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City Hall
1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
- Tel. No. 5545184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may

attend and be heard;

Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2010
Time: 4:00 p.m.

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250 located at City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the decision of
the Planning Department’s May 5, 2010, Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review, Building Permit No.
2010/05/05/1781, that a project located at 2514 - 23" Avenue is
exempt from environmental review under Categorical
Exemption, Class 3. The proposal would involve structural
work to the foundation, roof framing and the addition of roof
dormers, window replacement, and interior work to the
building, which is a single-family residence, Lot No. 37, in
Assessor’s Block No. 2423. (District 4) (Appellant: Nancy
Wuerfel on behalf of the Sunset Parkside Education and
Action Committee (SPEAK)).

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, notice is hereby given, if you
challenge, in court, the matter described above, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public
hearing.

In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,
persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
comments to the City prior fo the time the hearing begins. These comments will be
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the
attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to

rra’lee/ - C?//O//O 3



Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the
Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information will be available for public
review on Thursday, September 16, 2010. '

< 2ls

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED: September 10, 2010
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F. JOSEPH BUTLER

ARCHITECT

324 Chestaut Street
San Francisce CA 94133
415533 1048

fiosephbutler@hotmail.com

SR O Siren
13 September 2010 A FR AL ORS
President David Chiu, MOSER 13 PH 4:tg
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Carlton B. Goodleit Place 34 /\k

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 2514 23rd Avenue; P.A. # 2010/0505/1781. Appeal of Categoncal
Exemption; Hearing Date 21 September 2010.

Dear President Chiu:

Our Office Represents Ms. Nancy Wuerfel and Sunset Parkside
Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) in the Appeal of the
Categorical Exemption for the permit application noted above. The San
Francisco Planning Department has recognized my credentials;
consistent with the qualification standards of the Secretary of the
Interior, as an expert, able to make evaluations of historic resources.

2514 23rd Avenue, Present permit, 2010/0505/1781

Very litile in this Form 8 building permit application and drawing set (5
architectural and 3 structural sheets) is as it appears. To take only one
example, the existing attic ceiling height is shy of the Code required
7°-6” minimum, required for habitable rooms. Thus the new and existing
dormer ceilings, meant to spread a Code complying ceiling height out
perpendicular from the ridge, will be too low for habitability.

IN ORDER TO CREATE HABITABLE SPACE UNDER THE
PROPOSED AND EXISTING ILLEGAL ATTIC DORMERS, THE
ENTIRE ROOF OF THIS 1914 CRAFTSMAN BUNGALOW WILL
HAVE TO BE REMOVED AND REBUILT HIGHER THAN AT
PRESENT.

The architectural drawing set and Form 8 application carefully make no
mention of this wholesale demolition of the roof, nor of the application’s
code required need to add to the height of the four walls of the house,
nor is it optional to this project. Neither Questions (11), or (12) on the
Form 8, nor the building elevations, show that the existing and
proposed heights in this application will be different. Thus the
consequences of raising the roof on the building's fagades are not
indicated. A Preservation Téchnical Specialist Planner who only-
reviews and approves the architeciural sheets of an application, cannot
make a proper environmental review given this blatant deception.

MEMBER OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITEC T



Introduction/Context

2514 23rd Avenue is a 1914 Craftsman Bungalow, with a fair degree of (

historic integrity.

In 2008, “San Francisco’s Parkside District: 1905 - 1957, A historical
context statement by Richard Brandi and Woody LaBounty of the
Western Neighborhoods Project” was adopted by the City and County
of San Francisco. Its introduction states:

“Craftsman- and Shingle-style architecture typified the first Parkside dwellings,
before almost-identical houses filled in the district in the 1920s and 1930s.”

2514 23rd Avenue derives its significance then both as one of the
earliest houses built on the dunes in the Parkside, then a new
neighborhood developing in the Sunset, and from its Archltecture as
an example of the Craftsman Style a century ago.

What is integrity?

Though not used in this review, the Planning Department’s Historic
Resource Evaluation Response form statés:

“Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for
the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under
the California Register Criteria, but it must also have integrity. To retain historic
integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of its aspects...”

Our office has reviewed in detail the permit history of this house, and
visited the adjacent house at 2516 23rd Avenue, to observe the
existing conditions of the subject property. In spite of the balance of
the stucco clad Parkside neighborhood which has grown up around it,
2514 23rd Avenue, by its Craftsman architecture, still conveys the
significance of the period in which it was designed and built to the
neighborhood and the City.

Bracketed by two contemporary houses, 2512 (¢.1913) to the north,
and 2516 (c.1917) fo the south, its aspects of integrity: Location,
Setting, and Feeling, have remained virtually unchanged (save a
vertical addition from the 1980’s to the adjacent house at 2516) since
1917.

