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ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON 601 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94111

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION Telephone (415) 956-8100
Facsimile (415) 288-9755

www.zfplaw.com

September 26, 2022
VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION

President Shamann Walton and Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Appeal of Exemption Determination
45 Bernard Street (Case No. 2020-005176ENV)

Dear President Walton and Supervisors:

Our office represents the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association, a community
group dedicated to protecting the heritage and culture of the Upper Chinatown community since
2013. We submit this letter pursuant to Administrative Code § 31.16(e) to appeal the Exemption
Determination for the project at 45 Bernard Street (Case No. 2020-005176ENV). The Exemption
Determination violates the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) because the project
description is not accurate, stable, or finite, and the proposed project that was approved by the
Planning Commission differs significantly from the project that was described in the Exemption
Determination. Additionally, the Planning Department failed to adequately study whether the
project will have a significant adverse impact on the cultural and historic resources of Upper
Chinatown. Due to these deficiencies, the appellants respectfully request the Board reverse the
Exemption Determination; and direct the Planning Department to conduct further review.

The Project Sponsors purchased 45 Bernard in September 2019. Within months the
owners started the process to evict eleven Chinese immigrants, eight of whom are elders and/or
disabled. Less than a week after the eviction of the families was complete, an application for a
residential expansion project was submitted. The project application initially described the
project as a renovation of a three-story, four-unit apartment building with a horizontal addition
that will significantly encroach into the existing rear yard. After the Exemption Determination
was published and the 311 Notice was distributed, the Sponsors submitted revised project plans.
The revised plans that were approved by the Planning Commission only show a three-unit

building, and the existing basement unit disappeared entirely from the project.
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2. The Project Description is Not Accurate, Stable, or Finite

Courts have consistently stated that “an accurate, stable and finite project description” is
an essential component of an informative and legally sufficient environmental document.
(County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192-193; CEQA Guidelines §
15378.) On the other hand, *“a project description that gives conflicting signals to decision
makers and the public about the nature and scope of the project is fundamentally inadequate and
misleading. (Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th
70, 84.)

The project description in the Exemption Determination states the project proposes
“renovation of a 3-story, 4-unit apartment building.” The original project plans similarly showed
four units, and labeled the building “BERNARD ST. 4-UNITS APARTMENT.” The project
plans showed a basement level with a bathroom, kitchenette, two bedrooms, and clearly stated
that 1 dwelling unit was located on the basement level. The project plans proposed to legalize the
basement unit as a two-bedroom ADU. The 311 Notice also stated the project proposed to

legalize an existing residential unit, and described the property as containing four existing units.
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However, the Project Sponsor subsequently revised the project, and submitted revised
plans three months after the Exemption Determination was issued. The revised plans only show
three dwelling units, with the building relabeled “BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT.”
The basement unit vanished, with the kitchenette now simply labeled a “room” and the floor plan
no longer showing a dwelling unit. The proposal to legalize the basement unit into a two-
bedroom ADU also disappeared from the project plans. The revised plans show the demolition of
the basement walls and the addition of a garbage room, utilities room, and storage room. The rest

of the basement is now labeled a “future ADU.”
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As noted above, a project description that gives conflicting signals to decision makers
and the public is fundamentally inadequate. The project description in the Exemption
Determination clearly stated that the project was for the renovation of a four unit building, but
the plans that were approved by the Planning Commission only included three units. The project
description gave the Planning Commission and the public conflicting signals regarding the nature

and scope of the project, which makes the exemption determination fundamentally inadequate.

2. The Project May Have a Significant Effect on Historic Resources

CEQA guidelines state that an Exemption “shall not be used for a project which may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.” (See CEQA
Guidelines 8 15300.2(f).) Courts are clear that the failure to adequately discuss potential impacts
is a procedural error, and the “omission of required information constitutes a failure to proceed in
the manner required by law.” (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502.) Procedural
failures must be overturned in order to “scrupulously enforce all legislatively mandated CEQA
requirements.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.)

The Exemption Determination in this case is not legally adequate because the Planning
Department failed to adequately analyze the potential impacts to historic resources, and there is a
fair argument that the project may cause a substantial adverse change to a historic resource. The
Planning Department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response determined the project would not
have an impact on any potential eligible historic district yet noted that the “subject property is
outside the boundary of the Expanded North Beach Survey . . . and there is no justification to
expand the survey area.” In other words, no historic district survey has ever been completed for
the Upper Chinatown area. The Planning Department concluded, without conducting a survey
and without evidence, that the project would not impact a potentially eligible historic district.
The Planning Department’s omission of any information on the potential impacts to a historic
district was a procedural error, and therefore the Exemption Determination must be overturned.

Moreover, the “foremost principle under CEQA is that the Legislature intended the act to
be interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment

within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v.
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Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 390.) To that end, an exemption shall
not be used if there is a “fair argument” that the proposed project may cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an historical resource. (See Valley Advocates v. City of Fresno
(2008) 160 Cal.App.4th 1039, 1072.)

Here, there is a fair argument that the project may cause a substantial adverse change in a
historic resource. CEQA defines a historic resource as “any object, building, structure, site, area,
place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational,
social, political, military, or cultural annals of California.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5.)

Asian Americans have acquired affordable homes in Upper Chinatown since the 1940s,
and specifically sought homes with more open space. The rear courtyard was especially valued
and the dimensions of rear yard spaces in Upper Chinatown have been relatively unchanged for
over a hundred years. The concept of the traditional courtyard space followed Chinese
immigrants, and they have inherently adopted this way of maintaining stability and unity and
strengthening the family structure. Especially in densely populated neighborhoods like this one,
family members gather outdoors to share meals while telling stories and supporting one another.
This family system is the bedrock of the culture and maintains the social sustainability of the
neighborhood. The pattern of mid-block open space is significant to the history and culture of the
Chinese immigrant experience and must be protected. The courtyard at 45 Bernard, like other
rear yards, is a character-defining feature that contributes to the uniqueness of the Upper
Chinatown area.

Over a thousand individuals signed a petition supporting the protection of the traditional
courtyard space, and dozens of Asian Americans testified at the Planning Commission hearing to
explain the cultural significance of the rear courtyard to the families who depend on this sacred
courtyard space for their spiritual wellbeing. The project at 45 Bernard significantly expands into
the rear courtyard, and there is a fair argument that the project will cause a substantial adverse
change in this character-defining feature of the Upper Chinatown area. Moreover, none of these
potential impacts was identified or analyzed by the Planning Department before it issued the
Exemption Determination. As a result, and there is a fair argument that the Exemption

Determination must be overturned.
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6. Conclusion

The Exemption Determination for this project violates CEQA. The project description is
inaccurate and sent conflicting signals to the Planning Commission and the public on the project
that was actually being approved. Moreover, the project’s potential impacts were not adequately
identified or evaluated, which constitutes a failure to proceed in the manner required by law.
This project, which is the result of the eviction of 11 Asian immigrants, involves the destruction
of a sacred traditional courtyard space that is vital to the character, culture, and history of Upper
Chinatown. The Board should therefore reverse the Exemption Determination and direct the
Planning Department to conduct further review of potential impacts to historic resources and

issue an environmental document that accurately describes the project.
Very truly yours,

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

Brian O'Neill

cc: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
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CEQA Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

45 BERNARD ST 0157030

Case No. Permit No.

2020-005176ENV 202008222415

- Addition/ |:| Demolition (requires HRE for |:| New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project proposes renovation of a 3-story, 4-unit apartment building and includes a seismic/soft-story
foundation upgrade with a rear-yard addition. The project includes fagade alterations, and the proposed addition
would add approximately 996 square feet.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION TYPE

The project has been determined to be exempt under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

. Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

|:| Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Other




Common Sense Exemption (CEQA Guidelines section 15061(b)(3)). It can be seen with certainty that
there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment. FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY




STEP 2: ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING ASSESSMENT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g. use of diesel construction
equipment, backup diesel generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to The Environmental
Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential?

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if box is checked, note below whether the applicant has enrolled in or received a waiver from the San
Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, or if Environmental Planning staff has
determined that hazardous material effects would be less than significant. (refer to The Environmental
Information tab on the San Francisco Property Information Map)

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a
location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? If yes, archeology review is required.

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to The Environmental Information tab on the San Francisco
Property Information Map) If box is checked, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Average Slope of Parcel = or > 25%, or site is in Edgehill Slope Protection Area or Northwest Mt.
Sutro Slope Protection Area: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building
construction, except one-story storage or utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area
increases more than 50%, or (3) horizontal and vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of
new projected roof area? (refer to The Environmental Planning tab on the San Francisco Property Information
Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is likely required and Environmental Planning must issue the
exemption.

Seismic Hazard: |:|Landslide or |:|Liquefaction Hazard Zone:

Does the project involve any of the following: (1) New building construction, except one-story storage or
utility occupancy, (2) horizontal additions, if the footprint area increases more than 50%, (3) horizontal and
vertical additions increase more than 500 square feet of new projected roof area, or (4) grading performed
at a site in the landslide hazard zone? (refer to The Environmental tab on the San Francisco Property Information
Map) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the

exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis




STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Property Information Map)

O

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

O

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public
right-of-way.

O|0o|co|d(od

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

[l

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note:

Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

[

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

O

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Reclassification of property status. (Attach HRER Part |)

|:| Reclassify to Category A - Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER 04/13/2021 (No further historic review)

b. Other (specify):

2. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

3. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces that do not remove, alter, or obscure character
defining features.

4. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

o | gjd

5. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.




6. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

7. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

8. Work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(Analysis required):

9. Work compatible with a historic district (Analysis required):

[l

10. Work that would not materially impair a historic resource (Attach HRER Part Il).

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST sign below.

O

Project can proceed with exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer

STEP 6: EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

No further environmental review is required. The project is exempt under CEQA. There are no
unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Building Permit Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 04/13/2021

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes an exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 310of the
Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination to the Board of

Supervisors can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action.
Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.




STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[ | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

O |0 O

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department
website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed to the
Environmental Review Officer within 10 days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:
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PART | HISTORIC RESOURGE EVALUATION RESPONSE

Record No.: 2020-005176PRJ/ENV

Project Address: 45-49 Bernard Street

Zoning: RH-3 RESIDENTIAL- HOUSE, THREE FAMILY Zoning District
65-A Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0157/030

Staff Contact: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer 628-652-7365

elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org

PART I: Historic Resource Evaluation

PROJECT SPONSOR SUBMITTAL

To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination Form (HRD)
[ Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

Neighborhood: Nob Hill Stories: 3-over-basement

Date of Construction: 1906 Roof Form: Flat

Construction Type: Wood-Frame Cladding: Horizontal Wood Siding & Stucco
Architect: Unknown Primary Facade: Bernard Street (North)
Builder: Unknown Visible Facades: North

EXISTING PROPERTY PHOTOS / CURRENT CONDITIONS

Sources: Google Maps, 2021

PN EE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para saimpormasyon sa Tagalogtumawagsa  628.652.7550



Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-005176PRJ/ENV
45-49 Bernard Street

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

[J Category A - Known Historic Resource, per:

Category B - Age Eligible/Historic Status Unknown
[] Category C - Not Age Eligible / No Historic Resource Present, per:

Adjacent or Nearby Historic Resources: No [JYes:

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION
Step A: Significance

Individual Significance Historic District / Context Significance

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California Register
California Register under one or more of the following Historic District/Context under one or more of the
Criteria: following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: 1 Yes No Criterion 1 - Event: 1 Yes No

Criterion 2 - Persons: 1 Yes No Criterion 2 - Persons: 1 Yes No

Criterion 3 - Architecture: 1 Yes No Criterion 3 - Architecture: 1 Yes No

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No

Period of Significance: Period of Significance:

O Contributor [ Non-Contributor N/A

Analysis:

Per the supplemental information provided by the project sponsor and information assessed in the Planning
Department’s files, 45-49 Bernard Street was constructed in 1906 as a three-flat, three story-over-basement, wood
frame residence clad in horizontal clapboard siding.

To be eligible under Criterion 1 (Events), the building cannot merely be associated with historic events or trends but
must have a specific association to be considered significant. No known historic events occurred at the subject
property that would support a finding of individual eligibility under Criterion 1. None of the known occupants or
owners appear to be of historic significance to the local, regional or national past to justify a finding of individual
eligibility under Criterion 2. Therefore, 45-49 Bernard Street is not eligible under Criterion 2 (Persons).

As noted in the supplemental report, the building’s front facade consists of painted wood horizontal clapboard
siding at the first two stories and the third story has been covered with a stucco finish. The front facade also contains
six double hung wood windows with wood trim and ogee lugs, as well as a central recessed stairwell providing
access to the apartments. The roofline exhibits a corbeled cornice. The rear of the property has four levels and is
defined by stucco walls and horizontal painted wood clapboard siding. At this facade, the windows are aluminum
sliders with no trim. There is also a wood exit stair which was added at some point to provide emergency exiting for
the apartment units. The building permit records indicate that the following alterations have taken place:
underpinning of the east wall in 1928, repairs and upgrades (1926), reroofing (2008), and repair in-kind in 2016.

The building is not architecturally distinct such that would qualify it for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 3. Based the permit record, 45-49 Bernard Street retains moderate integrity (alterations include but are not
limited to window modifications to the rear facade and the stucco alteration at the third story of the front facade).
This structure does not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register as an individual resource under
Criterion 3. The buildings that are eligible under the architecture Criterion must represent distinctive characteristics

San Francisco 2



Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-005176PRJ/ENV
45-49 Bernard Street

of its style and period and possess high artistic value. The subject property is a residence reflective of its era on its
block but does not rise to the level of artistic expression that would render it eligible for Individual eligibility.
Additionally, staff finds that the subject building is not located within a historic district. As noted in the HRER for
adjacent neighbor 51 Bernard Street (Case No. 2013.1452E), the surrounding area exhibits a broad range of
construction dates from 1900 to 1988 and no clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding
properties have experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. Additionally, the subject
property is outside the boundary of the Expanded North Beach Survey, and while it shares characteristics of the
Romeo Alley Flats within North Beach, it does not exemplify them and there is no justification to expand the survey
area.

Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant under
Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built
environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION

U Individually-eligible Historical Resource Present

LI Contributor to an eligible Historical District / Contextual Resource Present
LI Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District / Context / Cultural District
No Historical Resource Present

NEXT STEPS

[J HRER Part Il Review Required
[ Historic Design Review Comments provided
No further historic resource review, consult:
Current Planner
] Environmental Planner

Approval
Signature: (%}dé&% %M% Date: 4/23/2021

Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer, Principal Preservation Planner
Current Planning Division

San Francisco



September 26, 2022

Re: 45 Bernard Street
Letter of Authorization for Agent

To Whom It May Concern:

I hereby authorize the attorneys of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC to file a California
Environmental Quality Act appeal to the Board of Supervisors for 45 Bernard Street, San
Francisco (Case No. 2020-005176ENV) on the behalf of Upper Chinatown Neighborhood
Association.

Very truly yours,

Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association

By: Hanmin Liu
Its: Co-Team Leader



Z.ACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

September 26, 2022 &%‘
Office of the Clerk of the Board i'.
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Appeal of Exemption Determination
45 Bernard Street (Case No. 2020-005176ENV)

Dear Clerk,

Please find enclosed a check in the amount of $698.00 for the appeal filing fee in the above
referenced matter.

Please be advised that the filing will be submitted electronically by emailing the appeal filing
with supporting documents to bos.legislation@sfgov.org and this payment is being sent prior to
the filing.

Sincerely,

e

Tiffany Stamper
Legal Administrative Assistant

Encl.
e Check No. 23858 in the amount of $698.00 made payable to San Francisco Planning Department

23858

FIRST REPUBLIC BANK
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84111

11-8166/3210

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 95
601 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 DATE AMOUNT

09/26/2022 ****$698.00
PAY *** SIX HUNDRED NINETY-EIGHT & 00/100 DOLLARS

TO THE
ORDER
OF;

San Francisco Planning Department
49 South Van Ness Avenue

Suite 1400

San Francisco CA 94103

T AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE

MEMO:  Appeal Filing Fee (43547.001)

si@
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: Brian O"Neill; Taylor Huston; Lindsey Huston; tinahuston07; Jim Huston
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC);

Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis. Don (CPC); Rodgers. AnMarie (CPC); Sider
Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC);
Taylor, Michelle (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Rosenberg. Julie (BOA); Longaway. Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors;
BOS-Legqislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Mchugh. Eileen (BOS); BOS Legislation
(BOS)

Subject: PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption - Proposed 45 Bernard Street
Project - Appeal Hearing November 1, 2022

Date: Monday, October 24, 2022 9:26:31 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a response from the Planning Department for the
appeal of CEQA of Exemption from Environmental Review of the proposed project of 45 Bernard
Street.

Planning Department Response - October 22, 2022

Note: The Board of Supervisors’ President is anticipated to make a motion to continue this hearing
to Tuesday, November 15, 2022; on November 1, 2022, if a motion to continue is considered, Public
Comment will be taken on the continuance only.

| invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 221037
Best regards,

Lisa Lew

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163

lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and | can answer your
guestions in real time.

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

8 Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
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hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other

public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



From: Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC)

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Cc: Lew, Lisa (BOS); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Taylor, Michelle (CPC)
Subject: 45 Bernard Street Appeal - Planning Department Response

Date: Monday, October 24, 2022 9:00:33 AM

Attachments: 45 Bernard Street Appeal - Response Memo - CatEx .pdf

Hello,

Please find attached the Planning Department response for the appeal of the CEQA Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review for the proposed 45 Bernard Street project.

Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information.

Thank you,

Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer, Principal Planner

Northwest Team & Historic Preservation, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Planning

49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 628-652-7365 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION APPEAL

45 Bernard Street

Date: October 24, 2022
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
From: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer - (628) 652-7571

Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer, Planner- elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org - (628) 652-7365

RE: Planning Record No. 2020-005176APL
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 45 Bernard Street

Hearing Date: November 1,2022
Attachment(s): A - DRA-793 with Project Plans, 45 Bernard Street

Project Sponsor:  Taylor Huston
Appellant(s): Brian O’Neill of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson PC, on behalf of the Upper Chinatown
Neighborhood Association

Introduction

This memorandum is a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of Supervisors (Board) regarding the
Planning Department’s (Department) issuance of a categorical exemption under the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) for the proposed 45 Bernard Street project (Proposed Project).

The Department, pursuant to Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a categorical exemption for the Proposed
Project on April 13,2021, finding that the Proposed Project is exempt from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a categorical exemption
and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a categorical exemption and return the
Proposed Project to the Department staff for additional environmental review.

Site Description and Existing Use

The site is an approximately 1,380 square foot (23-foot in width by 60-foot in length) lateral and down sloping lot
and contains an existing 2,994 square foot, three-story, four-residential-unit building, located mid-block along
Bernard Street in the Nob Hill neighborhood. The project block is bounded by Bernard Street to the north,
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Taylor Street to the east, Pacific Avenue to the south and Jones Street to the west. Bernard Street is a 35-foot-
wide east-west street. The existing buildings on this block of Bernard Street consist of three-story, multi-unit
residential buildings with flat roofs. The existing neighboring buildings fronting Bernard Street and Pacific
Avenue (to the south of the project) vary in depth - some buildings extend further into the rear yard open space
than others. The Proposed Project site is within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and
a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Project Description

On August 22, 2020, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) No. 2020.0822.2415 proposing
construction of a four-story horizontal rear addition to the existing on-site 2,994 square foot, multi-unit
residential building at 45 Bernard Street. The proposed four-story addition encompasses the existing basement,
first floor, second floor, and third floor of the existing structure. On August 25, 2022, the San Francisco Planning
Commission (Commission) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled commission
meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2020-005176DRP, took the Discretionary Review requested and
approved the Proposed Project with modifications (please see further discussion under Background below).

Background

The following is a brief summary of the relevant project background for the appeal of the categorical exemption
issued on April 13,2021, for the 45 Bernard Street Project.

On August 22, 2020, the Project Sponsor, Taylor Huston, filed a building permit application for the Proposed
Project with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).

On August 25, 2020, the Project Sponsor’s Project Application was accepted by the Planning Department
(Department) and routed to the Current Planning Division’s Northeast team leader for assignment and review of
the Proposed Project.

On April 13,2021, the Department completed the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (Part 1) form, a formal
evaluation document which determines whether or not a property is a historic resource and issued a categorical
exemption determination finding that the Proposed Project was categorically exempt under CEQA Class 1 -
Alteration and Addition to an Existing Structure, and that no further environmental review was required.

On July 14,2021, the Department’s plan check comments were initially submitted to the Project Sponsor.

On November 7, 2021, the Project Sponsor filed an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) application. The ADU
application was submitted to legalize an Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU). See further discussion below

On January 24,2022, the Department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to Planning Code Section 311

for the Proposed Project under Building Permit Application No. 2020.0822.2415. Similar to the categorical
exemption, the Section 311 notification described the Proposed Project as a four dwelling unit building.

San Francisco 2
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On February 23,2022, Jennifer Mei of the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association filed a request for
discretionary review with the Department on the Proposed Project.

On July 15,2022, the project sponsor submitted modified project plans for the Proposed Project which differed
from what was shown in the original 311 neighborhood notification plans set. The revisions were necessary
because the Department determined that the rear wall of the adjacent existing building at 51 Bernard Street,
used for calculating the proposed project’s rear yard setback depth, did not qualify for the purposes of
averaging (Planning Code Section 134) resulting in the reduction of the proposed rear addition/rear wall
extension by two feet. Later revised project drawings also incorporated the removal of a proposed fire escape at
the rear, the addition of exterior decks, and a spiral stair to a roof deck. The roof deck was pulled back from the
building edges from the original project proposal shown in the 311 neighborhood notification dated January 24,
2022.

