall, with a
5-foot side setback from the western property line, and construct a fourth floor set back
approximately 12'-5” from the front facade, approximately 19 feet from the property line, and 5-
foot side setbacks on both sides of the property. The addition alone would not require
conditional use authorization, as it does not increase the existing square footage by more than
3,000 square feet or more than 75%. The new construction of a two-story, +/- 3,110 square foot,
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Motion 19483 CASE NO. 2013.1521CUA
September 24, 2015 ' 22 Ord Court

single-family structure at the rear of the existing single-family dwelling is also included as part of
the proposal. The proposed rear structure would contain two levels below grade, to include a
family room and two bedrooms. The first at-grade floor contains a one-car garage, bedroom and
office, with the main living area on the second level, which is setback approximately 6 feet from
the rear property line. A +/- 240 square foot roof deck is proposed above the 2" level. A rear yard
amounting to approximately 25% lot coverage is maintained between the existing and proposed
structures; however, this would amount to greater than 55% lot coverage, as well as an increase to
the square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and greater than 100%.

5. Public Comment. As of September 14, 2015, the Staff has received a couple inquiries from
members of the public. One inquiry was made by a Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
representative regarding the contents of the case report, and the process of the hearing —
specifically how the previously filed requests for discretionary review would interact with the
Conditional Use Authorization Hearing. The representative was informed that since decisions
made by the Planning Commission on conditional use authorizations could not be appealable to
the Board of Appeals, which is the appeal body for building permit applications and
discretionary review items, the discretionary review previously filed would effectively be
dropped. However, the Commission Secretary would grant the DR Requestors 10 minutes to
present their case, which is the same amount of time granted to the Project Sponsor. Neither party
would receive time for rebuttals as would occur during Discretionary Review Hearings.

Another inquiry was made by the President of the Corbett Heights Neighbors who inquired
about continuing the duly noticed Conditional Use Hearing to await plans for the existing
structure at 24 Ord Court. To date, the Planning Department has not been made aware of any
plans for the existing structure at 24 Ord Court.

Public comment for the previously filed discretionary review for the project can be found under
case number 2013.1521DDV.

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

A. Rear Yard (Section 134). Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard depth
equal to 45% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, except that rear
yard requirements can be reduced to a line on the lot, parallel to the rear lot line, which is the
average between the depths of the rear building walls of both adjacent properties.

The adjacent property to the east at 231 States Street is developed with nearly full lot coverage and is
setback approximately 3 feet from the rear lot line whereas the adjacent property to the west at 24 Ord
Court currently has a vear yard of approximately 71°-7”. For a code-compliant rear yard, development
would need to be set back approximately 37°-3.5” from the rear property line. As the Project Sponsor is
proposing development built approximately 6 feet from the rear property line with a 29°-7” deep rear
yard internalized between the existing and proposed structures, a Variance is required. The hearing for
the Variance will be heard by the Zoning Administrator on September 24, 2015. The Variance Hearing
for the project was initially scheduled for August 27, 2015, but continued to December 4, 2014,
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Motion 19483 CASE NO. 2013.1521CUA
September 24, 2015 22 Ord Court

February 5, 2015, February 12, 2015, June 25, 2015, August 13, 2015 and finally to September 24,
2015 to be heard in conjunction with the Planning Commission Hearing.

B. Open Space (Section 135). The Planning Code Requires 125 square feet of open space for
each dwelling unit if all private, and 166.25 square feet of open space per dwelling unit if
shared. The Project requires at least 250 square feet of open space for both dwelling units, or
332.5 square feet of open space, if common.

The proposed structure at the year includes a +/- 240 square foot roof deck that would satisfy the open
space requirements for the dwelling unit, as well as a +/- 740 square foot shared rear yard, exceeding
the open space vequirements. The front structure also includes roof decks at the 3" and 4 levels
amounting to X square feet.

C. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements (Section 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1
requires one new street tree for every 20 feet of street frontage for projects proposing new
construction.

The Project includes the new construction of a two-story residential building and the vertical and
horizontal addition on an existing structure on a lot with frontage 25 feet of frontage on both Ord
Court and States Street. The total Project frontage is approximately 50 feet with one existing street
tree along the Ord Court frontage. The Project Sponsor will plant one new tree along the States Street
frontage. The exact location, size and species of trees shall be as approved by the Department of Public
Works (DPW). The Project Sponsor will be required to pay an in-lieu fee for any tree that may not be
planted.

D. Bird Safety (Section 139). Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe
buildings, including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The subject lot is located in close proximity to a possible urban bird refuge. The Project will be required
to meet the requirements of location-related standards, and will ensure that the Bird Collision Zone,
which begins at grade and extends upwards for 60 feet, consists of no more than 10% untreated
glazing.

E. Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140). Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one
room of all dwelling units face directly onto 25 feet of open area (a public street, alley or side
yard) or onto an inner courtyard that is 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at
which the dwelling unit in question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an
increase in five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor.

Both the existing structure fronting Ord Court and the proposed structure fronting States Street meets
the exposure requirement in that at least one room of each dwelling unit faces directly onto 25 feet of
open area — in the form of the public streets and 29°-7” vear yard in between both structures.

F. Section 151. Off-Street Parking: Planning Code Section 151 requires one off-street parking
space per dwelling units.

The Project includes a one-car garage for the existing structure at 22 Ord Court and a one car garage
for the proposed duwelling at the vear of the property fronting States Street.
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7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On balance, the project complies with
the criteria of Section 303, in that:

A. The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with,
the neighborhood or community.

The proposed uses — a new structure at the rear of 22 Ord Court, a through lot, in an RH-2 Zoning
District, is consistent with development patterns in this residential neighborhood and with the
requirements of the Planning Code. The proposed structure and addition are modestly sized, but
contain enough bedrooms and shared living areas to allow sufficient space for families with children, a
demographic the City actively seeks to retain and attract puvsuant to General Plan Housing Element
Policy 4.1. Expanding an existing single-family dwelling and providing additional dwellings of
appropriate size for this demographic, among others, is desirable for and compatible with, the
neighborhood and the community. By increasing the supply of housing, the proposed project also
contributes to alleviating the City’s critical housing shortage.

B. The use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property,
improvements, or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including,
but not limited to the following:

i. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed
size, shape and arrangement of structures.

The proposed structure is compatible with the height and depth of the surrounding buildings.
The single-story vertical addition and horizontal expansion at 22 Ord Court are at an
appropriate scale for the home’s location on a block with many houses that are three-stories or
more as shown in the height diagram, attached. The proposed structure will maintain a three-
story facade at the block face, consistent with the other three-story structures on the block,
such as 30 Ord Court and 16 Ord Court. The adjacent building at 20 Ord Court / 231 States
Street is a three-story, multi-family structure at the block face that steps back to five stories on
the States Street frontage. Both the fourth-floor addition and the third-floor roof deck on the
existing building at 22 Ord Court are set back, making the fourth floor minimally visible from
the street. The fourth floor addition is approximately 417 square feet, and the setback provided
at this level far exceeds that required by the Planning Code.

The new building at the rear of 22 Ord Court is kwo stories above street level, consistent with
the existing pattern of development on States Street. States Street is characterized by a mix of
building scales and styles, ranging from one to four stories in height.

The existing and proposed dwelling units are deliberately separated between the Ord Court
and States Street Frontages to allow for mid-block open space that preserves light to adjacent
structures at 20 and 30 Ord Court. As shown in the bulk and shadow studies for an
alternative deign, enclosed as an attachment to this case report, placing two dwelling units in
a building fronting Ord Court would severely restrict light available to adjacent buildings
and to the new structures themselves, casting shadows across to neighboring buildings. In
contrast, the proposed project preserves the health, safety and general welfare of individuals

7
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residing in the vicinity by maintaining their access to light and by substantially reducing
shadow coverage on adjacent properties.

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 and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions
of car-share parking spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this Code.

The proposed project will not exceed the density permitted by the Planning Code and is well
served by public transit. The Castro Street Muni Station is less than a 10-minut walk, while
the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines have nearby stops. For these reasons, the type and volume of
traffic generated by the proposed project will not be detrimental.

The project features off-street parking for all residences, as required by the Planning Code.
The design and placement of garage entrances, doors and gates are compatible with the
surrounding area, and the width of all garage entrances is minimized. The placement of curb
cuts is also coordinated to maximize on-street parking.

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

The proposal will not produce or include uses that would emit noxious or offensive emissions
such as noise, glare, dust and odor.

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

The proposal does not include loading or services areas, nor will it include atypical lighting or
signage. The project will comply with Planning Code Section 138, and provide a street tree,
as well as landscaping in the building setback fronting States Street.

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

The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements and standards of the Planning Code,
once the requested variance is issued, and is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General
Plan as follows:

9. Interim Zoning Controls (Resolution 76-15). On March 9, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed
interim legislation to impose interim zoning controls for an 18-month period for parcels in RH-1,
RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts within neighborhoods known as Corbett Heights and Corona
Heights, requiring Conditional Use authorization for any residential development on a vacant
parcel that would result in total residential square footage exceed 3,000 square feet; Conditional
Use authorization for any new residential development on a developed parcel that will increase
the existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet by more than 75% without
increasing the existing legal unit count, or more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit
count; and requiring Conditional Use authorization for residential development that results in
great than 55% total lot coverage.
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A. The Planning Commission shall only grant a Conditional Use authorization allowing
residential development to result in greater than 55% lot coverage upon finding unique or
exceptional lot constraints that would make development on the lot infeasible without
exceeding 55% total lot coverage, or in the case of the addition of a residential unit, that such
addition would be infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot coverage; and

The proposed project will increase the number of residential units from one to two on 22 Ord Court.
Total lot coverage would exceed 55%; it would be infeasible to add a second dwelling unit without
exceeding 55% lot coverage as the lot is significantly sloped between Ord Court and States Street. For
this reason, the existing single-family dwelling already covers a significant percentage of the lot,
making it infeasible to add new space for an adequate family-sized unit while maintaining overall lot
coverage beneath 55%.

Due to the significant intra-lot elevation difference between Ovrd Court and States Street, the sloping
further veduces usable interior square footage by increasing the need for stairs and related space to
allow for living spaces to spread across multiple levels. To compensate for these inefficiencies in interior
design, residential development of reasonable size is infeasible unless spread over more than 55% of the
lot.

An alternative approach to the proposed project that would locate all dwelling units on the Ord Court
side of the lots (enclosed as an attachment to this case report), would exceed 55% total lot coverage.
While this alternative is infeasible for reasons identified below, it demonstrates that exceedance of 55%
lot coverage is unavoidable vegardless of whether the buildings are massed exclusively on the Ord
Court frontage or are split between the Ord Court and States Street frontages.

B. The Planning Commission, in considering a Conditional Use authorization in a situation
where an additional residential unit is proposed on a through lot on which there is already
an existing building on the opposite street frontage, shall only grant such authorization upon
finding that it would be infeasible to add a unit to the already developed street frontage of
the lot.

The proposed project will increase the number of residential units from one to two on each of two
through lots (22 and 24 Ord Court), with each new single-family home located on the opposite street
frontage (States Street) from the existing buildings. It would be infeasible to add units on the already
developed street frontage of the lots, as the resulting development would block light and cast shadows
on the few windows available to certain units in adjacent buildings at 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court
/ 231 States Street. Such a project would also prevent adequate light from entering the new structures
on the project site.

Due to the significant sloping on the lots between Ord Court and States Street, usable interior square
footage is reduced by increasing the need for stairwells and related space to allow for development
spread across multiple levels. This lot constraint forces development on the lots to extend toward the
property lines. Additionally, the slope is most severe on the rear 40% of the lots. Where units are
concentrated on the already developed street frontage (the side with the more gentle slope), this
constraint limits the ability to design for usable open space. For these reasons, sloping constraints
further would necessitate use of the full width of the lots for any “concentrated” development on the

9
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Ord Court side. An enclosed bulk study shows hypothetical buildings that would add new dwelling
units to the alrveady developed street frontage at Ord Court.

However, this type of concentrated development on the Ord Court frontage would block substantial
light and cast significant shadows on adjacent buildings at 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court / 231
States Street.

To begin, as shown in the bulk study and in a bird’s-eye view photograph of 30 Ord Court, a structure
on 24 Ord Court that concentrates units on the Ord Court side would cover four property-line
windows on 30 Ord Court. These windows are not legally protected, but do provide light and air to

four dwelling unifs.

Although these same units also receive light from a building light well, shadows would be cast on tfe
light well by concentrated development on Ord Court. An enclosed shadow study assesses shadows
that such buildings would cast on three days throughout the year—March 21 (the spring equinox),
June 21 (the summer solstice), and December 21 (the winter solstice). The studies show that large
structures on Ord Court would completely cover in shadow the light well at 30 Ord Court on the
mornings of March 21, June 21, and December 21. In contrast, a separate shadow study shows thai
developing new units on the opposite street frontage from existing development (the States Street side)
would not cast shadows on the light well throughout most of the year (as shown in the March 21 and
June 21 simulations). Moreover, under the proposed project, property- line windows at 30 Ord Court
would not be blocked, thus further alleviating concerns over shadowing on the light well.

The shadow studies for the “concentrated” development on Ord Court and for the proposed project also
provide evidence of two other reasons why developing new units on the Ord Court street frontage
would be infeasible:

e First, such development would result in a significantly greater amount and duration of shadows
across multiple adjacent properties than will the proposed project. Massing new units on the Ord
Court side of the property would direct many shadows onto adjacent buildings and yards,
including 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court / 231 States Street, rather than onto the street (States
Street). This is a highly undesirable outcome, as it needlessly would increase shadowing effects on
neighbors and open space relative to the proposed project. By locating new dwelling units on
States Street, the proposed project directs a much greater proportion of these shadows onto the
uninhabited street.

s Second, development of new dwelling unils on the already developed sireet frontage severely
would limit light and air available to the interior of the new structures. As seen on the shadow
study, the narrowness of the lots at 22 and 24 Ord Court would leave few entries for light into
these units and would contribute to buildings that lack appropriate levels of natural light and air.

In sum, adding units to the already developed street frontage of the lots at 22 and 24 Ord Court would
have detrimental effects on natural light and air available to residents of neighboring buildings and of
new buildings on the project site. For these reasons, it would be infeasible to add a unit to the already

=
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developed street frontage of the lots at 22 Ord Court or 24 Ord Court. In contrast, as shown under the
proposed project, adding units located on the opposite street frontage will be feasible.

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

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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.

The Project dirvectly advances this policy by creating a new single-family home and expanding an existing
one to be adequately sized for families and children. Families with children typically seek more bedrooms
and larger shared living areas than smaller households. The project responds to this demand by creating
units of a size attractive to families with children.

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERS AND DISTINC CHARACER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S

NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1:
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2:
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 11.5:
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing

neighborhood character.

The proposed project supports these policies by featuring new construction that is consistent with the
existing character and density of the neighborhood. The project is consistent with all accepted design

11
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standards, including those related to site design, building scale and form, architectural features and
building details. The project respects the site’s topography and provides mid-block open space. The height
and depth of the new building on States Street is compatible with the existing building scale. The building’s
form, facade width, proportions and roofline are also compatible with surrounding buildings. Finally, the
project’s density is consistent with the prevailing character of the neighborhood.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEE THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.3:

Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

The proposed project directly furthers this policy by creating additional residential uses in an area well-
served by the City’s public transit systems. The Castro Street Muni Station is less than a 10-minute walk
from the project site, while the 24, 33, 35 and 37 bus lines all have bus stops nearby as well. The numerous
nearby public transit options will help ensure the proposed project has no adverse impacts on traffic
patterns in the vicinity of the project site.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL

SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.12:
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

The proposed project furthers this policy by including and maintaining landscaping that will improve the
neighborhood environment. Landscaping will be providing on the States Street frontage where the building
is set back from the property line. The roof decks on States Street will be visible from upslope residences on
State Street and Museum Way; the project will increase the presence of visible vegetation on the properties.

Policy 4.15:

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
new buildings.
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11.

The proposed project furthers this policy by ensuring that incompatible new buildings are not introduced to
the existing neighborhood. The height and depth of the new buildings on States Sireet is compatible with
the existing building scale. The buildings’ form, facade width, proportions and roofline are compatible with
surrounding buildings. While there is no consistent mid-block open space pattern on Ord Court and States
Street, the project helps create on between buildings fronting Ord Court and States Street. The proposed
project places buildings carefully on both the front and vear of the lots so as to minimize reduction of
sunlight to neighboring properties and new dwelling units relative to an approach that would cluster all
units on the Ord Court street frontage.

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.

This policy does not apply to the proposed project, as the project is residential and will not affect or
displace any existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

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

The proposed project is consistent with this policy, as the existing single-family home at 22 Ord Court
is preserved, with only a modest expansion. The new proposed single-family home is designed to be
consistent with the height and size typical of the existing neighborhood. Moreover, the project
preserves existing significant trees on the States Street side to further conserve the character of the

neighborhood.
C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The proposed project at 22 Ord Court preserves one existing single-family home and adds one new
single-family home to the City’s housing stock, which will increase housing supply and make housing
more affordable in general. No affordable housing units will be removed, and no new affordable housing
units are required under the Planning Code.

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

The proposed project is located in an area well-served by the City’s public transit systems and
incorporates off-street parking that satisfies City parking requirements. The Castro Street Muni
Station is less than a 10 minute walk from the project site, while the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines all
have stops nearby as well. The proposed project, therefore, will not overburden Streets or neighborhood
parking, or overburden Muni transit service.
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11.

12.

13.

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 enhanced.

This policy does not directly apply to the proposed project, as the project does not include commercial
office development and will not displace industrial or service sector uses. Nevertheless, the development
of an additional single family home on the 22 Ord Court property may enhance future opporiunities
for resident employment and ownership in the industrial and service sectors. The proposed project is
consistent, therefore, with tlhis policy to the extent it applies.

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

The proposed residential building and addition will comply with all applicable structural and seismic
safety requirements of the City’s Building Code and amny other requirements related to earthquake
safety and therefore are consistent with this policy.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
There are no landmarks or historic buildings on the project site.

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

The proposed project is consistent with this policy, as parks and public open space will not be
developed, nor will their access to sunlight be affected by its development. No vistas will be blocked or
otherwise affected by the proposed project. '

First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

The Project Sponsor completed the First Source Hiring Affidavit in January 2014.
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.

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
Authorization No. 2013.1521CUAV under Planning Code Sections 303 and 306.7 establishing interim
zoning controls imposed by resolution no. 76-15 on March 9, 2015 to permit lot coverage of a parcel to
exceed 55% and an increase to the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and more than
100% by constructing a new, +/-3,110 gross square foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing
through lot. The project site is located within an RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) zoning and a 40-x
height and bulk district. The project also seeks a variance from the rear yard requirements per Planning
Code Section 134. The project is subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated September 3, 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 to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
19483. 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
Board 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
Administrator’'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 Government 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.
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I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 24, 2015.

Jonas . Jonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Fong, Johnson, Richards, Hillis, Moore, and Wu
NAYS:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED: September 24, 2015
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Conditional Use to permit lot coverage of a parcel exceeding 55% and an
increase to the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and more than 100% by constructing a
new, +/-3,110 gross square foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing through lot at 22 Ord
Court; in general conformance with plans, dated September 3, 2015, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included
in the docket for Case No. 2013.1521CUAV and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved
by the Commission on September 3, 2015 under Motion No. 19483. The project site is located within an
RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) zoning and a 40-X height and bulk district. A Variance from rear
yard requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 is also being sought. This authorization and the
conditions 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 September 24, 2015 under Motion No. 19483.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19483 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Office
Development 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 right 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 authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1.

3

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 Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building
Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-
year period.

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

planning.ory

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

Extension. All time 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 public agency, appeal or challenge
has caused delay.

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

planning.org

Conformity with Current 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, wwuw.sf-

plaging.org

Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a variance from the Zoning
Administration to address the requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Section 134). The
conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these
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conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive or
protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

7. TFinal 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

8. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project Sponsor shall
submit 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. Therefore, the
Project is required to one tree along the States Street frontage of 22 Ord Court. The exact location,
size and species 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 utilities 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. The
Project Sponsor will be required to pay an in-lieu fee for the remaining five trees that cannot be
planted.

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

'glan nin 2.018

9. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the
buildings.

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

planning.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

10. 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
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Department, and other construction contractor(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.sf-

planning.org

MONITORING AFTER ENTITLEMENT

11

12.

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
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

planning.org

Revocation Due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific
conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

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

planning.org

OPERATION

13.

14.

15.

Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers shall
be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being
serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and
recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at
415-554-.5810, hitp://stdpw.ory

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all
sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the
Department 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, hitp://sfdpw.org

Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed
so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. Lighting shall also be designed to comply
with the “Standards for Bird Safe Buildings” found here:

20
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http://50.17.237.182/docs/PlanningProvisions/Standards%20for%20Bird %205Safe %20Buildings-%208-

11-11.pdffpage=29.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org
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The underS|gned 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 Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
AT Case No. 2015 -9 CUAV
The undersigned declars thal they are hereby subsoribers to this Nofice of Appsal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendiient of sondifional use {that is, owners of properiy within the ares that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within & radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

i ownership has changed and assessment roli has not been amended, we altach prool of ownership change.
signing for & firm or corporation, proof of authorizadion 10 sign on behalf of the organization is aliached.

Sireet Addrass, AsSsE880T5 Printed Nams of Owner(g) Criginal Signature
property ownad Block & Lot of Crneris)
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TR T City Planning Commission
bt L Case No. ACid. 15 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 Ovypel

1. D oew <7 ﬂéﬁb/@i7 LHiLs T 1 é»}LL’"ﬁ/
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RS City Planmng Commlssmn

CaseNo. % TRt AV

The under‘sigrh;'dwdéclafe 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. [f
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)
property owned Block & Lot
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e e e City Planning Corgmission )
U R TR s B PR Case No. L20i5.i5t CUAV

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 Owner(s)
i lbordt®3 2619/167 Cary Notswotthy

2. 7527 oRo ST 26256158 ot 2, @ww /
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City Planning Commission

- CaseNo._ 2013.15 2\ C.UA\/

The undersigned declare that they afe 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 Owner
1. ' 2626/’ Y /ﬂ,///m &I/p et ' é&—
2626 040 / V4
5> WILLIAM COOPER TRS
54 LOWER TER
3. SAN FRANCISCO, CcA 94114-1411
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo._ 2013.195 7.1 C,UA\/

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 Owner(s)

2620 118 2620,/ 118 JAMES DONCEH

JAMES DUNCAN
28 MUSEUM WAY
3. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114-1428
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo.__ 2013.15 2.\ QUA\/

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 Owner(s)

1. 2620 079 2620 479 Encsm@ | Kuswep ‘W
RICHARD KUGLER TRS | @,

2 P F3:)
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3. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114-1428
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City Planning Commissmn

,‘ o CaseNo._20i%-i52] CUAV

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. [f
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 Slgnature

property owned Block & Lot of Ownex(s)
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo.  2013.15 21 QU/\\/

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 Owper(s)

1. 2620 107 2620107 UANE ChReT] L 0%’{’”
WAYNE GARRETT N
96 MUSEUM WAY

3. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114-1428
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo.  2013.195 721 C.UA\/

The undersigned declare that‘the'y ‘arehereby 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 lise, 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.

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114-1417

269 47)

Street Address, |  Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
1.
2619 073
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo.__ 2013.15 721\ 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) Criginal Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
i P P P Jr i 5 - T,;v’ p 'ﬁ, . ;o i
1. 2619 101 26 i9 / 10} TN s H  MoviRkY e Mytan f\/w/émmﬂ /5
TATYANA NAKHIMOVSKY 4
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L City Planning Commission ]
i Case No. 01 %- 1521 CUAY
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 Owner(s)
. 2. Saturn (4 2—624///5 Hans Sorber /74‘\—4@{.—-\/
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City Planning Commission

L Case No. j2Ql:§.\5Z\QUA\/

FR I L

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 Owner(s)

1. ‘ , ]
2620 131 ' , — _ :
2. SCOTT & HAUBER 2620 /73 Va1 d f ccs‘H Ziﬁ

208 STATES ST #3 w0 LY - \ “Léﬁ/\;?\/
. s o T
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22.

City Planning Commission

CaseNo. __ 2013.15 2.\ QUA‘/

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 Signatur

]

property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s) ’
2619 109 26197107 KD VXN / f\r,\

7]
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City Planning Commission

Case No. D Ol 5\5‘2.\(_\./}6(\/

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 Owner
%19/079 N7 TI5CLL
2619 079 2%19/079 r72¢
o RAYTISELL v/
5680 ROBIN HILL DRIVE -

3. LAKEPORT, CA 95453
4, g&\;@:@ Al = 2T( Staies S / 20 Lord ﬂ-i/
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City Planning Commission

Case No. 20138, 15 2.1\ CUA\/

The undersigned declare that they‘efre 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 tise, 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.

iginal Signature
of Owner(s)

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

- e ,,r)
9620 082 4620 /8L ’_\&@M Tt
2. ROBERT TAT TRS
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo. _ 2013.15 2\ QUA\/

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 %er(s)

2626 029 A6RE /02T Goonge & £fpc 72 Limu 1 LI
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo.___ 2013.15 2.1 CUAV

The undersigned declare that they"—éré hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional usé (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 Owner(s)\

1. 2626 028 2626428 SUSpn conlvep. N\ )
/ .

COLIVER & HERMAN o
2. 5 VULCAN STAIRWAY 2626428
3. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114-1424
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo.__2013.1\ 5Z\CU/\\/

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 Owner(s)

1. 2619 005 2619 45 VIANA GoLpstan TT6e %M ﬂﬂ/@@um
M & D GOLDSTEIN (/
2. 8 CHARLTON CT

5 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123-4225
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T PV City Planning Commission
7 o Case No. 20 ) 2. (5Ll AY
The undersigned déclare 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 Owner(s) ;7
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Cas  201%.i%2 VAV

Certification of Trust for th,ef' | N
Joseph K. Beaupre Trust

The Joseph K. Beaupre Trust (the “Trust”) was established on April 12, 1994. The Gran-
tor of the Trust is Joseph K. Beaupre. The Trustee is Joseph K. Beaupre (referred to
herein as the “Trustee”).

The signature of any trustee is sufficient to exercise the powers of the Trustee.

This Trust is revocable and amendable by Joseph K. Beaupre.

Thé address of the Trustee is 80 Museum Way, San Francisco, California, 94114.

The tax identification number of the Trust is the social security number of the Grantor.
Title to assets in the Trust shall be taken as follows:

Joseph K. Beaupre, Trustee, or his successor in trust under
the Joseph K. Beaupre Trust dated April 12, 1994, and any
amendments thereto.

In addition, for titling purposes, any description referring to the Trust shall be effective if
it includes the name of the Trust, the name of at least one initial or successor Trustee, and
any reference indicating that property is being held by the Trustee in a fiduciary capacity.

The Trustee under the trust agreement is authorized to acquire, sell, convey, encumber,
lease, borrow, manage and otherwise deal with interests in real and personal property in
trust name. All powers of the Trustee are fully set forth in the articles of the trust agree-
ment.

This certification of trust is a true and accurate statement of the matters referred to herein.

Certification of Trust for the Joseph K. Beaupre Trust
Page 1 of 2
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The Joseph K. Beaupre Trust has not been revoked, modified, or amended in any way
that would cause the representations in this certification of trust to be incorrect.

February 17, 2005 Vi éL /Z’///// L /)/’3 T
Josqﬁdk Beaupre T}{lsté'é/

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO )

On February 17, 2005, before me, Deb L. Kinney, a Notary Public, personally appeared
Joseph K. Beaupre, 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 ac-
knowledged to me that he executed the same in his authorized 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.

!
r

//(/#( /L\/

D&Y L. Kinney, Notary Pubh

My commission expires April 12, 2008.

RELIANCE ON THIS CERTIFICATION

This certification is made in accordance with California Probate Code Section 18100.5
and California Commercial Code Section §403(4)-(6). Any transaction entered into by a
person acting in reliance on this certification shall be enforceable against the trust assets.
PROBATE CODE SECTION 18100.5(h) PROVIDES THAT ANY PERSON WHO RE-
FUSES TO ACCEPT THIS CERTIFICATION IN LIEU OF THE ORIGINAL TRUST
DOCUMENT WILL BE LIABLE FOR DAMAGES, INCLUDING ATTORNEYS' FEES,
INCURRED AS A RESULT OF THAT REFUSAL, IF THE COURT DETERMINES THAT
THE PERSON ACTED IN BAD FAITH IN REQUESTING THE TRUST DOCUMENT.

Certification of Trust for the Joseph K. Beaupre Trust
Page 2 of 2
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CERTIFICATE OF TRUST
FOR THE CLARENCE A. DAHLIN LIVING TRUST

I, Clarence A. Dahlin, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
California that:

1. On July 25, 2002, I signed a Declaration of Trust which established a revocable living
trust known as The Clarence A. Dahlin Living Trust (“Trust” herein).

2. The within Certificate is a true and correct representation of the terms of the Trust.
3. I am the currently-acting Trustee of The Clarence A. Dahlin Living Trust. My signature
as the currently-acting Trustee is binding on the Trust and its beneficiaries and may be relied

upon by third parties.

4. The Trust is not of record in any court of law and had not been recorded in the real
property 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. I have reserved the right and authority to amend and revoke the Trust as long as I am
alive.

7. I am the current beneficiary of the Trust.

&. The tax identification number for the Trust isi

9. Title to assets of the Trust should be taken in substantially the following form:

“Clarence A. Dahlin, as Trustee of The Clarence A. Dahlin Living Trust, u/t/a dated July
25,2002.”

10.  This Certificate 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 Trust, which is a private and confidential
document.

11.  All third parties dealing with the Trustee may rely on this Certificate of Trust as a true
statement of the provisions of the Trust described herein as of the date of this Certificate is
presented to such third party (regardless of the date of execution of this Certificate), unless the
third party has actual knowledge that the representations contained herein are incorrect. Any
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third party who demands trust documents in addition to this Certification (other than excerpts
from the original trust documents) in order to prove facts set forth in this certification may be
liable for damages, including attorney’s fees, incurred as a result of the refusal to accept this
Certification in lieu of the requested documents.

12.  Under the terms of The Clarence A. Dahlin Living Trust, the Trustees powers include the
powers set forth in Exhibit “A”, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
The Trustees powers also include all other powers and authority granted to trustees under the
California Probate Code as amended from time to time.

13.  This Certificate of Trust is being signed by the currently acting Trustee of The Clarence
A. Dahlin Living Trust.

;/ ‘Executed as of Jf-ly 25, 2002, at San Francisco, California.

(1 ; LS ‘

Clarence A. Dahlin

i

| ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)ss
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO )

On July 25, 2002, before me, Nicole Edmondson, a Notary Public in and for the State of
California, personally appeared Clarence A. Dahlin, personally knewn-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 she executed the same in her authorized capacity, and
that by her signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person
acted, executed the instrument.

Witness myhan and official seal.

/ u NICOLE EDMONDSON
4 4  Commission# 1313479
S1gnature (SEAL) - 5 Notary Public - California 2
.‘ P S ¥/  San Francisco County
ary My Comm. Expires Jul 16, 2005
/l
/
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FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED

REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT

FOR

THE GOLDSTEIN FAMILY TRUST

‘Dated: July 28, 2010

Original Held By
Dudnick Deiwiier, Rivin & Stikker
381 Catife 31, 15t Fioor

. TA 54104

e- 1400
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FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED

REVOCABLE TRUST AGREEMENT

This First Amended and Restated Revocable Trust Agreement is

made and entered into this 28th day of July, 2010, by and between

MARC EVAN GOLDSTEIN and DIANA GOLDSTEIN, husband and
wife, residents of the State of California,
hereinafter called the "Trustors,"

and

MARC EVAN GOLDSTEIN and DIANA GOLDSTEIN, hereinafter
collectively called the "Trustee.®

The Trustors heretofore on August 28, 1992, established a
trust known as the "Goldstein Family Trust"” pursuant to a
certain Revocable Trust Instrument made and entered into by MARC
EVAN GOLDSTEIN and DIANA GOLDSTEIN, as Trustors and as Trustees,
which Revocable Trust Instrument 1is hereinafter referred to as
the "original instrument"; and

Pursuant to Section A of Article Second of the original
instrument, in which the Trustors retained the power of
revocation and amendment with respect to the entire trust
property, the Trustors now desire to amend and restate the trust
in its entirety and to substitute the terms and provisions of
this First Bmended and Restated Revocable Trust Agreement in the
place and stead of the terms and provisions of the original
instrument, so that the entire terms and provisions of the trust
shall be set forth in full in this First Amended and Restated
Revocable Trust Agreement (hereinafter referred to as "this

agreement"); and
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

Richard L. Ehrman, Esq.

