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membership interests in Developer or any Transferee, (2) grants of easement or of occupancy

rights for existing or completed Buildings or other improvements (including, without limitation,

space leases in Buildings), and (3) the placement of a Mortgage on the Project Site.

1.102 "Transportation Demand Management" benefits are described in Exhibit

J.

1.103 "Vested Elements" has the meaning set forth in Section 5.1.

1.104 "Walnut Walk North" is described in Section l .f of Exhibit C.

1.105 "Walnut Walk South" is described in Section l .f of Exhibit C

1.106 "Workforce Agreement" means the Workforce Agreement attached as

Exhibit I.

2. EFFECTIVE DATE; TERM

2.1 Effective Date. This Agreement shall take effect upon the later of (i) the

full execution and delivery of this Agreement by the Parties and (ii) the date the Enacting

Ordinances are effective and operative ("-Effective Date").

2.2 Term. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon the Effective

Date and shall continue in full force and effect for fifteen (15) years thereafter unless extended or

earlier terminated as provided herein ("Term"); provided, however, that (i) the Term shall be

extended for each day of a Litigation Extension and (ii) Developer shall have the right to terminate

this Agreement with respect to a Development Parcel upon completion of the Building within that

Development Parcel and the Associated Community Benefits for that Building, as set forth in

Section 7.1. The term of any conditional use permit or planned unit development shall be for the

longer of the Term (as it relates to the applicable parcel) or the term otherwise allowed under the

conditional use or planned unit development approval, as applicable. The term of the Tentative

Map and any Subdivision Map shall be for the longer of the Term (as it relates to the applicable

parcel) or the term otherwise allowed under the Subdivision Map Act.

3. GENERAL RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS

3.1 Development of the Project. Developer shall have the vested right to

develop the Project in accordance with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement, and the

City shall consider and process all Later Approvals for development of the Project in accordance

with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement. The Parties acknowledge that Developer (i)

has obtained all Approvals from the City required to Commence Construction of the Project, other
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performed pursuant to Section 8. The Planning Director, acting on behalf'of the City, shall execute

and return such certificate within twenty (20) days following receipt of the request..

5.11 Existing, Continuing Uses and Interim Uses. The Parties acknowledge that

the Existing Uses are lawfully authorized uses and may continue as such uses may be modified by

the Project, provided that any modification thereof not a component of or contemplated by the

Project is subject to Planning Code Section 178 and the applicable provisions of Section 5.

Developer may install interim or temporary uses on the Project Site, which uses must be consistent

with those uses allowed under the Project Site's zoning, the Approvals, the Project SUD, or any

planned unit development authorization granted under the Project SUD, as applicable.

5.12 Taxes. Nothing in this Agreement limits the City's ability to impose new or

increased taxes or special assessments, or any equivalent or substitute tax or assessment, provided

(i) the City shall not institute, on its own initiative, proceedings for any new or increased special

tax or special assessment for aland-secured financing district (including the special taxes under

the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 (Government Code Section 53311 et seq.) but

not including business improvement districts ar community benefit districts formed by a vote of

the affected property owners) that includes the Project Site unless the new district is City-Wide or

Developer gives its prior written consent to or requests such proceedings, and (ii) no such tax or

assessment shall be targeted or directed at the Project, including, without limitation, any tax or

assessment targeted solely at all or any part of the Project Site. Nothing in the foregoing prevents

the City from imposing any tax or assessment against the Project Site, or any portion thereof, that

is enacted in accordance with Law and applies to all similarly-situated property on a City-Wide

basis.

6. NO DEVELOPMENT OBLIGATION

There is no requirement under this Agreement that Developer initiate or complete

development of the Project, or any portion thereof. There is also no requirement that development

be initiated or completed within any period of time or in any particular order, subject to the

requirement to complete Associated Community Benefits for each Building (or for any market rate

residential unit in excess of three hundred eighty-six (386), as applicable) commenced by

Developer as set forth in Section 4.1. The development of the Project is subject to numerous

factors that are not within the control of Developer or the City, such as availability of financing,

interest rates, access to capital, and similar factors. In Pardee Construction Co. v. Ciry of



the cured event of default shall terminate.

11. AMENDMENT; TERMINATION; EXTENSION OF TCRM

11.1 Amendment or Termination. This Agreement may only be amended with

the mutual written consent of the City and Developer; provided, however, that following a

Transfer, the City and Developer or any Transferee may amend this Agreement as it affects

Developer or the Transferee and the portion of the Project Site owned by Developer or the

Transferee without affecting other portions of the Project Site or other Transferees. Other than

upon the expiration of the Term and except as provided in Sections 2.2, _7 3, 9.4.2, and 11.2, this

Agreement may only be terminated with the mutual written consent of the Parties. Any

amendment to this Agreement that does not constitute a Material Change maybe agreed to by the

Planning Director (and, to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City department, with

the approval of that City department). Any amendment that is a Material Change will require the

approval of the Planning Director, the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors (and,

to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City department, after consultation with that

City Department). The determination of whether a proposed change constitutes a Material Change

shall be made, on City's behalf, by the Planning Director following consultation with the City

Attorney and any affected City Agency.

11.2 Early Termination Ri ihts. Developer shall, upon thirty (30) days prior

notice to the City, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement

in its entirety at any time if Developer does not Commence Construction on any part of the Project

Site by the date which is five (5) years following the Effective Date as such five (5) year date may

be extended by any Litigation Extension. Thereafter, the City shall, upon sixty (60) days prior

notice to Developer, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement

if the Developer has not Commenced Construction; provided Developer can prevent any such

termination by the City by providing to the City notice, within the above sixty (60) day period, of

Developer's intent to start construction and the Developer thereafter Commences Construction

within one hundred twenty (120) days following delivery of Developer's notice to the City, or, if

unable to actually Commence Construction within said time period, demonstrates reasonable, good

faith and continuing efforts to Commence Construction, such as by pursuing all necessary Later

Approvals, and thereafter promptly Commences Construction upon receipt of the Later Approvals.

1 1.3 Termination and Vesting. Any termination under this Agreement shall
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Exhibit B

Project Description

The Project Site is an approximately 446,490-square-foot, or 10.25-acre, parcel bounded by

California Street to the north, Presidio Avenue to the east, Masonic Avenue to southeast, Euclid

Avenue to the south, and Laurel Street/Mayfair Drive to the west, at the southern edge of San

Francisco's Presidio Heights neighborhood in the northwest portion of San Francisco. The project

sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and temporarily leases it to the Regents of

the University of California, which uses the Project Site for its University of California San

Francisco (UCSF) Laurel Heights Campus. The Project Site does not include the San Francisco

Fireman's Credit Union (now called the SF Fire Credit Union) at the southwest corner of California

Street and Presidio Avenue, which is on a separate parcel.

The Project Site is currently used as office and related research, child care, and parking. It is

developed with afour-story, approximately 455,000-gross-square-foot office building including a

three-level, 212-space, an approximately 93,000-gross-square-foot partially below-grade parking

garage at the center of the site; aone-story, approximately 14,000-gross-square-foot annex

building at the corner of California and Laurel streets; three surface parking lots with a total of 331

spaces connected by internal roadways; two circular garage ramp structures leading tobelow-grade

parking levels; and landscaping or landscaped open space for the USCF Laurel Heights Campus

occupants.

The proposed project includes approximately 1,427,832 gross square feet of new and rehabilitated

space, comprising approximately 977,437 gross square feet of residential floor area with

approximately 744 dwelling units; approximately 34,496 gross square feet of retail floor area; and

an approximately 14,665 gross-square-foot child care center use. The proposed project would

provide approximately 857 off-street parking spaces (including approximately 10 car share

spaces), approximately 762 Class One bicycle spaces, and 77 Class Two bicycle spaces. These

proposed uses would be located in 13 new buildings (known as Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, Mayfair,

Laurel Townhomes, Euclid and Masonic) and in the adaptively reused office building (known as

Center A and Center B), which would be divided into two separate buildings and converted to

residential use.

25% of the proposed project's units will be deed-restricted, on-site affordable units

designated for low-income senior households. These affordable units will be located in the

proposed Walnut Building on California Street and consist of 185 studios and 1-bedrooms for

seniors plus one (1) on-site manager's unit. The Walnut Building would also include an

approximately 175-seat child care facility, including a contiguous outdoor activity area. The

project includes approximately 34,496 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail located in the

buildings fronting onto California Street (Plaza A, Plaza B and the Walnut Building). This retail



"Title Policy" is defined in Section 4.F.

"Utility Allowance" means a dollar amount. determined in a manner acceptable to the
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, which may include an amount published
periodically by the San Francisco Housing Authority or successor based on standards established
by HUD, for the cost of basic utilities for households, adjusted for Household Size. If both the
San Francisco Housing Authority and HUD cease publishing a Utility Allowance, then
Developer may use another publicly available and credible dollar amount approved by MOHCD.

"Walnut Affordable Housing Building" is defined in Section 2.A.

"Walnut Child Care Parcel" is defined in Section 2.A.

"Walnut Housing Parcel" is defined in Section 2.A.

"Walnut Retail Parcel" is defined in Section 2.A.

"Walnut Land" is defined in Section 2.A.

2. Walnut Affordable Housing Building

A. Descri  ption. The 185 BMR Units and the Manager Unit will all be located in a
single residential building (the "Walnut Affordable Housing Building") that will be located
within a condominium parcel (the "Walnut Housing Parcel") on the portion of the Project Site
depicted as the "Walnut Land" on Attachment D-1 (the "Walnut Land"). The Walnut
Affordable Housing Building will be comprised only of the BMR Units, the Manager Unit
(which shall only be occupied by the Walnut Affordable Housing Building manager or, to the
extent permitted under law, other property management staff ,and the common and parking area
for the BMR Units and Manager Unit. A condominium parcel for retail uses (the "Walnut
Retail Parcel") and a condominium parcel for child care uses (the "Walnut Child Care
Parcel") will also be located on the Walnut Land. The Walnut Housing Parcel, the Walnut
Retail Parcel, and the Walnut Child Care Parcel will be created through a final map prepared
under the Tentative Map as required in the Subdivision Map.

Before obtaining a First Construction Document for any portion of the Project or
transferring the Walnut Land or the Walnut Housing Parcel to the Housing Entity, the Developer
shall obtain legal descriptions for the Walnut Housing Parcel and the Walnut Child Care Parcel
that are reasonably acceptable to City, cause the Walnut Land to be made a separate legal parcel,
and record a declaration of restrictions (in a form approved by City and using such approved
legal descriptions) that limits the use of the Walnut Housing Parcel to the construction and
operation of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building and the Walnut Child Care Parcel to the
construction and operation of a child care facility. In connection with the development of the
Project, Developer shall have the right to enter into commercially reasonable licenses,
easements, covenants, conditions and restrictions, reciprocal easement agreements, and similar
agreements that affect the Walnut Housing Parcel to the extent necessary for the use or operation

of any portion of the Walnut Housing Parcel (each, a "Property Covenant"); provided,
however, that (i) Developer shall deliver the final version of each proposed Property Covenant to
the MOHCD Director at least thirty (30) days before it is fully executed or recorded in the
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Official Records of San Francisco County and (ii) all maintenance, repair, replacement and
installation costs to be paid under a Property Covenant for the common area benefitting the
Walnut Retail Parcel, the Walnut Housing Parcel, and the Walnut Child Care Parcel shall be
proportionately allocated to the owners of the Walnut Retail Parcel, the Walnut Housing Parcel,
and the Walnut Child Caze Parcel based on the relative size of their respective parcel or any
other commercially reasonable allocation that is approved in advance by the MOHCD Director,
which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.

B. Housin~v. Before commencing the construction of the Project's first Market
Rate Unit, the Housing Entity will be formed and the Developer will contribute the Walnut
Housing Parcel (subject to the requirements of the Development Agreement) to the Housing
Entity. As anon-profit affordable housing developer and operator, the Affordable Housing
Developer will operate the Walnut Affordable Housing Building to only serve Senior
Households with incomes below 80% of MOHCD AMI, with an overall average of not more
than 59% of MOHCD AMI.

C. Financing. The Housing Entity will structure equity and debt financing for
construction, and the Developer will fund all predevelopment costs and gap financing required to
complete the construction, of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. The Housing Entity will
seek LIHTC and City-issued tax-exempt bond financing for construction. The Developer or the
Housing Entity may apply to the following state funding programs for constructing the Walnut
Affordable Housing Building without the City's prior written consent: the Multifamily Housing
Program (MHP) and the Infill Infrastructure Grant Program (IIG). At the time of such
application, the Developer or the Housing Entity shall provide the MOHCD Director with
written notification of such application and a commitment that the award of such funding would
lower the average MOHCD AMI for the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. Neither the
Developer nor the Housing Entity can seek other federal or other state resources for constructing
the Walnut Affordable Housing Building without the prior written consent of the MOHCD
Director, which consent may be withheld if the award of such funding would not result in a
lower average MOHCD AMI for the Walnut Affordable Housing Building or applying for the
proposed funding would compete with the application of a MOHCD-supported project. A failure
to obtain LIHTC, MHP, IIG, or non-competitive federal or state resources for constructing the
Walnut Affordable Housing Building shall not decrease the Developer's affordable housing or

other obligations under the Development Agreement. City has no obligation to provide any
funding for the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. Developer may collaborate with other
entities to obtain additional funding sources to the extent that those sources contribute to the
feasibility, production speed, or increase the affordability of the Walnut Affordable Housing
Building

D. Project Phasing. The Developer may not obtain CofO for more than three
hundred eighty-six (386) Market Rate Units until DBI issues a CoflD for the Walnut Affordable
Housing Building. In addition, the Developer must obtain a CofO for the Walnut Affordable
Housing Building before the expiration of the Term.

E. EquivalencX. The Walnut Affordable Housing Building shall be substantially
equivalent to the Project's other multi-unit residential buildings in exterior appearance and
overall quality of construction. All BMR Units must be wired for telephone, cable, and Internet
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commences to construct before the Tax Credit Closing, the Developer shall, at its sole election,

either deposit an amount equal to the Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap Fee, as applicable, for
that unit in the Escrow Account before obtaining a First Construction Document for that unit, or

deposit an amount equal to the Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap Fee, as applicable, for that unit

and the Development Fee Deferral Surcharge for such Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap Fee (as

calculated by DBI at the time of the Developer deposits such Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap
Fee) in the Escrow Account between obtaining the First Construction Document and the Cofn
for that unit.

At any time within thirty (30) days after Developer's written request (accompanied by
reasonable supporting materials), City shall authorize the release of funds from the Escrow
Account to reimburse Developer for reasonable and customary Walnut Affordable Housing
Building pre-development costs incurred prior to the Tax Credit Closing, such as, but not limited

to, design drawings, schematic drawings, and commercially reasonable costs for financing that

expedites the construction of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. If the Tax Credit
Closing occurs, all remaining funds in the Escrow Account needed to finance the construction of

the Walnut Affordable Housing Building shall be disbursed to pay construction and development:

costs that are approved by the Walnut Affordable Housing Building construction lender at the
time such costs are due and payable. If the Developer provides reasonable documentation to
City that there are excess Escrow Account funds that are not required to finance the constnzctiorl
of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building, such excess Escrow Account funds shall be
disbursed to the Developer.

If the Tax Credit Closing does not occur by the Outside Date, subject to extension for any

applicable Excusable Delay, then City shall have the right to receive the Escrow Account funds

by delivering written notice to the Escrow Account holder any time after the Outside Date for
deposit in City's Citywide Affordable Housing Fund established in San Francisco Administrative

Code Section 10.100-49. Within three (3) business days of receiving such written notice, the
Escrow Account holder shall deliver the funds to the address specified by the MOHCD Director.

4. Transfer of Walnut Land to Citv.

A. Transfer Notice. If the Tax Credit Closing does not occur by the Outside Date,
subject to extension for any applicable Excusable Delay, and construction of any Building occurs

during the Term, then City shall have the right to acquire, and Developer agrees to transfer to the

City, fee ownership of the Walnut Land pursuant to the form of grant deed (the "Grant Deed")
attached as Attachment D-2, with the Approved Legal Description attached to it as Exhibit A.

City shall have the right to exercise its right to acquire the Walnut Land by giving Developer,
between the Outside Date and the last day of the Term, written notice of the City's request to
acquire the Walnut Land pursuant to this Section (the "Transfer Notice"). If City receives the

Walnut Land pursuant to this Section, and Developer later obtains all financing needed to
commence and complete construction of retail improvements on the Walnut Retail Parcel (or

child care improvements on the Walnut Child Care Parcel), City shall transfer fee ownership of
the Walnut Retail Parcel or the Walnut Child Care Parcel, as applicable, to Developer within ten

(10) business days of Developer's receipt of a First Construction Document for such
improvements.
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under Section 4.0 above (the "Title Policy"), and (ii) to execute and deliver the Grant Deed and
the Transfer Documents, if any, to City. Within 7 days after the City's receipt of the Title Policy,
the duly executed and acknowledged Grant Deed, and, if any, the Transfer Documents, duly
executed and acknowledged as applicable, City shall execute and return one (t) fully executed
original of any Transfer Document to the Developer.

G. City's Remedies. If the Developer fails to transfer the Walnut Land to City in
accordance with this Section, then City shall have the right to specific performance to compel the
transfer of the Walnut Land to City in accordance with this Section or to exercise its rights under
the Deed of Trust to foreclose and take title to the Walnut Land. Following any specific
performance to transfer the Walnut Land to City or any foreclosure of the Walnut Land by City
under the Deed of Trust, Developer's obligations under this Section shall be satisfied; provided if
the Developer is not able to transfer the Walnut Land to City in the condition required by this
Section (a "Condition Preventing Transfer"), then City, as its sole remedy for a Condition
Preventing Transfer, shall instead accept an in lieu payment in the amount of Fair Market Value.
City's exercise of its remedy for a Condition Preventing Transfer shall be by delivering written
notice of such exercise to Developer, with a statement explaining the basis for the determination
that the Walnut Land cannot be transferred in accordance with this Section. If City delivers such
notice, the Developer shall pay City an in lieu payment in the amount of Fair Market Value made
within 60 days following the determination of the Fair Market Value. Any failure by Developer
to make such in lieu payment when due shall accrue interest at 10°/o per annum from the date it is
due until paid.

H. Fulfillment of Developer's Obli ate ions. On City's receipt of (i) fee ownership of
the Walnut Land through an action for specific performance or foreclosure under the Deed of Trust
or a payment of an in lieu payment due to a Condition Preventing Transfer, and (ii) the funds
deposited in the Escrow Account as required in Section 3 above, City shall have no further rights
or remedies under the Development Agreement resulting from Developer's failure to timely
commence or complete construction of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. If the Developer
obtains a First Construction Document for any Market Rate Unit after the Outside Date, nothing
in the foregoing sentence shall limit the Developer's obligation to pay the fee calculated under
Section 415.5 for such Market Rate Unit.

5. Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act

A. Non-Applicability of Costa-Hawkins Act. Chapter 4.3 of the California
Government Code directs public agencies to grant concessions and incentives to private
developers for the production of housing for lower income households. The Costa-Hawkins
Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq. (the "Costa-Hawkins Act"),
provides for no limitations on the establishment of the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a
dwelling unit with a certificate of occupancy issued after February 1, 1995, with exceptions,
including an exception for dwelling units constructed pursuant to a contract with a public agency
in consideration for a direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in
Chapter 4.3 of the California Government Code (Section 1954.52(b)). The Parties agree that the
Costa-Hawkins Act does not and in no way shall limit or otherwise affect the restriction of rental
charges for the BMR Units. The Development Agreement falls within the express exception to
the Costa-Hawkins Act, Section 1954.52(b) because the Development Agreement is a contract
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1 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The

2 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of

3 the Board of Supervisors in File No. ,and is incorporated herein by reference.

4 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will

5 serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

6 Commission Resolution No. and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by

7 reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. is on file with the Clerk of

8 the Board of Supervisors in File No.

9 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 249.20, to read as

10 follows:

1 1 SEC. 249.20. GEARY-MASONIC SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

12 (a) General. A Special Use District entitled the Geary-Masonic Special Use District

13 ("District"), the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map SU03 of the Zoning Maps of

14 the City and County of San Francisco, is hereby established for the purpose set out below.

15 (b) Purpose. In order to provide for a mixed use development project with ground floor

16 retail, and a combination of very low income, low—income, moderate-income, middle-income,

17 and market rate residential units, at densities higher than what otherwise would be permitted

18 in the NC-3 zoning district and 80 foot height district, in an area well-served by transit, there

19 shall be aGeary-Masonic Special Use District consisting o(Assessor's Block 1071, Lot 003

20 as designated on Sectional Map SU03 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County o(San

21 Francisco.

22 (c) Development Controls. Applicable provisions of the Planning Code for NCT-3

23 Districts as set forth in Section 752 shall apply within this Special Use District, except for the

24 following:

25 (1) Use Size. Non-residential uses 3000 square feet and above shall

Supervisor XXX
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

require a conditional use under Section 121.2. Uses more than 6000 square feet in size are

not permitted.

(2) Accessory Vehicle Parking. "there are nn minimum off-street parking

regzrirements or anv use in this District. No parking shall be permitted above .5 cars for each

Dwelling Unit.

(3) Car-sharing. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 166, no less

than 25% of parking spaces provided shall be an off-street car-share parking space and shall

be provided on the building site. Except as expressly provided herein, all other provisions of

section 166 shall apply.

(4) Parking and Loading Access. Parking and Loading access from Masonic

Avenue is not permitted.

(5) Dwelling Unit Mix. The project shall provide a minimum dwelling unit mix of

(A) at least 40% two and three bedroom units, including at least 10% three bedroom units, or

(B) any unit mix which includes some three bedroom or larger units such that 50% of all

bedrooms within the project are provided in units with more than one bedroom.

16 (d) Inelusionary Housing. Compliance with the Inclusionary Housing Program can

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

occur in one of the two following methods:

(1) A(fordable Housing Fee. Payment v the A„(fordable Housing Fee pursuant to

Section 41 S. S and the followingprovisions:

(1) For cz project providing (honed Units the applicable percentage shall be 33

of the residential gross floor area.

(2) For cz proiect providing Rental Units the applicable percentage shall be 30% of

the residential ~ross~loor area.

Supervisor XXX
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Opposition to Permit # 2019-014314 CUA
49 Hopkins Ave

Permit application proposes a structure
300 %larger than average house on Hopkins Ave

Presented by the Hopkins Ave. Neighbors

August 29, 2019

1



Historical and Current Perspective
------------------------------

• The developer was stopped by the city on September 2018 for an illegal demolition of a

historical home

• He was ordered by the SF Planning Commission to build a replica of the historic Richard

Neutra original house

• Permit under consideration today requests an even larger footprint than the original plan

• The Hopkins Avenue neighborhood residents are long term neighbors (some since 1963)

• 103 year old resident, Mexican American Woman Educator, Woman 5X CEO, Woman

Health Care Exec, Apple designer, Small Business Owner, Lawyer (more than 38% of

homes owned by woman)

• We welcome a new neighbor

• However, want a house in keeping with the character and scale of our neighborhood

• Hopkins Ave neighbors ask the commission to reject this permit or create conditions that

make it acceptable with the the scale and character of our existing neighborhood.

Opposition to Permit # 2019-014314 CUA (49 Hopkins Ave) 2



The Proposed Permit does not follow the Character and Scale
directive requirements of the ADU

------------------------------

Developer is asking for an approx. 4200 sq.ft. structure (1200 sq ft ADU, 2660 sq

ft House, 355 sq ft Garage)

• The average size of the homes in the HOPKINS neighborhood is app.

1400 sq.ft.

Proposed structure is almost 300% bigger than average house on

Hopkins Ave.