On August 25, 2022, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting
on Discretionary Review Application 2020-005176DRP for the proposed project. Following public comment and
deliberation by the commissioners, the Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the project with
modifications, which constituted the approval action for the Proposed Project under Section 31.04(h) of the San
Francisco Administrative Code. The Proposed Project that was approved presumed that the work associated
with the building envelope expansion would first be approved prior to approval of the ADU application. The
Commission approved the Proposed Project with modifications indicating that the project proposal complied
with the Planning Code and the General Plan but did not conform with the Residential Design Guidelines with
respect to articulating the building to minimize impacts to light and air to the adjacent buildings. The
Commission recognized the Rent Control Ordinance and its direct impact as it relates to tenant rights, owner
move-in evictions, the need to be able to locate previous tenants, first right of refusal at their previous rent rates,
and that the current tenant may continue their tenancy for as long as they wish. The Commission further
encouraged that the duration of any relocation of the existing tenant due to project construction should be as
short as possible and encouraged a green rear yard open space. The Commission instructed Department staff
to approve the Project per modified plans reflecting the following conditions:

1) Eliminate the roof deck,

2) Eliminate the spiral stair from the third floor to the roof,

3) Configure the third floor to be identical to the second floor; and,

4) Provide the Commission with an update report within six months of permit issuance.

On September 26,2022, Brian O’Neill of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson PC, on behalf of the Upper Chinatown
Neighborhood Association (hereinafter Appellant) timely filed an appeal of the April 13,2021 categorical
exemption to the Board.

On October 4, 2022, the Office of the Clerk of the Board scheduled a hearing before the Board to hear the appeal
on November 1,2022.

Discretionary Review Action DRA-793 dated August 25, 2022 (Amended date: October 4, 2022), page 2
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CEQA Guidelines

Categorical Exemptions

In accordance with CEQA Section 21084(a), categorical exemptions apply to a list of classes of projects that were
determined by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency not to have a significant effect on the
environment. Projects that fit within the classes of projects defined in CEQA Guidelines sections 15300 to 15333
are exempt from further environmental review under CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15301:Existing Facilities, or Class 1, consists of the operation, repair, or minor alteration
of existing public or private structures and facilities, including additions to an existing structure, provided that
the addition will not increase by more than 10,000 square feet if the project is in an area where all public services
and facilities are available to allow for maximum development permissible in the General Plan, and the area in
which the project is located is not environmentally sensitive. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)).

The Proposed Project would add approximately 548 square feet of space in a horizontal rear addition to the
existing 2,994 square foot multi-unit residential building, and therefore fits within the scope of a Class 1
Categorical Exemption. Furthermore, given the Project’s limited-under 10,000 square foot extent of proposed
development, the Proposed Project's scope falls squarely within the standard Class 1 categorical exemption and
within standard Planning Department scopes of work for review by preservation staff.

Under CEQA, evaluation of the potential for proposed projects to impact “historical resources” is a

two-step process: the first is to determine whether the property is an “historical resource” as defined

in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of CEQA; and, if it is an “historical resource,” the second is to evaluate whether the action
or project proposed by the sponsor would cause a “substantial adverse change “to the “historical resource.” Per
CEQA section 21084.1, a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA includes, among other things, a historical
resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, as
well as a resource included in a local register of historical resources or determined to be a historic resource by
the lead agency.

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)
states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on
substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f)(5) offers the following
guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous, or evidence thatis not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall
include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” The
Guidelines further state that “substantial evidence” means “enough relevant information and reasonable
inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15384).

Planning Department Responses

The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below.

Response 1: The Proposed Project description is accurate, stable and finite.
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The Department’s conclusion that the Proposed Project Description is accurate, stable and finite is supported by
substantial evidence.

The Proposed Project approved by the Commission does not differ substantially from the project that was
described in the project’s categorical exemption determination and the Commission-approved project is
exempt from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical exemption. At the time of initial review on July 14, 2021, the
Proposed Project included renovation of “four existing units in the building on site”. However, the fourth existing
(basement) unit, although currently vacant, had previously been used as an Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU)
and put the existing and Proposed Project over the permitted density per the applicable zoning for the project
site. The Proposed Project was therefore publicly noticed under Section 311 of the Planning Code on January
24,2022 as a project “to modify the existing building with a rear addition; proposes alterations to the exterior of
the existing building; proposes to legalize an existing residential unit.”” The notice described “four (4) existing
units” on site, and reflected that “four (4) units” would remain. Subsequently on November 7, 2021 the scope of
the project related to legalizing the fourth existing dwelling unit as a state-mandated program Accessory
Dwelling Unit (ADU) was severed as a separate permit. Permits for ADUs under the state-mandated Accessory
Dwelling Unit program are not subject to CEQA review. The ADU permit is still active and is pending resolution
of the permit covering the remainder of the project work.” Because the ADU permit is active, describing the
proposed basement work as a “future ADU” (and the Department’s description of the project in the categorical
exemption of the renovation of a 4-unit building) is accurate.

The July 15,2022 revised project plans that were approved by the Commission on August 25, 2022, reference a
basement floor plan “future ADU” under a separate permit. Furthermore, the Commission approval under
Discretionary Review Action DRA-793" adopts findings for the project related to taking discretionary review and
the approval of a building permit application proposing construction of a four-story horizontal rear addition at
the existing basement, first floor, second floor, and third floor to a three-story over basement, four-family
dwelling within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District” [emphasis
added].

Response 2: The Department appropriately evaluated the Project’s potential impacts on historical resources,
including historic districts, in support of the Project’s categorical exemption, in compliance with CEQA, the
CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code and applicable National Park Service
guidance.

The Department’s conclusion that the subject property is not an individually eligible historic resource is supported
by substantial evidence.

The Appellant does not dispute the Department’s finding that the subject property is not an individually eligible
historic resource for inclusion in the California Register.

Notice of an application for Alteration and Rear Addition 45 Bernard Street - 2020.0822.2415, page 1

In order to fully remove a UDU the Project Sponsor would need to go through the Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) process. The Project Sponsor did
not wish to remove the UDU/pursue a CUA and so the only way to legalize the UDU was to convert it to an ADU. However, because there had been
evictions at the site and the local (city) ADU program does not allow for UDU conversion to ADU if there have been evictions, the proposed ADU had to be a
state mandated program ADU. The state ADU is ministerial and therefore permit is pending the resolution of the other permit.

Discretionary Review Action DRA-793 dated August 25, 2022 (Amended date: October 4, 2002), page 1
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The Proposed Project site is located on the south side of Bernard Street between Taylor and Jones Streets in the
Nob Hill neighborhood; Pacific Avenue is to the rear of the project block. The subject building was constructed
in 1906 as a three-flat, three-story-over-basement, wood frame residential building °. The building’s front facade
consists of painted wood horizontal clapboard siding at the first two stories and the third story has been
covered with a stucco finish. The front fagade also contains six double hung wood windows with wood trim and
ogee lugs, as well as a central recessed stairwell. The roofline exhibits a corbeled cornice. Due to the lot slope,
the rear of the property has four levels and is defined by stucco walls and horizontal painted wood clapboard
siding. At this rear fagade, the windows are aluminum sliders with no trim. There is also a wood exit stair which
was added at some point to provide emergency exiting for the apartment units. Several alterations to the
existing on-site building have taken place since 1928.

Based on Department records and supplemental information provided, Planning Department staff prepared a
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) form, a formal evaluation document which determines whether
or not a property is a historic resource. In the HRER for 45 Bernard Street, Department staff determined that the
subject property is not individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register. Department staff determined
that the subject property is not individually eligible under any of the four criteria, as it is not associated with any
qualifying events or persons. To be eligible under Criterion 1 (Events), the building cannot merely be associated
with historic events or trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. No known
historic events occurred at the subject property that would support a finding of individual eligibility under
Criterion 1. None of the known occupants or owners appear to be of historic significance to the local, regional or
national past to justify a finding of individual eligibility under Criterion 2.). Department staff also determined that
the building is not architecturally distinct such that would qualify it for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 3. Specifically, based on the permit record, 45 Bernard Street retains moderate integrity (alterations
include but are not limited to window modifications to the rear facade and the stucco alteration at the third
story of the front facade). Buildings that are eligible under the architecture Criterion must represent distinctive
characteristics of its style and period and possess high artistic value. The subject property is a residence
reflective of its era on its block but does not rise to the level of artistic expression that would render it eligible for
individual eligibility as a historic resource. The subject property was not considered significant under Criterion 4
since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment.
The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type.

The Department’s conclusion that the subject property is not within a historic district or a potentially eligible
historic district is supported by substantial evidence.

The Appellant contends that the Department has not provided sufficient evidence to justify its finding that the
subject property is not within a potentially eligible historic district or survey area for Upper Chinatown.

The information provided below substantiates the Department’s conclusion that the subject property is not
within a historic district, a potentially eligible historic district or survey area for Upper Chinatown.

The area in which the subject property is located is not formally identified at present as a historic district.

Historic Sanborn Map, Map Page 70
Part | Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Record No. 2020-005176PRJ/ENV, 45-49 Bernard Street, pages 2-3, as attached to the CEQA
Exemption Determination dated April 13,2022
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The subject property is also outside the boundaries of the National Register-eligible Chinatown Historic District,
which has a Period of Significance of 1906-1930." The Department has identified no evidence that this property
would contribute to this district, and Appellant provided none in support of its appeal. In addition, the subject
property does not exhibit the key Character-Defining Features of the Chinatown Historic District, such as
masonry, elaborate moldings (terra cotta, tile, brick) around entrances, upper floor windows and Chinese
architectural motifs (e.g., tile pagoda roofs, bracketing, latticed balconies). Recent evaluations prepared for
projects proposed at nearby properties (such as the Historic Resource Evaluation Response for 749 Grant
Avenue®) do not provide any evidence to support a conclusion that there is a historic district in Upper
Chinatown.

The 45 Bernard Street property is also outside of the North Beach survey area, including the expanded survey
area of the North Beach Historic Context Statement and survey update that is ongoing, indicating that it does
not appear to be associated with that context’.

Furthermore, the Department’s findings and analysis were based on Department records, including an
evaluation process that concurred with a Historic Resource Evaluation Response prepared for an adjacent
property at 51 Bernard Street (see Case No. 2013.1452E). Both the evaluations for the subject property and 51
Bernard Street note that the surrounding area development exhibits a broad range of construction dates from
1900 to 1988 and no clear period of development is evident. Staff analysis also notes that many of the
surrounding properties have undergone facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. Further,
the staff analysis prepared for 51 Bernard Avenue states that “[t]he area surrounding the subject property does
not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified buildings.”

The Appellant references discussion regarding expansion of a survey area, which is taken out of context because
the referenced language is specifically in relation to the architectural style/features of the subject building in
comparison to Romeo Alley Flats found within North Beach. The Historic Resource Evaluation Response for 45
Bernard Street specifically indicates that the project site is outside the boundary of the Expanded North Beach
Survey, and while it shares characteristics of the Romeo Alley Flats within North Beach, it does not exemplify
them and there is no justification to expand the North Beach survey area.

Given all the above information, the subject property was correctly determined to not be within a historic
district, a potentially eligible historic district or survey area for Upper Chinatown.

Case No. 2008.0762E, Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) Chinese Hospital - 835 Jackson Street, 845 Jackson Street, 1140 Powell Street, and
827 Pacific Avenue dated February 27,2012. & the San Francisco Property Information Map (SFPIM) Database. This HRER consolidated Chinatown Historic
District boundaries and information found in a 1997 Section 106 project review by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). In general,
the boundaries of the eligible Chinatown Historic district is roughly bounded by Broadway, Columbus Avenue, Kearny Street, Bush Street, and Stockton
Street. This HRER increased the boundaries to include 835 Jackson Street and 820 Jackson Street and extended the boundary west along Washington
Street to include 940 Washington Street and 950 Washington Street.

Part I Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Record No. 2109-00397ENV, 749 Grant Avenue dated January 29, 2021

The expanded survey area included in the community-initiated North Beach Historic Context Statement (HCS), dated February 11, 2020, remains in draft
form. No findings have been made and the draft HCS has yet to be reviewed, finalized, or adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission. Expanded
boundaries generally encompass most of North Beach from Jones to Bay to Sansome Streets and reaching as far as Washington Street (please see Map on
page 3 of the North Beach Historic HCS,

Preservation Review Team (PTR) Form Record No. 2013.1452E, 51 Bernard Street, dated November 4, 2013, page 2.

Part | Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Record No. 2020-005176PRJ/ENV, 45-49 Bernard Street, pages 3, as attached to the CEQA
Exemption Determination dated April 13,2022
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The Department’s conclusion that the existing courtyard at 45 Bernard Street property is not a character-defining
feature is supported by substantial evidence.

The Appellant contends that the Department omitted an evaluation of the rear yard of the subject property as a
traditional Chinese courtyard typology related to culture and social sustainability. Overall, CEQA deals with
aspects of environmental review within the public realm and generally speaking does not evaluate privately-
owned rear yards and areas that have no public visibility. Moreover, rear yard open space is a typical San
Francisco block pattern throughout the City and not tied to any group or specific neighborhood. The
Department’s Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code seek to preserve mutual enjoyment of open
spacein the rearyards — individually and collectively. The Proposed Project is code compliant and maintains the
pattern of open space that is required both by design guidelines and Planning code, the latter of which averages
the depth of the two adjacent buildings and leaves an area of rear yard similar to other properties on this block.

Furthermore, in staff’s review of the above referenced Historic Resource Evaluation Responses (for 45 Bernard
Street and 51 Bernard Street), related supplemental information in the Department’s records, as well as the draft
San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context Statement'’, courtyards and rear yards are not mentioned as
character-defining features. One of the purposes of the San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context
Statement is to aid in the evaluation and preservation of important historic sites “...associated with San
Francisco’s Chinese American history throughout the city that are worthy of preservation.” The draft document
provides examples of such buildings and “contains an evaluative framework for determining which properties
may be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register)”. The evaluative framework does not reference a sacred or
cultural significance of rear courtyard spaces.

Conclusion

The Department has determined that the Proposed Project is categorically exempt from environmental review
under CEQA on the basis that: (1) the Proposed Project meets the definition of one or more of the classes of
projects that the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency has found not to have a significant effect on the
environment, and (2) none of the exceptions specified in CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 prohibiting the use of
a categorical exemption are applicable to the Proposed Project. The Appellant has not demonstrated, nor
provided evidence supporting a claim, that the Department’s historic resource determination and evaluation for
the project is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. Nor has the Appellant presented a fair
argument based on substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a substantial adverse change
to a historic resource.

For the reasons stated above and, in the April 13,2021, categorical exemption determination, the CEQA
determination complies with the requirements of CEQA, and the Proposed Project is appropriately exempt from
environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The Department therefore respectfully recommends
that the Board uphold the CEQA categorical exemption determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA
determination.

San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context Statement (Draft 1), June 2021
San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context Statement (Draft 1), June 2021, page A-2
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION DRA-793

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 25, 2022
AMENDED DATE: OCTOBER 4, 2022

Record No.: 2020-005176DRP
Project Address: 45 Bernard Street
Building Permit: ~ 2020.0822.2415

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House- Three Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0157 /030

Project Sponsor:  Taylor Huston
59 Grove Hill South
San Anselmo, CA 94960

DR Requestor: Jennifer Mei
Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association
1144 Pacific Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94133

Staff Contact: David Winslow - (628) 652-7335
David.Winslow@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD NO. 2020-005176DRP AND THE
APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2020.0822.2415 PROPOSING CONSTRUCTION OF A FOUR-
STORY HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION AT THE EXISTING BASEMENT, FIRST FLOOR, SECOND FLOOR, AND THIRD
FLOORTO A THREE-STORY OVER BASEMENT, FOUR-FAMILY DWELLING WITHIN FHE A RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE,
THREE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

Preamble

On August 22,2020, Taylor Huston filed for Building Permit Application No. 2020.0822.2415 proposing construction
of a four-story horizontal rear addition at the existing basement, first floor, second floor, and third floor to a three-
story over basement, four-family dwelling within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District.

On February 23,2022, Jennifer Mei of the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association (hereinafter “Discretionary
Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for

Discretionary Review (2020-005176DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2020.0822.2415.

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical exemption.

P HEEE Para informacién en Espatiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550





DRA-793 Record No. 2020-005176DRP
August 25, 2022 45 Bernard Street
Amended: October 4, 2022

On August 25,2022, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2020-005176DRP.

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

Action

The Commission hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2020-005176DRP and approves
Building Permit Application 2020.0822.2415 with modifications.

The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:

1. There are extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in the case. The proposal complies with the
Planning Code and the General Plan, but does not conform with the Residential Design Guidelines with
respect to articulating the building to minimize impacts to light and air to the adjacent buildings.

2. The Commission recognizes the Rent Control Ordinance and its directimpact as it relates to tenant rights,
owner move-in evictions, the need to be able to locate previous tenants, first right of refusal at their
previous rent rates, and that the current tenant may continue their tenancy for as long as they wish. ane

3. The Commission further encourages that the duration of any relocation of the existing tenant will be as
short as possible and a green rear yvard open space.

4. The Commission determined that modifications to the project were necessary, and erceuraged-greentng
therearyard-open-space—and-they instructed staff to approve the Project per plans with the following

conditions:

1. Eliminate the roof deck.

2. _Eliminate the ard-spiral stair from the third floor to the roof.

3. Configure the third floor to be identical to the second floor.

2.4. Provide the Commission with an update report within six months of BPA issuance.

Planning





DRA-793 Record No. 2020-005176DRP
August 25, 2022 45 Bernard Street
Amended: October 4, 2022

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit Application to
the Board of Appeals only after the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) takes action (issuing or disapproving)
the permit. Such appeal must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on the permit. For further
information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475,

San Francisco, CA 94103.

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

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

| hereby certify that the Planning Commission takes Discretionary Review and approved the building permit as
refeynced in this action memo on August 25, 2022 and amended on October 4, 2022.

Jonas P lonin:

Jonas P. lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Ruiz, Imperial, Koppel, Moore
NOES: Diamond
ABSENT: Fung, Tanner

ADOPTED: August 25,2022

AMENDED: October 4, 2022

Planning





BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT SEISMIC RETROFIT/REMODEL
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94133

CONTACT INFORMATION

SHEET INDEX

OWNER: GENERAL CONTRACTOR:
Tina Huston HGCI

€:925.337.1755 112 Spaulding St., Unit - A
San Anselmo, CA - 94960
p: 415.597.6880 c:
415.509.0304

ENGINEER:

CRES Engineering

Andres Stambuk

2420 Sand Creek Rd, Suite C-1252
Brentwood, CA. 94513

C: 925.487.0895

Lindsey Huston
C: 925.337.9532

PROJECT DATA

ADDRESS: 45, 47 & 49 Bernard St.,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94133
BLOCK/LOT : 0157 /030
LOT SIZE : 23'0" X 60' 0" =+ 1380 SF
ZONING : RH - 3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE - THREE FAMILY)

HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICT : 65-A

PLANNING DISTRICT: DISTRICT-3 NORTHEAST

SET BACK REQUIREMENTS: * FRONT SETBACK: (E) SETBACK 0'0" OR AVERAGE

OF ADJACENT BUILDINGS = 0'0"

* REAR SETBACK: AVERAGE OF ADJACENT BUILDING
per SF PLANNING CODE SECTION 134 = NO LESS
THAN 17-9". SEE SITE PLAN.

*  SIDE SETBACKS: NOT REQUIRED PER SF PLANNING
CODE SECTION 133

EXISTING BUILDING : YEAR BUILT: 1906

NUMBER OF STORIES: 3 STORIES + BASEMENT
BUILDING AREA: 2944 SQFT

OCCUPANCY CLASS: R-2

USE TYPE: MULTI-UNIT APARTMENTS

NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: 3 DU

BUILDING HEIGHT: 32'-6"

CONSTRUCTION TYPE V-B

s e e e 00 00

PROPOSED BUILDING SIZE * PROPOSED NUMBER OF STORIES: 3 STORIES +
BASEMENT (NO CHANGE)
* PROPOSED BUILDING AREA: 3478 SQFT

* PROPOSED OCCUPANCY CLASS: R-2 (NO

CHANGE)
«  PROPOSED USE TYPE: MULTI-UNIT APARTMENT
(NO CHANGE)
«  PROPOSED NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: 3 DU
«  OCCUPANCY LOAD: 1 PER 200 SQFT
«  BUILDING HEIGHT: 32-6" (NO CHANGE)
«  CONSTRUCTION TYPE V-A
(E) GARAGE PARKING: NONE
REQUIRED PARKING: NONE

FIRE SPRINKLERS: Yes - Existing in Basement Unit
(N) Sprinklers for Grd to 3rd floors

FIRE ALARM: Yes

ARCI

HITECTURAL

A0.0
A1.0
A2.0
A2.1
A3.0

A3.0:
A3.1

A4.0
A4
A4.2
A43
A5.0
A5.1

COVER SHEET
SITE PLAN & SETBACKS

EXISTING / DEMO FLOOR PLANS - REFERENCE ONLY 1/2
EXISTING / DEMO FLOOR PLANS - REFERENCE ONLY 2/2
PROPOSED BASEMENT AND GROUND FLOOR PLANS

a

PROPOSED SECOND AND THIRD FLOOR PLANS

PROPOSED ROOF DECK FLOOR PLAN AND ROOF PLAN

EXISTING VS PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION
EXISTING VS PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION
EXISTING VS PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION
EXISTING VS PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION
EXISTING BUILDING SECTION

PROPOSED BUILDING SECTION

SCOPE OF WORK

THIS RESIDENTIAL REMODEL WORK PROPOSES;

1.

2.
3.

FOUNDATION / SEISMIC UPGRADES WITH CEILING CODE HEIGHT ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPLY TO

CURRENT CODE.

REAR YARD ADDITION WITH MISC UNIT UPGRADES INCLUDING MODIFY/RELOCATE PG&E METERS.

