ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104

O L NNy B

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

RYAN PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
SHOSHANA RAPHAEL (SBN 312254)
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 956-8100

Fax: (415) 288-9755

Attorneys for Appellants,
Andrew Zacks and Denise Leadbetter

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Andrew Zacks and Denise Leadbetter, Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization
Appellants, APPELLANTS’ BRIEF
City Planning Commission Case No. 2017-
Vs 004562CUA
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING Plagmng Commfssmn Motion No. 20118
COMMISSION Subject Address: 799 Castro Street and 3878-
’ 3880 21st Street
Respondent. Hearing Date: April 24, 2018, 3:00 p.m.
HATEF MOGHIMI,
Real Party in Interest.

INTRODUCTION

This appeal concerns Planning Commission Motion No. 20118 (the “Decision”), granting
conditional use authorization for the demolition of a rent-controlled residential unit to construct a
three-story-over-basement single-family residence at 799 Castro Street / 3878-3880 21st Street (the
“Property™).

Given the condition imposed on the conditional use authorization (“CUA”), it is impossible
to determine what form the project will take and how it will affect the surrounding neighborhood
character. The Planning Commission has relinquished control over the final design of the proposed
project by delegating its authority to the Planning Department. Further, the Planning Commission
improperly granted CUA before a variance had been finally approved. Appellants urge the Board of
Supervisors to overturn the CUA and protect the Castro, one of San Francisco’s most famous

neighborhood.
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STATEMENT OF FACTS
L. The Property and Its History

The Property is situated on the corner of Castro Street and 21st Street. The Property is an
unremarkable lot, of usual size for the neighborhood, but it (unusually) contains two structures on
one lot. Currently, there is a single-story mixed-use building on the Céstro side of the Property
(“799 Castro”) and a duplex on the 21st Street side of the Property (“3878-3880 21st Street).
Declaration of Shoshana Raphael (“Dec. of SR”), Ex. 5. The mixed-use building was a grocery
store with shopkeeper’s living quarters for many years, from the time of its construction around
1909. Dec. of SR, Ex. 4; Declaration of Thomas Gille, §2-4. While the residential portion of the
former grocery store is not currently occupied, it is a rent-controlled dwelling unit under the San
Francisco Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance (“Rent Ordinance”).

II. The Project

In order to accommodate construction of such a large luxury house, the Project Sponsor
proposes to demolish the existing rent-controlled dwelling unit in 799 Castro and “replace” it with
an accessory dwelling unit (“ADU”) in the basement of the neighboring duplex at 3878-388021st

Street. To accomplish that goal, the Project Sponsor proposes to do the following (the “Project”):

1. Demolish the residential use at the rear of 799 Castro with
conditional use authorization;

2. Convert the commercial use at 799 Castro to a residential use;

3. Enlarge the new residential use at 799 Castro from an existing one-

story building into a new three-story-over-basement building
pursuant to Variance Application No. 2008.0410V;

4. Add a basement-level ADU at 3878-3880 21st Street under
Building Permit Application No. 201704043134.

In its most recent form (as of February 22, 2018), the Project will require a rear-yard setback
variance in addition to conditional use authorization for the demolition of the existing dwelling unit.
Dec. of SR, Ex. 2. The Acting Zoning Administrator issued a Variance Decision granting the
variance on April 11, 2018, but the time for appeal has not yet expired. The Project Sponsor has
also applied for two building permits—one to allow the demolition of the existing mixed-use
building and construction of the luxury home, and another to allow the construction of the ADU.
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Dec. of SR, Exs. 6 and 7.

Though the Project will remove a non-coriforming commercial use on the Property, it will
also increase non-conformity in density. The Property is zoned RH-2, meaning a maximum of two
dwellings are permitted on a lot. Dec. of SR, Ex. 5. The Project would increase the density to three
dwellings plus an ADU.

III.  Procedural History

A Planning Commission hearing on the Project’s conditional use authorization (“CUA”) and
variance applications was originally noticed for October 12, 2017. The Commission continued the
hearing until December 14, 2017 to include a discretionary review application regarding the ADU
(“Dec. 14 Hearing”). On December 14, 2017, the Commission rejected the Project as proposed and
moved to continue the hearing so that the Project Sponsor could re-design the Project. The Project
Sponsor submitted two alternative sets of plans in advance of the February hearing date. On
February 22, 2018, the Planning Commission and Zoning Administrator conducted a joint hearing
(“Feb. 22 Hearing”) on 2017-004562CUA (application for conditional use authorization), 2017-
004562DRP (discretionary review application), and 2008.0410V (variance application) for the

Project, resulting in the Decision. Dec. of SR, Ex. 1.
ARGUMENT

I. The Project Does Not Meet the Criteria for Demolition with Conditional Use
Authorization Under Planning Code § 317

As the Decision notes, Planning Code § 317 establishes additional conditional use criteria
for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert
Residential Buildings. Decision, page 7. The Decision found that on balance, the Project complies
with these criteria. Decision, page 7. The Decision is wrong.

Additionally, when certain facets of the Project do not meet the criteria, the Decision states
“Criterion not applicable” rather than “Project does not meet criterion,” giving the appearance of
greater compliance with criteria than exists. Decision, page 7. The Decision determines that six
separate criteria out of eighteen are not applicable. Decision, pages 7-9. In other words, the

Decision exempts the Project from certain criteria it cannot meet. This is also wrong.
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A. The Decision’s Findings Erroneously Conclude that the Existing Residential Unit at
799 Castro is Not Subject to Rent Control

1) The Existing Residential Dwelling at 799 Castro is Subject to Rent Control

The CUA Decision erroneously finds that the dwelling unit in 799 Castro is not subject to
the Rent Ordinance because it is a single-family residence. The Decision states, “The subject
property is a commercial office/single-family residence and not subject to rent control.” Decision,
page 7.

The Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (“Costa-Hawkins”) is a California state law that
exempts certain kinds of residential rental units from rent control ordinances. Exemption of single-
family homes under Costa-Hawkins is governéd by Civ. Code §1954.50, et seq, which provides, in
relevant part:

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, an owner of residential real
property may establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a
dwelling or a unit about which any of the following is true:

(1) It has a certificate of occupancy issued after February 1, 1995.

(2) It has already been exempt from the residential rent control ordinance
of a public entity on or before February 1, 1995, pursuant to a local
exemption for newly constructed units.

(3) (A) 1t is alienable separate from the title to any other dwelling unit or
is a subdivided interest in a subdivision, as specified in subdivision (b),
(d), or (f) of Section 11004.5 of the Business and Professions Code. Civ.
Code § 1954.52(a).

799 Castro was constructed circa 1909 as a grocery store with shopkeeper’s quarters and did
not receive its certificate of occupancy affer February 1, 1995, nor is the residential unit exempt
from the Rent Ordinance as a single-family residence. While 799 Castro contains only one dwelling
unit, 3878-3880 21st Street contains two dwelling units and is situated on the same lot. Title to 799
Castro is not separately alienable from 3878-3880 21st Street. Thus, Costa-Hawkins does not apply
to 799 Castro, and its residential unit is subject to the Rent Ordinance.

The CUA Decision is inconsistent with its use of the term “subject property” to refer to 799
Castro in some instances and the Property in others. The Decision analyzes 799 Castro as a separate
property, leading to the erroneous conclusion that the dwelling unit within 799 Castro is not rent-

controlled. The Property currently contains three dwelling units, all of which are subject to rent
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control.

2) The Project Seeks to Replace a Rent-Controlled Residential Unit with a
Luxury Home Not Subject to Rent Control

The Project seeks to demolish the existing rent-controlled residential unit and “replace” it
witﬁ a basement ADU in order to construct a luxury house. The Project Sponsor has repeatedly
asserted that he will demolish the rent-controlled dwelling unit in 799 Castro and “re-establish” it as
an ADU in 3878-3880 21st Street. The most current plans for the Project call the addition of the
ADU a “residence relocation.” Dec. of SR, Ex. 2. Under the heading “Planning Code Notes,” plans
for the ADU submitted to the Planning Commission by the Project Sponsor state, “THE EXISTING
BUILDING IS SUBJECT TO RENT CONTROL SO THE NEW UNIT WALL [sic] ALSO BE
SUBJECT TO RENT CONTROL.” Dec. of SR, Ex. 3.