The aspects: Design, Materials, Workmanship, of 2514 23rd Avenue
have undergone some changes: a man-door next to the garage door
was added without permit in the 1980’s, and its garage slab was
lowered and its door replaced. Its brick fireplace and chimney

collapsed above the eaves during the Loma Prieta Earthquake in 1989.
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Its sheet metal box and flue replacement still sifs today atop its brick
firebox and throat up to the eave. A number of its wood windows’
sashes have been replaced (without permit). In spite of these
alterations, 2514 sfill reads foday as a Craftsman bungalow (Back
Cover photo). As the wood sash windows were replaced with aluminum
windows without benefit of a building permit, Planning has the right to
insist that the replacement of the windows “in-kind” would mean
reinstalling wood windows.

What is wrong with the Drawings and Application?

The plan set drawings and their dimensions are cobbled together from
several sets of plans prepared for the contractor/applicant over the past
five years, for permit applications that have subsequently been:

* never filed (Feb. 2005);

« withdrawn (2007/0926/3765);

» withdrawn (2009/0127/0870);

= and suspended (2010/0505/1781, subject application).

The Form 8, architectural, and structural drawing sheets describe three
different projects. When presented to Planning, the application and
drawings made no note of legalizing work done without permit, they
differed from existing conditions in the field, they disagreed with
themselves from the Form 8 application, Question (15) Scope of work,
to the cover sheet Scope of work, they differed from architectural to
structural, they differed from sheet to sheet within the each discipline’s
set, and from detail to detail on the same sheet of drawings!

The architectural drawings show:

« a different “SCOPE OF WORK:” than the permit application,

» references to outdated building codes,

* an incorrect characterization of the house as “two story over
garage”,

» a kitchen plan that does not agree with existing conditions OR
the rear elevation,

« an “existing’ and proposed 12 foot wide garage door rather than
the 8 foot original width door,

» incorrect elevation drawing titles,

« incorrect elevations revised, cut, and pasted from earlier sets,

« missing object lines o describe the form of the building

» elevations with neither the existing nor the proposed eave
conditions, on their north and south elevations,

» incorrect building height dimensions that are the same for both
the existing existing and proposed house,

« no building section to describe how all of the new framing required
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will fit within the existing roof height, or that shows the substandard
ceiling height that exists in the attic e
+ no mention of replacing existing original windows in kind, \
» existing windows are both missing from the elevations, and not
called out as aluminum,
« existing windows, but they are not called out on the elevations,
as to size, sash, frame, or trim so that one would understand what the
pink sheet Scope of Work “in-kind” might mean.
+ elevations that omit the existing brick fireplace and its flue.

The pink sheet application shows:

« (5A) incorrect number of existing stories of occupancy

» (12) neither yes or no for electrical work to be performed

« (13) neither yes or no for plumbing work to be performed

» (16) “replace windows and trim in kind” in the scope of work

+ {(17) no new increase in height

+ (24) no change of occupancy of the attic from storage to habitable
space. '

The structural drawings show:

» the bungalow’s 2x4 ceiling members as “existing 2x10’s”

» “existing” bungalow roof rafters absent their distinctive cut tails,
with a new rim joist added as a fascia

» a roof framing plan where all of the roof rafters terminate at the
face of exterior walls of the house, rather than overhang as shown in
detail R2-S3.

+ New 2x12 roof rafters as a typical detail, without showing the
existing 3x6 roof rafters, or how the intersection at the existing wall
plate accommodates the 6” deeper rafters while simuitaneously leaving
the roof plane at the same height.

« shear walls without hold down details, and a Shear wall schedule
that does not match the framing plans,

» the existing ridge board as a 1x member, then as an existing
ridge beam as a 6x member.

TN

‘This is the worst drawing set of alterations accepted and processed for

an alteration building permit that | have ever seen in 26 years as a
California licensed architect, let alone presented for an historic

resource as an Over the Counter permit. We believe that the

omissions and errors are deliberate and were intended to mask

the true scope and nature of the alterations to this building, to
avoid the scrutiny of an adequate environmental review.

There is no doubt that this permit, if granted, would have a substantial N
adverse impact on the historic resource. |1 don't believe there is a

330



disagreement among experis because | cannot imagine one who would
defend this permit!

If there is however, an expert who meets the qualifications of the
Secretary of the Interior, or a Planner for that matter, who will disagree,
in the face of the above noted inconsistencies, errors, omissions admit
the opposite, let them speak now. If not, Planning should rescind this
categorical exemption.