FUTURE ADU AT BASEMENT UNDER SEPARATE STATE ADU PERMIT

=

T
Z— =

)=
@ —

30X’

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP
I

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL

APPLICABLE CODES

APPLICABLE CODES:

2019 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE

SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
SAN FRANCISCO HOME-SF DESIGN GUIDELINES
SAN FRANCISCO URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES
SAN FRANCISCO CODE OF ORDINANCES

CONTRAGTING, NG, THIS DOGUIIENT WAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
Q REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY ETHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
\ s Qnaica : o CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, ING. ALL RIGHTS
e : RESERVED,
Q THE DESIN DOGUNENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGS1 VL B2
THE INSTALUNG CONTRACTOR. SHOLLD THE OWNER CHOOSE
3 'ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
2 WORK INGLUDED N THESE DOCUNENTS, THE OWNER VL
N ASSUNES FULL RESPONSIBLTIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY GLANED OR ACTUAL AND WL DEFEND
: 3 SUBJECT PROPERTY 2. ZONING MAP ‘ﬂ“lll" FOCI AGARST b ERRORS A1 OUSSIONS A1 LD e
Q tuny SOALE: TS NORTH |
-3
v c Q ¥ = % REVISIONS
= e | NOTE: IF ANY DEMOLITION IS REQUIRED, IT MAY NOT START UNTIL THE CONTRACTOR
™ et ead HAS OBTAINED A PERMIT FROM THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT. 10.08.2021) /2 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
| THE PERMIT NUMBER (J#) NUMBER MUST BE PROVIDED TO THE INSPECTOR AND NOTED w2202 )\ PLAN SET UPDATE
ON THE JOBSITE INSPECTION CARD. IF THE BAAQMD HAS DETERMINED THE PROJECT IS
‘@ EXEMPT, A LETTER FROM THE AGENCY MUST BE PROVIDED. PROOF MUST BE PROVIDED or152022) /D\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
TO THE BUILDING INSPECTOR NO LATER THAN THE FIRST INSPECTION.
1._LOCATION MAP ﬂf‘m}
SCALE: NTS
NORTH
AREA CALCULATIONS Bl o
/ DWELLING | QUALIFIED OPEN SPACE (Q0S)
UNITS TOTAL PER DU SCALE ASNOTED
(E) AREA SF|(N) ADDITION | TOTAL UNIT 1 TOTAL (N) ADDITION IS LESS THAN
DWELLING UNITS (DU) INSF | AREA IN SF 20% OF TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA UNIT#1 101 SF FROECTID oo
UNIT#1- (E) GRD FLR 736 SF 102 SF 838 SF AS DEFINED UNDER SF PLANNING UNIT#2 101 SF DRAWN BY PR D
CODE SECTION 102. NO BIKE ROOM/
UNIT #2 - (E) 2ND FLR 736 SF 102 SF 838 SF RACKS REQUIRED AS PER SF UNIT#3 324 SF CHECKED BY H
UNIT #3- (E) 3RD FLR 736 SF 122 SF 858 SF PLANNING CODE SECTION 155.2 TOTAL
Q0s 526 SF COVER SHEET
TOTAL DUFLOORAREA | 2,208 SF 326SF' | 2534SF | EACH DWELLING UNIT HAVE MORE THAN 100 SF
OTHER QUALIFIED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE
(E) BASEMENT 786 SF 222 SF 1008 SF SHEETTITLE
GROSS USABLE
BLDG TOTALS (E) & (N) 2994 SF 548 SF 3542 SF

A0.0

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug
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/ 1"\ EXISTING SITE PLAN

SCALE: 1/8"

/ 2"\ PROPOSED SITE PLAN

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

TRUE
NORTH

PROJECT
NORTH

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI
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112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415

e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415
PROJECT ADDRESS

45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

REVISIONS

10.08.2021 / PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06.24.2022| /3 PLAN SET UPDATE
07.152022) /i\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
DATE 0427200
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAWN BY PR.MD
CHECKED BY H

EXISTING AND PROPOSED
SITE PLAN

SHEETTITLE

A1.0

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug
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BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:
BP#2020.0822.2415
2020-05176PRJ
BB#368-912-764
2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCSCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP
I

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

I
REVISIONS

10.08.2021 / PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1

/A

06.28.2022| PLAN SET UPDATE

/ 1\ EXISTING AND DEMO PLAN: BASEMENT FLOOR

P 20 2 2 T T I I I R I R Ve e I I R e VI T I I e VR VN

SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"
e

/ 2"\ EXISTING AND DEMO PLAN: GROUND FLOOR

SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

3\

NN AN AN A A A

/73" EXISTING AND DEMO PLAN: SECOND FLOOR

SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

e e S

J A

PROJECT

TRUE
NORTH NORTH

LEGEND

TANTAMOUNT TO DEMOLITION CALCULATION

(E) WALL TO REMAIN

(E) WALL TO BE DEMO

HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS in SQFT

ALL EXTERIOR WALLS

FLOOR

(E) AREA in
SQFT

AREA TO DEMOLISH
in SQFT

AREA TO ADD
in SQFT

TOTAL AREA in
REMAIN SQFT

COMPLIANCE

EXTERIOR
WALL

(E) EXTERIOR
WALL in LFT

EXTERIOR WALL TO
DEMOLISH in LFT

AREA
TO ADD
in LFT

TOTAL EXTERIOR WALL

TO REMAIN IN LFT

COMPLIANCE

LEVEL - 01

736 =100%

0=0%

236 736 > 50%

LEVEL - 02

736 = 100%

0=0%

236 736 > 50%

LEVEL - 03

736 = 100%

0=0%

236 736 > 50%

ROOF AREA

736 =100%

0=0%

236 736 > 50%

BASEMENT

736 = 100%

0=0%

236 736 > 50%

NORTH

23 =100%

0=0%

N.A.

23> 50%

SOUTH

23 =100%

22=956%

NA.

1<50%

YES EAST

33 = 100%

0=0%

N.A.

33 >50%

YES

WEST

36 = 100%

0=0%

N.A.

36 > 50%

TOTAL

115 = 100%

22=19%

N.A.

93 > 50%

DATE 0427200

SCALE ASNOTED

PROJECTID 00000

DRAWN BY PR.MD

CHECKED BY H

EXISTING/ DEMO FLOOR

PLANS - REFERENCE
10F 2

A2.0

SHEETTITLE

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

| e
1 4 5
T 1154 PACIFIC | < ‘ 1154 PACIFIC

- - — I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

132 14"
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STAMP
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(E) ROOF
* ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED

s FI 8 HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
7 AN GONTRACTING, INC. _THIS DOGUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD VITHOUT THE WRITTEN

287"

CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. AL RIGHTS

RESERVED.

BEDROOM-2 BEDROOM-1
138 SF 138 SF L ‘THE DESIGN DOCUMENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
N £ THE NSTALLING CONTRACTOR, SHOLLD THE OWNER CHOOSE
b [ 7 i - ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGC TO PERFORM THE
. WORK INCLUDED N THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
- I ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS AND/OR
y OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
! - HGCI AGAINST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
I HARMLESS FOR SAME.

1 - E==x H| e H I

| U I | REVISIONS
R [ oo 7] R ‘ v 10.08.2021 /7 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #

'\ '\
0628202 /3\ PLAN SET UPDATE
1
TOTAL FLOOR AREA: 736 SF TOTAL FLOOR AREA: 736 SF
S
m EXISTING AND DEMO PLAN: THIRD FLOOR m EXISTING AND DEMO PLAN: ROOF PLAN
- SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0" B SCALE: 3/16" = 1'-0"

DATE 0427200
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAIN BY PRD
CHECKEDBY K

EXISTING/ DEMO FLOOR

LEGEND PLANS - REFERENCE
20F2
SHEET TITLE
(E) WALL TO REMAIN @/ IR ™
[ Ol N
(E) WALL TO BE DEMO TRUE PROECT \ A2 . 1 /
NORTH NORTH SHEETNO. NN

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





‘ ‘ L
A5}

150"

TOTAL FLOOR AREA (COMMON): 1008 SF

1
I
‘ 1 1154 PACIFIC ‘
230" !
50 150 50 %
I _ e — __
T
REAR YARD PATIO
‘ ‘ ‘ B 3738F .
WAL uQUNTED — 411”-
M
I
SEE FUTURE STRUG i i
””” 1 1
5 CONDITIONED SPACE/ SEISMIC R
g RETROFIT H 8
671SF 3
*FUTURE ADU B
[a] UNDER -
4 SEPARATE
<Z( PERMIT - a
4 ©
2 gl 5 Y
&Y - & ¥ z &y
AN f g
& 3 =
Wt BEARING WAL
SEERUTURE STRU
Sws
common-t
» i compostlfl -
w p [T GARBAGE | ®4cAL
7 ROOM &
] 78SF | recvoie
] Ga
. . nonce [l
-
STORAGE 423 B
154 SF E{
Z| .
Ler| | o
a—

| \\
| \\ ) e
‘ ’ \\ K
1
L i N, AR5t
el N 7
i OPENEELOW
250
- 50 - 130 =
z
&
s I
2 ]
s =
<
fa)
2 .
<
&
AP G
Ty @ | ¢
3 H
(223
&
® cLoser
e N =
5
BEDROOM-1
] @ 127 SF
I

‘
pre)

2
51 BERNARD

3510 78"

UNIT #1 INTERIOR FLOOR AREA: 838
UNIT #1 TOTAL PORCH AREA: 119 SF
* QUALIFIED USABLE OPEN AREA:
*PORCH EXTENSION: 19 SF
COMMON AREA: 50 SF

/1" BASEMENT FLOOR PLAN-SEISMIC UPGRADE
- SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

SF BERNARD STREET
101 SF 1

(E) NON COMPLIANT
STAIRS/STEPS FROM
GROUND TO 3RD
FLOOR TO REMAIN

2 GROUND FLOOR PLAN

LEGEND

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

- (E) WALL/FLOOR/ROOF TO REMAIN TRUE

NORTH

PROJECT
NORTH

8z
58

i G Cl
=5 H

wng

228

8%%

S84

i

a ¥ DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE
|

BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415

e 2020-05176PRJ

* BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415
PROJECT ADDRESS

45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST., SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAVINGS AND VIRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, ING. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUMENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OVWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGAINST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SAE.

I
REVISIONS

10082021 /5 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06282022 /3 PLAN SET UPDATE

07152022 /4\

PLAN SET UPDATE 2

DATE 05262022
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAWN BY Moo
CHECKED BY H

BASEMENT SEISMIC
UPGRADE
GROUND FLOOR PLAN

SHEETTITLE
A3.0

SHEETNO.

2001 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug
71162022334 AN





1154 PACIFIC

‘SAN ANSELO, CA 94960
- 415.507.6880 F: 925.558.4814

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

|

e /?7 i
|
|

BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

OPENNEELOW 1

SN

150"
150"

PERMIT NUMBER:
e  BP#2020.0822.2415

179
P

Lo

e 2020-05176PRJ
* BB#368-912-764
e 2020-0822-2415

o - L, s PROJECT ADDRESS
A 45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST., SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

roron by MANAGED BY: HGCI
NS SReher )

@ i SFIRAL STARS ‘

. B - G g B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR

| Jd0 sEoROON 2 AN . LIC #720437
2

4 TORIPEDEC)
~ a2 &

10:2 178"

®
g ﬂf BEDROO
126 SF,

LINE OF )
SLAB EDGE

]

HROOM-2

60-0"

KITCHEN

6

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAVINGS AND VIRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, ING. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

.10
BiHROOM-Z

KITCHEN

9.97/8
[o—

[2)

THE DESIGN DOCUMENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OVWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGAINST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SAE.

REVISIONS

5.5
5.5

39-41 BERNARD
3

39-41 BERNARD
3

a2
51 BERNARD
@
a2y
51 BERNARD

34110

2.5

cLoser

2.5

OPEN PLAN
AREA b
4218F R

65"

- BEDROOM-1 S0sF BEDROOM-1 50 SF
:

TOTAL
OPEN PLAN
AREA

443 SF

10.08.2021 /

PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1

o

06.28.2022| /
07.15.2022| /a\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2

PLAN SET UPDATE

127 SF B B @ 127 SF

o u

105"

]
SOLE
=4
=
ﬁ
donsoLe
c
=
ﬁ

FEES
Hal

)

l\J‘ ‘ DATE 05262022

o0 L 64 | SCALE ASNOTED

ﬁﬂ {M:H,/ L E

230 PROJECTID 00000

DRAWN BY Moo

UNIT #2 INTERIOR FLOOR AREA: 838 SF
UNIT #2 TOTAL PORCH AREA: 119 SF
* QUALIFIED USABLE OPEN AREA: 101 SF
* PORCH EXTENSION: 19 SF
COMMON AREA: 50 SF

CHECKED BY H

(E) NON COMPLIANT SECOND FLOOR PLAN
GROUNDTO 3D THIRD FLOOR PLAN

FLOOR TO REMAIN.

UNIT #3 INTERIOR FLOOR AREA: 858 SF

UNIT #3 SPIRAL STAIR AND PORCH AREA: 64 SF
(E) NON COMPLIANT COMMON AREA: 50 SF

STAIRS/STEPS FROM
GROUND TO 3RD
FLOOR TO REMAIN

SHEETTITLE

LEGEND
1\ SECOND FLOOR PLAN / 2"\ THIRD FLOOR PLAN

v SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0" v SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0" @
- (E) WALL/FLOOR/ROOF TO REMAIN TRUE PROJECT . a
NORTH

NORTH
SHEETNO.

2001 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug
71162022334 AN





179"

A

a2

51 BERNARD

N 1
A5.1
20
17 N 58
N LOWER ROOF
2 176 SF
- DECK STEP B
ACCESS _1 ®
w st :
TR v e ! =
A I B | 1/ |
‘ L
§ [ = } nus o
gL ﬁ =3
8 §
H .
a
4
<
z B
4 ]
wl sl 5
o &
3 ROOF DECK
(2]
@
UPPER ROOF
437 SF
.
N | I |
50 130" 50
2.0

BLDG TOTAL ROOF AND DECK AREA: 972 SF
BLDG TOTAL ROOF & STAIR AREA: 648 SF
UNIT #3 DECK AREA: 324 SF OR 1/3 OF ROOF AND DECK AREA

1 ROOF DECK FLOOR PLAN
B SCALE: 1/8" = 1'

TRUE
NORTH

PROJECT
NORTH

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCSCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP
I

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

REVISIONS

10.08.2021 / PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06.28.2022| & PLAN SET UPDATE
DATE 05252022
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAWN BY DG
CHECKED BY H

ROOF DECK FLOOR PLAN
ROOF PLAN

SHEETTITLE

A3.1

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





LEGEND
PROPOSED ADDITION
SUBJECT PROPERTY
,,,,,, 45 BERNARD ST. SAN FRANCISCO, CA
v 1 (B) ELEMENTS TO BE
[ 4 REMOVED

b

=
=]

/ 1"\ (E) BERNARD STREET VIEW
SCALE: NTS

Google

(N) 42" HIGH WOOD PICKET
(E) SMOOTH STUCCO TO WALL
REMAIN

(E) NON CODE COMPLIANT
FIRE EGRESS, NON
ENERGY EFFICIENT, DH
WINDOW, TO BE REMOVED

q. (N) METAL MEDALLION
— COLOR MATCH WALL

SUBJECT PROPERTY
45 BERNARD ST. SAN FRANCISCO, CA

/ 2"\ (E) REAR/SOUTH VIEW

SCALE: NTS

(E) 36" HIGH NON CODE ———
COMPLIANT WOOD RAIL TO
BE REMOVED B
(E) MOULDING TO BE ———|
REMOVED
(E) LEVETSS-EE = +21'6"
- B I | _
(N) WOOD CLAD 4-0" X §'-0" ———
(E) WOOD LAP SIDING TO ——— e — SINGLE HUNG WINDOWS TO
BE REMOVED CURRENT ENERGY & FIRE
EGRESS CODE SIZE
o REQUIREMENTS. (TYP)
o g

3167

(E) STAIRS TO
APARTMENTS BEYOND

_

(E)36"HIGHNONCODE ————— |
COMPLIANT WOOD RAIL TO T

BE REMOVED [t
[t
WL

REFACE (E) LAP SIDING & —— |
TRIM WITH 3 COAT
STUCCO

10:0"

i e
mummumu‘ At

H\H\HHHHHHH
I ‘H\HH\HHHHH
mumummuHHHHHHHHHH
mumu”HHHHHHH}N

(E) METAL SECURITY GATE ———|
TO BE REMOVED

_

(E) ROOF = +31-6"

(E) LEVEL-3 FF =+21'6"

(N) GUARDRAILS TO CODE
/ @ 42" HIGH & 4" GAP
BETWEEN VERTICAL RAILS

VEL-2 FF = +11'6"

O
[

([

Ooooo
Ooooo
O

oo
[mjm}

(E) LEVEL-1 FF =+1'6"

GRADE LEVEL = 0-0"

T MODIFY (E) WOOD RAIL TO

METAL AND CODE HEIGHT

bi E) DOOR TO BE REMOVED
(E) NON CODE COMPLIANT ®
FIRE EGRESS, NON
ENERGY EFFICIENT, DH

WINDOW, TO REMAIN ——

(E) BASEMENT

N (N) BASEMENT FF TO BE
LOW

ERED
/ 3"\ (E) FRONT/NORTH ELEVATION
- SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

rna e i

REWORK (E) OUTSWING
GATE TO CODE HEIGHT

/"4 PROPOSED FRONT/NORTH ELEVATION J B
SCALE: 1/4"TO 1'-0"

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960

T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCSCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP
I

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

I
REVISIONS
10.08.2021| /2 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06282022 /3\ PLAN SET UPDATE
07152022 /\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
DATE 05262022
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAIN BY oo
CHECKEDBY H
FRONT ELEVATION
SHEET TITLE

A4.0

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





(E) ROOF TO BE REMOVED

(E) WINDOW TO BE
REMOVED (TYP)

(E) WALL TO BE REMOVED
(TYP)

(E) REAR STAIRS TO BE REMOVED

(E)_TOP OF PARAPET = +32-65|

/ 17\ (E) REAR/SOUTH ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

ﬂ‘ (E) LEVEL FF=

GRADE LEVEL = 0-0

‘4 (E) LEVEL-3 FF =+21-6"

‘4 (E) LEVEL-2 FF =+11-6"
&) LEVELe PP=21

[
If| (E) BASEMENT FF=-66" |
[

o

(N) 3 COAT STUCCO FINISH FOR
ROOF DECK WALL

(N) STEEL SPIRAL
STAIR

(N) 72"WX 96"H VINYL SLIDING
DOOR (TYP)

(N) 48"WX 96'H VINYL SINGLE
HUNG WINDOW (TYP)

(N) DECORATIVE ————

METAL RAIL

(N) 72'W X 96"H VINYL
SLIDING DOOR (TYP)

(N) 24"W X 54"H VINYL SINGLE HUNG
WINDOW (TYP)

(N) 42" HIGH METAL ———__

GUARD RAIL (TYP)

(N) 72"W X 50"H VINYL
SLIDING WINDOW

(N) 36"W X 96"H WOOD —————

OOR
WITH LIGHT

(N) 3 COAT STUCCO FINISH
FOR REAR WALL

\
\
\

\

= @

(E) ROOF =+31-6"

(N) REAR ROOF DECK
=+30-0"

(E) LEVEL-3 FF=+21-6"

o

(E) LEVEL-2 FF =+11'6"

arer

(E) LEVEL-1 FF=+1-6"

300 ALLOWABLE MAXIMUM HEIGHT @10 FEET FROM DESIGNATED REAR SETBACK BY AVERAQING

GRADE LEVEL = 0-0"

(5]

BASEMENT FF = 66"

\

/2" PROPOSED REAR/SOUTH ELEVATION

U SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

(N) BASEMENT FF = -8'6"

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCSCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED

CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

LEGEND

TANTAMOUNT TO DEMOLITION CALCULATION

E EXTERIOR WITH CEMENT SIDING

EXTERIOR FACADE ADDITION

|:| 3 COAT STUCCO - COLOR 1

FRONT + REAR FACADE (LFT AT FOUNDATION) VERTICAL ENVELOP ELEMENTS TO REMAIN
ELEVATION (E)EXT | (E) EXTWALLTO | WALLTO | (P) EXTTO ELEVATION | (E) ENVELOP |AREA TO DEMOLISH| AREA TO ADD | (P) ENVELOP AREA
SIDE WALL in LFT| DEMOLISH in LFT |ADD in LFT|REMAIN in LFT | COMPLIANCE SIDE ;(\R)EA in SQFT in SQFT in SQFT %‘o) REMAIN in SQFT| COMPLIANCE
NORTH/FRONT —ono oo .
ELEVATION | 237100% 0=0% NA. 23<50% N o | 806 = 100% 43=5.33% 25,6 =3.18% 788.6<50%
SOUTH/REAR 009 _ . )
ELEVATION | 23=100% 22=95.65% NA. 1>50% YES sé)LuEUXEI%/:‘R 062 = 100% 856 = 89% NA 106 < 50%
TOTAL 46 22 NA. 24 EAST YES
ELEVATION | NO CHANGE NO CHANGE NA. 100%
WEST NO CHANGE NO CHANGE NA 100%
ELEVATION - °
TOTAL 1768 899 25.600 894.6 > 50%

I
REVISIONS

10.08.2021| /2 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06.282022) /3\ PLAN SET UPDATE

/3\
A
07452022 /4\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
DATE 05262022
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAIN BY Moe
CHECKEDBY H
SHEET TITLE
} \ | . 1