This “relocation” is not possible, and there is no legal basis for the Project Sponsor’s
assertion. The ADU would be rent-controlled because it is an ADU established under Planning
Code § 207, not because it “re-establishes™ the demolished rent-controlled unit. The ADU may be
added to 3878-3880 21st Street whether or not the residential unit at 799 Castro is demolished. To
suggest the ADU is a “replacement” or “relocation” of the existing rent-controlled residential unit is
a disingenuous attempt to legitimize the Project Sponsor’s efforts to relegate tenants to the
basement in order to build luxury housing.

The replacement structure at 799 Castro would not be rent-controlled. Costa Hawkins would
apply to the replacement structure because it would have a certificate of occupancy issued after
February 1, 1995 and exempt the replacement structure from rent control.

Planning Code § 317 Criterion 5, “whether the Project converts rental housing to other
forms of tenure or occupancy,” was erroneously found “not applicable” because the “the existing
unit is not rental housing.” Decision, page 7. Criterion 6, “whether the Project removes rental units
subject to [the Rent Ordinance] or affordable housing,” was erroneously found not applicable
because “the subject property is a commercial office/single-family residence and not subject to rent
control.” Decision, page 7. The existing residential unit is currently vacant, but that does not negate

its status as a rental housing unit subject to rent control.
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Planning Code § 317 Criterion 9 asks “whether the Project protects the relative affordability
of existing housing,” to which the Decision responds, “By creating new [sic] dwelling-unit where
one dwelling used to exist, the relative affordability of existing housing is being preserved.”
Decision, page 8. In reality, a rent-controlled unit would be removed from the City’s housing stock
and replaced with a lavish single-family home unlikely to be rented, and if rented, certainly not
affordable or subject to rent control. This plan is not only unseemly, but also contrary to what the
ADU law was designed to accomplish. Adding ADUs does not offset the loss of rent-controlled
housing in favor of luxury homes. The ADU law was not intended to provide cover for

developments that flaunt the City’s housing policies.

B. The Required Findings Under Planning Code § 317 Are Not Met

The required findings specified in Planning Code § 303 are not met, including, but not
limited to, Criteria 7, 8, 14, 15, 16, and 18, in addition to Criteria 5, 6, and 9 discussed above.

The Project does not conserve existing housing and neighborhood character to preserve
cultural and economic neighborhood diversity as required by Criteria 7 and 8. Decision, pages 7-8.
The Decision concludes that the Project meets this criterion because it will replace a commercial
use with a family-sized unit with three bedrooms, maintain the number of dwelling units on site,
and add an ADU in 3878-388021st Street. Decision, pages 7-8. Replacing a rent-controlled
residential unit with a lavish single-family home will not conserve cultural and economic diversity
in the neighborhood despite maintaining the same number of dwelling units. The addition of the
ADU does not change the loss of rent-controlled housing or the unaffordability of its replacement.
The ADU could be added regardless of the demolition of the residential dwelling unit at 799 Castro.

Criterion 11 asks whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in
established neighborhoods. Decision, page 8. The Decision responds that “The Project has been
designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the established neighborhood
character.” Decision, page 8. The Project has not been designed in keeping with the development
pattern of the established neighborhood character in that there are two structures on the Property
already and a smaller structure would actually reflect the existing development pattern in terms of

open space and lot coverage.
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In response to Criterion 12, which asks whether the Project increases the number of family-
sized dwelling units, the Decision states finds that the Project proposes a family-sized dwelling unit.
Decision, page 8. Although the Project does propose a family-sized dwelling, it is not necessary to
demolish the existing residential dwelling unit at 799 Castro in order to build a family-sized
dwelling at the Property. A family-sized dwelling could be constructed within the existing building
envelope by removing the non-conforming commercial use.

The Project is not of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design
guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character, per Criteria 14. Nor can the Planning
Commission determine whether the Project will be of “superb architectural and urban design” at
this stage. The Decision states that the “overall scale, design and materials of the proposed building
are consistent with the block-face and compliment [sic] the neighborhood character.” Decision,
page 9. As discussed more fully below, the design of the Project is not complete and the Planning
Commission cannot review the final design. It is impossible to determine at this stage whether the
Project will complement neighborhood character.

While the Decision states that Criteria 15 and 16, whether the Project increases the number
of on-site dwelling units and whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms, are met,
both of these conditions can be met without the Project as proposed. Decision, page 9. The ADU
may be added in 3878-3880 21st without demolishing the existing residential unit at 799 Castro and |
without building beyond the existing building envelope.

Criterion 18 applies “[i]f replacing a building not subject to the [Rent Ordinance]. Decision,
page 9. The Decision states “Project meets criterion,” although it proposes a replacing a building
subject to the Rent Ordinance.

This, taken as a whole, the Project does not meet Planning Code § 317’s criteria for
conditional use authorization to demolish a dwelling unit.

IL The Project Does Not Meet the Criteria for Conditional Use Authorization Under
Planning Code § 303

The Decision also notes the criteria established by Planning Code § 303 for the Planning

Commission to consider when reviewing applications for CUA. Decision, page 5. The Decision
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erroneously determines that “[o]n balance, the [P]roject does comply” with the criteria contained in
Planning Code § 303. The required findings specified in Planning Code § 303 are not met, including
but limited to Findings A, B, and C.

In particular, the Project will not provide development that is necessary or desirable, and
compatible with, the neighborhood or community.” Decision, page 5. The Decision states, in part,
that the Project “will provide a family-sized unit that is designed to be in keeping with the existing
development pattern and the neighborhood character.” Decision, page 5. A family-sized unit could
be constructed within the existing building envelope and thus a CUA to demolish the existing
residential unit is not required in order to build a family-sized unit at 799 Castro.

The Project will be detrimental to the convenience and general welfare of persons residing

in the vicinity based on the nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape and the

proposed size, shape, and arrangement of structures. The Decision states:

The proposal is designed to be compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood and adjacent buildings. It proposes a single-family structure
that is similar to the massing and arrangement of the neighborhood
context. Decision, page 6.

As discussed more fully below, the final design of the Project cannot be determined because
it has yet to be approved by Planning Department staff. At this juncture, it cannot be determined
whether the final design will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. In addition, the
Property is unusually improved with two structures. While the “single-family structure” might have
massing similar to other homes in the neighborhood, the presence of the second structure on the
same lot creates a different context and renders the proposed structure too big. |

The Project does not comply with applicable provisions of the Planning Code. The Decision
states that the Project “generally complies with relevant requirements and standards of the Planning
Code.” Decision, page 6. However, this criterion does not ask whether a project “generally
complies” with the Planning Code, but whether it complies. Here, the Project does not comply with
the applicable Planning Code provisions because it requires a variance. The Decision acknowledges
that the Project requires a variance in a separate passage. Decision, page 3. Without a finally
approved variance, the Project is not code-compliant. As discussed more fully below, CUA should
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not be granted for a project that is not code-compliant and has not received final variance approval.

Thus, the Project does not meet the criteria for CUA under Planning Code § 303.

III.  The Planning Commission Wrote a Blank Check for the Project’s Final Design
A.  Itis Unclear Which Version of the Project the Decision Approves

The Planning Commission granted conditional use authorization on the condition that the
Project Sponsor “continue to work with Planning Department on the building design.” Decision,
page 17. However, because the Project has been through many revisions, the meaning of “the
building design” is entirely ambiguous. This is a blank check to be filled in at the payee’s whim.

The Decision continues by stating that authorization is granted “in general conformance
with plans, dated February 12, 2018, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case
No. 2017-004562CUA.” Decision, page 15. At least three sets of plans for the Project are contained
in the docket. The only set marked “Exhibit B” was issued on April 3, 2014 and attached to the
Project Sponsor’s Brief Submittal from November 27, 2017. These plans cannot form the basis of
the Project because the Planning Commission rejected that proposal at the Dec. 14 Hearing, and the
Project was altered in response to the Commissioners’ instructions before the Feb. 22 Hearing. The
plans reflect a four-story over basement replacement structure rather than a three-story over
basement as stated in the CUA Decision.