The categorical exemption was issued based on incomplete, false and
intentionally vague information. The exact and full description of both
the existing conditions and the proposed project must be produced
correctly before an objective and thorough env;ronmeatal evaiuation of
this prOJect may be canducted

Please uphold this appeal, and send this application back to Piahning,
if they have not already rescinded it.

Sincerely,

oy [t

cc. members of the Board

encl. Exhibits

Permit application Form 8

Choice portions of the permit application drawings

Excerpts of the Board of appeals Hearing for this permit
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EXCERPTS FROM THE 7-21-10 BOARD OF APPEALS HEARING ON 2514 23%° AVENUE

Various Komfield comments:

KORNFIELD: With regard to some of the concerns that were expressed that the plans might not reflect the accuracy of the
actual permit, the building conditions on the job site, we leave that to the district Building Inspector who goes out during the
course of construction, and if there is some discrepancy, they can TRY o adjust what is being done. if those discrepancies
rise o a cettain jevel, then the Building Code defines WHEN additional permits are required. But we don' { do a field inspection
to ascertain the clarity of the proposed work and the existing work. However, | understand our staif have been out numerous
fimes to the property and they have also looked at the permit, and everyone is qu:te confident it is sufficient to address the
problems we' re dealing with here.

KORNFIELD: At the time construction takes place, the building contractor will do the form work, and frameup the new
foundation walls with steel, ready fo pour, and the bullding inspecior will go and look to see if it [ooks like what the plans show.
The exact location of where the existing brick foundation is, is probably not the most critical thing, as long as it ends up being
a reinforced foundation that is similar, or very close o, what we see in the plans. It seems like a pretly beefy piece of
foundation reinforcement. Ii is not actually what we call capping, which is usually just adding a piece on the top, usually just o
raise the foundation to it get above the grade. This is actually seriously reinforcing the foundation, using the brick as sort of the
form for the back of the new foundation walls. So yeah, the field inspector will ook it see that it conforms to the plan.

RAFTER TAIL COMMENTS

Vice President Goh: | have a follow-up guestion {o that. Are you finished commissioner Fung? So we heard that the 2x4
rafters were to be replaced by 2x10 rafters, and it did appear from the drawing that that would necessitate moving those rafter
tails or removing those rafter tails. That seems to me an historic resource issue.

SANCHEZ: a great point. | would like to note that both on the existing and on the proposed plans, the rafer tails are shown
on there. The same detail is on both the existing and proposed additions.

Vice President Goh: how do you address the 2x4 and 2x10 issue? Then how can you retain the tails and replace the
rafters?

SANCHEZ: The plans do not show a change in roof pitch or height. And so that would have o be addressed through their
construction process. Perhaps, Mr. Komnfield can enlighten us further.

KORNFIELD: Lawrence Komfleld with the Building Department. 1 might advise asking the project sponsor what his intention is
with the roof rafter. | am trying to put it together, but it is not enfirely clear immeadiately to me. | can sit and look at it for another
minute though. Perhaps the project sponsor can assist?

DAMIEN QUINN: Correct me if | am wrong. Structurally, we are only inferested in the seating of the 2x10 on the wall plate.
Many times, you will see where a 2x12 has been used to bring it up o code, as regards to insulation. That is one our key
things here for the roof area, because we are going to make it habitable. But with regards that the roof rafter can terminate at
the wall plate and be sliced down to a 2x4, 2x6, 2x8 and that exact omamental cut put back into it.  That is our intention, and
it is not our intenfion to change the fagade of the house. if you notice the dormers step back | think 16 feet. The stained-glass
windows will remain. That is our home, That is our house. We have no intention of changing any of the detail on there, ltis
very simple. if the board’s foot that sits on the wall plate Is all the structure that you are concemed about, and then anything
after that can be ripped down o a 2x4 or 2x6. Does that make sense?

Vice President Goh: | understand what you are saying. ! am not seeing it on the drawings, though. 1t looks like to me,
maybe 1l am looking at the roof of the dormer. Can you tell me which page you are looking at?

DAMIEN QUINN: | am looking at $3 and a detail on 2. ¥ you look at it again, structurally the rafter can terminate on the wall
plate. Then, any form of omate detail can be added after the fact, because it will be purely nonstructural and it will be purely fo
keep it Crafisman style.

Vice President Goh: Butyou see R3 - does that show the rafier terminating at the exterior wall?
QUINN: no. If you look at R3, you are actually seeing the dormer roof, or the roof below the dormer.

Vice President Goh: i is the roof below the dormer that has the rafter fails.