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





<gs
wds
LEGEND Bas
Ii (E) REAR ROOF TO BE REMOVED F|>_ 2388
Es§
1777777777 (E) TOP OF PARAPET = +32-6" g0
228
- = J— EE— 228
| - (E) ROOF =+316" PROPOSED ADDITION 525
| (E) REAR SIDE WALL TO BE 3"’5
REMOVED [ . EBEN  DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK|LIVE
I I -
‘ S o ! ! (E) ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED
| r N I
| ' BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
‘ Lz SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL
. 22z
' iizZ
- - [
| \ e APN # 0157030
! d¢zz282224
| BLDG LINE OF ADJACENT 39-41 | Bl /j/f
ERNARD | 3 ng/f e PERMIT NUMBER:
! } JET < o \ e  BP#2020.0822.2415
IEEE QN g g (Ey'WOOD SIDING TO REMAIN e 2020-05176PRJ
1 NS N
| : IS SN o BB#368-912-764
‘ i s i\\i e 2020-0822-2415
1 >477
J» S — I | 52? () LEVEL2 FF=+116" | PROJECT ADDRESS
X | i 7z 45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST., SAN
| [ 22}: FRANCSCO, CA 94133
Aay
\ -
! < N MANAGED BY: HGCI
ST 2
! ‘ S g B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
N NS
. i T NN . LIC.# 720437
| DN (N) 42" HIGH METAL RAILING a
(E) REAR STAIRS TO BE TEMOVED i i \\\} m (E) LEFT/EAST ELEVATION (342" HOH WETAL
' 1 [ . 1/4" TO 1-0"
| I i oS (E) LEVELA FF=+16" SCALE: 1/47T0 10
D e T - -
[ B J _ o | GRADE LEVEL = 00" _
] i I BERNARD STREET
| . i RN : T
It I
1" i I 4
H 1" It ! N
I I !
! 1" i ! (E) BASEMENT FF = 66" REFACE (E) LAP SIDING & TRIM WITH ST
/ T B COAT STUCCO ]
| ) A i P - |
I T T T = ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
I I I I = HEREIN ARE THE WORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT AY NOT GE DUPLICATED,
1] 1 | 1 | ] ReusED o oiscLosep ey Ay wETHOD wiTHoUT THE WRITTEN
— | CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
B T et | 2 _ - (E) ROOF = +31-6 RESERVED.
| I L e | (N) REAR ROOF = +30-0" THE DESIGN DOCUMENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
T - - — = = - - = - - - — THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIR OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OVNER WILL
o ASSUUES FULL_RESPONSIBLLTIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
| I I | o OUISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
. g HGCI AGAINST SAID ERRORS AND OUISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
(N) DECORATIVE M?:‘t | E NS ;;m:ggwwl = HARMLESS FOR SANE
H B
5 R I
é\ REVISIONS
- ,i B 4 (B) LEVELS FF =+216" 10.08.2021 /7 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #
1 % A
' g 06.28.2022| /3\\ PLAN SET UPDATE
‘ ! g m] 3\
2
. O
(N) 42" HIGH METAL | ! 2 O 5
GUARD RAIL (TYP) I \ H N
' 3 ] 5
| I
\ B (E) LEVEL-2 FF=+11'6"
- — i ’
(N) 3 COAT STUCCO FINISH FOR POP 1 I}
UP WAL | B DATE 05262022
‘ § SCALE ASNOTED
[ ‘ r 5 PROJECTID 00000
1 g g
BLDG LINE OF ADJACENT 39-41 ' 3 — DRAWN BY g
BERNARD | = CHECKED BY I
- _ . N (B) LEVELT FF=+15" EAST ELEVATION
! ‘ i GRADE LEVEL =0-0" f
‘ ‘ BERNARD STREET
P~ 5oL
I % | SHEET TITLE
/2" PROPOSED LEFT/EAST ELEVATION I : 5
SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0" <J> e 7 7 ] (E) BASEMENT FF =-6'6"
. ST SRR A4.2
| (N) BASEMENT FF = 86" SHEET NO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





[ 583
LEGEND 333
P58
jed
(E) TOP OF PARAPET = +32-6" Ege
e - 1 - I i
PROPOSED ADDITION I~ ® RooF=wsie — - B L
— 353
RN . ) g ¥ DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE
] | (B) ELEMENTS TO BE REMOVED . [
g BLDG LINE OF ADJACENT 51 |
BERNARD THAT FULLY COVERS

BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

THE PROJECT'S WEST SIDE

|

|

(E) LEVEL-3 FF =+216" |
- | T T ] APN#0157030

|

PERMIT NUMBER:

BLDG LINE OF (E) 45 BERNARD L 2} e  BP#2020.0822.2415
5 3 e 2020-05176PRJ

* BB#368-912-764

e  2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
— ——— — —|| 4547 &49BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCSCO, CA 94133

E) LEVEL-2 FF=+11-6"
(N) ROOF. ASPHALT FINISH [ (E) LEVEL2 FF=+11<

(N) 42" HIGH METAL RAILING MANAGED BY: HGCI
AROUND ROOF DECK B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC.# 720437

100

/ 17\ (E) RIGHT/WEST ELEVATION
- SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

BLDG LINE OF ADJACENT 51
BERNARD THAT COVERS THE
PROJECT'S WEST SIDE

[ GRADE LEVEL =
BERNARD STREET

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED

(E) BASEMENT FF =.6'6"

K

BLDG LINE OF ADJACENT 51 CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
BERNARD RESERVED.

(E) ROOF =+31'6" <2l

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
(N) 3 COAT STUCCO FINISH ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

() DECORATIVE METAL ]
RAIL
REVISIONS

- %

100" PART OF REAR WALL LIMITED
7O 30-0° MAXIMUM HEIGHT

(N) REAR ROOF DECK = +30-0" E

10:0"

c\av AVERAGING

10.08.2021 / PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1

(N) 42" HIGH METAL GUARD 06282022 /3\ PLAN SET UPDATE
RAIL 07.15.2022| /a\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2

10:0"

316"

(N) 3 COAT STUCCO FINISH FOR POP
UP WALL

(E) LEVEL-2 FF =+116"
G

DATE 05252022

SCALE ASNOTED

BLDG LINE OF ADJACENT 51

N) GUARDRAILS TO CODE
(N) GU S TO COl BERNARD PROJECTID 00000

@ 42" HIGH & 4" GAP
BETWEEN VERTICAL RAILS

100"

DRAWN BY DG

CHECKED BY H

WEST ELEVATION

30-0": ALLOWABLE MAXIMUM HEIGHT @10 FEET FROM DESIGNATED REAR BETBA

(E) LEVEL-1 FF=+1-6"
B Ve P Ee T

o557 y .

| GRADELEVEL=00"

BERNARD STREET

SHEETTITLE

86"
1

/ 2"\ PROPOSED RIGHT/WEST ELEVATION

2 ; Z SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0" 4 3

SHEETNO.

~ "(N) BASEMENT FF = -8-6"

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





[ (E) ROOF=+316"

(E) LEVEL-3 FF =+21-6"

(E) LEVEL2 FF=+11-6"

(E) LEVEL1 FF=

GRADE LEVEL = 0-0"

BEDROOM-1

BEDROOM-1

BEDROOM-1

HERNARD STREET —_—

(E) BASEMENT FF = -6-6"

/1 (E) SECTION

(E) ROOF = +31-6"

I N /o
| i ol WATER HEATER |l |
____ BEDROOM-1 W sademen] RoOM” !
7 Z
- - iz Z 7

v SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

10:0"

80"

(E) LEVEL3 FF=+2

1© LEvEL2 Fr= vt

(E) LEVEL-1 FF=+1'6"

GRADE LEVEL = 0-0

(E) BASEMENT FF =-6'6"

LEGEND

PROPOSED ADDITION

- (E) WALL/FLOOR/ROOF TO REMAIN

1 (B) WALLIFLOOR/ROOF

777777 4 TO BE REMOVED

/ 2"\ (E) TRANSVERSE SECTION

SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

—
g /
N N\ N\
\ \
A\, N\
BEDROOM-3 N LIVING & DINING", _
[
4 /
° \ \
\ \
\ N\
BEDROOM-3 N LIVING & DINING", _
o 7/ /
g 7/ 7/
3l / 7/
g / /
N \ N\
\ N\
AN N
BEDROOM-3 N LIVING & DIING", _
I —— p— _
A\, 7/
N\ 7/
% N //
9|
3 \,
b 7/ \
7/ N\
ROOM + CORRIDOR ROOM -3 _
v 74
I L
| \ \ \ |
7 7 7
P , o \ \ v

238

Eo§ | |

gs7

H]

08

3z3 G C |
29s

F

g ¢ DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE
|

BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP
I

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

I

REVISIONS
10.08.2021 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
PLAN SET UPDATE
DATE 05262022
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAWN BY e
CHECKED BY W
EXISTING BUILDING
SECTION

SHEET TITLE

A5.0

SHEET NO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





(N) 42" HIGH METAL RAILING
AROUND ROOF DECK

10-0". PART OF REAR WALL LIMITED
TO 30-0° MAXIMUM HEIGHT

| il
! = |
J
OOF DECK r1orA
e e B
(E) ROOF = +31-6" oraw | | 1
G — — — — e L o
(N) REAR ROOF DECK = +30'-0" .
g 20 | o
o H / erz | 3§
g H / JfEs| g
b 3 / Bes3| 8
2 eee| =
g N BElel 3
: cezB| 2
2 H AN f587| g
(E) LEVEL-3 FF =+21'6" LIVING N o &
B
2
. ‘ ; 8
g y 5
¢ / o
R ¢ / g
i g E
g N £
5 2 \, 3 I
2 B} \ & S|
(E) LEVEL-2 FF = +11'6" LIVING \ PORCH 8
B
. ’ E
T 7/
% 7/ %
z =|
& Q 7/ w
H ] 4 g
3
2 \ 5
o \ B 2
N Y N % h
4 ) \ ® 2
® (E) LEVEL-1 FF=+1-6" LIVING \ PORCH _ A _
] GRADE LEVEL = 0-0" = = g — __
BERNARD STREET
7 -
5 &
g g
= o \
% ki N
E \ £ y
(E) BASEMENT FF = 66" 4 /
5 PG&E AND CONDITIONED REAR YARD PATIO
= __GARBAGE RO SPACE

(N) BASEMENT FF = 86" —

/ 1\ PROPOSED SECTION

7N

SCALE: 1/4" T0 1'-0"

LEGEND

PROPOSED ADDITION

- (E) WALL/FLOOR/ROOF TO REMAIN

r 1
! | (E) WALL/FLOOR/ROOF
D 4 TO BE REMOVED
1 N el
| i
ROOF DECK
(E) ROOF = +316"
i 4 ] N 7
| E KITDKEN
g /lz DND\
(E) LEVEL-3 FF=+21-6" BATHROOM-1 4 DINING N
{ (B) LEVELS FF=+2107
\ e
5 3 ITOKEN
E E [EYONR|
(E) LEVEL-2 FF=+11-6" BATHROOM-1 NING N
{( (B) LEVEL:Z FF=+11-67
) //
E 3 ITDKEN
B [EYONR|
(E) LEVEL-1 FF=+1-6" BATHROOM-1 NING N
{ (B) LEVELTFF=+1-6" |
_GRADELEVEL=0-0" B — —
. z
J 3 g
27 2
; 7/
(E) BASEMENT F ’
- | [~ |~ | || [ conDTjoNED
SPACE
(N) BASEMENT FF=-8 : z SE3
I |
9 \ \
/ 7 <

AN N

/ 2"\ PROPOSED TRANSVERSE SECTION

SCALE: 1/4" TO 1'-0"

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

I
REVISIONS

10.082021( /5 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06.28.2022) /3\ PLAN SET UPDATE
07.152022) /i\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
DATE 05262022
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAWN BY e
CHECKED BY W
SHEET TITLE

/ \5 . 1

SHEET NO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug





		45 Bernard Street Appeal - Planning Response Memo - CatEx 

		Attachment A

		DRA-793 for appeal




. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION APPEAL

45 Bernard Street

Date: October 24, 2022
To: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
From: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer - (628) 652-7571

Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer, Planner- elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org - (628) 652-7365

RE: Planning Record No. 2020-005176APL
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 45 Bernard Street

Hearing Date: November 1,2022
Attachment(s): A - DRA-793 with Project Plans, 45 Bernard Street

Project Sponsor:  Taylor Huston
Appellant(s): Brian O’Neill of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson PC, on behalf of the Upper Chinatown
Neighborhood Association

Introduction

This memorandum is a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of Supervisors (Board) regarding the
Planning Department’s (Department) issuance of a categorical exemption under the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) for the proposed 45 Bernard Street project (Proposed Project).

The Department, pursuant to Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a categorical exemption for the Proposed
Project on April 13,2021, finding that the Proposed Project is exempt from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical
exemption.

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a categorical exemption
and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a categorical exemption and return the
Proposed Project to the Department staff for additional environmental review.

Site Description and Existing Use

The site is an approximately 1,380 square foot (23-foot in width by 60-foot in length) lateral and down sloping lot
and contains an existing 2,994 square foot, three-story, four-residential-unit building, located mid-block along
Bernard Street in the Nob Hill neighborhood. The project block is bounded by Bernard Street to the north,
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Taylor Street to the east, Pacific Avenue to the south and Jones Street to the west. Bernard Street is a 35-foot-
wide east-west street. The existing buildings on this block of Bernard Street consist of three-story, multi-unit
residential buildings with flat roofs. The existing neighboring buildings fronting Bernard Street and Pacific
Avenue (to the south of the project) vary in depth - some buildings extend further into the rear yard open space
than others. The Proposed Project site is within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and
a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Project Description

On August 22, 2020, the project sponsor filed Building Permit Application (BPA) No. 2020.0822.2415 proposing
construction of a four-story horizontal rear addition to the existing on-site 2,994 square foot, multi-unit
residential building at 45 Bernard Street. The proposed four-story addition encompasses the existing basement,
first floor, second floor, and third floor of the existing structure. On August 25, 2022, the San Francisco Planning
Commission (Commission) conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled commission
meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2020-005176DRP, took the Discretionary Review requested and
approved the Proposed Project with modifications (please see further discussion under Background below).

Background

The following is a brief summary of the relevant project background for the appeal of the categorical exemption
issued on April 13,2021, for the 45 Bernard Street Project.

On August 22, 2020, the Project Sponsor, Taylor Huston, filed a building permit application for the Proposed
Project with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).

On August 25, 2020, the Project Sponsor’s Project Application was accepted by the Planning Department
(Department) and routed to the Current Planning Division’s Northeast team leader for assignment and review of
the Proposed Project.

On April 13,2021, the Department completed the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (Part 1) form, a formal
evaluation document which determines whether or not a property is a historic resource and issued a categorical
exemption determination finding that the Proposed Project was categorically exempt under CEQA Class 1 -
Alteration and Addition to an Existing Structure, and that no further environmental review was required.

On July 14,2021, the Department’s plan check comments were initially submitted to the Project Sponsor.

On November 7, 2021, the Project Sponsor filed an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) application. The ADU
application was submitted to legalize an Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU). See further discussion below

On January 24,2022, the Department issued neighborhood notification pursuant to Planning Code Section 311

for the Proposed Project under Building Permit Application No. 2020.0822.2415. Similar to the categorical
exemption, the Section 311 notification described the Proposed Project as a four dwelling unit building.

San Francisco 2
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On February 23,2022, Jennifer Mei of the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association filed a request for
discretionary review with the Department on the Proposed Project.

On July 15,2022, the project sponsor submitted modified project plans for the Proposed Project which differed
from what was shown in the original 311 neighborhood notification plans set. The revisions were necessary
because the Department determined that the rear wall of the adjacent existing building at 51 Bernard Street,
used for calculating the proposed project’s rear yard setback depth, did not qualify for the purposes of
averaging (Planning Code Section 134) resulting in the reduction of the proposed rear addition/rear wall
extension by two feet. Later revised project drawings also incorporated the removal of a proposed fire escape at
the rear, the addition of exterior decks, and a spiral stair to a roof deck. The roof deck was pulled back from the
building edges from the original project proposal shown in the 311 neighborhood notification dated January 24,
2022.

On August 25, 2022, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting
on Discretionary Review Application 2020-005176DRP for the proposed project. Following public comment and
deliberation by the commissioners, the Commission took Discretionary Review and approved the project with
modifications, which constituted the approval action for the Proposed Project under Section 31.04(h) of the San
Francisco Administrative Code. The Proposed Project that was approved presumed that the work associated
with the building envelope expansion would first be approved prior to approval of the ADU application. The
Commission approved the Proposed Project with modifications indicating that the project proposal complied
with the Planning Code and the General Plan but did not conform with the Residential Design Guidelines with
respect to articulating the building to minimize impacts to light and air to the adjacent buildings. The
Commission recognized the Rent Control Ordinance and its direct impact as it relates to tenant rights, owner
move-in evictions, the need to be able to locate previous tenants, first right of refusal at their previous rent rates,
and that the current tenant may continue their tenancy for as long as they wish. The Commission further
encouraged that the duration of any relocation of the existing tenant due to project construction should be as
short as possible and encouraged a green rear yard open space. The Commission instructed Department staff
to approve the Project per modified plans reflecting the following conditions:

1) Eliminate the roof deck,

2) Eliminate the spiral stair from the third floor to the roof,

3) Configure the third floor to be identical to the second floor; and,

4) Provide the Commission with an update report within six months of permit issuance.

On September 26,2022, Brian O’Neill of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson PC, on behalf of the Upper Chinatown
Neighborhood Association (hereinafter Appellant) timely filed an appeal of the April 13,2021 categorical
exemption to the Board.

On October 4, 2022, the Office of the Clerk of the Board scheduled a hearing before the Board to hear the appeal
on November 1,2022.

Discretionary Review Action DRA-793 dated August 25, 2022 (Amended date: October 4, 2022), page 2
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CEQA Guidelines

Categorical Exemptions

In accordance with CEQA Section 21084(a), categorical exemptions apply to a list of classes of projects that were
determined by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency not to have a significant effect on the
environment. Projects that fit within the classes of projects defined in CEQA Guidelines sections 15300 to 15333
are exempt from further environmental review under CEQA.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15301:Existing Facilities, or Class 1, consists of the operation, repair, or minor alteration
of existing public or private structures and facilities, including additions to an existing structure, provided that
the addition will not increase by more than 10,000 square feet if the project is in an area where all public services
and facilities are available to allow for maximum development permissible in the General Plan, and the area in
which the project is located is not environmentally sensitive. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)).

The Proposed Project would add approximately 548 square feet of space in a horizontal rear addition to the
existing 2,994 square foot multi-unit residential building, and therefore fits within the scope of a Class 1
Categorical Exemption. Furthermore, given the Project’s limited-under 10,000 square foot extent of proposed
development, the Proposed Project's scope falls squarely within the standard Class 1 categorical exemption and
within standard Planning Department scopes of work for review by preservation staff.

Under CEQA, evaluation of the potential for proposed projects to impact “historical resources” is a

two-step process: the first is to determine whether the property is an “historical resource” as defined

in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of CEQA; and, if it is an “historical resource,” the second is to evaluate whether the action
or project proposed by the sponsor would cause a “substantial adverse change “to the “historical resource.” Per
CEQA section 21084.1, a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA includes, among other things, a historical
resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources, as
well as a resource included in a local register of historical resources or determined to be a historic resource by
the lead agency.

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)
states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be based on
substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA Guidelines section 15064(f)(5) offers the following
guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or
erroneous, or evidence thatis not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall
include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” The
Guidelines further state that “substantial evidence” means “enough relevant information and reasonable
inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15384).

Planning Department Responses

The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below.

Response 1: The Proposed Project description is accurate, stable and finite.
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The Department’s conclusion that the Proposed Project Description is accurate, stable and finite is supported by
substantial evidence.

The Proposed Project approved by the Commission does not differ substantially from the project that was
described in the project’s categorical exemption determination and the Commission-approved project is
exempt from CEQA as a Class 1 categorical exemption. At the time of initial review on July 14, 2021, the
Proposed Project included renovation of “four existing units in the building on site”. However, the fourth existing
(basement) unit, although currently vacant, had previously been used as an Unauthorized Dwelling Unit (UDU)
and put the existing and Proposed Project over the permitted density per the applicable zoning for the project
site. The Proposed Project was therefore publicly noticed under Section 311 of the Planning Code on January
24,2022 as a project “to modify the existing building with a rear addition; proposes alterations to the exterior of
the existing building; proposes to legalize an existing residential unit.”” The notice described “four (4) existing
units” on site, and reflected that “four (4) units” would remain. Subsequently on November 7, 2021 the scope of
the project related to legalizing the fourth existing dwelling unit as a state-mandated program Accessory
Dwelling Unit (ADU) was severed as a separate permit. Permits for ADUs under the state-mandated Accessory
Dwelling Unit program are not subject to CEQA review. The ADU permit is still active and is pending resolution
of the permit covering the remainder of the project work.” Because the ADU permit is active, describing the
proposed basement work as a “future ADU” (and the Department’s description of the project in the categorical
exemption of the renovation of a 4-unit building) is accurate.

The July 15,2022 revised project plans that were approved by the Commission on August 25, 2022, reference a
basement floor plan “future ADU” under a separate permit. Furthermore, the Commission approval under
Discretionary Review Action DRA-793" adopts findings for the project related to taking discretionary review and
the approval of a building permit application proposing construction of a four-story horizontal rear addition at
the existing basement, first floor, second floor, and third floor to a three-story over basement, four-family
dwelling within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District” [emphasis
added].

Response 2: The Department appropriately evaluated the Project’s potential impacts on historical resources,
including historic districts, in support of the Project’s categorical exemption, in compliance with CEQA, the
CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code and applicable National Park Service
guidance.

The Department’s conclusion that the subject property is not an individually eligible historic resource is supported
by substantial evidence.

The Appellant does not dispute the Department’s finding that the subject property is not an individually eligible
historic resource for inclusion in the California Register.

Notice of an application for Alteration and Rear Addition 45 Bernard Street - 2020.0822.2415, page 1

In order to fully remove a UDU the Project Sponsor would need to go through the Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) process. The Project Sponsor did
not wish to remove the UDU/pursue a CUA and so the only way to legalize the UDU was to convert it to an ADU. However, because there had been
evictions at the site and the local (city) ADU program does not allow for UDU conversion to ADU if there have been evictions, the proposed ADU had to be a
state mandated program ADU. The state ADU is ministerial and therefore permit is pending the resolution of the other permit.

Discretionary Review Action DRA-793 dated August 25, 2022 (Amended date: October 4, 2002), page 1
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The Proposed Project site is located on the south side of Bernard Street between Taylor and Jones Streets in the
Nob Hill neighborhood; Pacific Avenue is to the rear of the project block. The subject building was constructed
in 1906 as a three-flat, three-story-over-basement, wood frame residential building °. The building’s front facade
consists of painted wood horizontal clapboard siding at the first two stories and the third story has been
covered with a stucco finish. The front fagade also contains six double hung wood windows with wood trim and
ogee lugs, as well as a central recessed stairwell. The roofline exhibits a corbeled cornice. Due to the lot slope,
the rear of the property has four levels and is defined by stucco walls and horizontal painted wood clapboard
siding. At this rear fagade, the windows are aluminum sliders with no trim. There is also a wood exit stair which
was added at some point to provide emergency exiting for the apartment units. Several alterations to the
existing on-site building have taken place since 1928.