Two more sets of plans were issued on February 9, 2018 and submitted for consideration at
the Feb. 22 Hearing. Although one of those two is marked “Space Plan: 02-12-18,” it reflects the
modern interpretation disfavored by the Commissioners and was not included in the motion as
proposed at the Feb. 22 Hearing. Video Record of Feb. 22 Hearing, available at
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=29866 (“Feb. 22 Video”).
Moreover, the Commissioners declined to approve either set of plans as presented.

Thus, it is entirely unclear to which plans the Decision refers and which plans form the basis

of the Decision’s condition that the Project be redesigned.

B. It is Unclear How Much the Existing Design May Be Altered by Planning
Department Staff and the Project Sponsor

In addition to a lack of clarity as to which set of plans as approved for the Project, from the
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condition as stated in the Decision, it is also unclear whether and to what degree those plans may be
altered. The Planning Commission has delegated its oversight authority to the Planning Department
to approve the final design of the Project in violation of Planning Code § 4.105. The Decision
states:

Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural
addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior
to issuance. Decision, page 17.

Despite reference to final materials, no one knows what shape the final design will take or
how much latitude the Planning Department staff may take in re-designing the Project. Of the two
sets of revised plans submitted to the Planning Commission for consideration at the February
Hearing, one is modern in style and one is “traditional.” Commissioners Hillis, Richards, Moore,
and Melgar all expressed concern over the design in both plans. Feb. 22 Video. The Commissioners
expressed a preference for the “traditional” proposal but would not approve it in its submitted form.

The condition does not state whether a redesign might include alterations to the existing
plans (whichever those may be). The Decision provides for approval of architectural addenda,
suggesting that architectural alterations beyond the choice of finishing materials are anticipated. The
Project itself has become opaque and ambiguous as a result. While the goals of the Project remain
constant, the expression and execution of those goals cannot be predicted at this point, as the
Planning Commission has delegated its authority to approve the final design. Currently, no one
knows what the Project will look like if completed as approved by the CUA—not the Project
Sponsor, not Planning Department stéff, and certainly not the Planning Commission. Absent clear
re-design parameters, what has the Planning Commission approved and foisted on the nighborhood?
The Planning Commission should not have granted conditional use authorization for the demolition
of a rent-controlled residential unit without clear plans for what will replace it. It is therefore

impossible for Planning Code § 317 Criterion 14

C. The Decision Erroneously Determined that the Project is in Keeping with
“Neighborhood Character” and is of “Superb Architectural and Urban Design”

The Planning Commission delegated ultimate design control and approval to the Planning
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Department, yet the Decision simultaneously determined that the design is “compatible with
neighborhood character” as part of findings necessary to evaluate the CUA under Planning Code §
303 and § 317 as well as the General Plan.

The Decisidn states that “the overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building
are consistent with the block-face and compliment [sic] the neighborhood character” and that “it
proposes materials that are compatible with the adjacent buildings and immediate neighborhobd
character.” Decision, pages 9 and 11. Yet the condition of approval specifically states that “final
materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be subject to Department staff
review and approval.” Decision, page 17. It is therefore impossible to determine whether the design
and materials would complement neighborhood character. It is equally impossible to know whether
the Project, as approved by Planning Department staff, will match the Decision’s findings. (The
Planning Commission, by its own actions, no longer has authority to make or review that
determination.)

While the Decision states that “the Project is designed to be in keeping with the scale and
development pattern of the established neighborhood character,” the Project is not in keeping with
established development patterns in the neighborhood. Decision, pages 5 and 8; Letter from Mike
Garavaglia, dated April 13, 2018. The Decision asserts that the Project proposes a replacement
structure that is “similar to the massing and arrangement of the neighborhood context,” but the
Property, unusually, contains two structures. A structure of the same massing on a lot that contained
only one structure would certainly be in keeping with the development pattern of the neighborhood.
Here, however, the existence of the second structure renders the first over-sized for the
neighborhood.

Moreover, Planning Code § 317’s Criterion 14 (whether the Project is of superb
architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design guidelines, to enhance existing
neighborhood character), among other criteria pertaining to design, cannot be met without clear
plans for the Project.

This is a historic neighborhood featuring quintessentially San Francisco architecture that

creates a sense of place and character. While the Decision states that architectural styles vary in the

-11-
APPELLANTS’ BRIEF




ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104

o T L L B

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

neighborhood, the buildings are predominantly Queen Anne Victorian style buildings. Decision,
page 2; Letter from Mike Garavaglia, dated April 13, 2018. At the Dec. 14 Hearing and again at the
Feb. 22 Hearing, the Planning Commissioners recognized the importance of preserving this historic
neighborhood’s charm. Dec. 14 Video, Feb. 22 Video. Yet, the Decision eliminates the Planning
Code’s protections of neighborhood character by removing the Planning Commission’s authority to
approve the final design.
Thus, the Decision’s findings concerning the Project’s impact on the neighborhood cannot

actually be determined because the Project’s design is not complete and not subject to the Planning

Commission’s oversight or approval.

IV.  The Planning Commission Should Not Have Granted Conditional Use Authorization
Absent Final Variance Approval :

Cenditional use authorization may not be granted until and unless any required variances
have become final. Conditional Use Authorization (“CUA”) under the Planning Code may only be
granted if “the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this Code . .. .”
Planning Code § 303(c)(3). The Planning Commission is not empowered to approve a CUA that is
not code-compliant.

The Decision acknowledges that the Project requires a variance. Decision, page 3. Until any
required variance has been finally approved, the Commission could not lawfully approve the CUA.
In this case, the Acting Zoning Administrator stated at the Feb. 22 Hearing that he intended to
approve the variance with the “standard conditions.” Feb. 22 Video. However, “[n]o variance shall
be granted in whole or in part unless there exist, and the Zoning Administrator specifies in his
findings as part of a written decision, facts sufficient to establish . . . .” Planning Code § 305(c)
(Emphasis added). The Planning Commission then issued the Decision before the Acting Zoning
Administrator issued a written variance decision.

Because any decision granting a variance is subject to appellate review by the Board of
Appeals, the Acting Zoning Administrator’s oral approval at the Feb. 22 hearing does not constitute

a final determination on the variance, nor does the issuance of the written variance decision. The
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Planning Commission failed to proceed as required by law in expressing the CUA before the
required variances had been approved in a written decision and the Board of Appeals’ jurisdiction to
review the variance had expired. Any contrary conclusion would unlawfully abrogate the Board of
Appeals’ exclusive authority to hear and decide variance appeals, and the Board of Supervisors’
exclusive authority to hear and decide CUA appeals. Planning Code § 308.2; San Francisco Charter
Article IV, Section 4.106(c).

The Planning Commission has taken action prior to the issuance of the Zoning
Administrator’s written decision on the Variance. Appellants must now pursue multiple
administrative appeals before different decision makers, setting up the potential for inconsistent
outcomes, which is not contemplated by the San Francisco Charter and Planning Code. An
inconsistent outcome could occur, for example, if the variance is revoked upon appeal after the
CUA has already been granted.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Board of Supervisors should overturn the Project Sponsor’s
conditional use authorization. The Project seeks to demolish a rent-controlled unit in favor of a non-
rent controlled luxury home. Because the Planning Commission has delegated its oversight
authority, it is unclear what shape the Project will take and how it will affect the surrounding
neighborhood. Further, the Planning Commission improperly granted conditional use authorization

before a variance has been finally approved.

Dated: April 13, 2018 ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

By: Shoshana Raphael
Attorneys for Appellants,

Andrew Zacks and Denise Leadbetter
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RYAN PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
SHOSHANA RAPHAEL (SBN 312254)
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 956-8100

Fax: (415) 288-9755

Attorneys for Appellants,
Andrew Zacks and Denise Leadbetter

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ANDREW ZACKS and DENISE Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization
LEADBETTER,
DECLARATION OF SHOSHANA
Appellants, RAPHAEL
Vs, City Planning Commission Case No. 2017-
004562CUA
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING Planning Commission Motion No. 20118
COMMISSION, Subject Address: 799 Castro Street and 3878-
3880 21st Street
Respondent. Hearing Date: April 24, 2018, 3:00 p.m.
HATEF MOGHIMI,
Real Party in Interest.

I, Shoshana Raphael, declare as follows:

L. I am an attorney at Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC, the firm hired to represent
Andrew Zacks (“Appellant”). I make this declaration in support of the above-captioned appeal.
Unless otherwise stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if called as a
witness, could and would testify competently thereto.