THOITS, LOVE, HERSHBERGER & McLEAN
A Professional Law Corporation

285 Hamilton Avenue, Suite 300

Palo Alto, California 94301

CERTIFICATION OF
THE GUANABANA TRUST

PURSUANT TO PROBATE CODE SECTION 18100.5

THIS CERTIFICATION OF THE GUANABANA TRUST is execoted this ! day
of SuglambQT , 2oog , by Dirk Aguilar, as Trustee (hercinafter referred to as the
“Trustee”) of The Guanabana Trust (sometimes hereinafter referred to as the “Trust”). In
accordance with California Probate Code section 18100.5, the Trustee confirms the following
facts concerning the Trust:

1. The Trust is presently in existence, was established by declaration of trust
executed on May 10, 2006, and was amended in its entirety and restated in full by The Amended
and Restated Guanabana Trust declaration of trust, which was executed earlier this day.

2. The Trust was established by Dirk Aguilar, as Settlor. Dirk Aguilar is the
only currently acting Trustee of the Trust. Settlor may use the trust property as collateral for
any personal loan of Settlor, and the Trustee on behalf of the trust may guarantee any such
personal loans, and, in this connection, the Trustee shall execute, alone, or shall join with
Settlor in the execution of any guaranties, promissory notes, deeds of trust, mortgages,
financing statements, escrow instructions, or other documents convenient or necessary in order
to evidence the loan and the security for the loan, even though the lender shall deliver the loan
proceeds directly to Settlor.

10777.001/252197
September 1, 2009
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- CERTIFICATION OF TRUST
OF THE
WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN REVOCABLE TRUST

I, WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN , as Trustee of the WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN
REVOCABLE TRUST (“Trust” herein), certify as follows:
1. CREATION OF TRUST

The Trust was established on July 30, 2002, as amended and restated in its entirety on
December 15, 2009, by William C. Holtzinan, as Settlor and Trustee.
2. NAME OF TRUST |

The name of the Trust is the “WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN REVOCABLE TRUST.”
3. TRUSTEE

The currently acting Trustee of the Trust 1s WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN .
4. SUCCESSOR TRUSTEE

In the event that WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN shall cease to act as Trustee, SUSAN
HOLTZMAN, is appointed to act as sole Trustee. In the event that SUSAN HOLTZMAN shall
fail or cease to act as Trustee, NANCY SHEER is appointed to act as sole Trustee.
5. TRUST PROPERTY

The Trustee is now holding as Trustee of the Trust one or more items of property, which
constitute the Trust Estate. |
6.  BENEFICIARIES OF TRUST

WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN is the current beneficiary of the Trust.
7. REVOCABILITY/IRREVOCABILITY OF TRUST

The Trust is amendable and revocable. WILLIAM C. HOLTZMAN is the person who

holds the power to amend or revoke the Trust.

30006.001
263\1208455.1
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City & County of San Francisco
José Cisneros, Treasurer
David Augustine, Tax Collector
Secured Property Tax Bill

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
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REVOCABLE TRUST DECLARATION

OF

RICHARD L. KUGLER

I, Richard L. Kugler, as Settlor of this Revocable Trust, declare that I have set
aside or transferred, hereby transfer, or will transfer to myself as Trustee, the property
listed on Schedule "A," attached to this Declaration of Trust (also referred to as this
"Declaration"), and that I will hold the Trust Estate in trust for the benefit of the

 Beneficiaries and on the terms set forth in this Declaration. The date of this Declaration
- is September 27, 1994. The full title of the trust created by this Declaration is "The
Richard L. Kugler Revocable Trust of September 27, 1994," and it may also be referred
to as "The Richard L. Kugler 1994 Trust."

All references in this Declaration to "I", "me", "my", "mine" or to the "Settlor"

are to Richard L. Kugler.

PREAMBLE

I am unmarried and have no children and no deceased children. I am the initial

- Trustee and will perform that function until I die, resign or am unable to perform the

functions of the Trustee.

' Trust Declaration of Richard L. Kugler Page 1
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Executed at San Francisco,-California on September 27, 1994, The signatures
affixed to this Document are intended to be in the capacity of Settlor and in the capacity

of Trustee of the Revocable Trust Declaration hereinabove set forth.

SETTLOR: TRUSTEE:
Skt Z it Tkt X /4,,4,
" Richard L. Kugler () Richard L. Kugler
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} ss.
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO }

On September 27, 1994, befpre me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, in and for said County and
State, personally appeared Richard L. Kugler, proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the
person whose name is subscribed to the within Revocable Trust Declaration, and acknowledged to me that
he executed the same in his authorized capacities, and that by his signatures on the instrument he executed

the instrument.

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL,

Notary Public

= eTen J. TMASES |

COMM. #953542 .
A LoraRY PUBLIC-CALIFORNIA {n
Ak FRANGISCO COUNTY N

My Comm. Expires Feb. 2,1996

Trust Declaration of Richard L. Kugler Page 23
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Certification of Trustee
of
The Neuberger - Zinsser Revocable Trust
(California Probate Code Section 18100.5)

NOTICE: California Probate Code Section 18100.5(h) provides
that "any person making a demand for the trust documents in addition
to a certification of trust to prove facts set forth in the
certification of trust acceptable to the third party shall be liable
for damages, including attormney's fees, incurred as a result of the
refusal to accept the certification of trust in lieu of the requested
documents if the court determines that the person acted in bad faith
in requesting the trust documents.”

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

JONATHAN A. NEUBERGER and KATHERINE J. ZINSSER, as Trustors and
Trustees of The Neuberger - Zinsser Revocable Trust, hereby certify

as follows:

JONATHAN A. NEUBERGER and KATHERINE J. ZINSSER, as the original
Trustors and Trustees, created The Neuberger — Zinsser Revocable Trust
pursuant to that certain Revocable Trust Agreement dated May 31 2013
(hereinafter referred to as "the Trust").

JONATHAN A. NEUBERGER and KATHERINE J. ZINSSER are the current
duly appointed and acting Trustees of the Trust.

The Trust is fully revocable by JONATHAN A. NEUBERGER and
KATHERINE J. ZINSSER.

The tax identification number for the Trust is the Social Security
Number of either Trustor. The Social Security Number of JONATHAN A.
NEUBERGER is| @.nd the Social Security Number of KATHERINE

J. .ZINSSER is™

The Trustees have all of those powers conferred on them by law and
as described in Exhibit "A", attached hereto and made a part hereof. The
Trustees are properly exercising their powers under the Trust.

While JONATHAN A. NEUBERGER and KATHERINE J. ZINSSER are acting
as co-Trustees, either of them acting alone may bind the Trust in any
transaction, either of them may act as sole Trustee with respect to
a trust asset, and any third party dealing with the trust may rely on
this singular authority without requiring the other co-Trustee to join
in the tramnsaction.-

Under the terms of the Trust, if either JONATHAN A. NEUBERGER
or KATHERINE J. ZINSSER fails or ceases to act as a co-Trustee, then the
other of them is named to act as sole Trustee. If both of JONATHAN A.
NEUBERGER and KATHERINE J. ZINSSER fail or cease to act as Trustees,

then ¢ v is designated to serve as successor Trustee of
the Trust. If¢ fails or ceases to act as successor
Original Held By

Dudnick, Detwiler, Fivin & Stikker
851 California St., 15th Floor
: San Francisco, CA 94104
4620 L (415)982-1400
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avoid invalidity by applying the law in effect at another time or in another jurisdiction
that has enough contacts with the trust involved for this purpose. If I amend any
provision, California law in effect on the date I sign each amendment shall govern the
meaning of the provisions that the amendment affects. If any provision of this

Declaration is invalid, the remaining provisions shall nevertheless remain in effect.

I am signing this Declaration at Kensington, California on April 2, 2015, as settlor
and as trustee of the Original trust and of this Amended and Restated revocable trust that

I have created in this Declaration.

SETTLOR: \ “«.\‘\ TRUSTEE
%\\\ e ’/\‘\ \ / | M /‘ﬁ\
= Lo M
Kevin Anthony Reher Kevm Anthony Reher

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

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }  On April 2, 2015, before me, Kurt E. Yip, a Notary Public,

}'ss. personally appeared Kevin Anthony Reher, who proved to me
COUNTY OF CONTRA COSTA }  on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person

whose name is subscribed to the within Amended and Restated Revocable Trust Declaration, and
acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his authorized capacity, and that by his signature on the
instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person 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.

M..,AAKGRT EYIP 2 f{%
; D) COMM. & 188 A

NOTARY PUBLIC- €
2 ? CONTRACOSTA COUNTY Notary Public
= COMM, EXPIRES JULY 11, 2016

R e~

Amended and Restated Trust of Kevin Anthony Reher Page 30
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CERTIFICATE OF TRUST
FOR THE JOEL R. SMART LIVING TRUST

I, Joel R. Smart, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California
that:

1. On July 25, 2002, I signed a Declaration of Trust which established a revocable living
trust known as The Joel R. Smart Living Trust (“Trust” herein).

2. The within Certificate is a true and correct representation of the terms of the Trust.
3. I am the currently-acting Trustee of The Joel R. Smart Living Trust. My signature as the
currently-acting Trustee is binding on the Trust and its beneficiaries and may be relied upon by

third parties.

4. The Trust is not of record in any court of law and had not been recorded 1in the real
property 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. I have reserved the right and authority to amend and revoke the Trust as long as I am
alive.

7. I am the current beneficiary of the Trust.

8. The tax identification number for the Trust is | . »

9. Title to assets of the Trust should be taken in substantially the following form:

“Joel R. Smart, as Trustee of The Joel R. Smart Living Trust, u/t/a dated July 25, 2002.”

10.  This Certificate 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 Trust, which is a private and confidential
document.

11.  All third parties dealing with the Trustee may rely on this Certificate of Trust as a true
statement of the provisions of the Trust described herein as of the date of this Certificate is
presented to such third party (regardless of the date of execution of this Certificate), unless the
third party has actual knowledge that the representations contained herein are incorrect. Any
third party who demands trust documents in addition to this Certification (other than excerpts
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from the original trust documents) in order to prove facts set forth in this certification may be
liable for damages, including attorney’s fees, incurred as a result of the refusal to accept this
Certification in lieu of the requested documents.

12.  Under the terms of The Joel R. Smart Living Trust, the Trustees powers include the
powers set forth in Exhibit “A”, which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.
The Trustees powers also include all other powers and authority granted to trustees under the
California Probate Code as amended from time to time.

13.  This Certificate of Trust is being signed by the currently acting Trustee of The Joel R.
Smart Living Trust.

Executed as of July 25, 2002, at San Francisco, California.

Joel Mmart

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)ss
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO )

On July 25, 2002, before me, Nicole Edmondson, a Notary Public in and for the State of

California, personally appeared Joel R. Smart, personally-known-te-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 she executed the same in her authorized capacity, and
that by her signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person
acted, executed the instrument.

Witness my

<

and official seal.

o N Rt T St 2 & 7. -
NICOLE EDMONDSON
Commission # 1313479
Notary Public - California
San Francisco County

Signature /.~
/" Notary Public

-

//

/1
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" CERTIFICATION OF TRUST

I, the undersigned, declare:

1. I am the current Trustee of the Trust established by Robert K. Tat of 256 States Street,
San Francisco, California, 94114executed on ‘(T (3AE LT i 1ol

2. Attached hereto 13 a true and correct copy of the portion of the Trust instrument which
provides that the declarant is the Trustee.

3. The tax identification. number of this Trust i

Title to assets of this Trust should be taken as “Robert K., Tat as Trustee of the ROBERT

4.
K. TAT REVOCABLE TRUST created __ (] Lue \%.720\%

5. Antached hereto is a true and corrsct copy of the portion of the Trust instrument which
iists the powers of the Trustee.

6. The Trust has not been revoked, modified, or amended in any manner which would cause
the representations ¢ontained in this certification to be incorrect.

7 The certification is being signed by all of the currently acting Ttustees of the Trust.
8. The c:mentbé;ieﬁciarv of the ’Tmst ‘is Robert K. Ta.
Executed on j Lup 1% ’Zﬁl’}’ , in the City of San Francisco, County of San

Francxsce State of Calnorma.

/

\4%

Rﬂ(‘; K. Tat

Certificanon of Trust Page 1
the ROBERT K. TAT REVQUABLE TRUST
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO )

On /o [;’117 / 7% , before me, ﬁ /&M%&Q , Notary Public, personally
appeared Robert K. Tat, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person
whose name is subscribed 10 the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the
same in his authorized capacity. and that by his signature on the instrament the person, or the
entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the mstrument.

1 certify under PENALTY of PERJURY under the laws of the State of Caiifornia that the
foregoing paragraph s true and correct.

1

yted

o a@aria B o A b A 4 e

CHRIS THOMAS
Gommission # 1866718
Notary Pubiic - California
/ Riverside Gounty

My Comm, Expiras Nov 1, 2013 g

R A R il el S T T

WITNESS my offjcial seal.

wmm-wt

Notary Pubiic

Cettification of Trust Page 2
the ROBERT K. TAT REVOCABLE TRUST
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DECLARATION OF
the ROBERT K. TAT REVOCABLE
TRUST

This Declaration of Trust made j bt 12 7613

TRUSTOR Robert X. Tat
256 States Street
San Francisco, California 94114

TRUSTEE Robert K. Tat
256 States Street
San Francisco, California 94114

Certification of Trusg Page 3
the ROBERT K. TAT REVOCABLE TRUST
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FIRST AMENDED AND RESTATED - ‘0¥
DAVID CANNON TRUST
DATED MAY 15, 2010

Recitals:

A. David D. Cannon (“David”), as settlor and trustee, executed the David Cannon
Trust, a revocable trust, on May 15, 2010.

B. David now desires to amend and restate his trust (the “First Amended and
Restated Trust™), so that no reference need be made to the original Trust, as follows:

Operative Provisions:

ARTICLE 1
DECLARATIONS

Section 1.1  Conveyance to Trustee. David D. Cannon, (referred to herein as the
"settlor” or the "trustee," depending on the context) designates himself as trustee and declares
that he 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 to as
the "David Cannon 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 thé 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 SETTL.OR

Section2.1 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.

€2244-001/Trust
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assets of the trust at their fair market value as determined by an independent appraisal of those
assets; and to sell property to the trust at a price not in excess of its fair market value as
determined by an independent appraisal.

Section 5.11 Release of Powers. Each trustee shall have the power to release or to
restrict the scope of any power that the trustee may hold in connection with the trust created
under this instrument, whether this power is expressly granted in this instrument or implied by
law. The trustee shall exercise this power in a written instrument specifying the powers to be
released or restricted and the nature of any restriction. Any released power shall be
extinguished.

Section 5.12 Borrow. To borrow money and to encumber trust property by mortgage,
deed of trust, pledge, or otherwise, for the debts of the trust or the joint debts of the trust and a
co-owner g# the property in which the trust has an interest, or for a settlor's debts; to guarantee a
settlor's debts.

Section 5.13 Litigation. To initiate or defend, at the expense of the trust, any litigation
relating to the trust or any property of the trust estate the trustee considers advisable, and to
compromise or otherwise adjust any claims or litigation against or in favor of the trust.

Section 5.14 Imsure. To carry insurance of the kinds and in the amounts the trustee
considers advisable, at the expense of the trust, to protect the trust estate and the trustee
personally against any hazard.

Section 5.15 Distribution. To partition, allot, and distribute the trust estate on any
division or partial or final distribution of the trust estate, in undivided interests or in kind, or
partly in money and partly in kind, at valuations determined by the trustee, and to sell any
property the trustee considers necessary for division or distribution. In making any division or
partial or final distribution of the trust estate, the trustee is not obligated to make a prorata
division or to distribute the same assets to beneficiaries similarly situated. The trustee may, in
the trustee's discretion, make a non-prorata division between trusts or shares and non-prorata
distributions to the beneficiaries if the respective assets allocated to separate trusts or shares, or
distributed to the beneficiaries, have equivalent or proportionate fair market values. The income
tax bases of assets allocated or distributed non-prorata need not be equivalent and may vary to a
greater or lesser amount, as determined by the trustee in the trustee's discgetiqn.

Section 5.16 Principal and Income Act. The determination of all matters with respect
to what is principal and income of the trust estate and the apportionment and allocation of
receipts and expenses between these accounts shall be goverded by the provisions of the
California Revised Uniform Principal and Income Act from time to time existing. The trustee in
the trustee's discretion shall determine any matter not provided for either in this instrument or in
the California Revised Uniform Principal and Income Act.

Section 5.17 Signatures. At any time two or more persons are acting as trustee in the
manner specified in this instrument, any one trustee shall be authorized to act for all trustees in
connection with any transaction (particularly involving bank, savings and loan and brokerage

-~
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accounts and real property) and any third party may rely conclusively on the signature of one
trustee on any contract, deed, or similar instrument, to bind the trust.

Section 5.18 Agents. To hire persons, including accountants, attorneys, auditors,
investment advisers, or other agents, to advise or assist the trustee in the performance of
administrative duties.

Section 5.19 Termination for Low Principal. If the trust estate of any trust created
herein does not exceed twenty thousand dollars ($20,000.00) in value, the trustee, in the trustee's
discretion, shall have the power to terminate such trust. At the termination of the trust, the
trustee may convey, transfer and pay over to an income beneficiary the entire principal of the
share held for his or her benefit.

Segtion 5.20 Claims and Expenses of Administration. To the extent the deceased
settlor's probate estate is inadequate to satisfy claims of creditors and expenses of administration,
the trustee shall turn over to the personal representative of such probate estate, trust assets, which
were part of a trust subject to the settlor's power of revocation at the time of the settlor's death,
sufficient to satisfy the claims and expenses.

Section 5.21 Probate Administration. At the death of the settlor, if the trustee
reasonably believes the settlor's estate may possibly be subject to malpractice or other claims and
desires to have the benefit of the creditor's claim period of a probate estate, the trustee may
cooperate with the settlor's personal representative and probate any assets held outside of the
trust(s) even if such assets could be transferred by affidavit or some other form of summary
administration.

Section 5.22 California Law Applies. The validity of this trust and the construction of
its beneficial provisions shall be governed by the laws of the State of California in force from
time to time, except that the validity and construction of this trust in relation to any real property
located in a jurisdiction outside the State of California shall be determined under the laws of such
jurisdiction. This article shall apply regardless of any change of residence of the trustee or any
beneficiary, or the appointment or substitution of a trustee residing or doing business in another
state.

Section 5.23 ~ Guaranty Debts and Hypothecate Assets. The trustee of any trust
bereunder revocable by the settlor is authorized to do the followingﬁ(so? long as the trustee
receives written direction to do so by the settlor): (a) guaranty the indebtedness of any person,
corporation or other entity, whether or not said guaranty is for a trust purpose or in any way
benefits the trust; (b) hypothecate all or any part of the assets of the trust estate as security for
loans obtained by any person, corporation or other entity or to effectuate a guaranty; and (¢) to
execute such agreements and documents as may be requested by a creditor and which appear
reasonable to the trustee, such as security agreements, trust deeds and financing statements.

Section 5.24 Margin Account. The trustee is authorized to buy, sell, and trade in
securities of any nature, including short sales on margin, and for such purposes may maintain
and operate a margin account with brokers, and may pledge any securities held or purchased by
~ them with such brokers as security for loans and advances made to the trustee.
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EVNA

PO Box 14137

San Francisco, CA 94114
Www.evna.org

EVNA, a 501 (C)(4) Non-profit,
Tax ID: 51-0141022

Eureka Valley Foundation,
a 501(C)(3) Non-profit,
Tax ID: 26-0831195

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Alan Beach-Nelson
President

Castro Street

Rob Cox
Secretary
Hartford Street

James Moore
Treasurer
18% Street

COMMITTEE CHAIRS
James Kelm

Newsletter & Social Media
Castro Village Wine Co.
Jack Keating (Ex-Officio)
Planning & Land Use
17th Street

Shelah Barr

Quality of Life

17th Street

Mark McHale

Social

Vanguard Properties
Orie Zaklad

Technology & Marketing
Collingwood Street

DIRECTORS:
Patrick Crogan
Market Street

Tim Eicher

Q Bar

Mary Edna Harrell
Castro Street
Crispin Hollings
18" Street

Loic Olichon

18th Street

EX OFFICIO DIRECTORS:
Steve Clark Hall
Webmaster

19th Street

Judith Hoyem
Emeritus
17th Street

CASTRO/EUREKA VALLEY
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

Iborhood association for the Castro, Upper Market and all of Eureka Valley since 1878

October 25, 2015

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

Re: Conditional Use Appeal: 22 Ord Court; Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver
To Whom it May Concern,

Jack Keating is a member of the Castro / Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
[EVNA] and is authorized to file the above-referenced appeal on behalf of our
organization.

The Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association was a supporter of Scott Wiener's
Interim Zoning Controls passed in 2015. Given that this project as currently designed
does not meet the basic objectives of scale/size determined by the zoning controls,
and because we believe there are feasible alternatives which would respect the
Interim Zoning controls, we previously asked the Planning Commission deny the
request for a Conditional Use permit. We are appealing their decision [Case Number
2013.1521CUAV] for the same reasons.

Very truly yours,

T T

Alan Beach-Nelson
President

About Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association:

Castro/ Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) is the oldest continuously
operating Neighborhood Association in San Francisco established as Eureka Valley
Promotion Association in 1878. For 135 years, our members have been working to
make this neighborhood a great place to live, work and play. Today, we strive to
preserve the unique character of our diverse neighborhood while maintaining a
balance between prospering businesses and residential livability.

Please visit our Web site for more information on EVNA'’s activities, including meeting
minutes and meeting schedules.
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Appeal Waiver Attachment

° Alan Beach-Nelson, President of the Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA), authorizes
Jack Keating, Chair, EVNA Planning & Land Use Committee to file an appeal of the 22 Ord Ct. Conditional Use
Authorization Case No. 2013.1521CUAV on behalf of EVNA.

o EVNA is a neighborhood organization registered with the Planning Department as referenced by the
Planning Department here:

hitp://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1654

http://www sf-
olanning.org/ftp/files/administration/communications/neighborhoodgroups/NeighborhoodGrouplist.xlsx
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. EVNA encompasses 22 Ord Ct.:

“The boundaries of the Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association are basically geographically defined by the
boundaries of "Eureka Valley." Per the organization bylaws, this is the district within Dolores Street to the East,
22nd Street to the South, Twin Peaks to the West and Duboce Avenue on the North.”
http://evna.org/neighbors

. EVNA was first established in 1878 the Eureka Valley Promotion Association (EVPA).
Newsletters for the last decade may be referenced here:
hitp://evna.org/news
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 5:06 PM
To: cparkes@ieee.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Pearson,

Audrey (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Chang, Tina
(CPC); AMurphy@perkinscoie.com

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal Hearing - 22 Ord Court - December 1, 2015 - Appellant Memo
Categories: 151113

Good afternoon,

Please find linked below an appeal supplement memo received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Chris Parkes,
regarding the conditional use appeal of the proposed project at 22 Ord Court.

Appellant Memo - November 24, 2015

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on December 1, 2015.
| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 151113

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

@D 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 legisiation 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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November 23, 2015

London Breed, President

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

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

RE: Appeal of 22 Ord Court Conditional Use Authorization
Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAV
Board of Supervisors Appeal File No. 151113

Dear President Breed and Members of the Board:

Executive Summary

Earlier in 2015, the Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to support Supervisor Scott
Wiener’s Interim Zoning Controls for a small area in the Eureka Valley neighborhood. The
Interim Zoning controls were created in response to an outcry from many neighbors that
projects, which threatened the unique character of the neighborhood, were being built. The
Interim Zoning Controls provide an additional layer of consideration for developers looking to
build or renovate in the area, with a focus on overall building scale and the preservation of a
reasonable amount of open space.

The project at 22 Ord Court is the first project in the impacted Interim Zoning Controls
area where a developer was granted a Conditional Use permit to exceed both the scale and
open space requirements of the legislation. We ask that you disapprove the Conditional Use
permit for the following reasons:

e Neighbors, in cooperation with an experienced architect in San Francisco, have

demonstrated that there are very feasible options for the developer to create a

Page 1 of 15
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project that adheres to the Interim Zoning Controls — there has not been a clear
demonstration of the “infeasibility” of alternatives by the developer.

A significant number of neighbors have spoken already — with more than double
the required signatures gathered to support the appeal of the Conditional Use
decision.

The project as designed is harmful to the unique nature of the neighborhood.
The project is precedent setting, and an opportunity for the Board of
Supervisors to join many concerned neighbors in backing up the decision you

made earlier this year by requiring developers to clearly demonstrate the

feasibility hurdle before being granted such Conditional Use permits.

Page 2 of 15
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Overview

The project consists of a vertical addition to an existing home at 22 Ord Court and also
the construction of a new home at the rear of the lot which fronts on States Street on this RH-2,
through lot. We appeal the Conditional Use at 22 Ord Ct. because the project does not meet
the required "feasibility" standards set out in the interim zoning controls applicable to our
neighborhood, nor does it meet the standard conditional use findings, most notably the key
requirement that the development be "necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community." Prior to the conditional use hearing, we offered a generous
compromise to the developer who refused not only our offer but who also refused to make any
counteroffer.

The proposed 22 Ord Ct., and adjacent 24 Ord Ct. projects, from the same project
sponsor, fall within the boundaries of the Interim Zoning Controls for Large Residential Projects
in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 Zoning Districts adopted unanimously by the Board of Supervisors on
March 10, 2015.1

This project, and its sister project at 24 Ord Ct., were heard together as a package at the
Planning Commission through the Discretiohary Review process: first on December 4, 2014,
then February 12, 2015, upon which time they were again continued. Of significant concern to
the neighborhood and Commissioners were the preservation of large Monterey Cypress trees
at the back of 24 Ord Ct. (they overhang States St.) and the scale of both projects. Thus, the
Commissioners sent the project back for redesign on two occasions. Subsequent to the last DR

hearing, we participated in the development of the interim zoning controls now applicable to

1 Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 76-15, File No. 150192
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions15/r0076-15.pdf
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our neighborhood. These controls appropriately require conditional use for both projects (22
and 24 Ord Ct.). Both projects returned to the Planning Commission on September 24, 2015 for
a conditional use hearing where the project at 24 Ord Ct. was imperfectly denied (explained
below) and the project at 22 Ord Ct. was approved. We appeal the approval of the project at 22
Ord Ct. because both buildings on the lot are too large and because the developer refused to

compromise on either or both projects and continues to pursue a large project at 24 Ord Ct.

Interim Legislation

The new legislation requires conditional use for large additions or large new structures.
The proposal consists of both -- a large addition to one building and the construction of another
large structure in the required rear yard. It requires both a conditional use and a rear yard
variance.

There are two special findings that must be made to approve a conditional use under
the interim legislation: one is that it must be proven that it is infeasible to develop a project
that does not exceed 55% lot coverage and the other is that a second building can only be
constructed on a through lot if it is infeasible to build two units in one building:

“FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission shall only grant a
Conditional Use authorization allowing residential development to result in greater
than 55% lot coverage upon finding unique or exceptional lot constraints that would
make development on the lot infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot coverage, or,
in the case of the addition of a residential unit, that such addition would be infeasible

without exceeding 55% total lot coverage;
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission, in considering a
Conditional Use authorization in a situation where an additional new residential unit is
proposed on a through lot on which there is already an existing building on the

opposite street frontage, shall only grant such authorization upon finding that it would

be infeasible to add a unit to the already developed street frontage of the lot.?

The project does not meet either infeasibility requirement and also does not meet the standard

conditional use findings, as further described below.

Findings Not Met

As to the feasibility findings, the developer stated in his conditional use application that
it was infeasible to build within 55% and on only one side of the lot because the lot was steep,
the lot was narrow and such a project would cast too great a shadow. Many lots within the City
and within the RH-2 zoning district of equal or greater steepness contain two units within one
building not exceeding 55% lot coverage. Indeed, this is how the standard RH-2 rules came
about in 1978 -- from planners seeing that most RH-2 lots on both hills and level lots were
developed at this degree of lot coverage. The lot is 25 feet wide. For San Francisco this is not
narrow; THIS IS THE STANDARD LOT WIDTH. The proposed project results in a shadow
SIGNIFICANTLY in excess of the shadow that would be cast by a single building at 22 Ord that
did not require a conditional use or variance.

Both property owners and tenants in the neighborhood chipped in to engage an

architect to look at the feasibility issue from a design standpoint. The architect, F. Joseph Butler,

2 Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 76-15, File No. 150192
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/resolutions15/r0076-15.pdf
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AIA, who has extensive experience designing residential projects in San Francisco over many
decades, confirmed it is entirely feasible to design a two-unit building at 22 Ord Ct. as well as at
24 Ord Ct., both of which would fall within 55% lot coverage. An example of a single structure
with two units is shown in the graphic on page 11 as 24 Ord Court. Such a building is feasible for
either or both sites -- 22 and/or 24 Ord Court. Mr. Butler's letter attesting to feasibility is also
attached.

Finally, the term "feasible," which is not defined in the Planning Code, has been defined
in the state's most important land use legislation -- CEQA. The California Resources Code

specifically defines this term as:

"capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.”

Over and over again in precedent-setting California Appeals Court rulings, this standard has
been further refined to ask the question: "whether the marginal costs of the alternative as compared
to cost of the proposed project are so great that a reasonably prudent [person] would not proceed with

14

the [altered project]

So here we would ask, if you were to disapprove the two-building proposal, would a
reasonably prudent owner then proceed instead with a two-unit proposal within the existing
home at 22 Ord Ct. or would he find it so infeasible he would not proceed at all. Given that

turning buildings like 22 Ord Ct. from 1 unit to 2 units occur all the time, it is obvious the

3 california Public Resources Code, Section 21061.1.
http://law.onecle.com/california/public-resources/21061.1.html,

reaffirmed in CEQA guidelines and numerous court cases: § 21061.1; Guidelines, § 15364; Goleta I, supra, 52
Cal.3d at p. 565; Laurel |, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 402, fn. 10.

4 SPRAWLDEF v. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (Waste Connections, inc., RPI) (1st
Dist., Div. 1, 2014) 226 Cal.App. 4th 905. Reasserted in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 197
Cal.App.3d at p. 1181 and Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587, etal.
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answer is "yes" -- a reasonably prudent owner would pursue turning 22 Ord Ct. into two units if
the Board disapproved the proposal for two separate buildings.

If we depart from case law to find the meaning of the term and just use the common
sense meaning, one would ask -- can a two-unit project in one building be done in a way that
makes sense? The answer is also "yes" -- both existing Ord Court buildings can be made into
two unit buildings without going beyond 55% lot coverage and without having to put separate
structures at both ends of the lots.

Every conditional use must include a number of findings, including that the proposal is
necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community. This
proposal is neither necessary nor desirable because it overdevelops the lot (lot coverage would
be over 64% as compared to the standard of 55%) and builds in both the buildable area and the
required rear yard. It increases the square footage by 164%, adding a total of almost 4000 sf
(3,932 sf) to the existing 2400 sf home. It reduces the open space around the significant trees at
24 Ord Court. And it will most certainly act as a negating precedent for the new interim
legislation, as it is the first project to be considered under this legislation.