Based on Department records and supplemental information provided, Planning Department staff prepared a
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) form, a formal evaluation document which determines whether
or not a property is a historic resource. In the HRER for 45 Bernard Street, Department staff determined that the
subject property is not individually eligible for inclusion in the California Register. Department staff determined
that the subject property is not individually eligible under any of the four criteria, as it is not associated with any
qualifying events or persons. To be eligible under Criterion 1 (Events), the building cannot merely be associated
with historic events or trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. No known
historic events occurred at the subject property that would support a finding of individual eligibility under
Criterion 1. None of the known occupants or owners appear to be of historic significance to the local, regional or
national past to justify a finding of individual eligibility under Criterion 2.). Department staff also determined that
the building is not architecturally distinct such that would qualify it for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 3. Specifically, based on the permit record, 45 Bernard Street retains moderate integrity (alterations
include but are not limited to window modifications to the rear facade and the stucco alteration at the third
story of the front facade). Buildings that are eligible under the architecture Criterion must represent distinctive
characteristics of its style and period and possess high artistic value. The subject property is a residence
reflective of its era on its block but does not rise to the level of artistic expression that would render it eligible for
individual eligibility as a historic resource. The subject property was not considered significant under Criterion 4
since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment.
The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type.

The Department’s conclusion that the subject property is not within a historic district or a potentially eligible
historic district is supported by substantial evidence.

The Appellant contends that the Department has not provided sufficient evidence to justify its finding that the
subject property is not within a potentially eligible historic district or survey area for Upper Chinatown.

The information provided below substantiates the Department’s conclusion that the subject property is not
within a historic district, a potentially eligible historic district or survey area for Upper Chinatown.

The area in which the subject property is located is not formally identified at present as a historic district.

Historic Sanborn Map, Map Page 70
Part | Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Record No. 2020-005176PRJ/ENV, 45-49 Bernard Street, pages 2-3, as attached to the CEQA
Exemption Determination dated April 13,2022

San Francisco 6
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The subject property is also outside the boundaries of the National Register-eligible Chinatown Historic District,
which has a Period of Significance of 1906-1930." The Department has identified no evidence that this property
would contribute to this district, and Appellant provided none in support of its appeal. In addition, the subject
property does not exhibit the key Character-Defining Features of the Chinatown Historic District, such as
masonry, elaborate moldings (terra cotta, tile, brick) around entrances, upper floor windows and Chinese
architectural motifs (e.g., tile pagoda roofs, bracketing, latticed balconies). Recent evaluations prepared for
projects proposed at nearby properties (such as the Historic Resource Evaluation Response for 749 Grant
Avenue®) do not provide any evidence to support a conclusion that there is a historic district in Upper
Chinatown.

The 45 Bernard Street property is also outside of the North Beach survey area, including the expanded survey
area of the North Beach Historic Context Statement and survey update that is ongoing, indicating that it does
not appear to be associated with that context’.

Furthermore, the Department’s findings and analysis were based on Department records, including an
evaluation process that concurred with a Historic Resource Evaluation Response prepared for an adjacent
property at 51 Bernard Street (see Case No. 2013.1452E). Both the evaluations for the subject property and 51
Bernard Street note that the surrounding area development exhibits a broad range of construction dates from
1900 to 1988 and no clear period of development is evident. Staff analysis also notes that many of the
surrounding properties have undergone facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. Further,
the staff analysis prepared for 51 Bernard Avenue states that “[t]he area surrounding the subject property does
not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified buildings.”

The Appellant references discussion regarding expansion of a survey area, which is taken out of context because
the referenced language is specifically in relation to the architectural style/features of the subject building in
comparison to Romeo Alley Flats found within North Beach. The Historic Resource Evaluation Response for 45
Bernard Street specifically indicates that the project site is outside the boundary of the Expanded North Beach
Survey, and while it shares characteristics of the Romeo Alley Flats within North Beach, it does not exemplify
them and there is no justification to expand the North Beach survey area.

Given all the above information, the subject property was correctly determined to not be within a historic
district, a potentially eligible historic district or survey area for Upper Chinatown.

Case No. 2008.0762E, Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) Chinese Hospital - 835 Jackson Street, 845 Jackson Street, 1140 Powell Street, and
827 Pacific Avenue dated February 27,2012. & the San Francisco Property Information Map (SFPIM) Database. This HRER consolidated Chinatown Historic
District boundaries and information found in a 1997 Section 106 project review by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). In general,
the boundaries of the eligible Chinatown Historic district is roughly bounded by Broadway, Columbus Avenue, Kearny Street, Bush Street, and Stockton
Street. This HRER increased the boundaries to include 835 Jackson Street and 820 Jackson Street and extended the boundary west along Washington
Street to include 940 Washington Street and 950 Washington Street.

Part I Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Record No. 2109-00397ENV, 749 Grant Avenue dated January 29, 2021

The expanded survey area included in the community-initiated North Beach Historic Context Statement (HCS), dated February 11, 2020, remains in draft
form. No findings have been made and the draft HCS has yet to be reviewed, finalized, or adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission. Expanded
boundaries generally encompass most of North Beach from Jones to Bay to Sansome Streets and reaching as far as Washington Street (please see Map on
page 3 of the North Beach Historic HCS,

Preservation Review Team (PTR) Form Record No. 2013.1452E, 51 Bernard Street, dated November 4, 2013, page 2.

Part | Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER), Record No. 2020-005176PRJ/ENV, 45-49 Bernard Street, pages 3, as attached to the CEQA
Exemption Determination dated April 13,2022

San Francisco
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The Department’s conclusion that the existing courtyard at 45 Bernard Street property is not a character-defining
feature is supported by substantial evidence.

The Appellant contends that the Department omitted an evaluation of the rear yard of the subject property as a
traditional Chinese courtyard typology related to culture and social sustainability. Overall, CEQA deals with
aspects of environmental review within the public realm and generally speaking does not evaluate privately-
owned rear yards and areas that have no public visibility. Moreover, rear yard open space is a typical San
Francisco block pattern throughout the City and not tied to any group or specific neighborhood. The
Department’s Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code seek to preserve mutual enjoyment of open
spacein the rearyards — individually and collectively. The Proposed Project is code compliant and maintains the
pattern of open space that is required both by design guidelines and Planning code, the latter of which averages
the depth of the two adjacent buildings and leaves an area of rear yard similar to other properties on this block.

Furthermore, in staff’s review of the above referenced Historic Resource Evaluation Responses (for 45 Bernard
Street and 51 Bernard Street), related supplemental information in the Department’s records, as well as the draft
San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context Statement'’, courtyards and rear yards are not mentioned as
character-defining features. One of the purposes of the San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context
Statement is to aid in the evaluation and preservation of important historic sites “...associated with San
Francisco’s Chinese American history throughout the city that are worthy of preservation.” The draft document
provides examples of such buildings and “contains an evaluative framework for determining which properties
may be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and California
Register of Historical Resources (California Register)”. The evaluative framework does not reference a sacred or
cultural significance of rear courtyard spaces.

Conclusion

The Department has determined that the Proposed Project is categorically exempt from environmental review
under CEQA on the basis that: (1) the Proposed Project meets the definition of one or more of the classes of
projects that the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency has found not to have a significant effect on the
environment, and (2) none of the exceptions specified in CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 prohibiting the use of
a categorical exemption are applicable to the Proposed Project. The Appellant has not demonstrated, nor
provided evidence supporting a claim, that the Department’s historic resource determination and evaluation for
the project is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. Nor has the Appellant presented a fair
argument based on substantial evidence that the Proposed Project would result in a substantial adverse change
to a historic resource.

For the reasons stated above and, in the April 13,2021, categorical exemption determination, the CEQA
determination complies with the requirements of CEQA, and the Proposed Project is appropriately exempt from
environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The Department therefore respectfully recommends
that the Board uphold the CEQA categorical exemption determination and deny the appeal of the CEQA
determination.

San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context Statement (Draft 1), June 2021
San Francisco Chinese American Historic Context Statement (Draft 1), June 2021, page A-2

San Francisco
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. 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl San Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION DRA-793

HEARING DATE: AUGUST 25, 2022
AMENDED DATE: OCTOBER 4, 2022

Record No.: 2020-005176DRP
Project Address: 45 Bernard Street
Building Permit: ~ 2020.0822.2415

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House- Three Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0157 /030

Project Sponsor:  Taylor Huston
59 Grove Hill South
San Anselmo, CA 94960

DR Requestor: Jennifer Mei
Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association
1144 Pacific Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94133

Staff Contact: David Winslow - (628) 652-7335
David.Winslow@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD NO. 2020-005176DRP AND THE
APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 2020.0822.2415 PROPOSING CONSTRUCTION OF A FOUR-
STORY HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION AT THE EXISTING BASEMENT, FIRST FLOOR, SECOND FLOOR, AND THIRD
FLOORTO A THREE-STORY OVER BASEMENT, FOUR-FAMILY DWELLING WITHIN FHE A RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE,
THREE-FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

Preamble

On August 22,2020, Taylor Huston filed for Building Permit Application No. 2020.0822.2415 proposing construction
of a four-story horizontal rear addition at the existing basement, first floor, second floor, and third floor to a three-
story over basement, four-family dwelling within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District.

On February 23,2022, Jennifer Mei of the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association (hereinafter “Discretionary
Review (DR) Requestor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for

Discretionary Review (2020-005176DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2020.0822.2415.

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical exemption.

P HEEE Para informacién en Espatiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550



DRA-793 Record No. 2020-005176DRP
August 25, 2022 45 Bernard Street
Amended: October 4, 2022

On August 25,2022, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 2020-005176DRP.

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

Action

The Commission hereby takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2020-005176DRP and approves
Building Permit Application 2020.0822.2415 with modifications.

The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include:

1. There are extraordinary or exceptional circumstances in the case. The proposal complies with the
Planning Code and the General Plan, but does not conform with the Residential Design Guidelines with
respect to articulating the building to minimize impacts to light and air to the adjacent buildings.

2. The Commission recognizes the Rent Control Ordinance and its directimpact as it relates to tenant rights,
owner move-in evictions, the need to be able to locate previous tenants, first right of refusal at their
previous rent rates, and that the current tenant may continue their tenancy for as long as they wish. ane

3. The Commission further encourages that the duration of any relocation of the existing tenant will be as
short as possible and a green rear yvard open space.

4. The Commission determined that modifications to the project were necessary, and erceuraged-greentng
therearyard-open-space—and-they instructed staff to approve the Project per plans with the following

conditions:

1. Eliminate the roof deck.

2. _Eliminate the ard-spiral stair from the third floor to the roof.

3. Configure the third floor to be identical to the second floor.

2.4. Provide the Commission with an update report within six months of BPA issuance.

Planning



DRA-793 Record No. 2020-005176DRP
August 25, 2022 45 Bernard Street
Amended: October 4, 2022

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit Application to
the Board of Appeals only after the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) takes action (issuing or disapproving)
the permit. Such appeal must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI’s action on the permit. For further
information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (628) 652-1150, 49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1475,

San Francisco, CA 94103.

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

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

| hereby certify that the Planning Commission takes Discretionary Review and approved the building permit as
refeynced in this action memo on August 25, 2022 and amended on October 4, 2022.

Jonas P lonin:

Jonas P. lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Ruiz, Imperial, Koppel, Moore
NOES: Diamond
ABSENT: Fung, Tanner

ADOPTED: August 25,2022

AMENDED: October 4, 2022

Planning



BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT SEISMIC RETROFIT/REMODEL
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA - 94133

CONTACT INFORMATION

SHEET INDEX

OWNER: GENERAL CONTRACTOR:
Tina Huston HGCI

€:925.337.1755 112 Spaulding St., Unit - A
San Anselmo, CA - 94960
p: 415.597.6880 c:
415.509.0304

ENGINEER:

CRES Engineering

Andres Stambuk

2420 Sand Creek Rd, Suite C-1252
Brentwood, CA. 94513

C: 925.487.0895

Lindsey Huston
C: 925.337.9532

PROJECT DATA

ADDRESS: 45, 47 & 49 Bernard St.,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94133
BLOCK/LOT : 0157 /030
LOT SIZE : 23'0" X 60' 0" =+ 1380 SF
ZONING : RH - 3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE - THREE FAMILY)

HEIGHT & BULK DISTRICT : 65-A

PLANNING DISTRICT: DISTRICT-3 NORTHEAST

SET BACK REQUIREMENTS: * FRONT SETBACK: (E) SETBACK 0'0" OR AVERAGE

OF ADJACENT BUILDINGS = 0'0"

* REAR SETBACK: AVERAGE OF ADJACENT BUILDING
per SF PLANNING CODE SECTION 134 = NO LESS
THAN 17-9". SEE SITE PLAN.

*  SIDE SETBACKS: NOT REQUIRED PER SF PLANNING
CODE SECTION 133

EXISTING BUILDING : YEAR BUILT: 1906

NUMBER OF STORIES: 3 STORIES + BASEMENT
BUILDING AREA: 2944 SQFT

OCCUPANCY CLASS: R-2

USE TYPE: MULTI-UNIT APARTMENTS

NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: 3 DU

BUILDING HEIGHT: 32'-6"

CONSTRUCTION TYPE V-B

s e e e 00 00

PROPOSED BUILDING SIZE * PROPOSED NUMBER OF STORIES: 3 STORIES +
BASEMENT (NO CHANGE)
* PROPOSED BUILDING AREA: 3478 SQFT

* PROPOSED OCCUPANCY CLASS: R-2 (NO

CHANGE)
«  PROPOSED USE TYPE: MULTI-UNIT APARTMENT
(NO CHANGE)
«  PROPOSED NO. OF DWELLING UNITS: 3 DU
«  OCCUPANCY LOAD: 1 PER 200 SQFT
«  BUILDING HEIGHT: 32-6" (NO CHANGE)
«  CONSTRUCTION TYPE V-A
(E) GARAGE PARKING: NONE
REQUIRED PARKING: NONE

FIRE SPRINKLERS: Yes - Existing in Basement Unit
(N) Sprinklers for Grd to 3rd floors

FIRE ALARM: Yes

ARCI

HITECTURAL

A0.0
A1.0
A2.0
A2.1
A3.0

A3.0:
A3.1

A4.0
A4
A4.2
A43
A5.0
A5.1

COVER SHEET
SITE PLAN & SETBACKS

EXISTING / DEMO FLOOR PLANS - REFERENCE ONLY 1/2
EXISTING / DEMO FLOOR PLANS - REFERENCE ONLY 2/2
PROPOSED BASEMENT AND GROUND FLOOR PLANS

a

PROPOSED SECOND AND THIRD FLOOR PLANS

PROPOSED ROOF DECK FLOOR PLAN AND ROOF PLAN

EXISTING VS PROPOSED FRONT ELEVATION
EXISTING VS PROPOSED REAR ELEVATION
EXISTING VS PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION
EXISTING VS PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION
EXISTING BUILDING SECTION

PROPOSED BUILDING SECTION

SCOPE OF WORK

THIS RESIDENTIAL REMODEL WORK PROPOSES;

1.

2.
3.

FOUNDATION / SEISMIC UPGRADES WITH CEILING CODE HEIGHT ADJUSTMENTS TO COMPLY TO

CURRENT CODE.

REAR YARD ADDITION WITH MISC UNIT UPGRADES INCLUDING MODIFY/RELOCATE PG&E METERS.

FUTURE ADU AT BASEMENT UNDER SEPARATE STATE ADU PERMIT

=

T
Z— =

)=
@ —

30X’

‘SAN ANSELMO, CA 04960
T: 415.507.6880 F- 925.556.4814.

HGCI

112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

DESIGN|CONSTRUCT| WORK |LIVE

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415
e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415

PROJECT ADDRESS
45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP
I

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL

APPLICABLE CODES

APPLICABLE CODES:

2019 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE

2019 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE

SAN FRANCISCO RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES
SAN FRANCISCO HOME-SF DESIGN GUIDELINES
SAN FRANCISCO URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES
SAN FRANCISCO CODE OF ORDINANCES

CONTRAGTING, NG, THIS DOGUIIENT WAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
Q REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY ETHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
\ s Qnaica : o CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, ING. ALL RIGHTS
e : RESERVED,
Q THE DESIN DOGUNENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGS1 VL B2
THE INSTALUNG CONTRACTOR. SHOLLD THE OWNER CHOOSE
3 'ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
2 WORK INGLUDED N THESE DOCUNENTS, THE OWNER VL
N ASSUNES FULL RESPONSIBLTIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY GLANED OR ACTUAL AND WL DEFEND
: 3 SUBJECT PROPERTY 2. ZONING MAP ‘ﬂ“lll" FOCI AGARST b ERRORS A1 OUSSIONS A1 LD e
Q tuny SOALE: TS NORTH |
-3
v c Q ¥ = % REVISIONS
= e | NOTE: IF ANY DEMOLITION IS REQUIRED, IT MAY NOT START UNTIL THE CONTRACTOR
™ et ead HAS OBTAINED A PERMIT FROM THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT. 10.08.2021) /2 PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
| THE PERMIT NUMBER (J#) NUMBER MUST BE PROVIDED TO THE INSPECTOR AND NOTED w2202 )\ PLAN SET UPDATE
ON THE JOBSITE INSPECTION CARD. IF THE BAAQMD HAS DETERMINED THE PROJECT IS
‘@ EXEMPT, A LETTER FROM THE AGENCY MUST BE PROVIDED. PROOF MUST BE PROVIDED or152022) /D\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
TO THE BUILDING INSPECTOR NO LATER THAN THE FIRST INSPECTION.
1._LOCATION MAP ﬂf‘m}
SCALE: NTS
NORTH
AREA CALCULATIONS Bl o
/ DWELLING | QUALIFIED OPEN SPACE (Q0S)
UNITS TOTAL PER DU SCALE ASNOTED
(E) AREA SF|(N) ADDITION | TOTAL UNIT 1 TOTAL (N) ADDITION IS LESS THAN
DWELLING UNITS (DU) INSF | AREA IN SF 20% OF TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA UNIT#1 101 SF FROECTID oo
UNIT#1- (E) GRD FLR 736 SF 102 SF 838 SF AS DEFINED UNDER SF PLANNING UNIT#2 101 SF DRAWN BY PR D
CODE SECTION 102. NO BIKE ROOM/
UNIT #2 - (E) 2ND FLR 736 SF 102 SF 838 SF RACKS REQUIRED AS PER SF UNIT#3 324 SF CHECKED BY H
UNIT #3- (E) 3RD FLR 736 SF 122 SF 858 SF PLANNING CODE SECTION 155.2 TOTAL
Q0s 526 SF COVER SHEET
TOTAL DUFLOORAREA | 2,208 SF 326SF' | 2534SF | EACH DWELLING UNIT HAVE MORE THAN 100 SF
OTHER QUALIFIED PRIVATE OPEN SPACE
(E) BASEMENT 786 SF 222 SF 1008 SF SHEETTITLE
GROSS USABLE
BLDG TOTALS (E) & (N) 2994 SF 548 SF 3542 SF

A0.0

SHEETNO.

2071 HGCI BASEBORDER 36 x 24 dug
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112 SPAULDING STREET, SUITE A

I
BERNARD ST. 3-UNITS APARTMENT
SEISMIC RETROFIT/ REMODEL

APN # 0157030

PERMIT NUMBER:

e  BP#2020.0822.2415

e 2020-05176PRJ

o BB#368-912-764

e 2020-0822-2415
PROJECT ADDRESS

45, 47 & 49 BERNARD ST, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA 94133

MANAGED BY: HGCI
B-GENERAL BUILDING CONTRACTOR
LIC# 720437

STAMP

ALL DESIGNS, DRAWINGS AND WRITTEN MATERIALS INDICATED
HEREIN ARE THE VIORK AND PROPERTY OF HUSTON GENERAL
CONTRACTING, INC. THIS DOCUMENT MAY NOT BE DUPLICATED,
REUSED OR DISCLOSED BY ANY METHOD WITHOUT THE WRITTEN
CONSENT OF HUSTON GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC. ALL RIGHTS
RESERVED.

THE DESIGN DOCUUENTS ARE PREPARED ASSUMING HGCI WILL BE
THE INSTALLING CONTRACTOR. SHOULD THE OWNER CHOOSE
ANOTHER CONTRACTING FIRM OTHER THAN HGCI TO PERFORM THE
WORK INCLUDED IN THESE DOCUMENTS, THE OWNER WILL
ASSUMES FULL RESPONSIBILITIY FOR ANY ERRORS ANDIOR
OMISSIONS, WHETHER ONLY CLAIMED OR ACTUAL AND WILL DEFEND
HGCI AGANST SAID ERRORS AND OMISSIONS AND HOLD HGCI
HARMLESS FOR SALE.

REVISIONS

10.08.2021 / PLAN REVIEW RESPONSE #1
06.24.2022| /3 PLAN SET UPDATE
07.152022) /i\ PLAN SET UPDATE 2
DATE 0427200
SCALE ASNOTED
PROJECTID 00000
DRAWN BY PR.MD
CHECKED BY H

EXISTING AND PROPOSED
SITE PLAN

SHEETTITLE

A1.0

SHEETNO.
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0=0%

236 736 > 50%

LEVEL - 03

736 = 100%

0=0%
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: Brian O"Neill; Taylor Huston; Lindsey Huston; tinahuston07; Jim Huston
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC);

Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lewis. Don (CPC); Rodgers. AnMarie (CPC); Sider
Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); Gordon-Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC);
Taylor, Michelle (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Rosenberg. Julie (BOA); Longaway. Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors;
BOS-Legqislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Mchugh. Eileen (BOS); BOS Legislation
(BOS)

Subject: PROJECT SPONSOR SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption - Proposed 45
Bernard Street Project - Appeal Hearing November 1, 2022

Date: Monday, October 24, 2022 8:49:00 AM

Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a response from the Project Sponsor for the
appeal of CEQA of Exemption from Environmental Review of the proposed project of 45 Bernard
Street.

Project Sponsor Supplemental Response - October 22, 2022

Note: The Board of Supervisors’ President is anticipated to make a motion to continue this hearing
to Tuesday, November 15, 2022; on November 1, 2022, if a motion to continue is considered, Public
Comment will be taken on the continuance only.

| invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 221037
Best regards,

Lisa Lew

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163

lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and | can answer your
guestions in real time.

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is working
remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

S Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form
The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of
the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
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hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information
from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that
a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other

public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



From: Tina Huston

To: Lew, Lisa (BOS)

Cc: Lindsey Huston; Taylor Huston; Winslow, David (CPC); Guy, Kevin (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC); Gordon-
Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC); Jim Huston

Subject: Fwd: PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption - Proposed 45 Bernard Street
Project - Appeal Hearing November 1, 2022

Date: Saturday, October 22, 2022 11:30:03 AM

Attachments: imaqge001.png

2013.1452F 51 Bernard St CatEx PTR (1D 943503).pdf
2013.1452E Scanned Docket (ID 1000621).pdf

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

Hello Lisa -

We were able to get a copy of the CEQA for 51 Bernard (the adjacent property to 45 Bernard)
that was done in 2013. If possible, please also include this in the Supervisor's Package. This
CEQA also shows no Historic significance and is Categorically Exempt. We had already
included the CEQA for renovations to 1144-46 Bernard (behind us) that show the same
Exempt status as was rated for our building.