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of Planning Commission
Motion No. 20118, Hearing Date February 22, 2018, issued by the San Francisco Planning
Department.
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3 Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of plans for the proposed
replacement structure at 799 Castro Street from the supporting documents submitted by the Project
Sponsor to the Planning Commission for the February 22, 2018 joint Planning Commission and
Zoning Administrator hearing on 2017-004562CUA, 2008.0410V, and 2017-004562DRP.

4, Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of plans labeled “Unit
Addition” submitted to the Planning Commission by the Project Sponsor on November 27, 2017.

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of a historical photograph of
799 Castro Street taken in the 1930’s.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of a San Francisco Planning
Department Property and Zoning Report for 799 Castro Street.

7. Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of DBI Tracking Report for
Building Permit Application No. 201409196883.

8. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of DBI Tracking Report for

Building Permit Application No. 201704043134.

Dated: April 13, 2018 %M,

Shoshana Raphael
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

1 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) {1 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 16§U Mission St.
{J Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) # Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) ggge&’fa%ocisco,
1 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) {1 Other CA 84103-2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. 20118 -
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 22, 2018 415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
Case No.: 2017-004562CUA/DRP & 2008.0410V 415.558.6377
Project Address: 799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21+ Street
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential-House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3603/024

Project Sponsor:  Thomas Tunny
1 Bush Street
San Francisco, CA 94104
Staff Contact: Nancy Tran ~ (415) 575-9174
nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303  AND 317 REQUIRING
CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION FOR THE TANTAMOUNT TO DEMOLITION AND
REPLACEMENT OF A RESIDENTIAL UNIT.

PREAMBLE

On April 13, 2017, Thomas Tunny for Hatef Moghimi (Project Sponsor) filed an application with the
Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning
Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish a residential unit and construct a three-story over basement
single-family residence at 799 Castro Street within an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District and
a 40-X Height and Bulk District. One new accessory dwelling unit is proposed in a detached building on
site under a separate permit.

On October 12, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) and Zoning
Adminstrator conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional
Use Application No. 2017-004562CUA and Variance Application No. 2008.0410V. The items were
continued to December 14, 2017 to include Discretionary Review Application No. 2017-004562DRP that
was filed for a separate proposal on the same property. On December 14, 2017, the Commission and
Zoning Administrator conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting for the
Conditional Use, Discretionary Review and Variance Applications; all items were heard and continued to
February 22, 2018. On February 22, 2018, the Commission and Zoning Adminstrator conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting for all items.

www.sfplanning.org




Motion No. 20118 CASE NO. 2016-004562CUA/DRP & 2008.0410V
February 22, 2018 799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21> Street

On February 12, 2018, the Department issued a new California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
Categorical Determination to reflect scope of work changes (e.g., demolition, accessory dwelling unit,
additional excavation) which supersedes previous determination documents. The Department
determined that the Project is exempt from CEQA as Class 1 and Class 3 categorical exemptions.

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2017-
004562CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

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

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

2. Project Description. The proposal is for demolition of an existing mixed-use structure
(commercial office/single-family) and construction of a three-story over basement single-family
residence at 799 Castro Street. The subject property contains three dwelling units — two units in a
building at the rear of the property (3878-3880 21st Street) and one unit within an existing limited
nonconforming commercial office in a building at the front (799 Castro Street). Under a separate
building permit, 2017.04.04.3134, one new accessory dwelling unit is proposed in the rear
building.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located at the northeast corner of Castro and
21# Streets, Block 3603, Lot 024. The subject property is located within the RH-2 (Residential-
House, Two Family) and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property is developed with a
one-story commercial/residential building at the corner and a two-story building with two units
along 21 Street. The 2,650 sqare foot laterally sloping corner lot has 26'6” of frontage along
Castro Street and a depth of 100" along 21¢ Street.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The subject property is located at the southern
edge of the Castro/Upper Market neighborhood, bordering Noe Valley and within Supervisor
District 8. Parcels within the immediate vicinity consist of residential single-, two- and three-
family dwellings of varied design and construction dates. Architectural styles, building heights,
building depth and front setbacks vary within the neighborhood.

5. Public Comment/Community Outreach
¢ The Project Sponsor conducted two Pre-Application Meetings with adjacent property owners
on July 1, 2014 and February 21, 2017 as well as additional follow-up meetings to further

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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discuss design. The Project completed the Section 311, Conditional Use, Discretionary Review
and Variance notifications as mentioned above.

The Department received communication and petitions from neighbors both in support and
opposition of the Project.

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

A. Height, Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height

SAN FRANCISCO

prescribed in the subject height and bulk district. The proposed Project is located in a 40-X
Height and Bulk District, with a 40" height limit. Planning Code Section 261 further restricts
height in RH-2 Districts to 30 at the front lot line, then at such setback, height shall increase
at an angle of 45° toward the rear lot line- until the prescribed 40" height limit is reached.

The Project proposes a building that will be approximately 309" tall and will meet the 30" maximum
at the front.

Front Setback Requirement. Planning Code Section 132 requires, in RH-2 Districts, a front
setback that complies to legislated setbacks (if any) or a front back based on the average of
adjacent properties (15 foot maximum).

The subject property does not have a legislated setback. Based on the average of adjacent neighbors, a
4’5" front setback is required; the Project provides the minimum required.

Rear Yard Requirement, Planning Code Section 134 requires, in RH-2 Districts, a rear yard
measuring 45 percent of the total depth; properties with two buildings on a lot are required
to provide a minimum rear yard of 25% of the total lot depth or 15’ between the two
buildings. '

The Project proposes a 20” separation (increased from existing 8'6") between the subject building at
the front and rear building. The Project requires a variance as the subject building encronches within
the required 25’ rear yard.

Side Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 133 does not require side yard setbacks in in
RH-2 Districts.

The Project proposes constructing to both side property lines since no side setbacks are required in the
RH-2 District. The property does not currently provide side setbacks as the existing buildings are built
to both side property lines.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3
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SAN FRANCISCO

Residential Design Guidelines. Per Planning Code Section 311, the construction of new
residential buildings and alteration of existing residential buildings in R Districts shall be
consistent with the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan and with the
"Residential Design Guidelines."

The Residential Design Team determined that the project complies with the Residential Design
Guidelines.

Front Setback Landscaping and Permeability Requirements. Planning Code Section 132
requires that the required front setback be at least 20% unpaved and devoted to plant
material and at least 50% permeable to increase storm water infiltration.

Areas not constructed within the required front setback will provide the minimum required
landscaping and permeability.

Street Frontage Requirement. Planning Code Section 144 requires that off-street parking
entrances be limited to one-third of the ground story width along the front lot line and no
less than one-third be devoted to windows, entrances to dwelling units, landscaping and
other architectural features that provide visual relief and interest for the street frontage.

The Project complies with the street frontage requirement as it exceeds the visual relief minimum.
Street Frontage, Parking and Loading Access Restrictions. Off-street parking shall meet the
standards set forth in Planning Code Section 155 with respect to location, ingress/egress,

arrangement, dimensions, etc.

Proposed off-street parking for one vehicle will be located wholly within the property, comply with
access, arrangement and street frontage dimensional standards.

Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires, in RH-2 Districts, usable open
space that is accessible by each dwelling (125 square feet per unit if private, ~166 sqare feet if

shared).

The Project provides the minimum private usable open space required for the subject building.
However, the nonconforming open space condition for the existing two units would remain.

Parking. Planning Code Section 151 requires one parking space for each dwelling unit.

The Project proposes one off-street parking space for the subject building. However, the nonconforming
parking condition for the existing two units would remain.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4
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K. Residential Demolition — Section 317; Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Conditional

Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to remove a residential unit. This
Code Section establishes a checklist of criteria that delineate the relevant General Plan
Policies and Objectives.

As the Project requires Conditional Use Authorization per the requirements of the Section 317, the
additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been incorporated as findings a part of this
Motion. See Item 8. “Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317" below.

Residential Density, Dwelling Units. Per Planning Code Section 209.1, up to two units per
lot are principally permitted in RH-2 Districts and up to one unit per 1,500 Sq. Ft. of lot area
is allowed with Conditional Use Authorization.