Our neighborhood is unusual in that it is largely made up of through lots as opposed to
two separate lots back to back. While some lots in our neighborhood have buildings on both
ends, many do not. Many of the rear yards that are not developed have mature trees that
together provide a transitional habitat for birds and other wildlife between the hardscape of
Market Street below and the protected open space of Corona Heights above. The green ovals
below show the many nearby Iot§ that are not built on both ends and which contribute to the

rustic and transitional nature of our neighborhood. The white oval is the project site (which
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includes both 22 and 24 Ord Court). Indeed, the mature Monterey Cypress on 24 Ord is in fact a
principal stopping place for the wild parrots of Corona Height. As Planning Commissioner
Richards noted at the hearing on February 12, 2015, "those kind of big Monterey Cypress Trees
do define the neighborhood."> Through lot development here and elsewhere removes the trees
and the open space around the trees, destroys the habitat, and will remove the rustic feel -- a

defining characteristic of our neighborhood.

gh lots on States streets have
y RH-2 zoning requirements.

in the upper right is Corona Heights -- unimpeded open space. What you have in our neighborhood is a
transition zone. It provides a buffer between the open space and the blocks downhill that are without any
street-facing open space. The buffer area includes three streets interspersed with both street-facing
development and street-facing open space -- it's a mix of both. It's a transitional neighborhood creating a
gentle bridge between hardscape and open space.

5 Planning Commission Hearing 2/12/2015, SFGovTV, timestamp: 4:24
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view _id=208&clip id=22100
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The proposal would put two units each in excess of 3100 sf on the lot, which are not likely to be
affordable given recent trends in real estate prices in San Francisco. Two smaller units in one
building could still be family-sized and more affordable. It is a misnomer to say the City needs
more housing of every type -- both market rate and below market rate. The Planning
Department's own monthly tracking of housing shows the City has created more than 100% of
its goal for above moderate income housing (116%) but dismally below its below moderate
income housing goals (13.9%) and equally bad for low income housing goals (14.1%).% And yet,

we as a City continue to approve almost exclusively new high-end housing such as the proposal.

= D) /24 Ord

Upper States Street is defined by through lots shared with Ord Ct. to the South and Museum Way to the
North. Many large, decades old, significant trees reside in these zoning protected rear yards, and provide the
character, bucolic nature, and beauty that define States Street. They also provide habitat for the wild parrots
of Corona Heights.

8 Monthly Regional Housing Need Report, see page 2.
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/DirectorsReport 20151118.pdf
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Wild Parrots in the 24 Ord Court Monterey Cypress

Neighbors’ Good Faith Compromise Attempts

Although we felt that with the new controls in place neither proposal (22 Ord Ct. nor 24
Ord Ct.) met the required findings, especially the infeasibility finding for construction of two
buildings on a thru lot, we also believed that a compromise would demonstrate the
neighborhood's sincere intentions to work with developers and thereby encourage future
developers to work with neighbors instead of against them. We therefore offered to meet the
developer half way: we would support a proposal in which a conditional use and variance

would be granted for two reduced-sized structures at 22 Ord Ct. in exchange for a smaller

project in a single building at 24 Ord Ct. that would not require conditional use or variance and
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which would not be anywhere near the two Monterey Cypress on the States Street side of the

lot.

This is best understood in the graphic below, which was submitted by neighbors to the

Planning Department and Planning Commission at the Sept. 24 Planning Commission Hearing.

30/0rd Ct.

Neighbor Proposed Compromise allowing maximum density and preserving the trees

In this graphic, States Street is'at the top, Ord Ct. is at the bottom. 22 Ord Ct. is on the
right, and 24 Ord Ct. is on the left. Commissioner Richards referenced this graphic multiple
times when questioning the project sponsor and others at the Sept. 24 Hearing. As shown in
the graphic, neighbors had proposed that the structure on the States Street end be scaled back
from 36’ to 28’ in length, and that the 3rd floor of the existing 22 Ord Ct. building would be
expanded on the third floor, but that the project sponsor not add an additional 4t floor on top

of that. The drawing also shows that a second unit would be added to the existing 24 Ord Ct.

Page 11 of 15
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building and that the structure need only have 3 levels and would no longer require a structure
on both ends, thus eliminating the conflict with the trees. There would be no decks on either
structure.

By a 6 to 1 vote the Commission voted an intent to disapprove 24 Ord Ct. (an intent
because the staff had not prepared a motion of disapproval) and also approved the project at
22 Ord Ct. After we appealed the conditional use, the developer withdrew the Conditional Use
Application on 24 Ord Ct. to avoid the possibility of a final disapproval motion from ever being
acted upon. Fortunately, at the recent hearing on November 19th, Commissioner Richards
pointed out that Article 4, Section 6c of the Commission's published Rules and Regulations
prohibit the withdrawal of a conditional use after an intent to disapprove.” Action on the
disapproval motion is now scheduled for December 3rd. We are concerned that because a new
building behind 22 Ord Ct. would be constructed, the Zoning Administrator will make a ruling
exempting a new building at the rear of 24 Ord Ct.from a variance requirement and that the
conditional use requirement will be obviated by the expiration of the Interim controls or by a
piecemeal approach that gets approval for a rear building first and then comes back with an
expansion proposal of 24 Ord that would further erode the unique neighborhood
characteristics we are seeking to preserve.

Through the efforts of our Supervisor’s office subsequent to our filing the appeal,
neighbors have met several times in another attempt to reach a compromise with the project

sponsor. We will continue to focus on a successful outcome to this process.

7 San Francisco Planning Commission Rules and Regulations, 2015.
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1460
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The Appeal

The neighborhood supported this appeal with signatures from property owners
representing over 40%® of the area within 300 feet of the project. Additional signatures
continue to come in. (Notably, many tenants in this City of renters also support the appeal;
however, the City does not bother to recognize tenants' signatures in conditional use appeals.)
This percentage represents more than double city requirements for this type of appeal and is
indicative of the opposition to this project and of the support for the new controls. Should this
project not be disapproved or appropriately scaled back, it will invalidate the purpose and
intent of the new controls and ensure the characteristics of our neighborhood that are most

important will be forever lost.

Conclusion

The neighbors ask that you reinforce the decision you made earlier this year when you
created the Interim Zoning Controls. These controls set a high bar for developers to
demonstrate exceptional lot constraints that would make development on the lot infeasible
without exceeding the controls. That has not been the case for 22 Ord Court. This appeal
presents you with an opportunity to deliver a clear message to the planning and development
community that San Francisco cherishes the unique attributes of our neighborhoods. The City
deserves the best planning and execution of projects that are aligned with the need and desires

of our communities. By disapproving this project and requiring one that adheres to the zoning

8 Letter from SF Department of Public Works
https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&1D=4117085&GUID=BB283587-7694-4AE5-A162-4EEBA4D3902B
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controls implemented for the Corona Heights neighborhood, you will encourage our developers

to invest in projects that make sense for the City at large.

Attached below is a letter from Architect F. Joseph Butler, AIA

Page 14 of 15
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F. JOSEPH BUTLER
ARCHITECT

324 Chestnut Street
San Francisco
California 94133

415 990 6021
fiosephlbutler@gmail.com

23 November 2015

Supervisor London Breed, President
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE: File no. 151113-6; Planning Commission 2013.1521 CUAV: 2619/067
Dear President Breed:

Our office represents several neighbors supporting the Appeal by the
Castro Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association, of the Conditional Use
Authorization for a new single family residence at the rear of the lot known
as 22 Ord Court. Our firm has over 28 years of experience designing
primarily single family and 2 unit dwellings in San Francisco, both as
alterations and as new construction.

The existing building at 22 Ord Court, on Block 2619, Lot 067, could
feasibly be expanded by a major alteration to include two units within the
55% lot coverage. There is nothing unique or exceptional about Lot 067, it
has Planning Code compliant street frontage, lot width, and well exceeds
the minimum lot size. Such an alteration for an additional unit would not
have required a Conditional Use Authorization. San Francisco is filled with
two unit buildings on such standard lots with similar slope.

Lot 067 however also fronts onto States Street, where the Project Sponsors
propose to construct a new single family residence. Supervisor Wiener's
Interim Controls Legislation would allow exceeding such limits when
adding a unit, only upon finding that it would be infeasible to add a unit to
the already developed street frontage. This is clearly not the case for either
22 Ord Court, or their adjacent property at 24 Ord Court.

The Sponsors cited natural lighting, slope steepness, and excessive
shading of adjacent parcels as a rationale for infeasibility. However, the lot
is even steeper at the rear, and the lower story of the new building _
proposed would be a basement with natural lighting from only one side.

Without meeting either of the infeasibility requirements, as required by the
Interim Controls, there is no justification for this Conditional Use
Authorization. Consistent with the legisiation our appeal should be upheld.

Sincerely,

J?MW A1 \
seph Butler, AlA

cc Members of the Board of Supervisors

MEMBER OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Carroll, John (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 4:53 PM
To: cparkes@ieee.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Pearson,

Audrey (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Chang, Tina
(CPC); AMurphy@perkinscoie.com
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal Hearing - 22 Ord Court - December 1, 2015 - Response Briefs from
Planning Dept. and Project Sponsor

Categories: 151113

Good afternoon,

Please find linked below appeal response memos received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning
Department and the Project Sponsor, regarding the conditional use appeal of the proposed project at 22 Ord Court.

Planning Department Response Memo - November 23, 2015
Project Sponsor Response Memo - November 23, 2015

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on December 1, 2015.
| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 151113

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 legisiation 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: Murphy, Alan H. (Perkins Coie) <AMurphy@perkinscoie.com>

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 3:53 PM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS)

Cc: Chang, Tina (CPC); Ken (kentam@sbcglobal.net); David Clarke (flyerinsf@gmail.com)
Subject: 22 Ord Court Hearing: Project Sponsor's Opposition to Conditional Use Appeal
Attachments: 22 Ord-Brief in Opp to Cond Use Appeal.pdf

Categories: 151113

Honorable Supervisors and Clerk Calvillo:

On behalf of the project sponsor, please find enclosed a letter in opposition to the appeal filed over the conditional use
authorization issued for 22 Ord Court (Board of Supervisors File No. 151113). This matter will be heard by the Board on
December 1, 2015. A hard copy of the attached file is being delivered to Ms. Calvillo’s attention this afternoon.

Thank you,

Alan Murphy

Alan Murphy | Perkins Coie LLP
COUNSEL

505 Howard Street, Suite 1000

San Francisco, CA 94105-3204

D. +1.415.344.7126

E. AMurphy@perkinscoie.com

Keep current with our California Land Use and Development Law Report at http://www.californialandusedevelopmentlaw.com/

NOTICE: This communication may contain privileged or other confidential information. If you have received it in error, please advise the sender by reply email and
immediately delete the message and any attachments without copying or disclosing the contents. Thank you.
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i 505 Howard Street © +1.415344.7000
PERKINSCOIE iy ® 1T

San Francisco, CA 94105-3204 PerkinsCaie.com
November 23, 2015 Alan Murphy
AMurphy@perkinscoie.com

D. 415.344.7126
F. 415.344-7050

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

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re: 22 Ord Court: Project Sponsor’s Brief in Opposition to Conditional Use Appeal
Hon. Supervisors: ‘

On December 1, 2015, the Board of Supervisors will consider an appeal from the Planning
Commission’s conditional use approval for improvements at 22 Ord Court (the “Property”).
Since the approved work constitutes part of a larger project that encompasses adjacent 24 Ord
Court, we present here background relevant to both parcels. On behalf of the Property’s owner,
Kenneth Tam, we respectfully request that the Board deny the appeal and uphold the Planning
Commission’s determination.

The Property and 24 Ord are through lots fronting both Ord Court and States Street, and each lot
currently is improved with one single-family home fronting Ord Court. The Planning
Commission recently issued conditional use authorization by a 7-0 vote to expand the existing
home at the front of the Property and to construct a new single-family home at the Property’s
rear, fronting States Street (the “Project”). The Commission also indicated its intention to deny
conditional use approval for construction of a new single-family home at the rear of 24 Ord,
fronting States Street.

By approving a conditional use at the Property and expressing its intent to deny such approval
for 24 Ord, the Commission accepted a compromise proposed at the hearing by several
neighbors. Since the Commission hearing, the appellant solicited signatures for this appeal by
referencing the neighbors’ compromise and indicating that the appeal (of 22 Ord) was intended
to ensure conditional use authorization was denied at 24 Ord. The project team has withdrawn
its conditional use and variance applications for 24 Ord and has committed to designing a code-
compliant project, as requested by the appellant. As such, the stated purpose of the appeal has
been satisfied, and the Planning Commission’s action should be upheld.

L. 22 Ord Project and 24 Ord Background

The Project at 22 Ord would result in a total of two single-family homes, and a net gain of one
home, on the Property. A rendering is provided in Exhibit A.

Perkins Caie LLP ; . =i
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors
November 23, 2015
Page 2

A. 22 Ord (Front): Expansion of Existing Single-Family Home

An existing single-family home at the front of 22 Ord is three stories at the street, dropping to
two stories at its rear half. The Project proposes a one-story vertical addition to the home, a
horizontal expansion on the third floor, and interior renovations. Two undersized bedrooms on
the second floor will be relocated to the third floor and enlarged. The master bedroom will be
relocated from the third story to the new fourth floor. The home’s third floor will be set back
several feet from its existing condition. The new fourth floor will be set back roughly 20 feet
from the street and also will provide a side setback of 5 to 12 feet from its downslope neighbor.
The proposed vertical addition will not block any property-line windows of its adjacent
neighbors. No horizontal expansion to the rear of the home’s existing footprint is proposed. The
total floor area increase would be 824 gross square feet.

B. 22 Ord (Rear): New Single-Family Home Fronting States Street

The Project also features construction of a new single-family home at the rear of the 118-foot
deep Property, fronting States Street. The building has four stories, but, due to the significant
slope of the lot, only two stories are above grade at States Street. The proposed building is
roughly 20 feet tall, steps up along with the slope of the street, and is set back six feet from
States Street. The home includes four bedrooms, with two bedrooms on the first floor and a
master bedroom and fourth bedroom on the first level below grade on States Street. A balcony is
featured on the home’s second floor, while a roof deck is set back from the front of the structure.
A garden is provided to the home’s rear. The new home would be 3,108 gross square feet, or
2,507 habitable square feet.

C. 24 Ord Background

Existing conditions at 24 Ord are similar to those at 22 Ord: The existing home occupies 49 feet
of depth from Ord Court with the balance of the uphill lot vacant. As with the Project, Mr. Tam
previously proposed a new single-family detached home at the rear of 24 Ord that, if it had been
approved, would have resulted in a total of two dwelling units on that lot.

II. The Planning Commission Compromise

On September 24, 2015, the Planning Commission considered whether to grant conditional use
authorization for the Project described above and for the proposal at 24 Ord. The Project
requires conditional use authorization under interim zoning controls for the neighborhood
adopted by the Board of Supervisors earlier this year (Resolution 76-15 (Mar. 10, 2015)). This
approval is required because residential development increases the existing legal unit count and
results in (1) an increase in total gross square footage on a parcel of 3,000 or more and by more
than 100 percent; and (2) lot coverage in excess of 55 percent.

Perkins Caie LLP
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors
November 23, 2015
Page 3

The Planning Commission hearing ended in a compromise that mirrored testimony offered by
multiple neighbors: Approve the conditional use at 22 Ord, and express an intent to deny the
conditional use for 24 Ord. The Commission expressed satisfaction with the Project at 22 Ord,
but made clear it would not support a project with development at the rear of 24 Ord. The
Planning Commission then appropriately found that the Project at 22 Ord satisfied all required
findings for a conditional use and unanimously issued its approval. At the same time (the other
half of the compromise), the Commission continued the conditional use hearing at 24 Ord and
expressed its intent to disapprove any substantially similar project.

In addition to conditional use authorization, the Project at 22 Ord requires a rear-yard variance.
At the Planning Commission hearing, the Zoning Administrator indicated he was inclined to
grant the requested variance for the Property. Issuance of a variance would be appropriate, as the
Project proposes structures that create a more orderly built environment on the irregularly-
developed subject block, replacing a dead space accessible directly from States Street with a
single-family home consistent with the height and scale of other homes along the same block.

III.  Events Since the Planning Commission Hearing

Following the Planning Commission hearing, in an effort to gather signatures sufficient to appeal
the conditional use authorization, neighbors circulated a flier, enclosed here as Exhibit B. The
flier acknowledged that the neighbors proposed a compromise to allow for two homes on 22 Ord
“the developer’s way,” in exchange for “a code-complying project on 24 Ord Ct.” The flier
continued: “The first part of our offer was accepted by the Planning Commission, while a final
decision on the second part was continued to a future date. We are appealing the decision until a
denial is confirmed on 24 Ord Ct.” In other words, signatures were gathered for the current
appeal on the premise that development on 22 Ord could proceed with conditional use approval
(“the developer’s way™), provided conditional use authorization was not issued for 24 Ord.

The project team has taken efforts to address the appellant’s concerns by withdrawing the
pending conditional use and variance applications for 24 Ord. Exhibit C provides excerpts from
the November 19, 2015 Planning Commission agenda confirming withdrawal of both
applications (Items 2a and 2b). Mr. Tam has abandoned plans for developing a home fronting
States Street at 24 Ord and plans instead to proceed with a residential project there that does not
require conditional use authorization or any variances (a “code-complying project”). Under the
interim zoning controls, the maximum square footage at 24 Ord will be approximately 3,870
gross square feet split between two units.

The project team’s recent actions respond to concerns raised by neighbors and respect the
direction provided by the Planning Commission. Accordingly, there is no reason for the Board
to overturn the part of the compromise that favors Mr. Tam.

Perkins Coie LLP
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors
November 23, 2015
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IV.  History of Project Modifications

This is especially true in light of the numerous and significant changes Mr. Tam has made over
time to reduce the size and minimize the presence of the Project and improvements at 24 Ord, in
response to input received from neighbors, the Planning Department, and the Planning
Commission. These modifications include:

e The new home on the Property’s rear was reduced from three to two floors above grade,
to protect neighboring views and address concerns regarding compatibility with existing
buildings.

e New architectural designs were completed for the new home to differentiate it from the
home previously proposed for the rear of 24 Ord.

e The footprint of the new top floor of the existing home was reduced to protect further the
privacy of occupants of 20 Ord / 231 States.

e Off-street parking spaces were reduced from two to one at the new building, to increase
habitable living space.

e At 24 Ord, as stated above, a proposal to develop a new home at the rear was abandoned
- inresponse to Planning Commission and neighborhood input. Prior to the Commission
hearing, a new setback from States Street was proposed to preserve two significant trees.

Despite the significant nature of these Project revisions—and the substantial concessions they
represent—further modifications repeatedly have been requested over time. These requests have
shifted from views (now addressed through the reduction in building height) to tree preservation
(addressed before the Planning Commission hearing through a setback at the rear of 24 Ord) to
minimization of development fronting States Street (now addressed through a withdrawal of
conditional use and variance applications at 24 Ord) to further design alterations.

V. Project Attributes and Consistency with the General Plan
The Project advances a number of General Plan policies by:
e Developing housing suitable for families with children;

¢ Ensuring development is consistent with the existing character and density of the
neighborhood;

e Creating additional residential uses in an area well-served by public transit; and

Perkins Coie LLP
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e Providing and maintaining landscaping that will improve the neighborhood environment.
Among others, the General Plan policies supported by the Project include:

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

The Project directly advances this policy by creating single-family homes, including both new
and existing units, that are adequately sized for families with children. Families with children
typically seek more bedrooms and larger shared living areas than smaller households. The
Project responds to this demand by creating units of a size attractive to this demographic.

Housing Element Objective 11:
Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

The Project affirmatively supports this objective and its associated policies by featuring new
construction that is consistent with the existing density and character of the neighborhood.

The Project’s density of two dwelling units per parcel is consistent with the prevailing character
of the neighborhood and is beneath that of a number of multi-family structures on the block,
including 16 Ord, 20 Ord, and 30 Ord.

The two buildings are compatible with the height and depth of surrounding buildings. The new
home at the rear is two stories above street level, consistent with the existing pattern of
development on States Street. For the existing home, the single-story vertical addition and
horizontal expansion are at an appropriate scale for a block with many structures of at least three
stories. Both the 417-square-foot fourth-floor addition and the third-floor roof deck on the
existing building are set back, making the fourth floor virtually un-viewable from the street.

Finally, proposed development respects the Property’s topography and is not inconsistent with
the existing open space pattern. Buildings to the east and west of 22/24 Ord—20 Ord / 231
States and 30 Ord—both cover more than two-thirds of their lots. As such, the amount of open
space provided on the Property, including mid-block open space and setbacks from States Street,
is consistent with the neighborhood. Additionally, there is no consistent open space pattern on
Ord Court and States Street, so development of the new single-family home fronting States
Street will not undermine any established pattern of open space.

Transportation Element Policy 1.3:
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the
means of meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

Perkins Coie LLP
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The Project directly furthers this policy by creating an additional dwelling unit in an area well-
served by the City’s public transit systems. The Castro Street Muni Metro Station is less than a
10-minute walk from the Property, while the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines all have stops nearby,
as well.

Urban Design Element Policy 4.12:
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

The Project furthers this policy by including and maintaining landscaping that will improve the
neighborhood environment. Landscaping adjacent to the street will enhance the local
environment, while a landscaped roof deck on the States Street-facing home will be visible from
upslope residences on States Street and Museum Way. In these ways, the Project will increase
the presence of visible vegetation on the Property.

Urban Design Element Policy 4.15: .
Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of
incompatible new buildings.

The Project furthers this policy by ensuring that incompatible new buildings are not introduced
into the existing residential neighborhood. The height and depth of the new building fronting
States Street are compatible with the existing building scale. The building’s form, facade width,
proportions, and roofline are compatible with surrounding buildings. There is no consistent open
space pattern on Ord Court or States Street, including any front/rear setback pattern. As such,
development of the Project will not undermine any established pattern of open space.
Additionally, the Project sites buildings carefully on both the front and the rear of the Property so
as to minimize reduction of sunlight to neighboring properties relative to an approach that would
cluster both units on the Ord Court street frontage. ’

VI. Conclusion

Should the Board uphold the Planning Commission’s compromise ruling, the Project will
enhance and increase the number of family-sized housing units in the City by renovating an
existing single-family home and creating a new single-family homes. As part of a neighborhood
well-served by public transit, the Property provides an ideal location for these residences. By
increasing the supply of housing, the Project will contribute to alleviating the City’s critical
housing shortage. Finally, by upholding the Commission’s compromise, the Board will help
bring to a fair conclusion a lengthy approval process.

Perkins Cole LLP

4658



San Francisco Board of Supervisors
November 23, 2015
Page 7

~- Thank you for your consideration of the Project. I look forward to answering any questions you
may have at the upcoming hearing.

Very truly yours,

Al

Alan Murphy

Enclosures

cc:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Tina Chang, Planning Department
Kenneth Tam, Property Owner
David Clarke, Project Contact

128675248.2

Perkins Coie LLP
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PROTECT CORONA HEIGHTS!

DEVELOPMENT 1S PLANNED ON STATES, ORD, ORD CT, VULCAN STAIRS, MUSEUM WAY,
ROOSEVELT WAY...

LEGAL CONTEXT
SPECIAL FINDINGS ARE REQUIRED BY NEW CITY LEGISLATION TO PROTECT THE UNIQUE NATURE
OF OUR NEIGHBORHOOD, PRESERVE OPEN SPACE AND CONFORM BUILDING SIZE.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: 22-24 ORD COURT

TWO THRU-LOTS WITH FRONTAGES ON STATES STREET. NEIGHBORS OFFERED A COMPROMISE
TO THE DEVELOPER, WHICH RESULTS IN THE SAME NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS: 22 ORD CT
WITH TWO HOMES THE DEVELOPER'’S WAY, IN EXCHANGE FOR A CODE-COMPLYING PROJECT ON
24 ORD CT, WITH AN ALTERATION OF THE EXISTING HOME ON JUST ONE END.

A STRONG BLOCK OF NEIGHBORS SHOWED THEIR SUPPORT AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING AND THROUGH A PETITION.

THE FIRST PART OF OUR OFFER WAS ACCEPTED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION, WHILE A FINAL
DECISION ON THE SECOND PART WAS CONTINUED TO A FUTURE DATE. WE ARE APPEALING THE
DECISION UNTIL A DENIAL IS CONFIRMED ON 24 ORD CT. THE OUTCOME OF THIS APPEAL WILL
INFLUENCE FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS IN CORONA HEIGHTS AND ELSEWHERE.

IF YOU AGREE, PLEASE FILL OUT THE ENCLOSED FORM AND MAIL IT BACK IN THE SELF
ENCLOSED STAMPED ENVELOPE. QUESTIONS: CPARKES@IEEE.ORG. THANKS FOR YOUR
SUPPORT!

NOTE

IF YOUR HOME IS HELD IN A TRUST, PLEASE PROVIDE A COPY OF THE PORTION OF THE TRUST
DOCUMENT THAT LISTS THE TRUST TITLE AND YOU AS TRUSTEE OR PARTY AUTHORIZED TO SIGN
AS OWNER.
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City Planning Commission

CaseNo._ 2013.\1521C

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. [f
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)

»

© 0o N o O A

10.

11.

12

13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2011
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San Francisco Planning Department : November 19, 2015

GITY & COUNTY. OF SAN FRANGISCO

ABOUT US LANS & PROGRAMS PERMITS & ZONING x ENFORCEMENT ‘, PUBLIC HEARINGS

Home / Bublic Hearings / Elanning Commission / Agendas / 2015 / November 19, 2015

November 19, 2015

PLANNING COMMISSION

Notice of Hearing
&
Agenda

Commission Chambers, Room 400
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Thursday, November 19, 2015
2:00 p.m.
Regular Meeting

Commissioners:

http:/fwww.sf-planning org/index.aspx?page=4310[11/19/2015 3:51:40 PM] 46606
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San Francisco Planning Department : November 19, 2015
Rodney Fong, President
Cindy Wu, Vice President

Michael Antonini, Rich Hillis, Christine Johnson, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin

Hearing Materials are available at:
Website: http.//www.sfplanning.org
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400
Planning Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, 15t Floor

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422@

Commission Hearing Broadcasts:
Live stream: hitp://www sfgovty.org
Live, Thursdays at 12:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26

Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org =lor (415) 558-6309@ at least 48 hours in advance.

Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordi

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City
operations are open to the people's review.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department.
All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and
copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554_—7724@; fax

(415) 554-7854-@; or e-mail at sotfi@sfgov.org E1.

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at
www sfbos.org/sunshine.
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San Francisco Lobbyist Ordi

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information
about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102;

phone (415) 252-3 100@; fax (415) 252-31 12@; and online hitp:/www.sfgov org/ethics.

ible Meeting Inf .

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday
through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available
at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.

Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van
Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible
services, call (415) 701-4485@ or call 311.

Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.

Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 55 8-6309@, or commissions.secretary@sfgov,org =1 at least 48 hours in
advance of the hearing to help ensure availability.

Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 55 8—6309'@,
or commissions.secretary(@sfgov.org £ at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.

Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.

SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comision de Planificacion. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacion en Espafiol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-55 8-6309@. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:

REZRGRE. BRT UTEETHYREREIEE, FBE15-558-6309. FEERTBRTIAMED 4SENRBER.

TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset),
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415—558—6309@. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.

RUSSIAN:

MoBecTka AHA KoMuccum 1o nNaHvpoBaHuio. 3a MOMOLLILIO NepeBoguMKa UMK 3a BCIIOMOTraTeNbHbIM CITyXOBbIM YCTPOWCTBOM Ha BpeMst
cnyLuaHuit obpalyaiTeck No Homepy 415-558-6309@‘ 3anpock! ACIDKHbE 4ENATHCA MUHUMYM 3a 48 YACOB A0 HAYana CIyLUaHus,
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ROLL CALL:
President: Rodney Fong
Vice-President: - Cindy Wu
Commissioners: Michael J. Antonini; Rich Hillis; Christine Johnson

Kathrin Moore; Dennis Richards

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may choose to continue
the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.

1. 2015-000988CWP & ' (C. FLORES:
(415) 558-64730g)

_(MAB)_A)AZ Pursuant to Planning Code Section 306 7(e), on July 9, 2015 the Planning Commission 1mt1ated Interim
Controls in the Mission District. The interim controls are intended to make explicit the Commission’s expectation for a
dialogue about affordability; allow time for analysis of affordable housing needs; assess sites for affordable housing
production; and stem the loss of existing income protected units while maintaining production, distribution, and repair
(PDR) capacity in PDR zoned lands and preserving vital community resources. The proposed controls would require a
Conditional Use authorization for certain projects which result in any of the following: 1) the loss of one or more rent-
controlled dwelling units; or 2) the net addition or new construction of more than 25,000 gross square feet or the net
addition of less than 25,000 that would displace a tenant; or 3) demolition or conversion of certain assembly, recreation,
arts and entertainment, PDR or institutional uses. The area proposed for interim controls is generally defined by the
following boundaries: 13th and Division Streets to Mission Street, to Cesar Chavez Street, to Potrero Avenue, and back
to 13th and Division Streets—except that the Mission Street boundary would include any parcel with a property line on
either side of Mission Street. The interim controls would be proposed for a period of nine months. At this hearing the
Commission may amend and adopt the interim controls.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt with Modifications
(Continued from Regular Meeting of September 24, 2015)

(Proposed for Continuance to January 21, 2016)

2a. 2013.1522CUAV (T. CHANG:
(415) 575-9197eg)

24 ORD COURT - north side of Ord Court; Lot 066 in Assessor’s Block 2619 - Request for Conditional
Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 306.7 establishing interim zoning
controls imposed by Resolution 76-15 on March 9, 2015 to permit lot coverage of a parcel to exceed 55%
and an increase to the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and/or more than 100% by
constructing a new +/-2,500 gross square foot, two-story dwelling at the rear of the existing through lot.
The Project is located within an RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning and 40-X Height and
Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA,
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Note: This item was previously brought before the Planning Commission as public initiated Discretionary
Review and continued from February 12, 2015, May 24, 2015, June 25, 2015 and August 13, 2015. After
the item was continued, interim zoning controls were established in March 2016, requiring Conditional
Use authorization for the project as proposed.)

(Continued from Regular Meeting of September 24, 2015)

WITHDRAWN
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2b. 2013.1522CUAV (T. CHANG:
(415) 575-9197¢g)

24 ORD COURT - North side of Ord Court; Lot 066 in Assessor’s Block 2619 - Request for Variance
from Planning Code Sections 134 for the new construction of a single family home in the required rear
yard. The project is located within an RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning and 40-X Height

and Bulk District.

(Note: This item was continued from February 12, 2015, May 24, 2015, June 25, 2015 and August 13,
2015.)

(Continued from Regular Meeting of September 24, 2015)

WITHDRAWN

B. CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning
Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission. There will be no separate
discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the
matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing

3. 2015-006107CND B (J. SPEIRS:
(415) 575-9106eg)

619 SHOTWEILIL STREET - east side of Shotwell Street between 20th and 21st Streets; Lot 057 in
Assessor’s Block 3611 - Request for Condominium Conversion Subdivision to convert a three-story,
six-unit building into residential condominiums within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three Family)
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative

Code.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve
C. COMMISSION MATTERS

4. Consideration of Adoption:

¢ Drafi Minutes for November 5, 2015 #

5. Commission Comments/Questions

° Inquiries/Announcements. Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make
announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

e  Future Mectings/Agendas. At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the
date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the

next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS
6. Director’s Announcements

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4310{11/19/2015 3:51:40 PM] 4670



Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Carroll, John (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 4:53 PM
To: cparkes@ieee.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Pearson,

Audrey (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Chang, Tina
(CPC); AMurphy@perkinscoie.com
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal Hearing - 22 Ord Court - December 1, 2015 - Response Briefs from
Planning Dept. and Project Sponsor

Categories: 151113

Good afternoon,

Please find linked below appeal response memos received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning
Department and the Project Sponsor, regarding the conditional use appeal of the proposed project at 22 Ord Court.

Planning Department Response Memo - November 23, 2015
Project Sponsor Response Memo - November 23, 2015

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on December 1, 2015.
[ invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 151113

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

S 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 legisiation 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:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Categories:

Chang, Tina (CPC)

Monday, November 23, 2015 11:26 AM

Calvillo, Angela (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

BOS-Legislative Aides; Stacy, Kate (CAT); Givner, Jon (CAT); BOS-Supervisors; Rodgers,
AnMarie (CPC); Ken (kentam@sbcglobal.net); David Clarke (flyerinsf@gmail.com); Murphy,
Alan H. (Perkins Coie); Chris Parkes

BF 151113 Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization Approval for 22 Ord Court

22 Ord Court - Appeal Response-Final.pdf

1561113

Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors and Clerk Calvillo,

The memorandum and attachments provided with this email constitute our Department’s response to the letter of
appeal to the Board of Supervisors regarding the Planning Commission’s approval of the application for Conditional Use
Authorization related to a project at 22 Ord Court {Assessor’s Block 2619/ Lots 067). This response addresses the appeal
to the Board filed by Jack Keating. These materials are being transmitted for the December 1, 2015 hearing date. One
hardcopy will be delivered to the Clerk this afternoon and additional copies can be made available upon request.