• The house next door to the proposed structure is 1063 sq.ft.

Proposed structure is almost 400% larger than the house next door

• Original structure at 49 Hopkins is recorded in city records as

927sq.ft. of living space

Proposed structure is almost 450% larger than the original house

Opposition to Permit # 2019-014314 CUA (49 Hopkins Ave) 3



The proposed ADU at 49 Hopkins is not intended
to create affordable housing

------------------------------

Section 2 , (i) of Planning Administrative Codes, Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units: This infill strategy
would create more apartments in the areas of the city that are already built-out without changing the
character, increasing building heights, or altering the built form. Such small-scale residential infill could create
additional homes for existing and future San Franciscans.

Section 2 (e) ADU's will be small units with relatively low rents

- A 1200 sq. ft ADU is not small, nor likely to be "low rent"

- The proposed ADU by itself is larger than 50% of the homes on the block

Section 2(j) ADU's states that their purpose should become a major provider of
affordable housing

- Without agreeing to recording Specific Restrictions for rent controlled or
BMR (Below Market Rate) rent, this proposed housing will be market
rate and not affordable

Section 2(g): allowing more residents to live within walking distance of transit,
shopping and services.

- The Twin Peaks neighborhood has no services within walking distance

Opposition to Permit # 2019-014314 CUA (49 Hopkins Ave) 4



We ask the commission to reject this permit or create
conditions that make this permit acceptable with the Character

and Scale of our neighborhood
------------------------------

- A Smaller Footprint home: 1400 sq. ft.

- A Smaller ADU: approximately 400 sq. ft.

- Hopkins entrances for both of the dwellings

- Guaranteed Affordability
Enforceable Rent Restrictions recorded in the deed

- Supervision of his contractor's work ongoing by the city

Opposition to Permit # 2019-014314 CUA (49 Hopkins Ave) 5
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►San Francisco and The Bay area are in the midst of a
housing affordability crisis

Communities experience sharp increases in homelessness
when median rent accounts for 32% or more of median
income and SF is well above this threshold at 39% (Zillow)

The unsheltered population has increased 19%

Two-thirds of the increase in the number of unsheltered is
attributable to people sleeping in vehicles



PF~C?GI~AM (~1/EVi~W

The proposed site:

- Will be managed by a trusted provider who will

provide 24/7 security and site management

Will be restricted to clients that are already engaged

with HSH's Vehicle Encampment Resolution Team

(VERY), an arm of the Homeless Outreach Team

(HOT)

Creates a safe place to store a vehicle as an incentive

to engage with the Homelessness Response System



PRC~{~f~R ~7i/ ~I~~/1l

►Will allow a small number of individual adults to remain
onsite if they continue to engage with services

Families with children will be highly encouraged to utilize
temporary shelter

Will provide clients support in getting their vehicles legal,
operable and unencumbered by fines

Will abide by a Good Neighbor Policy and provide the
public a 24/7 phone number to call with concerns
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TIMELINE