QUINN: correct. The rafier tail Is not actually shown on that detail. But, then again, it will be a nonstructural addition and
purely cosmedic. it is not included on the detail. | agree it is not included on the defail. One of the things is that the existing
rafter tails, although beautifully historic, are, | would say, 80% of them are completely rotted out anyway. Even if we just went
for an over the counter roofing permit, they would have to be addressed with the sheathing of the roof and the dry rot of the
roof, GOH: OK ‘
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Introduction

Over 100 years old, the Parkside District is stiHl considered one
of San Prancisco’s newer neighborhoods, Part of the greater
Sunset District, the Parkside nonetheless has always had a distinct
identity created by strong civic groups that nurtured a residential
community that felt almost suburban in a big city.

The early residents of the Parkside confronted a land without
streetlights or sidewalks, with more rabbits than people. Remote
and without political clout, Parksiders learned to band together
and speak loudly for streetcar and sewer lines, fire stations, parks,
libraries, and schools. They held festivals, dinners, costurne balls,
and children’s fairs to celebrate their community and built one of
San Francisco’s strongest and most admired neighborhoods out of
what was formerly an expanse of dune and scrub.

Craftsman- and Shingle-style architecture typified the first |
Parkside dwellings, before almost-identical houses filled in the
district in the 1920s and 1930s. These familiar stucco build-
ings, the Sunset District’s predomjinant architectural style, were
constructed by ambitious merchant-builders who brought assembly-
line manufacturing to house building. Many of the Parkside’s

“cookie-cutter” houses, well-malntained in a district with one of
San Prancisco's highest home-ownership levels, can surprise the
observer with intriguing decorative elements.

Like many parts of San Francisco, the Parkside is under
development pressure as real estate prices rise and land use deci-
sions for a growing city with limited space become more difficult,
"This historical context statement is designed as a resource for
anyone interested in Inowing the Parkside District better, and to
help make any decision about property and development in this
unique San Francisco neighborhood an informed one.
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2476-20™ Avenue. Built by the Parkside Realty
Company in 1922, September 2007 photo.

Taraval Police Station, 2345-24® Avenue.
Renovated in 1996. September 2007 photo.

Parkside Context Statement, March 2008
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No, 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TPD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

August 13, 2010

Nancy Wuerfel
2516 — 23" Avenue -
San Francisco, CA 94116

Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for a Project
Located at 2514 — 23™ Avenue.

Dear Ms. Wuerfel:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated August 13, 2010, (copy
attached) from the City Attorney's office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review for the property located at 2514 ~ 23 Avenue.

The City Attorney has determinecj that the appeal was filed in a timely manner.

A hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday, September 21, 2010, at 4:00 P.M., af the Board
of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures 7 and 9, please provide to the Clerk’s Office by:

8 days prior to the hearing: any documentation which you may want available to the Board
members prior to the hearing;

11 days prior to the hearing:  names of interested paities to be notified of the hearing.

Please provide 18 copies of the documentation for distribution, and, if possible, names of
interested parties to be notified in label format.

if you have any questtons please feel free to contact Rick Caldeira at (4’55) 554-7711 or Andrea
Ausberry at (415) 554-4442.

Very truly yours,

Angela Calvilio

Clerk of the Board

¢

Chery! Adams, Deputy City Aftorney Tara Sullivan, Planning Department

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Aftorney Nannie Tutrelf, Planning Department

Marlena Byme, Deputy City Attorney Robin-Mackey;- 249 Bocana, Streel, San Francisco, CA 94110
Scott Sanchez, Acting Zoning Administrator, Planning De;:ariment Cynthia Goldstein, Board of Appeals

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department Victor Pacheco, Board of Appeals

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFCE OF THE CiTY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA " MARLENA . BYRNE
City Attorney o Deputy City Attorney
DIRECT DIAL: (415)' 554-4620
E-MAIL: marleno.byme@sigov.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Marlena G. Byrne
Deputy City Attorney
DATE: August 13, 2010
RE: . Appéal' of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 2514- 23 Avenue

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
by Nancy Wuerfel, on behalf of the Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK),
received by the Clerk’s Office on August 9, 2010, of the Planning Department's determination
that a project located at 2514- 23" Street is exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™). The proposal would involve structural work
to the foundation, roof framing and the addition of roof dormers, window replacement, and
interior work to the building, which is a single-family residence. The Appellant provided a copy -
of Building Permit No. 2010/05/05/1781, which included an exemption determination for the
proposed project.

Building Permit No. 2010/05/05/1781 was issued on May 18, 2010, but was suspended
on June 1, 2010 by request of the Board of Appeals after an appeal was filed by Nancy Wuerfel
on May 27, 2010, (Board of Appeal No. 10-059). The Board of Appeals held a hearing on the
permit appeal on July 21, 2010, but, after closing the public hearing, continued the matter
without decision until August 18, 2010.