Thank you.

Best,

Tina Chang, AICP, LEED AP
Planner, Current Planning

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9197 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: Tina.Chang@sfgov.org

Web: www.sfplanning.org

B e 3
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APPEAL OF CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION

22 Ord Court
DATE: =~ November 23,2015
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director ~ Planning Department (415) 558-6411

Tina Chang, Case Planner — Planning Department (415) 575-9197

RE: File No. 151113 Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAV - Appeal of the approval of
Conditional Use Authorization for 22 Ord Court

.HEARING DATE: December 1, 2015
ATTACHMENTS: '

A. Planning Commission Staff Report (Executive Summary, Exhibits, & Final
Motion)
B. Project Sponsor Drawings

PROJECT SPONSOR: Kenneth Tam, 1266 Regency Drive, San Jose CA 95129

APPELLANT: Jack Keating, on behalf of the Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association, 4134 17%
Street, San Francisco, CA 94114

INTRODUCTION:

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of
Supervisors (“Board”) regarding the Planning Commission’s (“Commission”) approval of the application
for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 303 (Conditional Use Authorization)
and 306.7 (Interim Zoning Controls), to permit lot coverage of a parcel to exceed 55% and an increase to
the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and/or more than 100% by constructing a new,
+/- 3,110 gross square foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing through lot. The project is
located within an RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District (“the
Project”).

This response addresses the appeal (“Appeal Letter”) to the Board filed on October 26, 2015 by Jack
Keating, representing neighbors in opposition to the project. The Appeal Letter referenced the proposed
project in Case No. 2013.1521CUAV.

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold or overturn the Planmng Commission’s approval of
Conditional Use Authorization to demolish two residential units at 395 26 Avenue.

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

Memo
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization File No. 151113
Hearing Date: December 1, 2015 - Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAV
22 Ord Court

The proposed project is located on a through lot at 22 Ord Court with frontages on both Ord Court and
States Street in the Castro and Upper Market Neighborhoods. The property is developed with an existing
3-story, approximately 2,400 square-foot, single family structure on an approximately 2,940 square foot
lot. The existing building was originally constructed as a single-family dwelling in 1954. A third-story
addition was constructed in the 1980’s resulting in a change to the building’s scale, massing and design.
Based on review conducted by Planning Department staff, the existing building at 22 Ord Court lacks
sufficient integrity and is not eligible as a historic resource under CEQA. The property is not located
within the boundaries of any listed historic districts. Therefore, the property is not eligible for listing in
the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOQD:

The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mixture of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, containing
mostly one- or two- residential dwelling-units. The residential neighborhood contains structures of
varying heights and depths on an up-sloping street, as one heads west. Both adjacent properties, east and
west of the subject property, are three-story buildings containing two dwelling units. The building to the’
east is a multi-family, two stories-over-garage at the block face, and steps back to five stories after
approximately 55’ from the front facade. The building to the west is a single-family, one-story-over
garage structure at the block face.

The subject property is within the Castro and Upper Market Neighborhoods, and about .4 miles west of
the Castro Street and Market Street intersection. Castro Street serves as the cross street on the east side of
the property where the neighborhood transitions to a Residential, Mixed, Low-Density (RM-1) zoning
district, the Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) and Upper Market Neighborhood
Commercial Transit District (NCT). RM-1 zoning districts contain ground-floor commercial spaces and
mostly residential units on upper floors. A mixture of dwelling types found in RH Districts are also
found in RM-1 districts, in addition to a significant number of apartment buildings that broaden the
range of unit sizes and the variety of structures. The Upper Market NCT and NCD zoning districts are
multi-purpose commercial districts, well served by transit including the Castro Street Station of the
Market Street subway and the F-Market historic streetcar line, providing limited convenience goods to
adjacent neighborhoods, but also serve as a shopping street for a broader trade area.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposal on 22 Ord Court includes two buildings: 1.) the vertical and horizontal addition of the
existing structure, increasing the existing dwelling by approximately 825 square feet to approximately
3,225 square feet, and 2.) the new construction of a new, two-story-above-grade, approximately 3,110
square foot dwelling at the rear of the lot. Were it not for the interim zoning controls', a Conditional Use
Authorization would not be required.

The addition would extend the rear of the third floor to the rear building wall, with a 5-foot side setback
from the western property line, and construct a fourth floor set back approximately 12’-5” from the front
~ fagade, approximately 19 feet from the property line, and 5-foot side setbacks on both sides of the

property. The addition alone, pursuant to the interim controls, would not require conditional use
~authorization, as it does not increase the existing square footage by more than 3,000 square feet or more

" File No. 150192, Interim Zoning Controls — Large Residential Projects in RH-1, RH-2, RH-3 Zoning Districts

SAN FRANCISCO ' 2
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

4674



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization | File No. 151113
Hearing Date: December 1, 2015 Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAV
22 Ord Court

than 75%. It is new construction of the two-story, single-family home at the rear of the subject lot that
triggers the need for Conditional Use Authorization.

The 3,110 square foot proposed rear structure would contain two levels below grade and two levels
below. The first at-grade floor contains a one-car garage, bedroom and office, with the main living area on
the second level, which is setback approximately six feet from the rear property line. An approximately
240 square foot roof deck is proposed above the second level. A rear yard amounting to approximately
25% lot coverage is maintained between the existing and proposed structures; however, this would
amount to greater than 55% lot coverage, as well as an increase to the square footage in excess of 3,000
square feet and greater than 100%.

BACKGROUND:

On October 21, 2013, Reza Khosnevisan, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, filed Building Permit Application
Numbers 201310219832 and 201310219817 to the vertical addition of the existing structure at 22 Ord
Court, and for the new construction of a three-story, single family dwelling unit fronting States Street.

On October 18, 2013 Reza Khosnevisan, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, filed a Variance Application Case No.
2013.1521V to construct a three-story single family dwelling unit in the required rear yard of the property
at 22 Ord Court.

On September 5, 2014 Chris Parkes'filed a Discretionary Review (DR) against Building Permit
Application No. 201310219832 for the vertical addition of the existing structure and Building Permit
Application No. 201310219817 for the new construction of the three story single family dwelling at the
rear of the property. The DR filer also initiated Discretionary Review for Building Permit Application No.
201310219830 for the new construction of a dwelling unit at the rear of 24 Ord Court. Chris Parkes raised
concerns about the removal of significant trees at the rear of 24 Ord Court, and felt that the projects at 22
and 24 Ord Court as proposed did not meet Residential Design Guidelines. The DR Requestor was also
opposed to the project because of noncompliance with the Planning Code and the need for a variance to
construct in the required rear yard.

On December 4, 2014, a duly noticed public hearing was held for the public initiated discretionary review
of and variance requests for the proposed projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court. After public testimony in
opposition to the Project the Planning Commission continued the subject item to February 5, 2015. The
project was subsequently continued to February 12th, to allow for additional time to conduct
environmental review of the project changes. Though suggestions were made regarding the existing
structure at 22 Ord Court, the Planning Commission made definitive requests to refine the proposed new
construction at the rear of the subject property, including the removal of top level of the proposed new
structure at the rear; differentiation of architectural design between the proposed structures at the rear of
22 and 24 Ord Court and the reduction of parking provided to increase habitable space within the
proposed new structure. Department of Public Works (DPW) Order No 183228 indicates that the removal
of the trees at 24 Ord Court had been approved due to poor tree structure. This decision was appealed,
and a public hearing was held on November 24, 2014.

S&N FRANGISCO 3
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization File No. 151113
Hearing Date: December 1, 2015 Planning Case No. 2013.15621CUAV
22 Ord Court

At the time of the December 4th hearing, the Department of Public Works DPW had not yet issued the
resulting order from the hearing held for the trees in question. In addition to the changes outlined above,
the Commission was also interested in learning the outcome of the DPW hearing.

On February 12, 2015, the Commission again heard the Discretionary Review Requests for 22-24 Ord
Court. In response to the Commission’s requests, the Project Sponsor presented changes to the proposed
construction. The changes at that time included 1) a reduction in the number of floors above grade from
three to two, 2) a reduction of off-street parking spaces from two-to-one thus increasing habitable living
space, and 3) the alteration of the front fagade at 22 Ord Court to better differentiate the two structures.
By the time of the February 12, 2015 Commission hearing, the resulting order from DPW had been issued
indicating that the removal of trees would be approved on the condition that all necessary permit
approvals were attained to construct the new building at 24 Ord Court. After public testimony, the
Commission voted, again, to continue the item to March 12, 2015, so that the Project Sponsor could
explore options to preserve the mature trees at 24 Ord Court. The Commission stated concern for
~ keeping the trees if possible and asked that the Project Sponsor explore ways to differentiate the two
buildings at 22 and 24 Ord Court even more.

On March 9, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation imposing interim zoning controls. The
controls were to last for a maximum of 18-months and would apply to parcels in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3
zoning districts within neighborhoods known as Corbett Heights and Corona Heights. Under the interim
controls, Conditional Use authorization would be required for 1) any residential development on a vacant
parcel that would result in total residential square footage exceeding 3,000 square feet; or 2) any new
residential development on a developed parcel that will increase the existing gross square footage in
excess of 3,000 square feet by more than 75% without increasing the existing legal unit count, or 3) that
will increase the existing gross square footage by more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit
count; or 4) requiring Conditional Use authorization for residential development that results in great
than 55% total lot coverage. As the project site is located in Corona Heights and subject to the interim
legislation, Conditional Use authorization was required for the projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court as
proposed. For this reason, the Project Sponsor requested a continuance to May 24, 2015 so that they may
prepare a Conditional Use application. The items were again continued to June 25, 2015, August 13, 2015,
and finally to September 24, 2015 at the request of the Project Sponsor for additional time to further
develop plans.

On June 30, 2015, Alan Murphy, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, (hereinafter "Projecf Sponsor”) filed
Application No. 2013.1521CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) seeking authorization, as required by the interim controls, for development exceeding
55% lot coverage, and increasing the existing gross square footage more than 100% with an increase to the
legal unit count within the RH-2 Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District®

2 The proposal includes a vertical and horizontal addition, increasing the existing 2,401 square foot home by
approximately 824 square feet to approximately 3,225 square feet. The addition would extend the rear of the third
floor to the rear building wali, with a 5-foot side setback from the western property line, and construct a fourth floor
set back approximately 12°-5” from the front fagade, approximately 19 feet from the property line, and 5-foot side
setbacks on both sides of the property. The addition alone would not require conditional use authorization, as it does
not increase the existing square footage by more than 3,000 square feet or more than 75%. However, the new
construction of the proposed structure at the rear would result in greater than 55% lot coverage and the square
footage to exceed 3,000 square feet, and an increase of more than 100%.

SAMN FRANGISGOD 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

4676



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization ‘ File No. 151113
Hearing Date: December 1, 2015 Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAV
22 Ord Court

The Planning Department, Jonas O. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case Nos.
2013.1521CUAYV and 2013.1522CUAV at 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco, California.

On September 24, 2015, the Planning Commission (“Commission”) and Zoning Administrator conducted
a public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Case Nos. 2013.1521CUAV and 2013.1522CUAYV.
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.

On September 24, 2015, the Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Authorization for case
number 2013.1521CUAV under Motion No. 19483.

The Variance Decision Letter granting a rear yard variance pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(a)(2) is
pending.

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS:

Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Comunission to consider when reviewing all
applications for Conditional Use approval. To approve the project, the Commission must find that these
criteria have been met:

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community; and

2. . That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property,
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not
limited to the following: :

.a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size,

shape and arrangement of structures;

b. 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;

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

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

3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code and
will not adversely affect the Master Plan. ‘

In addition, interim zoning controls established by Board of Supervisor’s Resolution 76-15 established
additional triggers requiring Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission, and criteria for
review as follows:

New Conditional Use Authorization triggers (the Project meets items two and three of theitriggers
below):

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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1. Any residential development on a vacant parcel that would result in total residential square
footage exceeding 3,000 square feet; (Not Applicable. The proposed project is not on a vacant
lot.)

2. Any new residential development on a developed parcel that will increase the existing gross
square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and by more than 75% without increasing the
existing legal unit count, or more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit count;
(Applicable. The final project would include the expansion of an existing 2,400 square foot
structure (which would increase by approximately 800 square feet), and the addition of a new

. unit approximately 3,110 square feet in size. square feet. The project- would increase the legal unit
count and increase the square footage on site by 163%.

3. Any residential development that results in greater than 55% lot coverage (Applicable. The final

project would be 61% lot coverage.)

Additional criteria that must be met to grant Conditional Use Authorization under the Board’s interim
controls:

1. The Planning Commission shall only grant a Conditional Use Authorization allowing residential
development to result in greater than 55% lot coverage upon finding unique or excep’aonal lot
constraints that would make development on a lot infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot
coverage, or in the case of the addition of a residential unit, that such addition would be
infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot coverage; and

2. In considering a Conditional Use Authorization in a situation where an additional residential
unit is proposed on a through lot on which there is already an existing building on the opposite
street frontage, shall only grant such authorization upon finding that it would be infeasible to
add a unit to the already developed street frontage of the lot

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concerns raised in the Appeal Letter are cited in a summary below and are followed by the
Department’s response: ’

ISSUE #1: The appellant questions whether the Project meets the infeasibility requirements and other
criteria of the interim controls. ‘

RESPONSE #1a: The Commission evaluated the project under the feasibility requirements suggested
by staff and properly determined that the project would be “infeasible” without exceeding the lot
coverage limits. Since the interim legislation did not provide a definition for “infeasible”, the Department
employed a dictionary definition for the term, “not possible to do easily or conveniently; impracticable”.
The Project Sponsor presented materials asserting that it would be impracticable to construct an
additional unit without exceeding 55% lot coverage due to the significant grade change on the lot.
Further, as the existing single-family dwelling already covers a significant percentage of the lot, it would
be challenging to add new space for an adequate family-sized unit while maintaining overall lot coverage
beneath 55%.

Due to the significant grade change between Ord Court and States Street, the sloping lot further reduces
usable interior square footage by requiring that internal space be consumed by stairs connecting living
spaces that are spread across multiple floors. To compensate for these inefficiencies in interior design,
residential development is infeasible unless spread over more than 55% of the lot.

SAN FRANCISCO ' 6
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An alternative approach was explored by the project sponsor that would locate the additional dwelling
unit on the Ord Court side of the lot. This alternative also resulted in greater than 55% lot coverage. As
further explained below, the alternative would also cast shadow on adjacent properties

RESPONSE #1b: The Commission evaluated the project under the second criterion suggested by staff
and properly determined that it would be infeasible to add a unit to the already developed street
frontage in a situation where an additional residential unit is proposed on through lot. The Project
Sponsor found that it would be impracticable or infeasible to add units on the already developed street
frontage of the lots as the resulting development would block light and cast shadows on the windows
available to certain units in the adjacent property at 20 Ord Court / 231 States Street. The project would
also prevent adequate light from entering the proposed new structure. By locating the proposed new unit
on States Street, a much greater proportion of these shadows are directed onto the uninhabited street.

ISSUE #2: The appellant cites a concern about the project’s adherence to meet the standard conditional
use requirements of Planning Code Section 303.

RESPONSE #2: The project meets the Conditional Use criteria and has been found to be desirable and
compatible with the neighborhood. Specifically the specific criteria are outlined below in italics, followed by
the Comumission’s findings in standard font.

A. The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contempldted and at the proposed location, will
provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or
community.

Planning Commission Findings: The proposed uses — a new structure at the rear of 22 Ord
Court, a through lot, in an RH-2 Zoning District, is consistent with development patterns in
this residential neighborhood and with the requirements of the Planning Code. The proposed
structure and addition are modestly sized, but contain enough bedrooms and shared living
areas to allow sufficient space for families with children, a demographic the City actively
seeks to retain and attract pursuant to General Plan Housing Element Policy 4.1. Expanding
an existing single-family dwelling and providing additional dwellings of appropriate size for
this demographic, among others, is desirable for and compatible with, the neighborhood and
the community. By increasing the supply of housing, the proposed project also contributes to
alleviating the City’s critical housing shortage.

1.Additional Discussion Responding to the Appeal Before the Board of
Supervisors. The Project was continually revised to meet requests made by the
Planning Commission. After the February 12, 2015 hearing the Project Sponsor
made the following changes, as requested by the Planning Commission: A
reduction in the number of floors above grade from three to two;

2.A reduction of off-street parking spaces from two-to-one thus increasing
habitable living space, and

3.The alteration of the front facade at 22 Ord Court to better differentiate the two
structures.

After public testimony made at the February 12, 2015 hearing, the Commission voted again to

continue the item due to concern over the two mature trees at 24 Ord Court. The Commission

requested that the Project Sponsor explore alternatives which 1.) preserved the trees, and 2.)
- further differentiated the two facades of the new proposed structure at 22 and 24 Ord Court.
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On September 24, 2015, the Project Sponsor presented an alternative that:
1. Preserved the two trees at 24 Ord Court, and
2. Further differentiated the facades of 22 and 24 Ord Court.

During the September 24% Planning Commission Hearing, the Appellant expressed
dissatisfaction with the Projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court as proposed, because they triggered
Conditional Use Authorization criteria stipulated in the interim zoning controls. At the
hearing the Appellant proposed that one lot be permitted to proceed with a Conditional Use
Authorization and Variance, and one that was Code compliant. The proposal was
incorporated into the project before the Board of Supervisors.

PEIE PRGOS

Ot LOT 1S DEVELRED YaTH 2 W PARGTE HOMES: UL LOT 15
DEVELOPED WITH § UNITS FRONTING OH ORD COURT

OINE LOT RECHIRES & CONDHTIONAL LISE AN VARIANCE, ONL
Lo DOES NOT BEQUIRE ANY L ORDTOGNAL USE OR
YARIARTL

(A screen shoft of the proposal presented by the Appellant to the Planning Commission at the
September 24, 2015 hearing. The Planning Commission accepted and incorporated the
Appellants proposal.)

The use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements, or
potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including, but not limited to the
following:
i. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures.

Planning Commission Findings: The proposed structure is compatible with the
height and depth of the surrounding buildings. The single-story vertical addition and
horizontal expansion at 22 Ord Court are at an appropriate scale for the home’s
location on a block with many houses that are three-stories or more as shown in the
height diagram, attached. The proposed structure will maintain a three-story facade
at the block face, consistent with the other three-story structures on the block, such as
30 Ord Court and 16 Ord Court. The adjacent building at 20 Ord Court / 231 States
Street is a three-story, multi-family structure at the block face that steps back to five
stories on the States Street frontage. Both the fourth-floor addition and the third-floor
roof deck on the existing building at 22 Ord Court are set back, making the fourth
floor minimally visible from the street. The fourth floor addition is approximately
417 square feet, and the setback provided at this level far exceeds that required by the
Planning Code.
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The new building at the rear of 22 Ord Court is two stories above street level,
consistent with the existing pattern of development on States Street. States Street is
characterized by a mix of building scales and styles, ranging from one to four stories
in height.

The existing and proposed dwelling units are deliberately separated between the Ord
Court and States Street Frontages to allow for mid-block open space that preserves
light to adjacent structures at 20 and 30 Ord Court. The Project Sponsor provided
bulk and shadow studies for an alternative design which is included as an enclosure
to the attached case report. The bulk and shadow study shows that placing two
dwelling units in a building fronting Ord Court would - severely restrict light
available to adjacent building and to the proposed structure. In contrast, the
proposed project preserves the health, safety and general welfare of individuals
residing in the vicinity by maintaining their access to light and by substantially
reducing shadow coverage on adjacent properties.

ii. Planning Commission Findings: 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 and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking,
including provisions of car-share parking spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this
Code. :

The proposed project will not exceed the density permitted by the Planning Code
and is well served by public transit. The Castro Street Muni Station is less than a 10-
minute walk, while the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines have nearby stops. For these
reasons, the type and volume of traffic generated by the proposed project will not be
detrimental.

The project features off-street parking for all residences, as required by the Planning
Code. The design and placement of garage entrances, doors and gates are compatible
with the surrounding area, and the width of all garage entrances is minimized. The
placement of curb cuts is also coordinated to maximize on-street parking.

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

Planning Commission Findings: The proposal will not produce or include uses that
would emit noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor.

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

. Planning Commission Findings: The proposal does not include loading or services
areas, nor will it include atypical lighting or signage. The project will comply with
Planning Code Section 138, and provide a street tree, as well as landscaping in the
building setback fronting States Street.

C. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.
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Planning Commission Findings: The proposed project complies with all applicable
requirements and standards of the Planning Code, once the requested variance is issued, and
is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan as follows:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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.

The Project directly advances this policy by creating a new single-family home and expanding an existing
one to be adequately sized for families and children. Families with children typically seek more bedrooms
and larger shared living areas than smaller households. The project responds to this demand by creating
units of a size attractive to families with children. .

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERS AND DISTINC CHARACER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S

NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1:
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2:
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 11.5:
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood character.

The proposed project supports these policies by featuring new construction that is consistent with the
existing character and density of the neighborhood. The project is consistent with all accepted design
standards, including those related to site design, building scale and form, architectural features and
building details. The project respects the site’s topography and provides mid-block open space. The height
and depth of the new building on States Street is compatible with the existing building scale. The building’s
form, facade width, proportions and roofline are also compatible with surrounding buildings. Finally, the
project’s density is consistent with the prevailing character of the neighborhood.

ANCISCO .10
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TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE I:

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEE THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.3:
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

The proposed project directly furthers this policy by creating additional residential uses in an area well-
served by the City’s public transit systems. The Castro Street Muni Station is less than a 10-minute walk
from the project site, while the 24, 33, 35 and 37 bus lines all have bus stops nearby as well. The numerous
nearby public transit options will help ensure the proposed project has no adverse impacts on traffic
patterns in the vicinity of the project site.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4:

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

Policy 4.12:
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

The proposed project furthers this policy by including and maintaining landscaping that will improve the
neighborhood environment. Landscaping will be providing on the States Street frontage where the building
is set back from the property line. The roof decks on States Street will be visible from upslope residences on
State Street and Museum Way; the project will increase the presence of visible vegetation on the properties.

Policy 4.15:

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
new buildings. '

The proposed project furthers this policy by ensuring that incompatible new buildings are not introduced to
the existing neighborhood. The height and depth of the new buildings on States Street is compatible with
the existing building scale. The buildings” form, facade width, proportions and roofline are compatible with
surrounding buildings. While there is no consistent mid-block open space pattern on Ord Court and States
Street, the project helps create on between buildings fronting Ord Court and States Street. The proposed
project places buildings carefully on both the front and rear of the lots so as to minimize reduction of
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synlight to neighboring properties and new dwelling units relative to an approach that would cluster all
ynits on the Ord Court street frontage.

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority—plarming 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

SAN FRANCISCO
P

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

This policy does not apply to the proposed project, as the project is residential and will not affect or
displace any existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

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

The proposed project is consistent with this policy, as the existing single-family home at 22 Ord Court
is preserved, with only a modest expansion. The new proposed single-family home is designed to be
consistent with the height and size typical of the existing neighborhood. Moreover, the project
preserves existing significant trees on the States Street side to further conserve the character of th
neighborhood. :

That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The proposed project at 22 Ord Court preserves one existing single-family home and adds one new
single-family home to the City’s housing stock, which will increase housing supply and make housing
more affordable in general. No affordable housing units will be removed, and no new affordable housing
units are required under the Planning Code.

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

The proposed project is located in an area well-served by the City’s public transit systems and
incorporates off-street parking that satisfies City parking requirements. The Castro Street Muni
Station is less than a 10 minute walk from the project site, while the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines all
have stops nearby as well. The proposed project, therefore, will not overburden Streets or neighborhood
parking, or overburden Muni transit service.

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 enhanced.

This policy does not directly apply to the proposed project, as the project does not include commercial
office development and will not displace industrial or service sector uses. Nevertheless, the development
of an additional single family home on the 22 Ord Court property may enhance future opportunities
for resident employment and ownership in the industrial and service sectors. The proposed project is
consistent, therefore, with this policy to the extent it applies.

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

12
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The proposed residential building and addition will comply with all applicable structural and seismic
safety requirements of the City’s Building Code and any other requirements related to earthquake
safety and therefore are consistent with this policy.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
There are no landmarks or historic buildings on the project site.

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

The proposed project is consistent with this policy, as parks and public open space will not be
developed, nor will their access to sunlight be affected by its development. No vistas will be blocked or
otherwise affected by the proposed project.

ISSUE #3: The appellant is concerned that the interim zoning controls may be rendered useless, as
applied to this project.

RESPONSE #2: To the contrary, the interim zoning controls do not prohibit new development such as
the proposed project, but instead establish parameters for approvals of such projects. As described
above, the interim zoning controls requires that the Project Sponsor procure Conditional Use
Authorization where the Commission finds that the Project meet certain aforementioned criteria. The
Commission duly considered both the standard Conditional Use criteria of Planning Code Section 303 as
well as the additional criteria of the interim controls and appropriately approved the project..

CONCLUSION:

For the reasons stated above, the Department recommends that the Board uphold the Commission’s
decision in approving the Conditional Use authorization for the new construction of a two-story building
at the rear of 22 Ord Court, with the new building fronting States Street and deny the Appellant’s request
for appeal. :
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Executive Summary

Conditional Use Authorization e
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 24, 2015 | A B 0247
Reception:
Date: September 15, 2015 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2013.1521CUAV ' Fax:
Project Address: 22 Ord Court : 415.558.6409
Permit Application: 201310219832 (Alteration to Existing) Planning
201310219817 (Proposed New Construction at Rear) Information:
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) 415.558.6377
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 2619/067

Project Sponsor:  David Clarke — (415) 370.5677
P.O. Box 14352
San Francisco, CA 94114
Staff Contact: Tina Chang — (415) 575.9197

tina.chang@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Conditions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal includes a vertical and horizontal addition, increasing the existing +/-2,400 square foot
home approximately 3,225 square feet, an increase of approximately 825 square feet. The addition would
extend the rear of the third floor to the rear building wall, with a 5-foot side setback from the western
property line, and construct a fourth floor set back approximately 12’-5” from the front facade,
approximately 19 feet from the property line, and 5-foot side setbacks on both sides of the property. The
addition alone would not require conditional use authorization, as it does not increase the existing square
footage by more than 3,000 square feet or more than 75%, the threshold triggering Conditional Use
authorization if the legal unit count is not increased under Resolution 76-15. The new construction of a
two-story, +/- 3,110 square foot, single-family structure at the rear of the existing single-family dwelling is
also included as part of the proposal. The proposed rear structure would contain two levels below grade,
to include a family room and two bedrooms. The first at-grade floor contains a one-car garage, bedroom
and office, with the main living area on the second level, which is setback approximately 6 feet from the
rear property line. A +/- 240 square foot roof deck is proposed above the 27 level. A 29-7” deep rear yard
amounting to approximately 25% lot coverage is maintained between the existing and proposed
structures; however, this would amount to greater than 55% lot coverage, as well as an increase to the
square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and greater than 100%, the threshold triggering Conditional
Use authorization when the legal unit count of a property is increased under Resolution 76-15. The
Project Sponsor is also constructing a new single family dwelling at the rear of 24 Ord Court, under
Building Permit Number 201310219830 and Case Number 2013.1522CUAV. Under the California
Environmental Quality Act, the projects at both 22 and 24 Ord Court were analyzed as one
comprehensive project, though there are three separate building permits for each of the three buildings,
two-at 22 Ord Court, and one at 24 Ord Court.

www.sfplanning.org
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It should be noted that this project previously came before the Planning Commission as a public initiated
requested for Discretionary Review, first on December 4, 2014. After public testimony in opposition to the
Project the Planning Commission continued the subject item to February 5, 2015. The project was
subsequently continued to February 12%. At the hearing, the Plarmiﬁg Commission made definitive
requests to reduce the size of the proposed new construction at the rear of the subject property, including
the removal of top level of the proposed new structure at the rear; differentiation of architectural design
between the proposed structures at the rear of 22 and 24 Ord Court and the reduction of parking
provided to increase habitable space within the proposed new structure. The removal of the trees at 24
Ord Court had been approved by the Department of Public Works due to poor structure, though this
decision was appealed. At the time of the December 4t hearing, the Department of Public Works DPW
had not yet issued the resulting order from the hearing held for the trees in question. In addition to the
changes outlined above, the Commission was also interested in learning outcome of the DPW hearing.

On February 12, 2015, the Commission again heard the Discretionary Review Requests for 22-24 Ord
Court. In response to the Commission’s requests, the Project Sponsor presented changes to the proposed
construction which included a reduction in the number of floors above grade from three to two, a
reduction of off-street parking spaces from two-to-one thus increasing habitable living space, and the
alteration of the front facade at 22 Ord Court to better differentiate the two structures. By the time of the
February 12, 2015 hearing, the resulting order from the DPW had been issued indicating that the removal
of trees would be approved on the condition that all necessary permit approvals were attained to
construct the new building at 24 Ord Court. After public testimony, the Commission voted, again, to
continue the item to March 12, 2015, so that the Project Sponsor could explore options to preserve the
mature trees at 24 Ord Court, while also exploring ways to differentiate the two buildings at 22 and 24
Ord Court even more.

On March 9, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed interim legislation to impose interim zoning controls
for an 18month period for parcels in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts within neighborhoods
known as Corbett Heights and Corona Heights, requiring Conditional Use authorization for any
residential development on a. vacant parcel that would result in total residential square footage exceed
3,000 square feet; Conditional Use authorization for any new residential development on a developed
parcel that will increase the existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet by more than 75%
without increasing the existing legal unit count, or more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit
count; and requiring Conditional Use authorization for residential development that results in greater
than 55% total lot coverage. As the project site was affected by the interim legislation, therefore requiring
Conditional Use authorization for the projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court as proposed, the Project Sponsor
requested a continuance to May 24, 2015. The items were again continued to June 25, 2015, August 13,
2015, and finally to September 24, 2015 at the request of the Project Sponsor.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The proposed project is located on a through lot at 22 Ord Court with frontages on both Ord Court and
States Street in the Castro / Upper Market Neighborhood. The property is developed with an existing 3-
story, +/- 2,400 square-foot, single family structure on a +/-2,940 square foot lot. The existing building was
originally constructed as a single-family dwelling in 1954. A third-story addition was constructed in the
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1980’s resulting in a change to the building’s scale, massing and design. Based on review conducted by
Planning Department staff, the existing building at 22 Ord Court lacks sufficient integrity and is not
eligible as a historic resource under CEQA. The property is not located within the boundaries of any
listed historic districts. Therefore, the property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under
any criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mixture of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, containing
mostly one- or two- residential dwelling-units. The residential neighborhood contains dwellings of
varying heights and depths on an up-sloping street, as one heads west. Both adjacent properties, east and
west of the subject property, are three-story buildings containing two dwelling units. The building to the
east is a multi-family, two stories-over-garage structure at the block face, and steps back to five stories
after approximately 55" from the front facade. The building to the west is a single-family, one-story-over
garage structure at the block face.

The subject property is within the Castro / Upper Market Neighborhood, and about .4 miles west of the
Castro / Market Street intersection. Castro Street serves as the cross street on the east side of the property
where the neighborhood transitions to a Residential, Mixed, Low-Density (RM-1) zoning district, the
Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial (NCD) and Upper Market Neighborhood Commercial
Transit District (NCT). RM-1 zoning districts contain ground-floor commercial spaces and mostly
residential units on upper floors. A mixture of dwelling types found in RH Districts are also found in
RM-1 districts, in addition to a significant number of apartment buildings that broaden the range of unit
sizes and the variety of structures. The Upper Market NCT and NCD zoning districts are multi-purpose
commercial districts, well served by transit including the Castro Street Station of the Market Street
subway and the F-Market historic streetcar line, providing limited convenience goods to adjacent
neighborhoods, but also serve as a shopping street for a broader trade area.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Project’is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and Class 3

categorical exemption.

