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L STEPHEN M. WiLLIAMS

Deccmber 9, 2010

1934 Dmsadero Street | Sdn Francisco, CA 94115 | ek 415.992.3656 l FaX: £15.776.B047 | smw@si“evemli:ams}aw[

b

Honorable David Chiu, President . : o =
San Francisco Board of Supervisors ‘
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Appeal of Exempﬁon/Exclusmn from Environmental Revmw
136 Ord Street —Block 2657, Lot 004

Permit Nos: 2008.1188E; 2009.07.14.2604

gqliWy 6-0300i%

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board:
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On behalf of the Corbett Heights Neighbors, T am Wntlng to appeal the z;bove-refarénced '

Determination of Exemption/Exclusion from Environmental Review a copy of which is attached
as Exhibit'A. Exemption from the protections of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) cannot be allowed for this project because there is substantial evidence before the City

- sufficient to support a “fair argitment” that the construction of 2 new building may wiaterially
impair arid have aii adverse effect on off-site historic resources such as the ddjacent historie
properties including a historic adjacent formal garden. |

Among other things, the Environmental Review Officer misapplied CEQA s categorical
exemption after the project was changed from an alteration of an existing structure (Class 1) to
construction of a new single family home (Class 3) on the front of a lot with an existing
residence. The project sponsor was asked to submit an Historic. Resource Evaluation form for the
original alteration project and was eventually given an exemption under Section 15301, Class 1

(e)(i) for an addition to an existing structure that measures less than 2,500 square feet, -(At‘tacihed |

as Exhibit B) However, when the project was changed by the project sponsor to new .
construction, the Department failed to undertake the mandatory environmental evaluation for the

new project, and did not consider this project’s potentially si gmﬁcant cumulative impacts on
. adjacent historic resources.

. Background. The adjoining property immédjatc:ly south is a si guificant historib.reséurce
The property at 140 Ord Street is a San Francisco Victorian residence built in the 1870's and is

considered Archifesturally Significant by the City’s 1976 survey. Further the buﬂdmg appears 111

the book Here T oday and is described as follows

" This ﬂat—front Italianate cottage, beauhﬁllly restored and pamted to enhance the -
detailing of the brackets and molding, has a formal front garden.” (emphasxs added)

In fact, this historic block of Ord Street has, as its diétixibﬁife, MﬁQﬁe and u‘nusuél ch‘arécteﬁ'sﬁé
front gardens. The subject site has a front garden next to the bistorically significant front garden
at 140 Ord Street and the adjacent building to the north (130 Ord Street) of the subject site also

has a front garden and the building at 142 Ord Street also has a front garden. The four center lots-

of the total seven Iots on this block have si gmﬁcant set- backs and front gardens
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David Chiu, President , :
San Francisco Board of Supervisors - December 9, 2010

Project Descrfption As set forth above, the project has changed from its original
application for a minor alteration to the existing building on the lot and is now new construction
of a three story single family home on the front of the lot at 136 Ord Street. The front garden.
there now will be covered with the new building. The proposed project is to construct a new
single-family home at the front of the subject lot on Ord Street. The proposed new residence

- would be constructed on a parcel that is currently developed with a single family home located at

the rear of the Iot. A shared courtyard will be provided between the two structures that will

provide a minimum and mostly paved “yard.” The proposed new dwelling will have a height of

approximately 30° above grade, with two-stories above a partially below-grade parage. Parking
for both residential units would be prowded in the proposed new front s’rmcture

CEQA Issues. The pmposed project constltutcs a major interverition into the existing
historic fabric of this block. In this instance, the Environmental Review Officer mistakenly
reviewed the project as an alteration of an existing structure, (which it is not) and failed to
conduct ariy review of the potential adverse impacts the project will have on off-site historical
‘resources and specifically, the adjacent historic property. This important resource is, at least in
part, an historic resource because of the front garden. The failure to do any review of the new
project and its impact on the historic garden is a violation of CEQA. The Department had ati
obligation to review this project fo see if it might create a “substantial adverse change” to the
historic resource (the garden and home at 140 Ord Street) next door. A substantial adverse
change is defined as the “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historic resource would
be materially impaired.” Obvicusly constructing a new three story building in what is now the
middle of a four lot “garden” area may significantly alter the appearance and significance of the
historic resource. : S : - - -

I the Departmcnt had correcﬂy revww.sd the project and even used its own form
' (Historic’ Resource Evaluation Response) it would have answered that question and done the

. mandatory review. The HRER specifically queries “6. Whether the proposed project may have

an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, siich as adjacent historic properties.” This -
project will disrupt the historic and visual harmony which now exists on the block. There is a

- thematic context présent on this block which is utterly unique in San Francisco— front gardens.

.. As noted above, the garden dm;cﬂy adjacent to the proposed project is a specific and identified
* historic resource which the Departmeént mistakenly neglected to take into account or even ‘
mention in its review of the pmJect The front yards are the character deﬁmng and hlStDI’IC
feature of this b]c)ck N . _ _

: The CEQA Gmdelmes (14 Cal Code Regs Sectlon 15000 et seq) provxde that a
 categorical exemption, which is a rebuttable presumptlon “shall not be used for a pm]ect which
may cause a substantial adverse change in the st gmficance ofa Iustorlcal resource.” Section

C L 15300. 2(f). There is also another significant historic resource on this same block at 126-128 Ord-

. Street which was also not considered in the Department’s analysis. Based on thjs exceptlon the
Lo subject pen‘mt cannot be exempt frorn the reqmrements of CEQA
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David Chiu, President P ‘ | i
San Francisco Board of Supervisors & - December 9, 2010

Further, the use of a categorical exerption is inappropriate in this instance because of -
“umusual circumstances” and the obvious cumulative impacts the project will entail. This block is
obviously an “unusual circumstance” in San Francisco. There are currently four buildings in the
center of this block set back from the street from 30 to 90 feet. The front yards and gardens are '
all adjacent to one another and form a large green and open space at the mid-block area. Atleast
one of the gardens is also a significant element of a historic resource. This configuration of the
front yards and gardens constitutes a unique and unparalleled physical and environmental
circumstance. Accordingly, it is inappropriate to use a categorical exemption because this project
will place a new three story building in the middle of this four yard configuration. Section -
15300.2(c) states: “Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity
where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circupstances.”

Finally, a categorical exeraption is inappropriate because of the unique circumstance and
the obvious “cumulative’” impacts that will follow. With the approval of this project, it is
undeniable and predictable that each owner will seek to construct a new building on the front of
each lot that now has a front garden. Section 15300.2(b) holds that a categorical exemption may
not be used in such a circumstance. It states: “Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these
classes are inapplicable when the cummulative impact of successive projects of the same type in
' the same place, over time is significant.” . ‘

- Conclusion. Thus, we request that the Board of Supervisors order that a proper CEQA.
review be done. Planning did not properly apply CEQA to this project and failed to apply it at
all, which is mandatory for the issuance of any permit. The City cannot rely on a categorical

~ exemption under Class 1 (¢) (minor alteration of existing structures) because this is new
construction and because of its potentially significant impacts on the adjacent historic resources.

‘Appellant respectfully réquest that the Board set aside the categorical exemption and
mandate environmental review of this proposed project. .

Sincerely,
ﬁ
stephen M. Williams,
On behalf of the Corbett Heights Neighbors

L 18






R )

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING mﬁpﬁ _"E" ENT

Duscretaonary Revzew Analysis sedln
- HEARING DATE APRIL 15, 2010 San Franciseq,
. CA 94103-2479
" : ' ~  Reception;
Case No.: 2009.1124DDV : : o .
- . " ' " ax:
Project Address: 136 Ord Street ' . . 415 558.5409
- Permit Application: 2009.07.14. 2604 '
. Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two—Fanuly) - i;’?;:‘:i”%m
3 N .
. 40X Height and Bulk District. o 415558 5377
Block/Lot: 2657/604 ’

" Project Sponsor:  John Moroney
‘ P.O. Box 14092,
' San Francisco, CA 94114
Staff Contact: | Sophie Hayward ~ (415) 558-6372
sophiehayward@sfgov.org |
Recommendajion: Do not tale DR and approve project as proposed.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The pmposed project is fo construct a new single-family home at the front of the sub]ect loi on Ord Street.
The proposed new residence Would he constructed on a parcel that is currently develc:ped with a single-
farnily home located at the rear of the lot. A shared courtyard will be provided between the two
structures that will measure appronmately 34 in length. The proposed new dwelling will have a height
“of approximately 28'6” above grade, with two-stories above a below-grade garage. Parking for both
residential units would be provided in the proposed new structure. : l

Two Discretionary Review Applications (Case No. 2009.1124DD) were filed by one adjacent ne1ghbor
and one neighborhood group: :
Corbett Heights Neighbors, c/ o Alison Freeman;
2. Sarah Sobel, adjacent neighbor to the north at 130 Ord Street.

"VARIANCE

As proposed the project requires a Vaxiance from the Front Setback requirement of the Planrung Code.
Pursuant to Section 132 of the Planning Code, the proposed project is required to maintain a front setback
that measures 15 in length. Any bay window that extends into the required front setback must provide a
rrinimum of 7'6” of clearance between the bottom of the bay window and grade. As proposed, the bay
window projects into the required front setback and provides only 3" of clearance above natural grade.