Given the above information, it is our view that the appeal is-ripe and timely because the
permit has not become final due to the continuance at the Board of Appeals. Therefore, the
appeal should be calendared before the Board of Supervisors. We recommend that you so advise

the Appellant.
Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.

MGB

cc: Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attomey
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
Scott Sanchez, Acting Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tara Sullivan, Planning Department

iy HALL + 1 DR, CARLTON B. GOODLEIT PLACE, ROOM 234 - San FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA 24102
ReCePTION: {41 5) 554-4700 FacsimiLe: {415) 554-4757

nA\londuse\mbyme\bos ceqa appeols\2514 25rd street fimeliness.docx
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CitY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFRCE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
DATE: April 6, 2010
PAGE: 2
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project
| Located at 2514- 23" Avenue

Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Ben Fu, Planning Department
Cynthia Goldstein, Board of Appeals
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

DeNNiS J. HERRERA ' MARLENA G. BYRNE
City Attorney ‘ Deputy City Attorney
DIRECT DIAL: {415}A 554-4420
E-MAIL: mcd&na;byme@sigov.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Marlena G. Byme

Deputy City Attorney
DATE: . August 13,2010
RE: . Appeal of Determmatmn of Exemptlon from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 2514- 23 Avenue

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
by Nancy Wuerfel, on behalf of the Sunset Parkside Education and Action Commitiee (SPEAK),
received by the Clerk's Office on August 9, 2010, of the Planning Department's determination
that a project located at 2514- 23™ Street is exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The proposal would involve structural work
to the foundation, roof framing and the addition of roof dormers, window replacement, and
interior work to the building, which is a single-family residence. The Appellant provided a copy
of Building Permit No. 2010/05/05/1781, which. included an exermption determination for the
proposed project.

Building Permit No. 2010/05/05/1781 was issued on May 18, 2010, but was suspended
on June 1, 2010 by request of the Board of Appeals after an appeal was filed by Nancy Wuerfel
on May 27, 2010, (Board of Appeal No. 10-059). The Board of Appeals held a hearing on the
permit appeal on July 21, 2010, but, after closing the public hearing, continued the matter
without decision until August 18 2010.

Given the above information, it is our view that the appeal is mpe and timely because the
permit has not become final due to the continuance at the Board of Appeals. Therefore, the
appeal should be calendared before the Board of Supervisors. We recommend that you so advise

the Appellant.
Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.

MGB

cc:  Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department ’
Scott Sanchez, Acting Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tara Sullivan, Planning Department

Crry HAaLL - 1 DR, CARLION B, GOODLET PLACE, ROOM 234 - San FRANCICO, CALFORNIA 94102
Receprion: {415) 554-4700 FacsimiLe: [415) 554-4757

n\anduse\mbyme\Bbos ceqa appeais\2514 23rd shreet fimeliness.docx
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFCE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
DATE: April 6, 2010 :

PAGE: 2
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 2514~ 23™ Avemue

Nannie Turrell, Planming Department
Ben Fu, Planning Department
Cynthia Goldstein, Board of Appeals
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City Hall
Dr. Carlion B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 854-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

August 10, 2010

To: Cheryl Adams
Deputy City Attorney

From: Rick Caldei&r%
Deputy Dir \ .

Subject: Appeal of Categorical' Exemption from Environmentél Review for
Property Located at 2514-23™ Avenue, Block 2423, Lot 37

An appeal of categorical exemption from environmental review issued for property
located at 2514-23™ Avenue, Block 2423, Lot 37, was filed with the Office of the
Clerk of the Board on August 9, 2010, by Nancy Wuerfel on behalf of Sunset
Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK).

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declaration and
Categorical Exemptions #5, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached documents, to
the City Attorney's office to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely manner.
The City Attorney's determination should be made within 3 working days of receipt of
this request.

If you have any questions, you can contact me at (415) 554-7711.

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tara Sullivan, Planning Department
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NANCY WUERFEL, 2516 23RP AVENUE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94116

2G| Wd 6- SNVOIN
VY
E

August 9, 2010 =z s
C{)

David Chiu, President .