Begin Construction -- October 2019 ~~~~
■~~~~■
■~~~~■
~~~~~~

Site Opens -- November 2019 ~~~~

►Program Runs November 2019 —November 2020
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Schedule

Quick deployment needed

~' COst

Low, due to limited duration

Resulting concept plan: minimal site improvements

No permanent utility infrastructure

Work within existing grade

Do not touch rail tracks or stoppers

Temporary facilities

~r~ ~

F4

?.1 ~`~~ .h ~.:..aw/~y~

4~ti "'_



! ~ 
'".

,;, ~ ~
~ . ~_ ..

n ;~ ~~ ~ ~~
q ,~ 

i

~ I- ~ ~~~~ II ~

',~.t ~~ ~
~ ~'~.

• Si ̀  ~

~+^•-

t
t • ~ _~ ~

' ~ e ~ 1

'E~'~' "~1 ~ ~ p:

t t ~ '"'~" '~ ,~- ~.

! y "~ ? " ` ~ ~,'
,~ 4

a'
~ ~ r ~d

~ ~ ~ • : f

~ p ~ rik ~ ~ ~~.!~) Iii ~ ~ _ ,.t~

t"~` '"

~. r~, ~ ~.
~,. --~

~~
 ̀̀ ~ ~a ~ , ;

R E
a `;

ntra n ce .'° ~ KK~`~ ~.rG8f.1GISC0 •S " ~'i~

~ s Ngiagara~Av~e 'ti;



DESIGN —SITE PLAN

► Parking spots: 33

~ Guests: 30; staff: 3
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DESIGN -SITE PLAN

► Keep existing gate

► Add new, secured vehicle and pedestrian gates

Add screening to existing chain link fence 
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DESIGN -SITE PLAN

Office trailer for staff
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DESIGN — SlTE PLAN

► To i I ets

Sanitation Stations

Canopy
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DESIGN -SITE PLAN

Temporary fence or barricades

Block off train stoppers, rocky sloped area
(EI OUTSWING ATE

'tP~~
VJi NEW NARD~'ARE

g0~*~~~~p~t4~ ENQ OF {E! S4DE~v1'ALK
F~R0410E (N) WHEEL .,~''~G R r— (~1 SOL;~R
STOPS A~ ALL p~ f LIGHT ip'6t~ER (N) 6'•0° TE~.iP FENCE

tN i WEHtCtE ENTRY' NOTE: PARKING STALLS t
12j 12'-~7t~E GATES. PaTGl~ HC~ES,~T ~ j tE:t CURB RAAlP
QR (t`,r 15'=~'1DE GATE (Ej TR~GKS jEi CCsNG SV1~t1LE ~ " I

~.,,~.,_ ~ tic,
2

(E) RAIL TRACKS. TYP SCN.r1R GENEf;ATt?~t (E) .~Sf'H,~lT PATH -~~ ._ ` ~ ` 7 ~ c~
iM~li LIGHT TO~E~ ~ Rv-e ~ ~v-c av-t ~v c ~v c y.— — —
~ GR,KSH B.~R~ilE~ Y 

~i ~ RY @ „~ 'vaN TP4 q :. - .y

(~#i.~CfESS1~LE FENCE ~ry v,aN ~~ 
Rwa — - ~

.~~..-- 1N) VIDEO
PATH {~8';NIQE M~+i) Si;v~ ~ ~~~~"r ,:, CAtaIER~

_. ~ 1 _tea-_~

,.,. ~ .~.~~ ~._ ~,.E~ %
~, 

_. _ :o„~ ~ ~ '~a a°~.ra ~w ~ ~v a ~v s ~v-~ ~v~~ ~v a av-~ Rv-s Rv_a ~v a ~v s av €s ~v "~ ~ ~RCIURB~ ~ ~- ~"`
_. _ ". ~ ~ OFFICE ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ►viPe_ _ ~ _ _ _ ___ _ _r - a

CFTC ..+— i~V Sd 0 ~ ,,.- '
Yi ~ L~ .. -~"—

n- t

. e x ~- _. _._.~ ,.. ~. _ ~_ .
_ Q

tE) GATE ~ NANO~:~ASH STAfilON {E~ SUS STt~P --` (E) FE~fGE
{~1) PEDEST~I~N GATE (2i REG F'C~Tt~BIE ~ ~TT~CHED Tt~

(E~ F1RE HYDRr1NT —~ TOILETS; {1) FDA T01lET ~~) ~'RIt~ACY ~CREEiV RET,~iN[€~G dt`~ALL
~E~ CURH ~4~T ~U~: ENTI~iE ~E) ~ Ỳ
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DESIGN -SITE PLAN
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DES~C~N -SITE PLAf~
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Dylan Rose Schneider
Policy &Legislative Affairs Manager

Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing

Contact: Dylan.Schneider@sfgov.org
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Sanchez, Diego (CPC) ~. ~Y""v~K Z

From: David Tejeda <dtrepairs@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 6:20 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Case # 2019014759PCA Parking at BP BART

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

To whom it may concern;
As a long time resident of Sunnyside, myself and all of my family are totally in support of
this temporary usage of the parking lot at the BP BART station.
These challenged people are already having to park in our neighborhood ,and in our whole city.
The lot in question is about 3 blocks from my home on Marston Ave.
Fell free to use my name if necessary.
Thanks,
David Tejeda
Dtrepairs@~mail.com
415-585-3272



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Sheryl Senora <sosenora@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:32 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Proposed Triage Lot @Balboa Bart Case # 2019 - 014759PCA

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

Dear Sir/Madam,

am a homeowner near the proposed Triage Lot and I walk from my
house to Bart everyday. Please record that I am against this because it
will put the safety of the all of those walking from their house to Bart
station at risk. It will just create congestion, sanitation, crime, drugs and
alcohol use abuse problems. There had been a lot of crimes in that area
and the proposed Triage lot will just create more crimes.

hope you will consider my concerns regarding the issue.

Sincerely,
Sheryl



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Jonas F. #~a~i ,
lir ct~r of C~rr~rr€issi~r€ Aff~i~s

lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:01 AM

Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

FW: Allowing Long Term Parking of and Overnight Camping in Vehicle and Ancillary

uses at 2340 San Jose Avenue (Board File #1812)

P(~s~r~ir~g £7~par~rrrent ~ City & Caunty ~f San Francis~c
X550 Missio~~ Street, S~~ite 40E1, San Francisco, ~A ~~103
direct: 415-558-6309 ~ Fax: 47.5-558-64 9

ionas.ionin@sfgov.orq
www.sfplanning.org

From: Steven Currier <stevencurrier@icloud.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:37 PM

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

Cc: Chinchilla, Monica (BOS) <monica.chinchilla@sfgov.org>; Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS) <suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>;

Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; valle.brown@sfgov.org; Ken <kenkalani@icloud.com>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Subject: Allowing Long Term Parking of and Overnight Camping in Vehicle and Ancillary uses at 2340 San Jose Avenue

(Board File #1812)

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

TO: San Francisco Planning Commissioners

FROM: Steven R. Currier

DATE: Thursday August 29, 2019

ITEM NUMBER: 10

AGENDA: 2019-014759 PCA

Dear Commissioners:

This letter/email is in support of the above-mentioned related item that will be heard at the Planning Commission on

Thursday August 29th.

I, on behalf of myself and Kenneth Kalani, we support Supervisor Ahsha Safai's implementation of a trial program, for a

"Triage Vehicle Center" at the above-referenced address at the Balboa Transit Center at San Jose Avenue/Geneva

Avenue.



This proposal is in line with the agreements, proposed by Supervisor Matt Haney and agreed by the eleven supervisors,

to support and help alleviate the crisis suffered by San Francisco, the agencies, residents, tourists, and all who are

involved with this city regarding this homeless epidemic.

As we believe in all districts helping to start solving this homeless problem as it stands, this small gesture in helping

those living in their vehicles to triage them and their families, helping them with the services that are proposed in

providing, the hopes of long term housing and services will be welcomed by those in need the most. I think our District

would benefit, in this cause and ordinance in keeping our streets and neighborhoods safe and free from those living in

their vehicles.

Please vote to move this forward to the Board of Supervisors for approval.

Steven R. currier

Kenneth K. Kalani

NOTE: This email is being sent from New York. We will not be able to testify at the hearing.



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: .Sara Vellve <spwk1965@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 8:30 AM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: BOS Review of 2019-014759PCA, Temporary Parking

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

H i Diego -it's Sara Vellve.

J ust a quick question about the Ordinance noted above. For clarity, we live in the neighborhood and I fully support the
project.

don't see where the packet mentions BOS action for the amendment, but I'm assuming they will vote at some point in
the near future? Yes? No? If not, could you provide some clarity? I've not kept up with anything having to do with the PC
so am ignorant of any changes to the amendment process.

Hope you and yours are well.

Thanks

Sara



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Rajiv Batra <rajivbatra@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 5:32 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: 2019-014759PCA -Proposed Triage Lot at Balboa Bart

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

H i,

live in Sunnyside with my wife, about a 15 minute walk from this site. We walk in the neighborhood daily. We strongly
support the proposed triage lot.

People need help and we should help them. This is a perfect match of need (somewhere to live for people hanging on to
a vehicle) and opportunity (underutilized parking lot). It's the perfect location: a residential neighborhood, for people to
reside.

Long-term we need more housing, and fewer parking spaces, in San Francisco. But this is a good idea to help people
right now.

Thanks,
Rajiv Batra

Sunnyside neighbor

i



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Denise Ruggeri <deniseruggeri@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 6:18 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Balboa Station parking lot

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

think the RV 90 day parking lot at Balboa Bart is a good short term solution. I think having facilities, security services
and counseling available make this a viable temporary solution.

Denise Ruggeri
225 Capistrano Ave
SF 94112

Sent from my iPhone



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Rudy Senora <rudysenora@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 7:53 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Proposed Triage Lot @Balboa Bart Case # 2019 - 014759PCA

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

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please record that I am against this Triage Lot for the following reasons:

-Puts the safety of my family and I at risk.
-Congestion, sanitation, crime, drug/alcohol use and abuse.
-Too close to residential area.
-Not the best use of taxpayer funds for a temporary solution. Wasteful since not permanent.

am a homeowner and have resided at 127 Rome St. San Francisco, CA 94112 since 1991.

Sincerely,
Rudy Senora



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Wendy Poinsot <wpoinsot@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 7:58 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: In favor of RV parking at Balboa Bart

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

Hello,
hope this email is on topic. I just saw a link on Nextdoor.
would prefer RVs to be parked in a lot with City oversight.
really feel sorry for the homeowners on Judson who have to look at that really disgusting RV that has been parked on

the CCSF side of the street for years with crap hanging and all over it and stuffed under it. This is the only one that is
really an issue forme and there are lots of RVs and vans that have been in our neighborhood for years. I don't know if
there have been issued especially with trash and sewage but it has not been an issue forme with the exception of this
one RV owner who doesn't seem to make the slightest effort to be part of the neighborhood. I would be so upset if I was
struggling to pay a mortgage and had to face that disgusting eyesore every morning.
There are only going to be more RVs on the street and for sewage and water and public safety I would prefer the RVs
and vans to be in lots with services both for infrastructure and social support.

Wendy Poinsot



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Ed Walter <ewalter26@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 2:56 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Case number 2019-014759PCA

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

Mr Sanchez,

wanted to take a minute to balance out the mass of angry emails in opposition to this project. I feel that it is absolutely
critical that projects like these are completed and treatment becomes more accessible to these already maligned and
forgotten people. Like the navigation center on the Embarcadero currently in progress, this triage lot will be an asset to
all members of our community. Treatment reduces crime, this is a fact. Ignoring a problem never ends well and that is
why we are were we are today.

Thank you for your time and have a great day.

Ed Walter
9 Edgar PI, 94112



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: michell houwer <houwermish@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 2:10 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to Triage Lot proposed for District 11 -Balboa Park Bart

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

Hello,

It was mentioned on Next Door that it was your suggestion to place a Triage Lot in District 11 at Balboa Park Bart. Please
make this part of the official record for upcoming meeting Case Number 2019-014759PCA. I will also be sending in a
hard copy in opposition to Overnight Safe Parking Pilot plan proposed for Balboa Park Parking Lot.

am in opposition to this proposal for various reasons and feel that this should not be forced upon our area alone and
that if the Board of Supervisors intends to make our neighborhood yet another dumping ground for the RV Transients
that you should also implement that other areas also be required to assume responsibility. One of the reasons that was
stated that we are targeted for this location was because our District currently does not provide compassionate services
to the homeless. This reasoning is not enough forme and many of the residents in the area also agree.

For one you propose to place this transient population right smack in the middle of five schools ranging from Elementary
School to High Schools not including City College. Also, this is a very busy transit hub by which people travel by bus and
by Bart -many of them employed in lower paying jobs downtown where they get off late at night. Your proposal for 24
hour security is not enough and your plan is weak. I travel via bus and Bart five days a week and Bart is cold and dark
during the winter months and even though we are within blocks of the police station, you never see a police presence
nor do you see any Bart Security which I only see monitoring to make sure people paid downtown towards Powell Street
and the Financial District. Hiding this lot in plain sight which has no adequate facilities is not a good option. Where do
these people go when you propose to begin construction -are these people assured to have housing when this structure
is built, do they get free parking and how do you propose to get them trained and employed? Where are they going to
be dumped when a year is up? The streets lining Balboa Park, Crocker Amazon and City College? We were told they
would be pre-screened and should not have a criminal record? Well lots of junkies do not have a record so what
prevents them from turning Bart into the shameful sewer that is called Civic Center Bart where they opening shoot up in
the stairwells and corridors? This is not a safe proposal at all.

Many of the questions people posed at the community meeting were not answered adequately and I really think that
you should have been required to send out written notice to all residents in the area to provide them with the
opportunity to express agreement/disagreement. I don't believe that the Supervisors nor Mayor who cannot even get a
handle on the homeless mess directly in front of City Hall should be allowed to turn our Bart Station into Civic Center or
Powell Street by example with junkies blatantly abusing drugs out in the open. I also think that there are other options
that would never be considered because citizens in wealthier areas have access to attorneys who could oppose through
litigation by which the Mayor will no doubt face in areas such as her proposed plan for the Embarcadero lot.

Basically it should not be the Supervisors right nor decision to further jeopardize our residential neighborhoods safety
with a plan that has no long term solution. Just because these RV's now line a wealthier area -Lake Merced and the
Beach it is not your right nor the right of our District Supervisor nor the MAYOR to determine that you can place them in
a lot in our area that has no proper facilities with no long term plan. San Francisco is much to politically liberal and needs
to establish boundaries and stop giving money to transients shipped here or gravitating here from other areas or states.



No doubt you will face fierce opposition from the residents along the Embarcadero and additional outlaying areas such

as Bayview and District 11.

If you make our District adhere to such proposals then you need to include other areas such as Pacific Heights, Seacliff,

the Richmond, The Marina, Noe Valley - it is not right for you to bounce these folks to us without making the

aforementioned areas provide equal services and placement options for this population. What exactly are your plans for

the higher valued areas? Is that exactly fair to low to middle income residents?

Had I not heard about this through Social Media nor the Media, I would not have been aware and I believe we have

been denied our rights to weigh in on this decision and should have been notified in writing and be part of the decision.

This is not right on many levels.

am really tired of the Supervisors, the Mayor and Governor being allowed to make decisions regarding our safety

without bringing the decision to the voters. Bail reform is a huge example whereby it totally jeopardizes the safety of the

citizens of SF. When did the Supervisors turn into the decision makers and take the choice and right to make a choice

out of the tax payers hands?

Regards,
Michell Houwer



Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

From: Zack Subin <zack.subin@fastmail.fm>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 8:38 PM
To: Sanchez, Diego (CPC)
Subject: Please ask Planning Commission to support vehicle triage center at Balboa Upper Yard

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

Dear Diego Sanchez,

am writing about the proposed Balboa Upper Yard rezoning. I pass this site every weekday on my commute
to BART, and I live just up the hill at 192 Caine Ave. I am writing to urge the Planning Commission to approve
this because compassionate support for people suffering from homelessness belongs in every neighborhood.

Thanks,
Zack Subin

Zack Subin
San Francisco, CA 94112

subin@post.harvard.edu ~ subin@berkelev.edu ~ zachary.subin@ethree.com

https://www.facebook.com/zsubin

https://twitter.com/zack subin

https://www.linkedin.com/in/zachary-subin-9b6435bb/



August 22, 2019

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

R c~i ~i~ dt CPC Mearing

O I' h

am writing to you in regard to the Conditional Use Review and Variance request
to expand 42/42A Ord Court, a vintage San Francisco cottage, into a Monster
Home. I oppose the project in its current form. It is too tall, too large and too
bulky for our small, narrow cul-de-sac. There is no legal justification for allowing
the owners to exceed the building limits of the Corona Heights Special District or
to grant a Variance.

Over 100 neighbors oppose the current design. We have submitted copies
of their petition to the Honorable Planning Commission for your
consideration.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Please note that as recently as your March 7, 2019 hearing architect John Duffy
misstated 42 Ord Court as a single family home. Both Mr. Duffy and the owners
knew there was also a small studio in the basement that had been continuously
occupied as an AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNIT. The previous owner evicted the
last tenant, Erika Leder, but Erika continued to occupy the apartment for two
months after the new owners took possession. Since then the owners' Nanny
has been living in the Studio.

As I noted in my letter to the Commission in March, 42A Ord Court had been an
affordable housing unit for decades. In contrast, the proposed replacement
apartment, if rented at all, would be market rate and financially out of the reach of
low ormiddle-income residents.

DESIGN PLAN DECEPTIVE

In addition, the site plan of 42/42A Ord Court is deceptive. The size and bulk of
this development are massive compared to the existing cottage and even other
larger homes on the Court. The photographs tell the real story. Please look at
them closely.

THE LARGER BUILDINGS SHOWN ON THE DESIGN PLANS ARE ACTUALLY
HIGH ABOVE ON STATES STREET, NOT ORD COURT. THE EXISTING 42
ORD COURT COTTAGE HAS OPEN SPACE ON ONE SIDE AND A ONE
STORY GARAGE AND LARGE GARDEN ON THE OTHER SIDE.



ORD COURT

moved to Ord Court 35 years ago because our little cul-de-sac is so beautiful
with its large gardens, abundant open space and small Victorian and Edwardian
cottages. it is a tiny piece of San Francisco paradise nestled between the Vulcan
Stairway and States Street. Walking tours regularly visit our street to experience
the unique combination of nature and people living quietly in harmony. Those of
us who oppose this project are keenly aware that if you approve a development
this large others will follow and Ord Court as we know and love it will be
destroyed. The Carona Heights Special Use District, ENACTED TO PREVENT
DEVELOPMENTS LIKE THIS ONE, will be rendered meaningless and a
precedent will be set that wil! pave the way for the demolition of the other
cottages and gardens.

Please help us save Ord Court from Monster Homes. Save our gardens! Save
our Open Space! Please require the owners of 42/42A Ord Court to conform to
the Corona Heights Special Use District and build a home and second unit that
are compatible with our neighborhood.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our concerns.

Respectfully yours,

~e ~-
Barbara Taylor Mayper
33 Ord Court
San Francisco, CA 94114
415-265-4055
barbarataylorsf@gmail.com
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Planning Commission Submission

40/42 Ord Court
8a. 2018-000547CUA

8b. 2018-000547VAR

William Holtzman

Board member: Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN)

August 29, 2019



Developer veracity
or lack there of)

3/7/19 First posting of proposed development
• One unit with proposed "additional" unit

• No mention of existing second unit (decades)

• Neighbors immediately protest

• Nanny was living in the second unit

4/8/19 Revised application quickly re-submitted

4/25/19 Testimony by (CHN) leads to investigation/delay



Key Dates

• 10/30/15 Property purchased

• 12/02/15 Building permit granted

• 12/29/15 Renter forced to move out

Today
• Two units before application, two units remain

• Low-cost unit illegally removed

• Rent goes from hundreds of dollars per month to thousands

• Parking garage added



Key q uestions

• Developer takes possession, applies for building permit but didn't
notice the existing renter?

• Developer proposal didn't reference the second unit that housed the
nanny?



Develo erveracitp v
(or lack there of

Bottom Line:

Such behavior and i m act shou Id not bep
rewarded

Please den this a licationy as



3~-DAY NOTICE OF TERI~'IINATION OF TENANC`~'

Erika Lefler, Does 1 to 20, and all other occupants) claimin~l the 
right t~ passessian of the tottc~ti~ir

~mis~s~.

42A Ord Court

City of County of San Francisco, State of California. ZIP: 9~11
~1

including all garage(s), storage and common areas.

~iOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN

after service on you of this Noti
possession thereof to the enders
required to deliver possession o

[hc: (andlc~ra's dul} authorized

/Z~•r~r ~~ ill h~ ~iu~ ~~n a ~~r~~ rat: h,

~n~i c,f a rental peric,~i. 7~hi~ i,

tenancy.

O~ ~ U ~ ~

is terminated as of thirty (~0) days

~reby required to quit and surrender

:e of this ~~~tiee upon anti. Yeti are

oi'said thirty (~0) clay- period.

lot flay does not coincide ~ti~ith the

_ __~_„ ..~ a «u,~~ ~~u) da} I~~_al notice tier the pur~os~s ~~f t~ri,IlRatin_, .~~ur

If you fail to ~•acate an or before the expiration of said thirt
y (30) dad period, the landlord intends to take iegt~l

action against y'ou which could result in
 a judgment against you which ti~~ould include costs, necessary

disbursements, attorney's fees and cos
ts, rent, damages and court costs as ma}' be permitted b~~ ia~~~.

This notice supersedes prior notice(s).

- --_~'"

Kat}u~;n Quetel, Esq.

La«' Offices of Bornstein &Bornstei
n

attorney and Dul}' Authorized :~gcnt for L
andl~~rd

Schae t7er



8/28/2019

a

Fw: 22-24 Ord Court / Developement

Erika Leder <eisabel@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Erika Leder <eisabel@sbcglobal.net>
To: Dirk Aguilar <daguilar@gmail.com>

Wed, Sep 23, 2015 at 2:02 PM

Hi Dirk, this is the best I could do in so little time, just written in the last 5 minutes to get it off before
2pm. Thanks for sending me alt the info, I did speak with Tommi before I got your email, not sure if
he is presenting, he is going. To clarify, they just rescinded my eviction via letter last week, then,
strangely, this week have offered me 10k and 3 months free rent if I vacate by December 31'st....l
have until tomorrow eve at 5 to accept that offer. I'm speaking with my lawyer this afternoon to get
his input, I'm wondering who the potential buyer is, very concerned that it is the same developer,
wondering how and if my refusing their offer could help our cause overall in the neighborhood. Let
me know if you have any thoughts.

could not move my client, ( I tried) but I will be there tomorrow anyway as long as I can, Tommi
seemed to think we might actually be heard earlier.

thanks!

Erika

On Wednesday, September 23, 2015 1:54 PM, Erika Leder <eisabel@sbcglobal.net> wrote:

Dear Mr. lonin,

My name is Erika Leder, and my husband Bill Harris and I have lived at 57 Ord Court for the last 25
years. We own our home. As you know, our neighborhood made the front page of the Chronicle
this past year as "developers find Corona Heights! " ,with Ord Street, Ord Court and States Street
being hit very hard. This proposed project on Ord Court/States Street threatens both States and
Ord Court streets in my opinion and the neighborhood over all. We on Ord Court are very land
locked on a cul de sac, very very little street parking, only one access/ exit off the court for
vehicles, we are beyond our capacity at this moment to have more cars and people on this
street...there are many days when it is difficult to get on or off the court with ongoing construction
on Ord Street below. not to mention the fact that we are a last bastion of charming cottages single
family homes, and modest apartment buildings that could remain (relatively) affordable when up
for sale if they were left alone and not over developed. This developer who developed a previous
project on States Street is currently renting one of his new units for 15k. Clearly this is not
affordable housing. I highly doubt that this developer is interested in building "affordable" housing,
and since he is also not a stake holder in the community, nor does he intend to be, he has already
shown a profound disregard for the community aspect and livability of this neighborhood. 24 Ord
Court is an adorable bungalow that might possibly be affordable fora 2 income family, I doubt that
the expansion in mind will be. We also are blessed to be surrounded by precious pockets of open
space, these are being threatened by this proposal. I am concerned that this sets a precedent for
many of our other properties which are owned by elderly people who are transitioning either to
senior homes or by dying, realtors and developers are literally hovering like vultures to swoop in
and take these properties. I am currently renting a studio from an elderly woman who owns 42 Ord

Gmail - Fw: 22-24 Ord Court l Developement

Dirk Aguilar <daguilar@gmail.com>

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=0550989cc8&view=pt&search=all8permmsgid=msg-f%3A1513139335798419700&simpl=msg-f%3A1 51 31 393357... 1!2



DocuSign Envelope ID: 76FFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520F86

Re: ~2A CORD COURT, SAN FRANCISCO.
CA 941114

fiLLEN SCHAEFER Landlord
and

Tenant

BUYOUT AGREEMENT, SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT. RELEASE, AND
COVENANT NOT TO SUE
Voluntary Termination of Single Tenancy

San Francisco Administrative Code §37,9E

This Buyout Agreement, settlement Ageement, Release and Covenant Not to Sue
("Agreement") is entered into by and between Ellen Schaefer (hereinafter "landlord") a.nd Erika.
Leder (hereinafter "tenant").

DEFINITIONS AND RECITALS

1. WHEREAS, the parties wish and hereby intend to resolve any potential disputes between and
among fih~ parties which have arisen or may arise regarding the residential tenancy of Erika
Lefler at 42A Ord Court. San Francisco, CA 94114, a residential rental unit (hereina{~er
"subject premises").

2. WHEREAS tenant was residing peacefully at the subject premises and has been residing
therein at all times relevant hereto and is in goon standing under the operative rental
agreement. No eviction notice has been served, aid no eviction action has been initiated.

3. 'WHEREAS landlord has been represented by Kathryn Quetel of Bornstein &Bornstein, 507
Polk Street #410, San Francisco, California 94102, telephone (415) 409-7611 (attorney); and
tenant has been represented by Dave Crow of Crow &Rose, 605 Ivlazket Street, #400, San
Francisco, California 94105, telephone (415} 552-9060 (attorney).

4. WHEREAS, tenant understands that tenant is under no obligation to enter into any settlement
agreement and vacate the subject premises, and that tenant is freely entering into this
Agreement of tenant's own volition and without coercion. Whereas the parties have asserted
claims against each other and/or may have claims against each other, and the bases for said
claims have been disputed, continue to be disputed, and denied b~+ the respective party
against whom the claims were brought.

5. Tenant has been apprised of and acknowledges the following by initialing after each
paragraph:

a. You, the tenant, have a right not to enter into a buyout agreement.
b. You, the tenant, may choose to consult with an attorney and/or a tenants'

rights organization before signing this agreement. You can find a list of
tenants' rights organizations on the Rent Board's website —
http:/lwww.s£rb.org.

c. The Rent Board has created a publically mailable, searchable database that
may include information about other buyout agreements in }your
neighborhood. You can search this database at the Rent Board's office at 25
Van Ness Avenue, Suite 320.

Page 1 of 7



DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520F86

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETTLEIYIENT AGREEIl~IENT, RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT TO Si7E (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

d. Under Section 1396(e)(4) of San Francisco's Subdivision Code, a property
owner mad not convert a building into a condominium where: (A) a senior,
disabled, or catastrophically i11 tenant has vacated a unit under a buyout
agreement after October 31, ZU14, or (B) two or more tenants who are not
senior, disabled, or catastrophically ill have vacated units under buyout
agreements, if the agreements were entered after October 31, 2.014 and
within the ten years prior to the condominium conversion application. A
s̀enior' is a person who is SO years or older- and has been residing in the unit
for ten years or more at the time of Buyout Agreement; a ̀disabled' tenant is
a person who iB disabled under the Americans with Disabilities Act (Title 42
United States Code Section 12 i 02) and has been residing in the unit for ten
years or more at the time of Buyout Agreement; and a ̀catastrophically ill'
tenant is a person ~vho is disabled under the Americans with Disabilities Act
(Tifile 42 United Stites Code Section 12102) and who is suffering from a Iife
threatening illness and has been residing in the unit for five years or more at
the time of Buyout Agreement.

Do you, Erika Leder, believe that you are senior, disabled, or
catastrophically ill as those terms are defined above? Yes ~ No
I don't know I prefer not say

6. Wf~REAS, except that which is specifically excluded herein, the parties to ttus Agreement
wish and hereby intend to resolve, terminate and forever settle all other actual or potential
disputes or legal causes of action (lrnown or unknown), which currently exist or may exist
between them as a result of any set of facts in existence immediately prior to the execution of
tihis Agreement by said parties and which were or could have been fhe basis for any legal
action, whether in law, equity or otherwise, which oould have bean comnnenced prior to the
date of execution of this. Agreement.

7. R~~RF;AS, the liability for all such claims is denied by all parties, and this final Settlement
thereof sha11 never be treated as an admission of liability or responsibility at any time for any
purpose.

8. "Party" or "parties" means or refers to any party executing this Agreement, and any of their
successors, assigns, heirs, executors, administrators or insurance carriers.

9. Whenever the singular is used in this Agreement, it includes. the plural. Whenever the
masculine gender is used, it includes the feminine or neuter gender. Whenever the word
"complaint" is used, it includes any and all amended complaints, amendments to complaints,
cross-complaints, complaints in intervention, amended complaints in intervention, and

Tnit..
Page 2 of 8



DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-65D9-D417E3520F66

BUYOUT AGREEMENT.. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT. RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT TO SITE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

amendments to complaints in. intervention. Whenever the word "lien" is used, it includes any
and all liens of any type and kind, including but not limited to any mechanic's lien and those
provided by la~v,

10. WHEREAS, tenant desires to negotiate a surrender of possession of the subject premises,
freely, voluntarily, without coercion and with fitll knowledge of his rights under California
Law and the San Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, and heraby freely,
voluntarily, and without coercion, waives those rights, subject to the pravisiflns of paragraph
33, herein.

1 1. For good and valuable consideration, including but not limited tv payment and/or rent
waivers to Erika Leger as described herein, tenanthereby voluntarily surrenders possession of
and permanently terminates her tenancy and current and future right of occupancy, if any, at
the subject premises, no later than S:OOp.m., December 31, 20151eaving the premises in
broom clean condition, free of all occupants, free of all personal possessions, and delivering
all keys to landlord or landlord's agent. Upon forty six (46) days after all parties have signed
a final version ofthis hereto agreement, landlord's counsel shall deliver ona check to Erika
Leder, made payable to firika Led~r in the amount of one thousand dollars ($1,000.OQ), by
delivary to tenant's counsel's office. On or before January ~, 2016, and upon timely surrender
of subject premises, landlord's counsel sha11 deliver one check to Erika Leder, made payable
to Erika Leder, in the amount.of nineteen thousand dollars ($19,000.00 , by delivery to
tenant's counsel's office. The total amount of payments pursuant to this covenant is twenty
thousand dollars ($20,000.00). The parties acknowledge and agree that said payment sha11
satisfy all payment obligations of landlord as provided by the San Francisco Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.
The parties further acknowledge and agree that landlord shall deposit the t~ta1 sum of twenty
thousand dollazs ($20,000.QO) into tenant's counsel's client trust account on or before October
31, 2015. Tenant's counsel shall not release any funds to tenant without landlord's counsel's
written authorizafiion.

12. RENT: Upon tenant's timely surrender of possession of the subject premises, Tenant's rent
shall be waived for the period of October 1, 2015 through and including December 3l, 2015.

13. SECURI'I"Y DEPOSIT: Security deposit and interest due thereon, if any, shall be accounted
for pursuant to law.

1~. RELEASE: With the exceptions noted herein and subject to the provisions of paragraph 33
herein, the parties and their heirs, successors, and assigns, do hereby forever, finally, fully
and completely release, relieve, acquit, remise and discharge one anofiher and one another's
agents, partners, trustees, officers, attorneys, directors, property managers, employees,
independent contractors, and all others associated with the parties and/or acting on behalf of
the parties from any and all claims, liens, debts, liabilities, demands, obligations, promises,
acts, agreements, costs, expenses (including, without limitation, attorneys' fees), damages,

Tnit,
Page3of8



DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520FB6

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETTLEMENT AGKEEMENT, RELEASE AND COVEKANT
lYOT TO SUE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

inJwries, suits, actions commenced Briar to, and causes of action of whatever kind or nature,
whether known or unl~nown, suspected or unsuspected, or contingent or fixed as a result of
any set of facts in existence immediately prior to the date of execution of this Agreement by
said parties and which are or which could have been the basis fox any legal action, whether in
law, equity or otherwise, which could have been flied on the date of execution of this
Agreement,

I5. COVENANT NOT TO SUE: With the exceptions noted herein, fir good, valuable and other
consideration described herein, the parties covenant never to institute any action, arbitration
or other legal proceeding, including but not limited to, any matters before the San Francisco
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board against any other party, person or entity
arising from or related to tha matters alleged in Paragraphs 1-14 of this Agreement and the
subject property. The parties unconditionally, fully and finally release and discharge each
other from any and ail duties, claims, rights, complaints, charges, injuries, damages, costs,
losses, expenses, taxes, attorneys' fees, debts, demands, actions, obligations, liabilities, and
causes of action, of any and every kind, nature, and character whatsoever, whether arising out
of contract, tflrt, statute, settlement, equity ar otherwise, whether known ar unlmown,
whether foreseen or unforeseen, whether fixed, liquidated, or contingent, which the parties
ever had, now have, or may in the future claim to have had against the other (and each of
them) based on any act or omission cottcerning any matfer, cause, or thing directly or
indirectly which were raised or could have been raised against each other, from the beginning
of time to the day this Agreement is fully executed.

16. SECTION 1542 WAIVER: Witl~z respect to the matters released herein, the parties hereto
expressly waive any and all rights, except those expressly reserved, they may have under
Section 1542 0£ the Civil Cade of the State of California, which provides as follows:

A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIIVIS VVF-IIGH THE
CREDITOR DOES NOT Kh10W OR SUSPECT TO EXIST IN HIS OR HER
FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTION OF THE RELEASE, WHICH IF
KNOWN BY HIM OR HER MU5T HAVE MATERIALLY AFFECTED
HI8 OR HER S~TTLEIvIENT WITH THE DEBTOR.

17. LATER DISCOVERY; The parties hereto acknowledge they may hereafter discover claims
presently unknown or unsuspected, or facts in addition to or different from those that are
known or believed to be true, as to the matters released herein. Nev~ttheless, it is the
intention of the parties, through this Agreement, to fu11y, finally and forever release all such
matters and all claims related thereto that do now exist, may exist or heretofore have e~cisted.
In furtherance of such intention, the release herein given shad be and remain in efaFect as a
full and complete release of such matters, notwithstanding the discovery or existence of any
additional or different claims or facts related thereto by the parties hereto.

18. WARRANTY OF NON-ASSIGNIvIENT: Each party warrants said party has not assigned,

Init..
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 76FFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520F66

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. 5ET'TLEMENT AGREEMENT. RELEASE AI~iD COVENANT
NOT TO SUE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

sold, hypothecated or transferred any rights said party may have against any other party.

19. WARRANTY flF AUTHORIZATION: Each person executing this Agreement warrants he
or she is authorized to execute the Agreement on behalf of the person, partnership, joint
venture, corporation, unincorporated association, estate, or governmental entity for which he
or she signs and that all necessary resolutions and authorizations have been obtained prior to
execution of this Agreement.

20. BINDING AGREEMENT: The Agreement benefits and is binding upon each parted
hisser heirs, legatees, transferees, parents, subsidiaries, successors and assigns. This
Agrecment shall bind and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their respective
successors, heirs, agents, independent contractors, employees, officers, directors and assigns.
No change in the law which may occur between the time of execution of this agreement and
by the tame either party is under a duty to perform under this Agreement shall impact the
parties' obligations arising from and out of this agreement.

21. INTEGRATION; MODIFICATION; SEVERABILITY; SAVINGS CLAUSE: This
Agreement supersedes alI prior negotiations and agreemenfs between the parties and is their
full and final agreement with respect to its subject matter. 'This Agreement may not be
modified unless by written agreement signed by all parties. In the event that any portion ~f
this Agreement shall be found void or voidable by a court of competent jurisdiction, such
portion shall be stricken and this Agreement reformed to as closely approximate, as fine law
permits, the intent of stricken portion or portions. The terms of this Agreement may not be
contradicted by evidence of any prior agreements) or contemporaneous oral agreement(s).
The parties furkher intend that this Agreement constitutes the complete and exclusive
statement of its terms and that no extrinsic evidence whatsoever mag be introduced in any
judicial or arbitration proceeding, if any, involving this Agreement.

22. ATTORNEYS' FEES: In any action to enforce the terms of this Agreement by either party,
the prevailing party sha11 be awarded, in addition to any other compensation or award, its
reasonable attorneys' fees and costs.

23. AUTHORSHIP OF AGREEMENT: Each party acknowledges the drafting of this
Agreement was the product of negotiation; no party is the author of the Agreement; and this
Agreement sha11 not be conshued against any party on the ground such party authored or
drafted this agreement. No party shall be held liable or responsible for any word(s),
phrase(s), and/or numbers) that have been included ox excluded from this Agreement.

24. CONTROLLING LAW/IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREEMENT: This Agreement shall be
construed and shall be enforced pursuant to the laws of the State of California. The San
Francisco County Superior Court sha11 have jurisdiction with regard to disputes in
implementation of this Agreement.

Init..
Page 5 of 8



DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF.-4A6C-B5~9-D417E3520F66

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETTLEMI~NT AGREEMENT. RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT T+~ SYJE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

25. ADVICE OF COUNSEL; The parties hereto represent and warrant all the waivers,
warranties, representations and covenants set forth in this Agreemcnt are made after
cdnsultation with legal counsel of each party's choosing au~d with an understanding of their
significance and consequence, and they are reasonable and a benefit to the parties. In the
alternative, each party has been provided the opportunity to obtain such counsel and
expressly waives said opportunity and he or she undersfiands the consequences of executing
this Agreement. Thus, each party acknowledges he or she has been represented by counsel
or knowingly and voluntarily waives his or her opportunity to obtain counsel.

2b. DEFENSE OF SUIT: Each party hereto agrees that this Agreement may be pled by any party
as a full anc~ complete defense to and may be used as the basis for an injunction against any
action, suit, arbitration, or other proceeding which may be instituted, prosecuted, or
attempted by another pazty, or any person, firm, corporation, or organization on that party's
behalf, wherein the claim concerns any facts, claims or matters released by this Agreement.
If a party ever claims, asserts, or brings an action in any forum alleging or asserting that this
Agreement or any terms contained herein violate any local, county, state ar federal
ordinances, codes, regulations, statutes, or laws, or are a violation of public policy or
reguI~tion, then said party shall indemnify the other for bringing such an action or claim and
for a1I consequences visited upon the other party as a result thereof, including reasonable
attorneys' fees and costs, whether or not the initiating party is deemed the prevailing party.

27, TERMINATION OF TENANCY NON-RESCINDABLE: Except as provided in paragraph
33 below, this Agreement hereby serves as tenant's non-rescindable notice of termination of
tenancy which Iandlord, by this document, hereby accepts and acknowledges, Should tenant
fail to timel3~ vacate the subject premises no later than S:OOpm, December 31, 2015, tenant
understands that a lawsuit sha11 be immediately filed to effect her removal therefrom.

Initials: ~ ~"""
(LE)

28. FREE AND VOLUNTARY: This Agreement is freer and voluntarily entered into by the
parties. 'The parties hereto represent, declaze, admit and warrant that in executing this
Agreement they relied solely upon their own judgment, belief, arzd knowledge and the advice
and recommendations of their own independently selected counsel, if so selected and relied
upon, concerning the nature, extent and duration of their rights and claims. T'he parties also
acknowledge that they and their respective counsels, if so selected and relied upon, have had
a .full, complete and uninterrupted opportunity to make whatever investigation or inquiry they
deem necessary, appropriate or desirable in connection with the subject matter and terms of
this Agreement prior to its execution, In executing this Agreement, no party hereto relied
upon or has been influenced to any extent whatsoever in executing the same by any
representation or statements covering any matter made by another party hereto or by any
person representing any other party hereto, save the representations, warranties and
statements contained herein. This Agreement shall bind and inure to the benefit of the parties

Init..
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 76FFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520F66

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETTLENI~NT AGREEMENT. RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT TO SUE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

hereto and their respective successors, heirs, agents, independent contractors, attorneys,
insurance carriers, employees, officers, directors and assigns.

29. PER50NAI, PROPERTY: Any and all personal possessions or other personal property
remaining on the premises after tenant vacates, are hereby declared abandoned and of no
value. Landlord may dispose of said property as landlord sees fit. The parties agree that the
provisions of Civil Code Sec. 1980-1991 have been complied with.

30. COLFNTERP~RTS: This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, and when each party
has si ied and delivered at least one sach counterpart, each counterpart sha11 be deemed an
original, and talten together sha11 constitute one and the same agreement, which shall be
binding and effective as to all parties. Faxeri signatures shall be fully honored as if they were
original inked signatures.

31. CONFIDENTIALITY AND NON-DISPARAGEMENT: Provided that owner and occupants
.satisfy all their legal obligations owed under this Agreement, owner and occupants agree that
they, will not publicize, disclose, permit or authorize the publication or disclosure regarding
any anti all aspects of this tenancy and or subject premises, including the contents of any
agreements made between owner and occupants, without the prior express written consent of
the other. Notwithstanding the foregoing sentences the parties are not prohibited from
making disclosures to their accountants, attorneys, or governmental taxing authorities and are
further authorized to make any disclosures occasioned pursuant to service of legal process
such as service of subpoena, provided that the parties use their best efforts to ensure that the
persons who receive said disclosures maintain their confidentiality. The provisions of this
paragraph sha11 survive the termination or satisfaction of this Agreement.

32, The undersigned acknowledge they have read this Agreement, understand each and every
term and all its terms together. Each and every term and all the terms of this Agreement
together are reasonable, and each party hereto signs of said party's own free will.

////////////

Init..
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 76FFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-65D9-D417E3520F86

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETT'IlEMENT AGREEMENT, RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT TO SUE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

33. CANG"~LLATION: You, the tenant, may cancel this agreement at any
time before the 5th day after all parties have signed this agreement. Ta
cancel this agreement, mail or deliver a signed and dated notice stating that
you, the tenanE, are +cancelling this agreement, or words of similar effect.
The notice shall be sent to: Ellen Schaefer, c/o Bornsteitn &Bornstein, 507 Polk Street,
Swite 410. San Francisco, CA 94102,

(LE)

DaCed: ~ 2015
Ellen Schaefer

Dated: 2015
ka Leder

Init..
Page S of 8
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DATE

10/30/15

EVENT

Sold

42 Ord Ct, San Francisco, CA 94114 ~ Ziilow

PRICE

$1,206,000

Neighborhood: Corona Heights
MEDIAN ZESTIMATE

~.o~io
Pest .2 montr~s

$/SQFT SOURCE

$1,201 Public Record

Zillow predicts will increase 0.8% next year, compared to a T .5% increase for San Francisco as a whole. Among

Corona Heights homes, this home is valued 22.8% more than the midpoint (median) home, and is valued 63.8% more
per square foot.

}~ Walk Score CR 98 {Walker's Paradise) Q Transit Score'"^ 99 (Rider's Paradise)

NEIGHBORHOOD MAP

;:

53.856u1 ;~C}~~ ~1.44iN

2 units'~..e~~'~~ S1.iM

Ste._ .~t

SL$M
Sf.85M_ '~ ~,,;

t'. A M - ~ni
St.22M

S1.SSAA

M

51.2

,~?'~'S1.68M
2 units

;2.65h'
S1.76M S9.5S.._.. -

~ ~24H S7.1AA 35M

- '~i~,lr~~-, giairs
51.9M 51 ac•. ~' S1.95M

S4.1M
':

,.. , ,~._i,~.~ units I -<--~4~

~+..;ti.

.2

e, ~

52,p6M
_emu

~ S2,'15M 46.4K

- - S7.2K 
5435K 43.04M - 51.95M

31.9NE S3. 52.21M S1.2M tvi ~~ l. tE: ~, o i;r,~ ~,

NEARBY HOMES

https:/(www.zil low.com/homedetails/42-Ord-Ct-Sa n-Francisco-CA-94114/ 15127362_zpid/?pri nt=true&view=public 3/5
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Permit Details Report

Department of Building Inspection

Repots Date: 8/22/2019 1:21:oq PM

Application Number: 2oi5i2o23929
Form Number: 8

Addmss(es): 26iq / 060 / 0 42 ORD CI'

Description:
MOVE (E) CARPET, REFINISH Ht1RDWOOD FLOORS. REPLACE KITCHEN GABINEI'S

& PAINT.

Cost: $x,500.00

Occupancy Code: K-3

Building Use: 2~ - i FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition /Stage:

coon Date tae mments

i2/2/20~5 CRIAGE

i2/2 20 LING

12 2/205 ILED

12/2/201 PROVED

12 2 201 SSUEll

Contact Details:

ConUactor Details:

License Number: g23io~

Name: BRENDAN M. MCGRATH

Company Name: MODERN r1RT CONSTRUCl'ION

Address: 
153 LIBERTY 5f *SAN FRANCISCO CA 94uo-
0000

Phone:

Addenda Details:

1 ~c~~rintinn:

tep tation rive tart I old oW °1sh hecked By old Description

I.DG 12/2/5 12/2/1 12/2/15 PANG DAVID

M 12/z/~ 12/2/15 12/2/15~ 
ENDYI.I.

PB i2/2/~5 2/2/ 5 12/2 BEEN EMII.IE
"Phis permit has been issued. Nor inYormahon pertaining to this permit, please call 415-55 -6096.

Appointments:

oinhnent Date intment AM/PM intment Code intment e escri lion Mme Slots

Inspections:

ctivi llate ns ector nd lion Descri lion Ins lion Status

Special Inspections:

ddenda No. m leted Date ns ected By ns ection Code escri lion emarl:s

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call ~~8-657o between 8:3o am and 3:0o pm.

Station Codo Deseriptiom and Phone Numbers

Online Permit and G~mglaint Tracking home page.

Technical Support for Online Services

If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies

City and County of San Francisco ~ sops

https:l!dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/defaul[.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1/2
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~Ir

Ord Court Timing/Follow up

Gmail -Ord Coun Timing/Follow up

Erika Leder <eisabel@sbcglobal.net>
To: Dirk Aguilar <daguilar@gmail.com>, William Holtzman <wmmia@hotmail.com>
Cc: Maryann Dresner <madresner@cs.com>

Dirk Aguilar <daguilar@gmail.com>

Wed, May 1, 2019 at 1:36 PM

Hi All,
My move date was technically 12/31/15, and I remember that it was very stressful finding places to store stuff as we could
not move it back to our house so I'm sure I wasn't completely out until then. Hope that helps
E

Senf from Yahoo fvlail for iPhone
(Quoted text hidden]

6ttps://mail.google.comlmaiUull7i k=0550989cc8&view=pt&se.arch=all&pe.rmmsgid--msg-f%3A 16323633641352615588r simpl=msg-f%3A 1632363364135261558 1/ 1



We, Corbett/Ca
We, the unders
square feet (as
garage.

We specifically
square feet.

Ord Court is a i
would not only

:t. It's too big and too high.
~f the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
►tice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car

(~Q~~'a~
~ to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
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essential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
it it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.
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Printed Name Sign ture Address Couid you testify on.~~ Date
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Sign now or testify We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.

We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42. Ord
Court from approximately 1,11 Q square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)
increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
the size to no more than 3,000 square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and
duplexes. This project, it allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testi#y do 7uly ti? Date
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Printed Name Signatwre Address Could you Date
testify on
7uly li?
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We, CorbettJCorona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car
garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Caurt.

Printed Name Signature Address Coutd you
testify on
]uly 11?

Date
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We oppose afour-story tower at A~2 Ord Court!

Sift now ar testify We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord
Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)
increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
the size to no more than 3,000 square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and
duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.
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sign now car testify ' We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. it's too big and too high.

We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord
Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)
increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
the size to no more than 3,000 square feet. The property features two housing units and it will
remain two housing units.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and
duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Prin#ed Name signature Address; Email/Phone Contact Dat
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We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. IYs too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car
garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on
.7uly 11?

Date
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I~ /rỳ ~ V ~ ~ ~} ~7~//J ~ y 7 // $/

~ ~v- (~e~s s ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~-~~ ~



We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car
garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on