SITE DESCRIPTION' AND PRESENT USE

The Property at 136 Ord Street is located on the west side of Ord Street, between Corbett Averue and
Market Street, in the Upper Market Neighborhood. The Property is located within an RH-2 (Residential,
Two-Family) Zoning District with a 40-X Height and Bulk demgna’cion The Subject Property has

www . stplanning.org
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Discretionary Review Analysis _ _* CASE NO. 209.1124DDV
- April 15, 2010 o S 136 Ord Street

approximately 28" of street frontage along Ord Sh:eet and measures approxxmately 136" in depfh west
toward Hattie Street \ :

The Subject Property currently contains a one-story-over-garage, single-family dwelling that measures
approximately 625 square feet according: to records from the City Assessor’s Office. The County
- Assessor’s records indicate that the building was constructed in 1900; Spring Valley water records
indicate that the building was connected to the City’s water system in 1905. Based on a review of historic
Sanbom Fire Insurance Survey maps, it appears that the building that mrrenﬂy occupies the lot at 136

- Ord Street was moved to its current location after 1905 and prior to 1913, at approximately the same time
that Market Street was extended to include the sor;th end of what is now known as Oxd Stzeet.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD |

The Subject Property is located in the Upper Market neighborhood, on the west side’ of Ord Street
between Corbett Avenue and Market Street. Thé subject block consists primarily of one- and two-farnily
I&Sld&l’\tlal structures that are one- and two-stories in height above grade. Three of the five houses on the
West side of Ord Street at this location ~ including the subject building, the adjacent property to the
north, and a parcel further down the block to the north ~have unusually deep front setbacks. Buildings
~on the opposite side of Ord Street appear to have been constructed after the Mazket Street extension, and

are built up to the front property line.

RH-2 Zoning Districts are devoted to one-family and two-family houses, with the latter commonly
consisting of two large flats, one occupied by the owner and the other available for renfal. Structures are
firiely scaled and usually do not exceed 25 feet in width or 40 feet in height. Building styles are often
more varied than in single-family areas, but certain streets and tracts are quite uniform. Considerable
ground-level open space is available, and it frequently is private for each unit. The districts may have
easy access to shepping fadlities and- transﬂ: lines. In some cases, group housing and institutions are
found in these areas, although nonresxdenhal uses tend to be quite lumted

HEARING NGTIFICATION |

Posted Notice March 27, 2{)10 March 26, 2010
Mailed Notice - April 5, 2010 - April 5, 2010
PUBLIC COMMENT

Adjacent heigh‘boxfs)
Other ‘neighbors on the _ _ . L
block or dlxectlyacross 5 ) Sl T G 12
the street ' S . S T P

SAH FRANCISCO L R : L . S S S g
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Discretionary Review Analysis ' CASE NO. 209.1124DDV
April 15, 2010 - o ‘ 136 Ord Stréet
Neighborhood groups l l .2 l - ]

At the time of this report, Staff has received 26 letters in support of the project as proposed and 51 letters
in opposition to the project as cwmently proposed. In addiion to the Corbett Heights Neighbors
Assodiation, the Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association is also in opposition fo the proposed project.

DR REQUESTOR

Two DR applications were filed, as noted above. The two DR quuestors are: _
1. Corbett Heights Neighbors, a local nmghborhood orgamzauon registered as such with the
* Planning Department;
2. Sarah Sobel, adjacent neighbor to the north at 130 Ord Street.

DR REQUESTOR’'S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

As noted above, two applications for Discretionary Review were filed for the proposed project. One
application was filed by the adjacent neighbor fo the north; the second application .was filed by a
neighborhood organization by the name of Corbett Heights Neighbors. Please see the attached DR
applications, as well as the two amendments to the DR applications, for the full text of eath submittal. A
suEunary of the reasons for their requests for Discretionary Review is prowded below:. :

Issue 1: A concern }ughllghted in the DR application filed by Sarah Sobel is that the proposed project
will impact access to light, air, and privacy by adjacent neighbors. Specifically noted in the submitted DR
application is access to privacy and light, “as the rear bedroom windows of the new building would face
directly into the existing living room of the adjacent property.”  In addition, the submitted DR
apphcatlon states, “130 Ord currently receives sun exposure that supporis a garden of fruit trees and
established roses as well as solar path lights.” :

Response: The subject property and the adjacent propezty to the north at 130 Ord Street each have a
front setback that measures approximately 917 in length. These front setbacks are exceptionally deep.
With the proposed new building at the front of the lot, an open space that measures approximately 34" in
length will be maintained between the existing stricture at the rear of the lot and the new building.
While the rear be_cl:room windows of the new building would face dlrect.ly info the existing Hving room of
the adjacent building, there would be a distance of 34" between the two struchures.. This 34" distance
should be adequate to protect the privacy of the adjacent structure. As proposed, the placement of the
new.building on the lot provides the maximum amount of open space between the new building and that
of the adjacent neighbor at 130 Ord Street, while still maintaining the 15" front setback required by the
'Plarming Code. As proposed, the placement of the subject building minimizes new shadows on the deep
front setback of the adjacent property to the extent possible allowed by the Planning Code:

Page 21 of the Residential Design Guidelines addresses the condition of cottages located at the redr of the
lot and states: , ‘
Buildings located in rear yards are non-complying structures under the
" Planning Code and may themselves have an impact on the rear yard
open space. However, when a proposed project is adjacent to a lot that,
has a cottage used as a dwelling unit at the rear of the lot, modifications,

SRR FRAKCISCO ' 3
PLAMNNING DEPARTIVENT ) .
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Discretionary Review Analysis  CASE NO. 209.1124DDV
Aprit 15, 2010 . _ ' : 136 Ord Street’

to the bmldmg’ s design may be necessary to reduce light impacts to that
cottage specifically.

The proposed new buﬂdmg has specifically been designed to minimize impacts to the property line
windows of the adjacent neighbor to the south (140 Ord Street), and maintaing an open space that
measures 34 in length between the existing building on the lot and the proposed new structure.
Similarly, the proposed new building is located as far forward as possible while maintaining the required
15" front setback in order to minimize impacts to the adjacent property to the north (130 Ozd Streef). No
rear projections, such as a rear deck, have been proposed for the new buﬂdmg in order to minimize
impacts such as access to light, air, and privacy by the adjacent bujlding at 130 Ord Street or the existing
building at the rear of the subject lot.

Issue 2: Each of the two DR applications filed asserts that the proposed project would have a negative
impact on the overall character of the neighborhood, and that it conflicts with Policies 1.2, 1.3, and 1.5 of
. the Urban Design Element of the General Plan. Speaﬁcaﬂy, the DR Apphcahon filed by the Corbei:t '

Helghts Neighbors states:-

Policy 12 in general speaks to the importance of recogmzmg existing
street patterns and working within them, in this case all the properties in
the mid block have large front setbacks. The policy 1.2 specifically -
addresses that “new and remodeled buildings should maintain the
existing facade lines.” Policy 1.3 talks about each building and remodel
should produce a total effect that characterizes the district. In this case
the project would form a visual barrier in the middle of the block
dividing a lafge swath of open space in the mid block. Policy 1.5 of the
Urban Design Element of the General Plan also speaks to the importance
of conserving and maintaining open space and landscaping “for private
properties” .to “emphasize the distinctive nature of districts and
neighborhoods”™ which this project should it be built as currently
planned would permanently destroy. o :

Responsa ‘The proposed new buﬂdmg on the sub}ect lot is designed in a manner that is consistent with
- the surrounding neighborhood in. terms of its size, scale, cladding, architectirral detail, and massing.. As
noted in the Augnst, 2009 comunents on the proposed project by the Plamung Department’s internal
Residential Design Team (RDT), the existing block pattern is mixed with regard to siting and front -
setback. While the subject property and the adjacent property to the.north have strikingly deep front - -
setbacks, the property to the south has a more moderate front set back that measures approximately 34°
in length. The property two lots south of the subject property (142 Ord Street) also has a very deep front
sethback, while the two southemmost lots on the west side of Ord Street at this location, as well as the
northernmost Iot have more minimal and standard front setbacks. Houses on the east side of Ord. Street
at this location are constructed to the front property line, without significant front setbacks:

The Deépartment’s position is that, as proposed, the new building is consistent with the general pattem of. .
development in the nezghborhood which is characterized by a range of setbacks in both the front and

rear. There is neither a defined pattern of front setbacks, nor is there a definéd paitermn of existing mid~

block open space oni the subject block. The proposed niew bulldmg, including its location on the subject . -

lot, respects the varied character of the existing rhythun of fmnt setbacks in the immediate neighborhood.”

SAHFRANC?SCG : R . '.: ) ‘ . c S . ' : L 4 ’
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) ]
Discretionary Review Analysis . CASE NO. 209.1124DDV
April 15, 2010 ’ : . 136 Ord Street

Issue 3: In the Amendment to the Discretionary Review filed by the adjacent neighbér at 130 Ord Street,

- additional concems regardmg the impact of new shadows were raised. The submitted staternent notes
that “during the winter months there will be significant loss of light to both the main structure of my -
house as well as to my entire propexty

Response: As noted above, both the subject property at 136 Ord Street and the ad}acent property at 130
Ord Streét have unusually deep front setbacks, measuring approximately 91’ in lenyzth. Any expansion
within the buildable area of the subject lot would increase shadow during portions of the day on the
adjacent fot to the north. As proposed, the new building is placed as far forward on the subject Jot-as
possible in order to minimize shadow impacts to the adjacent neighbor to the north.

Pro? osed Alternatives: Bach of the two DR filers has offered the foﬂowﬁng compronﬁse-

o Build no further forward than that of the front building wall of the adjacent property at 140 Ord
Street; therefore, providing a front sétback that measures approximately 34'. This would require
a-Variance from the rear yard requirements outlined in Section 134 of the Planning Code. Both of '
the DR filers have indicated that they would support such a Variance.