San Francisco Board of Supervisors '

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place & <

San Francisco, CA 94102 <

RE:  Appeal of Categorical Exemption/Exclusion from Environmental Review

2514 237 Avenue, Block 2423, Lot 37
Building Permit # 201005051781

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board:

INTRODUCTION

This appeal of the categorical exemption for a project at 2514 23 Avenue is made by Nancy
Wuerfel and the Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK). The proposed
project was approved by an over-the-counter building permit and will include a massive
alteration of a potential historic building that has not been afforded an adequate or complete
environmental review in violation of the Department’s procedures. The removal of the entire
roofing structure down to the attic floor has the potential to irrevocably alter the appearance of
the building and to destroy significant architectural detail. The flawed Planning Department
review resulted in a categorical exemption that denies the protections to historic resources
afforded by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties and
the Planning Department’s preservation procedures. The proposed project should be returned

to the Department for further review, for an assessment of the project’s potential impacts, and
for recommendations to mitigate those impacts.

BACKGROUND:

The subject property is located at the upper end of the 23¢ Avenue hill at Ulloa and is the third
house in a row of four Craftsman style shingled houses built between 1913 and 1918 by private
builders. The contiguous four houses share the same general architectural features, the most
important of which is their gabled roof lines (see attached photographs). The subject property
was completed in 1914 and is the most ornately decorated of the four houses, displaying many
unique fagade details, individual notches on each rafter tail on the building’s perimeter and
stained glass windows. This house is featured on page 28 of San Francisco’s Parkside District:

1905-1957 by Brandi and LaBounty, which is a context statement formally adopted by the
Planning Department and Landmarks Advisory Board in May, 2008.

The age of the subject property, its grouping with four architecturally similar buildings, and its
inclusion as part of the early developmest of the Parkside District require that the property be
considered a potential historic resource. It is clearly worthy of further environmental
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors -2- August 9, 2010

evaluation beyond the cursory review performed over-the-counter, that determined a Class 3
categorical exemption.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The $150,000 project includes removing all the original roof framing down to the attic floor,
adding four dormers that change the roof line from gabled to flat on the south side, replacing
90% of the windows and trim without compliance with the “2010 Window Standards for
Replacement,” excavating over 2600 cubic feet of earth from the basement, constructing new
retaining walls and foundations, seismic retrofitting of the building including new first and
second floor supports, and remodeling the kitchen and four bathrooms. The required
structural upgrades, added to the plans by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
engineers, will negatively impact the historic fagade of the building. There has been no
evaluation of these upgrades by Planning staff because of the over-the-counter process.

CEQA ISSUES
POTENTIAL HISTORIC RESOURCE WITHOUT CORRECT ANALYSIS

The Planning staff that reviewed the project was unfamiliar with historic resources in the
southwest quadrant of the city, unfami'iar with the Parkside District Context Statement
adopted by the Planning Department, and unfamiliar with potential historic resource
represented by the four homes on 23 Avenue of which the subject property is a part. The
environmental planner should have referred to the context statement for additional historic
information. The visual impact of the many changes to the building were not considered in the
aggregate for this potential historic resource. The visual impact of the changes to the row of the
four houses was not acknowledged or considered in the analysis. The “Historic Resource
Review Form” that was used is out of date and has been replaced by the “Environmental
Evaluation Application” that requires completion of the Supplemental Information form for
alterations to structures constructed 50 or more years ago. Using this form would have
directed staff to the appropriate depth of review for the project, such as consulting context
statements and requiring photographs of the property and adjacent structures, etc,

THE INADEQUATE OVER-THE-COUNTER REVIEW OF THE PROJECT

Staff's over-the-counter Planning review short changed the application of the Residential
Design Guidelines (RDG) for this project. Though the building was acknowledged as a Category
B “Potential Historical Resource,” it was not protected as such using the Special Guidelines
provided by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. There was no recommendation to
preserve or repair the original building materials that are essential to the historic integrity of
the building, such as retaining the ornamental rafter tails on the perimeter of the building.
There was no attempt to mitigate the flattening effect on the roofline by the dormers that stick
out straight off the center of the roof. There was no requirement for replacement windows to
match the wood windows original to the building, or even to have the project provide a
description of what kind of windows and materials were envisioned.
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors -3- August9, 2010

The potential negative impacts on the historic fagade of the building by the structural design
changes required by Building Engineering staff were never evaluated by Planning staff
because of the expedited review process. The structural changes will result in enlarging the
building envelope (raising the roof height) to accommodate them. The revised, true scope of
the project must be reviewed by Planning staff.