Regards
Tina Huston

Attachments: 51 Bernard CEQA (2 documents)

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Date: Fri, Oct 21, 2022 at 10:02 AM

Subject: PROJECT SPONSOR RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption -
Proposed 45 Bernard Street Project - Appeal Hearing November 1, 2022

To: Brian O'Neill <brian@zfplaw.com>, Taylor Huston <taylorjohuston27@yahoo.com>,
Lindsey Huston <linlin4soccer@gmail.com>, tinahuston07 <tinahuston07@gmail.com>

Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>, JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT)

<KTristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>, Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>, Teague, Corey
(CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>, Tam, Tina (CPC) <tina.tam@sfgov.org>, Gibson, Lisa
(CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>, Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jain@sfgov.org>, Navarrete,

Joy (CPC) <joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>, Lewis, Don (CPC) <don.lewis@sfgov.org>, Rodgers,
AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>, Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>,

Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>, Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
<elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>, lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>, Gordon-
Jonckheer, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org>, Taylor, Michelle
(CPC) <michelle.taylor@sfgov.org>, Sucre, Richard (CPC) <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>,
Rosenberg, Julie (BOA) <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>, Longaway, Alec (BOA)
<alec.longaway@sfgov.org>, BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>, BOS-

Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>, Calvillo, Angela (BOS)

<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>, Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>, Mchugh,
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

51 Bernard St 0157/029

Case No. Permit No. Plars Dated
2013.1452E 10/03/13 (EEA 10/03/13)

D Additiory/ Demolition ”\Iew DFroject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Demo single family structure and construct new 4 story over basement single family structure.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

D Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alteratiors; additior:s under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class 3 — New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-fam:ily resider:ces or six (6) dwelling units
in ore building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.

D Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
|:I Dces the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
|:| facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) withir: an air pollution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry
cleaners, or heavy mar:ufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
irvolve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of uss from industrial to
D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher
Applicatior: that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this
box does not need to be cl:ecked, but such: documentation must be appended to this form. In all
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

SAN FRANCISCO
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive
Area)

[]

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

[]

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document

required

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

L]

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required.

[]

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Monica Pereirazz:

O corep

Cleared by Randall on 10/10/13 via email notification. Per GIS, the property is located in an area of slope average
>20%; however, calculations yield a 8.3% slope average.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

L]

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Y
L1

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or darrage to buildirg.

4. Window replacement that meets the Departm:ent’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is nct visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notificatior: under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O (O|ogg|opd

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from ary immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more thar: 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is ot listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 6.

Project involves four or more werk descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

Project involves less than four work descriptiors. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforims er:tirely tc proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/histcric windows that are not “ir-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defirzing features.

5. Raising the building in a manrer that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, suck: as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

Ooopo0nad

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Relabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(spectfy or add comments):

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
Planmner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

PTR Form dated 11/4/2013

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

]

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Gretchen Hilyard &%

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

[l

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

D Step 2 — CEQA Impacts
|:| Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

. Signature or Stamp:
Planner Name: Gretchen A. Hilyard g %
Digitally signed by Gretchen Hilyard
. = o DN: de=org, dc=sfgov, de=cityplanning, ou=CityPlanning,
Project Approval Action: G retCh en H | Iya r’d g:;‘;::;g? ;L":’;ﬁ&;;"@;‘jgég“:; Hiyara. !
Other (please SpGlCIfy) Dater 2013.11.13 14:28:25 -08°00°

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning
Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (cr his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” ard, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
| front page)

Case No. Permit No. Planis Dated -
Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date | New Approval Required
Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

] Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312; -

D Result in demclition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 cr 19005(f)?

Is any information being preserited that was nct known and could rot have been known

|:| at the time of the original determinatior:, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

- A . . . . |
If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required CATEX FORM
By e

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
] ‘ The proposed modification would riot result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and r:o additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Plannirg
Departmant website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written riotice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: I Date of Form Completion | 11/4/2013 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PRGJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 51 Bernard Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets: il s
0157/029 Taylor and Jones Streets Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B n/a 2013.1452E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(s CEQA (" Article 10/11 ( Prelimirary/PIC (" Alteration (" Dermo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |10/03/2013

PROJECT ISSUES:

] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[ | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource per CEQA CYes GNo * CN/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event; C Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (& No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture:  Yes (¢ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: " Yes < No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (& No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: |
" Contributor (" Non-Contributor






- Complies with the Secrétary s Stand*ards/ArI IO/Art 11: C Yes No @ N/A
:__CEQA Material Impaar?nent ? " 40 T C Yes (" No
Needs More Information: L M Sk N C Yes No
_ ::;Bequir:%s,_{)'esign Revisions: : i : X, &f_,&j? | CYes (No
Defer wo Residential Design Team: Q - : % ijg @ Yes > No

*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS: SR

According to the Supplemental Informatlon Form for Historic Resource Evaluatlon
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting (dated September 2013), the subject property at 51
Bernard Street contains a one-story-over-basement, wood frame, single-family residence
designed in a vernacular style and constructed in 1923. Permit records indicate that the
subject property underwent the following alterations over time: repair of motor vehicle
damage to front porch (1971) and re-roofing (1996). Visual inspection indicates that the
following un-permitted alterations also occurred at unknown dates: replacement of the
primary entrance, recladding the building in stucco (the original permit indicates that the
original cladding material was rustic wood siding), and window replacement.

The subject property has been stripped of its period detailing and is a non-descript,
vernacular, single-family residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that
would qualify it for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. No known historic
events occurred at the property (Criterion 1) and none of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any known historic districts.
The surrounding area exhibits a broad range of construction dates from 1900 to 1988. No
clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding properties have
experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, 51 Bernard Street is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: f@atg? 5 - ?’ﬁ gg e
'
i Dz T #1113
mw DEFABTMENT
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51 Bernard Street. Image courtesy of Tim Kelley Consulting, 2013.






R N "y

\ L ]
RETURN DOCKET TO: \ PLANNER ASSIGNED __H[M
(PRINT IN LEAD) <

SITE LOCATION BLOCK/LOT(S) CASE NO.

Bl Bernard St ’ ’ 2013 145

FILING CONST. COST: FEE RECEIPT NO.

DATE !0/ .0% w

APPLICAN ADDRESS PHONE
rd -

OWNERS P"F&' # JPORESS PHONE N{ b A \AL

EIGHBORHOOD

=A

/ -—7 — rd
" ’ bl e, f 7, A‘/ ';._ ;-‘-“'I "g-d-_‘_.-' q 0

—

PROPOSAL: NOTICE OF INCOMPLETE APPLICATION ACTION OF BOARD OF SUPERVISOR'S COMMITTEE
DATE SENT: ¢ DATE RECOMMENDA TION FILE NO.

A ]

ACTION OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
RESPONSE DATE: DATE RULING [ appeaL FILE NO.

DATE ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE:
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
‘ EE NO. PLANNER ASSIGNED ;
RELATED PROPOSALS: DATE NEG DEC/EIR FINALIZED: RES. NO: MAYOR'S ACTION/DATE: |
ADDITIONAL ACTION/DATE; ORD NO./S:
ACTION OF ZONING ADMINISTRATOR
DATE RULING LETTER DATE EFFECTIVE DATE
REMARKS:
- ‘ ACTION OF LANDMARK PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD
(1 0%e(] Y BB DATE RULING RES. NO.
ACTION OF BOARD OF PERMIT APPEALS
DATE RULING NO.
- ACTION OF CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ACTlON ON BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATIONS |
ADDITIONAL FEES: RECEIPT NO: DATE RULING MTN. NO. SUBJECT ACTION DATE

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS o 1
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Affidavit of Mailing

have mailed the attached

I ‘ Monica Huggins
document

(please print name)

Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review (Neighborhood Notice)
Notice of Availability of Environmental Review Document (NOA) .
Notice of Scoping Meeting for an Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report

Preliminary Negative Declaration (PND) and Standard Neg Dec Cover Letter
Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND)

Notice of Availability of Preliminary Negative Declaration

_ Notice of Hearing on Appeal After Initial Evaluation of a Project

_X__ Certificate of Determination of Exemption/Exclusion From Environmental Review

Other: _

On__11/14/2013 Project File No. & Title_2013.1452E- 51 Bernard St
(Date) '

Also attached is a copy of the mailing list/mailing labels to which the document was

mailed. //4 M | W

(Signature)

4/

(Date)
N:\MEA\ Administrative \ forms\ Affidavit of Mailing.doc
Revised 04/24/07

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377
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AN FRANCISCO
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
51 Bernard St 0157/029
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2013.1452E 10/03/13 (EEA 10/03/13)
D Addition/ emolition ew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)
Project description for Planning Department approval. '
Demo single family structure and construct new 4 story over basement single family structure.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

I:l Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class 3 ~ New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.

D Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
I:I Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

- Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
D facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to
D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

SAN FRANCISCO
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive
Area)

[]

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

[]

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
*Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document
required

L]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

If no boxes

are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental

Evaluation Application is required.

[

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

CEQA impacts listed above.

O s g, oy, e, sl VN

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Monica Pereiras==s=s

Cleared by Randall on 10/10/13 via email notification. Per GIS, the property is located in an area of slope average
>20%; however, calculations yield a 8.3% slope average.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[ ] Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

S
PAll.\‘mAchg DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013






STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O |[Ogod| opgd

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 6.

[l

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

U

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character. :

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

Ooionogao

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

f:"ﬁ'ﬂu“ﬂﬁ'ﬁ% DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013






8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments}:

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

PTR Form dated 11/4/2013

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Gretchen Hilyard. S5 saemmer

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

[

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

[] step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 —~ Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

. Signature or Stamp:
Planner Name: Gretchen A. Hilyard &1 P
Digitally signed by Gretchen Hilyard
. N . DN: dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityptanning, ou=CityPlanning,
PI‘O] ect Avvroval Action; G retCh e n H I Iya rd ‘»ou=Cuneg Plannlgg. cn=Gra(ghen Hi?yard, ¢
- . 7 emai=Gretchen.Hilyard@sfgov.org
Other (please speicify) * Date: 2013.11.13 14:28:25 0800°

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning
Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be sub]ect to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
' front page)

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date | New Approval Required
Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

n Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

[] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption? -

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013





AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

w

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion | 11/4/2013 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 51 Bernard Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
0157/029 Taylor and Jones Streets Planning
— Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B n/a 2013.1452E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(=:CEQA C Article 10/11 C: Preliminary/PIC (: Alteration (:Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |10/03/2013

PROJECT ISSUES:

] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource per CEQA CXYes &No * CN/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: C:Yes (o:No Criterion 1 - Event: (CYes (@No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C:Yes (9:No Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (e:No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes @ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: CYes (e:No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (C:Yes (s:No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: CyYes (e:No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: l |
(: Contributor  :Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C: Yes C:No (e N/A
CEQA Material Impairment: C Yes C:No
Needs More Information: C: Yes C:No
Requires Design Revisions: C;Yes CNo
Defer to Residential Design Team: (s Yes CNo

*1f No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information Form for Historic Resource Evaluation
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting (dated September 2013), the subject property at 51
Bernard Street contains a one-story-over-basement, wood frame, single-family residence
designed in a vernacular style and constructed in 1923. Permit records indicate that the
subject property underwent the following alterations over time: repair of motor vehicle
damage to front porch (1971) and re-roofing (1996). Visual inspection indicates that the
following un-permitted alterations also occurred at unknown dates: replacement of the
primary entrance, recladding the building in stucco (the original permit indicates that the
original cladding material was rustic wood siding), and window replacement.

The subject property has been stripped of its period detailing and is a non-descript,
vernacular, single-family residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that
would qualify it for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. No known historic
events occurred at the property (Criterion 1) and none of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any known historic districts.
The surrounding area exhibits a broad range of construction dates from 1900 to 1988. No
clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding properties have
experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, 51 Bernard Street is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: |Date:

Qﬁ?ﬁ% /N-/71-73
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determmatlon
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
51 Bernard St 0157/029
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2013.1452E 10/03/13 (EEA 10/03/13)
D Addition/ Demolition ew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)
Project description for Planning Department approval. o
Demo single family structure and construct new 4 story over basement single family structure.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.
D Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.
Class 3 — New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.

D Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
l:l Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

- Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
I:l facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to
D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

SAN FRANCISCO o ,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT(9.16.2013





*Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater

| than two (2)feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-

archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive
Area)

]

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

[]

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Haﬁrd
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document

required

]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptzons do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[]

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine) :

If no boxes

are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental

Evaluation Application is required.

[

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

CEQA impacts listed above.

e Sy
el A, s ot

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Monica PereirazZiz=

Cleared by Randall on 10/10/13 via email notification. Per GIS, the property is located in an area of slope average
>20%; however, calculations yield a 8.3% slope average.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -~ HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

‘PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST : .
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O |glogologd

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Plariner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

L]

Project. does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

L

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP- 5.

L

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
" existing historic character. o

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

O|0Oonodd

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. .

SAN FRANCISCO
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments): '

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

PTR Form dated 11/4/2013

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

[

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Sy s B

Preservation Planner Signature: Gretchen Hilyard e

AT e

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

O

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

[] step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

s Signature or Stamp:
Planner Name: Gretchen A. Hilyard | ”'8"™ P ‘
. . - Digitally signed by Gretchen Hilyard
. N . ON: de=org, dc=sfgov, de=cityplanning, ou=CityPlanning,
Proiect ADDI'OVal Action: G retC h e n H I Iya rd ’ 99_=Cun-::|gl Plannig;‘,lcmcrelchen Hi?yard, ing
. . erail=Gretchen.Hilyard@sfgov.org
Other (please Spe|C|fy) Date: 2013.11.13 14:28:25 080"

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning
Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be sub)ect to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
' front page)

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date | New Approval Required
Action :

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

L] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

] Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
[] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

BN Z O SHPITLR

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.C CATEX*‘F

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013
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SAN FRANCISCO
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM |

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion | 11/4/2013 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: N : Address: v 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard ’ 51 Bernard Street Fax:
~ e ' ‘ 415.558.6409
. Block/Lot: Cross Streets: ,
0157/029 Taylor and Jones Streets Planning
— ) - ; - — Information:
-CEQA Category: : S| Art10/17: : BPA/Case No.: ) . 415.558.6377
B n/a 2013.1452E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: ~ | PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(s;CEQA (> Article 10/11 (: Preliminary/PIC (: Alteration (CyDemo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |10/03/2013

PROJECT ISSUES:

] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[ | f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: =~

. Historic Resource per CEQA - : L Qe @No * ON/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
Cahfor.ma Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: C:Yes (&:No Criterion 1 - Event: (G Yes (eNo
Criterion 2 -Persons: C:Yes (o:No Criterion 2 -Persons: (O Yes (e:No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (‘ Yes (e:No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (OVYes (&:No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (sYes (o:No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: |
C. Contributor (:Non-Contributor






SR T b X X el S I SO e A LR T
& 'omphes W|th the S8 etary ‘s Stan ards

TR A & AR L ks

G Yes (:No &:N/A

3§EQA atenalqlmpalrrﬁen't "‘k: Fes ggl% G Yes (ONo
ZNeeds More informat %‘r&;*f SRR BSTRETIREE O Yes C:No
(‘d\ 3 o l‘m’u‘ﬂx.} L AR A TR IR T £3 5y "w 5 e O % z 7 34

B e'aJl?e"s’Des@rT Réi/ﬁéﬁ%ﬂ C Yes CNo

R At

AT L R

[¥Deferto Resndentla De5|gn~Team"r PRy

Vel SR TN T s R AT e LR K R DY e e R e d

& Yes CNo

*IfNois selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

iy ':E%s;w% "%“1«;

,3
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Accordlng to the Supplemental Informatlon Form for Hlstorlc Resource Evaluatlon
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting (dated September 2013), the subject property at 51
Bernard Street contains a one-story-over-basement, wood frame, single-family residence
designed in a vernacular style and constructed in 1923. Permit records indicate that the
subject property underwent the following alterations over time: repair of motor vehicle
damage to front porch (1971) and re-roofing (1996). Visual inspection indicates that the
following un-permitted alterations also occurred at unknown dates: replacement of the
primary entrance, recladding the building in stucco (the original permit indicates that the
original cladding material was rustic wood siding), and window replacement.

. . (
The subject property has been stripped of its period detailing and is a non-descript,
vernacular, single-family residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that
would qualify it for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. No known historic
events occurred at the property (Criterion 1) and none of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). '

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any known historic districts.
The surrounding area exhibits a broad range of construction dates from 1900 to 1988. No
clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding properties have
experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, 51-Bernard Street is not eligible for Iisﬁng in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Date s

ESIgnatiie6f d Senior préseivation Planiier) Preservation Coordinator:s

D2 , /- //'/5
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HISTORICAL LIST

UPDATED 6/10/2013

(Do not send EIRs unless specified by
Contact person)

Gabriel Metcalf, Executive Director
San Francisco Planning & Urban
Research Association

654 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-4015

Mike Billings

The Examiner

71 Stevenson Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Gerald D. Adams

San Francisco Towers
1661 Pine Street, #1028
San Frahcisco, CA 94109

Linda Mjellem

Unijon Square Association
323 Geary Street, Suite 408
San Francisco, CA 94102

’

Suzanne D. Cauthen
1321 Montgomery
San Francisco, CA 94133

Patrick McGrew
MCGREW ARCHITECTS
674 South Grenfall Road .
Palm Springs, CA 92264

Alice Suet Yee Barkley

Luce Forward Attorneys at Law
121 Spear Street, Suite 200

San Francisco, CA 94105

Joseph B. Pecora
882 Grove Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

(DO NOT SEND CAT EXs)
Edaw, Inc.

Jayni Allsep

150 Chestnut Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Western Neighborhood Project
300 Taraval Street, Suite A
San Francisco, CA 94116

Dorice Murphy

Eureka Valley Trails & Art Network

170 Yukon Street

‘San Francisco, CA 94114-2338

City Hall Editor

San Francisco Chronicle
901 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Nancy Shanahan
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
224 Filbert Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Courtney S. Clarkson

Pacific Heights Residents Assn.

‘3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Vincent Marsh
2134 Green Street, #3
San Francisco, CA 94123-4761

Stewart Morton
PO Box 330339
San Francisco, CA 94133-0339

Toby Levine
Co-Chairman

San Jose/Guerrero Coalition Save R

4104 — 24% Street, #130
San Francisco, CA 94114-3415

Katalin Koda
147 Saturn Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

The Art Deco Society of California
100 Bush Street, Suite 511
San Francisco, CA 94104

Lucinda Woodward
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Environmental Evaluation Application

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the Planning Department. The environmental review process begins
with the submittal of a completed Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only
the current EE Application form will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff is available to meet with
applicants upon request.

The EE Application will not be processed unless it is completely filled out and the appropriate fees are paid in full.
Checks should be made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. See the current Schedule of Application
Fees and contact the staff person listed below for verification of the appropriate fees. Fees are generally non-
refundable. Documents in italics are available online at sfgov.org/planning.

The EE Application is comprised of four parts. Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is complete;
Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Part 3 is a series of questions to help determine if
additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 is a project summary table.

The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects
greater than 10,000 square feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, #8, #10, or #11 are answered in the
affirmative, or for projects that require mitigation measures, please send the application materials to the attention
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Poling. For all other projects, please send the application materials to the attention of Ms.
Pereira.

Monica Pereira Chelsea Fordham or Jeanie Poling
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org (415) 575-9071, chelsea.fordham @sfgov.org
(415) 575-9072, jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
Not
PART 1 - EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST Provided Applicable
Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in X
Two sets of project drawings in 11x17 format (see “Additional Information” on page 4) X
Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled X
Fee 2
Supplemental Information for Historical Resource Evaluation form and/ or Historic Resource = O
Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2
Geotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b O |
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated in Part 3 Question 4 X 0O
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 3 Question 8 (] X
Additional studies (list) O =

- . P
(For Staff Use Only) Case No. 52; )( % I Y < QLZ/ Address:‘_élwﬁﬁm‘r

Applicant’s Affidavit. I certify the accuracy of the following declarations:
a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner(s) of this property.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. [ understand that other applicatjons and information may be required.

Signed (owner or agent): / Date: / d/ J/ / 3’
!

v.24.2013 Block/Lot:___ QI S’é’l any Q(





PART 2 - PROJECT INFORMATION

Owner/Agent Information

Property Owner Enda Keane Telephone No. 415-828-4981

Address £ k Z Fax. No.
<' 7-’ . CH 2%4 / 06 Email endapkeane@gmail.com

Project Contact ~ Jonathan Pearlman Telephone No. 415-537-1125

Company Elevation Architects Fax No. 415-821-1121

Address 1099 23" Street, Suite 18 Email jonathan@elevationarchitects.com
San Francisco, CA 94107

Site Information

Site Address(es): 51 Bernard Street

Nearest Cross Street(s) between Jones and Taylor Streets

Block(s)/ Lot(s) 0157/029 Zoning District(s) RH-3
Site Square Footage 1,380 sf Height/Bulk District 65-A
Present or previous site use Single family residence

Community Plan Area (if

any) -

Project Description - please check all that apply

O Addition g Changeofuse g Zoningchange K& New construction
O Alteration g Demolition g Lot split/subdivision or lot line adjustment
O Other (describe) Estimated Cost

Describe proposed use _single family residential

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project.
The project is to demolish a small, 1-story over basement single family residence and replace with new, 4-story
over basement single family residence.

RECEIVED

0CT 03 2013

CITY & COUNTY OF SF,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECEPTION DESK

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT -2-





PART 3 — ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Yes

1.

Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago
or a structure in an historic district?

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information for Historical Resource Evaluation form.

Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a
structure located in an historic district?

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)* will be required. The scope of the

HRER will be determined in consultation with the Department’s Preservation Coordinator.

3a.

3b.

Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 8 feet
below grade?

If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated?

What type of foundation would be used (if known)?

Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San
Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an
average slope of 20% or more?

If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical Report.*

Would the project involve expansion of an existing building envelope, or new construction,
or grading, or new curb cuts, or demolition?

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement.

Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more?

O

Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height?

If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. This application is available
on the Planning Department’s website and should be submitted at the Planning
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor.

Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher?

If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a
wind analysis* is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff.

Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair,
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks?

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).* A Phase II ESA (for
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff.

Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Planning
Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe.

10.

Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program?

If yes, please describe.

11.

Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area?

If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or 10 feet taller than an adjacent building
built before 1963, please submit an elevation or renderings showing the project with the
adjacent buildings.

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT






PART 4 - PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

Gross Square Existi Existing Uses to be Net New .

Footage (GSF) xisting Uses Retained Const::ic;litt)ir; Iz:nd/or Project Totals
Residential . 924 sf 0 3,297 sf 3,297 sf
Retail - - - -

Office - - - -
Industrial - - - -
Parking 0 0 542 sf 542 sf
Other (specify use) i i i i
Total GSF 924 sf 0 3,839 sf 3,839 sf
Dwelling units 1 0 1 1
Hotel rooms - - - -
Parking spaces 0 0 2 2
Loading spaces - - - -
tlfuuiﬁli):;s()f 1 0 1 1
Elfiil%};;;(fs) 170" 0 40'-0" 40'-0"
Number of stories 1 over basement 0 4 over basement 4 over basement

Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table:

Additional Information: Project drawings in 11x17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all applicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed
floor area and height. The plans should clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces;
driveways and trash loading areas; vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A
transportation study may be required, depending on existing traffic conditions in the project area and the
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the Department’s transportation planners.
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part of the environmental review processes.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT






SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

Date: 10/10/13 1650 Mission St.
) Suite 400
To: Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator San Francisco,
For: NE Quadrant Preservation Technical Specialist CA 94103-2479
Re: Historic Preservation Review Reception:
File Location: INTemp\CATEX_in_progress\EP\2013.1452E 415.558.6378
. Fax:
Address: 51 Bernard St 415.558.6400
Block/Lot: 0157/029 Planning
Information:
CASE NO. 2013.1452E | 415.558.6377

The project under Archeological Review. Attached is a description of a project that needs
to be evaluated for potential impacts to an historical resource under CEQA, as a Category
B.

Please review the attached environmental application and make a determination of the
following:

e  Whether the property is an historical resource for purposes of CEQA. If more
information is needed to make such a determination, please specify what
information is needed.

o If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project
is consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed
modifications would materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics which justify the property’s inclusion in any
registry to which it belongs).

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

¢ If material impairments are noted, what character-defining features of the
building or district could be retained or respected in order to avoid a significant
adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the
project to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that
may be desirable but do not mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

Attached is a CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination form for your completion.
Please send the signed form and supporting materials to Virna Byrd for distribution and
filing. Thank you.





AN FRANCISCO
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RECEIPT Printed 10/10/2013 1650 Mission St.
. Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Transaction ID: T20132103 Date: 10/10/2013 Reception:
415.558.6378

Case Number: 2013.1452E 10/10/2013--51 BERNARD ST

Fax:
Account No. 20133916 415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
Transaction 415.558.6377
Type: Case Intake
Description:
Payer: Enda Keane
Check Number: 1310
Total Charge: $2,617.00
Amount Paid: $2,617.00
Balance: $0.00

DOCKET COPY

For all cases other than Discretionary Review Requests filed by individuals, a
Time & Materials fee will be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds
the initial fee.

Deposit Date:






























Required Checklist for

Tree Planting and Protection

BUILDING PERMIT
OR CASE NUMBER: i
For S Use on'y J

REQUIRED CHECKLIST FOR
Tree Planting
and Protection

1. Applicant Information

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:
Jonathan Pearlman
ADDRESS: - T TELEPHONE: - T
Elevation Architects (415 ) 537-1125 x15
1099 23rd Street, Suite 18 AL
San Francisco, CA 94107 jonathan@elevationarchitects.com

2. Location and Classification of Property

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT:

51 Bernard Street

CROSS STREETS:

Jones and Taylor Streets

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT. * LENGTH OF ALL LOT FRONTAGE(S): ZONING DISTRICT:
0157 /029 l 23-0° RH.3

RELATED BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION AND/OR CASE NO.:

3. Scope of Project

Requirements for new street trees and tree protection apply to the types of projects identified in the chart below.
Please check all boxes which apply to your project. If no boxes are checked, you do not need to complete this form.

construction of a new building

relocation of a building

paving or repaving more than 200 square feet of the front setback

addition of gross floor area (GFA) equal to 20% or more of the GFA of the existing building

addition of a new dwelling unit

addition of one or more par<ing spaces

B8 |03 00|k

addition of a garage






"Required Checklist for
Tree Planting and Protection

4. Disclosure of Existing Protected Trees

Only the following specific types of trees require protection under the Public Works Code: Street Trees, Significant
Trees and Landmark Trees. These trees are collectively known as “Protected Trees.” In the following table, please
indicate the presence or lack thereof of such on, over, or adjacent to the parcel containing the proposed construction.

SIGNIFICANT TREES

A “Significant Tree” is a tree that is planted on the subject property (i.e. outside of the pubtic right-of-way) with
any portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way that has (a) a diameter at breast height (DBH) in
excess of twelve inches OR (b) a height in excess of twenty feet OR (c) a canopy in excess of fifteen feet.

CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY AND
INDICATE QUANTITY OF
EACH TREE TYPE, {F APPROPRIATE.

If you are unsure of the boundary of the public
right-of-way, contact DPW's Bureau of Strest
Use and Mapping. Please note that the pubtic
right-of-way may be wider than the sidewatk.

[C] significant Tree(s) exist on the subject property

Qrv.

[] significant Tree(s) exist on any adjacent property

Qry.

[x] There are no Significant Trees on or adjacent to the subject property.

LANDMARK TREES

A “Landmark Tree” is a tree designated as such by the Board of Supervisors owing to particular age, size, shape,
species, location, historical association, visual quality, or other contribution to the City’s character.

CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY AND
INDICATE QUANTITY OF
EACH TREE TYPE, IF APPROPRIATE.

If you have questions about the presence of
Landmark Trees, please consutt with DPW or
visit www.sfdpw.orgftrees.

Six Blug Gums adjacent to 1801 Bush Street.
Flaxteat paperbark at 1701 Frenklin Street

{1 Landmark Trees exist on the subject property arv.
[T] Landmark Trees exist on the adjacent sidewalk on
(] Landmark Trees exist on any adjacent property arv.

K] There are no Landmark Trees on or adjacent to the subject property.

COMPLETE LIST OF LANDMARK TREES AS OF SUMMER 2012

Brazilian pepper at Third St. and Yossmits Street in the median
Swest Bay at 555 Battery Streat

New Zealand Christmas Tree at 1221 Stanyan Strest

All Canary Istand Date Paims in the center island on Dolores Street

13 Canary Island Date Palms in Quesada St median weet of 3rd St

Two Palme in median across fr. 730 Dolores St & 1546 Dolores St

Guadalupe Paims in the median acroes from 1608-1650 Dolores St

Caast live oak in the backyard of 20-28 Rossmont Place

California buckeye in the backyard of 730 28th Avenue

Coast live oak in the backyard of 4124 23rd Strest

Two Flowering Ash at the Bemal Library at 500 Cortland Street

Blue Elderberry near Intersection of Folsom & Bernal Heights Bivd

Moreton Bay Fig at 3555 Cesar Chavez St/ 1580 Valencla St

Monterey Cypress in the backyard of 2626 Vallejo Street

Howell's Manzanita in the backyard of 115 Parker Avenus

California Buckeye tree locatad behind 757 Pennsyivania Street

Norfolk Istand Pine Tree in the courtyard of 2040-60 Sutter Street

Two Cenary Island Palme in the courtyard of 2040-60 Sutter St.

STREET TREES

A “Street Tree” is any tree growing within the public right-of-way (e.g. sidewalk) that is not also a Landmark Tree.

CHECK THE BOX THAT APPLIES AND
INDICATE QUANTITY, IF APPROPRIATE.

Regardless of size, all trees in the public right-
of-way are protected under Article 16 of the
Public Works Code.

[] street Trees exist adjacent to the subject property

Qry.

There are no Street Trees adjacent to the property.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.05.07.2012





Required Checklist for

Tree Planting and Protection

5. Impact of Project on Existing Protected Trees

If your responses above indicate that any Protected Tree(s) exist on, over or adjacent to the subject property, please
check the applicable boxes, below:

BOX 1 kK1 The project will not remove or have any other impact on Protected Trees, as follows: No
construction-related activity whatsoever will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street
Tree. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: (1) No grading or excavation will take place
within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (2) No construction staging and/or storage of
materials and/or equipment will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (3) Any
pruning of Significant Trees or Street Trees will be limited and consistent with applicable regulations.
(4) No dumping of trash and/or liquids (such as project waste-water) will take place within the basin or
dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required.

BOX 2 [J The project involves the removal of one or more Protected Trees. A permit from DPW is required in
order to remove any Protected Tree. The Planning Department will not approve a building permit for a
project which involves the removal of a Protected Tree unless DPW has first reviewed the proposal and
found it to be consistent with applicable rules and regulations.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required, however you must provide
evidence to the Planning Department that DPW has reviewed the removal request and found it to
be “approvable.”

BOX 3 ] The project may have an impact on one or more Protected Trees which are not proposed for
removal, as follows: Either (1) any construction-related activity, no matter how minor, is planned
or is reasonably foreseeable to occur within the dripline of a Significant Tree or a Street Tree or (2)
regardless of the location of construction activity, the property contains a Landmark Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan must be submitted to the Department of
Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry prior to the commencement of any construction activity.

Such plan must meet the following minimum standards:

v The Tree Protection Plan must be developed by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
Certified Arborist.

v The project sponsor must submit a written declaration that the protections specified in the Tree
Protection Plan will be completely in place prior to the start of any construction, demolition, or
grading.

v Full-size site plans submitted along with the associated construction project must clearly indicate
the street, curb, sidewalk, driveway, structure(s), and the locations of all Protected Trees and
non-protected trees. Protected Trees must also be shown to include accurate tree height,
accurate canopy dripline and trunk and canopy diameters. The plans must graphically depict
implementation of all measures called for in the Tree Protection Plan. Additionally, the Tree
Protection Plan itself along with the written declaration must be reproduced on full-size plans.





Required Checklist for
Tree Planting and Protection

6. Calculation of Number of New Required Street Trees
One street tree is required for each 20 feet of street frontage of the subject property, with fractions of 0.5 rounded up, however
credit is given for existing street trees. Please complete the table below to determine the number of street trees required for

your project. If no street trees are required, please skip to the Applicant’s Affidavit at the end of this form and once signed,
return it to the Planning Department along with your Building Permit Application or other application.

COMBINED LENGTH OF ALL T DIVIDED BY TREE . GROSS NUMBER OF MINUS NUMBER OF |
STREET FRONTAGES SPACING REQUIREMENT - TREES REQUIRED EXISTING TREES NET STREET TREE REQUIREMENT
1
230" -L- 20’ = 1 L0 = 1
1 i (rounded) | l

Unless site conditions physically prevent the planting of a street tree, a waiver or modification of street tree requirements is
available only under extremely limited circumstances and only outside of Residential Districts (i.e. RH, RM, RTO, RED). Be
aware that even when available, an in-kind improvement or in-lieu payment is required for every such waiver. Please contact
the Planning Department for information regarding the waiver process.

7. Applicable Requirements for New Street Trees

The Planning Department has developed three distinct ‘Tree Schedules’ to aid in the implementation of the Planning
Code's street tree requirements. The particular Tree Schedule applicable to your project will depend on the zoning
district in which your property is located, the scope of your project, and the type of authorization that your project
requires. In general terms, Tree Schedule A applies to small-scale projects in residential or industrial zoning districts,
Tree Schedule B applies to moderate-scale projects or projects in commercial or mixed-use zoning districts, and Tree
Schedule C applies to larger projects. In the following chart, please check the applicable box based on the characteristics
of your project.

| sormeoe  PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The project is located in a Residential (RH, RM, RTO, RED), Industrial (M) or Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR)
k] A Zoning District and does not involve a Planned Unit Development (PUD). A PUD is a special authorization granted by
the Planning Commission that applies only to major projects involving large properties.

1. The project is located in a RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or PDR Zoning District and involves a PUD

OR
It is located on a parcel that contains (1) more than 1/2-acre in total
v area or (2) more than 250 feet of total street frontage or (3) street
0 B The project is located outside frontage which spans the entire block face between the nearest two
of an RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or intersections.
2. PDR Zoning District and meets
neither OR one of the following It involves (1) the construction of a new building or (2) the addition of
criteria, but not both: v | more than 20% of the gross floor area of the existing building or (3) a
change of use of more than 50% of the existing square footage of the
building.
0 C The project is located outside of an RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or PDR Zoning District and meets both criteria of Tree
Schedule B(2), above.

TREE SCHEDULE A
REQUIR P ATIO
v

Location either in the public right-of-way (e.g. sidewalk) adjacent to the property or within an unbuilt area at the front of the property

v~ | size minimum of 24-inch box size

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT v.05.07.2012





Required Checklist for

Tree Planting and Protection

TREE SCHEDULE B
REQUIR P ATIO
/ Location either in the public right-of-way (e.g. sidewalk) adjacent to the property or within an unbuilt area at the front of the property
minimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height
/ Size
branch a minimum of 80 inches above sidewalk grade
be planted in a sidewalk opening of at least 16 square feet
have a minimum soil depth of 3 feet 6 inches
/ Opening include a basin edged with decorative treatment, such as pavers or cobbles {edging will not count against the minimum 16 square
foot opening if the edging material is permeable. A permeable material is one that allows stormwater to infiltrate the underlying soits.
Permeable surfaces shall include, but not be limited to, vegetative ptanting beds, porous asphalt, porous concrete, single-sized
aggregate, open-jointed blocks, stone, pavers or brick that are loose-set and without mortar. Permeable surfaces are required to be
contained so neither sediment nor the permeable surface discharges off the site.
TREE SCHEDULE C
REOQUIR P ATIO
v~ | Location
\/ Size As set forth in Schedule B, above.
v Opening
/ Trenchin Trees must be planted in a continuous soil-filled trench parallel to the curb, such that the basin for each tree is connected. The trench may
9 be covered by permeable surfaces (as described above), except at required tree basins, where the soil must remain uncovered.

Applicant’s Affidavit

I hereby attest under penalty of perjury that the information I have entered on this document is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, and that I have read and understood this form, and that I am the property owner or authorized agent of the property
owner, familiar with the property, and able to provide accurate and complete information herein.

The undersigned agrees to the conditions of this form. I understand that knowingly or negligently providing false or misleading
information in response to this disclosure requirement may lead to denial or rescission of my permit or other authorization and may
constitute a violation of the San Francisco Municipal Code, which can lead to criminal and/or civil legal action and the imposition of
administrative fines.

I understand that should my project be subject to a required Tree Protection Plan, that I will have a plan meeting or exceeding the
minimum requirements prepared and submit it to the Department of Public Works prior to the commencement of any construction
activities. Such submittal may in person, by mail or via email at urbanforestrypermits@sfdpw.org.

October 3, 2013

Signature Date

Print Name Indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: Phone Number

Owner K] Authorized Agent []

Phone Number Fax or Email





Planning Department Determination

TO BE COMPLETED BY STAFF ONLY. DO NOT LEAVE ANY SECTION BLANK

BUILDING PERMIT / CASE NO

PLANS DATED

b
New Street Trees [] New street trees are not required as part of this project.

[ Street Trees are required as part of this project.
Number of new street trees required:

Applicable Tree Schedule:

aoao

A
B
C

Compliance with as-of-right requirements shown on plans?
O YES
£ NO - MODIFICATION OR WAIVER APPROVED;
EXPLAIN IN COMMENTS, BELOW.

Existing Tree [] ATree Protection Plan is not required: Box 1 or Box 2 in Section 5 has been marked.
Protection ] A Tree Protection Plan is required: Box 3 in Section 5 has been marked.

Existing Tree [J No Protected Trees are proposed for removal.

Removal [] One or more Protected Trees are proposed for removal.

Comment (if any):

STAFF TO SIGN UNLESS A WAIVER OR MODIFICATION HAS BEEN APPROVED, IN WHICH CASE ZA SIGNATURE IS REQUIRED.

Signature: Print Name: Date:

[N ) PO

Staff Checklist

v

<\

AN NN

The applicant has completed this entire checklist including the affidavit on the preceding page.

If street trees are required, a building permit cannot be approved until the applicant provides evidence from
DPW that the required planting permit can be issued.

If Protected Trees are proposed for removal, a building permit cannot be approved until the applicant provides
evidence from DPW that tree removal permits can be issued.

If a Tree Protection Plan is required, the applicant has been informed verbally and/or in writing of his or her
obligation to submit one directly to DPW prior to the commencement of construction.

Once signed, a copy of this checklist has been returned to the applicant. The original has been included in the
project file or, if processed over-the-counter, it has been routed upstairs for scanning by support staff.
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HISTORICAL RESOUREE EVALUATION 51 BERNARD STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

|. INTRODUCTION

Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct an Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE)
for 51 Bernard Street, a 1923, single-family, wood-frame residence in the Nob Hill
neighborhood. A scoping discussion was conducted by email with Gretchen Hilyard, Planner
on August 26, 2013, which established an area to be visually examined in the vicinity of the
subject property. This report examines the subject property’s eligibility for individual listing in

the California Register and whether it is a contributor to an historic district.

Il. SUMMARY
This property is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under any criterion

and is not located in an existing or potential historic district.

I1}. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS
The Planning Department database was searched to determine whether the property has been
identified in any recognized register of historical resources. The specific registers included are

listed below.
A. Here Today

Here Today: San Francisco's Architectural Heritage is one of San Francisco's first architectural
surveys. Undertaken by the Junior League of San Francisco and published in 1968, the survey
did not assign ratings to buildings. However, the survey does provide brief historical and
biographical information for what the authors believed to be significant buildings. The Board of
Supervisors adopted the survey in 1970. The survey files, on file at the San Francisco Public
Library’s San Francisco History Room, contain information on approximately 2,500 properties.

This property is not included in the published book.

B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey

The Department of City Planning's Architectural Quality Survey, or 1976 Survey, was a
reconnaissance survey that examined the entire City of San Francisco to identify and rate, on a
scale of “0” (contextual) to “5” (extraordinary), architecturally significant buildings and
structures. No historic research was performed and the potential historical significance of a

resource was not considered when assigning ratings. According to the authors, the 10,000
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rated buildings comprise only around 10 percent of the city’s building stock. Due to its age and
its lack of historical documentation, the 1976 Survey has not been officially recognized by the
city of San Francisco as a valid local register of historic resources for CEQA purposes,

although it is still used on a consultative basis. This property is not included in the 1976 Survey.

C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage

San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) is the city’s oldest not-for-profit organization
dedicated to increasing awareness of and advocating for the preservation of San Francisco’s
unique architectural heritage. Heritage has completed several major architectural surveys in
San Francisco, including Downtown, the South of Market, the Richmond District, Chinatown,
the Van Ness Corridor, the Northeast Waterfront, and Dogpatch. Heritage ratings range from
“A” (highest importance) to “D” (minor or no importance) and are based on both architectural

and historical significance. This property was not surveyed by San Francisco Architectural
Heritage.

D. California Historical Resource Status Code

Properties listed in the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) or under
review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) are assigned status codes of “1”
to “7,” establishing a baseline record of historical significance. Properties with a status code of
“1” are listed in the California or National Register. Properties with a status code of “2" have
been formally determined eligible for listing in the California or National Register. Properties
with a status code of “3” or "4” appear to be eligible for listing in either register through survey
evaluation. Properties with a status code of “5” are typically locally significant or of contextual
importance. Status codes of “6” indicate that the property has been found ineligible for listing
in any register and a status code of “7” indicates that the property has not yet been evaluated.

This property has not been rated.

IV. DESCRIPTION
A. Site

51 Bernard Street is located on the south side of Bernard Street between Taylor and Jones
streets on a 1,376 square foot iot. This section of Bernard Street slopes downward toward the

east and the subject parcel follows this siope. The building sits at the front lot line and the
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surrounding buildings share this setback. The building abuts the adjacent buildings. The

public sidewalk is the only hardscape feature at the front of the parcel.
B. Exterior

The building is a rectangular plan, one-story-with-basement, wood-frame, single-family
residence clad in rough stucco and capped with a flat roof. The left side of the primary fagade
features a recess enclosed with a metal security gate. The left side of the recess features steep
concrete steps that access a below-grade wood paneled pedestrian door. The right side of the
recess features a small porch containing the primary entrance. Concrete steps access the
porch which is enclosed with a low solid wall and the metal security gate. There is a paneled
wood pedestrian door on the back wall of the porch with an aluminum slider window to the left,
above the below-grade door. The right side of the primary fagade features an aluminum slider

window with metal security bars. The building terminates with a gabled parapet.

V. HISTORIC CONTEXT
A. Neighborhood

The Property Information Map lists this property in the Nob Hill neighborhood, which is usually
understood as the elite area at and near the peak of the hill. Soon after the California Street
Cable Railroad ascended Nob Hill in 1874,that area became home to lavish residences of
wealthy figures including Charles Crocker, Leland Stanford, Mark Hopkins, James Flood, and
other railroad and mining millionaires. However, the lower slopes of the hill, including Bernard
Street, have never been that exclusive. Instead, they have shared more in common with the

nearby North Beach and Chinatown neighborhoods.

Nearly all of the Nob Hill area was destroyed in the 1906 earthquake and fire. One small island
near the subject property, but not including Bernard Street, survived according to maps of the
burned district. During reconstruction after 1906, the upper slopes retained their elite

character, while the lower slopes became even more diverse than they had been previously.

SEPTEMBER, 2013 Tim KELLEY CONSULTING





HISTORICAL RESQURCE EVALUATION 51 BERNARD STREET SaAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

B. Project Site History

The first Sanborn map illustrating the subject block was published in 1899 and shows a
densely developed residential neighborhood (Figure 1). The subject parcel contains an ell
shaped one-and-two-story-with-basement single-family home and wagon shed. The building

shown on the subject parcel is no longer extant.
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Figure 1- 1899 Sanborn location of 51 Bernard Street with previous building noted with arrow.