~~~~, 'Z2

Date
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We oppose afour-story tower at 42 Ord Court!

:Sign.novfor testify, We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.

a1 , ~ ti ~ ~~ 4 ~; We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord
l~ ~ '~'~~ t~ =~ ~~~~' ~~~5'~ •, -: Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)

~~ ~`rt ; = increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.
'xfi z

_, _ ~ We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
the size to no more than 3,000 square feet. The property features two housing units and it should
remain two housing units.

_: Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and
duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

,,Printed Name ~gnature Address Ema t/Phone Contact Date
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---We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. IYs too big and toa high.We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,108 square feet plus two cargarage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more tfian 3,x00square feet.

Ord Court ~s a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you Date
iestlfy on
?uiy 11?
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Opposition to a 4 55 gross sq ft J 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join its in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposes' development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad prececl~ent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the projc:~ct creates no new housing. Our negotiations
5pecia{ Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN,
our charming cut-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

printed Name Signature Address Could you tee~tify can SJ22? Date
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po~iti~n t a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-stor'/ structure at 42 Ord Court

Joan uS in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, becausebad precedent in our. it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiationsSpeciat;Use Distrito and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition toan oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.our charming cuhde-sac

Sign ,now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, appose the current design, It's too big and too high.

Prir~tect Name Signature Address Cauld you testify aft 8/22? Date
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Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft J 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Carona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signat~sre Address Could you # fy on 8/x2? Date



Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story struc re at 42 Ord Court

3oin us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Speaai Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to taesume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign naw, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Prin#ed Name Signature Address Co Id you testifiy on 8/22? Date:.
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Opposition to ~ 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

loin us in preventing ~ Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
~n oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cut-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Panted Name Signature Address Coutd you testifj/ an $122? Date
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Opposition tea 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Pri~rt~d Narne Signature Address Cowtd you t~iafy on 8/22? Date
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Opposition to a 4 55 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
S~~ial Use pistrict and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building i~ express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cu{-de-sac

Sign now, tesMy We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Si~natvre Address Could you teskify on 8/22? Date
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Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on
duty 11?

Date
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R ceiv d at CPC Hearing

d ~' h

30-DAY NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF TENANCY

Erika Leder, Uoes 1 to 20, and all other occupants) claiming the right 
to possession of the followil

:mises:

42A Ord Court

City of County of San Francisco, State of California, ZIP: 94114

including all garage(s), storage and common areas.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that your tenancy of the aforesaid premises is terminated as 
of thirty (30) days

after service on you of this Notice (excluding the date of service). You are hereby required to qu
it and surrender

possessionthereof to the undersigned no later than thirty (30j days after service of this Notice upon y
ou. You are

required to deliver possession of said premises to:

Kathryn Quetel, Esq.
Bornstein &Bornstein

507 Polk Street Suite 410

San Francisco, CA 94102

Telephone: (415) 409-7611

the landlord's dul~~ authorized agent at said address, on or before the expiration of said thirty (30) day period.

Kciit «ill be due on a pru t-ata basis through the last da~~ of the notice period ifthat day does not coincide with the

end of a rental period. This is intended as a thing (;U) day legal notice for thz purposes of terminatin~~ your

tenancy.

If you fail to vacate on or before the expiration of said thirty (30) day per
iod, the landlord intends to take legal

action against you which could result in 
a judgment against you which would include costs, necessary

disbursements, attorney's fees and co
sts, rent, damages and court costs as may be permitted by law.

This notice supersedes prior notice(s).

_._~

Kathryn Quetel, Esq.

Law Offices of Bornstein &Bornstein

Attorney and Duly Authorized Agent 
for Landlord

Schaeffer
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-65D9-D417E3520FB6

Re: ~2A ORD CQLTR.T, SAN k`R.ANCISCO.
CA 941114

fiLLEN SCHAEFER Landlord
and

Tenant

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT, RELEASE. AND
COVENANT NOT TO SUE
Voluntary Termination of Single Tenancy

San Francisco Ad~ministrati~e Code §37,9E

This Buyout Agreement, Settlement Agreement, Release and Covenant Not to Sue
("Ageement") is entered into by and between Ellen Schaefer (hereinafter "landlard"} and Erika.
Lefler (hereinafter "-teuanY').

DEFINITIQriS AND RECITALS

1. WHEREAS, the parties wish and hereby intend to resolve any potential disputes between and
among fi3ae parCies v~hich have arisen or may arise regarding the residential tenancy of Erika
Lefler at 42A Ord Court. San Francisco, CA 94114, a residential rental unit (hereinafter
"subject premises").

2. WHEREAS tenant wss residing peacefully at the subject premises and has been residing
#herein at all times relevant hereto and is zn good standing under the operative rental
agreement, No eviction notice has been served, and no eviction action has been initiated.

3. WHEREAS landlord has been represented by Kathryn Quetel of Bornstein & Borr~stein, 507
Polk Sheet #410, San Francisco, California 94142, telephone (415) 409-7611 (attorney); and
tenant has been represented by Dave Crow of Crow &Rose, 605 ivlatket Street, #400, San
Francisco, California 941Q5, telephone (415) 552-9460 (attorney).

~4. WHEREAS, tenant understands that tenant is under no obligation to enter into any settlement
agreement and vacate the subject premises, and that tenant is freely etttering into this
Agreement of tenant's own volition and without coercion, Whereas the parties have asserted
claims against each other and/or may have claims against each other, and the bases for said
claims have been disputed, continue to be disputed, and denied by the respective party
against whom the claims were brought.

5, Tenant has been apprised of and acknowledges the following by initialing after each
paragraph:

a. You, the tenant, have ~ right not to enter into a buyout agreement.
b. You, the tenant, may choose to consult wzth an .attorney and/or a tenants'

rights organization before signing this agreement. You can find a list of
tenants' rights organizations on the Rent Board's website —
http:/lwww.s£rb.or~.

c. The Rent Board has created a publically mailable, searchable database that
may include information about other buyout agreements in dour
neighborhood. You can search this database at the Rent Board's office at 25
Van Ness Avenue, Suite 320.

Page 1 of 7
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520FB6

BUYOiJT AGREEMENT. SETTLElYfENT AGREEII~NT, RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT '1'O SUE (V"nluntary Termina~lon of Tenancy)

d. Under Section 1396(e)(4} of San Francisco's Subdivision Code, a property
owner mad not convert a building into a condominium ~vhe~e: (A} a seniors
disabled, or catastrophically i11 tenant has vacated a unit under a buyout
agreement after October 31, 2014, or (B) t~vo or more tenants who are not
senior, disabled, or catasf~ophically i1~ have vacated units under buyout
agreements, if the agreements were entered after October 31, 2014 and
within the ten years prior to the condominium conversion application. A
s̀enior' is a person who is 60 years or alder and has been residing in the unit
far ten years or more at the time of Buyout Agreement; a ̀disabled' tenant is
a person who ie disabled under the Americans with Disabilities Act (Title 42
United States Code Section 12100 and has been residing in the unit for ten
years or more at the time of Buyout Agreement; and a ̀c-atas~rophically ill'
tenant is a person who is disabled under the Americans with Disabiliries pct
(Tifile 42 United Stites Code Section 12102) and wha is suffering from a life
threatening illness and has been residing in the unit for five years or more at
the time of Buyout Agreement.

D+~ you, Erika Leder, believe that you are senior, disabled, or
catastrophically ill as thosa terms are defined above? Yes ~ No
I don't know Y prefer not say

6, 'WHEREAS, except that which is specifically excluded herein, the parties to this Agreement
wish and hareby intend to resolve, terminate and forever settle all other actual or potential
disputes or legal causes of action (known or unknown), wh[ch currently exist or may exist
between them as a result of any set of facts in e~ustence immediately prior to the execution of
this Agreement by said parties and which were or could have been the basis for any legal
action, whether in Iavv, equity nr otherwise, whick could have bean commenced prior to the
date of execution of this. t~greement.

7. ~VHEREAS, the liability for ail such claims is decried by all parties, and this ~mal Settlement
thereof shall never be treated as an admission of liability or responsibility at any time far any
putrpose.

8. "Party" or "parties" means or refers to any party. executing this A,greemant, and any of their
successors, assigns, heirs, executors, administrators or insurance carriers.

9. Whenever the singular is used in this Agreement, it includes. the plural. Whenever the
masculine gender is used, it includes the ferninin~ or neuter geed€r. Whenever the word
"complaint" is used, it includes any and all amended complaints, amendments to complaints,
cross-complainfis, complaints in interven~iori, amended complaints in intervention, and

Init..
Page ~ of 8
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC8D-3DDF-4A6C-B5D9-D417E3520F66

BUYOUT AGREEMENT. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT. RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT'TO SITE (Voluntary Termination of Tenancy)

amendments to complaints in intervention. Whenever the word "lien" is used, it includes any
and ill liens ~f any type and kind, including but not limited to any mechanic's lien and those
provided by la~v,

10. WHEREAS, tenant desires to n~gotzate a surrender of possession of tha subject pzemises,
freel}r, voluntarily, without coercion and with fitll knowledge of his rights under California
Law and the San Francisco Rent stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, and hereby freely,
voluntarily, and without coercion, waives those rig]its, subject to the previsions of paragraph
33, herein.

11. For good and valuable.consideration, including but not lunited to payment andlor rent
waivers to Erika Lefler as described herein, tenanthereby voluntarily surrenders possession of
and permanently terminafies her tenancy and current and future right of occupancy, if ate, at
the subject premises, no later than S:OOp.m., December 31, 20I S leaving the premises in
broom clean condition, free of all occupants, free of all personal possessions, and delivering
all keys to landlord or landlord's agent. Upon forty. six (4~ days after all parties have signed
a final version ofthis hereto agreement, landlord's counsel shall deliver one check to Erika
Lefler, made payable to Brika Led'er in the amount of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00), by
delivery to tenant's counsel's office. On or before 3anuary 5, 2016, and upon timely surrender
of subject premises, landlord's counsel shall deliver one check to Erika Lefler, made payable
to Erika Lefler, in the amount.of nineteen thousand dollars ($19,000.00), by delivery to
tenant's counsel's office. The total amount of payments pursuant to this covenant is twenty
thousand dollars ($20,U00.0~). The parties acknowledge and agree that said payment shall
satisfy all payment obligations of landlord as provided by the San Francisco Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.
The parties further acknowledge and agree that landlord shall deposit the dotal sum of twenty
thousand dollars ($20,Od0.00) into tenant's counsel's client trust account on or before October
31, 2015. Tenant's cotu~sel shall not release any funds to tenant wi~hhout landlord's .counsel's
written authorization.

12. RENT: Upon tenant's timely surrender of possession of the subject premises, Tenant's rent
shall be waived for the period of October 1, 2015 through and including December 31, za1 s..

13. SECURITY DEPOSIT: Security deposit and interest due thereon, if any, shall ba accounted
for pursuant to law.

1~, RELEASE: With the exceptions noted herein and subject to the provisions of paragraph 33
herein, the parties and their heirs, successors, and assigns, do hereby forever, finally, fully
and completely release, relieve, acquit, remise and discharge one another and one another's
agents, partners, trustees, officers, attorneys, directors, property managers, employees,
independent contractors, and all others associated with the parties andlor acting on behalf of
the parties from any and all claims, liens, debts, liabilities, demands, obligations, promises,
acts, agreements, costs, e~cpenses (including, without limitation, attorneys' fees), damages,

Tnit.:
Page3of8



f; --

DocuSign Envelope ID: 7BFFDC80-3DDF-4A6C-85D9-D417E3520FB6

BUYOUT r~GREEMENT. SETTLEIVIENT AGREEMENT, RELEASE AND COVENANT
NOT TO SUE (Voluntary Termfnatioff of Tenancy)

inJuries, suits, actioas commenced prior to, and causes of action of whatever kind or nature,
whether known or unknown, suspected. or unsuspected, or contingent or fixed as a result of
any set of facts in existence immediately prior to the data of execution of this Agreement by
said parties and which are or which could. have been the basis foz any legal action, whether in
law, equity or otherwise, which could have been filed on the date of execution of this
Agreement,

15. COTENANT NOT ̀TO SUE: With the exceptions noted herein, for good, valuable and other
consideration described herein, the parties covenant never to institute any action, arbitration
or other legal proceeding, including but not limited to, any matters before the San Francisco
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board against any otherparty, person or entity
arising from or relayed to the matters alleged in Paragraphs 1-14 of this Agreement and the
subject property. The parties unconditionally, fully and finally release and discharge each
other from any and all duties, claims, rights, complaints, charges, injuries, damages, costs,
losses! expenses, taxes, attorneys' fees, debts, demands, actions, obligations, liabilities, and
causes of action, of any and every kind, nature, and character whatsoever, whether arising out
of contract, tort, statute, settlement, equifiy or otherwise, whether known or unknown,
whether foreseen or unforeseen, whether fixed, liquidated, or contingent,. which the parties
ever had, now have, or may in the future claim to have had against the other (and each of
them) based on any act or omission cattcerning any matter, cause, or thing directly or
indirectly which were raised or could have been raised against each other, from the beginning
of time to the day this Agreement is fully executed.

16. SECTION 1542 WAVER: With respect to the• matters released herein, the parties hereto
expressly waive any and all rights, except those expressly reserved, they may have under
Section 1542 of the Civil Code of the Sate of California, which provides as follows:

A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS ~-IICH THE
CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT TO EXIST IN HIS OR HER
FAVOR AT THE TIME OF EXECUTION OF THE RELEASE, WHICH IF
Ki~IOWN BY HIM OR HER MUST H~.VE MATERIALLY AFFECTED
HIS OFt HER 5.ETT'LENIENT WITH THE DEBTOR.

1 ~. LATER DISCOVERY: The parties hereto acknowledge they may hereafter discover claims
presently unknown or unsuspected, or facts in addition to or different from those that are
known or believed to be true, as to the ma#ers released herein. Nev€rtheless, it is the
intention of the parties, through this Agreement, to fully, finally and forever release all such
matters and all claims related thereto that do now exist, may exist or heretofore have existed.,
In furtherance of suck intention, the release herein given shad be and remaizi in effect as a
full and complete release of such matters, notwithstanding the discovery or existence of any
additional or different claims or facts related thereto by the parties hereto.

18. WARRANTY OF NON-ASSIGNMENT: Each paxty warrants said party has not assigned,

Init.:
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sold, hypothecated or transferred any rights said party may have against any other party.

19. WARRANTY OF AUTHORIZATION: Each person executing this agreement warrants_ he
or she is authorized to execute tha Agreement on behalf of the person, partnership, joint
venture, corporation, unincorporated association, estate, or govemrnentat entity for which he
ax she signs anal that all necessary resolutions and authorizations have been obtained prior to
execution of this Agreement.

~.0. BINDING AGREEMENT: The A Bement benefits and i~ binding upon each part~and
luslher heirs, legatees, transferees, pazent~, subsidiaries, successors and asst ns. This
Agreement shall bind and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and theiz respective
successors, heirs, agents, independent contractors, employees, officers, directors and assigns.
No change in the law which may occur between the tune of execution of this agreement and
by the time either party is under a duty to perform under this Agreement shall impact the
parEies' obligations arising from and out of this agreement.

21. INTEGRATION; MODIFICATION; SEVERABILITY; SAVINGS CLAUSE; This
Agreement supersedes all prior negotiations and agt~eme~fs between the parties and is their
full and final agreement with respect to its subject zAatter. This ~1.greement may not be
modified unless by written agreement signed by all parties. In the event that any portion of
this Agreement shall be found void or voidable by a court of competent jurisdiction, such
portion shall be stricken and this Agreemezzt reformed to as closely approximate, as the law
permits, the intent of stricken portion or portions. The terns of this Agreement may not be
contradicted by evidence of any prior agreement{s) ox contemporaneous oral agreement(s).
The parties further .intend that this Agreement constitutes the complete and exclusive
statement of its terms and that no extrinsic evidence whatsoever may be introduced in any
judicial or arbitration proceeding, if any, involving this Agreement.

22. ATTORNEYS' FEES: In any action to enforce the terms of this Agreement by either party,
the prevailing party sha11 be awarded, in addition to any other compensation or award, ids
reasonable attorneys' fees and costs.

23. AUTHORSHIP OF AGREEMENT: Each party acknowledges the drafting of this
Agreement was the product of negotiation; no party is the author of the Agreement; and this
Agreement sha11 not be construed against any party on the ground such party authored ar
drafted flue flgreement. No party shall be held liable or responsible for any word(s),
phrase(s), and/or numbers) that have been incluried or excluded from this Agreement.

24. CONTROLLING LAW/IMI'LEMENTATION OP AGREEMENT: This Agreement shall be
construed and shall be enforced pursuant to the laws of the State of California. The San
Francisco County Superior Court shall have jurisdiction with regard to disputes in
implementation of this Agreement.

Init..
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25. ADVICE OF CCO~JNSEL; The parties hereto represent and, warrant all the waivers,
warranties, representatiflns and covenants set forth in this Agreement are made after
consultation with legal counsel of each party's choosing and with an understanding of their
significance and consequence, and they are reasonable and a benefit to the parties. In the
alternative, each party has been provided the opportunity to obtain such counsel and
expressly waives said opportunity and be or she understands the consequences flf executing
this Agreement. Thus, each party acl~owledges he or she has been represented by counsel
or knowingly and voluntarily waives his or her opportunity to obtain counsel.

26. DEFENSE OF SUIT: Each party hereto agrees that this Agreement may be pled by any party
as a full and complete defense to and may be used as the basis for an injunction against any
action, suit, arbitration, or other proceeding which may be instituted, . prosecutad, or
attempted by another party, or any person, firm, corporation, oar orgazxization on that party's
behalf, wherein the claim concerns any facts, claYms or matters released by this Agreement.
Lf a party ever claims, asserts, or brings an action in any fonun alleging or asserting that t]us
Agreement or any terms contained herein violate any local, county, state or federal
ordinances, codes, regulations, statutes, or laws, ox are a viola#ion of public policy or
regulation, then said party sha11 indemnify the other for bringing such an action or claim and
for alI consequences visited upon the other party as a result thereof, including reasonable
attorneys' fees and costs, whether or not the initiating party is deemed the prevailing party.

27. TERMINATION OF TENANCY NON-RESCINDABLE: Except as provided in paragraph
33 below, this Agreement hereby serves as tenant's non-rescindable notice of termination of
tenancy which Landlord, by this document, hereby accepts and acknowledges. Should tenant
fail to timely vacate the subject premises no later than S:OOpm, December 31, 2015, tenant
understands that a lawsuit shall be unmediately filed to effect her removal therefrom.

Initials: ~, ~"`"
(LE)

28. FREE AND VOLU~tTARY: This Agreement is freely and voluntarily entered into by the
parties. 'The parties hereto represent, declaze, admit and warrant that in executing this
Agreement they relied solely upon their own judgment, belief, ax►d knowledge and the advise
and recomtnenda#ions of their own independently selected counsel, if so selected and relied
upon, concerning the nahue, extent acid duration of their rights and claims. 'The parties also
acknowledge t.~:at they and their respective counsels, if so selected and relied upon, have had
a ,hill, complete and uxiinterrupted opportunity to make whatever investigation or inquiry they
deem necessary, appropriate or desirable in connection with the subject matter and terms of
this Agxeement prior to its execution. In executing this Agreement, no party hereto zelied
upon or has been influenced to any extent whatsoever in executing the same by any
representation or statements covering any matter made by another party hereto or by and
person representing any o#hex party hereto, save tl~e representations, warranties and
statements contained herein. This Agreement shall bind and inure to the benefit of the parties

Init.:
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hereto and their respective successors, heirs, agents, independent contractors, attorneys,
insurance carriers, employees, officers, directors and assigns.