The property is nonconforming with respect to density as it presently contains three units. The Project
proposes tantamount to demolition of the existing single-family/commercial structure and
construction of a replacement dwelling unit on the 2,650 square foot parcel. The project will maintain
the quantity of dwelling units on site and will introduce an Accessory Dwelling Unit in the existing
two-unit building on the property (3878-3880 21¢ Street) under a separate building permit.

Child Care Requirements for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A requires
that any residential development project that results in additional space in an existing
residential unit of more than 800 gross square feet shall comply with the imposition of the
Residential Child Care Impact Fee requirement.

The Project proposes adding more than 800 gross square feet to the subject building. Thercfore, the
Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Impact Fee and must comply with the requirements
outlined in Planning Code Section 414A.

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO

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

The proposal will remove a noncomplying commercial office use from and replace it with residential
use within the residential context. It will provide a family-sized unit that is designed to be in keeping
with the existing development pattern and the neighborhood character.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5
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B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could beé detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:

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

The proposal is designed to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and adjacent
buildings. It proposes a single-family structure that is similar to the massing and arrangement of

the neighborhood context.

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

Planning Code requires one off-street parking space per dwelling unit. One vehicle and one bicycle
space are proposed where currently no spaces provided on site for the existing buildings.

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

The proposal is residential and will not yield noxious or offensive emissions.

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

The proposed project is residential, will be landscaped accordingly and will provide one off-street
parking space.

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

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

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable RH-2 District.

The property is nonconforming with respect to density as it presently contains three units. The project
will maintain the existing quantity of dwelling units on site and will introduce an Accessory Dwelling
Unit in the existing two-unit building on the property (3878-3880 21st Street) under a separate
building permit.

SAN FRANGISCO 6
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8. . Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to
consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert Residential Buildings. On balance,
the Project does comply with said criteria in that:

i

ii.

ii.

iv.

vi.

vii.

FRANCISCO

Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations;

Project meets criterion.
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning
Department did not show any enforcement cases or notices of violation.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

Project meets criterion.
The structure appears to be in decent condition.

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

Criterion not applicable.

The Planning Department reviewed the Historic Resource Evaluation submitted and concluded
that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the Californin Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) individually or as a contributor to a historic district. Therefore, the existing
structure is not g historic resource under CEQA.

Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under
CEQA;

Criterion not applicable,

Not applicable. The Planning Department determined that the existing structure is not a historic
resource. Therefore, the removal of the structure would not result in a significant adverse impact
on historic resources under CEQA.

Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

Criterion not applicable.
The existing unit is not rental housing.

Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance or affordable housing;

Criterion not applicable.
The subject property is a commercial office/single-family residence and not subject fo rent control.

Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
neighborhood diversity;

ANNING DEPARTMENT 7
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viii.

ix.

xi.

Xii,

xiii.

SAH FRANGISCO

Project meets criterion.

Although the Project proposes demolition of the commercial office/dwelling unit, it will be replaced
with a family-sized unit with 3 bedrooms. The Project will maintain the quantity of dwelling
units on site and will introduce an Accessory Dwelling Unit in the existing two-unit building on
the property (3878-3880 21+ Street) under a separate building permit.

Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural
and economic diversity;

Project meets criterion.

The replacement building will conserve neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design,
and materials, and improve cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the
number of bedrooms for a family-sized unit. There will be a net gain of one unit at the project site
through the introduction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit under a separate building permit.

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

Project meets criterion.

The Project will maintain the existing quantity of dwelling units on site and will introduce an
Accessory Dwelling Unit in the existing two-unit building on the property (3878-3880 21st
Street) under a separate building permit. By creating new dwelling-unit where one dwelling used
to exist, the relative affordability of existing housing is being preserved.

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

Criterion not applicable.
The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project proposes
less than ten units.

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

Project meets criterion.

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

Whether the Project increases the number of family-sized units on -site;

Project meets criterion.

The Project proposes a three-bedroom, family-sized residence and an accessory dwelling unit

under a separate building permit in the adjacent building on the lot.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;
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xiv.

XV,

Xvi.

xvii,

xviii.

Criterion not applicable,
The Project does not create supportive housing.

Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant
design guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character;

Project meets criterion.
The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building are consistent with the block-face
and compliment the neighborhood character.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site Dwelling Units;

Project meets criterion,

The Project will maintain the existing quantity of dwelling units on site and will introduce an
accessory dwelling unit in the existing two-unit buzldmg on the property {(3878-3880 21st Street)
under a separate building permit.

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

Project meets criterion.
The Project proposes a three-bedroom, family-sized residence and an Accessory Dwelling Unit
(studio) under a separate building permit in the adjacent building on the lot.

Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and

Project meets criterion.

The property is nonconforming with respect to density as it presently contains three units. The
project proposes tantamount to demolition of the existing single-family/commercial structure and
construction of a replacement. dwelling unit on the 2,650 square foot parcel. The Project will
maintain the existing quantity of dwelling units on site and will introduce an Accessory Dwelling
Unit in the existing two-unit building on the property (3878-3880 21st Street) under a separate
building permit.

If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all of the existing units with new Dwelling
Units of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms.

Project meets criterion.
The Project proposes replacing the existing commercialfresidential structure with a new, family-
sized dwelling unit of a larger size.

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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HOUSING ELEMENT

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

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

The Project proposes a three-bedroom, family-sized residence and an Accessory Duwelling Unit under q
separate building permit in the adjacent building on the lot.

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

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

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

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

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

The property is nonconforming with respect to density as it presently contains three units. The project will
maintain the existing quantity of dwelling units on site and will introduce an Accessory Dwelling Unit in
the existing two-unit building on the property (3878-3880 21st Street) under a separate building permit.

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

SAN FRANCISCO 1 O
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Policy 11.5

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

URBAN DESIGN

OBJECTIVE 1:

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

Policy 1.2:
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to
topography.

The Project proposes construction that respects existing building heights and topography in the
neighborhood.

Policy 1.3:
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.

The proposed replacement building reflects the existing mixed architectural character and development
pattern of the neighborhood. The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building are consistent
with the block-face and compliment the neighborhood character.

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

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

The replacement building has been designed to be compatible with the neighborhood’s mixed massing,
width and height. It proposes exterior materials that are compatible with the adjacent buildings and
immediate neighborhood character.

SAN FRANCISCO : 11
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10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said
policies in that:

A.

SAN FRANGISCO

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

While the existing commercial/residential structure is proposed to be demolished, the replacement
building would provide a family-sized dwelling unit in a neighborhood made up of one-, two-and
three+ units of mixed architectural character.

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

The replacement building would provide a family-sized dwelling unit in a neighborhood made up of
one-, two-and three+ units of mixed architectural character. ‘

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

While the project does not propose affordable housing, it will provide a family-size dwelling unit and
an Accessory Dwelling Unit on site, adding to the City supply of housing.

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

The Project would not have a significant adverse effect on automobile traffic congestion or create
parking problems in the neighborhood. The project would enhance neighborhood parking by providing
one off-street parking space and one bicycle parking space, where none currently exist on the lot.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project will remove a nonconforming commercial office/residential building and replace it with
residential use which is in keeping with the residential neighborhood context.

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

The Project will conform to the requirements of the San Francisco Building Code.
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G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
Landmark or historic buildings do not occupy the project site.

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

The Project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The height of the
proposed structure is compatible with the established neighborhood development.

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

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

SAN FRANCISCO 1 3
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2016-004562CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A”
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
20118. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94012,

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

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

Commission Secretary

AYES: Richards, Moore, Koppel, Melgar
NAYS: Hillis
ABSENT: Fong

RECUSED:  None

ADOPTED: February 22, 2018
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Motion No. 20118 CASE NO. 2016-004562CUA/DRP & 2008.0410V
February 22, 2018 799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21° Street

EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow tantamount to demolition of an existing single-family
residence and construction of two replacement dwelling units located at 437 Hoffman Avenue, Block
6503, Lot 024 pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 within the RH-2 District and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated February 12, 2018, and stamped “EXHIBIT
B” included in the docket for Case No. 2017-004562CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed
and approved by the Commission on February 22, 2018 under Motion No 20118. This authorization and
the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor,
business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on February 22, 2018 under Motion No. 20118.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 20118 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

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

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

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

$AN FRANCISCO 15
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Motion No. 20118 CASE NO. 2016-004562CUA/DRP & 2008.0410V
February 22, 2018 799 Castro Street & 3878-3880 21° Street

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1.