PROJECT SPONSOR'S RESPONSE

See attached Response to Discretisnary'Review
To summarize the project sponsor’s response to the DR applications:
= Based on pre-application neighborhood outreach meetings held with naghbors in the spring of
2009, two specific design modifications were made to the original proposal: '
1. The height of the proposed niew building was lowered by 7’ to a height of 28'6”. This was.
achieved through excavating the pgarage level, reducing floor-to-ceiling heights, and
minimizing the height of the roof parapet; ,
2. The removal of a bay window on the north elevation of the proposed new structure, in order
to preserve the privacy of the adjacent nelghbor to the north and to preserve a 4’ side setback
at all levels. : :
e The project sponsor and the two DR filers parhcnpated in the mediation process offered by the
Community Boards on March 19, .'2010_‘ The gession did not result in a compromise that was
amenable to both sides. ' - | '

PROJECT ANALYSIS -

The Subject Property is a rectangular lot that measures approximatel'y 28 along Ord Street and 136" deep -
west foward Hattie Street. The existing building located at the rear of the subject lot is a one-story-over-
basement, wood frame, flai front, single-farnily dwelling clad in brick. As noted above, the proposed
project is to construct a second single-family houe at the front of the subject lot.

As proposed, the new building is summarized below:

e The building is set back 15 from the front property line, and includes a two-story front bay
window that extends into the required 15 front sethack. Due to the front bay window, the
proposed project requires a Variance from the front setback requirement of the Planming Code.

+ The proposed new building measures 28'6” above grade, and 42' deep.

H
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Discretionary Review A_naiysis' - CASE NO. 209.1124DDV
April 15, 2010 : ' - 136 Ord Street

» As proposed, the project includes an open courtyard between the new buﬂdmg and the emshng
* building that measures approximately 34 in length. ,
o As proposed, the exterior of the proposed new bmldmg is dad in horizontal wood sl-nngleas, with
wood, double hung windows.

The Pro;ect proposes fo add a second dwelling unit to the existing lot which is zoned RFH-2. As noted in
the attached comiments from the Department’s Residential Design Team (RDT), the proposed project
appears to be consistent and compai:tble with the surrounding area.

The sub]ect lot and that of the adjacent neighbor to the north, 130 Ord Street, have unusually deep front
setbacks, each measuring over 90" in length. . Although development at the rear of lots is addressed in
general in the Residential Design Guidelines, as noted above, the Guidelines do not give specific or
detailed direction rega:rdmg development on lots adjacent to those with cottages constructed at the reax.
These pro]ects are evaluated on a case-by-case basis by the Residential Design Team in order to evaluate

_ whether the proposal provides an appropiiate balance between presemng access to light, air, and,
privacy of the adjacent parcel with the developmeni: rights of the project sponsor and the EXISflng
neighborhood d1a:ac:ter

As proposed, the new building on fke lot will maintain a front setback that measures approximately 15 in length,
with a front bay window that extends twp additional feet into the front setback for the width of the bay window.
With the proposed new construction, a shared courtyard between the new and existing structure will measure
approximately 34" in length. The courtyard will also provide 347 of distance befween the rear windows of the
proposed new building and the front windows of the existing building at the rear of the adjacent lot. As proposed,
the placement of the new building would maintain the privacy, as well as access to light and air by the adjacent
property, while mamtamzng a front setback that is consistent with the ne:ghborhood character. ‘

The DR Reguestors expresses concern regardmg the impact of the proposed pro;ect to the overali
neighborhood character. : .

As proposed, the new structure is compatible with-the surmundmg nezghborhood in its size, scale, cladding, and
form. The proposed new structure is modest in scale, is clad in wood shingles, and provides a tradzt:onal )
fenestration pattern with wood, doubie hung windows that are conszsfenf with the neighborhood character.

' ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed pro;ect is exempt/excluded from environmental

review, pursuant 0 CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class Orie - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) .

. Additions to existing structures provzded that the addition will not result in an increase of more than- .
10,000 square. feet) ‘ . : :

RESIDENTIAL DESIGM TEAM REVIEW

. The request(s) for Discretionary Review was remewed by the Depaxtments Resu}en’mai Design Team' _
" (RDT). The Residential Design Team’s specific comment on the proposed project read, “DR riot -

- exceptional or extraardmary Development of pat"tem aiong block fac:e is rmxed [sic}. Proposed. o

SAH FRANGISCO o _ L Ly
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Discretionary Review Analysis . . ) - CASE NO. 209.1124DDV
April 15, 2010 o ‘ o © 1386 Ord Street

development follows standard pattern of development and is also consistent with the residential design
gujidelines.” : :

The RDT suppori:s the project as proposed

Under the Planming Department’s proposed DR. Reform Polxcy, this project would be referred 1o the
Plaxining Commission as this project involves both new construction and an existing cottage at the

rear of the lot. .

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department believes the project does not have excepnonal or extraordlnary circumstances for the
following reasons: :

=  The proposed project is cons:stent with the ex15t1ng nmghborhooci character.
» As proposed, the project maintains a 15’ front setback as well as sufficient privacy and access to -
light and air for the rear cottage on the sub}ect propexty and the rear cottage on the adjacentlot.

_ l RECOMMENDATION: .+ Do not take DR and.approve project as proposed.

SAI FRANZISCO . . ]
PLAMNKIMG DEPARTIAENT
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{ Please be complete in your responses to the questions on this form. Submittal of
incomplete or inaccurate information will result i an additional request for
information from you and potentially delay your project. Xf you have pmblems in
completing this form, we would recommend that you consult with a qualified historic
preservatmn professional. :

Add;ress- 1'36 Ord Street
Block No, 2657 Lot No, 4
Date of Comi:rucilon 1905 Check ome: DActua] @Eshmated

Source for date or basis for eshmate Sanborn Maps, Block Book, Water tap
records

Architectural Style: Italianate
Architect and Builder: unknown -
_ Original Owmer: Patrick Camypbell, ~1905-1916

Subsequent Owners (Dates of Ownersl-up) John B. Campbell, 1916-1932; Thomas H.
Campbell, 1932-1950; John Spence, 1950- 19‘73, Verna Weaver, 1973-2008

Historic Name: Cornmon Name
Original and Subsequent Uses: Smgle family home
Has the bmldmg been moved? If yes, provide date: No

*  Qriginal Location:

ON A SEPARATE SHEET(S), PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
Property Description | Construction Hlstory ' '

= Provide a written description of the property descnbmg its architectural form,
features, materials, setting, and related structures.

» Prowde a written desr_'nptlon of a}l alteratlons to the property Attac:h copies of all
| available buildings permifs.

. " Provide current photographs showing all facades, architectural details, site features,

ad3acent buildings, the subject block face, and fagmg buildings.

‘www‘sfpianhiﬂg.o;g
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History

=  Providea wr. _nuescription of the history of the prope._y, inchuding any
association with significant events or persons. See Preservation Bulletin No. 16,
section entitled How to Document a Building’s History, for assistance.

= For reference, check for neighborhood and/or city-wide historic context
‘statements. Some contexts are available at the Plamuno Department, alongside
the Landmark and Historic District files.

. A chain of title can identify persons associated with a pmperty and city directories
- can identify if the owners were residents of the building, and what their
occupation was. When cross-referenced with the Bmgrapl’ucal catalog of notable
San Franciscans at the Main Library’s 6t Floor History room, this research can
provide further valuable information. '
Other Information

= . Attach available documents that may provide information that will hélp to
detérmine whether the property is or is not an historic resource such as
historic Sanbom Maps drawings, newspaper articles, and publications.

Hls{onc Survey Information
The Property is (check all that apphy):

{:I Over fifty (50) years of age and pmposed for demohtton Or major | alteratmn
Listed in the 1976 Architectural Survey

[ | Listed i in fhe 1968 Junior League Survey (the basis for Here Today)

T JListedinaSan Francisco Architectural Heritage Survey and moye than 50 years old

[ JListed i inthe Unreinforced Masonry Bmldmg (UMB}) Survey

|| General Plan Referenced Building

[ ] National Register and California Register Status Code of 7

D Listed in the Noxth Beach Suxvey, Local Survey Codes 4, 5,016

[ Rated NRSC 6 or CHRSC 6 and was surveyed priorx to year 2000

[ 11s there an existing, proposed, or potential historic district to which the subject
building would be a contributor?

D Other informa hona} survey
= Narme of survey

[:_] Other, please list:

I you have been referred to MEA by staff, please enter _name: Sophie }«ﬁddlebrook
Buﬂdmg Permit number (if anty): none ' ' '
Form prepared by: John F. Moroney (owner) Date: October 16, 2008

Address: PO Box 424971 SE, CA 9414') Phone: 415—987 1754 E~ma11 address .
]fmoroney@usanet -

SAN FRANCISEO . . X

" Ravised Apdi 2008
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What sources did you use to compile t?:us mformal:xon? Please hst use addmonal sheet(s)
if niecessary . :

Aenal photograph of 136 Ord Street from recent thmes, Google Maps
thmhlm Record Request, SF Department of Buﬂdmg Inspection
Certificate of No Record, SF DeParlment-of Building Inspection

3R Report, SE Depaxtment of Building Inspec Hon

Historical photographs from collection at San Francisco History Room 6th Floor of the
Mam Branch of the San Francisco Public Library

Sanbom Fire Insurance Maps; 1899- 1900; 1900, updated to 1905 (photocopy) 1900,
updated to 1905 (digital photography;.1900, updated to 1905 (digital photograph with
detail of 136 Clara Avenue, now Ord Street; lot); 1913-1915;1913-1928, corrected to 1950

" Drawings and description from “Report of Market Street Extension Rapid Transit.
Tunnel Under Twin Peaks &dge by onn} Amold, Consulimg Engmeer Submitted
October 7, 1912

The Block Book from 1901 and 1909
Spring Valley Water Company tap records
City Guides

© San Francisco Pfoperty :]?ax Records
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Aavised April 2008
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SAN FRANCISCO

-

@L@WNN@ DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORH‘OOD ORGARIZATION FEE WAIVER REQUEST FORM 1550 Mission t.