29. PERSON~AI, PROPERTY: Any .and all personal possessions or other personal property
remaining on the premises after tenant vacates, are hereby declared abandoned and of no
value, Landlord may dispose of said property as landlord sees fit. The parties agree that the
provisions of Civil Code Sec.' 1980-1991 have been complied with.

3Q. COLJNTLRPARTS: This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, amd when each party
has ~ig~led and delivered at least one such counterpart, each counterpart shall be deemed an
original, and taken together sha11 constitute fine and the same agreement, which sha11 be
binding and effective as to a1I parties. Faxed signatures sha11 be fully honored as if they were
original inked signatures.

31. CONFIDENTIALITY AND NON-DISPARAGEMENT: Provided that owner and occupants
satisfy all their legal obligations owed under this Agreement, owner anc3 occupants agree that
they, will nat publicize, disclose, permit or authorize the publication or disclosure regarding
any and all aspects of this tenancy and or subject premises, including the contents of any
agreements made between owner and occupants, without the prior express written consent of
the other. Notwithstanding the foregoing sentence; the parties are not prohibited from
making disclosures to their accountants, attorneys, or governmental taxing authorities and are
fuither authorized to make any disclosures occasioned pursuant to service of legal process
such as service of subpoena, provided that the parties use their best efforts to ensure that the
persons who receive said disclosures maintain their confidentiality. The provisions of this
paragraph sha11 survive the termination or satisfaction of this Agreement.

32. The undersigned acknowledge they have read this Agreement, understand each and every
term and all its terms together. Each and evary term and all the terms of this Agreement
together are reasonable, and each party hereto signs of said party's own free will.

/ll///I////!
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33. CANCELLATION: You,- the tenant, may cancel this agreement at any
time before the 5th day after all parties have signed this agreement. Ta
cancel this agreement, mail or deliver a signed and dated notice stating that
you, the tenant, are +cancelling this agreement, or words of similar effect.
The notice shall be sent to: Ellen Schaefer, c10 Bornstein &Bornstein. SU7 Polk street.
Suite 410 San Franciaco CA 94102.

fG ~. r~infea~9~

(LE)

_ Dated: ~ 201 ~
Ellen Schaefer

Dated: 2015
a Leder

Init.:
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°;~c~UN~r°A NOTICE OF VIOLATION~; ̀~' c
x ~ ̀'' ~ of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
°o ,~ Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy

~a~ _ ooa

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION NOTICE: 1 NUMBER: 201977481
City and County of San Francisco DATE: 21-AUG-19
1660 Mission St. San Francisco, CA 94103

ADDRESS: 42 ORD CT

OCCUPANCY/USE: R-3 (RESIDENTIAL- 1 & 2 iJNIT DWELLINGS,TOWNHOUSESBLOCK: 2619 LOT: 060

❑If checked, this information is based upons site-observation only. Further research may indicate that legal use is different. If so, a revised Notice of Violation
will be issued.

OWNER/AGENT: MCGRATH BRENDAN &KELLY
MAILING MCGRATH BRENDAN &KELLY
ADDRESS 42 ORD CT

PHONE #: --

94114

PERSON CONTACTED @SITE: MCGRATH BRENDAN &KELLY PHONE #: --

VIOLATION DESCRIPTION: CODE/SECTION#

D WORK WITHOUT PERMIT 106.1.1

~ ADDITIONAL WORK-PERMIT REQUIRED 106.4.7

❑ EXPIRED OR❑CANCELLED PERMIT PA#: 106.4.4

❑ UNSAFE BUILDING ❑SEE ATTACHMENTS 102.1

THE LEGAL USE OF THIS BiTILDING IS R-3, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING ON ONE FLOOR OF OCCUPANCY. There are
currently two units on two floors of occupancy, including an illegal dwelling unit, with kitchen &bath, behind the garage.
THE FOLLOWING CODE VIOLATIONS EXIST AT THIS PROPERTY:
* WORK WITHOUT PERMIT (301 HC, 106A, 108.4 SFBC)
* iJNAPPROVED WIRING (SFHC 1001-e)
* iJNAPPROVED PLUMBING (SFHG1001-fl
* LACK OF REQUIRED SMOKE DETECTORS (SFHC-909)
* IMPROPER EXITING (THROUGH GARAGE) (SFHC 801, 1001.-m)
* NO EVIDENCE THAT THE REQUIRED ONE HOUR FIRE RESISTANT MATERIALS WERE CORRECTLY INSTALLED
BETWEEN ADDED DWELLING UNITS AND AT PROPERTY LINE (601 SFHC).
* ROOM USED FOR SLEEPING IS LESS TITAN 7 FEET WIDE (503-c SFHC)
* EGRESS OBSTRUCTION (801, 1001-1 SFHC)
* INADEQUATE CEILING HEIGHT (503 HC)
* NO APPROVED PERMANENT SOURCE OF HEAT IN LIVING SPACE (701 SFHC)
* NO APPROVED EMERGENCY EGRESS AT SLEEPING ROOM (801 SFHC)
* LACK OF REQUIRED LIGHT AND VENTILATION IN A HABITABLE ROOM (504 SFHC)
* CHANGE OF USE (3406 CBC)

The following violations were noted:
- Unapproved plumbing &electrical (SFHC 1001 e, fl
- No approved one hour separation between garage &illegal unit (SFHC 601)
- No second means of egress (SFHC 801-1)

Inspection revealed that the use of the premises is the correct legal use, 1 dwelling unit on 2 floors of occupancy

CORRECTIVE ACTION:
❑STOP ALL WORK SFBC 104.2.4 415-558-6632

~ FILE BiTILDING PERMIT WITHIN 30 DAYS ~ (NTH PLANS) A copy of ThisNorice Must Accompany the Permit Application

~ OBTAIN PERMIT WITHIN 30 DAYS AND COMPLETE ALL WORK WITHIN 60 DAYS, INCLUDING FINAL INSPECTION
~,Il~ATOFF.
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~̀' '* of the San Francisco Municipal Codes Regarding Unsafe,
~o .~ ,~ ,,~ Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy
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D CORRECT VIOLATIONS WITHIN 90 DAYS. ❑ NO PERMIT REQUIRED

YOU FAILED TO COMPLY WITH THE NOT`ICE(S) DATED ,THEREFORE THIS DEPT. HAS INITIATED ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS.

• FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE WILL CAUSE ABATEMENT PROCEEDINGS TO BEGIN.
SEE ATTACHMENT FOR ADDITIONAL WARNINGS.

Because of the above cited alterations without pernut, you are required to comply with the following ordinance:
NOTICE per Ordinance 33-16: SFBC Section 102A.31. Dwelling units constructed or installed without required pernut(s). In case of
an unauthorized dwelling unit conshucted or installed in an existing building without the required permit or permits, in addirion to the
above requirements the written Notice of Violation shall order the properly owner to file an applicarion for a building and other
permits required to legalize the unit pursuant to Building Code Section 106A.3.13 and Planning Code 2073.
Exceprions;
*Removal of the unit has been approved by the Planning Commission pursuant to Planning Code Section 317; or
*After performing a screening under Section 106A.3.13(a) of this Code, the Department has deternuned that the unauthorized
dwelling unit is not able to be legalized under Section 106A3.1.3 of this Code; or
*The Building Official has deternuned that a serious and imminent hazard under Section 102A.16 of this Code exists on the subject
property.

If none of the three exceptions listed above are met, submit a copy of this Notice and two sets of plans with a Building Permit
Application to legalize the conversion of the rear of the garage into a legal dwelling unit. After the Building Pernut is issued,
Plumbing and Electrical Pernuts must be obtained.

If any of the above 3 exceptions are met, the owner shall submit a copy of this Notice and two sets of plans with a Building Permit
Application to revert the areas of violation back to their last legal use by removing the unpermitted dwelling unit. After the Building
Pernut is issued, Plumbing and Electrical Permits must be obtained.
Whether areas of violation are brought in to conformance pursuant to Ordinance 33-16, or reverted to last legal use, a Building

Permit is required to remove all unpermitted property line windows/doors and re-install approved siding.
To abate this Notice of Violation, you must obtain all permits and complete all work as specified above. Then, when work is

completed and all Building, Plumbing, and Electrical Permits are signed off and completed, you must contact the district Housing
Inspector for a final inspection. At final inspection, all finalized Building, Plumbing and Electrical Pernuts and plans must be
produced, and access must be provided to all storage rooms and other uninhabitable spaces.
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o ,= Substandard or Noncomplying Structure or Land or Occupancy
j~ds .or

s

SUBMIT A COPY OF THIS NOTICE AND TWO SETS OF PLANS WITH THE BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION TO
LEGALIZE UNPERMITTED WORK OR TO REVERT BACK TO THE LAST LEGAL USE. AFTER THE BUILDING PERMIT
IS ISSUED, PLUMBING AND ELECTRICAL INSPECTIONS MUST ALSO BE OBTAINED AND BUILDING PERMIT
FINAL SIGN-OFF. TO ABATE THIS NOTICE OF VIOLATION YOU MUST CONTACT A HOUSING INSPECTOR FOR
A FINAL INSPECTION AND PRODUCE ALL APPROVED PLANS AND PERMITS.

INVESTIGATION FEE OR OTHER FEE WILL APPLY
9x FEE (WORK W/O PERMIT AFTER 9/1/60) ~ 2x FEE (WORK EXCEEDING SCOPE OF PERMIT)

OTHER: ~ REINSPECTION FEE $ ❑ NO PENALTY
❑ (WORK W/O PERMIT PRIOR TO 9/1/60)
APPROX. DATE OF WORK W/O PERMIT

03-NOV-17 VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED W/O PERMITS $30000

BY ORDER OF THE DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
CONTACT INSPECTOR: Christina H D. Moy
PHONE # 415-558-6632 DIVISION: HIS DISTRICT : 13
By:(Inspectors's Signature)
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Pursuant to SFBC 3f14{e) and 332.3 investigation fees are Charged for worVc begun or performed without permits or !ar ~n+ork exceeding tha scope of permits.

Such fees may be appealed to the Board of Permit Appeals within i5 days at permi4 issuance, of 87b Stevenson Sl., 4th fiar>r. 554fi720

1AtARNING: Failure to take immediate action as required to cgrrec3 the above violations wiU rasu(t in abatement pracaedings by ttte DapaRment of 8uitd'tng

lnspedion. t! an Order of Abatement #a ~coMed against thEs property, the avrtner wilt lye billed or the property rv111 ba 1{ened for ail costs tncur€sd Ira

the code en}arcement process irom t!~ poadnq of the ilrot "Notice of Violatlon" unt#I ~jl casts are paid. SFBC 203(h) & 332.3

WARNING: Section 204 0# ii~e Sar7 Francisco Nausing Code provides for immediate fines of $1(~3 for each instance of initial nan-eors~liance, followed by

$200 fines per violation for the second instance of non-compliance, up to a ma~cimum o} $7,5D0 per buitding. 1"tr€s section also provides for issuaru:e of a.
criminal charge as a misdemeanor for each vioiadon, resuitir+g ~ Hnes o1 not less than $1,000 per day or six months' imprisonment or txrth.

WARNING: A~ryane ~vho derives rental income tram housing determined by the Department of Building Inspection to be substandard ~eu~tot uct troEn state
personal income tax and bank and oorparafe income tax interest, depreciation or ta~ses atirbutabie to such sUhstandard stn,cture. !t carrection work is not
compfeied or being diligently, e~cpeditia~sfy and C~tinuously prpsecuted a~ six (6) months trom tfie date of tfiis notice, notifi~a#ion wilt be sent to the
Franchise Tax Board as provided in Suction 17284;c} of the f evenue end Taxation Code.

WARNING: Section 205(a) ofi the San Francisco Building Gade provides for civil fines o1 up to $5Q0 per day for arsy persor, who v+oiates, disobeys, omits,
neglects or refuses to comply with or apposes the execution of any provisions of this code. This sectian alsfl provici~s for misdemeanor dines, it convicted, of

up to $5t)0 anc#~or imprisonmsni up to six months for each separate aHense for every day such offense occurs.

[3e acuerdo a las Sec~iones 304(e) y 332.3 de ei Co4igo ~3e Construction de Editscios de San Fra~ais~, gasios de irn;estigacion ser~n cobrados pw irabap

empezado o realizado sin los debidos permisQs o por trabaja quo extolls el {imtie estipuiado en toe perrt~isos. {} chas cohros pueden ser ape}ado5 ante la

Junta de Ape3aeiaies de Permisos (board of Permit Appeals) dentro r±e los ~rimeros qu+nce dies de habersa ohieniao of permiso. las apeiacicnes se hacsn

an ei 875 de Ia cafle Stevenson, cuario piso, tel~tano 55G-ti72D.

ADVERTENCIA~ Si no sample coon las accioc~es immediatas req~~eridas p2ra corregir ia~ ~rfraoc~anes, of Qepartar,}ento de inspeccidn ~~ Edificios tendr~ of

Qerecho de inlciar el proceso da m~kigacidn. Si una Orden de ~viifigacion es regis+reds Contia dreha ptopiedad, los gestos incurridos dura~7te ei prr~ceso de

apGcacion de! codigo, dasde to primers pu~sta del Aviso de Irtfr3ccion haste quo today los gas#os orlon pagadns, se,te caoraran al clusno de# adifieao o is

propiedad sere smbargada data recuperar Michas gastos Aeferancia a fa Sagcion ?t}3(bj y 332.3 de e~ C8d+go de Canstrucci ,n de Edi~icEos.

ADVERTFNClA: La Section 2D4 de ei Cd~digo de Vroienda de Sar. Francisco ~e-mite quo se matte inured atamente $100 par cede primer taro de

inconformidad, seguida por una r*tu~ta de $200 por c8da segunda inlracclon c!e ~ncanformidad, aumentando haste un m~ixi[~o. da $7,54p por cede sdi~iao.

Este Seccibn tambien permits oblr~~er cars criminates sumo deliio manor: resu:tando en mattes de no mano:> ~ $3,ODQ d~arios Q 6 ntese5 dB:
encarceiamiento o amber sencitxtes.

ADVERTENCiA: Cualquier ~,ersana qua reciba rents por una vivienda quo hays Sign declaracia qae na satisface lay Wormer requarida~ por a! [?e~a~rtamer~ti~

de In5peCcidn de Edificios, no puede daducir ~!~! estado intereses pc~rsnnales, de Banco a empress, depreciacibn o taues atribUidos sobre dicha eslruetur2.

Ss el trabajo +!e reparuci6n no sP terming o seta oiligenternenie, r~pidamerte y aanluamenle acusado des~uAs de sets (fi) msses de 1a fecha de este avi6o,

se le e~v~3ra una notification a la Junta de Concesibn de I~nnuestos (Franchise Tax Board) de s~~erdc~ a la Seccibn t26A{c; del Cbdiga de t~ 9
l~n,uesros (Revenue ar~d Tax:~ban Cade).

ADVERTENCIA: la Seccidn 205(a) ds el C-ddigo de Edicios de San Francisco 3mpone mattes reviles haste de ~5£?0 por cede dig a ~alquier persc3na quo

inErinja, ~fesabedezca, ~ ~mita: descuidP rehusa cumplir, re~iste o se opens a !a ~jecuc+on d~ 1as pr~visiones de este catigo. Fst~ session tarrtbi~n impt>nne

m~.,ltas por detito nencr, ,~ es declarado culpadle, de hwsta $5fl0 o encarcel~miento de haste 6 mores, o amber sa~~cion~s, par cede una de tae ofen~as y

por cac3a die que dicha ofensa octane.

Mtit C =3rti'Kt~~ll? (~'#1 s~sc) ~i 3a(o~ ~p~ asx.~ ~l~:9hlA~ • #& f ~i

~'P_~elr~6~1 ~ F:~ ~E fr~9~i~ - ~a19~d~7=[~ • Mf g ° ~~Ic

J.~rd~aT~ttS i3~: is 9E~Pa • ~C~i'$iLtG~R~~t" kTcirFflt#Et~_t~ ~ ~rAt

~t~ srea.00 ~ Q~s !k a 1~ • 1q~ : ss~-s~za

~ : ~a7~~1kI'rt~711t1)5274R~' GiW~Y-~i1t~fA' A~l+~f~ld+11~14

~~tlhl~t~r • 1i~!lkt~~~D7';#~ii~iW~~'~--1f~'fiAf~i' ~ 1F!@~i!#IsCH#4k
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GOT~(3ETT HEIGHTS NEIGHf30T~.S

P~Off~ ~-w 14493

Sa.v~ F~a~~c,isc~o-, GA 94114

August 7, 2019

Planning Director John Rahaim
Quadrant Manager Delvin Washington
Planning Department of the City and County of San Francisco

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

Via US Postal Service and

Via email to John.Rahaim@sfgov.org

Via email to Delvin. Washington(c~sfqov.orq

Regarding 42/42 A Court, Application of Property owner to enlarge
2018-000547CUA

Dear Planning Director Rahaim and Quadrant Manager Washington:

am writing this letter as the current President of Corbett Heights Neighbors, the
recognized neighborhood association which includes all of the streets in San
Francisco known as Ord Court and Ord Street.

The Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District was established in
order to scrutinize over-development in our neighborhood. Your Department is
currently preparing a Conditional Use Application packet for 42/42A Ord Court
(2018-000547CUA) - an application that will be heard by the Planning
Commission on August 22, 2019.

This project requires a Conditional Use Authorization, because it exceeds the
allowable size set forth in the aforementioned Special Use District. In order to
earn a Conditional Use Authorization the project must demonstrate: "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." (Source: San
Francisco Planning Department)



However, the project is unnecessary for the community, because:

It creates no new housing. In fact, it turns an affordable unit into an
expensive one.
It violates the terms and does not meet the intent of the Corona Heights
Large Residence Special Use District.
Its size and mass are inappropriate and they set a bad precedent on Ord
Court.

In addition, more than 100 neighbors have joined our organization in opposing
this project, showing that it is also undesirable for the neighborhood.

In light of these facts we respectfully ask the Planning Department to please not
recommend a Conditional Use Authorization at 42/42A Ord Court. Corbett
Heights Neighbors is requesting, with this letter, that the Planning Department
oppose the Conditional Use Authorization sought by the owners of 42/42A Ord
Court.

You may contact me at my office phone 415-864-7636, during daytime hours,
with any questions or concerns.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Best regards,

President of Corbett Heights Neighbors

Copy via email to Jeffery Horn (Jeffery. Horn _sfgov.orq
Rafael Mandelman (Rafael. Mandelman(a~sfgov.orq)
Kyle Smeallie (Kyle.Smeallie@sfgov.org)
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We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. IYs Mo big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car
garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on
7uly li?

Date
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Printed Name Signature Address Cauld you
fiestify on
9uly 11?

Date
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Opposition to a 4~~55 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposes development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations

Special Use District and with the owner, have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
~ an oversize building in express your o~~position to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
G~ ~~.s ~,~ ,~ L~'f ~~e
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Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
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Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
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Opposition to a 48! 5 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights PJeighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners leave not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we ~3re very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
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Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current siesign. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
i~F~~~~C~ ~~~ 5~~~~ -7~ ~ ~ !



Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
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Opposition to a 4855 gross sq ft / 4-story structure at 42 Ord Court

Join us in preventing a Corbett Heights Neighbors (CHN) opposes the current design of a proposed development project at 42 Ord Court, because
bad precedent in our it sets bad precedent in our Special Use District, on our street and the project creates no new housing. Our negotiations
Special Use District and with the owners have not succeeded thus far. However, we believe that we are very close. Please sign this petition to
an oversize building in express your opposition to the current design and encourage the owners to resume their negotiations with CHN.
our charming cul-de-sac

Sign now, testify We, neighbors of Corbett and Corona Heights, oppose the current design. It's too big and too high.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on 8/22? Date
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We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.

We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car
garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cui-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Mama Sigr~tture Address Could yow
testify on

Date
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Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on ,~=- Date
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Sign now ~r testify We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42. Ord
Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)
increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
the size to no more than 3,000 square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and
duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you testify on jufy ii? Date
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.Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on

Date

7uly li?
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We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car
garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,
would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court:

Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on
7uly il?

Date
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We oppase a four-story tower at 42 Ord Court!

5it~n t'~ow or te y We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord
Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)
increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
` the size to no more than 3,000 square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cu{-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and
duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.
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Printed Nanne Signa~ur~ Addy '. ~ CvuM ~u t~eslii'~ on ~u1y 11? Date.
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We oppose afour-story tower at 42 Ord Court!

Sign now ar testify We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.

We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord

Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)

increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce

the size to no more than 3,000 square feet. The property features two housing units and it will

remain two housing units.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and

duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it

would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Email/Phone Contact Da

CCa/ ~~a-

a ., ~,g ~C ~1 ~ wt2vr.>tq,~ 
~~i

~i ~" \ ~/ (,s,1~'1 ~e ~ ~ry ~~1' Gt n~ ~ ~ ~ ~'' 1 ~,-{~~ . i J`.~ K+ C ~"~ ~rJ } i c~ ~~.~; ~ ~'. (~71 ~ ?~E "-

°,~~ • r~ o~ .~c,~ ('~„ ~, -{~~,: .- 5 ~.- ,~~5 r~~ Avg ~L~ Sep . ~ I4~-~- ~~ ~ ~cr

z 3 ~.~ ~ ~ eta ~~'
~~

~



~~ ~7 -,~ ~~ 
J ~rPj(~ bs ,~ 3~ 1 ~.^~~'"`~ ~ ~~ a t i~[ ~r' ~., a ~ 1f ~ ~~?F~~'~a~`.'~ 

—, ~ ~~ f.~,~, 
.~ ~r ~` . 1s~ ~ ~r. ~., ~:~ ~JJ €' )`~"'' 

~ ~".i t t~ . (_ ~ e. E~ r. Lr s ~ ~~., e;l r~~ gel C~ ~ ' a, ~ ..a~ ~ ~.,_ ~?~ i=ii ~i ~~:

We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two cargarage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Cauld you
testify on
July 11?

Date
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We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord Court from approximately 1,110
square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice) increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two cargarage.

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce the size to no more than 3,000
square feet.

Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and duplexes. This project, if allowed,would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name Signature Address Could you
testify on

Date

~v~l sr~~t~Ns '~9 drz~ cr. -~~~-~

r~ ~ 1

J



We oppose afour-story tower at 42 Ord Court!

~,~~rr'naw or=testify ~ }.-' We, Corbett/Corona Heights neighbors, oppose this project. It's too big and too high.

t
We, the undersigned, oppose the size, bulk and design of the proposed expansion of 42 Ord

', ~ ~ ~ } ~,, ~ " ~ ~: Court from approximately 1,110 square feet (as described in the Planning Department notice)_~~' ~~

:̂1 
~~xg~~ ; ,~ r~ increasing by more than 4X in size to 4,100 square feet plus two car garage.

~ z

We specifically ask that the Property Owners be required to remove the fourth floor and reduce
;~` the size to no more than 3,000 square feet. The property features two housing units and it should

'remain two housing units.

~~, M ~~;, Ord Court is a tiny cul-de-sac comprised mostly of quintessential San Francisco cottages and,s ,:~ ~
duplexes. This project, if allowed, would not only destroy one of those historic cottages but it
would tower above every other home on Ord Court.