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

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

www.sf-planning.org

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

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

www.sf-planning.org

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

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

www.sf-planning.org

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

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

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

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

wunw.sf-planning.org

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 16
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DESIGN

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

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

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

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

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

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

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

9. Parking Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide one
independently accessible off-street parking space.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

PROVISIONS

10. Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

11. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code

SAN FRANCISCO 17
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12,

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

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

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

OPERATION

13.

14.

15.

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

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org

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

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

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wuww.sf-planning.org
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EXHIBIT 5




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Property Report: 799 CASTRO STREET
General information related to properties at this location.

PARCELS (Block/Lot):
3603/024

PARCEL HISTORY:
None

ADDRESSES:
3878 21ST ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114
3880 21ST ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114
799 CASTRO ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

NEIGHBORHOOD:
Castro/Upper Market

CURRENT PLANNING TEAM:
SW Team

PLANNING DISTRICT:



District 7: Central

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT:
District 8 (Jeff Sheehy),

CENSUS TRACTS:
2010 Census Tract 020600

TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS ZONE:

Transportation Analysis
Zone:

RECOMMENDED PLANTS:

Would you like to grow plants that create habitat and save water? Check out the plants that we would recommend for this property at SE

Plant Finder.

CITY PROPERTIES:
None

SCHOOLS:
None within 600ft
PORT FACILITIES:

None

ASSESSOR'S REPORT:

181

View Secured Property Tax Rolls

Address:

Parcel:

Assessed Values:
Land:
Structure:
Fixtures:
Personal Property:

Last Sale:

Last Sale Price:

Year Built:

Building Area:

Parcel Area:

Parcel Shape:

Parcel Frontage:

Parcel Depth:

Construction Type:

Use Type:

Units:

Stories:

Rooms:

Bedrooms:

Bathrooms:

Basement:

3878-3880 21ST ST
3603024

$1,090,906.00
$467,526.00

6/1/2007
$1,350,000.00
1909

3,315 sq ft
2,650 sq ft

Apartmnt & Commercial Store
3

2

12

4

3



Zoning Report: 799 CASTRO STREET

Planning Department Zoning and other regulations.

ZONING DISTRICTS:
RH-2 - RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, TWO FAMILY

HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICTS:
40-X

SPECIAL USE DISTRICTS:
None

PROXIMITY TO NEIGHBORHOOD-COMMERCIAL
DISTRICTS AND RESTRICTED USE DISTRICTS:

Within 1/4 mile of CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL

SPECIAL SIGN DISTRICTS:
None

LEGISLATIVE SETBACKS:
None

COASTAL ZONE:
Not in the Coastal Zone

PORT:
Not under Port Jurisdiction

LIMITED AND NONCONFORMING USES:
LCU Block: 3603 Lot: 024

NEIGHBORHOOD-SPECIFIC IMPACT FEE AREAS:

In addition to those impact fees that apply throughout the City, the following neighborhood-specific impact fees apply to this particular
property:

None
An overview of Development Impact Fees can be found on the Impact Fees website.

REDEVELOPMENT AREAS:
None

MAYOR'S INVEST IN NEIGHBORHOODS INITIATIVE AREA:
None

OTHER INFORMATION:

Control: Slope of 20% or greater

Description: CEQA Impact: an Environmental Evaluation Application may be required for some types of development.
Added: 3/19/2013

Control: Flood Notification

Description: This lot is in a block that has the potential to flood during storms. See the accompanying notice. Applicant to

contact Cliff Wong at 554-8339.
Added: 2/25/2008



PLANNING AREAS:
None

PUBLIC REALM AND STREETSCAPE PLANS:
None

DESIGN GUIDELINES:
Area Specific Design Guidelines

Urban Design Guidelines

The Urban Design Guidelines are an implementation document for Urban Design Policy in the General Plan. Sites in National
Register, California Register, Article 10 and Article 11 Historic Districts are exempt. They apply in Residential districts only for projects
with non-residential uses or residential projects with twenty-five units or more or with a frontage longer than 150'.

Residential Design Guidelines

The Residential Design Guidelines articulate expectations regarding the character of the built environment and are intended to
promote design that will protect neighborhood character, enhancing the attractiveness and quality of life in the city. These guidelines
are integral to the Department's design review process for residential districts.

Citywide Design Guidelines

Architectural Design Guide for Exterior Treatments of Unreinforced Masonry Buildings during_Seismic Retrofit

This design guide should provide guidance on how to maintain the historical character of a building when conducting seismic retrofit.
General information only. Use of this information for specific applications should be determined in each instance by the user and only
upon the professional advice of competent experts.

Better Streets Plan

The Better Streets Plan contains guidelines that focus on pedestrian comfort, safety, and the usability of streets as public spaces.
They contain pedestrian-oriented guidelines for curb lines, crosswalks, and other street design features to enable generous, usable
public spaces.

Commission Guide for Formula Retail

The purpose of this document is to evaluate the appropriateness of each individual formula retail establishment's use, design, and
necessity to help preserve the character of the City's neighborhoods.
Aligns with Planning Code Sections 303.1, 703.3, 803.6(c), Article 6, Article 11

Design Guide Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings

These guidelines should be applied to new construction and alterations that require treatment options fo meet the Bird-Safe Building
Standards.

Guide to the San Francisco Green Landscaping Ordinance

The guide describes the Green Landscaping Ordinance and helps san Francisco residents and property owners understand the
benefits, requirements, and ways to comply with the ordinance.
Planning Code; Public Works Code

Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts

These guidelines explain the criteria in which new garages and curb cuts are reviewed when installing to an existing or an historic
building.

Guidelines for Ground Floor Residential Design

The Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines (Draft) promote buildings that enhance the pedestrian experience and the livability of
dwelling by encouraging the ground floor to contribute to active, safe, and comfortable streets.
Draft Document

Standards for Storefront Transparency,

These standards promote a transparent storefront that welcomes customers inside with producets and services on display, discourage
crime with more "eyes on the street," reduced energy consumption with use of natural light, and enhances the curb appeal and value



of the tsore and the entire neighborhood.
Planning Code Requirements for Commercial Buildings

Standards for Window Replacement

With such a variety of different window shapes, muntin profiles, methods of operation and configurations, windows can alter the
appearance of a building or overall neighborhood character. These standards are meant to inform the applicant on these details and
provide design standards that allow new or replacement windows to be approved.

COMMUNITY BENEFIT DISTRICT:
None

NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS:
None

ZONING LETTERS OF DETERMINATION:

Planning App. No.: 2017-014202ZAD
Planner: Nancy Tran Tel: 415-575-9174
Record Type: Zoning Administrator Determination Letter (ZAD)
Opened: 11/6/2017
Name: 799 Castro Street - ZAD Request
Description: Request for Letter of Determination
Status: Closed - Issued 2/6/2018
Further Information: View Related Documents
The Disclaimer: The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adeq I or Iness of any information. CCSF pmwdes this information on an ‘as is' basis

without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a parl:culm purpose, and assunies no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.

Printed: 4/9/2018 http://propertymap.sfplanning.org
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Permit Details Report

Report Date: 4/9/2018 12:28:33 PM

Application Number: 201409196883

Form Number: 3

Address(es): 3603 /024 /o 799 CASTRO ST
ALTERATION OF EXISTING COMMERCIAL BUILDING - CONVERSION OF OCCUPANCY

Description: TO R-3. TO REPLACE 2012-08-30-8694S. CHANGE OF USE , NEW ROOF DECK, ADD
RESIDENTIAL KITCHEN, BATHS, BEDROOMS.