) . . Suitz 400
Appeals to the Board of Supervisors $an Francisco, -
: CA 84103-2479
This form is fo be used by neighborhood organizations lo request a fee waiver for CEQA and conditional use appeals to Rﬂcepﬁgd: .
the Board.of Supervisors. S o 415.558.6978
Should a fee waiver be sought, an appellant must present this form to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors or to Fax

Planning Information Counter (PIC) 2t the ground level of 16

identified below. Planning staff will review the form and may sign.it ‘over-the-counter” or may accept the form for

further review.

Should a fee waiver be granfed, the Planming De;;:artment would not depf:)sit the check, which was required to file the
appeal with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Department will return the check to the appellant,

60 Mission Street along with relevant supporting materials a1 5._558.34[)9 .

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

"YYPE OF APPEAL FOR WHICH FEE WAIVER IS SOUGHT .

[Check only one and attach dec‘ision document to this form} R ) ' {

0O Conditional Use Authorization Appeals fo the Board of Suparvisots .

X Enviromental Detenmination Appeals to the Board
GREs)

REQUIRED CRITERIA FOR GRANTING OF WAIVER

of Supervisors (including EIR’s, NegDec’s, and CatEx’s,

[AM criteria must be satisfied. Please check alf that apply and atfach s-upporting materials to this form]

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

organization.

TN

B The appelant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood orgenization which is registered with the Planning

Department and which appears on the Department’s

current list of neighborhood organizations.

¥3  The appellant is appezling on behalf of a neighbothood organization, which was in existence at least 24 months
prior to the subnittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating to

the organization’s activities at that ttme such as mee

ting minutes, resolutions, publications, and rosters.

X1 The appellant is appealing on behalf of a nei ghbb}l'haod organization, which is affected by the project, which is the

subject of the appeal.

i

APPELLANT & PROJECT INFORMATION {fo be completed by applicant]

r#&ddress of Project: 136 Ord Streecth

tephen Williay

Napeof Applicant:  Corbett Heights Neighbo
Neighborhood Organization: same -

Planning Case No:  2009,07.14:. 2604

Applicant’s Address: 79 Mare SFreet

Buildihg Permit No: 2008.1188F

Applicant’s Daytime PhoneNo: 595._3g54

Date of Decision: ary-i1 15, 2010

-

Applicant’s Erail Address: srwistevewill iamalats. com.
DCP STAFF USE ONLY ’
-Appettant authorization Planner's Name:

" Current organization registration

Minimum organization age Dates

Project impact on organization

oo

SAN PRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planner's Signature:
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APPEAL OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION | =
| 136 Ord Street ~ | | o :}\
o >
DATE: - January 4, 2011 . ’ C
0 . Angela Cai\rillé, Clerk qf the Board of Supervisors '
FROM: Bill Wycko, Envirorumental Review Officer — {413) 5958—504;8 N

‘Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner — {415) 558-6325

RE: . Filg No. 101547, Planning Case No. 2009.1124E
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 136 Ord Street

HEARING DATE:  January 11, 2011 |
- ATTACHMENTS: A~ Cétegorical‘ Exemption from Environmental Review

and Historic Resourced Evaluation Responge
B - Project drawings and plans, dated Revised July 19, 2010

9}*1: 12 aa ﬁaw-&m

PRO.J ECT SPONSGR: John Moroney, P-rop_erty' Owner

APPELLANT: Stepher: Williams on behalf of Corbett Heights Neighbors

INTRODUCTION:

This memor'mdum and the attached dommenis are a response to the lotter of appeal to the Board

of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s {the “Department”) issuance

of a Categorical Excmplmn under the California Environmental Quality Act (”(,EQA‘

Determmatlon”) for a project at 136 Ord Street (tha, “Project”).

The Department, pmsuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 ef seq.) and the CEQA.

Guidelines (Tite 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.). issued a Categcmca] :

Exemption for the project at 136 Ord Street on December 31, 2008, finding that the project met the
criteria for an exemption under CEQJA Guidelines Section 15301(e). Because the original stamp
issued on December 31, 2008 referenced a Class 1 exemption {(which is more appropriate for an
addition to an existing structure), the Department issued a corrected stamp on December 22, 2010

to clarify that the proposed project is exempt under CEQA Guidélines Gection 15303 (Class 3} for'. ‘

construction of a second dwelling 1nit on the property. Although Class 3 is the more appropriate

category of exemption for the proposed project, the underlying determination that the proposed
project is exempt from further environmental review remaing the sarme. Most significantly, the -
Pepartment has' not changed Its determination that the t\mslmv building is not an hsstm i
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Planning Reponse. - : | . BOS File No. 10-1547 .
Jaruary 5, 2011 ) : 136 Ord Street CEQA Appeal

resource and the proposed proféct would not have an adverse impact to a historic resource’,
therefore, the pmject is exempt from environmental review under CEQA. '

‘The demﬁion be{ore the Board is whether fo uphoid the Department’s decision to issue a

caiegorgcai exem,ptmn and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Depari’ment’s decision to issue a

caitegorlcai exemptmn and return the project to the Department staff for addmonal environmental
-

review. :

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

136 Ozci Stree‘c is located on the west side of Ord Street, between Corbett Avenue and Market
Street, in the Ugper Market Neighborhood. The property is located within an RH-2 (Residential,
House, Two-Family) Distict and a 40-X Height- and Bulk District. The property has
approximately 28 feet of sireet fronfége along Ord Street, and measures approximately 136 feet in
depth west toward Hattie Street.

The subject property curréntly contains a one-story-over-garage, single-family dwelling that
measures iappmxirnatdy 625 square feet according to records from the City Assessor’s office. The
County Assessor’s records indicate that the building was constructed in 1900; however, Spring
Valley water records indicate that the building was connected to the City’s water system in 1905.
Based on a review of historic Sarbosn Fire Insurance Survey maps, it appears a different building
" occupied the lot prior to 1900 and that the building that currently occupies the lot at 136 Ord
Street was moved to its current location after 1905, at approximately the same time that Market
Street was extended fo include the south end of what is now known as Qrd Streef.

The sub]ect property is not a demgnateci San Francisco Landmark. It is not located within a
designated. local historic district pursuant to Article 10. Tt has not been listed nor been
determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places or California Register of
Historical Resouzces. The building is considered a Category B property (Property Requiring
Further Censultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s CEQA. review
procedures.

PROJEGT DESCRIPTION:

“The proposed project is to construct a new twd~st0‘ry—ove‘rmgara_ge, single-family dwelling near’
the front of the subject property on Ord Street. There is no change proposed for the existing
cottage at the rear. A shared courtyard will be provided between the two dwellings that will
measire approximately 24 feet 6 inches inlength. The proposed new dwelling will have a height
of approximately 28 feet G inches above grade. Parking for both dwelling units would be
provided in the proposed new dwelling, A Rear Yard Varlance is required pufsuant to Section
134 of the Planning Code for proposing a courtyard betiveen the two dwellings that measure less
than 34 feet.

BACKGRGUND:

" 2008 - Enrvironmental Evaluation Application Filed and Historic Resowrce Evaluation Conducted

1 California Code of 1\&“3!.1161&01’13 Title 14, Sf,chons 15307 and 15303, .
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The project sponser first submnitted an environmental evaluation application on October 15, 2008,
The original scope of work in 2008 was to raise the existing cottage at the rear of the property 3 to
4 feet in order to,create habitable living space at the ground level, reconfigure the existing raised
entrance in order fo provide a primary enfrance at the ground level, and remove the existing
brick veneer siding-and replace it with wood siding. Due to the age of the buﬂdmg (over 50 years
of age) and the scope of work proposed, Department staff conducted an historic resource
evaluatien and concluded that the existing cottage is not a historic resource nor is the sublect
property located in a potential historic district. After preparing a Historic Resource Evaluation
Response: (HRER) dated December 29, 2008, the Dei:;arﬁ:m&m issued a Cate&crical Exemption
stamp on December 31, 2008 citing Categorical Exemption under Class 1 (addition to an existing
structure} of the CEQA Guideliries.

I 2009, whzen the project sponsor submitied his building permit application, he changed the
scope of work from alteiing the existing coltage at the rear to constructing a néw dwelling near
the front of the property, leaving the existing rear cottage intact. Since the Department had
already conducted an historic resource evaluation in 2008 and concluded there is no historic
regource or a potential historic district presént, there was no need to conduct another evaluation.
The project remains exempt from further environmental review, and, other than to change the -
exemption classification (from Class 1 1o Class 3), there was no need to issue a new CEQA
" exemption determination. . Both projects {original and currently proposed) would not have a
significant impact to historic resousces and thus both projects were found to be categorically
exempt from CEQA by the Department. To reflect the change in scope of worlk, the DePartmeﬁ.t
issued a correction to the file citing the project is categorically exempt undler Class 3 (construction
of a second dwelling unit) of the CEQA Guidelines.