THE INACCURACY OF USING A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION

The building application is stamped categorically exempt from environmental review on
5/5/10 by Planning before the plans had been evaluated by DBI staff and the full scope of work
was known. This determination was premature in light of incomplete DBI plan review on
5/5/10. The Review Form has Class 3 checked as the exemption. This exemption applies to

“new, small facilities or structures...and the conversion of existing small structures from one
use to another.” The project does not fit this definition. Itis inaccurate for Planning staff to find
that there is no impact on a building of this vintage by the massive scope of the project outlined
in the plans, and that the project is exempt from an env1ronmenta1 review,

THE APPELLANTS” REQUEST

The applicant, adjacent neighbors, and the neighborhood organization SPEAK have been denied
knowledge about the proposed project at 2514 23t Avenue because no Section 311 notice has
been required. When Planning staff failed to remove this project from the expedited over-the-
counter review, they also failed to comply with the Planning Code. Section 311 requires the
review of "building permit applications for lots in R Districts in order to determine
compatibility of the proposal with the neighborhood and for providing notice to property
owners and residents neighboring the site of the proposed project and to interested
neighborhood organizations, so that concerns about a project may be identified and resolved
during the review of the permit.”

The appellants respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors reject the Department’s
determination of a categorical exemption and require an environmental review of the impacts
of the proposed approved project.

Thank you for consideriﬁg this request.

Sincerely, SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE

. ;?
1@/‘«» 4 w) h @/74/( /M v~
Nancy Wuerfel Marc Duffett, Presid

attached : photographs
Building Permit # 201005051781
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2506 23rd AVENUE

(Bast Side)
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2512 23rd AVENUE

(East Side)
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2514 "23rd AVENUE

(East Side)
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BOARD OF AF :ALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN: ANCISCO

Appeal of Appeal No. 10-059
NANCY WUERFEL,

Appetlant(s)

V&,

™ et Vo N ot gt

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, ‘
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL Respondent

NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the above named appellant(s) appeals to the Board of Appeals of the City and
County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named department(s), commission, of officer.

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the issuance on May 18, 2010, to Mary Galvin,
Permit to Alter a Building (comply with NOV Nos. 201030664, 200608930 and 200906761, convert crawl space to
storage; cap existing foundation: roof framing; add three dormers; stairs from basement to attic; replace windows and
trim in-kind; remodel kitchen and bathrooms) at 2514 — 23" Avenue.

APPLICATION NO. 2010/05/05/1781

Address & Tel. of Appeliani(s): _ Address & -Tel.‘ of Permit Holder(s):
Nancy Wuerfel, Appellant Mary Galvin, Permit Holder
2516 — 23" Avenue 2514 — 23" Avenue
SF, CA 84116 | SF, CA 94116
415.731.6432 (tel) 415.242.3433 (tel)
Nancy Wueriel declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Entered on May 27, 2010 at San Francisco, Catiforpia.

FOR HEARING ON July 21, 2010

Appeliant or Adent
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION FEE WAIVER REQUEST FORM 1650 Mission st

Appeals {o the Board of Supervisors ggﬁfﬁ&sw'

CA 84103-2479

This form Is to be used by neighborhood organizations to request a fee waiver for CEQA and conditional use appeals to | geception:
the Board of Supervisors. 415.558.6378

Should a fee waiver be sought, an appellant must present this form to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors or to

Planning Information Counter {PIC) at the ground level of {660 Mission Sireet along with relevant supporting materials 2?"5 558 6200
identified below. Planning staff will review the form and may sign it “over-the-counter’ or may accept the form for i
further review. Praniing

Sheuld a fee waiver be granted, the Planning Department would not deposit the check, which was required to file the | Information:
appeal with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Department will return the check to the appellant. 415.558.6371

TYPE OF APPEAL FOR WHICH FEE WAIVER IS SOUGHT ‘
fCheck only one and attach decision document to this form]

0O Conditional Use Authorization Appeals to the Board of Supervisors

3 Environmental Determination Appeals to the Board of Supervisors {including EIR’s, NegDec’s, and CatEx’s,
GREs)

FEQUIRED CRITERIA FOR GRANTING OF WAIVER
(A}l eriteria must be satisfied. Please check all that apply and attach supporting materials to this form]

?‘L The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal on behalf of
that organization. Authorization may fake the form of a letter signed by the president or other officer of an
organization.

ﬁ The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood orgamization which is registered with the Planning
Department and which appears on the Department’s current list of neighborhood organizations.

}B:’ The appellant is appealing on behalf of & neighborhood erganization, which was in existence at least 24-months
prior o the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating to
the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications, and rosters.

}t' The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighberhood organization, which is affected by the project, which is the
subject of the appeal.