Printed Name -~gnature Address Email/Phone Contack Date
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August 20, 2019

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

am writing to you in regard to the Conditional Use Review and Variance request
to expand 42/42A Ord Court, a vintage San Francisco cottage, into a Monster
Home. I oppose the project in its current form. It is too tall and too large for our
small, narrow cul-de-sac. There is no legal justification for allowing the owners to
exceed the building limits of the Corona Heights Special Use District or to grant a
Variance.

Opponents of this project have collected over 100 signatures of neighbors
who also oppose the scope of the current plans. We are submitting copies
of that petition to the Honorable Planning Commission for your
consideration.

Please note that as recently as your March 7, 2019 hearing architect John Duffy
lied claiming that 42 Ord Court was a single family home. Both Mr. Duffy and the
owners knew there was also a small studio in the basement that had been
continuously occupied as an AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNIT. (See attachment)
The previous owner evicted the last tenant, Erika Leder, but Erika continued to
occupy the apartment for two months after the new owners took possession.
Since then the owners' Nanny has been living in the Studio.

Mr. Duffy submitted architectural plans under penalty of periury that labeled the
studio as "Storage" and labeled the Living Room as "Bedroom 2" (see
attachments).

As I noted in my letter to the Commission in March, 42A Ord Court had been an
affordable housing unit for decades. In contrast, the proposed replacement
apartment would be market rate. Therefore, San Francisco would lose yet
another affordable housing unit, replaced with an apartment financially out of the
reach of low ormiddle-income residents.

In addition, the site plan of 42/42A Ord Court is deceptive. The size and bulk of
this development are massive compared to the existing cottage and even other
larger homes on the Court. The photographs tell the real story. Please look at
them closely and don't be fooled by the deceptive nature of the design plans.



ORD COURT

moved to Ord Court 35 years ago because our little cul-de-sac is so beautiful
with its large gardens, abundant open space and small Victorian and Edwardian
cottages. It is a tiny piece of San Francisco paradise nestled between the Vulcan
Stairway and States Street. Walking tours regularly visit our street to experience
the unique combination of nature and people living quietly in harmony. Those of
us who oppose this project are keenly aware that if you approve a development
this large others will follow and Ord Court as we know and love it will be
destroyed.

Please help us save Ord Court from Monster Homes like this one. Save our
gardens! Save our Open Space! Please require the owners of 42/42A Ord Court
to conform to the Corona Heights Special Use District and build a home and
second unit that are compatible with our neighborhood.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our concerns.

Respectfully yours,

~"~~ ~/
Barbara Taylor Mayper
33 Ord Court
San Francisco, CA 94114
415-265-4055
barbarataylorsf@gmail.com
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1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 •San Francisco, CA 94103 •Fax (415) 558-6409

NC)~'ICE ~:F PUBLIC HEARII~TG
Hearing Date: Thursda March 2 7
Tirne: o efore 0 PM
Location: City Hali,1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Conditional Use
Hearing Body: Planning Commission

I

PROJECT INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 42 Ord Court Applicant: John Duffy
Cross Streets}: Ord Street Company: The Building Design Group
Block /Lot No.: 26'09 1060 Applicant Address:4620 Ben Hur Road
Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X City, State: Mariposa, CA 95338
Area Plan: NA Telephone: (415) 309-8896
Record Number: 2018-000547CUA E-Mai!_ iduff~architectCcr?gmaif.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Request for, Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and303(c), to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an existing 7,860 square foot, two-story-with-attic s~ e-f~ I~°fin a 117 foot-10 inch deep through lot that extends from Ord Court toMates S reet. e existing structure will remain but be lifted 2 feet in height, two floors will be addedon top of the rear portion of the existing structure and a 4-story rear addition wilt be constructed. Intotal, the proposed structure is 4,110 gross square feet in size and will new r . s'dential uand a new garage. The project is within an RH-2 (Residential o- ami y oning ric ; a40-X Height and Bulk District, and the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District(Planning Code Sec 249.77).

A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for theproject for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: To view the plans and related documents for the proposed project, visitsf-planninq.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. The plans and Departmentrecommendation of tha proposed project will also be available one week prior to the hearing fihroughthe Commission agenda at: sf-planning.org/hearings or by request at the Planning Department officelocated at 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Jeff Horn Telephone: (415) 575-6925 E-Mail: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org

r:~

4~7C8fi3RA6#'~~. 415.575.9010 ~ Pare Information en Espanol Llamar al: 415.576.901D ~ Pare sa Impormasyon ea Tagalog Tumewag sa: 415.575.9121



Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c) Other information or applications may be required.

JOHN DUFFY

Signature Name (Printed}

Project Architect 41.5 309-8896 j duffyarchitect@ gmail. com

EmailRelationship to Project
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.)

Phone

herby authorize City and County of San Francisco Planning staff to conduct a site visit of this property, making all portions of the

interior and exterior accessible.

JOHN DUFFY

Signature

03-01-19

Date

For Department Usa Oily

Application received by Planning Department:

By:

Name (Printed)

Date:

NA~Es ~ SUPcLE MENTAL APPLICATION-VFFIANCE V. 05.10.2016 SAN FfiANCI;C01~'IANNING DEPARTMENT
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Dear Commissioner XXX,

We are writing today in response to the proposed over-sized development at 42 Ord
Court, to which we are strongly opposed. We are have been residents of Corona Heights
for 33 years, and are supporters of the Large Residences Special Use District. The
proposed four-story building on Ord Court far exceeds the restrictions for which the
neighborhood fought so hard. As owners of a through-lot stretching from States Street to
Museum Way, we believe that regulating the size of projects in this area is not about
preventing homeowners, like us, from using land for personal needs, but is meant to
prevent developers from building large, looming multi-million dollar single-family
residences that shadow our modest neighborhood and overrun rare swaths of open space
that currently host an amazingly diverse habitat for wildlife and humans alike. Once huge
buildings encroach on these small properties, there will be no turning back. When mature
trees and green spaces are replaced by massive structures, habitats disappear, wildlife
vanishes, the flora of adjoining properties are threatened, and public street-views are gone
forever.

Although we are aware of the dire need for affordable housing in San Francisco, this
development has nothing to do with creating "housing." This property, originally a small
2-unit home, is being taken out of the middle-class market and hurled into the category of
"luxury" housing, for which there is no shortage in this city or this neighborhood.

We accept that time will continue to alter the nature of any neighborhood, but the recent
pace of development in Corona Heights has been alarming and inappropriate. We believe
that a significant proportion of each lot in this unique neighborhood should be held back
to preserve the trees, grasses and gardens, for the sake of the city's air quality, to curb
wind speed, retain rainfall, along with so many other important contributions of these
urban green-spaces.

The recent large developments in this neighborhood have not been built by the efforts of
our neighbors attempting to expand their living space, but by outside developers with
deep pockets and no interest in the nature of the community, the quality of the residences
or the future of this neighborhood or this city.

We urge the Planning Commission to require the developers of 42 Ord Court to comply
with the current restrictions on large residences, scale back the project size to a
reasonable two floors and 2500 square feet, thereby fitting the tone of the neighborhood
and avoiding aprecedent-setting onslaught of over-sized houses that serve only the
wealthy and which will forever eliminate the true nature of our unique neighborhood.

Thank you,
Joell Hallowell & Tricia Garlock
212 States Street
415-846-0091



a ct,aelcor, coon
Ssn Franc~co GA 84123

,trine 2d. 2019

Pt3ming Commi55bn.
San Frar~cisCo Ptarming Department
16Sb Missitxt Street, X400,
Sarr Francisco CA 94103

RE: Q2 Q(Q Ccxxt C,crtditiottal l~.,ra ~ Vati~ance Fiequ~st

iaaar P1annG~g Commissioners,

Since 19fs8, i have owned the tx~me at 22 Mulcan Staimay. ~v1y d.~hter grew up in this house
and naw lives there. The auto access to the house Ps hcxn Gourt. For many years ttvs
neighbw►x>od ~etaa~ed its aesthetl~ appeal bec,~use cif ttie contistenS small scale of the
b4JiWingg bv0n1 aftC~ rB[rtedBlirig t09k ptacC.

Rece+t7iy, however, with tfie intended replacernent of the existiteg buildirk~ et 42 Q(~'j Coutt, with
orie a~lmest threes tfrt►es the size. there seems to be no cons+dtxation fax the existing clsuecter
of tie ntwghborho~d. And why sh6uld this pvtiGutar pro~~ty ba granted x vmlance and
condil;anal use instead at retwikiing accnrdirx~ to e+xistng p11►nnirg res~riclions a~ptying to tf'iN
wFx~e areal

wish to add my name to the list of tesiderlt5 in th~r na+ghbwt'~ood whp have already written to
you ~raicing thci~ pbjections to the scale of the proposed changes at ;N42 arrcE aut~inir~ ihnir
several other reasons for 5~-4au+g.

,~,ancerely.

Owna Goldstein

Sent from my iPhone



Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

From: Barbara Taylor <sfwordgal@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 6:53 PM

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Subject: Fwd: 42 Ord Court letter

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

Here is the letter from Diana Goldstein.

Barbara Taylor

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: DIANA GOLDSTEIN <dievenarv@aol.com>

Date: June 24, 2019 at 9:46:30 AM PDT

To: Barbara Taylor <sfword~al@aol.com>

Subject: 42 Ord Court
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Testimony by Carolyn Kenady: Oppose Upzoning of Market and Van Ness

Good afternoon President Melgar and Planning Commissioners. I'm Carolyn Kenady from the Dolores

Heights Improvement Club. I oppose the upzoning of the Market and Van Ness Hub Plan area -- owing to

the impact that it will have on our already overburdened Muni transit system.

The Environmental Impact Report appears exhaustive. However, the EIR missed the impacts to

TRANSIT underground. We need to dig into the Market Street tunnel.

Here's the current state of Muni for riders under Van Ness &Market Streets. I commuted to work on Muni

Metro until 2017. I experienced the delays and lack of on-time performance in the tunnel. I'm sure

everyone in this room has been on the Muni underground and heard "We're delayed by traffic in the

tunnel." I just heard it on my way to Van Ness station yesterday at 9:30am. And the downtown platform

crowds at rush hour mean SRO on the way home. No surprise: according to the SFMTA's own stats,

Muni Metro -- the streetcars that use the Market Street tunnel -- has an average weekday ridership of

173,500 (up 16% from 2015.) In the past year these streetcars only had an on-time performance of 41%

- less than half of Muni's official on-time target of 85%. (The attached bar chart has details.)

What really worries me .... SFMTA is unable to increase capacity and performance to meet even today's

demands. Last week the DHIC board gave two SFMTA planners feedback on a project to improve the J

Church line. They clarified that this short-term project will not address the much larger issues of the Muni

Metro speed and its delays in the Market Street tunnel. They told us that the tunnel was not designed to

handle current passenger loads ... that average speeds are Iower than prior years owing to the traffic.

And we all know that the epic system meltdown on April 26 revealed how fragile the tunnel truly is. We

asked how SFMTA will fix the tunnel. They told us that a project is on the books but will take 20 to 30

years to complete.

So here we are ... today, San Franciscans are frustrated, angry, and tired by the daily challenges of

traffic, congestion, transit delays and Muni overcrowding. Do you really want to throw more gasoline on

the bonfire by approving 8000 new housing units in the epicenter of the Muni meltdown?

Please delay green-lighting the EIR and the Hub and ask Planning staff and/or SFMTA to identify the

impacts of the increased population on Muni Metro and to recommend ways to create the additional

capacity. We need to fund and build transit infrastructure BEFORE massive upzoning projects like the

Hub plan or the broader impact of SB 50 are felt. Thank you.
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E.E. WEISS
Architects, Inc.

27 August 2019

Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA

RE: 461 29t'' Street
2018-0326-4615

Dear Commissioners:

21 Corte Madera. Suite 4
M i l l Valley, CA 94941
415.381.8700 telephone

am writing with additional materials that may address very recent neighborhood concerns. But, first,
owe everyone an apology; an old massing model was inadvertently placed on the cover of the drawing
set that went out. This was two iterations ago, and bears little resemblance to the final proposal as
agreed by the Planner and RDAT.

Unfortunately, given the very short timeframe, we cannot generate photo realistic drawings. Instead, we
have submitted the most recent massing models, and included a project with similar finishes. While
similar, this proposal will further emphasize the control joints in the stucco to further break up the
massing.

We have also included a couple of detail drawings for you reference.

If I can answer any further questions, please do not hesitate to call or write

Sincerely

~ Ir~ '~

Earle Weiss
415.531.5270
earle@eeweiss.com
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Massing Model (6-Feet Above Mid-Street) From Left
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Subject Property (461 29th Street) Rendering #1:



Subject Property (461 29t" Street) Rendering #2:

Massing Model (6-Feet Above Mid-Street) From Right
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Massing Model (6-Feet Above Mid-Street) From Center

Subject Property (461 29t" Street) Rendering #3:



2755 McAllister Street- Built Comparable Facade Material/Finishes Example
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854 Capp Street- Built Comparable Deck Material/Finishes Example



3305 Broderick Street- Built Comparable Facade Material/Finish At Entry Example



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Mary Beth Stone <mbstone@sonic.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 7:49 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com
Cc: Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis

(CPC); Townes, Chris (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Noe Neighborhood Council; Tom
McGrath; earle@eeweiss.com

Subject: Re: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit

This message is from outside the C

Dear Planning Commission Members, ~~

reside in the building next to 461 29t
home and yard. It would create a den
my yard.

~ ~Fas l~l ~►-~

have lived in the neighborhood 40 ye
class roots and design with an eye awe
what I believe is San Francisco's true n

Thank you.

~~-r ~ ~ ~ G

On Aug 28, 2019, at 7:47 AM, Andy Levine candy@levinearch.com> wrote:

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

is from untrusted sources.

impact the amount of light in my
~Ithy for myself, pets or plants in

r the neighborhood's working
greed and more in keeping with

vorking classes.

Please see the attached petition signed to date by 28 neighbors who live on the 400
block of 29th Street, along with a few supportive relatives and friends

In less than a week since our first viewing of the permit drawings, we have uncovered
considerable opposition from the neighbors regarding the proposed project at 461 29th
Street. This is case #13 on Planning Commission agenda at the 8/29/19 meeting, for a
mandatory Conditional Use hearing based on demolition and rebuild.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Andy Levine
Levine Architects
415.282.4643
www.levinearch.com

<08 28 19 Petition for CU hearing re 461 29th St.pdf>

1



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Susie Smith <suzsmithgb@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 3:00 PM
To: Townes, Chris (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC);

Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
Subject: Re: 461 29th St #2018 / 03/ 26 /461 S

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

Apologies, I did not include my full signature.

Susannah Smith

lexin~tonclubarchivalproiect.ors

sfurbanfilmfest.com

My gender pronouns: she/they
(what's this?)

On Wed, Aug 28, 2019 at 2:55 PM Susie Smith <suzsmithgb@~mail.com> wrote:
Dear Planning Commissioners:

am in opposition to the proposed development at 46129th Street, for several reasons.

My partner are renters of 13 years at 467 29th St, the lower flat on the house next door. In addition to the objections
many of my neighbors have expressed about the project (out of scale and unattractive), we have many additional
concerns about the project plan, which we have just seen for the first time this week when it went live on the
sfplanning site.

1) The height and design of the new project significantly changes the amount of light that will come into the 2 interiors
rooms through our light well.

Currently, the light well opens up all the way to the back yard and is on a building that is only as tall as our first
floor. We get sun for most of the morning through both of these windows, one which is a bedroom, the other is
our living room and office.

I n the new design, the light well be closed off and 3 stories higher than now, effectively shutting off all natural
sunlight. Attached are photos of our current light.

2) The extension of the house exponentially into the backyard, for 4 stories.

The light in our back window, our bedroom, will be significantly reduced.
The extreme size will add significant bulk and shadow to our deck, and yard- likely killing our beautiful rose bush.

3) I do not trust the current developer to take our yard and quality of life into consideration during construction. The
developer has failed to notify us or get proper permits when they have previously done potentially dangerous
demolition to remove asbestos.



• I work from home, and 2 months ago I heard them working out back. I asked what they were doing, and was

told they are "removing the asbestos".

• I did not think to call the city, as I should of, but now realize they did not get the proper permits or follow

protocol for removing dangerous materials. No one was wearing masks, or had any type of safety processes

that I could see.
• I am including a picture of the asbestos that they could not reach which is still on the house.

4) Last, but not least, the size of the house is not Affordable by Design and will only further this neighborhood's move

away from a diverse and welcoming mix of residents.

• As two queer women who work in the arts, public health, and non-profits, we have seen our friends, coworkers,

and family pushed out of San Francisco and this neighborhood specifically, by the rising rents and transition of

housing to these Mega-condo buildings (among other factors).

• We are not opposed to a larger development at this site, if it was designed to fit multiple families and a mixture

of incomes. This house was left in disrepair by the previous owner, and then empty for many more years, and

we would love for it to be livable housing again.

plan to attend the Conditional Use hearing on Thursday 8/29/19, and will bring further images to illustrate my points if

can

Thanks for your support,

Susie



Office/Living Room #1
light from 10am-3:30pm
picturte taken at 12:30pm
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Interior Bedroom #1
light from 10am-3:30pm
picturte taken at 12:30pm
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Interior Bedroom #1 ~~ ~~~~
light from 10am-3:30pm
picturte taken at 12:30prn
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Interior Bedroom #1
visible sky and light all day
picturte taken at 12:3Dpm
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~m Deck.
bedroom and lightwell visible
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Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Andy Levine candy@levinearch.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 7:47 AM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Noe Neighborhood Council; Tom McGrath;

earle@eeweiss.com
Subject: Re: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit
Attachments: 08 28 19 Petition for CU hearing re 461 29th St.pdf

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

Please see the attached petition signed to date by 28 neighbors who live on the 400 block of 29th
Street, along with a few supportive relatives and friends

In less than a week since our first viewing of the permit drawings, we have uncovered considerable
opposition from the neighbors regarding the proposed project at 461 29th Street. This is case #13 on
Planning Commission agenda at the 8/29/19 meeting, for a mandatory Conditional Use hearing
based on demolition and rebuild.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Andy Levine
Levine Architects
415.282.4643
www.levinearch.com
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4b129th Street

Demolition DBI permit application #2018 / 03 / 26 / 4612
Construction DBI permit application #2018 / 03 / 26 / 4615

I am opposed ~o the proposed design for the development at 461 29~ Street.

I want the Planning Commissioners at the Conditional Use Hearing on 8/29/19 to
require the developer to:

a) Reduce the height to 3 stories to be compatible with the houses on the block.
b) Decrease the bulk of the proposed development to make its scale more

appropriate to the surrounding neighborhood.
c) Revise the front facade details and material palette to be more in character

with the context of quality houses on the block.
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Petition
8/24/19

461 29th Street

Demolition DBI permit application #2018 / 03 J 26 / 4612
Construction DBI permit application #2018 / 03 / 26 J 4615

I am opposed to the proposed design for the development at 461 29~~ Street.

I want the Planning Cammissianers at the Conditional Use Hearing on 8/29/19 to
require the developer to:

a~ Reduce the height to 3 stories to be compatible with the houses on the block.
b) Decrease the bulk of the proposed development to make its scale more

appropriate to the surrounding neighborhood.
c) Revise the front facade details and material palette to be more in character

with the context of quality houses on the block.
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Petition
$/z~/~9

4b129~ Street

Demolition DBI permit application #2018 f 03 / 26 j 4b12
Construction DBI permit application #2U18 J 03 / 26 / 4615

I am Opposed to the proposed design for the development at 451 29~ Street.

I want the Planning Commissioners at the Condi~ionaI Use Hearing on 8/29 jl9 to
require the developer to:

a~ Reduce the height to 3 stories to be compatible urith the houses on the block
b) Decrease the bulk of the proposed development to make its scale more

appropriate to the surrounding neighborha~d.
c~ Revise the front facade details and material palette to be more in character
with tYse contea~t of quality houses on the blr~ek.
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Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Andy Levine candy@levinearch.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 10:19 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Noe Neighborhood Council; Tom McGrath;

earle@eeweiss.com
Subject: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit
Attachments: 08 26 19 461 29th St -Conflicts and Omissions.doc

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

Please see my attached letter outlining the numerous conflicts and omissions on the permit drawings for the demo-and-
rebuild project at 46129th Street. This is the subject of the mandatory Conditional Use hearing this Thursday 8/29/19,
case #13.

Even though we waited to receive our first view of the permit drawings until last Wednesday, 8/21/19, we have gotten
considerable opposition from the neighbors regarding the proposed project.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Andy Levine
Levine Architects
415.282.4643
www.levinearch.com



8/26/19
President Melgar and Members of he Planning Commission:

I am writing as an architect and a concerned 35-year resident of Noe Valley, more than 20 on the
400 block of 29 h̀ Street. My family lives 4 houses down the street from the proposed demo and
rebuild project at 461 29t" Street, subject of the mandatory Conditional Use hearing (item # 13) on
your agenda this Thursday 8/29/19.

I have reviewed the permit drawing set and observed the following conflicts and omissions:

1) Site section missing: A Site section showing the impact of the 4th floor from the sidewalk
across the street has not be included in this set of drawings. This is an omission from
what is typically required in a Site permit submittal.

2) Site survey missing For a Conditional Use hearing, I understand that a survey is
required. It is not included in the permit set as published.

3) Building depth incorrect: Based on my visits with neighbors, I observed that the existing
depth of the subject property is longer than the neighbor to the west, vot shorter as shown
on the permit drawings. This inaccuracy is misleading.

4) Lighrivell infills: The new lightwells at the west side of the property do not follow the
RDG guidelines to respect and mimic the e~sting lightwell at the neighbor's property.
There are 3 bedrooms at each of the two flats that will be impacted by the infill and the
proposed 4~h floor addition.

5) Light court step back: The proposed lightwells don't comply with the Building code
CBC section 12063 for Light Court. The code prescribes that light courts get wider as
they get taller to allow for light and ventilation at operable windows and habitable rooms.

6) Buildin~~ht conflict: On the Front and Rear elevations on Drawing sheets A-3.1 and
3.2, the building height is dimensioned as 39'-11 7/8". On the Building section on
Drawing sheet A-4.1, the building height is dimensioned as 40'-0". This is a minor, but
never-the-less sloppy conflict.

7) Facade materials undefined and conflicts: On the Front (north) facade on Drawing sheet
A-3.1, keynotes 6 and 8 specify the material as "solid rail" and "solid overhang." This
material needs to be defined more than just "solid." Also, the wall above the entry door
is shown with a keynote 9 for "thin set stone tile," but it is rendered the same as the
"smooth trowel stucco. This is a conflict.

8) Floor heights undefined: On the Building section on Drawing sheet A-4.1, the floor-to-
floor heights have not been dimensioned, except at the lowest level, in which there is a
14'-4" ceiling height. The ceiling height of the 3rd floor scales less than 7'-6" which
would be in violation of the CBC Building code. This omission is unresolved.

All these conflicts and omissions in the permit drawings need to be resolve before we can
understand or accurately judge their proposed project. Sorry for this late letter. It is based on the
very tardy distribution of the drawings by the staff planner. Our first viewing of the drawings
was last Wednesday 8/21/19.

Sincerely,
Andy Levine

4=~7 2qr~' Street. Sin Francisco, CA 94133 {=4t5) 382-4643 ~~ndv!u;levinearch.cc~m



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2019 9:34 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to the CUA for 461 29th Street
Attachments: 461 29th Street - NNC Opposition to CU.pdf

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission,

Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the Conditional Use
Authorization of the proposed project at 461 29th Street.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm



NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

August 25, 2019

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), I am writing to express our opposition regarding the
proposed project at 461 29th Street. Our reasons are as follows:

• The proposed design is out of scale and not in keeping with the height and bulk of the homes on this
street. This block of 29th street is mostly comprised of two- or three-story buildings. There are only
two exceptions to this norm and that is exactly why we are opposed to this four-story behemoth that
will further erode the predominant pattern of homes on this block.