2009 - Neighborhood Notification and Discretionary Review Filed

Pursuant to Section 311 of the Pladning Code, a 30-day Netice of Building Permit Application with a A
description of the project was mailed to neighbars within a 150" radius of the project, as well as '
posted on the site, on Noverrber 3, 2009. '

In late November and early December of 2009, d;scretmnary Review ("DR”) was filed by two
requestors: o
o Corbett Heights Néi'ghbor‘s, cfo Alison Freeman (owner z'md resident of 143-145 Ord
‘ Street) ‘ - - :
¢ Sarah Sobcl ad]"icenf: neighbor to the nath at 130 Ord Slmet '

The issues raised by the DR Requestms focused on Hght, am, and prwacy 1mpac£s t6 the adjacent N
neighbors as well as the lack of design conformny with the surround‘mg nej ighborhood {;haractel

2010 - Discretionary Review Hearing (rmi Aetion o

At the April 15, 2010 the Planning C ommission hearing, the Planning Commission did not take a”
final action, but rather contirued 1he item to the May 27, 2010 public hearing. At the request of
Commissioner Moore atthe Mdy 27, 016 hearing, {hc item was further continued to ]ul} 8, 2010.
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At the April 15, 2010 hearing, Commissioriers discussed various modifications to the propesed

* project that could be made in order to reduce the impact of the proposed project on the existing .
neighborhood character. Of particular concernt was the existing landscaped front setback of the
subject property, which meastres approximately 91 feet in length and the impact of the new
"dwelling proposed to be located within the existing front yard. As orzcrmalfy proposed, the
project included a 15-foot front setback and an open courtyard between the new and existing
buildings that measured approxi mately 34 feet in fength. ‘

After the Aprxl “ls 2010 hearing, the project sponsor modified the proposed pm}ect by moving .
the new dwelling further back from the front of the property, resulting in a front setback that
measures approximately 24 feet 6 inches in length and an open courtyard between the new and
existing dwellings that measures approximately 24 feet 6 inches in length.

At the July 8, 2010 hearing, the Corumission voted 4 to 3 to not take Discretionary Review and to
approve the project. The Conunission determined that no additional modifications to the project
were necessary and instructed staff to approve the project on file with the Planning Departroent.
The Commission took this action because it deter mmed the proposal complies with the General
Plan and conforms to the Residential E)esxgﬁ Guidelines. C

2009 - Bmhimg Permit Ap;ﬂlzcahmf and Variance Decision Appealed

On October 20, 2010, Saraht Sobel appealed the issuance of the building permit (Appeai Nao. 10-
115) to the Board of Appeals. The itern was conginued to February 9, 2011 at the December 15,
2010 hearing to await a decision on the Categorical Exempton appeai pendmg before the Board

of Supervisors.

CEQA GUIDELINES:

Sécilon 21084 of the.California Public Resources Code? requires that the CEQ_A' Guidelines
1dent1fy a list of classes of projects that have heen determined not to have a mgmftcant effect on
the environment and are exempt from further e uwmonmenlal review.

In response to that mandate, the Staté Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of
projects, which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, de not have a

- significant impact on the environment, and therefore are catpgoricaiiy exempt from the -
_requirement for the preparation of further enwvironmental review.

CEQA (deehnes Section 153(}3{:1} or Class 3, provides an axempuon ﬁ:om environmental review
for new construction of a single-family residence or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone:
The - propo<ed project would involve constructing a second dwelling unit on the property. .
Therefore, the proposed project would be exempt under Class 3. ”

Although the CEQA Guidelines provide a'list of classes of projects that are exempt from further
env;xonmentai revww neitheér CEQA nor the CEQA G uidelines require public agencies, such as

the Cuy o 1den{§f} whicht class is bemg used when a determination is made that & project is
exemnpt. Where a clags has been identified, but then changed over the course of the proposed

)

121084 Guidelines shall list classes of projects exempt from this Act.

3 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3.
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project's application, use of a different class in and of itself does not trigger additional |

environmental review or analysis. As long as the proposed project remains exempt from further
environmental review, it is exempt, regardless of the “class” of exemptiori identified.

CEQA. Guidelines Section 15300.2(f) does not allow a c:a-f'egorical exemption to be used for a
project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource.
Accordingly, the Department evaluated whether the existing building would be considered a
historic rescurce. If it were considered a historic resource, the Department would be required to
consider whether the Project would result in a substantial adverse change to the building's
significance as a historic resource.

With -itegard {0 historic resource review under CEQA, the first step in the evaluation process is to
determipe whether a historic resource is present. Public. Resources Code Section 21084.1
(Historical Resousrces) and CRQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (Determining the Significance of
Tmpacts on Historical and Unique- Archaeological Resaurces) detaif what gualifies as a historic
resource under the CECQA. l ‘

The second step (if necessary) in the CEQA review process is o determine whether the action or
project, proposed would cause a “substantial adverse change” to the historic resource. CEQA

Section 15064.5 defines a substantial adverse change as one may have a significant effect on the

environment. )

"Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means
the plhysical den"{oliﬁion, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource of
its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historical resoui*ce
would be materially impaimd.’“ '

| Department Analysis of 136 Ord Street
After rveviewing the environmental evaluation appiicatton (including the Supp}emen?al

Information Form for Historie Resource Evaluafmn) and additional material in the record, the

Department determined that 136 Ord Street is not & historic resaurce nor is it located withir a
potential historie district. This is documented in the Historic Resource Evaluation Response
prepared by a 1'“’1'@3@;’&!5\(::011 lt,(zhmcai Specialist in the Departmen{, dated Degem?aer 23, 2008.

oy

For fhe. purposes of CEQA, the term "histdrim! resource” is used when the property meets the

terms of the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA Statute and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA

Guidelines. “Historical Resources” include the foliowing:

»  Properties listed i ot fo:ma!lv determined e[w;b & for 11stmg inthe Cahfc};ma K@mster of

Histarical Resources; or

+  Properties listed in an adopted local historic L‘ewtster The term “local historic register™ or- -
“local register of historical resources” means a list of vesources that are officially

% Ihid. 15064 5(b)(1): Dcimmini{xg tha Significance of mphicts on Historical and Unique
Archacological Resources, o ‘ o : : '

‘

198

RN



Planning Reponse - - : BOS File No. 10-1547
~ January 5, 2011 © 1386 Ord Street CEQA Appeal

designated or recognized as hisf:oricaﬂy ;;igniﬁeaﬁt by a local govérnmeni: purstant to
" resolution or ordinance; or .
@ Pmpertles identified as srgmﬁcant n an. hmicrlcal resource survey meeting ccrtam
cntena or '
s Properties which are not listed but are otherwise. determined to be historieally significant,
based an substantial evidence. ‘

The Department believes that 136 Ord Street does not meet any of the definitions of a historical
resource, In order for an unlisted property to be com1dercd an historic resource; it must meet
one of the following California Register criteria:

Event; or
Persons; or
Architecture; or

PP

Information Potential.

Based upon existing data and research provided to the Planning Depattment, the subject property
is not eligible for the California Register. The following is an analysis used in making this
determination and references the Department’s Historic Resource Evaluation RecportSe, dated
December 29, 2008. - '

Fvonts Not Eligible
The subject property is not associated with any event that has made a slgmfmant contribution to
the broad patterns of local or regional history. The subject building appears to have been moved
to its current location sometime between 1905 and 1913; the move may have coincided with the
_extension of Market Street and the reconfiguration of Ord Street, which had been formerly called
Clara Street. The dwelling that appears on the 1899-1908 and 1900-1905 Sanborn Fire Insurance
Maps docs not appear to be the same structure that was illustrated on the 1913 map; it appears
that the earlier dwelling was ‘demolished or relocated. By, 1913, Market Street has been extended
and both sides of what.is now called Ord Street had been fully developed. As n_oigedi in the
documentations in the . environmental evaluation application, there .is no clear p_attem of
" development on the west side of Ord Street at this location. Like most of the buildings in the
neighboriood, the existing cottage is associated with the early development of its strrotnding
residential neighborhood. However, that association is not significant or specific enough to-
qualify it for listing on the California Register of Historic Resoutrces. - ‘

Persons — Not Eligible ‘

The subject property is not assocmted v.’lth zmy person of known ‘historical significance,
Information from the Spring Valley water records provided by the project sponsor indicates that
the first known owner of the subject property was Patrick Campbel], and that the subject property
remained in the Campbell family through Ehe mid twenticth century. No person of kriown
historical significance was found to have been associated wnh the Campbell family.

Architecture ~ Not Eligible: o
The ‘»Ltbjf.’ti_ pmpuri_‘,« does nok ha\e any architectural features that are dl‘:tlnt tive of a type
period, region, or method of constr uction. The existing building is a one-story-over-basement,

wood frame, flat front, single-family dwelling, clad in brick, It appears likely thal the exterior
' 148 ' ‘ ’ . &
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brick was applied over wdqd siding. Elements of the form of the building suggests the Italianate
architectural style of the fate nineteenth ‘century, while features such as the wood, double-hung -

windows appear to be based on a modified craftsman architectural style of the early twentieth
centu ry. The subject building has a recessed primary entrance accessed from a Bight of stairs that
leads to the uppef floor from the ground level ini the front gfarden Openings at the upper level
are symmelrical with a window on either side of the main entrance. At the basement level, the
front elevation is supported by a concrete foundation with a window. on the north side and
double doors on the south side. As an individual structure, the existing cottage appears fo be a
typical altered ftalianate residential structure and does not embody the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, region, or methad of construction, not does it appear ta be the work of a master
architect. ‘

Information Potential — Not Eligible
It 'does not appear that the subject property is likely to yreld information important (o a belter

understanding of prehistory or hlstery ' _ r

Since the subject property was determined to ot be a historic resource nor located in a potential
historic district, the second step in the CEQA. review process of determining whether the action
or pro;ecL proposed woul d causea ”substanhai adverse change™ is therefc}re not necessary.