HEARING NOTIFICATION .
TYPE REQUIRED REQUIRED ACTUAL ACTUAL
PERIOD NOTICE DATE NOTICE DATE PERIOD
Classified News Ad 20 days - September 4, 2015 September 2, 2015 22 days
Posted Notice 20 days September 4, 2015 A August 31, 2015 25 days
Mailed Notice 20days | September 4,2015 September 4, 2015 20 days

The proposal requires a Section 311-neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction with
the conditional use authorization process. Section 311 neighborhood notification for the project was also
conducted from August 8, 2014 to September 7, 2014, prior to the request for Discretionary Review of the
project.
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PUBLIC COMMENT

As of September 14, 2015, the Staff has received a couple inquiries from members of the public. One
inquiry was made by a Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association representative regarding the contents of
- the case report, and the process of the hearing — specifically how the previously filed requests for
discretionary review would interact with the Conditional Use Authorization Hearing. The representative
was informed that since decisions made by the Planning Commission on conditional use authorizations
could not be appealable to the Board of Appeals, which is the appeal body for building permit
applications and discretionary review items, the discretionary review previously filed would effectively
be dropped. However, the Commission Secretary would grant the DR Requestors 10 minutes to present
their case, which is the same amount of time granted to the Project Sponsor. Neither party would receive
time for rebuttals as would occur during Discretionary Review Hearings.

_ Another inquiry was made by the President of the Corbett Heights Neighbors who asked about
continuing the duly noticed Conditional Use Hearing to await plans for the existing structure at 24 Ord
Court. To date, the Planning Department has not been made aware of any plans for the existing structure
at 24 Ord Court.

Public comment for the previously filed discretionary review for the project can be found under case
number 2013.1521DDV.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

= Interim zoning controls under Resolution 76-15 require that the Commission grant Conditional
Use authorization allowing residential development to result in greater than 55% lot coverage
upon finding unique or exceptional lot constraints that would make development infeasible
without exceeding 55% total lot coverage. Findings are made in the draft motion, demonstrating
that the project meets these conditions. Since the lot is significantly sloped between Ord Court
and States Street, the existing structure covers a significant percentage of the lot, making it
infeasible to add new space for an adequate, family-sized unit while maintaining overall lot
coverage beneath 55%. Usable interior square footage is further reduced by increasing the need
for stairwells and related space to allow for development spread across multiple levels. A bulk
and shadow analysis is also included as an attachment to the subject Commission Packet.

» Interim zoning controls under Resolution 76-15 also require that the Commission, in considering
a Conditional Use authorization in a situation where an additional residential unit is proposed on
a through lot on which there is an existing building on the opposite street frontage, grant such
authorization upon finding that it would be infeasible to add a unit to the already developed
street frontage of the lot. Findings were made in the draft motion demonstrating that the project
meets these conditions. In bulk and shadow analysis conducted by the Project Sponsor, it was
determined that constructing all units on the Ord Court frontage would result in several loss of
light and air to adjacent properties.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant conditional use authorization to allow the
construction of the proposed new construction of a +/-3,100 square foot, two-story, single-family dwelling
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at the rear of the existing structure at 22 Ord Court, which would result in greater than 55% lot coverage,
and an increase of the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and 100%.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

»  The project would add an additional, family-sized dwelling unit to the City’s housing stock,
while improving an existing unit.

= The project is well serviced by and would not over-burden the City’s public transportation
network.

» The project meets all applicable requirements of the Plamﬁng Code.

n  The project is desirable for, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions

Attachments:

Parcel Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photograph

Site Photograph

Project Sponsor Submittal, including:
- Letter from Sponsor (including Renderings)
- Reduced Plans
-Shadow Study for Proposal
-Shadow Study for Infeasible Alternative
-Height Study Diagram
-Arborist Memorandum

Interim Zoning Controls — Resolution 76-15 .
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Planning Commission Motion 19483
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 24, 2015

Date: September 15, 2015
Case No.: 2013.1521CUAV
Project Address: 22 Ord Courxt -
" Permit Application: 201310219832 (Alteration to Exisﬁng)
201310219817 (Proposed New Construction at Rear)

Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 2619/067

Project Sponsor:  David Clarke — (415) 370.5677
P.O. Box 14352
San Francisco, CA 94114

Staff Contact: Tina Chang - (415) 575.9197

» tina.chang@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Conditions

ADOPTING FINDINGS GRANTING CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 306.7 ESTABLISHING INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS
IMPOSED BY RESOLUTION NO. 76-15 ON MARCH 9, 2015 TO PERMIT . LOT COVERAGE OF A
PARCEL TO EXCEED 55% AND AN INCREASE TO THE EXISTING SQUARE FOOTAGE IN
EXCESS OF 3,000 SQUARE FEET AND/ OR MORE THAN 100% BY CONSTRUCTING A NEW, +/-
3,110 GROSS SQUARE FOOT, TWO-STORY DWELLING UNIT AT THE REAR OF THE EXISTING
THROUGH LOT. THE PROJECT SITE 1S LOCATED WITHIN AN RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE,
TWO FAMILY) ZONING AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On October 21, 2013, Reza Khosnevisan, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, filed Building Permit Application
Numbers 201310219832 and 201310219817 to the vertical addition of the existing structure at 22 Ord
Court, and for the new construction of a three-story, single family dwelling unit fronting States Street.

On October 18, 2013 Reza Khosnevisan, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, filed a Variance Application Case No.
2013.1521V to construct a three-story single family dwelling unit in the required rear yard of the property
at 22 Ord Court. :

SAN FRANGCISCO 1
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On September 5, 2014 Chris Parkes filed a Discretionary Review (DR) against Building Permit
Application No. 201310219832 for the vertical addition of the existing structure and Building Permit
Application No. 201310219817 for the new construction of the three story single family dwelling at the
rear of the property. The DR filer also initiated Discretionary Review for Building Permit Application No.
201310219830 for the new construction of a dwelling unit at the rear of 24 Ord Court. Chris Parkes raised
concerns about the removal of significant trees at the rear of 24 Ord Court, and felt that the projects at 22
and 24 Ord Court as proposed did not meet Residential Design Guidelines. The DR Requestor was also
opposed to the project because of noncompliance with the Planning Code and the need for a variance to
construct in the required rear yard.

On December 4, 2014, a duly noticed public hearing was held for the public initiated discretionary review
of and variance requests for the proposed projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court. After public testimony in
opposition to the Project the Planning Commission continued. the subject item to February 5, 2015. The
project was subsequently continued to February 12%, to allow for additional time to conduct
environmental review of the project changes. Though suggestions were made regarding the existing
structure at 22 Ord Court, the Planning Commission made definitive requests to refine the proposed new
construction at the rear of the subject property, including the removal of top level of the proposed new
structure at the rear; differentiation of architectural design between the proposed structures at the rear of
22 and 24 Ord Court and the reduction of parking provided to increase habitable space within the
proposed new structure. The removal of the trees at 24 Ord Court had been approved by the Department
of Public Works due to poor structure, though this decision was appealed: At the time of the December 4%
hearing, the Department of Public Works DPW had not yet issued the resulting order from the hearing
held for the trees in question. In addition to the changes outlined above, the Commission was also
interested in learning outcome of the DPW hearing.

On February 12, 2015, the Commission again heard the Discretionary Review Requests for 22-24 Ord
Court. In response to the Commission’s requests, the Project Sponsor presented changes to the proposed
construction which included a reduction in the number of floors above grade from three to two, a
reduction of off-street parking spaces from two-to-one thus increasing habitable living space, and the
alteration of the front facade at 22 Ord Court to better differentiate the two structures. By the time of the
February 12, 2015 hearing, the resulting order from the DPW had been issued indicating that the removal
of trees would be approved on the condition that all necessary permit approvals were attained to
construct the new building at 24 Ord Court. After public testimony, the Commission voted, again, to
continue the item to March 12, 2015, so that the Project Sponsor could explore options to preserve the
mature trees at 24 Ord Court, while also exploring ways to differentiate the two buildings at 22 and 24
Ord Court even more.

On March 9, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed interim legislation to impose interim zoning controls
for an 18-month period for parcels in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts within neighborhoods
known as Corbett Heights and Corona Heights, requiring Conditional Use authorization for any
residential development on a vacant parcel that would result in total residential square footage exceed
3,000 square feet; Conditional Use authorization for any new residential development on a developed
parcel that will increase the existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet by more than 75%
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~ without increasing the existing legal unit count, or more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit
count; and requiring Conditional Use authorization for residential development that results in great than
55% total lot coverage. As the project site was affected by the interim legislation, therefore requiring
Conditional Use authorization for the projects at 22 and 24 Ord Court as proposed, the Project Sponsor
requested a continuance to May 24, 2015. The items were again continued to June 25, 2015, August 13,
2015, and finally to September 24, 2015 at the request of the Project Sponsor.

On June 30, 2015, Alan Murphy, on behalf of Kenneth Tam, (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed
Application No. 2013.1521CUA (hereinafter “Application”) with the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”) seeking authorization for development exceeding 55% lot coverage, and increasing the
existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet or more than 100% with an increase to the legal
unit count within the RH-2 (Residential House, Two Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District. The proposal includes a vertical and horizontal addition, increasing the existing 2,401 square foot
home by approximately 824 square feet to approximately 3,225 square feet. The addition would extend
the rear of the third floor to the rear building wall, with a 5-foot side setback from the western property
line, and construct a fourth floor set back approximately 12’-5” from the front facade, approximately 19
feet from the property line, and 5-foot side setbacks on both sides of the property. The addition alone
would not require conditional use authorization, as it does not increase the existing square footage by
more than 3,000 square feet or more than 75%. However, the new construction of the proposed structure
at the rear would result in greater than 55% lot coverage and the square footage to exceed 3,000 square
feet, and an increase of more than 100%.

The Planning Department, Jonas O. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case Nos.
2013.1521CUAYV and 2013.1522CUAYV at 1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor, San Francisco, California.

On September 24, 2015, the Planning Commission (“Cominission”) conducted public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on Case Nos. 2013.1521CUAV and 2013.1522CUAV.

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 approves the Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 303 and 306.7 establishing interim zoning controls imposed by Resolution No. 76-15 on
March 9, 2015 to permit lot coverage of a parcel to exceed 55% and an increase to the existing square
footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and more than 100% by constructing a new, +/- 3,110 gross square
foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing through lot at 22 Ord Court under Case No.
2013.1521CUAYV, 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:
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1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The proposed project is located on a through lot at 22 Ord
Court with frontages on both Ord Court and States Street in the Castro / Upper Market
Neighborhood. The property is developed with an existing 3-story, +/- 2,400 square-foot, single
family structure on a +/-2,940 square foot lot. The existing building was originally constructed as
a single-family dwelling in 1954. A third-story addition was constructed in the 1980’s resulting in
a change to the building’s scale, massing and design. Based on review conducted by Planning
Department staff, the existing building at 22 Ord Court lacks sufficient integrity and is not
eligible as a historic resource under CEQA. The property is not located within the boundaries of
any listed historic districts. Therefore, the property is not eligible for listing in the California
Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The surrounding neighborhood consists of a
mixture of one-, two-, and three-story buildings, containing mostly one- or two- residential
dwelling-units. The residential neighborhood contains dwellings of varying heights and depths
on an up-sloping street, as one heads west. Both adjacent properties, east and west of the subject
property, are three-story buildings containing two dwelling units. The building to the east is a
multi-family, two stories-over-garage at the block face, and steps back to five stories after
approximately 55 from the front facade. The building to the west is a single-family,
one-story-over garage structure at the block face.

The subject property is within the Castro / Upper Market Neighborhood, and about .4 miles west
of the Castro / Market Street intersection. Castro Street serves as the cross street on the east side
of the property where the neighborhood transitions fo a Residential, Mixed, Low-Density (RM-1)
zoning district, the Upper Market Street Neighborhoed Commercial (NCD) and Upper Market
Neighborhood Commerdial Transit District (NCT). RM-1 zoning districts contain ground-floor
commercial spaces and mostly residential units on upper floors. A mixture of dwelling types
found in RH Districts are also found in RM-1 districts, in addition to a significant number of
apartment buildings that broaden the range of unit sizes and the variety of structures. The Upper
Market NCT and NCD zoning districts are multi-purpose commerdial districts, well served by
transit including the Castro Street Station of the Market Street subway and the F-Market historic
streetcar line, providing limited convenience goods to adjacent neighborhoods, but also serve as a
shopping street for a broader trade area.

4. Project Description. The proposal includes a vertical and horizontal addition, increasing the
existing +/- 2,400 square foot home by approximately 825 square feet to approximately 3,225
square feet. The addition would extend the rear of the third floor to the rear building wall, with a
5-foot side setback from the western property line, and construct a fourth floor set back
approximately 12’-5” from the front facade, approximately 19 feet from the property line, and 5-
foot side setbacks on both sides of the property. The addition alone would not require
conditional use authorization, as it does not increase the existing square footage by more than
3,000 square feet or more than 75%. The new construction of a two-story, +/- 3,110 square foot,

4
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single-family structure at the rear of the existing single-family dwelling is also included as part of
the proposal. The proposed rear structure would contain two levels below grade, to include a
family room and two bedrooms. The first at-grade floor contains a one-car garage, bedroom and
office, with the main living area on the second level, which is setback approximately 6 feet from
the rear property line. A +/- 240 square foot roof deck is proposed above the 274 level. A rear yard
amounting to approximately 25% lot coverage is maintained between the existing and proposed
structures; however, this would amount to greater than 55% lot coVerage, as well as an increase to
the square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and greater than 100%.

5. Public Comment. As of September 14, 2015, the Staff has received a couple inquiries from
members of the public. One inquiry was made by a Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
representative regarding the contents of the case report, and the process of the hearing —
specifically how the previously filed requests for discretionary review would interact with the
Conditional Use Authorization Hearing. The representative was informed that since decisions
made by the Planning Commission on conditional use authorizations could not be appealable to
the Board of Appeals, which is the appeal body for building permit applications and
discretionary review items, the discretionary review previously filed would effectively be
dropped. However, the Commission Secretary would grant the DR Requestors 10 minutes to
present their case, which is the same amount of time granted to the Project Sponsor. Neither party
would receive time for rebuttals as would occur during Discretionary Review Hearings.

Another inquiry was made by the President of the Corbett Heights Neighbors who inquired
about continuing the duly noticed Conditional Use Hearing to await plans for the existing
structure at 24 Ord Court. To date, the Planning Department has not been made aware of any
plans for the existing structure at 24 Ord Court.

Public comment for the previously filed discretionary review for the project can be found under
case number 2013.1521DDV.

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

A. Rear Yard (Section 134). Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard depth
equal to 45% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, except that rear
yard requirements can be reduced to a line on the lot, parallel to the rear lot line, which is the
average between the depths of the rear building walls of both adjacent properties.

The adjacent property to the east at 231 States Street is developed with nearly full lot coverage and is
setback approximately 3 feet from the rear lot line whereas the adjacent property to the west at 24 Ord
Court currently has a rear yard of approximately 71°-7”. For a code-compliant rear yard, development
would need to be set back approximately 37"-3.5” from the rear property line. As the Project Sponsor is
proposing development built approximately 6 feet from the rear property line with a 29°-7" deep rear
yard internalized between the existing and proposed structures, a Variance is required. The hearing for
the Variance will be heard by the Zoning Administrator on September 24, 2015. The Variance Hearing
for the project was initially scheduled for August 27, 2015, but continued to December 4, 2014,
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February 5, 2015, February 12, 2015, June 25, 2015, August 13, 2015 and finally to September 24,
2015 to be heard in conjunction with the Planning Commission Hearing.

B. Open Space (Section 135). The Planning Code Requires 125 square feet of open space for
each dwelling unit if all private, and 166.25 square feet of open space per dwelling unit if
shared. The Project requires at least 250 square feet of open space for both dwelling units, or
332.5 square feet of open space, if common.

The proposed structure at the year includes a +/- 240 square foot roof deck that would satisfy the open
space requirements for the dwelling unit, as well as a +/- 740 square foot shared rear yard, exceeding
the open space requirements. The front structure also includes roof decks at the 3'% and 4% levels
amounting to X square feet.

C. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements (Section 138.1). Planning Code Section 138.1
requires one new street tree for every 20 feet of street frontage for projects proposing new
construction.

The Project includes the new construction of a two-story residential building and the vertical and
horizontal addition on an existing structure on a lot with frontage 25 feet of frontage on both Ord
Court and States Street. The total Project frontage is approximately 50 feet with one existing street
tree along the Ord Court frontage. The Project Sponsor will plant one new tree along the States Street
frontage. The exact location, size and species of trees shall be as approved by the Department of Public
Works (DPW). The Project Sponsor will be required to pay an in-liey fee for any tree that may not be
planted.

D. Bird Safety (Section 139). Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe
buildings, including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The subject lot is located in close proximity to a possible urban bird vefuge. The Project will be required
to meet the requirements of location-related standards, and will ensure that the Bird Collision Zone,
which begins at grade and extends upwards for 60 feet, consists of no more than 10% untreated
glazing.

E. Dwelling Unit Exposure (Section 140). Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one
room of all dwelling units face directly onto 25 feet of open area (a public street, alley or side
yard) or onto an inner courtyard that is 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at
which the dwelling unit in question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an
increase in five feet in every horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor.

Both the existing structure fronting Ord Court and the proposed structure fronting States Street meets
the exposure requirement in that at least one room of each dwelling unit faces directly onto 25 feet of
open area — in the form of the public streets and 29°-7’ rear yard in between both structures.

E. Section 151. Off-Street Parking: Planning Code Section 151 requires one off-street parking
space per dwelling units.

The Project includes a one-car garage for the existing structure at 22 Ord Court and a one car garage
for the proposed dwelling at the rear of the property fronting States Street.
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7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use authorization. On balance, the project complies with
the criteria of Section 303, in that:

A. The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with,
the neighborhood or community.

The proposed uses — a new structure at the rear of 22 Ord Court, a through lot, in an RH-2 Zoning
District, is consistent with development patterns in this residential neighborhood and with the
requirements of the Planning Code. The proposed structure and addition are modestly sized, but
contain enough bedrooms and shared living areas to allow sufficient space for families with children, a
demographic the City actively seeks to vetain and attract pursuant to General Plan Housing Element
Policy 4.1. Expanding an existing single-family dwelling and providing additional dwellings of
appropriate size for this demographic, among others, is desirable for and compatible with, the
neighborhood and the community. By increasing the supply of housing, the proposed project also
contributes to alleviating the City’s critical housing shortage.

B. The use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing orvworking in the vicinity, or injurious to property,
improvements, or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including,
but not limited to the following: '

i. The natute of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed
size, shape and arrangement of structures.

The proposed structure is compatible with the height and depth of the surrounding buildings.
The single-story vertical addition and horizontal expansion at 22 Ord Court are at an
appropriate scale for the home’s location on a block with many houses that are three-stories or
more as shown in the height diagram, attached. The proposed structure will maintain a three-
story facade at the block face, consistent with the other three-story structures on the block,
such as 30 Ord Court and 16 Ord Court. The adjacent building at 20 Ord Court / 231 States
Street is a three-story, multi-family structure at the block face that steps back to five stories on
the States Street frontage. Both the fourth-floor addition and the third-floor voof deck on the
existing building at 22 Ord Court are set back, making the fourth floor minimally visible from
the street. The fourth floor addition is approximately 417 square feet, and the setback provided
at this level far exceeds that required by the Planning Code.

The new building at the rear of 22 Ord Court is two stories above street level, consistent with
the existing pattern of development on States Street. States Street is characterized by a mix of
building scales and styles, ranging from one to four stories in height.

The existing and proposed dwelling units are deliberately separated between the Ord Court
and States Street Frontages to allow for mid-block open space that preserves light to adjacent
structures at 20 and 30 Ord Court. As shown in the bulk and shadow studies for an
alternative deign, enclosed as an attachment to this case report, placing two dwelling units in
a building fronting Ord Court would severely restrict light available to adjacent buildings
and to the new structures themselves, casting shadows across to neighboring buildings. In
contrast, the proposed project preserves the health, safety and general welfare of individuals

7
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residing in the vicinity by maintaining their access to light and by substantially reducing
shadow coverage on adjacent properties.

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 and of proposed alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions
of car-share parking spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this Code.

The proposed project will not exceed the density permitted by the Planning Code and is well
served by public transit. The Castro Street Muni Station is less than a 10-minut walk, while
the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines have nearby stops. For these reasons, the type and volume of
traffic generated by the proposed project will not be detrimental.

The project features off-street parking for all residences, as required by the Planning Code.
The design and placement of garage entrances, doors and gates are compatible with the
surrounding area, and the width of all garage entrances is minimized. The placement of curb
cuts is also coordinated to maximize on-street parking.

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

The proposal will not produce or include uses that would emit noxious or offensive emissions
such as noise, glare, dust and odor.

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

The proposal does not include loading or services areas, nor will it include atypical lighting or
signage. The project will comply with Planning Code Section 138, and provide a street tree,
as well as landscaping in the building setback fronting States Street.

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

The proposed project complies with all applicable requirements and standards of the Planning Code,
once the requested variance is issued, and is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General
Plan as follows:

9. Interim Zoning Controls (Resolution 76-15). On March 9, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed
interim legislation to impose interim zoning controls for an 18-month period for parcels in RH-1,
RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts within neighborhoods known as Corbett Heights and Corona
Heights, requiring Conditional Use authorization for any residential development on a vacant
parcel that would result in total residential square footage exceed 3,000 square feet; Conditional
Use authorization for any new residential development on a developed parcel that will increase
the existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet by more than 756% without
increasing the existing legal unit count, or more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit
count; and requiring Conditional Use authorization for residential development that results in
great than 55% total lot coverage.
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A. The Planning Commission shall only grant a Conditional Use authorization allowing
residential development to result in greater than 55% lot coverage upon finding unique or
exceptional lot constraints that would make development on the lot infeasible without
exceeding 55% total lot coverage, or in the case of the addition of a residential unit, that such
addition would be infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot coverage; and

The proposed project will increase the number of residential units from one to two on 22 Ord Court.
Total lot coverage would exceed 55%; it would be infeasible to add a second dwelling unit without
exceeding 55% lot coverage as the lot is significantly sloped between Ord Court and States Street. For
this reason, the existing single-family dwelling already covers a significant percentage of the lot,
making it infeasible to add new space for an adequate family-sized unit while maintaining overall lot
coverage beneath 55%.

Due to the significant intra-lot elevation difference between Ord Court and States Street, the sloping
further reduces usable interior square footage by increasing the need for stairs and related space to
allow for living spaces to spread across multiple levels. To compensate for these inefficiencies in interior
design, residential development of reasonable size is infeasible unless spread over more than 55% of the
lot.

An alternative approach to the proposed project that would locate all dwelling units on the Ord Court
side of the lots (enclosed as an attachment to this case report), would exceed 55% total lot coverage.
While this alternative is infeasible for reasons identified below, it demonstrates that exceedance of 55%
lot coverage is unavoidable regardless of whether the buildings are massed exclusively on the Ord
Court frontage or are split between the Ord Court and States Street frontages.

B. The Planning Commission, in considering a Conditional Use authorization in a situation
where an additional residential unit is proposed on a through lot on which there is already
an existing building on the opposite street frontage, shall only grant such authorization upon
finding that it would be infeasible to add a unit to the already developed street frontage of
the lot.

The proposed project will increase the number of residential units from one fo two on each of two
through lots (22 and 24 Ord Court), with each new single-family home located on the opposite street
frontage (States Street) from the existing buildings. It would be infeasible to add units on the already
developed street frontage of the lots, as the resulting development would block light and cast shadows
on the few windows available to certain units in adjacent buildings at 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court
/ 231 States Street. Such a project would also prevent adequate light from entering the new structures
on the project site.

Due to the significant sloping on the lots between Ord Court and States Street, usable interior square
footage is reduced by increasing the need for stairwells and related space to allow for development
spread across multiple levels. This lot constraint forces development on the lots to extend toward the
property lines. Additionally, the slope is most severe on the rear 40% of the lots. Where units are
concentrated on the already déveloped street frontage (the side with the more gentle slope), this
constraint limits the ability to design for usable open space. For these reasons, sloping constraints
further would necessitate use of the full width of the lots for any “concentrated” development on the
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Ord Court side. An enclosed bulk study shows hypothetical buildings that would add new dwelling
units to the already developed street frontage at Ord Court.

However, this type of concentrated development on the Ord Court frontage would block substantial
light and cast significant shadows on adjacent buildings at 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court / 231
States Street.

To begin, as shown in the bulk study and in a bird's-eye view photograph of 30 Ord Court, a structure
on 24 Ord Court that concentrates units on the Ord Court side would cover four property-line
windows on 30 Ord Court. These windows are not legally protected, but do provide light and air to
four dwelling unifs.

Although these same units also receive light from a building light well, shadows would be cast on the
light well by concentrated development on Ord Court. An enclosed shadow study assesses shadows
that such buildings would cast on three days throughout the year—March 21 (the spring equinox),
June 21 (the summer solstice), and December 21 (the winter solstice). The studies show that large
structures on Ord Court would completely cover in shadow the light well at 30 Ord Court on the
mornings of March 21, June 21, and December 21. In contrast, a separate shadow study shows that
‘developing new units on the opposite street frontage from existing development (the States Street side)
would not cast shadows on the light well throughout most of the year (as shown in the March 21 and
June 21 simulations). Moreover, under the proposed project, property- line windows at 30 Ord Court
would not be blocked, thus further alleviating concerns over shadowing on the light well.

The shadow studies for the “concentrated” development on Ord Court and for the proposed project also
provide evidence of two other reasons why developing new units on the Ord Court street frontage
would be infeasible:

o First, such development would result in a significantly greater amount and duration of shadows
across multiple adjacent properties than will the proposed project. Massing new units on the Ord
Court side of the property would direct many shadows onto adjacent buildings and yards,
including 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court / 231 States Street, rather than onto the street (States
Street). This is a highly undesirable outcome, as it needlessly would increase shadowing effects on
neighbors and open space relative to the proposed project. By locating new dwelling units on
States Street, the proposed project directs a much greater proportion of these shadows onto the
uninhabited streef. -

e Second, development of new dwelling units on the already developed street frontage severely
would limit light and air available to the interior of the new structures. As seen on the shadow
study, the narrowness of the lots at 22 and 24 Ord Court would leave few entries for light into
these units and would contribute to buildings that lack appropriate levels of natural light and air.

In sum, adding units to the already developed street frontage of the lots at 22 and 24 Ord Court would
have detrimental effects on natural light and air available to residents of neighboring buildings and of
new buildings on the project site. For these reasons, it would be infeasible to add a unit to the already
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developed street frontage of the lots at 22 Ord Court or 24 Ord Court. In contrast, as shown under the
proposed project, adding units located on the opposite street frontage will be feasible. :

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

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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.

"The Project directly advances this policy by creating a new single-family home and expanding an existing
one to be adequately sized for families and children. Families with children typically seek more bedrooms
and larger shared living areas than smaller households. The project responds to this demand by creating
units of a size attractive to families with children.

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERS AND DISTINC CHARACER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S
NEIGHBORHOODS. :

Policy 11.1: :
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2:
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 11.5:
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood character.

The proposed project supports these policies by featuring new construction that is consistent with the
existing character and density of the neighborhood. The project is consistent with all accepted design
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standards, including those related to site design, building scale and form, architectural features and
building details. The project respects the site’s topography and provides mid-block open space. The height
and depth of the new building on States Street is compatible with the existing building scale. The building’s
form, fagade width, proportions and roofline are also compatible with surrounding buildings. Finally, the
project’s density is consistent with the prevailing character of the neighborhood.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Obijectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEE THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Policy 1.3:

Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of
meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

The proposed project directly furthers this policy by creating additional residential uses in an area well-
served by the City’s public transit systems. The Castro Street Muni Station is less than a 10-minute walk
from the project site, while the 24, 33, 35 and 37 bus lines all have bus stops nearby as well. The numerous
nearby public transit options will help ensure the proposed project has no adverse impacts on traffic
patterns in the vicinity of the project site. '

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 4.12:
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

The proposed project furthers this policy by including and maintaining landscaping that will improve the
neighborhood environment. Landscaping will be providing on the States Street frontage where the building
is set back from the property line. The roof decks on States Street will be visible from upslope residences on
State Street and Museum Way; the project will increase the presence of visible vegetation on the properties.

Policy 4.15:
Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
" new buildings.

12
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11.

The proposed project furthers this policy by ensuring that incompatible new buildings ave not introduced to
the existing neighborhood. The height and depth of the new buildings on States Street is compatible with
the existing building scale. The buildings’ form, facade width, proportions and roofline are compatible with
surrounding buildings. While there is no consistent mid-block open space pattern on Ord Court and States
Street, the project helps create on between buildings fronting Ord Court and States Street. The proposed
project places buildings carefully on both the front and rear of the lots so as to minimize reduction of
sunlight to neighboring properties and new dwelling units relative to an approach that would cluster all
ynits on the Ord Court street frontage.

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.

This policy does not apply to the proposed project, as the project is residential und will not affect or
displace any existing neighborhood-serving retail uses. ‘

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

The proposed project is consistent with this policy, as the existing single-family home at 22 Ord Court
is preserved, with only a modest expansion. The new proposed single-family home is designed to be
consistent with the height and size typical of the existing neighborhood. Moreover, the project
preserves existing significant trees on the States Street side to further conserve the character of the
neighborhood.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The proposed project at 22 Ord Court preserves one existing single-family home and adds one new
single-family home to the City's housing stock, which will increase housing supply and make housing
more affordable in general. No affordable housing units will be removed, and no new affordable housing
units are required under the Planning Code.

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

The proposed project is located in an area well-served by the City’s public transit systems and
incorporates off-street parking that satisfies City parking requirements. The Castro Street Muni
Station is less than a 10 minute walk from the project site, while the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines all
have stops nearby as well. The proposed project, therefore, will not overburden Streets or neighborhood
parking, or overburden Muni transit service.
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11.

12.

13.

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 enhanced.

This policy does not directly apply to the proposed project, as the project does not include commercial
office development and will not displace industrial or service sector uses. Nevertheless, the development
of an additional single family home on the 22 Ord Court property may enhance future opportunities
for resident employment and ownership in the industrial and service sectors. The proposed project is
consistent, therefore, with this policy to the extent it applies.

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

The propbsed residential building and addition will comply with all applicable structural and seismic
safety requirements of the City’s Building Code and any other requirements related to earthquake
safety and therefore are consistent with this policy.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
There are no landmarks or historic buildings on the project site.

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

The proposed project is consistent with this policy, as parks and public open space will not be
developed, nor will their access to sunlight be affected by its development. No vistas will be blocked or
otherwise affected by the proposed project.

First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approvéd by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

The Project Sponsor completed the First Source Hiring Affidavit in January 2014.
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.

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
Authorization No. 2013.1521CUAV under Planning Code Sections 303 and 306.7 establishing interim
zoning controls imposed by resolution no. 76-15 on March 9, 2015 to permit lot coverage of a parcel to
exceed 55% and an increase to the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and more than
100% by constructing a new, +/-3,110 gross square foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing
through lot. The project site is located within an RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) zoning and a 40-x
height and bulk district. The project also seeks a variance from the rear yard requirements per Planning
Code Section 134. The project is subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated September 3, 2015 and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
iricorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
19483. 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
Board 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
Planming Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’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 Government 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.
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Thereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on September 24, 2015.

Jonas P. Tonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Fong, Johnson, Richards, Hillis, Moore, and Wu
NAYS: None
ABSENT: None

ADOPTED: September 24, 2015
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Conditional Use to permit lot coverage of a parcel exceeding 55% and an
increase to the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and more than 100% by constructing a
new, +/-3,110 gross square foot, two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing through lot at 22 Ord
Court; in general conformance with plans, dated September 3, 2015, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included
in the docket for Case No. 2013.1521CUAYV and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved
by the Commission on September 3, 2015 under Motion No. 19483. The project site is located within an
RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) zoning and a 40-X height and bulk district. A Variance from rear
yard requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 is also being sought. This authorization and the
conditions 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 September 24, 2015 under Motion No. 19483.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19483 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Office
Development 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 right 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 authorization.