• The plans miss important information such as the height of each floor as indicated by the Section plan
on page A-4.1. The overall height of the building, which per Planning Code is supposed to be no more
than 30 feet at the curb level is undefined on this page. The drawing shows 30' next to a line that
starts at the curb level and ends somewhere between the 3~d and 4th floor!

• The proposed project does not fully respect the neighboring light wells and instead of matching them, it
only goes as far as 70% of the existing adjacent light wells. Yet worse, the project blocks the
neighboring light wells on lower levels because the proposed building's light wells are only at the top
floors and don't extend all the way down.

• Most importantly, the proposed project is an insult given our affordability crisis. To demolish a 750
square foot home to build a luxury duplex of 6,459 square feet does nothing to address our
affordability crisis. Each unit of the proposed project will be worth at least $3MM dollars at today's
prices. Most likely, both units will be acquired by a single buyer at a price attainable to only 1 % of San
Franciscans. Does the extra unit that justifies the demolition of this modest home do anything for our
housing shortage? Who can afford a $3MM dollar condo assuming that these units are sold
separately?

As these are serious issues that should have been addressed, we are puzzled as to how the Planning
staff has seemingly overlooked them in order to recommend approval. We trust that the Commission will
scrutinize this further and hopefully, will reach the same conclusion as we have: a modest and relatively
affordable home should not be demolished to make room for an out of scale and out of reach
development. Please require the project sponsor to eliminate the 4th floor and reduce the expansion into
the rear yard to ensure the proposed units are affordable by design and the new building is within the
mass and scale of surrounding homes.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council

Fair Planning for Noe Valley



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Sybil meyer <sybilkmeyer@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2019 9:28 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)
Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC); Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: We are in opposition to the proposed plans for 461 29th Street, San Francisco

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

Dear Planning Commissioners:

am writing in opposition to the proposed plans fora 4-story house to be built at 461 29th Street.

This house has been abandoned for a long time. We only recently received the first communication
from the architecUdeveloper fnrthis project.

There is no precedent set fora 4-story, 2-unit building on 29th Street. We would prefer not to have a
repeat of the single homes (#438 and #440) that were built above the allowed height limit, even with
repeated requests to the Building Department to not allow this to happen.

In fairness to those of us who have lived here for 25 years+, we would have appreciated any
correspondence from the architect/developer orthe City. Other residences have been renovated or
re-built with much more notice than we received for 461 29th Street.

Please take into account that this is a mostly single-home neighborhood, which is what attracted us to
this area initially. It doesn't seem right to us that a developer comes into the neighborhood and with
hardly any prior notice, sends out a plan fora 4-story house.

We will be at the hearing on Thursday, 8/29/19.

Thank you,
Sybil Meyer
Mary Anne Ruyle
435 29th Street



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Andy Levine candy@levinearch.com>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:03 PM
To: Townes, Chris (CPC); Tom McGrath; Cc: Hillary Creeggan; Zach Kirkman; Debra Dale and

Philip Cohen; Merilee McDougal; Tiffany Wade; Jennifer Mills; Jim Mills;
emme@levinearch.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); richhillissf@gmail.com;
Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); sybil meyer; Mary Anne Ruyle; Irene Atsumi;
Kevin Wallace; Marc Norton; Amy Hood; DPH-klbelshaw

Subject: Fwd: Fw: 461 29th Street

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

Dear Planning Commissioners:

am in opposition to the proposed development at 46129th Street since I believe it is:
a) Out of scale with the neighborhood in terms of 4-story height and total construction of 6457 square feet proposed to
replace a 750 square foot house.
b) Badly designed with a front facade that has window fenestration and material pattern that is not appropriately-scaled
and an awkward addition to the neighborhood.

My family has lived on 29th Street for over 20 years. I plan to attend the Conditional Use hearing on Thursday 8/29/19

suggest that the developer and his architect:
a) Remove the 4th story with its awkward setback

b) Reduce the total amount of construction, since what is proposed is not Affordable by Design. Two units with 2-
bedroomscan be much smaller than 3200 square foot each.
b) Consider adding to the lower basement level and connecting it to the rear yard, like numerous other projects on this
down-sloping side of the block

c) Clarify the undefined materials on the front facade, and reduce the number of materials, so it doesn't look like the
shoddy recently built construction on the block at 438 and 440 29th Street.

By the way, this Wednesday 8/21/19 was the first opportunity that any of us had the chance to view the proposed
drawings. We were not contacted by the architect or project sponsor, and had to wait for the staff planner to send us
copies of the drawings.

Thanks for your support to maintain the integrity and quality of our neighborhood,

Andy

Andy Levine
Levine Architects
415.282.4643
www.levinearch.com

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Debra Dale and Philip Cohen <cohendale46@vahoo.com>

Date: Fri, Aug 23, 2019 at 11:07 AM



Subject: Fw: 461 29th Street

To: Andy Levine candy@levinearch.com>, Marc Norton <nortonsf@ix.netcom.com>

H i Andy and Mark,

For your information

Philip

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Earle Weiss <earle(a~eeweiss.com>
To: chris.townesCa~sf  qo~v orq <chris.townes(a~sfgov.orq>; Tom McGrath <tommcgrathconstruction(a~yahoo.com>
Cc: Hillary Creeggan <hillary.creeq  qan(c~gmail.com>; Zach Kirkman <z.kirkman(c~gmail.com>; Debra Dale and Philip
Cohen <cohendale46(a~yahoo.com>; Merilee McDougal ~merileemcdougal(c~qmail.com>; Tiffany Wade
<tiffanywadeCa~gmail.com>; Jennifer Mills <ienabellmills nci.hotmail.com>; Jim Mills <jcmills(c~gmail.com>;
"emme(a~levinearch.com" <emme levinearch.com>; "Mvrna.Melgar(a~sfgov.orq" <Myrna.Melgar sfgov.orq>;
"Joel.Koppel(cr~.sfgov.org" <JoeLKoppel(a~sfaov.org>; "richhillissf(c~gmail.com" <richhillissf(c~gmail.com>;
°Milicent.JohnsonCa~sfgov.org" <Milicent.JohnsonCa~sfgov.orp>; "kathrin.mooreCa~sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore(a.sfgov.org>;
"dennis.richardsCa.sfgov.org" <dennis.richards(a~sfgov.orq>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019, 6:47:58 PM GMT+2
Subject: 461 29th Street

All

am disappointed that no one contacted me in the last 18 months we have been working on this project; our contact
information has been clearly posted. We work closely with neighbors, and take their comments seriously. Unfortunately,
to simply attack a week before the final meeting gives us little time to respond or adjust the application.

The Planner asked I send an example of my work in Noe Valley. The Chronicle wrote up a project on 28th Street. Note
normally work with a lighter palate on the facade, but in this case the neighbors wanted something more 'grounded', but
not dark. I use this example as it was constructed by an outside party; it takes bias out of what is being photographed.

With 461 29th street we have proposed a limestone base with smooth towel stucco above. Accents, and garage door are
in clear finished wood. The block face is mixed, and their is a big contrast between the adjacent neighbors. The concept
is to generate a facade the blends, as opposes to screaming for attention or imitating past styles. The City deserves
better than another fake Victorian.

We had done some massing models that unfortunately were sent out by Planning. Those are no longer valid as we have
set the upper story, and parapet back from the street to reduce street presence.

Again, any and all comments are welcome. I would also ask for specific comments such as 'we don't like limestone as
opposed to a general comment such as 'we don't like modern'. It is difficult to respond to the subjective.

Please email comments separately, as this chain will get hard to follow fast. I will collate specific items and come up with
suggestions

Thanks
Earle Weiss



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Schur <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 724 PM
To: Townes, Chris (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC);

Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); richhillissf@yahoo.com
Subject: 2008.023CUA 461 29th Street August 29th Hearing
Attachments: 29th ST.pdf

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

Dear Chris,
do not think my Comments were included in the packet and I thought I had sent them as a pdf in time per our email

correspondence.
am cc'ing them to the Commission myself to save you the printing. I would appreciate it if you would mention it in your
presentation next week.
Thank you.
Georgia Schuttish

Sent from my iPad



August i2, zo19

TQ.: Planning Commission
From: Georgia Schuttish
~: Chris Townes

,$~: 46i 29th Street Case No. 2008.0023CUA

This is a very fancy house. Actually it a very fancy 2 unit building. It is very large with an ample
amount of square footage per unit, including an elevator.

The main concern I have is "Whether the project protects the relative affordability of
existing housing". This is the criterion for Section ~1~ I.

Attached to this memo is the sales brochure for 2 units each currently for sale on Cesar Chavez.
They just hit the market in the past week. This project was an Alteration, not a Demo with new
construction. Unfortunately it did not have a DR. The neighbors are unhappy with the large
size of the building and the loss of privacy which they find beyond the tolerances of privacy. I
don't think they fully understood the plans, but that is another matter as is the issue of whether
it was actually a Demolition or not.

The Section 3i~ I criterion for Relative Affordability was not applied to this project on Cesar
Chavez because it wasn't a Demo, but given the aslang price, the criterion should have been
applied. The original building, pre Alteration sold for $i.5 million, the entitlements were sold
again for over $2 million. The current prices for each unit is listed on the brochure.

This is not relative affordability.

The units at Obi 29th Street seem even larger with more bedrooms and more bells and whistles
such as the subterranean media room and the huge exclusive roof deck. The Cesar Chavez Street
sales brochure is included for a comparison between the two projects.

In the 29th Street project there is a great deal of square footage that is just like floating
space....unattached to any specific use. Prior to the Commission's break, at the July 25th
General Public Comment, I showed examples from three premier architects' (Richard Neutra,
William Wurster and Gardner Dailey) San Francisco projects. They did not design the kitchen
as the focus of a dwelling, surrounded by space. The floor plans they designed were both
beautiful and livable with dining and living rooms and even family rooms that were unique and
specific. Their kitchens were intended to be kitchens, to cook and store food, not something just
to look at. The square footage of both proposed units at 46i 29th Street is not efficient and that
lack of efficiency and common sense will compromise Relative Affordability. This will be two
very expensive condos. The two units should be smaller and smarter.

I know that this property can be put to better use and likely warrants a Demolition although I
saw no Soundness Report in the files. I often walked by 46i 29th in the i99os to pickup my
boys from the school bus stop at 3oth and Noe and remember this neglected property.

However this project is not the way to densify. It is a poor template. Many 2 unit buildings in
Noe Valley are now in the pipeline. There are two on Valley and two on Clipper and one on
Duncan. There are two on Cesar Chavez. And on Sanchez. Future two unit projects can still
accommodate families with multi bedrooms for multi generations or however a modern family
may chose to live but they need to better strive for the Relative Affordability criterion in Section
31~ I if we are to move towards solving the housing affordability crisis. Smaller is smarter.

. ' ,~
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I ncredible views from these newly constructed two light-filled exquisite Noe Valley luxury condominiums located at
4o6i-G3 Cesar Chavez Street. The epitome of modern, urban living. Each unit is spread over two levels and boasts of
i ncredible open living spaces with walls of glass with stunning views of downtown and surrounding areas. Ideally
located within walking distance of 24th Street shopping and community life. Distinctive European designer flair which
i nclude Italian and Spanish tile, Venetian Plaster, Cesarstone and Miele appliances, European Cabinetry, American Oak
floors and European designer solid doors. These sophisticated residences set a new standard for quality craftsmanship,
with attention to detail. Other features include wet-bars, view decks, elevator, urban outdoor roof garden, outdoor
barbeque kitchen, landscaped south facing garden, radiant heating, t car parking per unit. Surround sound system,
exterior camera security system remotely programmable.

EDWINA TYNAN
REALTO RQ
BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY HOMESERVICES

CAI.DRE# 01998359
(475) 994-8394 moei[.E
TYNANRE@GMAIL.COM

..HS,.

BERKSHIRE
HATHAWAY
HomeServices

Drysdale Properties

THIS INFORMATION IS BELIEVED TO BE CORRECT BUT HAS NOT VERIFIED /AND nSSUMES NO LEGt\L RESPONSIBILITY FOR ITS ACCURACY.

BUYERS SHOULD INVESTIGATE THESE ISSUES TO THEIR OWN SATISFACTION.

iiBH''s

Exceptional Noe Valley Home ~ www.NoeVal(eyLux.com H5̀:
BERKSHIRE

lt~Gl-G3 Cesar Chavez Street, San Francisco HATHAWAY
HomeServices

Offered At Unit #4061 $3,499,000 Ulli't #4063 $2,769,000 Drysdale Properties



deceived at CPC Hearing 'Lt l~
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Anne and John Guaspari
378 Diamond St.
San Francisco, CA 94114

August 2Q, 2019

Zoning Administrator
Planning Commissian
C/O San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 411$ 21st St.
Record number: 2018-002602CUAVAR

Dear Planning Commission:

Writing to share our concerns regarding the project at 4118 21st St., which adjoins the south
side of our property at 378 Diamond St., where we've lived since 1997.

• The proposed four-story building is significantly taller than the previous building at that address
and taller than its neighbors on either side, including uphill.

• All four floors have large window configurations that will impact our access to privacy and
illuminate our house and yard at night.

• The proposed structure wil! be the tallest, deepest, and biggest on the block, changing the
character of and setting a precedent for development in a neighborhood of mostly two- and
three-story homes.

• Extensive demolition, foundation, and framing work have been completed to date with a ermi
approved for an interior remodel only[. Neighbors were not notified of the project's real scope
until after a December 2018 complaint had halted the work and apre-app meeting was held in
March 2019. Allowing a variance after the fact or an unusually large building to go up seem to
favor the owners and their methods rather than the quality of life of those in the neighborhood.

Thank for your consideration,

d~t~-~.- ~ a5~°

,-M`"' l!

Anne Guaspari
John Guaspari



Aug 19~ ZV 19

Record Number: X018-Q026002CUAVAl~
4118 - 21st Street

Honorable Commissioners,

My neighborhood is a residential one of modest, mostly one- and some two-

family dwellings. The current plans for 4118 - 21st Street are for a large, four

floor house that is out of character in bulk and height. It would be taller than the

approved plans for its uphill neighbor, 4112 - 21st Street, interrupting the

downhill flow.

My garden abuts the property on its east side, so that the backs of the buildings

are fairly close. The current plans are for three floors of large windows that

would look into my bedroom and bath. I am concerned about nighttime light

pollution and the intrusion into my privacy.

would like to see the plans for this project amended to reduce the overall

height so that the building steps down from the height in the approved plans

for 4112 and the depth of the top two floors matches the depth in the approved

plans for 4112. This reduction in bulk and height would make the project more

compatible with the neighborhood. I would also like to see a reduction in the

size of the rear windows on the three upper floors in order to retain some

privacy and reduce light pollution.

Thank you for your consideration,

Ka Klumb

382 Diamond Street



Gmail -Please join us to discuss your 4118 21st St. proposal

Please join us to discuss your 4118 21st St. proposal

8/28/19, 2:55 PM

Dorothy Kelly <dkellySF@yahoo.com> Tue, Aug 27, 2019 at 7:49 PM
To: George Karamanos <george.karamanos@gmaii.com>
Cc: Anne Guaspari <abguaspari@gmail.com>, Kay Klumb <kayklumb@gmail.com>, C Schroeder
<cschroeder.us@gmail.com>, Jenna Borgia Karamanos <jenna.b.karamanos@gmail.com>, Amy Lee
<amy@3ssanfrancisco.com>, "Tran, Nancy (CPC) (Nancy.H.Tran@sfgov.org)" <Nancy.H.Tran@sfgov.org>, "Washington,
Delvin (CPC)" <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>, Joan Ramo <theempressrules@yahoo.com>, Raul Rodriguez
<raulrrodriguez@gmail.com>, Tony Perisin <tperisin@gmail.com>, Bill Webber <fogcity372@yahoo.com>, Erin Jones
<jonese85@gmail.com>, Jeff Baker <jeffreywbaker@aol.com>, Bill O'Rouke <willo2nd@aol.com>, Marc Schroeder
<msincali@comcast.net>, Curtis Larsen <curtisalarsen@hotmail.com>, Liz and Katrina <andrewsmadsen@gmail.com>,
Andrew Kaltman <ace2121 @gmail.com>, Carlos Ybarra <ybarcarlos@gmail.com>, Alex 
<alex@terryandterryarchitecture.com>, Ryan Knock <ryan@knock-ad.com>, Mark Luellen <mark@3ssanfrancisco.com>

Hello George and Jenna,

apologize to come to this conversation so late in the process. I've been unable to participate until now. I am a co-
ownerwith Kay Klumb, living in the upper unit. All development you do will directly impact my home, esp. privacy, light
and views.

don't understand your statement in the first paragraph and I quote: "this significant reduction will provide more light,
air and views than you currently have available or had available to you when you purchased your properties."

must be missing something. Please clarify how by adding massive height and depth to your property will provide
light, air and views to my property.

Thank you for your response.

Dorothy Keily
384 diamond street



Cynthia and Marc Schroeder
390 Diamond Street Street

San Francisco, California 94114

August 21, 2019

Planning Commission
c/o San Francisco Planning Department
1 E50 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94i 03

R E: 4118 21St Street
Record Number: 2018-002602CUAVAR

Dear Planning Commission:

After a recent in-person review of the 4118's 07.30.19 COND USENAR design plans with

homeowners, Jenna and George, we continue to have significant concern with the height and

depth of the proposed structure and the impact that it will have our property's west facing living

spaces' access to natural light. These changes leave us feeling "boxed-in" for most of the

year because of the building mass extending beyond 4112 - 21st Street building.

ACCESS TO NATURAL LIGHT

The proposed height and depth of the top two floors of the four-story structure will negatively

impact our access to adequate light and air at 390 Diamond Street. The proposed new vertical

third-floor addition and the second-floor outlined in the 07.30.19 CUNAR design plan extends

4-feet beyond the depth of recently approved new 4-story home expansion at 4112 -21st

Street.

The proposed home significantly limits our access to light on the west-facing side of our

property, specifically from the far southern edge of our property to near the mid-point of our

entire property for a majority of the calendar year. The light that currently comes from the

southern side of our house through our west-facing windows on a!( three floors will be severely

impacted during the already limited daylight hours in the fall, winter and spring months.

The proposed height and depth of this expansion will significantly reduce daytime light from

entering our main living areas. For our family, this renders most of our main living area (e.g.

master and 2nd bedroom, bathroom, dining room and kitchen) dark for the majority of the year.

2018-002602CUAVAR 1 of 2



DESIGN SOLUTION
A reduction of 4118 - 21st Street's proposed depth and height for the top two floors will help to

retain some light. This can be achieved by:

1. A reduction in the top two floors' depth (back mass) by at least 4-feet which will

maintain a 47'11" rear lot depth. Also, this reduction allows 4118 to maintain the same

building depth as their immediate neighbors on both sides (4112 - 21st Street and
4124-21st Street).

2. A reduction in the overall building height 2-3 feet will help to retain light at 390

Diamond Street. This can be obtained by having 9' ceilings by reducing height from the

10'6" on the third-floor, 9'8" on the second floor, 10'1" on the first floor, and 10'0" for the

basement family room.

OUT OF SCALE

We believe the proposed designs at 4118 2i st Street is out-of-scale for the neighborhood as it

will be largest home on 21st Street. Initially, the home owners described all home renovations to

be contained within the envelope of the original home and basement excavation would occur

to gain additional space.

Within one month of permit issuance for interior renovation and excavation, all walls and floors

were demolished, and eventually the entire home except one original wall remained despite a

second pending permit. As their entire home was being rebuilt, neighbors noticed visual

discrepancies in height and depth from the original house. By mid-January 2019, the house

structure and exterior walls were built up through the 2nd floor with visual height and depth

discrepancies.

Today, the proposed project is asking for approval for four-story home with atwo-story rear

extension beyond the 45% rear setback and a new vertical extension with a depth longer and

taller than all homes on the entire block.

DESIGN SOLUTION
We ask that you uphold and maintain character of the block and neighborhood. As you consider

its conditional use and variance, you can achieve character with:

A reduction of the rear mass of at leas# 4-feet to maintain alignment with the rear

depths of all homes on 21st Street

2. A reduction in the overall building height 2-3 feet.

As 15 year residents of this neighborhood, we thank you for the opportunity to share our

concerns. We urge you to consider the recommended design solutions so that all homes can

co-exist together as a neighborhood with new and long-time families and residents.

Sincerely,

__ ti~

y thia and Marc Sch oeder
39 Diamond Street

2018-002602CUAVAR 2 of 2



- Forwarded message

From: Carlos Ibarra <ybarcarios~grnail.com>

Date: Sun, Aug 25, 2019 at 2:26 PM

Subject: Fwd: 4118 21st street

To: nancy.tran@sfgov.org

<nancy. trap@sfgov. org>

CC: Delvi~~.Washington@sfgov.org

<Deivin.Washington@sf~ov.~rg>

Dear Nancy,

am the owner of 4124 21st Street. I'm writing to

you because I found out that someone sent your

office a letter with my name on it, and it is not my

letter or my signature. This email attached I sent

on August 15 is the only letter I have sent to you

about the 4118 house. If you got another letter

pretending to be mine, it is a fake. My concerns

are in this email that I sent you. Please use my

email to understand my concerns.

1. Also, I was told that the window would be

removed on my property line. That is not

reflected in the plans.

2. If the window is going to stay on the property

line, no one has asked me to sign anything to

allow the window on the property line.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this

email.