-APF‘ELL‘M\ET ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concerns raised in the December 9, 2010 Appeal Letter are cited in a summary beiow and are
followed by the Department’s responses.

issue #1: The Appellant states that the Department failed to conduct pmper historic” resource ‘

review of the subject property and the proposed project.

R&sponse #1: As stated in this report, the Department conducted an historic resource evaluation

of the subject property in 2008. While the scope of the project changed in 2009 (frora alteration to -
construction of a secand dwelling unit), the evaluation performed in 2008 remains applicable—

the Department’s determination is that the subject property is not a historic resource and the
* subject property is not located ina potential historic district. While the change in work scope in
2009 did alter the exemption classification (no longer Class 1 for alteration, but rather Class 3 for

construction of a second dwelling unit), the Depaitment’s determination that the project is |

categorically exempt from environmental review remains unchanged.

Issue #2: The Appellant claims the subject property is a historic resource because of the existing
front garden! = According to the Appellant, the existing front garden is an “unusval

circumstanege.”

Response #2: The subject preperty is not a 1‘§ist0fic 'reéoii;fte.-" There is no substantial and/or, s

credible evidence provided by the Appeliant or in the record (o suppost the conclusion that 136

CCrd Street is a historic resource. Developmient of small cottages at the rear of the property, and . S

leavirg the front as open space {s a common occurrence [hrc}ughmx% this same neighborhood as -
well ag other parts of the city. Ttis Eyp;t.al for many owners to build small cottages 4t the rear, .

T
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and wait until they are fmanc:taﬁy ready to build larger dweﬂmgs at the front of the prdpertv
Based upon the size of the existing cottage (625 in total square feet), the Department believes 136
Ord Street is one such case and therefore is not unique, exceptional, or unusual, As discussed in
the Department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response dated December 29, 2008, 136 Ord
Street is not eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources and therefﬁm is
. nota historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. -

Issue #3: The Appeliant claims the subject property is Jocated in a historic neighborhood
- developed with front gardens and that the proposed project will have a negative and '
“cumulative” impact to off-site historic resources. '

Response #3: The subject property is not located in a potenfial historic district. There is no
substantial and/or credible evidence provided by the Appellant or in the record to support the
" conclusion that 136 Ord Street is a potential contributor to a potential historic district. As.stated
above, development at the rear of the property, leaving the front for deveiopmen‘c in the future is
a typical pattern of residential development in the City and does not represent a significant trend
in local or regi{)riai history. From an architectural and/or urban design standpoint, the subject
block lacks visual continuity with varying building sizes, building form and shape, and building
front setback. While the Appellant claims four out the seven lots on the subject block have a
substantial front setback, the Department believes that the development on these four lols are not
comsistent enough to form 2 strong visual expression from the street. There are varying fence
freights, fence design, fence materials, and landscape features that distupt and interfere with
reading these four continuous lots as having one Jarge green and open space at the mid-block
area. Contrary to the Appellant's clains, developing near the front of the property is actually
more consistent with the developmert pattern on the street as well as withe overall development
pattern of the residential ne;ghborhoods in the City. Eligibility for listing on the California
- Regjster is required for a building to be cons1dereci a hr.ston{: resource or for a neighborhood to-
be a historic district.

R Issue #4: The Appellant claims the proposed new dwelling will have a significant _im?aét onoff-.
site historic resources, specifically 140 Ord Streét located immediately south of the subject
property. T ‘

Response #4:' The building located at 140 Ord Street is a historic resouree for the purposes of
CEQA. As rioted by the appellant, 140 Ord Street is listed in the book Here Today, an adopted
local register. However, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse impact on
140 Ord Street.. In the book Here Today, 140 Ord Street is described as a “flat-front Italianate
cotfage, beaufifully restored and painted o enhance the detailing of the brackets and molding,

[and] has a formal front parden.” Based upon this description, the Appellant concludes that the
. neighborhobd is located within a historie district. The Appellant does not provide any
information supporting this conclusion, nor any information supporting Appellant’s claim that ;
the surrounding neighborhood is a historic district. Witha front setback of 34 feet, 140 Ord Street

Is the only property on the subject bl ock that is neither located entirely at the front ox the rear of

the propmtv By providing a generous 24 feet 6 inches front setback (where only 15 feet is,
required), the proposed project will be more consistent with the development pattern on the
street than the exdisting. building. The Department maintaing that the proposed project will not
adversely impact the adjacent historic resource at 140 Ord btre{.t nor will it adversely impact the .

147 . , 3



Planning Reponse ' BOS File No. 18-1547
January 5, 2011 ‘ . ' ' 136 Ord Street CEQA Appeal |

ability of 140 Ord Streat fo convey its historic significance as an excellent and wéll-preserved
example of 2 flat front Italianate style residential structure.
CONCLUSION

The Appellant has not offered any credible oz substantial evidence that is supported by specificf
facts to say the subject property and the immediate neighborheod are eligible {6 inclusion on the

- California Register. In contrast, the Department has provided a detailed analysis as to how the

subject property and neighborhood do not meet the criteria for listing on the Californja Register. -
The Appellant has not provided any substantial evxdence of expert opinion to refute the
conclusxoﬂ mf the Dopartment.

For the ressons stated above and in the December 29, 2008 Historic Resource BEvaluaton
Respdnse, the CEQA Detérmination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the project is
appropriately exempt from envirorumental review. The' Department therefore recomurends that
the Board uphold the Determination of F’xunptmn;}" xclusion from Env;mnmental Reuzew and
deny the appeal of the CEQA Defermmalmn '
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Pxoposed pro;ect 15 D[}emahtmn {DBI-fD-nn 6) or 4 Aif:eratton {I2BL forni 3/8) 1>

Please be complete in your re-spons-es tor the quesiions on this form, Submittal of

incomplete or inaccurate information will result in an additional request for
information from you and potentially delay your project. If you have problems in

completing this form, we would recommend that you consulf: with a qualified histovic
- preservation professional.

Address: 136 Ord Street
Block No. 2657 Lot No. 4 - N
Date of Cbnﬁ:rtie’ti—o;r 1905 Check one: | JActy al [<iEstimated

*  Source for date, or basis for estimate: Sanbom Maps, Block Baok, Water tap
records

Auxchitectural Style: Italianate
Architect and Builder: wnkrown
f)rigi.na% Owner: Patrick Campbell, ~1905-1916

Subsequent Owners (Dates of Ownership): John B. Campbell, 1916-1932%; Thomas H.
Campbell, 1932-1950; John Spence, 1950-1973; Verna Weaver, 1973-2008

Historic Name: Copmmon Name: -
Original and Subsequent Uses: Single family home
Has the building been moved? If yes, provide date: No

¢ Original Location:

O A SEPARATE SHEET(S), PROVIDE THE FO‘E.LOWING' INFORMATION:
Praperty Description f Construction History
u I“:'J ovide a written description of the property, d escnbm gits ar(*hitectma] form,
f c*a{ures‘ materials, setting, and related structures.

\oar

= Provide a writien description of all alterations to lh(» property, Attach copies ofali
available buildings permits.

»  [rovide current photographs shawing all-facades; architectural details, site features,
adjacent buildings, the subject block face, and facing buildings

- ww.sfplghning.org



_ »  Provide historic photographs, if available.
History ' ‘

»  Provide a written description of the history of the property, including any -
association with significant events or petsons. See Preservation Bulletin No. 16,
section entitled How to Document z Building’s History, for assistance.

» For reference, check for neighborhoqd aﬁd'/or cityimridé historic confext
statements. Some contexts are available at the Planming Department, alongside
the Landmark and Historic District files.

* A chain of title can 1dent1fv Persons as%oc:lated with a property, and city directories
can identify if the owners weze residents of the building, and what their
occupation was. When cross-referenced with the Biographical catalog of notable
San Franciscans af the Main Library’s 6% Floor Hxstory room, this research can
provide further vaIuabie information.

Other informahon

- Attach available documents that may provide information that will helpto
determiné whether the property is or is not an historic resotrce such as
historic Sanborn Maps, drawings, newspaper articles, and publications.

Historie Survey Information
'The Property is (check all that apply):

[_]over fifty (50) years of age and proposed for demolition, or major alteration
D Listed in the 1976 Architectural Survey
[ ] Listed in'the 1968 Junior League Survey (the basis for Here Today)
[ ] Listed ina San Francisco Architectural Heritage Survey and more than 50 years old
[_] Listed in the Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Survey
1 General Plan Referenced Building
[ ] National Register and California Regjster Status Code of 7
- [ ] Listed in the North Beach Survey, Local Survey Codes 4,5, or 6
[ 1 Rated NRSC 6 or CHRSC 6 and: was surveyed prior to year 2000
[ 1 1fs there an existing, proposed, or potential historic district fo wh:{ch the sub]ect
building would be a contributor? :
Cloter mformanoml survey
» Namie of survey:
] Other, please list:

I you ha\m e been refured to MEA by staff, please enter name: bophm M]ddlebmok
Building Permit number (fany):none - L .