Cost: $500,000.00

Occupancy Code: R-3

Building Use: 27 -1 FAMILY DWELLING

Disposition / Stage:

[Action Date{Stage Comments
9/19/2014 |TRIAGE
9/19/2014 |FILING
9/19/2014 {FILED

Contact Details:
Contractor Details:

Addenda Details:
Description:SITE
StepStation|Arrive |Start glol d I(-)Il(ﬁ d Finish gl;ecked Phone [Hold Description
SECONDEZ|412"
1 |CPB  |o9/25/14]9/25/14 9/25/14|qracE 558"
6070
cHANG |45 DR application taken in on 1/25/2016.
2 |CP-DR [1/25/16 1/25/16 1/25/16 TINA 558-  |Application was deemed complete at the
6377 jcounter by Edgar Oropeza.
wanGg |5
3 |CP-ZOClg/25/14 THOMAS  [558-
6377
415~
4 |[BLDG 558-
6133
,  [DPwW- g;fé‘_
BSM 6060
415~
6 |SFPUC 575~
6941
415-
, |epc oo |58~ [o/25/14: to DCP. PG
6133
415
8 CPB 558~
6070
Appointinents:

|Appointment Date]Appointment AM/PM|Appointment Code]Appointment Type[Description|Time Slots]

Inspections:
[Activity Date[Inspector]Inspection Description[Inspection Status}

Special Inspections:

[Addenda No.[Completed Date|Inspected By|lnspection Code|Description|Remarks)

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers '

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.
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Permit Details Report

Report Date: 4/9/2018 12:30:43 PM
Application Number: 201704043134
Form Number: 3
. 3603 /024 /o 3878 21ST ST
Address(es): 3603 /o024 /o 3880 218T ST
- ADDITION OF ONE NEW DWELLING UNIT AT BASEMENT LEVEL PER ORDINANCE 162-
Description: 16
Cost: $25,000.00
Occupancy Code: R-2
Building Use: 24 - APARTMENTS
Disposition / Stage:
|Action Date|Stage Comments
4/4/2017 TRIAGE
4/4/2017 FILING
4/4/2017 FILED
Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
Addenda Details:
Description:
. . In Out s+ 1 |Checked -
Step|Station|Arrive |Start Hold |Hold Finish By Phone |Hold Description
SHEK 15-558-
1 |CPB  |4/25/17|4/25/17 4/25/17[RATHY [0
TRAN 15-558-
2 |cp-zocly/es/1y NANCY ‘6‘357 755
TRAN 15-558-
3 CP-DR [10/4/17 NANCY 2;’77155
15-558-
4 [pLDG 212355
15-558~
5 |SFFD I8 13755
5 DPW- 415-558-
BSM 6060
SFPUC ‘6‘;3‘ 5757
DFCU
_£r8-
9 [PPC gig 355
10 |CPB ‘6‘257' 6”58'
Appointments:

[Appointment Date|Appointment AM/PM|Appointment Code|Appointment Type|Description|[Time Slots|

Inspections:

[Activity Date[Inspector|Inspection Description[Inspection Status]

Special Inspections:

[Addenda No.][Completed Date|Inspected By|Inspection Code|Description|Remarks|

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers !

Online Permit and Complaint 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



SAN PRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 400
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415)956-8100

Fax: (415) 288-9755

Attomeys for Andrew Zacks and Denise Leadbetfer

DECLARATION OF THOMAS GILLE

1, Thomas Gille, declare as follows:

1. Unl‘esé otherwise stated, | have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein
and, if called as a witness, could and would testify competently therefo.

2. I lived at 3812 21% Street, San Francisco, CA from about 1950 until
approximately 1971. T am familiar with the nearby property located at 799 Castro Street, San
Francisco, CA (block 3603, lot 24).

3. From approximately 19571967, Morgan and Bridie Sweeney owned and
operated Sweeney’s Grocery at 799 Casﬁo Street, As a boy, I worked in Sweeney’s Grocery.

4, The Sweeney family, including their daughter Kathleen, lived in the residence at
799 Castro Street, at the back of Sweeney’s Grocery, until they purchased a home and shortly
thereafter sold the store. I was friends with the family and aie meals with them at the 799 Castro
Street residence many firoes. ‘ '

5. The residence at 799 Castro Street included a full kifchen (with stove, sink, and
refrigerator) and a full bathroom (with béth tub, shower, sink, and toilet).

6. The photographs attached hereto as Exhibit A accurately show the kitchen and
bathroom used by the Sweeney family at their residence at 799 Castro Street. (The cabinets
shown on the pictures are newer and not original with the Sweeney ownership. As Irecall, the
cabinets in the kifchen were white metal.} I am informed and believe that these photos were

taken at 799 Castro Street on or about January 2016.

o1n
DECLARATION OF THOMAS GILLE




ZAcks, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
245 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 400

SAN ERANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104
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7. The residence at 799 Castro Street was used by the Sweeney family as a separate
and distinet living or sleeping space independent from any other residential units on the same
property. It had independent access (You could gain access from the stairs at the back of the
store or there was a door on 21 Street.) that did not require entexing another residential untt on
the property, and there was no open, visual connection to another residential unit on the
property. .

g. I am informed and believe that two other residential units were located at 3878

71st Street and 3880 21st Street, San Francisco, CA.

1 declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: Septemberg.27 _, 2016
Thomas Giil

-
DECLARATION OF THOMAS GILLE
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April 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Re:  PROPOSED OVER-SIZED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
799 Castro Street / 3878-3880 21st Street
Hearing Date: April 24, 2018; 3 pm, City Hall Room 400

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:

I am a ncighbor of the proposed project at 799 Castro Street. Real estate developers have
received initial approval from the Planning Commission for a large new building at 799 Castro Street
(also known as 3878-3880 21st Street) that will negatively affect our historic neighborhood and our
property values.

799 Castro Street is unusual because it already has two buildings on a single lot: a duplex and a
one-story building that historically has been a corner store and a dwelling. These developers want to
demolish the one-story building, including the existing rent-controlled housing unit, to build an
oversized, luxury single-family home. Once completed, the property will have four units in two
buildings — in a zoning district that only allows two units per lot.

The developers say they are converting the existing commercial use to residential use, which
should limit the size of the new building under the Planning Code. In reality they are demolishing the
entire mixed-use structure to build an oversized new house. The new house will be large enough that the
developers require a variance from the Planning Code.

The Planning Commission recently voted to approve the project on the condition that the
Planning Staff re-design the building. This means no onc knows what the project will ultimately look
like. The Commission has written a blank check for a massive new building that doesn’t comport with
the law.

We oppose the project’s conditional use authorization because it would demolish a rent-
controlled unit and enlarge the existing building beyond what the law and common sense allow.
Morcover. the conditional use authorization is procedurally defective because it was issued prior to the
variance decision. Given the lack of clarity at the Planning Commission, there should be a public
hearing to allow our input on the final design. I respectfully urge the Board to overturn this conditional
use authorization.

Sincerely,

2 g '-ﬁ\ .
= . ,&/ i@@(/(/ Address: 6’(50 [j{']L.L, ST
S Gy

Name;/

PO i e G B
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April 2018

* San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

Re: PROPOSED OVER-SIZED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
799 Castro Street / 3878-3880 21st Street
Hearing Date: April 24, 2018; 3 pm, City Hall Room 400

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:

- T am a neighbor of the proposed project at 799 Castro Street. Real estate developers have
received initial approval from the Planning Commission for a large new building at 799 Castro Street
(also known as 3878-3880 21st Street) that will negatively affect our historic neighborhood and our
property values.

799 Castro Street is unusual because it already has two buildings on a single lot: a duplex and a
one-story building that historically has been a corner store and a dwelling. These developers want to
demolish the one-story building, including the existing rent-controlled housing unit, to build an
oversized, luxury single-family home. Once completed, the property will have four units in two

‘buildings — in a zoning district that only allows two units per lot.

The developers say they are converting the existing commercial use to residential use, which
should limit the size of the new building under the Planning Code. In reality they are demolishing the
entire mixed-use structure to build an oversized new house. The new house will be large enough that the

developers require a variance from the Planning Code.

The Planning Commission recently voted to approve the project on the condition that the
Planning Staff re-design the building. This means no one knows what the project will ultimately look
like. The Commission has written a blank check for a massive new building that doesn’t comport with

the law.

We oppose the project’s conditional use authorization because it would demolish a rent-
controlled unit and enlarge the existing building beyond what the law and common sense allow.
Moreover, the conditional use authorization is procedurally defective because it was issued prior to the
variance decision. Given the lack of clarity at the Planning Commission, there should be a public
hearing to allow our input on the final design. I respectfully urge the Board to overturn this conditional

use authorization.