Sincerely yours,

i ~ fr
Carlos Ibarra ~~ ~ . ~~/~'

v~ ~

~~~~
 2-~~ ~~



From: Carlos Ibarra <ybarrarlas~ga7~ail.co~~>

Date: Thu, Aug 15, 2019 at 10:42 AM

Subject: 4118 21st street

To: r~ancy.tran@sfgov.ora <nancy.tran@sfgov.orq>

Dear Nancy,

My name is Carlos Ibarra, and I live at 4124 - 21st Street. I am writing because

have some serious concerns about the construction being done on 4118
 - 21st

Street.

First, I am concerned that the light in front of my house is being shaded by the extra

construction on the front of 4118. It is pushed out farther than it was before.

Toward the back of my house, their window on the west side would open right

toward my bedroom which invades my privacy. That window was built without my

knowledge.

In the backyard, they tore down the existing fence and the concrete foundation and

they left a gap. The house is almost on top of me, and I really don't want them to

add another floor. My backyard and house are now in a tunnel shaded by this big

house. The shade is even making my house feel colder. I am a retired person

whose garden will now be shadowed.

Also, there used to be a shared space befinreen our houses where I could get light

through my bathroom window. Now that window is mostly obstructed with no light

and little air coming through it. That space was used to store garbage cans and for

people who needed to get in to make repairs, and now it is gone.



I would like the window removed that looks into my bedroom, and
 I do not want

them to add the extra floor to the top of this house because it 
will completely

overshadow my house.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Carlos Ibarra

~~
~ 2~ 1 ~



4107 21st Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

August 20, 2019

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,

We are writing about the construction being done at 4118 21st Street. We have resided at 4107

21st Street since 1997. Our home sits south, directly across the street from the property in

question. This past weekend we met with Jenna and George and are encouraged by their

willingness to meet with us and explain their plans. We are however still left with some

unresolved concerns.

From everything that we've seen, the height and square footage remain unclear.

• Code calls for homes to step downhill, following the grade. The plans we have seen

seem to show 4118 higher than 4112 (approved plans) which is uphill.

• There is contradicting square footage in the documentation. We are still trying to

understand how much bulkier and out of character this new home will be on a street with

relatively small homes.

From current plans, this new building will be larger than all the others on our street. We are

concerned that its height and mass will shadow the smaller houses and yards around it in this
residential part of the Castro.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

~-

Elizabeth A. Andrews

Katrina Madsen



Curtis Larsen
385 Eureka Street
San Francisco, California 94114

August 20, 2019

Planning Commission
c/o San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 4118 21 S~ Street
Record Number: 2018-002602CUAVAR

Dear Planning Commission:

am a homeowner whose property looks onto the proposed construction and am potentially impacted by
any variances that may be granted. In a recent meeting with the property owners (August 17, 2019),
some of my issues were verbally addressed but I want to ensure that the Planning Commission is formally
aware of my concerns:

1. Neighborhood Precedent: It is vital to preserve the nature our neighborhood and maintaining the
general footprint and height of residences. Variances could materially change our neighborhood.

2. Project Depth: The rear portion of the—now suspended--construction is wildly inconsistent with
the depths of any of the houses on the north side of the 4100 block. 1 have been assured by the
property owners that 12' of the illegal build will be removed. I would ask you to consider and
approve a new residence that conforms to your rear yard preservation formulas and is consistent
with existing, or already approved, residences in the 4100 block of 21St Street.

3. Architectural Plan Consistency: The plans that were shown to neighbors may have relied on
erroneous heights and widths and contain discrepancies between blueprints and dimensions
pending approval especially as they relate to height and proposed width. I would ask that all
dimensions be verified and settled as consistent before any variances are granted.

~. Side Set-In Provision Variance: The property owners informed us of an existing retaining wall that
has a 3' variance intruding into 4118's eastern boundary. Rather than granting aset-in variance,
wouldn't this be an opportunity to correct this retaining wall placement error in light of the wall
being the eastern separator of both properties (4118 and 4112) that are now—or about to be—
demolished?

~. Conditional Use Authorization: This project morphed from a remodel, #o illegal demolition and
construction, and now to variance all based on the notion that the structural integrity of the
original dwelling was discovered to be beyond repair. Determining this would have been more
than reasonable prior to beginning the remodel process and failure to do so resulting now in this
Conditional Use Authorization including "tantamount demolition" and variance doesn't quite pass
the smell test. Again, my concern here is setting precedence as to how project planning and
building is handled for our block as well as the city in general.

Thank-you for this opportunity to express my concerns with you.

Best,

-__~

Curtis Larsen



R ~eived at CPC Hearing

Demolition without permit. Whenever the demolition of any building or structure containing c}'~re-residential units takes place

without the issuance of a demolition permit as required by this code, the site on which the unlawful demolition occurred shall be subject to the

following restriction: For five years from the date of the unlawful demolition, no permit autfiorizing the construction or alteration of any building or

structure for that site shall be issued, except for a permit for the construction or alteration of a building or structure with the same number of

residential units, with the same proportion of residential to nonresidential units, and with the same or fewer square feet as the building or structure that

was unlawfully demolished.
103A.3.Z Definitions. For the purposes of this section, the following definitions shall apply:

DEMOLITION means the total tearing down or destruction of a building containing one or more residential units, or any alteration which destroys

or removes, as those terms are defined by the Building Official of the Department of Building Inspection, principal portions of an existing structure

containing one or more residential units.
PRINCIPAL PORT70Nmeans that construction which determines the shape and size of the building envelope (such as the exterior walls, roof and

interior beazing elements), or that construction which alters twathirds or more of the interior elements (such as walls, partitions, floors or ceilings).

RESIDENTIAL UNIT means any dwelling unit, as defined in this code, or any guest room, as defined in the San Francisco Housing Code, other

than the following:
1. Any guest room in a building classified as a residential hotel pursuant to the Residential Hotel Unit Conversion and Demolition Ordinance

2. Any residential unit in a building where the demolition or alteration is requved to comply with this code, the Housing Code or the City Planning

Code.
103A.3.3 Hearing. The Building Official shall hold a hearing within a reasonable period of time after discovering that an unlawful demolition may

have taken place. The Building Official shall cause notice to be given to the owners of the affected property, and to the owners and occupants of

property on the same block as the affected property's site and across the street from the site for one block (that is, on lots which abut the same street as

that which abuts the site to the neazest intersections on either side of the site), using the names and addresses of the owners as shown on the last

assessment rolls of the City and County of San Francisco. For corner lots, notice shall be provided to the owners and occupanu of property on the

same block as the affected property's site and for one block along both streeu which the lot abuts (that is, on lots which abut the two streets which the

site abuts to the nearest intersection on either side of the site) and, in addition, to the other corner lots at the intersection where the site is located.

Notice may be given either by personal service or any mail, not less than 30 days before the scheduled date of the hearing. Immediately after giving

such notice, the Building Official shall cause a copy of the notice, printed on a card of not less than 8 inches by 10 inches (203.2 mm x 254 mm), to

be posted in a conspicuous place on the affected properly. The notice shall specify the date and nature of the hearing and that the following issues will

be determined at the hearing: whether an unlawful demolition has taken place as described in Sections 103A3.1 and 103A.3.2, and, if so, the number

of residential units that existed on the site, the proportion of residential to nonresidential units that existed on the site and the total square Feet of the

building or structure that existed on the site. Upon determination that an unlawful demolition has taken place, the Building Official shall promptly

record a notice in the oi~icial records of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco; the recorded notice shall state that the property is

subject to the restrictions set forth in Section 103A.3. I of this code.

ab«,c:we~ ~n
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3847 — 3849 Eighteenth Street: Lack of Code Enforcement: Who is Inspecting the In pectors?

December 2014
• 12/2014 —Start of Work Inspection •

• 02/2015 —Reinforcing Steel
Inspection •

• 06/2015 —Pre-Final Inspection of

Excavation to Create Storage

• 06/2015 —Pre-Final Inspection of

Conversion of Storage to Garage

Planning Actions • 01/2016 —OTC Planning

Department Permit Issuance

Complaints "Looks like l should have caught

this one at the counter. !'m sure
you're probably on this, but we can

add this case to the City Attorney's
list of (Mercury Engineering) /SF

Garage sites. " 02/2018

Building Actions

May 2016
• 05/2016 — Okay to Cover

Inspection

• 04/2017 —Okay to Cover
Inspection

• 06/2017 —Voluntary Seismic

Upgrade Inspection

• 10/2017 —Final CFCO Inspection

• 05/2018 — Planning Department
NOV Issued

• 07/2016 —Serial Permitting

• 05/2017 —Building Beyond
Original Envelop

• 12/2017 —Illegal Unit Merger

• 07/2018 —Work Beyond Scope

• 11/2018 —Vacant Property

• 05/2019 —Building Department
NOV Issued

Page 1

September 2014
Building Inspections
Sample of 26 On-Site Inspections

October 2015
10/2015 —Concrete Walls
Inspection

10/2015 —Reinforcing Steel
Inspection



3847 — 3849 Eighteenth Street: Excerpt of Building Staff Report to Planning Commission

Building Department NOV "resulted from a site visit on May 20, 2019 where it became apparent that

even the combination of issued permits did not document the actual as-built conditions."

2~ PA # 2~1~112524~~3 represents bu ~dir~g er~v~{~pe expansion v~~ith~aut permit.

~~ PA# 2t1~4121~3~~5 T~e~re are r~o ~~lculati~ns on the plans shc~~~air~g tie an~c~unt
excavation, but it xs prr~bab6y abaut 10~ cubic bards.

4~ ~'A# 2Q1~12~04758 prca~osed "nevi" starage ~n December 12 is icienti€ied as
„existing„ sfor~ge on Dececr~b~r 3Q, ~~14.

5) ~'A # 2~1~(~630131~:There are no calct~l~ti~ns shov~inc~ the extent Qf the
exc~v~atio~ added t~ what was done at the ~rr~nt under PA # 2Q 14123Q4~58 end
at the rear ur~d~r

6) PA # 2U1~122459C~~ Thy as-bunt attic wi~do~v ar~~ the g~r~ge doer were
er~~~rged ar~d c~ of the easy side dormers were combined into ~ single ~ f~~t
by16 faot dQ~mer.

1) PA, # 2~ 14 9226974 shags ba~e~er~t being converted ~o storage to comply wit
N~'V #2Q13~02~1 fc~r rer~~o~al of unauthorized dv~el~ing snit.



Neighbors Opposing Proiect at 4363 26`" St —Douglass St

Name $i~nature Address llatP
i~ ~~ i~~ 5 i ~ 5 5~- ~ ~ ~ g ~ i 9

~' _ ~-
~ -fir ~r t l l l l7 C~ v ~~r s~ g --- I g --



August 28, 2019

Lauren Koch
4394 26 h̀ St
SF, CA 94131

Re: Proposed Project at 4363 26t" St

Dear Commissioners:

I have serious concerns about the proposed project at 4363 26t" St, which is excessive in height
and scale and not in keeping with the established pattern of houses. This portion of the block has
2-story and 3-story houses with 3rd floor setbacks. I'm concerned this design will set a precedent
that will negatively impact the neighborhood.

Please reconsider this project.

Thank you,

~i~~
Lauren Koch ̀fi'0~(~¢



Re: Proposed Project at 4363 26th St

Deaz Planning Commission:

I live at 4357 26`'' St adjacent to the project at 4363 26 h̀ St. This proposed 4-story house seems

excessive in size, scale and height relative surrounding properties along 26th st and would

negatively impact the air, light, and privacy to adjacent property.

Please reconsider these proposed plans.

Sincerely,

., ~—



August 29, 2019

Dear Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,

feel it necessary to write to you in opposition to the Project being proposed at 4363
26th Street. I am a 23 year resident of Noe Valley and see this project as an example
of a disturbing trend that pushes the limits of height, overall size in relation to
surrounding homes, and design guidelines.

The existing home is probably less that 1000 square feet. While I cannot determine the
square footage on the proposed home, I would guess that it is close to 4 times that size,
making it much larger than most of the surrounding homes. The impact to light. air and
green space and privacy is considerable.

There are no surrounding homes that are 4 levels. This is not a precedent that should
be set in this neighborhood, for the sake of a second family room. Indeed, there is
precedent for not allowing the 4th level to be built.

While I understand the property owners right to demolish the existing small but beautiful
1920's home, and build a new modern building, I would hope that this can be done with
respect for the surrounding neighbors and the larger neighborhood in which the intend
to live. (?)

urge the planning commission to take Discretionary Review not allow the 4th floor of
this project to be built.

Sincerely,
Lorraine Aiken
1424 Diamond Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
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M URDOCH RESIDENCE -RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW



A enda

About my family and the project

Other neighbors' response to the project

Response to Mr. Shurtz's DR

Response to Mr. Chiang's DR



About m fa m i I and the ro~ectv v p J
My wife Marlies and I bought this home to renovate it for our growing family

My parents will be living in the basement, else need overnight child care (Marlies works 24hr shifts)
We are planning to have 3 children, so need adequate space /bedrooms

We are certainly not developers — I'm a physician working in biotech, my wife a neonatal
transport nurse

We embarked on this as we couldn't afford a home in the neighborhood that meets our needs

The top floor is critical to our family for three uses:

Family room in proximity to living floor
At same time, separated space that can be used for my work meetings, without disrupting family
Guest BR given our large extended family who live out of town (7 siblings, 10 nieces and nephews)



A enda

Context of our project

Other neighbors' response to the project

Response to Mr. Shurtz's DR

Response to Mr. Chiang's DR



Other nei h hors feel desi n is h i h~ ~ ~v
consistent with the nei hborhood

Owner to the east:

"the facade seems to be
consistent with the newer
houses that are already in the
neighborhood, and the upper
floor as it is currently envisioned
seems quite modest and
wouldn't be problematic"

O Thomas Bomba ~u~ ~ ~ ~~,

to me, Gabriela, David

Hello all. Gabriella, you may recall that you and I have already inet earlier in the
planning process, when I was trying to familiarize myself with the project and the
planning process. David, nice to meet you electronically here.

don't currently see any problems with Travis's and Marlies's current plans. It
seems to have gone through a good review with you already in which various
issues were taken into account and the project was scaled back appropriately. In
particular, the facade seems to be consistent with the newer houses tf~at are
already in the neighborhood, and the upper floor as it is currently envisioned
seems to be quite modest and wouldn't be problematic either.

Let me know if you would like any further feedback. I travel quite a bit so email
would probably be best. But if you prefer you can reach me this week by phone
at 415-691-913~J or next week onward at +49-176-5988-6701.

Best regards,
Tom Bomba
4357 26th Street



Other nei h bore feel desi n is h i h~ ~ ~v
consistent with the nei hborhood

Tenant to the east:

"1 support the current plan with

top floor as presented in the
plans"

Plans for 4363 2C,th street, San Francisco

satu.linjata~sci.fi
as ~a:i2f.winslQcv, m-~P _

Dear David Nrnslov,~,

li bas been Mought to my attention Eha9 a letter signed by me (Satu

Linjala, tenant an 4357 26th St. San Francisco) is considered as

significant testimony against current proposed construction plan an 4363

2fith St San Francisco. The Istder avas created on misinformed basis.. the

neighbour avho collected the signature and sent the letter ditl noC fu€IP

disclose his interaUon anQ basis_ He also dod not inform us that he is

not the rn+aner of Ehe property he ~xas concerned 4viA be impac#ed. He also

claimed that numerous oche€ house holds on 4he street have signed his

bill v~hich I no~~v believe ~s not the case. He also positiarned the request

to merely grant access to "discuss" the case and not etelayEng ar

stopping the process an iCs own eight. Knmaing thi&. urould have

imgacted my considera#iara aid had 6 had aU me correct information

would have not signed the tette€. Know also that the letter v+as

pre-v~ritten and 1 was only asked fo sign it. k feel like I yeas

mis-4~4ormed on the case and tivoe~ld kindly ask to d€sregard my signed

IEtter. I support the cuRent p4an with top floor as presenEed in the

pions_

I'm also adding the case arvner Travis Murdoch for +nsibitity.

apologise far the inconvenience-

Kind Regards, Satu Linjala,



Other nei hhors feel desi n is hi h~ ~ ~v
consistent with the nei h borhood

Ov►rner of two properties across
street:

"1 think the design is clever and
highly consistent with the
character of the neighborhood"

"Complaints...regarding the
setback of the living floor and
existence of the top floor are
entirely unfounded"

Dear Gabriela and David - I am writing to express my support for the
proposed development of 4363 26th Street. By way of background, my
name is Oleg Nodelman and I have lived on 26th Street for almost 15
years where I own two residences. 1 bought 4380 26th Street in October
of 2004, and recently purchased 4352 26th Street where I reside with
my wife and 8 year old twin girls.

have reviewed the architectural plans for the residence, as I do for
all projects within a block of our home. I think the design is clever
and is highly consistent with the character of our neighborhood. The
family developing the property has clearly put a great deal of thought
into the project, and complaints that I was recently made aware of
regarding the setback of the living floor and the existence of the top
floor are entirely unfounded.

am looking forward to our new neighbors bettering our street and the
entire neighborhood. If there is any other way that I can be helpful
or answer any questions I can be reached on my cell phone -
415-722-1038 or over email.

Sincerely,

Oleg



Other nei h hors feel desi n is h i h~ ~ ~v
consistent with the nei h borhood

Owner of 4333 26t" St:

"1 feel that the proposed scope
and design of the project will be
a positive contribution to the
block and is highly consistent
with the character of the
neighborhood"

26th Street Construction

office ~office~k},uoods.com> tNoo, aug Is, 2o1s at 1:2a PM
To: "David.w~slowstgov.org' <David.winslow~cc7sigov.org>
Cc: "trav~.murdoch~gmail.~m" <Uavi~.murdocfi~gmail.com>, GeoN Gibsu~ tGi~son ~a7archsf.com>

Dear Planning Dept and Pianntng Commission,

1 am writing Usis leiler in support of the proposed consUuction at 4363 26th St. 1 Teel That the proposed scope and design
of the project will be a positive contribution to the block and is highly t~nsistent with the character of the nedghhorhood.

Sincerely,

Kieran Woods



A enda

Context of our project

Other neighbors' response to the project

Response to Mr. Shurtz's DR

Response to Mr. Chiang's DR



Reduced the size of the floor ~50% from what was originally contemplated

Reduced the ceiling height of floor

Removed any parapets from floor

Minimized windows on back of floor for privacy

Further stepped in floor from sides and rear of property

Commissioned survey confirming that upsloping nature of lot conforms to Code Section 261

Confirmed with planning department that project constitutes a remodel not demo



M r Sh u rtz's assertions a bout our 4t"floor
addition are dee I flawedp v

The notion that the 4t" floor somehow impacts the light /air /privacy of neighboring properties is
entirely unfounded

Mr Shultz' home is over 100 feet away, and significantly uphill —this only affects his views

The floor is set back significantly from each side, and doesn't impinge on the midblock light/air to the south

Our lot is significantly upsloped, and the design is only 2 stories above grade at the rear of the lot.

The design is highly consistent with the neighborhood

There are multiple other 4 story homes on the block in close proximity to our home, and this floor is
minimally visible from the street anyways

Other neighbors feel that the design is highly consistent with the character of the neighborhood

Proposed square footage smaller than many in the neighborhood —including smaller than neighbor to West



Pro osed floor has no i m act on rea rp p
nei hbors' ̀l i ht air and rivac "~ ~ p v

p~.



4th floor desi n h i h I res ects ad ~acent~ ~ y p J
nei h hors' I i ht a nd rivac~ ~ p v
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There are multi le other4t"floorsonthe blockp
iven u slo i n lots~ p p ~



~j . Street View ~ A{.tt 2ut9

__~

Multiple 4+ story homes
on block (South side of

a~

street) ~
,, f _

Highly varied designs
with 3-4 stories at street
level (North side of
street)
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W h v set back ou r 4t" floor m uch more tha ne a e
other homes i n res onse to com la i ntp p_ _

Setbacks color coded by property (Murdoch property in blue)
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M r. Sh u rtz has created i ma es that
m isre resent ou r ro~ectp p J



A enda

Context of our project

Other neighbors' response to the project

Response to Mr. Shurfiz's DR

Response to Mr. Chiang's DR



We have made m u Iti le edits i n res onse top p
Mr Chian

Multiple concessions made to minimize effect on Mr. Chiang's light and views

Articulated back the 3rd floor

Created a notch on his side 5ft in from property line to minimize effect on his light

Reduced the massing /parapets to ensure that the project scale is in keeping with the neighborhood

Rear setback of home 3.5 ft less than Mr Chiang

We disagree with request for even further setback of 3rd floor

Design as contemplated is highly consistent with the neighborhood; home to west has a very prominent
bay and solid guardrail that males it read more like 3 stories straight up

M r Chiang's request is not consistent with 3rd floor setbacks in close vicinity, and our current setback is at a
midpoint balanced between Mr Chiang's and that of properties downhill



We a rticu laced the 3rd floor to i m rove M rp
Chian 'sli ht and views~ ~
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The ro osed desi n is h i h I consistent withp p ~ ~ y
the cha racier o~ the nei h borhood
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3rd floor setbacl<s of ad~ac~nt ro ertieJ p p
not consistent with DR re uestor'sa

N.B., DR requestor has overhanging parapet

s are

Setbacks color coded by property (DR requestor in red, Murdoch property in blue)



Summarv
Both these complaints ultimately relate to private views

Despite this, we have already made significant changes and concessions to these
neighbors, and it seems inappropriate to male further changes

Other neighbors are highly supportive of the project

We are a young growing family, and the proposed project enables us to continue
living in the city



A end ixpp



Setback of Mr Chiang's home does not match that to his West



Neighbors Opposing Project at 4363 26th St



Upper 26th -Levels from Street
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Square Footage of Current Homes
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From: Travis B Nturd~ch

To: bill a ; Pantoj~, Gabriela iCP~;~; tiNir~siow bavid GPCI
Subject: 4363 26th St

Date: Sunday, August 04, 2019 10:38:25 AM

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

David,

We are planning to bring updated plans to you this week. We would like to speak tomorrow.

Since we met, we seeked legal advice given the strong inconsistencies between what the
RDAT requested of us previously (i.e., move the 2nd floor forward and get rid of the front
deck), and what you suggested subsequently in the mediation meeting. Ryan Patterson
provided an thorough consultation and suggested that the assertion from the DRs that our
plans were inconsistent with the neighborhood doesn't hold muster.

In the meeting with the DR requestors, you suggested there was some error may have been
made on the part of RDAT. I fmd this very hard to believe given how in depth the review of
our plans were -with multiple requests for edits to the facade that we complied with (and that
Gabriela can confirm) to ensure that it was in keeping with the neighborhood. I found it
peculiar that Gabriela didn't join that mediation meeting since she has the most experience
with this project.

If you plan to bring such a claim to the commission, I want to see the documentation of how
such an ̀error' was made, despite the thorough review. Obviously, this would represent
significant sloppiness and unprofesssionalism on the part of the planning department. This
would be an opportunity for me to highlight to the commission how unacceptable this is. I
would want Gabriela and the RDAT architect who did the full review of our plans to join the
commission hearing as well.

This is not a development project, but creating a larger home for our family. I'd like to point
out the significant economic impact and stress this delay has created for our family -not only
in legal, architectural costs, carrying the mortgage. We've had to delay having another child,
and since we don't have space for my parents yet, have had to pay for external childcare.

Look forward to speaking,
Travis

Travis Murdoch. ~~1[~ FRCP{C~
Mt~bile: j4~8) ~i83-797
U#fiee: {587j 316-66Q4
fax: (537) 316-6606



Neighbors Opposing Proiect at 4363 26th St —Douglass St
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Neighbors Opposing Proiect at 4363 26t'' St —Diamond St

Name Signature _ Address Date
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Neighbors Opposing Project at 4363 26t'' St
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Neighbors Opposing Proiect at 4363 26t" St —Cesar Chavez St

Name Signature Address Date
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August 28, 2019

Lauren Koch
4394 26th St
SF, CA 94131

Re: Proposed Project at 4363 26t'' St

Dear Commissioners:

I have serious concerns about the proposed project at 4363 26th St, which is excessive. in height
and scale and not in keeping with the established pattern of houses. This portion of the block has
2-story and 3-story houses with 3ra floor setbacks. I'm concerned this design will set a precedent
that will negatively impact the neighborhood.

Please reconsider this project.

Thank you,

~~~~ ~" ̀

Lauren Koch ~~(¢



Re: Proposed Project at 4363 26~h St

Dear Planning Commission:

I live at 4357 26 h̀ St adjacent to the project at 4363 26~' St. This proposed 4-story house seems

excessive in size, scale and height relative surrounding properties along 26~' st and would

negatively impact the air, light, and privacy to adjacent property.

Please reconsider these proposed plans.

Sincerely,

_ 
~V



August 29, 2019

Dear Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission,

feel it necessary to write to you in opposition to the Project being proposed at 4363
26th Street. I am a 23 year resident of Noe Valley and see this project as an example
of a disturbing trend that pushes the limits of height, overall size in relation to
surrounding homes, and design guidelines.

The existing home is probably less that 1000 square feet. While I cannot determine the
square footage on the proposed home, I would guess that it is close to 4 times that size,
making it much larger than most of the surrounding homes. The impact to light. air and
green space and privacy is considerable.

There are no surrounding homes that are 4 levels. This is not a precedent that should
be set in this neighborhood, for the sake of a second family room. Indeed, there is
precedent for not allowing the 4th level to be built.

While I understand the property owners right to demolish the existing small but beautiful
1920's home, and build a new modern building, I would hope that this can be done with
respect for the surrounding neighbors and the larger neighborhood in which the intend
to live. (?)

urge the planning commission to take Discretionary Review not allow the 4th floor of
this project to be built.

Sincerely,
Lorraine Aiken
1424 Diamond Street
San Francisco, CA 94131