Form prgpared by: John F.1 \/iomney (owner} Date, Octobcr 16 7008 _

Address: PO Box 24971, SE, LA 9414’? Phone: 413~987 '37‘34 Bomail addres:,

;fmommy@ﬂlsa net
'sm%'a;\nc;'sm ' . _ s _ L - Lo S
L. ' . . . ' . . o ) _ . 2 .

PLANMING DEPSETMENT ‘
Bosed Apdt Fhe
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What sources did you use to compile this information? Pkasc hsf~ use adc:‘m:xozm} sheet(sy

if necessary.

Aertal photograph of 136 Ord Street from recent fimes, Google Meifps _

Microfilm Record Request, SF Departraent of Building Inspection

Certifica

te of No Record, SF Department of Building Inspection

3R Report, SF Department of Building Inspeciion

Historical photographs from collection at San Francisco History Room, 6th Floor of ih{,
Main Branch of the San Prancisco Public Library -

' San.bom
updated
detail of

Fire Insurance Maps; 1899-1900; 1900, updated to 1905 (photocopy} 1900,
to 1905 (digital photograph); 1908, updated to 1905 (digital photograph with
136 Clara Avenue, now-Ord Street, lot); 1913-1915;1913-1928, corrected to 1950

Drawings and description frbm “Report of Maiket Street Extension Rapid Transit
Tunnel Uhde{ Twin Peaks Ridge” by Bion J. Arnold, Consulting B ngmeu Submitted

- QOctober

7, 1812

The Block Book f.r:om 1901 and 1909

Spring Valley Water Company tap records

City Gui

des

Sart Francisco Property Tax Records
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i
v fﬂvi L [
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 SAN FRANCISCO - )
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response [
| : ‘ ‘ gan Francisco,
| CA 94103-2479

MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger : Reception:
Project Address: 136 Ord Street | . _ 4155586978
Block/Lot: 2657004 _ - ' b
) Case No.: " . . 2008.1188E . 415.558.5409
Date of Revigw: . December 29, 2008 _
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Sophie Middlebroak :ﬁ;ﬁrﬁjow
- (415) 5586372 | sophie,middlebroak@sfgov:ur‘g . 455586377
PROPOSED PROJECT [ ] Demolition . Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes raising the subject building 3-4 feet in order to create habitable living space
at the ground level, reconfiguring the existing raised enfrance in order to provide a primary entrance at
ground level, and removing the existing brick veneer siding and to replace it with wood siding. ‘

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY - S N

The County Assessor’s records indicate that the building was comstructed in 1900; Spring Valley water
records indicate that the building was connected to the City’s water system in1905. Based on a review of . ‘
historic Sanborn Fire Insurance Survey maps, it appears that the building that cutrently occupies the lot at
136 Ord Street was moved to its current location after 1905 and prior to 1913, at approximately the same
Hime that Market Street was extended to include the south end of what is now known as Ord Street. On
the 1900-1905 Sanborn Map, the street currently knowr as Ord Skreat was called Clara Stréef, and a long,
rectangular single-story dwelling with an open front porch was Jocated on the subject property. By 1913,
the Sanborn Map illustrates that Market Street had been ex tended, ruch of the south end of the block had
been demolished in order to accommodate the street extension, Clara Street had become the truncated
Ord Street, and the footprint of the dwelling on the subject property had si gnificantly changed to become
a smaller, square single-family dwelling that may have included a front porch. The subject building was
not included on any historic surveys or registers; however, its recorded date of construction makes it a
“Category B” building for the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department.!

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHEORHOOD CONTEXT

The subject building is located on the west side of Ord Street, between Corbett Aventie and Market Street
within an RH-2 Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District, int the Upper Market neighborhood.
The subject block consists primarily of one- and two-family residential structures that are one- and two-
storles in height above grade. Three of the five houses on the West side of Ord Street at this location ~
including the subject building ~ bave unusually deep front setbacks. Buildings on the opposite side of

- Please sce “Preservalion Bulletin ¥16,” available online at: IR : L . o : _
htpadfivww sfeov.orafsitefuploadedfiles/planning fprofects reports/PresBuileinl 6CEQAIQ § 04.POT Nevanbeer 2, 2007} - © - 0 7
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Historic Hesource Evaluation Responge CASE NO. 2008.1188E
December 29, 2008 : : 136 Ord Street

Ord Street appear to have been constructed after the Market Street extension, and are built up to the front
- property Tmt - ' o

It does not appea,r that the sub]ect property is locah,d within a potential Listorie district for the purposes
of CBQ&

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a Building may be an historical resource if it
' meets any of ihe California Register criteria fisted below. If miore information is needed to make such |
a determination plesse snecxfy what information is needed. (This determination for California Register .
Eligilility is made based on existing data and wcm;cfz ]JI‘D?}"dFd to the Planming Department by the shove
named preparer [ consultont and other pﬂ?‘h&n Key pazrss of 1 epart dnd & pi’,atogm;m of the subject building are
attached.)

Eveni: or - [ ]Yes < No D Unable to determine

Persons: ot [ ] ves No - [_}Unable to determine

Architectures or D Yes DX No D Unable to determine

Information Potential: D Purther investigation recommmended.

District or Contexd: X Yes, may coniribute to a potential district or significant context

T£ Yes; Period of szgmflcame ‘ : "
. Noteg: Below is an evaluation of the cub;u.t property against the criteria for inclusion on the
California Register; it does not appear that the subject property is eligible for the Register.

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have wade & sigrificant coniribution t6 the broud patterns
of local or regional Instory, or the cultural haritage of Ca lzfom 4 or the United States;

Ag noted above, the subject buﬂdmg appears Lo have ?:)Len moved to its current location sometime
between 1905 and 1913; the move may have coincided with the extension of Market Street and the
recorifiguratiort of Ord Street, which had been formesly called Clara Street. The dwelling that
appears on the 1905 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map does not appear to be the same struchwre as that that
is illustrated on the 1913 map; it appears that the earlier dwelling was demolished or relocated. By

. 1913, Market Street had been extended and both sides of what was now called Ord Street had been
fully developed As noted in the submitted Historie Resource Evahuation, there is no cJear patiern of
develepm&nt on the west side of Ord Street at this location: Other than the typical pattesn of
establishing a residential development block the subject building dogs not appear to represent a trend
or the collective history of the site or area. It does not appear that the subject building is associated
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattems of Iocal or regional
history.

Criterion 2: [t s nssocinted with te lives of persons important in our lecal, vegional, or national past;

Information from the Spring Valley water records provided by the pfoje.c:t sponsor indicates that the
first known owner of the sublect building was Patrick Campbell, and that the :}:ubjeat property
remained in the Campbell family through the mid rwentieth century, No persons of known historical
significance appear to have been associated with the subject property. ‘

1
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.1188E

Becember 249, 2008 - , : . . 136 Qrd Strest

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a fype, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of 2 master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building is a one—s’ﬁory»over—bésement, wood frame, flat front, single-family dwelling clad
incbrick. It appears likely that the exterior brick was applied over - ox perhaps replaced - coved
wood siding. Elements of the form of the building suggest the Italianate architectural style of the late
nineteenth century, while features such as the wood, double-hung windows appear to be based on a
modified craftsman architectural style of the early twentieth century.

The subject building has.a recessed primary entrance accesséd from a flight of stairs that leads to the
upper floor from the ground level in the front garden. Openings at the upper level are symmetrical,
with a window on either side of the main éntrance. At the basement level, the front elevation is
supported by a concrete foundation with a window on the north side and double doors on the south
side. ' : :

The subject building does not appear to have the distinctive architectural features that are distinctive
of a type, period, region, or method of construction. The subject building does not appear eligible for
inclusion on the California Register. S ‘ )

Criterione4; It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or histor*;; '

It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information impoﬁtani to a better
understanding of prehistory or history. ' ‘

]

Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be d resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significaxit under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To refain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and

.usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of

significance noted above:

Location: : ‘Retaimé @Laeks . Setti.ng: []Retains Lacks .
Association: [ | Retains.  [X]Lacks "~ Feeling: D._Retains Lacks
Design: BI{etains - KiLacks Materials:- Dﬁetains , @Lack:s

. Workmanship: [ 1Retains Lacks .

Notes: It appears that the exterior form of the street-facing elevation has been' minimally altered

since its original construction. No permits indicate substantial alteration. It does appear, as noted
“above, that the exterior cladding onf the subject building is non-original. It appears that the extant .
brick cladding was added and may have replaced horizontal, coved wood siding '

It does riot appear that the subject property is a contributor to a potential historic district. -

Determination Whether the property is an “historical resource” for pirposes of CEQA

‘ @NO Resource Present { Go ko 6. below ) R D Histoxical Resaurce Present C‘oﬂtiﬁue f0 2. ' '

SAN FRANLISED )
BELAKKING 1HIEFARTMENT
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tistoric Resource Evaluation Response | CASE NO, 2008.1188E
pecember 29, 2008 ) _ o . ‘ o138 Ord Street

i

‘4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether e proposed project is consistent
with the Secretary of Iuterfor's Standards or if any pmfgé'séd modifications weould materially
jmpair the resource (Le. alter in art adverse manmer those physical chaxactexistics which justify the
preperty’s inclusion in any registry to 1#1:15;&1 it befar:"géL_. . ' ’

[]'The project ap;éears‘ to meet the Secretary of the In_teﬁor’ s st;ndaids. { Go fo . below )
Optional:  [_] See attached explenation of how the project meets standards. -

[ ] The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and is a sig,niﬁcémt‘
irmpact as proposed. ( Costiniie fo 5. if the project is an alterntion }

5. Character-defining features of the building fo be retained or respected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently ar cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid Impacts. Please recormmend conditions of &ppfﬂrvéi that may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects. A ' '

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such

as adjacent historic properties.
[ Yes B4 No [} Unable to determine

Notes: As Aoted above, the subject building does not ép}%}ear 40 b located In a pdteéntiéi historic

district; 2s proposed, the addition will not have an advérse effect on off-site historical resources, such
as adjacent historic properties. ‘ ‘

g

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

W o . Dm./Z.f‘? - o8

. Mark Luellen, Preservation Coerdinalor

G . _ N
So’ﬂjéa Tariks, Recording Secretary, ian.dxha:ks Preservation Advisory Board
Vi_fﬁg}i;zﬁ Byrd / 'Hi.$_1:ori ¢ Resowurce Impact Review File

i

GA DOC{JM ENTS\historie\ 136 Ord Streer.doo
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* John F. Motoney .