17

4711



Motion 19483 CASE NO. 2013.1521CUA
September 24, 2015 22 Ord Court

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 Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building
Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-
year period. ‘

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

planning.org

Extension. All time 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 public agency, appeal or challenge
has caused delay.

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

planning.org

Conformity with Current 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, www.sf-

planning.org

Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a variance from the Zoning
Administration to address the requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Section 134). The
conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If these
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conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive or
protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

7. 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

8. Street Trees. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138.1 (formerly 143), the Project Sponsor shall
submit 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 extra tree, shall be provided. Therefore, the
Project is required to one tree along the States Street frontage of 22 Ord Court. The exact location,
size and species 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 utilities 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. The
Project Sponsor will be required to pay an in-lieu fee for the remaining five trees that cannot be
planted. .

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

planning.org

9. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recyding shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards
specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level of the
buildings.

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

10. 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
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Department, and other construction contractor(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.sf-

planning.org

MONITORING AFTER ENTITLEMENT

11.

12.

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
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

planning.org

Revocation Due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved

" by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific

conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

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

planning.org

OPERATION

13.

14.

15.

Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers shall
be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being
serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and
recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at

415-554-.5810, http: //ctdgw org

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

For information about complignce, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works,

415-695-2017, hittp://sfdpw.org

Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed
s0 as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. Lighting shall also be designed to.comply
with the “Standards for Bird Safe Buildings” found here:
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http://50.17.237.182/d ocs/PlanningProvisions/Standards%20for%20Bird %20Safe %20Buildings-%208-
11-11.pdf#page=29. ' ’

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

Certifibate of Determination

Exemption from Environmental Review
Case No.: 2013.1521E
Project Title: 22-24 Ord Court
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential ~ House, Two Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 2619/066 and 067
Lot Size: 5,884 square feet

Project Sponsor:  Aidin Massoudi, SIA Censulting Corporation
 (415) 922-0200
Staff Contact: Christopher Espiritu - (415) 575-9022
Christopher.Espiritu@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project includes the construction of two new single-family residences-to be located within
the rear yards of two adjacent lots, Assessor’s Block 2619 Lots 066 and Lot 067, at 22 and 24 Ord Court.
The lots are comprised of two existing buildings: a three-story, three bedroom, single-family residence on
22 Ord Court and a two-story, two-bedroom, single-family residence on 24 Ord Court. The construction
of the two proposed buildings would establish new frontages along States Street. Each of the proposed
buildings would include a two-bedroom residential unit with two vehicle parking spaces. The proposed
project would also include the expansion of the existing building at 22 Ord Court adding a new fourth
floor, creating one new bedroom with a. full bathroom. The proposed project is located on the block
bounded by States Street to the north, Ord Court to the south, and Ord Street to the east, with no
westbound throughway access, and is within the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood.

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 and 3 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section
15303). ‘

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:

I do herglfys certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements.
,W Lelrea; 9, 2005
Sarah B. Jones V ' : Date J !

Environmental Review Officer

cc: © Aidin Massoudi, Project Sponsor Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
Tina Chang, Current Planner . Supervisor Wiener, District 8 (via Clerk of the Board)
Tina Tam, Preservation Planner
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

The proposed expansion of the residence at 22 Ord Court would involve the addition of approximately
442 square feet (sq ft) to horizontally extend the existing third floor to the full building envelope and the
addition of 460 sq ft for a new fourth floor. The existing building is three-stories, approximafely 2,400 sq
ft, and approximately 30 feet tall. The resulting building would be four stories, approximately 3,270 sq ft, -
- and approximately 38 feet tall. No work is being proposed to the existing residence on the adjacent lot at
24 Ord Court. The proposed new single-family residences at the rear of 22 and 24 Ord Court would be
approximately 3,285 sq ft and 3,220 sq ft, respectively, and both would be about 21 feet tall (two stories).
The proposed buildings would each include two vehicle parking spaces in enclosed garages fronting
States Street. The resulting buildings would both be two stories with full basement levels, The proposed
project would include excavation to a depth of 23 feet below ground surface (bgs), but only for the two
proposed residences located at the rear of the lots (fronting States Street).

Project Approvals

The proposed project would require the following approvals:

e Variance (Zoning Administrator) — The proposed project would require a Variance from the
Planning Code rear yard requirements under Section 134 to allow the construction of a second
dwelling unit within the rear yard.

e Site Permit (Department of Building Inspection) — The project would require approval of a Site
Permit by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)

Approval Action: The proposed project would be subject to notification under Section 311 of the
Planning Code. If discretionary review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary
review hearing is the Approval Action for the project. If no discretionary review is requested, the
issuance of a building permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes the
start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of
the San Francisco Administrative Code.

REMARKS:

Historic Architectural Resources. The Planning Department’s Historic Preservation staff evaluated the
property at 22 Ord Court to determine whether the existing structure on the project site is a historical
resource as defined by CEQA.! No historic evaluation was performed at 24 Ord Court, since no work is
proposed on the existing building. According to information from Planning Department archives, and
information provided in the Environmental Evaluation Application, including historic photographs, and
building permit records, the existing building at 22 Ord Court lacks sufficient intégrity and is not eligible '
as a historic resource under CEQA. The existing building was originally constructed as a two-story

1 Tinha Tam ~— Senior Preservation Planner, Preservation Team Review Form, 22-24 Ord Court, June 10, 2014. This report is available for
review as part of Case No. 2013.1521E.
2
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dwelling in 1954. A third-story addition was later constructed in the 1980’s, resulting in a change to the
building’s scale, massing, and design. Based upon review of the adjacent block and immediate vicinity,
there is an assortment of building types (buildings ranging from the early 1900’s to the late 1950’s) and

varying appearances, which precludes the appearance of a potential historic district.

The property is not located within the boundaries of any listed historic districts. Therefore, the property is
not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic
district.

Based on the above, the Planning Department has determined that the proposed project would cause no
adverse impacts to known or potential historic architectural resources.

Geotechnical. According to Planning Department records, the project site is not located within a
Landslide Hazard Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone; however, the property is located on a site with a
slope of approximately 20 percent or more. A Geotechnical Investigation was conducted for the property

and is summarized below.2

The Geotechnical Investigation notes that the site slopes downward toward the southeast at an average
inclination of about 1:1 (horizontal:vertical) and was likely graded during past development of the project
site. Based on the soil samplings (borings) conducted, the project site is underlain by about four and a
half to seven feet of loose to moderately compacted fill material, consisting of sandy clay with gravel.
Beyond seven feet, soil samples found sandy clay colluvial stratum which extended from seven to nine
and a half feet bgs, which consists of hard colluvium materials. Underlying the colluvium is chert
bedrock which extends to the maximum depth explored of 12 feet. No groundwater was encountered in
the soil sample. The Geotechnical Investigation concluded that the project site is suitable for the proposed
project, noting that the primary gebtechnical issues of concern are the presence of loosely to moderately
compacted and undocumented fill and foundation selection, the control of surface water and subsurface

groundwater, and seismic hazards. These concerns are addressed below.

Undocumented Fill / Foundation Selection. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that the fill materials
identified in the soil samples (borings) have been present at the site for many years, however, the
materials appeared to be of variable composition and density, and placed on-site without geotechnical
engineering hillside fill placement techniques. Further, the fill is underlain by colluvial soils, which were
also of variable composition, moisture, and density. These soils are considered weak and potentially
compressible, and prone to differential settlement under the loads of new construction. Therefore the
Geotechnical Investigation recommends that the structure be supported on a cast-in-place pier and grade
beam system designed to resist lateral pressures generated from soil creep. A mat foundation may be
used as an alternative if the spread footings are expected to cover a substantial portion of the building
area. Drilled piers may be used to support the project or for shoring and underpinning, if required.

2 PJC & Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Addition and Multi-Family Residential Units, 22 & 24 Ord Court, San
Francisco, California, February 13, 2014. This report is available for review as part of Case No. 2013.1521E.
3
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Surface Runoff. The Geotechnical Investigation noted that given the presence of undocumented fill and
compressible materials at the site, the control of surface runoff is critical for sloping topography.
Uncontrolled surface runoff causes erosion and is detrimental to slope stability. The investigation
recommended that provisions for control of surface runoff should be incorporated into the project plans
and should be designed by an engineer specializing in drainage design. Additionally, the investigation
noted that although groundwater or seepage was not encountered in the soil sampling, like most hillside
sites, transitory seepage could develop during and following prolonged rainfall. Provisions to control

subsurface seepage should be incorporated into the project.

Seismic Hazards. Because the project site does not lie within the Alquist-Priolo earthquake Fault Zone as
defined by the California Division of Mines and Geology, the potential risk for damage to improvements
at the site due to surface rupture from faults is low. Moreover, compliance with the Building Code would
reduce potential impacts related to earthquake shaking. The project site does not lie within a potential
liquefaction zone, and the earth materials encountered in the soil sample were not subject to liquefaction;
thus, the project would have low potential for impaéts related to liquefaction, and consequently, it would
" also have low potential for impacts related to lateral spreading.?® Furthermore, the project has a low
potential to result in densification, as earth materials subject to densification do not exist beneath the site
in sufficient thickness to cause this potential impact.* Finally, the geotechnical investigation notes the
project site is not located within an area of potential earthquake-induced landsliding and there were no
observed evidence of active slope instability at the site. Thus, the project site has a low potential for
damage to the proposed structure due to slope instability at the site. |

The Geotechnical Investigation provided specific technical recommendations and requirements
concerning site preparation and grading, seismic design, foundations, retaining walls, structural concrete
slabs-on-grade, and site drainage. The report ultimately concluded that the project site is suitable to
support the proposed project, provided that its recommendations are incorporated into the design and
construction of the proposed project. The project sponsor has agreed to implement these
recommendations, subject to Building Code requirements. The Geotechnical Investigation was conducted -
for a previous proposal on the project site. However, a Geotechnical Plan Review of the updated proposal
was conducted on January 2015 and concluded that design changes to the project (as shown on plans
dated January 22 and 26, 2015) conformed with the Geotechnical Investigation previously prepared for
the project.

The San Francisco Building Code ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about
appropriate foundation and structural desigh are considered as part of the Department of Building
Inspection (DBI) permit review process. Prior to issuing a building permit for the proposed project, the
DBI would review the geotechnical report to ensure that the security and stability of adjoining properties

3 Lateral spreading or lurching is generally caused by liquefaction of marginally stable soils underlying gentle slopes.
4 Densification generally occurs in clean, loose granular soils' during earthquake shaking, resulting in seismic settlement and
differential compaction. :
5 PJC & Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Plan Revieto, Proposed Addition and Multi-Family Residential Units, 22 & 24 Ord Court, San
Francisco, California, January 28, 2015. This report is available for review as part of Case No. 2013.1521E. '
: 4
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and the subject property is maintained during and following project construction. Therefore, potential
damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site would be addressed through compliance

with the San Francisco Building Code.

EXEMPT STATUS:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(I)(1), or Class 1, provides an exemption for minor alteration of
existing public or private structures involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at
the time of the lead agency’s determination. Additionally, Class 1 exempts additions to existing structures
provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the
structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would include
the horizontal and vertical expansion of an existing single-family residence located at 22 Ord Court.
Therefore, the proposed addition meets the criteria for exemption from environmental review under
Class 1.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(b), or Class 3, provides an exemption from environmental review
for the construction (or conversion) of small structures and location of limited numbers of new, small
facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the
conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications are made
in the exterior of the structure. Additionally, Class 3 provides an exemption for the construction of a
duplex or similar multi-family residential structure totaling no more than four dwelling units. In urban
areas, the exemption also applies to apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more
than six dwelling winits. The proposed project would include the construction of two new dwelling units

and would therefore meet the criteria for exemption under Class 3.

CONCLUSION:

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited
classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental

review.
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
‘ _ Suite 400
I Date of Form Completion I 6/19/2014 j San Francisco,
- CA 94103-2479

| Preservation Team Meeting Date: | 6/10/2014

PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Tina Tam 22 - 24 Ord Court Fax:
415.558.64D9
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
2619/066 Ord Street Planning
: Information:
CEQA Category: Art.10/11; BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
CatB N/A 2013.1521E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: _ PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC ( Alteration ] (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |4/14/2014

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource Present

4[ CYes ] @No * l CN/A

Individual

Historic District/Context

California Register under one or more of the
following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (e No
Criterion 2 -Persons: {" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (& No

Property is individually eligible for inclusionina

Period of Significance:

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event; (" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes @ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes {« No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: " Yes (¢ No

Period of Significance:

(" Contributor (" Non-Contributor
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("t Yes ("No ¢ N/A
(" Yes & No '

C Yes & No

C:Yes No

C;YES {" No

* [f No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required. '

Based upon the information provided in the Environmental Evaluation application,
including historic photo and building permit records, the subject building lacks sufficient.
integrity and is not eligible as a historic resource under CEQA. The subject building was
originally constructed as a two-story dwelling in 1954. A third story addition was later
constructed in the 1980s resulting in a change to the building's scale, massing, and
design. Based upon visual inspection of the subject block and immediate context, there is
an assortment of building types (buildings ranging from early 1900s to late 1950s) and
eclectic appearance, there doesn't appear be a potential historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator. - | Date: .

IInw Iz 6/19/2014
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i 505 Howard Street : @ +14153447000
PERKINSCOIC S S 11530470

San Francisco, CA 94105-3204 PerkinsCoie com

September 4, 2015 . Alan Murphy
: AMurphy@perkinscoie.com

D. +1.415.344.7126

VIA E-MAIL

San Francisco Planning Commissioners
c¢/o Tina Chang

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  22/24 Ord Court: ‘
Brief in Support of Application for Conditional Use Authorization and in

Opposition to Request for Discretionary Review
Hon. Commissioners:

On September 24, 2015, the Planning Commission will be asked to consider a conditional use
application and a discretionary review request for a project located at 22 Ord Court and 24 Ord
Court (the “Property”). The Property consists of two through lots fronting both Ord Court and
States Street, and is currently improved with two single-family homes fronting Ord Court. The
Property’s owner, Kenneth Tam, proposes to (1) renovate and expand the existing home at the
front of 22 Ord Court to enhance its habitability as a family-sized dwelling unit; (2) construct a
new single-family home at the rear of 22 Ord Court, fronting States Street; and (3) construct a
new single-family home at the rear of 24 Ord Court, fronting States Street (the “Project”).. No
work is proposed to the existing unit at the front of 24 Ord Court.

On behalf of Mr. Tam, we are pleased to present to the Commission a plan for adding new
family-sized dwelling units to the Property in a manner compatible with the existing character
and density of this transit-rich neighborhood. Extensive neighborhood outreach has resulted in
numerous and significant changes to reduce the Project’s height and size, minimize its presence
in the neighborhood, and preserve significant trees. Since all feasible plan revisions now have
been made, we respectfully request that the Commission issue conditional use authorization for
the Project, deny a request to exercise discretionary review, and approve the Project as proposed.

I Project Overview

The Project would result in a total of four single-family homes, and anet gain of two homes, on
the Property. Updated renderings are provided in Exhibit A. -

The Property’s topography includes significant sloping, both along Ord Court and States Street,
as well as between the two streets. Both parcels are narrow.

Perkins Coie LLP
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A. 22 Ord Court (Front): Expansion of Existing Single-Family Home

An existing single-family home at the front of 22 Ord Court is three stories at the street, dropping
to two stories at its rear half. The Project proposes a one-story vertical addition to the home, a
horizontal expansion on the third floor, and interior renovations. Two undersized bedrooms on
the second floor will be relocated to the third floor and enlarged. The master bedroom will be
relocated from the third story to the new fourth floor. The home’s third floor will be set back
several feet from its existing condition. The new fourth floor will be set back roughly 20 feet
from the street and also will provide a side setback of 5 to 12 feet from its downslope neighbor.
The proposed vertical addition will not block any property-line windows of its adjacent
neighbors. No horizontal expansion to the rear of the home’s existing footprint is proposed The
total floor area increase would be 824 gross square feet.

B. 22 Ord Court (Rear): New Single-Family Home Fronting States Street

The existing home at 22 Ord Court occupies 46 feet of depth on a 118-foot deep lot. The Project
features construction of a new single-family home at the rear of the lot, fronting States Street.
The building has four stories, but, due to the significant slope of the lot, only two stories are
above grade at States Street. A 6-foot setback from States Street is provided. The home includes
four bedrooms, 'with two bedrooms on the iirst floor and a master bedroom and fourth bedroom
on the first level below grade on States Street. A balcony is featured on the home’s second floor,
while a roof deck is set back from the front of the structure. A garden is provided to the home’s
rear, The new home would be 3,108 gross square feet, or 2,507 habitable square feet,

The adjacent residential building has no lot line windows along the shared property line. A light
well is incorporated to match the adjacent building’s light well.

C. 24 Ord Court (Rear): New Single-Family Home Fronting States Street

The existing conditions at 24 Ord Court are similar to those at 22 Ord Court: The existing home
occupies 49 feet of depth from Ord Court with the balance of the uphill lot vacant. The Project
features construction of a new single-family home at the rear of the lot, fronting States Street.
The building has four stories, but, due to significant lot sloping, only two stories are above
ground at States Street. A 12-foot setback from States Street is provided, a sufficient distance to
enable preservation of two mature Monterey Cypress trees located just within the rear property
line. The home includes four bedrooms, with two bedrooms on the first floor, a master bedroom
on the first level below grade on States Street, and a guest bedroom / family room on the home’s
lowest level. A small balcony is included on the rear of the home’s second floor, while a deck
covers a portion of the roof. A garden is provided to the home’s rear. The new home would be
2,494 gross square feet, or 2,186 habitable square feet.

Perlns Coie LLP
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The adjacent parking garage has no lot line windows along the shared property line.

The two proposed buildings along States Street each are roughly 20 feet tall and step up along
with the slope of the street.

D. Variances

A rear yard variance is required for both new homes fronting States Street. A variance is
appropriate, as the Project proposes structures that create a more orderly built environment on
the irregularly-developed subject block. The Project replaces a dead space accessible directly
from States Street with single-family homes consistent with the height and scale of other homes
along the same block. Variance hearings already have been held, and the Zoning
Administrator’s decision is pending resolution of the discretionary review cases.

The required conditional use authorization will be discussed in detail in Part III of this brief.
II. Project Modifications and Neighborhood Qutreach

The Planning Commission heard and continued a discretionary review request on the Project on
December 4, 2014 and on February 12, 2015. During the course of Project development, both
before and after these hearings, Mr. Tam and his team have met with neighbors of the Property
on at least 6 occasions, '

In response to input received over time from neighbors, the Planning Department, and the
Planning Commission, Mr. Tam has made numerous and substantial changes to reduce the
Project’s size and minimize its presence.

Since the last Planning Commission hearing, a new 12-foot setback from States Street has been
incorporated into the Project to preserve the two significant trees at the rear of 24 Ord Court.
The applicant team has worked diligently to identify tree protection measures that enable
preservation. This major Project modification will help maintain the sylvan character of States
Street treasured by many of its residents and will address the central concern raised at the
previous Planning Commission hearings.

Other changes made to the Project since it was introduced include:

e Both new homes on the Property’s rear were reduced from three to two floors above
grade, to protect neighboring views and address concerns regarding compatibility with
existing buildings.

e Square footages of the two new homes were reduced in response to concerns the homes
would be out of character with others nearby.

Parking Coie LLP
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e New architectural designs were completed for the two new homes to differentiate them
from each other.

e The footprint of the new top floor of 22 Ord Court (front) was reduced to protect further
the privacy of occupants of 20 Ord Court / 231 States Street.

e Off-street parking spaces were reduced from two to one at the new buildings, to increase
habitable living space. :

Despite the significant nature of these Project revisions—and the substantial concessions they
represent—some neighbors, including the discretionary review requestor, continue to ask for
further modifications to the Project that simply are not feasible. Indeed, their requests have
shifted over time, moving from views (now addressed through the reduction in building heights)
to tree preservation (now addressed through the 12-foot setback and tree protection plan at the
rear of 24 Ord Court) to current unrelated demands that would minimize development fronting
States Street.

A recent request was made for a complete Project redesign that would (1) obviate any need for
conditional use authorization on either parcel and (2) eliminate the proposed home at the rear of
24 Ord Court, in favor of massing two dwelling units, including one new unit, at the front of that
parcel. The next section explains why these changes to the Project cannot be accommodated.

1I1. Conditional Use Authorization

The Project requires conditional use authorization under interim zoning controls for the
neighborhood adopted by the Board of Supervisors earlier this year (Resolution 76-15 (Mar. 10,
2015)). This approval is required because residential development on each parcel increases the
existing legal unit count and results in either or both of (1) an increase in total gross square
footage on a parcel of 3,000 or more and by more than 100 percent; and (2) lot coverage in
excess of 55 percent.

Although the Property is zoned to allow two dwelling units per parcel, it would be infeasible to
add the second dwelling units without exceeding 55 percent lot coverage, as both lots are narrow
and have significant sloping between Ord Court and States Street on the lots’ rear. For these
reasons, the existing single-family homes already cover a significant percentage of each lot. As
such, it would be infeasible to add new space for adequate additional units while maintaining
overall lot coverage beneath 55 percent. Additionally, the lots’ exceptional sloping and
narrowness requires the dedication of significant space within units to stairwells and passages
between rooms to allow for living spaces spread across multiple levels, thus reducing usable
interior square footage. To compensate for these inefficiencies in interior design, residential
development of adequate size is infeasible unless spread over more than 55 percent of each lot.

Peduns Coe LLF
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The neighbors’ request to mass two units at the front of 24 Ord Court is similarly infeasible. The
shadow study included in our conditional use application and attached to this brief as Exhibit B
shows that hypothetical concentrated development on the Ord Court frontage would block
substantial light and cast significant shadows on the few windows available to certain units in
adjacent buildings at 30 Ord Court and 20 Ord Court / 231 States Street. Such a project also
would allow inadequate light into the interior of the new monolithic structure on 24 Ord Court.
As seen on the shadow study, the narrowness of the lots would leave few entries for light into
these units and would contribute to buildings that lack appropriate levels of natural light and air.
These dramatic detrimental effects simply make for an infeasible proposal that cannot be
pursued.

Our conditional use application describes further why these modifications would be infeasible
and how the current Project satisfies all findings required for a conditional use approval.

IV.  Project Attributes and Consistency with City Policies
A, General Plan Consistency
The Project advances a number of General Plan policies by:
e Developing housing suitable for families with childfen;

o Ensuring development is consistent with the existing character and density of the
neighborhood;

o Creating additional residential uses in an area well-served by public transit; and

‘e Providing and maintaining landscaping that will improve the neighborhood environment,
including preservation of two existing significant trees.

Among others, the General Plan policies supported by the Project include:

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

The Project directly advances this policy by creating single-family homes, including both new
and existing units, that are adequately sized for families with children. Families with children
typically seek more bedrooms and larger shared living areas than smaller households. The
Project responds to this demand. by creating units of a size attractive to this demographic.

Perddrs Coe LLP
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Housing Element Objective 11:
Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco’s neighborhoods.

The Project affirmatively supports this objective and its associated policies by featuring new
construction that is consistent with the existing character and density of the neighborhood. The
Project is consistent with all accepted design standards, including those related to site design,
building scale and form, architectural features, fagade width, proportions, roofline, and other
building details.

Proposed development respects the Property’s topography and is not inconsistent with the
existing open space pattern. Buildings to the Property’s east and west—20 Ord Court / 231
States Street and 30 Ord Court—both cover more than two-thirds of their lots. As such, the
amount of open space provided on the Property, including mid-block open space and setbacks
from States Street, is consistent with the neighborhood. Additionally, there is no consistent open
space pattern on Ord Court and States Street, so development of the two new single-family
homes fronting States Street will not undermine any established pattern of open space.

Each of the buildings proposed as part of the Project is compatible with the height and depth of
surrounding buildings. The single-story vertical addition and horizontal expansion at 22 Ord
Court are at an appropriate scale for the home’s location on a block with many structures of at
least three stories. The Project will maintain a three-story fagade at the street on Ord Court,
consistent with the three-story buildings two doors uphill (30 Ord Court) and two doors downhill
(16 Ord Court). An adjacent building, 20 Ord Court /231 States Street, is a three-story, multi-
family structure at the block face that steps back to five stories on the States Street side. Both the
fourth-floor addition and the third-floor roof deck on the existing building at 22 Ord Court are set
back, making the fourth floor virtually un-viewable from the street. The fourth-floor addition is
only approximately 417 square feet, and its front setback substantially exceeds that required
under the Planning Code. Significant setbacks also are provided from the east side of the front
22 Ord Court building out of sensitivity to pedestrian traffic and neighbors at 20 Ord Court / 231

States Street,

The new homes at the rear of 22 and 24 Ord Court are two stories above street level, consistent
with the existing pattern of development on States Street. That block is characterized by a mix
of building scales and styles, ranging from one to four stories in height.

Finally, the Project’s density of two dwelling units per parcel is consistent with the prevailing
character of the neighborhood and is beneath that of a number of multi-family structures on the
block, including 16 Ord Court, 20 Ord Court, and 30 Ord Court.

Ferking Cole LLP
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Transportation Element Policy 1.3:
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the
means of meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

The Project directly furthers this policy by creating additional residential uses in an area well-
served by the City’s public transit systems. The Castro Street Muni Metro Station is less than a
10-minute walk from the Property, while the 24, 33, 35, and 37 bus lines all have stops nearby,
as well.

Urban Design Element Policy 4.12:
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

The Project furthers this policy by including and maintaining landscaping that will improve the
neighborhood environment. Two existing significant trees located near States Street are
preserved under the Project. Additional landscaping adjacent to the street, particularly on the
States Street side, will enhance the local environment. Landscaped roof decks on the States
Street-facing homes will be visible from upslope residences on States Street and Museum Way.
In these ways, the Project will increase the presence of visible vegetation on the Property.

Urban Design Element Policy 4.15:
Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the mtrusmn of

incompatible new buildings.

The Project furthers this policy by ensuring that incompatible new buildings are not introduced
into the existing residential neighborhood. The height and depth of the new buildings fronting
States Street are compatible with the existing building scale. The buildings’ form, fagade width,
proportions, and roofline are compatible with surrounding buildings. There is no consistent open
space pattern on Ord Court or States Street, including any front/rear setback pattern. As such,
development of the Project will not undermine any established pattern of open space.
Additionally, the Project sites buildings carefully on both the front and the rear of the lots so as
to minimize reduction of sunlight to neighboring properties and new dwelling units relatlve to an
_approach that would cluster all units on the Ord Court street frontage.

B. Consistency with the Residential Design Guidelines

For similar reasons as those identified above, the Project is consistent with the Residential
Design Guidelines (RDG). As discussed, the Project features buildings responsive to the overall
neighborhood context, without any visually disruptive changes (RDG, p. 7). The height and
depth of Project buildings are compatible with the existing building scale on Ord Court and
States Street (RDG, pp. 23-24). Finally, the Project respects the topography of the site and the
surrounding area (RDG, p. 11) by setting back the proposed fourth floor of the existing home at

N
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22 Ord Court 20 feet from the street so that it is unseen from Ord Court, and by developing new
homes on the rear of the Property that are set back from States Street.

V. Conclusion

Should this Commission grant its approval, the Project will enhance and increase the number of
family-sized housing units in the City by renovating one existing single-family home and
creating two new single-family homes. As part of a neighborhood well-served by public transit,
the Property provides an ideal location for these residences. The Project is consistent with the
existing character and density of the neighborhood, and will improve the local environment by
adding landscaping and preserving two existing significant trees. By increasing the supply of
housing, the Project will contribute to alleviating the City’s critical housing shortage.

Thank you for your consideration of the Project. Ilook forward to answering any questions you
may have at the upcoming hearing.

Very truly yours, '

I

Alan Murphy
Enclosures

cc: Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary
Kenneth Tam, Property Owner
David Clarke, Project Contact

1275402483
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24 ORD COURT
APPLICATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION

Shadow Study:

Infeasible Alternative
with Units Concentrated on
the Ord Court Frontage
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22 ORD COURT
APPLICATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION

Shadow Study:

Proposed Project
" (Units Split Between the Qrd Court
and States Street Frontages)
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Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

Kenneth Tam
1266 Regency Drive
San Jose, CA 95129

RE: 24 Ord Court, San Francisco

Date: 6/24/15

ARBORIST MEMORANDUM

Tree Protection for 2 Significant Trees

Tree Protection Measures

1. Prune both trees before construction begins, thereby reducing the risk of a tree failure

and protecting the trees from accidental damage.

Identify a combined tree protection zone for both trees to isolate, care for and protect the

trees from accidental damage.

Provide fertilization.

Provide irrigation.

Provide mulch.

Provide root buffers, where needed.

Maintain existing soil grades within the tree protection zone.

Participate in design of a bridged driveway design to minimize root impacts.

Participate in proper root cutting, as needed for massive excavation, retaining walls and

foundation construction.

10. Participate in trench placement and techniques required to pass utilities through to the
street. '

11. Participate in root inspections and possible pruning during sidewalk replacement and
curb cuts.

N

©OND O AW

Each of these tree protection measures will be developed and incorporated into a Tree
Protection Plan and a Schedule of Services and Inspections to become part of the approved
plan set. It is my professional opinion that if each of these tree protection measures is
followed and the tree protection plan is effectively integrated into the design, then the trees
can be saved and will remain in a reasonably healthy and safe condition.
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4766



Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 - fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

1. Any legal description provided to the consultant is assumed to be correct. Title and ownership of all
property considered are assumed to be good and marketable. No responsibility is assumed for
matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised or evaluated as though free and clear,
under responsible ownership and competent management.

2. ltis assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes or
other governmental regulations.

3. Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified insofar
as possible. The consultant can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of information
provided by others.

4. Various diagrams, sketches and photographs in this report are intended as visual aids and are not to
scale, unless specifically stated as such on the drawing. These communication tools in no way
substitute for nor should be construed as surveys, architectural or engineering drawings.

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose
by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior written or verbal consent of
the consultant.

7. This report is confidential and to be distributed only to the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.
Any or all of the contents of this report may be conveyed to another party only with the express prior
written or verbal consent of the consultant. Such limitations apply to the original report, a copy,
facsimile, scanned image or digital version thereof,

8. This report represents the opinion of the consultant. In no way is the consultant’s fee contingent upon
a stipulated result, the occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding to be reported.

9. The consultant shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of this report
unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for
such services as described in the fee schedule, an agreement or a contract. .

10. Informatian contained in this report reflects observations made only to those items described and only
reflects the condition of those items at the time of the site visit. Furthermore, the inspection is limited
to visual examination of items and elements at the site, unless expressly stated otherwise. There is
no expressed or implied warranty or guarantee that problems or deficiencies of the plants or property
inspected may not arise in the future.

Disclosure Statement

Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training, and experience to examine
trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to reduce the risk of
living hear trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist, or to
seek additional advice.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree. Trees

are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often hidden within trees
and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances,
or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments, like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

Contractor’s License #885953 www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com Page 2 of 3
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Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified -

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborist’s
services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between neighbors, and
other issues. An arborist cannot take such considerations into account unless complete and accurate
information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should then be expected to reasonably rely upon the
completeness and accuracy of the information provided.

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree of
risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate the trees.

Certification of Performance

1, Roy C. Leggitt, lll, Certify:

* That we have inspected the trees and/or property evaluated in this report. We have stated findings
accurately, insofar as the limitations of the Assignment and within the extent and context identified by
this report;

¢ That we have no current or prospective interest in the vegetation or any real estate that is the subject
of this report, and have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved;

* That the analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are original and are based on current
scientific procedures and facts and according to commonly accepted arboricultural practices;

® That no significant professional assistance was provided, except as indicated by the inclusion of
another professional report within this report;

¢ That compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined conclusion that favors the
cause of the client or any other party.

| am a member in good standing of the American Society of Consulting Arborists and a member and
Certified Arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture.

| have attained professional training in all areas of knowledge asserted through this report by completion
of a Bachelor of Science degree in Plant Science, by routinely attending pertinent professional
conferences and by reading current research from professional journals, books and other media.