APPELLANT & PROJECT INFORMATION [to be completed by applicant]

Name of Applicant: MARL. DUFEETT Address of Project: 2874 2304 Aye S
Neighborhood Organization: % & E. A - Planning Case No:  NoONES i
Applicant’s Address: §329 71h. AVE €L §4 |22 BuildingPermit No. 2 o lQ 0.5 o0& J'7 81
Applicant’s Daytime Phone No: &7 4" = 72 |~ &3 2| Date of Decision: _§ /& f 1o i

Applicant's Email Address:ﬂ'ﬁ/y&ENumseki%_ EE 2 miT TSy Iy ‘S-bd?/;a

L Cpmm

*%

BCP STAFF USE ONLY

Appeliant authorization Pt s
Current organization registration
Minimum organization age
Project impact on crganization

Bate:

JaRa

Planner's Signature:

K CoNTACT TNCR matiew  Ere, SPEMK. AMENANT - avey WUERFEL

SAN FRANGISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SPEAK SUNSET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE
1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 (415) 976-4816

August 6, 2010

TO: Planning Department
FROM: Sunset Parkside Educatior; and Action Committee (SPEAK)
RE: Application for fee walver for an appeal of a Categorical Exemption

Project address: 2514 23" Avenue, block 2423, lot 037 -
Building Permit #201005051781 (no Planning case number)
Date of Decision: 5/5/10

The Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) and its member, Nancy
Wuerfel, are appealing the environmental determination of a categorical exemption for a
building alteration project at 2514 234 Avenue to the Board of Supervisors.

Ms. Nancy Wuerfel has been a member of our organization since 1993 and is authorized to
file the appeal on behalf of SPEAK. SPEAK has been a recognized community organization
with the Planning Department for many years and appears on their list of approved
neighborhood organizations. _

SPEAK was formed in 1969 and we proudly just celebrated our 40" year of serving the
Sunset and Parkside communities.

SPEAK has documented our opposition to the 2514 23™ Avenue project, which is the
subject of this appeal, in a letter to the Board of Appeals.

SPFAK respectfully requests a waiver of the $500 fee for the attached appeal.

/W WM %é/ 2010

Marc Duffett, Presscient -~ Date

Enclosures
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SPEAK sunsET PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE
1329 7th Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 (415) 276-4816

June 21, 2010

The Board of Appeals

1650 Mission Street, room 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Appeal #10-059; Subject Property: 2514 23" Avenue

Dear Mermbers of the Board:

The Sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK) is the oldest currently active
community organization serving the greater Sunset districts. Since 1969, our mission has been to
educate and inform residents about matters of mutual interest and represent community concerns
to elected officials and public agencies in order to work together to improve the quality of urban
life. Our preservation committee, SAHRIC (Sunset Architectural and Historic Resource Inventory
Committee) was established by SPEAK to promote well informed and appropriate local
development, and has received grants to support its work, including one from the Mayor’s Office.

SPEAK is a recognized and respected neighborhood group by city agencies wishing to reach out to .
the public. We are on the Section 311/312 neighborhood notification list to work with the Planning
Department and project sponsors, to develop properties in a sensitive and appropriate way, '
identifying potential or actual historic resources found in our community that require special
attention in alteration projects. .

At our June 21, 2010 meeting, the SPEAK Board of Directors voted to support the appeal of the
issuance of the building permit. The property at 2514 23 Avenue is an historic building having
been built in 1914, and as such, deserves to be reviewed by the Planning Department, the
neighbors, and organizations such as SPEAK to ensure that the proposed alterations comply with
the Residential Design Guidelines. The Guidelines state that “all proposed exterior alteration to
residential buildings in RH zoning districts must comply with design policies...”. Section 311 of the
Planning Code mandates compliance with the Guidelines, as well as other public notification
Imeasures.

The building permit includes “roof framing and adding 3 dormers” which does warrant careful
review to ensure that the changes visible from the public right of way do not compromise the
historic characteristics of the house. The Guidelines also state that “a building’s original materials
are essential to its historic integrity. Replace only those materials or components that cannot be
repaired.” How much of the original framing will remain? '

The issuance of the “over the counter permit” with an inadequate Planning Department review has
circumvented the Section 311 process, clearly required for this project. We request that the Board
revoke the permit to allow the appropriate Planning and public review to take place before
proceeding with the project.

Sincerely

Marc Duffett
President
sunset Parkside Education and Action Committee
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SUNSET-PARKSIDE EDUCATION AND ACTION COMMITTEE
1329 - 7 Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94122-2507 (415) 979-4816

WHEN: Monday, Ocm&)er 18 2004
7:00 PM /

e

- WHERE: 3201 Ulloa Street at 33" Avenue
(Grace Lutheran Church)

Come and hear pro and con speakers on all the local measures
that will appear on the November 2, 2004 election ballot.

For more information, contact Tess Manalo-Ventresca at 415/731-1434.
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