Ad

 December 31,2010

Honorable David Chiu, President ' >

Care of Clerk of the Board R - \\\

San Francisco Board of Supervisors |

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94103 T

95:2 Hd - NYP 0107

RE Appeal of Exemptlonlﬂxclusmn from Envxronmental Rev1ew '
136 Ord Street—Block 2657, Lot 004 o :
Permit Nos 2008.1188E; 2009.07.14.2604

Dear President Chgu and Members of the Board:

Iam the owner, occupant sponsor; and permit holder for the project at 136 Ord
Street. T am writing to request a continnance of the hearing of the “Appeal of
Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project Located

at 134-136 Ord Street”, currently scheduled for January 11, 2011, .

On October 20, 2010, the north neighbor at 130 Ord Street filed an appeal of

the issuance of the site permit for my project with the Board of Permit Appeals -

(BOPA). The hearing date was initially set for Jaruary 12, 2011. Citing a

work obhgatlon that prevents me from bemg present for the hearing during any

weekday in January, I was granted my request to reschedule the hearing to
December 15, 2010 by the President of the Board of Permit Appeals when the
. BOPA Appellant (130 Ord neighbor) did not respond to my request. On .
- October 23, 2010 when the BOPA Appellant and I met in an dttempt to address
her concerns, I shared with her the information that attendance at a‘hearing in
January would pteSent a hardship for me.. I have the same circumstances here.:

" On December 9, 2010, Mr. Stephen M. Williams filed a brief on behalf of

Corbett Heights Neighbors appealing my project’s Exemption/Exclusion from ;
- Environmental Review (CEQA). It is noteworthy that the BOPA Appellant let |

pass the opportunity to file a brief with the BOPA. due on the same day. ITam.

= concemed that these represent contmued coordmatmn of effoxts by the Corbe’ft AR
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Heights Neighbofs and the 130 Ord Street owner (both filed requests for
Discretionary Review) to interfere with my plans to improve my pr‘operty.

" I remain unable to attend a CEQA Appeal hearing in January due to the out of |
state work commitment I have attempted to reschedule, without success, since
late October. Proceeding as planned with a January 11 CEQA heanng
represents a hardshlp, and I respectfully request continuance to February 1,
2011. .

Smcerely,

John F. Moroney
- Owner, Occupant, Sponsor and Permit Holder; 136 Ord Street

cc: Susanne Kelly |
Edward Gama
Stephen Williams
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City Hall
1-Dr. Carlion B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
'San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

" BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOT]CE OF PUBLIC HEAR!NG
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supewisofs 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, January 11, 2011
Time: 4:00 p.m.

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

Subject: File No. 101547. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
t6 the decision of the Planning Department dated April 8,
2010, Case No.2009.1124DDV, that a project located 134-136
Ord Street is exempt from environmental review under
Categorically Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines’
Section 15301). The proposed project involves construction
of a new single-family home at the front of the subject lof,
which new building would be located in front of an existing
building on the lot, Lot No. 004 in Assessor’s Block No. 2657.
(District 8) (Appellant: Corbett Heights Neighbors)

Pursuant fo 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 priorto the pubhc :
hearing.

In aocordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Adm:mstratlve Code
persons who are unable to attend the 'hearing on these matters may submit written
comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be -
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought fo the-

- attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to .~
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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 avalfable for public
review on Thursday, January 6, 2011,

¢

f Ange[a Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED:. . December 30, 2010



- City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
' San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 354-5163.
TDD/ETY No. 544-5227

‘BOARD of SUPERVISORS

December 15, 2010

Stephen M. Williams, Attorney
Corbett Heights Neighbors
1934 Divisadero Street-

- San Francisco, CA 84115

Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Envnronmentai Review for Project
Located at 134 < 136 Ord Street.

Dear Mr‘Wllliams

The Oﬁ“ce of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated December 15, 2010,
(copy attached) from the City Attorney’s office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of
Determination of Exemption from Env;ronmen’{al Review for the property iocated at 134 - 136 Ord

Street,
The City Attorney has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely maﬁner.

A hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday, January 11, 2011 at 4:00 P, M., at the Board of.
- Supervisors meeting {o be held in Clty Hall,: Leglslatsve Chamber, Room 250, 1 Dr Cariton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francrsco .

Pursuant to the Interim F’rocedures 7 and 9, please p'rovide to the Clerk’s Office by:
8 days prior to the hearing: any documentation wh!ch you may want avaxlabie to the Board
- ' members prior to the hearing;

| 11 days prior to the hearing:  names of interested parties to be notlfced of the hearing.

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

tf you have any. questlons please feel free to contact Rick Caldeira at (415} 554-7711 or Andrea
-Ausberry at (415) 554-4442.

Very truly yours,

@maqﬁtl@

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

e .
Cheryt Adams, Depuly City Attorney - - Tara Sullivan, Planning Depadment
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney. S " Nannia Turrel, Planning Depariment s
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Atterney Robin Mackey, 249 Bocana Street, San Francisco, CA 943 10 '
Scott Sanchez, Adting Zoning Administrator, Planning Department : ‘Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director, Board of Appeals
8iil Wycko, Environmential Review Officer, Planning Depariment ' Victor Pacheco, Board of Appea[s

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ' OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA - MARLENA G. BYRNE .
City Aftorney : Deputy City Attorney
' DIRECT DIAL: {415) 554-4620 -
E-MAIL: martena.byme@sfgov.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: Angela Calvillo :
. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Marlena G. Byme
o Deputy City Attomey‘\i\r\ﬁa/.- :
DATE: December 14, 2010 o |
RE: - Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

. Located at 134-136 Oxd Street

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
by Stephen M. Williams, on behalf of the Corbett Hill Neighbors, received by the Clerk's Office
on December 9, 2010, of the Planning Department's determination that a project located at 134-
136 Ord Street is exempt from environmental review under the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA"). The proposed work involves construction of a new single-family home af the
front of the subject lot, which new building would be located in front of an existing building on
the Iot. The Appellani provided a copy of the Planning Departmient's staff report {"Discretionary
Review Analysis," dated April 8, 2010) for a hearing requesting that the Planning Commission

. take discretionary review, which report indicated that the Planning Department had determined
that the proposed project was exempt from CEQA. : ‘

Although the Planning Cornmission’s agenda for April 15, 2010 included consideration of
a request that the Commission take discretionary review over the proposed project, the matter
was continued. It was finally heard by the Commission on July 8, 2010, when the Commission .
voted not to take discretionary review and to approve the project as proposed. We are informed
that a building permit was issued for th¢ work on October 5, 2010 (Permit No. 2009.07.14.2604),
which permit was then appealed to the Board of Appeals. The permit appeal hearing has been
calendared for hearing on December 15, 2010 (Board of Appeal Case No. 10-115). Accordingly,

~ the building permit for the proposed work is not final. ' :

Because the building permit for the proposed work is not yet final, it is our view that the
appeal is timely. Therefore, the appeal should be calendared before the Board of Supervisors.
We reconumend that you so advise the Appellant.

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.
- MGB

ce Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board
Joy Lamug, Board Clerk's Office
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attomey -
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Francesca Gessner, Deputy City Attorney
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department

iy Hatl -1 De. CARLTON 8. GOODLET PLACE, ROOM 234 - San FRANCISCO, CALIFORMA 94102
Recepo: {415) 554-4700 FACSIMLE: {415) 554-4757
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ‘ OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
DATE: December 14, 2010

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

Located at 134-136 Oxd Street

‘Seott Sanchez, Zoning Adminstrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tara Sullivan, Planning Department
" Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Cynthia Goldstein, Board of Appeals
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City Hall
Dr Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel No. 554-5184.
Fax No. 354-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

December 9, 2010

"To: . Cheryl Adams
- Deputy City Aftorney

- From: Ri;:k Caideiraj
Deputy Dire

Subject.: Appeﬁl of Catégorical'Exemptién fromEnv'irm‘;m'enfa} Review for
—Pmperty Located at 136 Ord Street, Block 2657, Lot_OGd

An appeal of categoncal exemption from environmental review issued for property
‘located at 136 Ord Street, Block 2657, Lot 004, was filed with the Office of the Clerk
of the Board on December 9, 201 0, by Stephen M. Williams on behalf of the Corbett

Heights Neighbors.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declaration and
Categorical Exemptions #5, | 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 de‘termmatwn should be made within 3 working days of receipt of

this request.

ff you have any questions, you can contact rne'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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