I have rendered professional services in a full time capacity in the field of horticulture and arboriculture for

more than 25 years.

Date: 6/24/15

Signed:

Contractor’s License #885953 www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com Page 3 of 3
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
3/9/15
FILE NO. 150192 RESOLUTION NO. 76-15

[Interim Zoning Controls - Large Residential Projects in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 Zoning
Districts]

Resolution imposing interim zoning controls for an 18-month period for parcels
in the RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts within a perimeter established by Market
Street, Clayton Street, Ashbury Street, Clifford Terrace, Roosevelt Way, Museum Way,
the eastern property line of Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 2620, Lot No. 063, the eastern
property line of Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 2619, vLot No. 001A, and Douglass Street,
requiring Conditional Use authorization for any residential development on a vacant
parcel that will result in total residential square footage exceeding 3,000 gross square
feet; requiring Conditional Use authorization for any new residential development on a
developed parcel that will increase the existing gross square footage in excess of 3,000

square feet and by more than 75% without increasing the existing legal unit count, or

more than 100% if increasing the existing legal unit count; requiring Conditional Use

~ authorization for residential development that results in greater than 55% total lot

coverage; and making environmental findings, including findings of consistency with |

the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

WHEREAS, Planning Code Section 306.7 provides for the imposition of interim zoning

controls that promote the public interest, including but not limited to development and

conservation of the City’s commerce and industry to maintain the City’s economic vitality and

maintain adequate services for its residents, visitors, businesses, and institutions; and

preservation of neighborhoods and areas of mixed residential and commercial uses and their

-existing character; and

WHEREAS, The area within a pefimeter established by Market Street, Clegtyton Street,
Ashbury Street, Clifford Terrace, Roosevelt Way, Museum Way, the eastern property line of

Supervisor Wiener
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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parcel 2620/063, the eastern property line of parcel 2619/001A, and Douglass Street is

| composed primarily of residential buildings, many of which are small in scale and located on

large lots and on through lots; and

WHEREAS, Existing zoning controls generally allow residential development much
larger in scale than the existing residential fabric within the boundaries established by this
Resolution; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Code encourages development that preserves existing

. neighborhood character yet recent residential development proposals within the boundaries

established by this Resolution}have been significantly larger and bulkier than existing

residential buildings; and

WHEREAS, The interim controls established by this Resolution will allow time for the
orderly completion of a planning study and for the adoption of appropriate legislation; and

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors (“Board”) has considered the impact on the
public health, safety, peace, and general welfare if these interim controls are not imposed;
and

WHEREAS, The Board has determined that the public interest will best be served by
imposition of these interim controlsto ensure that the legislative scheme which may be
ultimately adopted is not undermined during the planning and legislative process for
permanent controls; and

WHEREAS, The Board makes the following findings of consistency with the Priority
Policies set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1: By requiring Conditional Use authorization
for (1) any residential development that will result in total residential square footage exceeding
3,‘000 gross square feet on a parcel if the residential development will occur on a vacant
parcel; (2) any residential development that will increase the total existing gross square

footage on a developed parcel in excess of 3,000 square feet and by (a)vmore than 75%

Supervisor Wiener

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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without increasing the existing legal unit count or (b) more than 100% if increasing the existing
legal unit count; and .(3) any residential development, either as an addition to an existing
bui!ding or as a new building, that results in greater than 55% lot coverage, these interim
controls advance Priority Policy 2, that existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our
neighborhoods; and these interim controls do not conflict with the other Priority Policies of
Section 101.1; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in

' this Resolution are in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (California
. Public Reéources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk
of the Board of Supervisors in File N0.150192 and is incorporated herein by reference. The

- Board hereby affirms this determination; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code, Section 306.7, the Board hereby

| requires that for all parcels zoned RH-1, RH-2, or RH-3 within a perimeter established by

Market Street, Clayton Street, Ashbury Street, Clifford Terrace, Roosevelt Way, Museum
Way, the eastern property line of parcel 2620/063, the eastern property line of parcel

- 2619/001A, and Douglass Street, (1) a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning

Code Section 303 is required for any residential development that will result in total residential
square footage exceeding 3,000 gross square feet on a parcel if the residential development
will occur on a vacant parcel; (2) a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning Code
Sectiron 303 is required for any residential dévelopment that will increase the total exiéting
gross square footage on a developed parcel in excess of 3,000 square feet and by (a) more
than 75% without increasing the existihg legal unit count or (b) more than 100% if increasing

the existing legal unit count; and (3) a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning

Supervisor Wiener ,
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3
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Code Section 303 is required for any residential development, either as an addition to an |
existing building or as a new building, that results in greater than 55% ot coverage; and, be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission shall only grant a Conditional
Use authorization allowing residential development to result in greater than 55% lot coverage
upon finding unique or exceptionai lot constraints that would make development on the lot
infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot coverage, or, in the case of the addition of a

residential unit, that such addition would be infeasible without exceeding 55% total lot

| coverage; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Planning Commission, in considering a Conditional

Use authorization in a situation where an additional new residential unit is proposed on a

| through lot on which there is already an existing building on the opposite street frontage, shall

only grant such authorization upon finding that it would be infeasible to add a unit to the
already developed street frontage of the lot; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That upon imposition of these interim controls, the Planning
Department shall conduct a study of the contemplated zoning proposal and propose
permanent legislation to address the issues posed by large residenﬁal development projects
within an existing fabric of smaller .homes; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That these interim controls shall apply to all applications for
residential development in the area covered by the controls where a final site or building
permit has not been issued as of the effective date of this Resolution; and, be it

F URTHER RESOLVED, That for projécts currently scheduled for a hearing at the 7

Planning Commission under a Discretionary Review as of the effective date of this Resolﬁtion,

| the Planning Department is requested to expedite the processing and calendaring of any

- required Conditional Use authorization under these conirols; and, be it

Supervisor Wiener
[ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ Page 4
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i PROJECT NAME
SCOPE OF WORK 4 DRAWING INDEX
22 Ord Court
PROPOSED HORIZONTAL & VERTICAL ADDITION TO AN EXISTING ARCHITECTURAL SAN FRANCISCO, CA
SINGLE FAMILY HOME @ 22 ORD COURT. AD1 COVER SHEET
Al SITE PLANS, & NOTES
A24 FIRST & SECOND FLOCR PLANS
A22 THIRD & FOURTH FLOOR PLANS, ROOF PLAN
A3.0 BUILDING ELEVATION {FRONT & REAR}
A3 BUILDING ELEVATION (LEFT)
A32 BUILDING ELEVATION (RIGHT)
A4 BUILDING SECTION A-A
GP0.1 GREEN POINT CHECKLIST
ASSESSOR'S MAP C1.0 SURVEY
GENERAL NOTES ABBREVIATION
SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET
‘SAN FRANCISCO CA 54103
TEL: (415) azggﬂ
FAX: (415) 822,
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1 &

‘Green Building: Site Permit Checklist

Instructions:
As part of application for site permit, this form acknowledges the specific green building requirements fhat:apply to a project
under San Francisce Bullding Code Chapter 13C, California Title 24 Part 11, and related local codes, Atachment 3, C4, or G5

will be due with the applicable addendum. To use the form;

PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Court
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

BASIC INFORMATION:
These facts, plus the primary occupancy, determine which retuirements apply. For details, see A5 093 Aftzchment A Table 1, (a) Provide basic information about the project in the box at Jeft. This info determines which green bullding requirements appiy.
Projest Nams Biooigiot Addrzss AND
220RD CT 2619/ 067 22 ORD CcT {b} Indicate in one of the columns below which type of preject is propesed. I applicable. il in the blank lines below to identffy the
Cross Buving Avew Py s sy T Y T ey number of points the project must mest or excesd. A LEED or GreenPoint checkilst 15 not raquired o be submilted with the site
ary pancy e nal’App fon & Date P
3,225 S.F. +- R-3 Bahman Ghassemzadsh permit application, but such topls are strongly recommended to be used ,
® F
# of Dwelling Unifs Ho'ght fo fighest ootupied oot Fombor of occupied foors Salid circles in the column indicate mandatary measures required by staté and focal todes. For projects applying LEED or
" 400" 4 GieenPoint Rated, prerequisiies of those systems are miandatory. This form is a summary; see San Francisco Bullding Code
Chapter 13C for detalls.
ALL PROJECTS, AS APPLICABLE LEED PROJECTS OTHER APPLICABLE NON-RESIDENT[AL PROJECTS L
B Nar S - - i oty far o Addltlon
Canstricilen activity stormwater poliution g”w Larg;l N o il oot | Alteret al tafersicas balow. ar:‘:’ a“,my st Mo st iz . pictiiiens &m Other New | >2,000 54 ft 1A CONSULTING COf o
prevéntion and site funoff céntrols - Provide a omimerclal’ o Riset THiG 1 Interior eration | Alterstion et et b v e T TP 1T osensg. | . No- OR S O O ey oy
\Risa ) ) ¢ - on . ©
gTwruz‘ncn Tta St?g;\;ﬂgr gaum(m Brevention ® Mid-Risa? | High-Rise', L : e o asitons o storafonoaply 2 recsiesd ity 1 2042 | Rl Aire i can R HONARD STREET
an-and i i - . v = TEL: (415) §22.0200
P racticss, gl ost Managemert [Type-of Project Proposed (Indicate at fight} >5500,000° | FAX: Ems; 922.0203
A - P & {Check bok If 2p WEBSITEWWW. SIACONSULT.COM
Stormwater Contral Plan; ijech Gisturbing 2 Overall Requirements: . ¥pe of Project Prap (Check box SHEETTITLE I
5,000 square teel must ° 3 e - = ing by O rvids spata'u!x(craas oo 57 e o1
Gorrol Pfan mestinig SFPUCS!nnnvmler Desgn LEED tevel (Includes p i SWVER | SIVER | SIVER | SIVER | SILVER | SILVER recyeiing, compost and trast. mcsm 1,813} - Sdo Admivisfatve Budstn G5 dor | @ &
Gitdelines Base numbder of retuimd paints; E0 ke 50 50 58 B0 ;Ener ¥ Etfich yory - ¥
" - N S - —— —— i RIgY 3¢ s ma 5 HRH
:V:l:;:;ﬁzf‘gtrlrr:ga,tlo{x - Fra!:gfs_ !n?l inchide Adjustment lm:‘re'.em(on { demaiition of nigtoric i Caubr?\a Energy Code, ma 24; Ports. us«?zﬁ’ﬁf ¢ comparad fo 3 @ o Green BUIIdI ng
e T‘q’ t:? g "FeN ar ’:W landscape ® features { bulidirg: Bicycle parking: Provids shartdenm and fong-tei bieycta patiing for 5% of foral : . .
ust comply with the SFPUC Walter Efdént Final number of required points retadznd parking capacly sach, ormeet San Franclaes Panping Cads Se. 155 [ ° Site Permit -
trigation Ordinance; {base number +- adjustment) &0 whiEhaver [s greaist (of LEED credis SSE4 29, 1136.5 108,41 -
Fuel efﬁclen{ vehlcle and tarpool parking: Pravids stall qwrking fir H
Construction Waste Managamam Dlverl at o = . ting, el efficient. a vaf pocl vehickas; tely 8% of (otat [} [ CheCkllSt
feast 85% of nand debris by P qi {rr indicates $ measuié is rict r2quired) spaces, (130.5.4085) 3
g with the San Franciseo Cons} ® Waler Meters: provids stbmetars of spaoss projecied s cansums » 1,500 gaiaay. §
Demolition Debris Ordinance) Consirudlnn Waste. Managcment - 75% Diversion P @ ° ™ Maet 05D e 6103 galieay i in taidings over ED.600 sa fl 4 b
LEED MR 2, 2 paials ordinancs oy ndoer v/atgr Fe0 A use of patable water wi bulking by 26% ° &
45% Energy Reduction Le£D 5, favatories, , wish ins, weter tosls, and iinaly, DIC.3302)
Compard o Tla-24 2008 o~ ASHRAE 80.1-2007) [] -] 2 & e o Commissloning: Fornew buldings greater ihan 17,060 square feat. commissioning
LEEDEA Y, 3pcinls prarequialls oaly shall ko Trciuded i the design ard safstutlion af tfa projedt 0 verly Fat i flting » hd N
i : systors ard compnants mest the owner's pest requirementa. (120.5,410.2) {Testing
GREENPOINT RATED PROJECTS Energy of Energy OR for fhar 10,000 saciits feat, olisg arid-sdiustiny of syslems is reqeeri: Salgnzing)
n E::;nayl: x;’.:::uuwgy s 235 ot i ooy lPro(ed duci op gs and during construction P @
3 £ [13C.5.5043}
" § cast {LEED EAZT), OR . n p
ﬁ”;.’ég;”ﬁ 2 f‘;ze”ﬁli‘:“‘ Rated Project Demonsiats a1 aikional 10%. st s st (o 25% ° o ir uh it v Adhosives, Stalants, and caulks: Cary vin Y02 fis s SOAGHD Ruo 71| o
{Indicate at dght by cliecking the box) sompared fo m., zt,vgdﬁzuﬂs) VOC tnits and Calfarta Code 6f Regulsicas Tille 17 r berzsol adhesives, (130.5.504,4.1) @ B
E cipihied m”’ﬂ““ enerdy credils for 3% of “Paints and cnaungs w’n]!y W0 VOC Amits in the Air Resourcss Bozrd
- ot bectety ivs (LEED EAGR). 3
Base number of fequired Greenpolts; s - Cestigs i1, Waasurs ard Caffamia Gedo of Regufationg ® b4
3 q 2l b Enhanced Commissioning of Buliding Energy Systems;, ® ool LEED prersauishes g‘h 17 f0: agrosst pards (13 5, zu4 4 3
LEEDEAD LGS prer: Arpot; A8 carpel must mest oo 8 the folowing..
ustmal i it 1 Carpstard Rug instiuts Groan Lsks! Rics Pogam These d of SIA CONSULTIN
fidusirient frretenton | emalicn o Water Use - 30% Reduction LEEDWE 3,2 péints ° e ® Yiet LEED prarighlsitis T o ot Doen e ot S e T et a VG S ot b chang o o
istotic laatures 7 building: e {Spestzaton 0135 ithout the exprossed witen wnsemelsll\
1k LEED £42 e A oir it nie NSFIANS! 1402t the Goxd lavat @ ?
Fiital number of requinsd points (base pusmber - < — - = hd _ 4 Sciacific Ceicatons Systaris Sustaratia Clicica ISSUES / REVISIONS
aﬁ;us‘merﬂ) indcor Alr Quality Management Plan LEED (EG 3.1 & alr i i nit nir AND Carpet :ushk;n miusl 3 l‘nefl CRI Gy Labet, NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
s AMD Carpel adhesiv sust not sxtasd 50 o VOT confant {13G 55044 4)
Low-Emitting Matedlals LEEDIEG 4.5, 42.43. e {4 [} i [ L] ] L 9 6 Wond 153§ 544
GraiPoint Ratad (. meels i prevsuisies; o , el  1ERE s A - € Gonsposite woo;d Heaot CARE At Texjes Contrl Masiare b Corposits Woad o easi ® 2
ecycling ; =pa teiage. :
T | L | 4 | e | e | e | e | |t s e i e
Energy Efficlency: Damarsirate 2 15% enery Use requremsm f LEED MR preroduisie 1. Sos Adnieisralva 8k ,,_.,pg,, Pefomancs Schacks [CHRS) titeria of cerliisd wrder the Resiiant Fisor @ ]
reduction compared o 2008 Caliemia Ensray Code, | @ 180 086 for cotals, Gaverixg InsTiste (RFCH) FieorScurs progrem, {130.5.5044.6)
Title 24, Pad6, Bleycle parking: provide shorttom: and farg o teycle Environmerdal Tabaceo Smoke: Frohibit smokng within 26 fe=t of bididing
Pge:t all Callfornia Green Building Standards rdrg for 8% n’iaa! mebrzad parting rzﬁnt« szch, or e @ ar air anifias; cutdoer alf intakés, £nd operstle vindows. {130.5.504.7) @ 2
ode requirements ar N Tirsled sron i
(CalGrien measures for residential projects have L' st LEET) oreatt sscﬁz uac,imﬁ.n; See'San :ﬁnﬁ: . Planning Al Flltraﬁsgr;d:‘::aba‘;g:;t(&i:égfg;{u fegularly eoipied Spuces of ® s:c&;‘:{;«;’!‘a
been infegrated il Ihe GraenPeint Raled systom) Deslgnated parking: es 3¢ of ol perkis sl Gorle 155 Sestmdree orANN AL
for kr-zmiting, fusf ffcisnt, s Tamockvan podl veticlss, @ e i nir Controls kil end root-talings STC 50, exorior v rdaws S7C 30, party B sae0AT o
Notes 4308 108.5) whifs ard Foor-celings STC 40 (130 iy & @ par 1 Sactee
Watir Meters: Frovide submaiers tor spazes projectad b 2 DESIGN RK.
1) New residential profects ot 75" o7 graaler miust use the "New Résl. | contuma more bian 1,031 galiddy, or-mora than 106 gallday ifin a i e wr nr i3 | CFCs and Halons; Tv net hetalt vouipment that outieins TFCS o Halens, {130.5508.1) ° [
dantial High-Rise® columin, Nexs fesidential projects with >3 occupleq | PUFSrg aver 50090 53,1, (13C.5.3t0.1) ; DATE ow/192013
fiotrd 2nd Jess than 75 feet fo the Righest otaupied floar may cheoss 5 Additional Requirements for New A, B, |; OR M Occupancy Profects 5,000 - 25000 Square Feet
0 apply e LEED far Homas Mt Risa rating system: f so,you must | A1 Filtration: Pravide alisas WERV.S ghecs i regenry ) Construction Wash . : i
use tha *Naw Resideniiat §fig-Rise" cotarn. Z«:—;{f’lg} ’g:‘ﬁ: 2' g\;;gr;a;y ventlated bulidngs for LEED [} iy M (-3 s e d»?»,—ls(; au?u :n a§ e Managemant = Divert 75% of Tf:\:.";:m ord w'f: s e Meet CD REVISEDDATE  OWO1/2015
z:JL;ED for Homes Mid-Fise projects must el the “Siver” steodard, i ! l ki : cidinance anfy
1dinig all precequisites, The Aumber of pints required fo schisve v Flitration: Frodce MERVZ irers in résitartial buddogs s . Renewah e Energy or Enhanced Energy Efficienc:
Siver depends oo urit ize, Ses LEED fur Homes Mid-Riss Réfing sty bk ook (or LEED e 120 ) (BF Hea Cage A 32 i ® ® nie nfe eie i h‘m,m AR A Sbts J;ggag ot Y oinantotn JOBNO. 131590
Systern 1o confirm the baise pmber of points fequited. 20 87 Fuicrg Code 12039 sl eneray cost {LEED FAc2). OR
3} Requiraments for addith ¢ atts-atizns Spply 'o.spplicatiar Acoustleal Conirol: wek and reetceiings STC 5, extedor domansitals an adaitonal 10% onergy use reduelion {edal of 23% comparad t T 24 -3 air SHEET NO.
foiaivad oy aﬂafJLw!;’Tm;;a eralons spply o spplcatans eotone STE. 55, paty wols se fcorcoTege STC 20, (16550744 L Ses OBC 1207 14 n nit Fst & 2008), OR !
gurthass GresvE certified anewsbly 2nergy crsdits for 35% of whl elganwity use G P-O . 1
{LEED FAcE)”
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1 t 2 | 3 4 | s | 6 7 | 8 ! s 0
7 PROJECT NAME
SCOPE OF WORK 4 AS§§§SOR MAP sy DRAWING INDEX .
— 22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
PROPOSED NEW CONSTRUCTION OF SINGLE FAMILY HOME AT THE ARCHITECTURAL SAN FRANCISCO, CA|
REAR LOT OF 22 ORD COURT ADA COVER SHEET
At SITE PLANS, & NOTES |
A21 SUB-BASEMENT, BASEMENT, & FIRST FLOOR PLANS
A22 SECOND FLOOR & ROOF PLANS
A3 FRONT & REAR ELEVATIONS
A32 SIDE ELEVATION
A33 SIDE ELEVATION
A4.1 BUILDING SECTION A-A
GP-0.1 GREEN POINT CHECKLIST
ASSESSOR'S HAP C-1.0 SURVEY "o, A5 ’
Plz_l‘ -
GENERAL NOTES ABBREVIATION MASS STUDY
1A CONSULTING CORPORATION
HOWARD STREET
SAN FRANCISCD CA B4 Tod
TEL: (415) 622.0200
FAX: (415) 922.0203
1:ALLORK SHALL G PERFORNED N COUPLETE CORPLIANGE HITH ALLAPPLICABLE CODES, LAYS, OROACES 4D ¥ POLND OR HUKBER HE. RANDICAPPED 4
lmeiiie e eias THE H pou I ot WEBSITEWWW, SICONSULT.COM |
AR CHTEEENGMEER AN T PR PR AL PGS AVOR PR ARG OUT OF OLATIN THEREDE, e AT M HOLLOW METAL
Y ABOVE WP RIGH POINT
2, ALLATTACHMENTS, CONNECTIONS OR FASTENING OF ANY NATURE ARE TO BE PROPERLY AND PERMANENTLY SECURED I acT ACOUSTI CELING TLE HR HOUR
YUTH THE BEST THE BUL ¥ SPECIAL T 0 EA DRAIN HYAC HEATING, VENTRATING,
assisT ANDDONOT ILL DETALL. AFF JEOVEFISHED HLOOR AND AIR CONDITIONING
A ALUMINUN RGIE IMPACT RESISTANT
3. L RIFYING ALL CONDITIONS DIMENSIONS, AND MEASUREMENTS N THE FIELD APPROX  APPROXMATE GYPSUM WALLBOARD
ALY AND ALL , UNUSUAL ANOD ANODIZED 10 WLIEU OF
FUNDS SHALL BE REFORTED 10 THE ONNER AT Y ASPH ASPHALT INSuL INSULATED
AL B W e Cover Sheet |-
BLDG BUILDNG Ity Low
a ! STRUCTURAL, \ BLKG BLOCKING nax WA
MECHANICAL, PLUMEING, AND ELECTRIGAL THIS L OF INDIVIDUAL ORE BOT BOTTOM NECH VECHANICAL
ORDERIG AND ISTALLATION OF ANY VORK, VERIFY ALL DETAILS AND ALL FIN HETHER BSMT BASEMENT HEMBR VEMBRANE
NOT) Wit INES. BST BOTTOM OF STAIRS My U
BIND BEYOND ) VASONRY OPENING
3, UNLESS OTHERVISE OTED.ALL ANBLES SHALL BE RIGHTAGLES,ALLUNES VrCHAPPEAR PHRALLEL SHALLBE PAOALLEL P CASTINPLACE M METAL
ANDALL FTEMS WHICH L BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CHNL CHANNEL ) NEW PROJECT DATA
LINES TRUE LEVEL, PLUM AND SCUARE. o CONTROL KT e oW coNTRACT
o :
5 | BE RESPONS{BLE FOR ALL SHORIN ALLEXISTING cLo CLOSET NOM NOMINAL LOT AREA: 2942 £8.F,
BE PROTEGTED. ALL MATERIALS DELIVERED 70 THE SITE SHALL BE FROPERLY STORED AND iR CLEAR NTS. NOTTOSCALE
PROTECTED UNTIL INSTALLAYION, ALL LUMBER SHALL BE CNTR COUNTER 00, ONCENTER #OF UNIT: 1
ol CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT oFF OFFICE
- DETALED ANDIOR LARGER SCALE DRAVHGS AL TAKEPRECEDENCE OVER GENERALAND SIALLER SCALE DRAVTGS. coL oM o DrPosiTe > X
ALL SCAL L BE VERIFIED, COMPR COMPRESSIBLE oz # OF COVER PARKING SPACE: 1
CONC CONCRETE PCC PRLAST CONCRETE .
B ALLUORK SHAL B2 DONELHDER ERIT. PLANS YD CALCULATIONS I REQUIED, S, B SUBNITTED TO 1D SPROVED CONT CONTINUOUS PL BROPERTY LINE # OF STORIES: 2-OVER TWO BASEMENTS
&Y THE BUIL BE RESPONSIBLE F CORR CORRIDOR PLUMB PLUNBING -
cPT CARPET PLYD PLYWOOD ALLOWABLE BUILDING HEIGHT: 40-X
9,NOTE THAT MECHANICAL ELEGTRICAL ,PL D ITEMS. cr CERANICTLE o1 PRESSURE TREATED
BUILDING CTR CENTER AT PANTIPAINTED BUILDING HEIGHT: 20~7" @ CENTER OF FRONT P.L.
OWHER AND ARCHITECT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.. connucmwsuacommwﬁ 'SHALL SUBKIT PLANS FOR THEIR RESPECTIVE. SRD gggBRE;ARD g;g :8’,;;"'"“ CHLORIDE
VIORK TO THE BUILDING DEPARTVENT AS REQUIRED FOR PLAN CHECK AND PERUATT ISSUANCE, INCLUDING PAYING FOR ALL FLAN 3 B
‘CHECK AND PERMIT FEES, DENO DEVIOLISH RCP REFLECTED GeL G P CONSTRUCTION TYPE: TYPETV-B s0dosumnis s propary of SA CONSIILTNG
o o 1 oo OCCUPANCY GROUP: R3 Lot due s
10, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR APPLYING AND OBTAINING ALL REQUIRED INSPECTIONS TO CONFORMWITH DF. DRINKING FOUNTAIN ROWD REDW"OD . siou e xpresed it cosent of e
LOGAL BLALDING AND FIRE CODES. DA DIAETER REQD REQUIRED CONSULTING ENGIEER |
oIS DIMENSIONS RM ROOM BLOCK & LOT: 2619/ 067 ISSUES { ngs;ous
1.0 NOT SCALE DRAWINGS. VRITTEN DIMENSIONS GOVERN, o Do SF SQUARE FOOT
R DOOR SiM SILAR ZONING: RH2 NO. _DATE DESCRIPTION
12. DETAILS SHOWN ARE TYPICAL, SIILAR DETALS APPLY IN SHILAR CONDITIONS. :’E‘;’G DRAVING shec SPECIFED ORSPECIFICATION
15, VERFY C (CES FORVENTS, CHASES, SGFFTS, | ORINSTALLATION Eﬁ Efg\:{,mou gc“_ ;m;mgﬁ;sm APPLICABLE CODES: 2010 CALIFORNIA CODES EDITIONS
OF Y ITEN OF VORKC ELEC ELEGTRICAL COEFFCIENT W/ SAN FRANCISCO AMENDMENTS
. ELEV ELEVATOR/ELEVATION s STANDARD
ol , AND SHALL bl FRAMING, BACKING ALLNA‘LNG oF £Q EQUAL ST SYEEL
INSTALLATION OF EQUIPMENT INDICATED ON THE DRAWIHIGS, PROVIDE BACKING PLATES AT ALL BATH ACCESSORIES, mmms 28 R 0 STRUCT  STRUCTURAL GROSS FLOOR AREA:
GABINETS, TOWEL BARS, YALL KOUNTED FIXTURES AND ANY DTHER [TENS ATTACHED TOVALLS. EXPJT EXPANSION JOINT 52 SQuaRe
FD. FLOOR DRAIN 76 TONGUE AND GROOVE SUB-BASEMENT GROSS AREA: 6134 SF.
15.INSTALL ALL FIXTURES, EQUIPKENT, AND AND GODE REQUIREMENTS, ;i?r g’;flfgmu‘s*‘m CABINET :rftE:LE 12{’ OF CURB i a
ALLAPPLIANCES, FIXTURES, AND EQUIPHENT ASSOCIATED WITH PLUMBING, ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL SYSTEAS SHALL BE LISTED EPHONE .
BY ANATIONALLY RECOBNZED AND APPROVED AGENCY. AR FLOOR e Touer BASEMENT GROOS AREA: 888+ 8F,
AT D To  Toporcoucwe FIRST FLOOR GROSS AREA (INCL. GARAGE): BI0ESF,
NG 1HSUL Fit H . 3 WF. L.
6 THERHAL ATING INSULATION SHALL COWPLY 718 o FOUNDATION 08 TOP OF STEEL ( DRAWN R
7. ALLWALL AND CEILING FIISHES SHALL COMPLY VITH CBC CHAPYERS. . FASE OF FlNH LS el oo SECOND FLOOR GROSS AREA: TET£SF. DESIGN R
18.ALL NEW SMOKE DETECTORS YO £ HARDWIRED, FuRR i w TR TR TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA: 3,108 £ S.F.
G GALVANIZED UND. UNLESS HOTED OTHERWISE
NOTE: WATERPROOFING OF BUILDING ENVELOPE §S NOT UNDER THE SCOPE g'?c g:gmg“ \%SF Sggmfﬁm DATE 0BI2013
OF THIS PERMIT, OWNER IS TO HIRE A WATERPROOFING EXPERT TO PROVIDE oo SRoun ViE VERIPY e HABITABLE FLOOR AREA:
WATERPROOFING DETAILS GriB GYPSUM WAL BOARD W Wi REVISEDDATE  00¥2015
! ! 6P GYPSUM wo WOOD SUB-BASEMENT AREA: 530+ SF.
WH, VATER HEATER
BASEMENT AREA: 8T £ S.F. JOB NO, 13-1690
FIRST FLOOR AREA: 5154 SF, p—
SECOND FLOOR AREA (Ex, GARAGE): 645 SF. A-0.1
TOTAL HABITABLE FLOOR AREA: 2,507 £ S.F,
1 2 3 4 5 5 7 | 8 3 0
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PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA|
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T - | %5 I i
Yo G e s s Eccarces sz : i e
2 % y e
231 STATES STREET 231 STATES STREET e LI
stuceo , 1eva succo g?%»/ 4 \
WODDEN DECK: Ve } FveL B 3 ‘ = N
| s ECoHGED . e s mr | oo . b R s g; 1&
it y R a0 [}, ETMLEVAASOVEORD COURT o A LEVEL ABOVE OFD COURT)
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S |
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Py £ i Py 2 y N
SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
1255 HOWARD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
TEL: (415) 8220200
FAX: {415 922.0203
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" N/ J s 2 / Thesa documents ara property of StA CONSULTING:
UE= 28849, Ex 23537 2 U= 2919, LE= 20800 g e A ‘ ‘and ave ot to be produced changed of copied
7 7/ °’r - Z . wihout the expressed writen consent of SIA
U= X685 L8= 3035 - = st sssii . T R | N E v . . CONSULTING ENGINEERS L
v TIITE I k ] ISSUES | REVISIONS
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A 4 . ROOF i ‘. ROOF
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DATE 0811872013
& REVISEDDATE  09/02015
Existing Site Plan ® Proposed Site Plan
T =T W = 10" 408 NO. 13-15%0
BLOCK & LOT: 2619-067 BLOCK & LOT: 2619-067 SHEET MO,
PROPERTY LINE: PROPERTY LINE: A 1 1
OUTLINE OF SUBJECY BUILDING: OUTLINE OF SUBJECT BUILDING: =1,
OUTLINE OF NEIGHBORS: OUTUINE OF NEIGHBORS:
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Proposed Sub-Basement Plan

=10

>

NGL0"

7-6*

10-10"

Proposed Basement Plan

=10

>

Proposed First Floor Plan

144" = 10"

PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 84103

TEL: (415) 8220200

FAX: (415) 922.0203
WWW, SIACONSULT.COM

Floor Plans

T

‘Thase documents are property of SIA CONSULTING
and a7 not 1o bo penduced chimged of copied
‘ilhat e expressed witen cansent of SIA
GONSWL

I1SSUES / REVISIONS

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
DRAWN R.L.

DESIGN RXK.

DATE 081912013

@ CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR/ALARK [N ALL BEDROOMS

110V WITH BATTERY BACKUP

REVISED DATE 0032015

PROPERTY LINE

JOB NO. 131590

{N) WALL YO BE CONSTRUCTED

(N) WALL TO BE 1-HR. FIRE RATED

SHEETNO.