Sincerely, {3( S v |

P . SerIer?- Address: 748 CASTR—L 57 9 N
ACross THE STREETY

Name:




April 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  PROPOSED OVER-SIZED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
799 Castro Street / 3878-3880 21st Street
Hearing Date: April 24, 2018; 3 pm, City Hall Room 400

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 799 Castro Street. Real estate developers have
received initial approval from the Planning Commission for a large new building at 799 Castro Street
(also known as 3878-3880 21st Street) that will negatively affect our historic neighborhood and our
property values.

799 Castro Street is unusual because it already has two buildings on a single lot: a duplex and a
one-story building that historically has been a corner store and a dwelling. These developers want to
demolish the one-story building, including the existing rent-controlled housing unit, to build an
oversized, luxury single-family home. Once completed, the property will have four units in two
buildings — in a zoning district that only allows two units per lot.

The developers say they are converting the existing commercial use to residential use, which
should limit the size of the new building under the Planning Code. In reality they are demolishing the
entire mixed-use structure to build an oversized new house. The new house will be large enough that the
developers require a variance from the Planning Code.

The Planning Commission recently voted to approve the project on the condition that the
Planning Staff re-design the building. This means no one knows what the project will ultimately look
like. The Commission has written a blank check for a massive new building that doesn’t comport with
the law.

We oppose the project’s conditional use authorization because it would demolish a rent-
controlled unit and enlarge the existing building beyond what the law and common sense allow.
Moreover, the conditional use authorization is procedurally defective because it was issued prior to the
variance decision. Given the lack of clarity at the Planning Commission, there should be a public
hearing to allow our input on the final design. I respectfully urge the Board to overturn this conditional
use authorization.

Sincerely, %@
Address: 3Bbb ST QCTQEET_

Name:
TLAIA GoNCALVES




April 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: PROPOSED OVER-SIZED CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
799 Castro Street / 3878-3880 21st Street
Hearing Date: April 24, 2018; 3 pm, City Hall Room 400

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:

I am a neighbor of the proposed project at 799 Castro Street. Real estate developers have
received initial approval from the Planning Commission for a large new building at 799 Castro Street
(also known as 3878-3880 21st Street) that will negatively affect our historic neighborhood and our
property values.

799 Castro Street is unusual because it already has two buildings on a single lot: a duplex and a
one-story building that historically has been a corner store and a dwelling. These developers want to
demolish the one-story building, including the existing rent-controlled housing unit, to build an
oversized, luxury single-family home. Once completed, the property will have four units in two
buildings — in a zoning district that only allows two units per lot.

The developers say they are converting the existing commercial use to residential use, which
should limit the size of the new building under the Planning Code. In reality they are demolishing the
entire mixed-use structure to build an oversized new house. The new house will be large enough that the
developers require a variance from the Planning Code.

The Planning Commission recently voted to approve the project on the condition that the
Planning Staff re-design the building. This means no one knows what the project will ultimately look
like. The Commission has written a blank check for a massive new building that doesn’t comport with
the law.

We oppose the project’s conditional use authorization because it would demolish a rent-
controlled unit and enlarge the existing building beyond what the law and common sense allow.
Moreover, the conditional use authorization is procedurally defective because it was issued prior to the
variance decision. Given the lack of clarity at the Planning Commission, there should be a public
hearing to allow our input on the final design. I respectfully urge the Board to overturn this conditional
use authorization.

Sincerely,

Name: @77‘]@“ Lf Address: 3? 3 L - Q/s‘?L S'DLT
@Q\)(I- /d,r T HA“{\le '




City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

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

property owned Block & Lot

o lhel ST 2000 O ot T Ty | ppCLi) 7 Ml —

—

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

- -V\Clerk's Office\Appeals InformatiomCondition Use Appeal Process?

August 2011



City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owne /) y /
1. 5{3 LBERTY 3603-637 Hadley Nicth rep ,//;/’1/ L‘ L //D

. ; . J P s ol
A4 ufmﬁ?\ﬁ/gf L0503 Srrad NKUWLELK /3.\/@3 ?

N

10.
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14.

15.

16.

17.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

V:\Clerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2011




City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s)

property owned Block & Lot
1. S5kl 2603 -0 3k

Ot I o]

Original Signature
of Owner(s

%,;7/ Z
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

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

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

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

1.

2.

3.

4.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

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

property owned Block & Lot o%
"
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proot of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. B s ?/
3= 13-\

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

L 576 N G wanws  Tanaes MERRY gj;amm /%w%
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s)
property owned Block & Lot
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10.
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

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

property owned Block & Lot of Owner i
1.(//}‘,7%(7 /25{/ {0 <. C/K‘\‘/ﬁ H/M/ML\ /ﬂ;/,#;//? _
yd

10.
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14.
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V:Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2611




City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block &Li) of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

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

property owned Block & Lot ot O
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s Original Signature
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

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

property owned Block & Lot 0/4/1/ AND /ﬁwner/
LIk 2622 L Zf , i %
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

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

property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s) / .
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

property owned Block & Lot er(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned i Block & Lot of Owner(s)
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s Original Slgnature
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Sigrature
property owned Block & Lot of Owne,g
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2017-004562CUA

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

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

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
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GARAVAGLIA
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b -

ARCHITECTURE

13 April 2018

RE: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Planning Commission Motion No.
20118

Dear President Breed and Supervisors,

My following comments are provided in support of the appeal for the development
project at 799 Castro Street. They respond to some of the conditional use criteria of the

S.F. Planning Code - sections 303 and 317.
1. Whether there is space for a family-sized unit in the existing building

The existing building is approximately 1,275 s.f. Two typical 1-bedroom units of 600 s.f.
each or a nicely sized 2-bedroom affordable unit could be fit into this area, which
already contains one dwelling unit and a commercial space. The interior space is fairly
open and has unencumbered exterior walls on three sides (allowing lots of windows for
light and air) so the full conversion of the building to residential is quite easy.

2. Whether the proposed building is similar to the massing and arrangement of the
neighborhood context

The building is being placed next to a row of gable-roofed Queen Anne Victorian
cottages. The proposed development uses a flat roofed structure with vestiges of
Victorian detailing. As the gable-roofed row house is the strong pattern of the
neighborhood, the project should also follow that pattern. Some of this pattern is
broken by contemporary buildings and should not be considered a beneficial aspect to
the pervasive pattern. Another important aspect of the arrangement of the surrounding
buildings - this project is significantly denser than other properties. The floor area ratio
(FAR) of this property is 2.01 (w/o parking) versus the 0.79 FAR for the neighborhood.

3. Whether the building will conserve neighborhood character with appropriate scale,
design, and materials

The proposed design does not play off the typical massing of its neighbors. The
proposed materials are similar as is the vestige of the Victorian detailing, although the
quality and character of that detailing isn't communicated in the project documents.

4. Whether the Project has been designed in keeping with the scale and development
pattern of the established neighborhood character



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization
799 Castro Street
4.13.18

The project is not in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the established
neighborhood's character. Major aspects - flat roof versus gable-roofed structure and
much denser lot coverage / FAR. The requested variances are an imposition on the area
as there is poor conformance with rear yard and open space requirements setting a bad
precedent. The unit density for the project (4 units versus 2 units) is also way out of the
average range- a 100% increase over the RH-2 zoning. The addition of the ADU is a ruse
to replace an affordable unit with a large house, placing the new smaller unit in the
basement of the apartment building.

5. Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant
design guideline, to enhance existing neighborhood character

The project is not superb architecture or urban design. It is poorly integrated with the
massing of its neighbors, it is extremely dense compared to the average property, and
the architectural detailing is average and not clearly defined. There was an opportunity
for a superb design that would be both compatible and differentiated from the evident
historical style, but this project misses that chance. A design that would excel and could
be very contemporary in scale, massing, fenestration, and materials was not attempted.
The original design attempted a contemporary style but was similar to the other large-
box structures being implemented across the City and have become the design de jour.
After that failed with the neighbors (both residents and buildings), a simplified version
of a Victoz‘if}-ﬁ'-)ike home was attempted. Both designs are predictable - not superb.

oy

Michael Garav__a'glia, A.LLA., LEED AP BD+C, C14833
President, Garavaglia Architecture, Inc.
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582 Market Street, Suite 1800
San Francisco, CA 94104

P: 415.391.9633
F: 415.391.9647
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