A-2.1
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PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building

Proposed Second Floor Plan

PROPERTY LINE

]. SAN FRANCISCO, CAl
:
7
UNOCCUPIED ROOF %
B
DEC| P
%, ry
saft \Q{g.!;,\}?z
A
514 CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET
J SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
2 TEL: (415) 922,0200
FAX: (415 922.0203
LIGHT 5 WEBSITE:WWW. SIACONSULT.COM
ELL . SHEET TITLE I
UNOCCUPIED ROOF
/=
z
J
2
These dotuments wre poperty of SIA CONSULTING
% and are pot 1o be produced changed or copled
without the expressed wiitien consent of SIA
CONSULTING ENGINEERS,
% 1SSUES { REVISIONS
PFOEOSEd Roof P[an NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
=10
DRAWN RL.
DESIGN RK.
DATE 081912013
€) | CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR/ALARM IN ALL BEDROOMS REVISED DATE 08032015
@ $SMOKE DETECTOR, 110-V INTERCONNECTED WITH BATTERY BACKUP

JOEB NO, 13-15%0

{N) WALL TO BE CONSTRUCTED

(N} WALL TO BE 1-HR. FIRE RATED

SHEET NO.

A-2.2




PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

l_ Provious Pmposal_\L

{7 24 ORD CT. REAR
coop (el 1 P

Original Proposs!.

Bevtm

241 STAVES ST, t I~r SR
r :

i Evstry e,

233 STATES ST,
(Gt Sy ey

S1A GONSULTING CORPORATION

1256 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103

TEL: (415) §22.0200

FAX: (415) 822.0203
WEBSITEWWW, SIACONSULT.COM

SHEET THLE

I

Front & Rear

Proposed Front Elevation Elevation
T = 70"

2 ORD CT.REAR

N

H

i 2ORDCTREAR _

| RO,
SeEEDNrS
PROILE OF 233 STATES §T.
_— 21 STATES 5T,
7 ‘These documents are property of SIA CONSULTING
and ave nol 1o be produced chamged o oo
ihout e expressed i consenlof St
STATES STREET L ) Sonsu
ISSUES  REVISIONS
i NC. DATE DESCRIPTION
L cteomnon
0
i

i

I

‘ DRAWN RL.

Tl
'] : Qi‘mabw;i(k&ﬁ DESIGN RK.
e g
: " oATE 081812013
Proposed Rear Elevation E ! REVISED DATE 002015
3/16" = 10" B
: J0BNO. 131590
SHEET NO.
2 3 4 5 5 7 8 ® w
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463"

29'-7" (%25 OPEN SPACE)

e 22 ORD CT,

AR Ot
BEPLATE,

L gyera

PROFILE OF 20 ORD CF, ___|

Proposed East Elevation

316" = 10"

ROFILE OF 231 STATES ST.
frehtiiiit oy

STATES STREET

PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA|

NPT

1k

A,
& &
"{'[lﬁfn\,\?/'

St

51A CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103

TEL: {415)922.6200

FAX: (415) 922.0203

WEBSITE:WWW. SIACONSULT.COM

SHEET THLE

Side Elevations

These documants are propaty of SIA CONSULTING
‘and ata nol o be produced changod of copled
without the espessed wiiten consent of SIA
CoNsuL

ISSUES / REVISIONS

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
DRAVN RL,

DESIGN RK.

DATE 081972013

REVISED DATE  DW/03/2015

Jos NO, 13-1590

SHEET NO.

A3.2
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PROJEGT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA)

BN
- 40 HEIGHT LIIT LINE—"
\,

i N\,
/- 420" . 297" (%25 OPEN SPACE) 48-3"

) 22 ORD CT. - REAR

TEL: (415)922.0200
FAX: (415) 922.0203
WEBSITE:WWW. SIACONSULT.COM

SHEET WILE

Side Elevations

tra
STATES ST,

‘These doouments are proparty of SIA CONSULTING
and aro ot 1o be proxuced changed of copied
it ihe expressed witen consent of S1A

ISSUES / REVISIONS

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
- i
Proposed West Elevation ! : ' : =
3”6"_1‘_0'! - i - ) ) - : ) V ) V 7 o 7
DRAWN Rl.
DESIGN RK.
DATE 08192013

REVISEDDATE 03032015

JOBNO, 131590

SHEET NO.

A-3.3
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PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA|

35-0° 80"

{ 263 297" {425 OPEN SPACE)

UNOCCUPIED ROOF

Roof Deck

X kY
R e
1t

SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 84103

TEL: (415) 922.0200

FAX: (415) 922.0203

2Z0RDCY,

SHEET TITLE

. STATES ST,

myenFreE,
L 5=

WEBSITE:WWW. SIACONSULT.COM

_______ s s
o me®
PR
g
L (5 SRADE
{N) GARDEN
: Fanily Room
S 4t B
(E} REAR YARD :
AsSuEpTonEERU RS,
Ep2rd ¥ b,
S
|
H ‘These documents are property of SIA GONSULTING
1 and 7a Nl 1 be produced changed o copied
H ‘without the expressed written consent of SIA
Py i ENGINEERS,
samar [ | B 1SSUES | REVISIONS
U1 S 8 . NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
Proposed Section A-A
3/16" = 10"
DRAWN RL.
DESIGN RK.
DATE 081192013

REVISED DATE  09/03/2015

JOB NO. 13-159%

SHEET NO,
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|

Green Building: Site Permit Checklist

_| BASIC INFORMATION:

These facts, plus the primary occupancy, determine which requirements apply. For details, see AB 093 Attachment A Table 1.

Instructions:
As part of application for site permit, this form acknowledges the specific green building requirements that apply to a project
under San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13C, California Tite 24 Part 11, and related local codes. Attachment C3, C4, or C5

will be due with the applicable addendum. To use the form:

AND

Project Name BlockfLot Address
22 ORD CT-REAR 2619/ 067 22 ORD CT-REAR
Gross Building Area Primary Ocoupancy Design ProfessionaVApphioant: Sign & Date
3,108 S.F, +- R-3 Bahman Ghassemzadeh
# of Dwefling Units Height o highest occupied floor Number of occupied fioors
1 207" 4

C ion activity I

prevenﬂon and site runoff can!rols Provide a
Pollution Prevention Plan

and Implement SFPUC Best Management Practices.

Stormwater Control Plan: Projects disturbing 25,000
square feet must implement a Stormwater Control Plan [ ]

Type of Project Proposed (Indicate at right)

Overall Requirements:

Type of Project Proposed (Check box if applicable)

{a) Provide basic information about the project in the box at left. This info determines which green building requirements apply.

{b) Indicate in one of the columns below which type of project is proposed. if applicable, fill in the blank lines below to identify the
number of points the project must meet or exceed. A LEED or GreenPoint checklist is not required to be submitted with the site
permit application, but such tools are strongly recommended to be used .

Solid circles in the column indicate mandatory measures required by state and local codes. For projects applying LEED or

GreenPoint Rated, prerequisites of those systems are mandatory. This form is a summary; see San Francisco Building Code
Chapter 13C for details.

PROJECT NAME

22 Ord Ct-Rear Building
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

SIA CONSULTING CORPORATION
1256 HOWARD STREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 84103

TEL: (415)922.0200

FAX: (416) 922.0203

W
SHEET THLE

WWW. SIACONSULT.COM

" N N N - A o Energy Efficiency: Demonslirate a 15% eneigy use teduction compaied lo 2008
meeting SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines LEED level prereq ) GOLD SILVER SILVER GOLD GOLD GOLD Califotsia Enetgy Code, Tille 24, Part 6. (13C.5.201.1.1) e
Water Efficient Irrigation - Projects that include = Base number of required points: 60 z 50 80 60 80 Bleycle parking: Provide short-term and fong-term bicycle parking for §% of tota}
1,000 square feet of new or modified landscape rmust Adjustment for retention 7 demolfion oF histor molorized parking capacty each, of moat San Francisco Planning Code Sac 155, *
comply with the SEPUC Water Efficient Irigation ° featuros / bullding: nfa viichever is greater (or LEED oredit $5¢4.2), (13C.5.106.4)
Ordinance. osures / BUIIng:__ . Fue efficient vehicle and carpooi parking: ildi i .
Final number of required points 50 i . fusl e!ﬁdenll and 4 pfvl vahk:?es.P ot "‘“éks‘{'ﬂ"f.fm ° Bu | Idmg SeCth n
C on Waste ~ Comply with base number +/- adjustment) spaces. (13C 5.106.5)
the San Francisco Construction & Demolition Debris ® N "
i i . P 5 i Water Meters: Provide submeters for spaces projected to consume >1,000 gal/day,
Ordinance iSpecific Requirements: (n/r indicates a measure is not required) or >100 galiday  in bisidings avar 50,000 5. ft. L ]
Recycling by Occupants: Provide adequate space ey ion Waste _75% Di Indoor Water Efficiency: Reduce overal use of potable water within the buiding by 20% °
and equal access for storage, collection and loading of ° AND comply with San Francisco Construction & Demofition Debris ° ° ° Meet C&D 'Y for showerheads, lavatories, kitchen faucets, wash fountains, weter closets, and urinals, {13C.6.503.2)
compastable, recyclable and landfll materials. Oudinance . ordinance only| Commissioning: For new buiidings greater than 10,000 square feet, commissioning °
See Administrative Bulletin 088 for details, LEED MR 2, 2 points shall be included in the design and construstion of the pioject to vesity Lhat the buitding CRosting &
15% Energy R 4 systems and meet the ovmar's project {13C.5.410.2) sting
cgkm o u>g1¥me-§:’g§§:’(:r ASHRAE 90.1-2007) ° Py ° ° LEED " OR for bldings less than 10,000 square feet, testing and adjusling of systems is required. Balancing)
M . onl
LEED EA 4, 3 points i Protect duct and during P
Energy or d Energy (13055043)
Effective 1/1/2012: Adhesives, sealants, and caulks: Comply with VOC limits in SCAGMD Rule 1168 °
Generate renewable energy on-site 1% of total annual energy VOC limits and California Gode of Regulations Tale 17 for aerosol adnesives. (13C.5.504.4.1 -
Proposing a GreenPoint Rated Project cost (LEED EAc2), O Y e nr nir nir r Paints and coatings: i [
. " g i g5: Comply with VOC fimits in the Air Resources Board
{Indicate at right by checking the box.) S:;‘;’;i';“;:;ﬁ:g:"r';’x:;;:;5"2’%" use yeduction {ioal of 25% Architectural Goatings Suggested Gontrol Measure and California Code of Regulations ®
Purchase Green-E certified renewabls energy credits for 35% of g""{;’:"":‘:""s‘" :’“‘“‘5{ (‘3‘:‘5‘5"“;‘:}"3" o
B R total efectrici | EED EACE). arpell Al carpet must meet one of the folfovding:
Base number of required Greenpoints: % ity use ¢ ——— ) - 1. Carpet and Rug Institite Gresn Label Plus Program
Egg;;zd Commissioning of Building Energy Systems ° Meet LEED prerequisites 2, Galfornia Dgg;gg;mn! of Public Heatth Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs Z,';;‘:,?,ﬁ,’ﬁ’“‘ﬁ%ﬂ:‘;"" e CoNmgTING
‘wiiten consent of SIA
Adjustment for retention / demolition of N N " o 3. NSFIANSH 140 at the Gold leve! . GONSULTING ENGINEERS, -
historic features / building: Water Use - 30% Reduction LEEDWE 3, 2 points ® nr Y leet LEED prerequisites 4. Sciantific Certifications Systems Sustainable Cholce [SSUES { REVISIONS
N AND Garpet cushion must mest CRI Green Label,
el mambar of requied points (base mamber <7 LEEDEA4 ° e e nfr i ' AND Carpet adhesive must not exceed 50 giL YOG content. (13C.5.504.4.4) NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
adjustment} Indoor Air Quality Management Plan LEED IEQ 3.1 Y nr nir nir nir alt Composite wood: Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composiie Wood (136.5.504.45) ]
e . Resilient flooring systems: For 50% of fioor area receiving resilient flooting, install
. X = Low-Emitting Materials LEEDIEQ4.1,4.2,43,and 4.4 3 r [ ] * L] L] tesiliant flooring complying with the VOC-ernission mits defined in the 2008 Collaborative °
GreenPoint Rated (i.e. meets all prerequisites) ® - - for High Performance Schools (CHPS) criteria or ceriified under the Resifient Floor
Blcycle parking: Provide short-term and |o_ng-term bicycle Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program. (13C,5.504.4,8)
Energy Efficiency: Demonstrate a 15% energy use ;:"““pfa:’c"fz SL‘Zﬁﬂg’gfﬁ?eﬁf’{ggJﬁfﬁm.ﬁ?; Z:e':‘“:r‘ ° - ® i e Environmental Tobacco Smoke: Prohibit smoking vithin 25 fest of building .
?{:u;t:;m;: c:‘n;pared to 2008 Caiifornia Energy Code,{ @ meet LEED credit SScd 2, (13C.5.106.4) See San Francisco Planring entries, outdoor alr intakes, and operable windows, (13C.,5.504.7)
itle 24, Pait 6, " or: . N Urnted exceptions.
" P - Air Flltration: Provide at least MERV-8 filters in regularly occupied spaces of
Meet ali California Green Building Standards Designated parking: Mark 8% of total parking stalls " i gy See CAT24 Part 11
Gode requirements 9 for low-emitting, fuel efficiont, and carpoolivan pool vehicies. ® ° wr e mechanically ventilated buildings. (136.5.504.5.3) Section 5.714.8
- 5 13C.5.106.5) ‘
{CalGreen measures for residential projects have * 1 ? A Control: Wall and toal-celings STC 50, exteriar windoves STG 30, parly ® scoarpy | DRAWH RL
been integrated into the GreenPoint Rated system.) Water Meters: Provide submeters for spaces projected to walls aad fioor-csifings STC 40, (13C.5.507.4) Par 11 Section
consume mote than 1,000 galiday, or mote than 100 galiday i in ) it nr nir nir nir S.7147 DESIGN RK.
Notes buikling over 50,000 sq. fl. {13C.5,303.1) GFCs and Halons; Do not install equipment that contalas CFCs or Halons. (13C.5.508.1)
N N Air Filtration: Provide at least MERV-8 fiiters in regutarly i 0 > : DATE 0B19/2013
1) New residertlial projects of 767 or greater must use the “New occupled spaces of mechanically ventlated bulldings (of LEED . nr nir ® nle nr diremer L e
Residentiaf High-Rise” column, New residential projects with >3 credit IEQ §). (13C.5.5045.3)
i i - d Col aste Divert 75% of and ds ol Meet C&D
occupied floors and less than 75 feat to the highest ocoupied fioor YTy — Divert 75% of femalition > REVISED DATE  09/03/2015
may choose to apply the LEED for Homes Mid-Rise rating system; Air Filtration: Provide MERV-13 fifers in residential bulldings in debris AND comply wnn San Francisco Constriction & Demelition Debris ommanca ordinance only
if 50, you must use the "New Residential Mid-Rise” column, air-quality hol-spots {or LEED credit [EQ 5). (SF Health Code Articlo 38 alt [ ] ® ot nir afr
: | R ot and SF Bullding Code 1203.5) Energy o Energy JOBND. 131590
2} LEED for Homes Mid-Rise projects must meet the “Silver” standard, - Effective January 1, 2012: Generate renewable energy on-site equal to 21% of total
including all prerequisites. The number of points required to achieve Acoustical Control: wall and roof-ceilings STC 50, exterior ° See GBC 1207 * wr e annual energy cost (LEED EAC2), OR e T ——
Silver depends on unit size. See LEED for Homes Mid-Rise Rating windowrs STC 30, parly walls and floor-cellings STC 40. (13C.5.507.4)) an additional 10% energy tiss redustion (total of 25% compared to Title 24 SHEET NO,

System lo confirm the base number of points required.
3 for addtions or
received on or after July 1, 2012,

apply 1o

Part 6 2008), OR

pinchass GroanE cerified reneviable eneigy credts for 35% of btal ekectricky use (LEED EACE).

G-1.0

1 2
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City Hall
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

November 2, 2015

FILE NO. 151113

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk’s Office one check,
in the amount of Five Hundred Sixty Two Dollars ($562),
representing filing fee paid by Jack Keating for Conditional Use
appeal for the proposed project at 22 Ord Court.

Planning Department
By:

o e
Print Ndmé&

S s

~Signatu re/)a’h’d Date
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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

J%j PROOF OF MAILING

 Legislative File No. 151113

Description of Items: Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the Planning
Commission certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning
Code, Sections 303 and 306.7, for a project located 22 Ord Court, Assessor's
Parcel Block No. 2619, Lot No. 067, identified in Planning Case No.
2013.1521CUAV, by Motion No. 19483, dated September 24, 2015, to permit lot
coverage of a parcel to exceed 55%, and an increase to the existing square
footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and/or more than 100% by constructing a
new approximately 3,110 gross square foot two-story dwelling unit at the rear of
the existing lot. (District 8) (Appellant: Jack Keating, on behalf of the
Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association) (Filed October 26, 2015).

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: November 20, 2015
Time: 2:20 p.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: e o \\
Q AN

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: SF Docs (LIB)

Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 4:22 PM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Re: Hearing Notice - Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Appeal Hearing on December 1,
2015

Categories: 151113

Hi John,

I have posted the hearing notices.
Thank you,

Michael

From: BOS Legislation, {BOS)

Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 2:54 PM

To: SF Docs (LIB)

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: FW: Hearing Notice - Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Appeal Hearing on December 1, 2015

Good afternoon,

Please post the below-linked hearing notices for public viewing.

Regards,

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

B 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 legisiation 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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From: Carroll, John (BOS)

Sent: Friday, November 20, 2015 2:52 PM

To: cparkes@ieee.org; Givner, Jon (CAT) <jon.givner@sfgov.org>; Stacy, Kate (CAT) <kate.stacy@sfgov.org>; Byrne,
Marlena (CAT) <marlena.byrne@sfgov.org>; Pearson, Audrey {CAT) <audrey.pearson@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC) <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Jones, Sarah (CPC)
<sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron {(CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
<anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Jacinto, Michael (CPC) <michael.jacinto@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Chang, Tina (CPC) <tina.chang@sfgov.org>; AMurphy@perkinscoie.com

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Caldeira, Rick (BOS) <rick.caldeira@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa
(BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John (BOS)
<john.carroll@sfgov.org>

Subject: Hearing Notice - Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Appeal Hearing on December 1, 2015

Good afternoon,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled appeal hearings for Special Order before the Board on December 1,
2015, at 3:00 p.m., for the Conditional Use Appeal for a proposed project at 22 Ord Court, filed by Jack Keating, on
behalf of the Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association.

The following links are the hearing notices in English, Spanish, and Chinese.

December 1, 2015 - Board of Supervisors - Appeal Hearing - Conditional Use - 22 Ord Court
1 de diciembre de 2015 - Junta de Supervisores - Audiencia de Apelacion - Uso Condicional - 22 Ord Corte

2015 12 A1 H-T2FEEE & - FAFIEE - &AM H - 22 ord Court

| invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 151113

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.carroli@sfgov.org | bos.legislation@sfgov.org

&5 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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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

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: Tuesday, December 1, 2015
Time: 3:00 p.m.

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: File No. 151113. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to
the Planning Commission certification of a Conditional Use
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 303 and 306.7,
for a project located 22 Ord Court, Assessor's Parcel Block No.
2619, Lot No. 067, identified in Planning Case No.
2013.1521CUAYV, by Motion No. 19483, dated September 24, 2015,
to permit lot coverage of a parcel to exceed 55%, and an increase
to the existing square footage in excess of 3,000 square feet and/or
more than 100% by constructing a new approximately 3,110 gross
square foot two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing lot.
(District 8) (Appellant: Jack Keating, on behalf of the Castro/Eureka
Valley Neighborhood Association) (Filed October 26, 2015).

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, 94012. 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 Wednesday, November 25,

2015.
ME&»
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
DATED: November 18, 2015

POSTED/MAILED: November 20, 2015 4799




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
TTD/TTY No. 5545227
NEREEA
=ENH RS ERES

HE: 2015412 A 1 HESH=

IRERA: T 3FF

HbBE THECEE - A8 250 & ¢ 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San

B

Francisco, CA 94102

FEESRAS 151113 - FsRRE B A TSR EIZE B SR ENE
FREE303H1306. MEEFT/E G MEERIFZAE (Conditional Use
Authorization ) BEERIER o EFRFREIZNo. 2013.1521CUAV A5
BHEYETE] ({5322 Ord Court » FHEHTIESRIS2019 - HELSRIE067) >
BxEENENo. 19483 (HHEA - 2015809 H24H ) > AEra&iam Ty EL
BEFEREESSY 0 DRKAERE T 5 RAYEE L3 A130003F 5 %R
/10096 » 2BATE R A M ELA IR J7 e 2 —{E v 4AEITR4Y3,110
SEHTER A E B R BEAL o (B58EEE) (3T A ¢ Jack Keating » X3
Castro/Eureka Valley#S 2 FrE) (732015410 26 HEFER) -

Cud

-/ Angela Calvillo
EEE3 V5

HEf: November 18, 2015
SERE/ERZS/: November 20, 2015

4800




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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA
DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO

Fecha: Martes, 1ro de diciembre de 2015
Hora: 3:00 p.m.
Lugar: Camara Legislativa, Ayuntamiento, Salén 250

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

Asunto: Ne de Expediente 151113. Audiencia para personas interesadas en o
gue se oponen a la certificacién de una Autorizacién de Uso Condicional
por parte de la Comisién de Planificaciébn segun las Secciones 303 y
306.7 del Cédigo de Planificacién, para un proyecto situado en 22 de
Ord Court, Lote Nim. 067 de la Parcela Num. 2619 del Tasador,
identificado en el Caso de Planificacion Nim. 2013.1521CUAV, por el Ne
de Mocion 19483, fechado el 24 de septiembre de 2015; para autorizar
el uso de un lote de parcela que supera un 55 % del area de superficie,
y un aumento al pietaje cuadrado actual de mas de 3,000 pies
cuadrados y/o mas de 100% para la construccion de una nueva unidad
de vivienda de dos pisos de aproximadamente 3,110 pies cuadrados
brutos en la parte trasera del lote existente. (Distrito 8) (Apelante: Jack
Keating, en nombre de la Asociacibn de Vecinos y Vecinas de
Castro/Eureka Valley) (Fichado el 26 de octubre de 2015).

= Q. Cadved By
Angela Calvillo
Secretaria de la Junta

FECHADO: 18 de noviembre de 2015
PUBLICADO/ANUNCIADO: 20 de noviembre de 2015

4801



Carroll, John (BOS)

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 11:59 AM

To: David Clarke

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Appeal Hearing on December 1, 2015
Categories: 151113

Thanks so much for getting back to me. For your convenience, I’'m forwarding the below message to you.

Good afternoon,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing date for Special Order before the Board of
Supervisors on December 1, 2015, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below a letter regarding the Conditional
Use Appeal for the proposed project at 22 Ord Court, as well as direct links to Public Work’s memo indicating
the sufficiency of the appeal signatories, and the Appeal Letter.

Clerk of the Board Letter - November 2. 2015

Public Works Memo - October 30, 2015

Appeal Letter - October 26, 2015

I invite you to review this matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 151113

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 commitiees. 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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From: David Clarke [mailto:flyerinsf@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 9:12 AM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>
Subject: 22 Ord Ct

Good morning, Mr. Carroll,

I received your phone call yesterday afternoon. My contact information is below. This is regarding 22 Ord Ct
Condition Use Appeal.

Thank you,
-d

David Clarke

415.370.5677 - mobile
San Francisco, CA

FlyerInSF@gmail.com
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Carroll, John (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 4:47 PM
To: cparkes@ieee.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Pearson,

Audrey (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron
(CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Jacinto, Michael (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Chang, Tina
(CPC); AMurphy@perkinscoie.com

Cc: B Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS);
. Carroll, John (BOS)
Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Appeal Hearing on December 1, 2015

Good afternoon,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing date for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on
December 1, 2015, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below a letter regarding the Conditional Use Appeal for the proposed
project at 22 Ord Court, as well as direct links to Public Work’s memo indicating the sufficiency of the appeal signatories,
and the Appeal Letter.

Clerk of the Board Letter - November 2, 2015

Public Works Memo - October 30, 2015

Appeal Letter - October 26, 2015

I invite you to review this matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below.

Board of Supervisors File No. 151113

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 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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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
- TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

November 2, 2015

Jack Keating

Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association
4134 17t Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court
Dear Mr. Keating:

This is in reference to the appeal you submitted of the decision of the Planning Commission by
Motion No. 19483 (Case No. 2013.1521CUAYV), for property located at:

22 Ord Court, Assessor’s Block No. 2619, Lot No. 067.

The Director of Public Works has informed the Board of Supervisors in a letter dated October
30, 2015, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal of October 26,
2015, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code and represent owners of more than
20 percent of the property involved and would be sufficient for an appeal.

Pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308.1, a hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday,
December 1, 2015, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102.
Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by:

11 days prior to the hearing: names and addresses of interested parties to be notified of
the hearing in spreadsheet format; and

8 days prior 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 one hard copy of the documentation for distribution.

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.
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5 22 Ord Court
Conditional Use Appeal
November 2, 2015 Page 2

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact John Carroll, Legislative Clerk, at (415)
554-4445,

Sincerely,

Gy

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

c
David Clarke, Project Sponsor

Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney

Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Aaron Starr, Planning Department

Tina Chang, Planning Department

Jonas lonin, Planning Commission

Mohammed Nuru, Director of Public Works

Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Public Works

Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
Bruce Storrs, Public Works

Steven Bergin, Public Works
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Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Mohammed Nuru
Directar

Fuad Swelss
Deputy Director and City Engineer

Jarry Sanguinetti
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
Manager

Bruce R. Storrs P.L.S.
City and County Surveyor

Bureau of Strest Use & Mapping
1155 Market St., 37 ficor

San Francisco, CA 94103

tel: {415) 554-5827
subdivision.mapping@sfdpw.org

sfpublicworks.org
facebook com/sfpublicworks
twitter.com/sfpublicworks

October 30, 2015

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
City Hall - Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: 22 0Ord Ct.
Lot 067 of Assessor's Block 2619
Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of
Conditional Use Application No. 2013.1521 C

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

This letter is in response to your October 26, 2015 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’
signatures represent 40.24% 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,

r ' ce R. Storfs
City & County Surveyor
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Carroll, John (BOS)

From: Carroll, John (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 10:08 AM

To: Zhu, Karen (CPC); Ko, Yvonne (CPC)

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Operations

Subject: New Appeal Check Available for Pickup in the Clerk's Office - 22 Ord Court

There is a new appeal check available for pickup here in the Clerk’s Office, room 244.
Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court
Best to 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 Iegi'slation 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)

From: Bergin, Steven (DPW)

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 2:13 PM

To: Carroll, John (BOS)

Cc: Nuru, Mohammed (DPW); Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW); Storrs, Bruce (DPW); Rivera, Javier
(DPW); Leibof, Steven (DPW); Chan, Cheryl (DPW)

Subject: RE: Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Verification of Signatures

Attachments: Response to Board. pdf

John,

See attached copy of our response to your request for sufficiency of signatures. The original has been sent via inter-
office mail.

Thank you,

Steve Bergin
T | Bureau of Street Use & Mapping | San Francisco Public Works
'«‘jﬂ’i’h.& 1155 Market St, 3rd Floor | San Francisco, CA 94103

(SANCERANCISTO.

PUBLIC (415) 554-5886 | steven.bergin@sfdpw.org
'WORKS |}

From: Bergin, Steven (DPW)

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 2:38 PM

To: Carroll, John {BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>

Cc: Nuru, Mohammed (DPW) <mohammed.nuru@sfdpw.org>; Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW) <jerry.sanguinetti@sfdpw.org>;
Storrs, Bruce {DPW) <bruce.storrs@sfdpw.org>; Rivera, Javier (DPW) <javier.rivera@sfdpw.org>

Subject: RE: Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Verification of Signatures

Hi John,

I am in the process of reviewing the aforementioned Conditional Use Appeal and wanted to inform you that the signed
area has exceeded 20 percent at this point. | will follow up with an official response once all signatures have been taken
into account and the calculations are complete.

Thank you,

Steve Bergin
| Bureau of Street Use & Mapping | San Francisco Public Works
g.ﬂ"’,’h.a 1155 Market St, 3rd Floor | San Francisco, CA 94103
PUBLIC (415) 554-5886 | steven.bergin@sfdpw.org

\WORKS

SRR ERANC(ZCO

From: Carroll, John (BOS)
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 5:37 PM
To: Nuru, Mohammed (DPW) <Mohammed.Nuru@sfdpw.org>

1
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Cc: Sweiss, Fuad (DPW) <Fuad.Sweiss@sfdpw.org>; Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW) <Jerry.Sanguinetti@sfdpw.org>; Storrs,
Bruce (DPW) <Bruce.Storrs@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>; Caldeira, Rick (BOS) <rick.caldeira@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John {(BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>; Pearson, Audrey (CAT)
<audrey.pearson@sfgov.org>; Chang, Tina (CPC) <tina.chang@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-

legislative aides@sfgov.org>

Subject: Conditional Use Appeal - 22 Ord Court - Verification of Signatures

Good afternoon Director Nuru,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has tentatively scheduled an appeal hearing for a Special Order before the Board on
November 17, 2015, at 3:00 p.m. The appeal was filed by Jack Keating, on behalf of the Castro/Eureka Valley
Neighborhood Association, concerning the Conditional Use Authorization for 22 Ord Court.

Please find attached the appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures submitted with the appeal
filing. The signatures begin on page 28 of the appeal letter.

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.carroli@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 legisiation 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 o
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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Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Mehammaed Nuru
Directar

Fuad Sweiss
Deputy Director and City Engineer

Jerry Sanguinstti
Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
Managsr

Bruce R. Stotrs P.L.S.
City and County Surveyor

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
1155 Market St,, 3% floor

8an Francisco, CA 84103

tel: (415) 554-5827

subdivision. mapping@sfdpw.org

sfpublicworks.org
facebook.com/stpublieworks
twitter.com/sfpublicworks

October 30, 2015

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
City Hall - Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: 22 0Ord Ct.
Lot 067 of Assessor’s Block 2619
Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of
Conditional Use Application No. 2013.1521 C

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

This letter is in response to your October 26, 2015 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’
signatures represent 40.24% 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,

r ' ce R. Storrs
City & County Surveyor
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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

October 26, 2015

Mohammed Nuru

Director, Public Works

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 348
San Francisco, CA 94102

Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAV
22 Ord Court - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal

Dear Director Nuru:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Jack Keating, on behalf of the
Castro/Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association, of the decision of the Planning Commission by its
Motion No. 19483 dated September 24, 2015, relating to the approval of a Conditional Use
Authorization (Case No. 2013.1521CUAYV) pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 303 and 306.7, for a
proposed residential construction project located at:

22 Ord Court, Assessor’s Block No. 2619, Lot No. 067

By copy of this letter, the City Engineer’s Office 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 Thursday, October 29, 2015, 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 November 17, 2015, at 3.00 p.m.

Sincerely,

Ao Q@ a5

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

c:
Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Public Works

Jerry Sanguinetti, Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
Bruce Storrs, Public Works

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 Department

Aaron Starr, Planning Department

Tina Chang, Planning Department
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Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date

L] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

[

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

X
w

. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

B

. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires"

W

. City Attorney request.

6. Call File No. from Committee.

. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

oo

. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

0O O 0Oo0o6on0onod
~J

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[] Small Business Commission [T Youth Commission 7] Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [] Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Clerk of the Board

Subject:

Public Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - 22 Ord Court

The text is listed below or attached:

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the Planning Commission certification of a Conditional Use
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 303 and 306.7, for a project located 22 Ord Court, Assessor's
Parcel Block No. 2619, Lot No. 067, identified in Planning Case No. 2013.1521CUAYV, by Motion No. 19483, dated
September 24, 2015, to permit lot coverage of a parcel to exceed 55%, and an increase to the existing square footage
in excess of 3,000 square feet and/or more than 100% by constructing a new approximately 3,110 gross square foot
two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the existing lot. (District 8) (Appellant: Jack Keating, on behalf of the Castro/

Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association) (Filed October 26, 2015).
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Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: a&tﬂ/@n@iﬁ
v Ry

For Clerk's Use Only: 61
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