The 1913 map shows a rapid reconstruction/redevelopment of the neighborhood after the 1906
disaster (Figure 2). The April 1908 “Burned Area” map of San Francisco shows Bernard Street
was close to an area that survived the 1906 fire (Appendix). A handful of buildings on Bernard
Street have pre-earthquake construction dates; however, based on a visual inspection of
Bernard Street, it is unclear how much of this area actually survived the 1906 fire as some
buildings with pre-earthquake construction dates appear to fall stylistically within the post-
earthquake period. Most of the buildings on Bernard Street have post-earthquake construction
dates. The subject property is illustrated on the 1913 Sanborn map with a single-family home
and three additional small buildings in the rear accessed off a deck running along the east

side of the property (these buildings are no longer extant).
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E. Architectural Style

The subject property is best defined as Vernacular architecture. Vernacular architecture is
defined as being based on localized needs and construction materials available. Unlike formal

styles of architecture, it is not characterized by stylistic design elements.

F. Owners and Occupants

Pasqualle and Rosario Lucia had the subject building constructed in October 1923, having
purchased the property in May 1923. It is unknown when the previous buildings located on the
subject property were demolished. Pasqualle and Rosario emigrated from ltaly and had a large
family of eight children. Pasqualle was employed as a laborer. Lucia sold the property to Sow
Fong Sue in 1946. Sue maintained the property as rental property and did not live at the
subject property. Sue sold the property to Sack and Mae Lee in 1967. The Lees appear to

have resided at the property. Sack Lee was employed as a cook.

VI. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS

The subject property was evaluated to determine if it was eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, either individually or as a contributor to an historic district.
The California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and
historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible
properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed.
Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private
organizations or citizens. This includes properties identified in historical resource surveys with
Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county
ordinance. The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are
closely based on those developed for use by the National Park Service for the National
Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be

demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the following criteria:
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Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of

California or the United States.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to

local, California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess

high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential
to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the

nation.

The following section examines the eligibility of the subject property for listing in the California

Register under those criteria.
A. Individual Eligibility
e Criterion 1 (Events)

51 Bernard Street is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
The building was constructed in 1923 and was the second building on the site after the 1906
Earthquake and Fire. This building did not make a significant contribution to the reconstruction
of The Nob Hill neighborhood. The building has not made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California. Thus the

property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
e Criterion 2 (Persons)

This building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 2. It is
not associated with any significant persons in the history of San Francisco or the State of
California, as none of the owners or occupants were listed in the San Francisco Biography

Collection or newspaper indexes or otherwise indicated to be important to the history of San
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Francisco or the State of California. Thus the property is not eligible for listing in the California

Register under Criterion 2.
e Criterion 3 (Architecture)

This property does not appear to be eligible for individual listing in the California Register
under Criterion 3. No evidence was located to indicate Walter C. Petersen was a master
builder; no other buildings constructed by him were located and his career history is unknown.
This building does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Thus the

property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any aspect of Criterion 3.
e Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

This criterion ordinarily refers to potential archeological value. A full analysis of archeological
value is beyond the scope of this report. The property does not appear eligible for listing on the

California Register under Criterion 4.
B. District

A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor to an
historic district. Guidelines define a district as an area that “possesses a significant
concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically
or aesthetically by plan or physical development.”® To be listed on the California Register, the
district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the
district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying each as a contributor or non-
contributor. The district itself, as well as each of its contributors, then become historical

resources.

The area in which the subject property is located is not formally identified at present as an
historic district. The potential for an existing district was investigated by a visual examination as
defined in the scoping discussion of August 26, 2013. The area examined was the entire length

of Bernard Street between Taylor and Leavenworth streets. Additionally, a search of HRERs in

3 Office of Historic Preservation. “Instructions for Recording Historical Resources,” Sacramento. 1995
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the vicinity was conducted. Currently, there are no HRERs in the area examined. There is one

nearby HRER outside the area.

The area contains 52 residential propertiesconstructed.between 1900 and 1988 and ranging
in_height from one to four-stories. The following table lists (directional order from east to west)

including: address, parcel number, age, and building use/type. Images will be included in the

Appendix.
1521-1523 Taylor St 0157/005 1968 Apartment
19-21 Bernard St 0157/034 1900 Multiple-family
23-25 Bernard St 0157/033 1904 Multiple-family
27-31 Bernard St 0157/032 1905 Flat
33-37 Bernard St 0157/031 1903 Multiple-family
39-41 Bernard St 0157/064 1928 Multiple-family
45-49 Bernard St 0157/030 1900 Multiple-family
51 Bernard St 0157/029 1923 Single-family
57-59 Bernard St 0157/028 1926 Muitiple-family
67 Bernard St 0157/027 1978 Multiple-family
71-73 Bernard St 0157/026 1933 Multiple-family
75-77 Bernard St 0157/025 1907 Multiple-family
83 Bernard St 0157/024 1925 Single-family
1620 Jones St 0157/023 1908 Apartment
1625-1627 Jones St 0156/004 1936 Multiple-family
115 Bernard St 0156/031 1953 Multiple-famity
123 Bernard St 0156/030 1951 Multiple-family
127-131 Bernard St 0156/029 1909 Multiple-family
133-137 Bernard St 0156/028 1910 Multiple-family
1339-141 Bernard St 0156/027 1970 Multiple-family
145-147 Bernard St 0156/014A 1924 Multiple-family
151 Bernard St 0156/015A 1902 Single-family
157 Bernard St 0156/026 1904 Single-family
165 Bernard St 0156/071 1925 Single-family
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169 Bernard St 0156/018 1907 Single-family
1272-1274 Pacific Ave 0156/019 1910 Multiple-family
1278 Pacific Avenue 0156/020 1922 Single-family
1620 Leavenworth 0156/023 1917 Apartment
1529-1537 Taylor 0157/004 1908 Apartment
14-18 Bernard St 0157/035 1905 Multiple-family
22-24 Bernard St 0157/036 1930 Multiple-family
26-28 Bernard St 0157/037 1912 Multiple-family
30-38 Bernard St 0157/038 1907 Multiple-family
42-44 Bernard St 0157/039 1904 Multiple-family
46 Bernard St 0157/040 1930 Single-famity
52 Bernard St 0157/080 1988 Multiple-family
56 Bernard St 0157/042 1904 Single-family
66 Bernard St 0157/069-71 1987 Multiple-family
68 Bernard St 0157/043A 1965 Multiple-family
74-76 Bernard St 0157/078 1915 Multiple-family
80-82 Bernard St 0157/046 1907 Multiple-family
88-90 Bernard St 0157/047 1906 Multiple-family
1630 Jones St 0157/048 1929 Apartment
1635 Jones St 0156/003 1928 Apartment
120 Bernard St 0156/032 1913 Multiple-family
126-128 Bernard St 0156/032A 1932 Multiple-family
130 Bernard St 0156/033 1972 Multiple-family
138-140 Bernard St 0156/034 1916 Multiple-family
144-146 Bernard St 0156/035 1907 Multiple-family
150 Bernard St 0156/050A 1923 Single-family
162-164 Bernard St 0156/036 1939 Multiple-family
162-164 Bernard St 0156/037 1900 Multiple-family
168-170 Bernard St 0156/038 1906 Multiple-family
174-178 Bernard St 0156/038A 1908 Multiple-family
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the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, as some of the buildings located within Bernard Street have a
pre-earthquake construction date but do not appear to be that old. The area contains
unremarkable buildings and does not represent a cohesive group of architecturally or

historically similar buildings.

VII. INTEGRITY

In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four California Register
criteria, a property deemed to be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The
concept of integrity is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of historical
resources and hence, evaluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register,
integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced
by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource'’s period of significance”
(California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven
variables or aspects that together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely
on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association. National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for

Evaluation defines these seven characteristics:

e Locationis the place where the historic property was constructed.

o Designis the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space,
structure and style of the property.

e Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

e Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during
a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the
historic property.

o Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or
people during any given period in history.

e fFeelingis the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a
particular period of time.

e Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and
a historic property.
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Since this building is not eligible for listing in the California Register, no period of significance
is established. For informational purposes, several obvious alterations to the original design

have been noted in Section V.C. (page 8) above.

VIil. CONCLUSION
51 Bernard St is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register and is not located in

a potential historic district.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEMO

: 1650 Mission St.
Date: 10/10/13 S a0
To: Randall Dean San Francisco,
CA 84103-2479
From: Monica Pereira, CatEx Coordinator _
Reception:
Re: Archeological Resource Evaluation Request 415.558.6378
51 Bernard St Fax:
415.558.6409
0157/029
Case No0.2013.1452E Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Not Sure  Excavation exceeds 8” feet.

No Archeological sensitive location — per GIS database.

Thank you for your assistance. Please call if you have any questions.

























Date received:

AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

I

Environmental Evaluation Application

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the Planning Department. The environmental review process begins
with the submittal of a completed Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only
the current EE Application form will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff is available to meet with
applicants upon request.

The EE Application will not be processed unless it is completely filled out and the appropriate fees are paid in full.
Checks should be made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. See the current Schedule of Application
Fees and contact the staff person listed below for verification of the appropriate fees. Fees are generally non-
refundable. Documents in italics are available online at sfgov.org/planning.

The EE Application is comprised of four parts. Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is complete;
Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Part 3 is a series of questions to help determine if
additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 is a project summary table.

The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects
greater than 10,000 square feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, #8, #10, or #11 are answered in the
affirmative, or for projects that require mitigation measures, please send the application materials to the attention
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Poling. For all other projects, please send the application materials to the attention of Ms.
Pereira.

Monica Pereira Chelsea Fordham or Jeanie Poling
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org (415) 575-9071, chelsea.fordham @sfgov.org
(415) 575-9072, jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
Not
PART 1 - EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST Provided Applicable
Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in X
Two sets of project drawings in 11x17 format (see “Additional Information” on page 4) X
Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled X
Fee X
Supplemental Information for Historical Resource Evaluation form and/ or Historic Resource 5 O
Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2
Geotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b O |
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated in Part 3 Question 4 X 0O
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 3 Question 8 O X
Additional studies (list) O =

Applicant’s Affidavit. I certify the accuracy of the following declarations:
a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner(s) of this property.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. I understand that other applications and information may be required.

Signed (owner or agent): _— Date: /0/3 / / )

(For Staff Use Only) Case No. QQLQl Eﬁ; ‘ L. S (Q é Address: j \ w \3\}

v.24.2013 Block/Lot: Q) S0 2 (@]






PART 2 — PROJECT INFORMATION

Owner/Agent Information

Property Owner Enda Keane Telephone No. 415-828-4981

Address ll,§g ﬁo//( # (4 Fax. No.

<.F. X’ A Q &l 0% Email _endapkeane@gmail.com

Project Contact  Jonathan Pearlman Telephone No. 415-537-1125

Company Elevation Architects Fax No. 415-821-1121

Address 1099 23" Street, Suite 18 Email jonathan@elevationarchitects.com
San Francisco, CA 94107

Site Information

Site Address(es): 51 Bernard Street

Nearest Cross Street(s) between Jones and Taylor Streets

Block(s)/ Lot(s) 0157/029 Zoning District(s) RH-3
Site Square Footage 1,380 sf Height/Bulk District 65-A
Present or previous site use Single family residence

Community Plan Area (if

any) -

Project Description - please check all that apply

O Addition g Changeofuse 7 Zoningchange ® New construction
O Alteration g DPemolition g Lotsplit/subdivision or lot line adjustment
O Other (describe) Estimated Cost

Describe proposed use _single family residential

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project.

The project is to demolish a small, 1-story over basement single family residence and replace with new, 4-story
over basement single family residence.

SAN FRANCISCO
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PART 3 — ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION Yes | No

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago O =
or a structure in an historic district?

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information for Historical Resource Evaluation form.

2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a X 0
structure located in an historic district?

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)* will be required. The scope of the
HRER will be determined in consultation with the Department’s Preservation Coordinator.

3a. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 8 feet m] X
below grade?

If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated?

What type of foundation would be used (if known)?

3b. Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San O X
Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an
average slope of 20% or more?

If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical Report.*

4. Would the project involve expansion of an existing building envelope, or new construction, b a
or grading, or new curb cuts, or demolition?

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement.

5.  Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more? a X

Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height? O =

If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. This application is available
on the Planning Department’s website and should be submitted at the Planning
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor.

7. Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher? 0 X

If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a
wind analysis* is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff.

8. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair, [m] 2
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks?

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).* A Phase I ESA (for
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff.

9. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Planning O ®
Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe.

10. Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program? O [

If yes, please describe.

11. Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area? ] X

If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or 10 feet taller than an adjacent building
built before 1963, please submit an elevation or renderings showing the project with the
adjacent buildings.

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor.
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PART 4 - PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.
- Net New
FG ro;s S((lgaere) Existing Uses Ex1st11;1gt q;zzto be Construction and/or Project Totals

ootage etal Addition
Residential 924 sf 0 3,297 sf 3,297 sf
Retail - - - -
Office - - - -
Industrial - - - -
Parking 0 0 542 sf 542 sf
Other (specify use) i i i i
Total GSF 924 sf 0 3,839 sf 3,839 sf
Dwelling units 1 0 1 1
Hotel rooms - - - -
Parking spaces 0 0 2 2
Loading spaces - - - -
Number of
buildings ! 0 ! 1
Height of 17'-0" 0 400" 400"
building(s)
Number of stories 1 over basement 0 4 over basement 4 over basement
Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table:
Additional Information: Project drawings in 11x17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all applicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed
floor area and height. The plans should clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces;
driveways and trash loading areas; vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A
transportation study may be required, depending on existing traffic conditions in the project area and the
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the Department’s transportation planners.
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part of the environmental review processes.
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Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>, BOS Legislation, (BOS)
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Greetings,

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a response from the Project Sponsor for
the appeal of CEQA of Exemption from Environmental Review of the proposed project of 45
Bernard Street.

Project Sponsor Response - October 21, 2022

Note: The Board of Supervisors’ President is anticipated to make a motion to continue this
hearing to Tuesday, November 15, 2022; on November 1, 2022, if a motion to continue is
considered, Public Comment will be taken on the continuance only.

I invite you to review the entire matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the
link below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 221037

Best regards,

Lisa Lew

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

T 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163

lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org


mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://sfgov.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11351710&GUID=84737C77-9C27-46F2-9193-108385DDF08F___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OmU1YTU6OWQxMTA2OGU3ZmE3OWI1YTAzMzViYjE4MWRlYjNlNWVlZGJhZThkNjI2YzJkMzU1NzcxMjlkMjRiMjNiYThhMzpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OmIwMzk6ZjU5ZmI2NmIyNzQzMTViYzNlNTcyZjMxMDBkMGIwMDUxZDBmYTU5ZTRhN2ZiZmYxNzY5MDBhYjZiNzU2OTVmYzpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=5863442&GUID=139F4CCB-D7A2-47C3-86A3-C2338A85D0F3&Options=ID%7CText%7C&Search=221037___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OmVmYmM6NDU4NzY5Yzg2MDhmZWMwMjYzYjQ4NjYzZGQ5NzBjOWY3YmEwNTJjODhmZWUyMzczNDBmN2RiZjIwNmEwMTFkYjpoOlQ
mailto:lisa.lew@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://www.sfbos.org/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OjE5YjA6MGFkN2VjMDA3NTc5ODFmY2ViZTc3MDVkZDJlYTgxYzNiZjJjYWM4NmRkNmFlOTE2MmQ5ODlmNDZjMjNkMzBhNTpoOlQ

(VIRTUAL APPOINTMENTS) To schedule a “virtual” meeting with me (on Microsoft Teams), please ask and | can
answer your questions in real time.

Due to the current COVID-19 health emergency and the Shelter in Place Order, the Office of the Clerk of the Board is
working remotely while providing complete access to the legislative process and our services.

@
&S Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses
and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of
Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.


https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OjllYjY6MTBmOTExNGZmNGY1Y2Y0ZGQ1MmJiZmVhMzA1Yzg2ODkzNWFlOTdlZGQ0Y2Y3MzljM2ExZDk5MTQ5OWZiMDdmZDpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OmI3MDQ6MWQ0NzJiY2FmMzU4OWU4NjJiYzU1ZmJhNGZhNzM0YjI2NDk0MWEwMzg2MDJlMTgxY2NiMzk5YzM2MTUzYTkyNTpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___http://www.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=9681___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpiMTA1YzE3YmUzYzFjZjE0ZTA4OGYxMjQ3ZmQ5N2FlZjo2OmFkNWI6YjhhNmQ2NTRlMzQxYjNhYjg4YjMwNWFjZmQwNzQ4N2ZlMmZhY2Y2YjVmNWVkNjg5ZGIyYjgzNmU5MTk1ZWMzNjpoOlQ

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s) B
51 Bernard St 0157/029
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2013.1452E 10/03/13 (EEA 10/03/13)
D Addition/ Demolition / [New DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)
Project description for Planning Department approval.
Demo single family structure and construct new 4 story over basement single family structure. |

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

D Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class 3 — New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6} dwelling units
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.

|:| Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
|:| Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
D facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to
D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

SAN FRANCISCO R
PLANNING DEPARTMENT(9.16 20173



Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive
Area)

[]

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

]

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document
required

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required.

]

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Monica Pereiraz

Cleared by Randall on 10/10/13 via email nofification. Per GIS, the property is located in an area of slope average
>20%; however, calculations yield a 8.3% slope average.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY

IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

|:| Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

v Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or darage to buildirg.

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O (ologolood

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 6.

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

Ooopo0nad

| 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from arpublic right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Relabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(spectfy or add comments):

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
. .
Planmner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):
PTR Form dated 11/4/2013

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

[-_-I Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Gretchen Hilyard

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRO]ECT PLANNER

I:] Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

D Step 2 — CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

; Signature or Stamp:
Planner Name: Gretchen A. Hilyard B P
L glrg:"Sgi:igngg;yfgi?!;z:;ggﬁ:ﬁing ou=CityPlanning,
Proiect Approval Action: ‘ G retC h en H | Iya rd :umzcli:g?::;f:m?aggfgésh:r; Hilyard, :
Other (please speicify) Date: 2013.11.13 14:28:25 -0800°

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning
Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO .
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (cr his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” ard, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
' front page)

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date | New Approval Required
Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

D Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

] Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

[s any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

[] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required CATEX FORM

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

] } The proposed modification would rot result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: l Date of Form Completion | 11/4/2013 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 51 Bernard Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
0157/029 Taylor and Jones Streets Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B n/a 2013.1452E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 ( Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 10/03/2013

PROJECT ISSUES:

[7] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource per CEQA C Yes No * CN/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event; (C Yes (¢ No Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes (= No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (e No
Criterion 3 - Architecture:  Yes (¢ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: " Yes (@ No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes G No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (@ No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
(" Contributor (C Non-Contributor




- Complies with theSecrétaryﬁStqﬁd%xds/Aﬁ IQ/Ar! 11 : ECk C Yes " No (& N/A

CEQA"’Matenal Impaaf‘ment »_ ¥ - i I C Yes (" No
Weed’s More Information: i 2 Wl ;M C Yes CNo
.zﬁBeqm‘{a«s«@?S@ﬁ Revisions: 3 L i iR (| CYes (" No

| @ Yes " No

i e e

Defer o Residential Design Team:

*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

i
Accordmg to the Supplemental Informatlon Form for Hlstonc Resource Evaluatlon
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting (dated September 2013), the subject property at 51
Bernard Street contains a one-story-over-basement, wood frame, single-family residence
designed in a vernacular style and constructed in 1923. Permit records indicate that the
subject property underwent the following alterations over time: repair of motor vehicle
damage to front porch (1971) and re-roofing (1996). Visual inspection indicates that the
following un-permitted alterations also occurred at unknown dates: replacement of the
primary entrance, recladding the building in stucco (the original permit indicates that the
original cladding material was rustic wood siding), and window replacement.

i - L o =

TIONTEAM COMMENTS: T
ﬁ

ami i & i

The subject property has been stripped of its period detailing and is a non-descript,
vernacular, single-family residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that
would qualify it for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. No known historic
events occurred at the property (Criterion 1) and none of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any known historic districts.
The surrounding area exhibits a broad range of construction dates from 1900 to 1988. No
clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding properties have
experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, 51 Bernard Street is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: - [Date: oM THRE SRR
1
S 1 21173
ShM PRENCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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51 Bernard Street. Image courtesy of Tim Kelley Consulting, 2013.
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Affidavit of Mailing

have mailed the attached

I ‘ Monica Huggins
document

(please print name)

Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review (Neighborhood Notice)
Notice of Availability of Environmental Review Document (NOA) .
Notice of Scoping Meeting for an Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report

Preliminary Negative Declaration (PND) and Standard Neg Dec Cover Letter
Mitigated Negative Declaration (FMND)

Notice of Availability of Preliminary Negative Declaration

_ Notice of Hearing on Appeal After Initial Evaluation of a Project

_X__ Certificate of Determination of Exemption/Exclusion From Environmental Review

Other: _

On__11/14/2013 Project File No. & Title_2013.1452E- 51 Bernard St
(Date) '

Also attached is a copy of the mailing list/mailing labels to which the document was

mailed. //4 M | W

(Signature)

Y/ o

(Date)
N:\MEA\ Administrative \ forms\ Affidavit of Mailing.doc
Revised 04/24/07 '

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
51 Bernard St 0157/029
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2013.1452E 10/03/13 (EEA 10/03/13)
D Addition/ emolition ew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)
Project description for Planning Department approval. '
Demo single family structure and construct new 4 story over basement single family structure.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

I:l Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.

Class 3 -~ New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.

D Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
I:I Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

. Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
D facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to
D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

i‘i‘ﬂ.“%‘i‘ﬁ% DEPARTMENT(9.16.2013



Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-

archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive
Area)

[]

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

[]

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
«Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco
General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document

required

L]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

[

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine
rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine)

If no boxes
Evaluation

are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Application is required.

[

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

Comments

CEQA impacts listed above.
and Planner Signature (optional): Monica Pereirazg=====""

Cleared by Randall on 10/10/13 via email notification. Per GIS, the property is located in an area of slope average
>20%; however, calculations yield a 8.3% slope average.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

I:] Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

S
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O |[O0/g0fgod opgd

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

[l

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP §.

U

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character. :

4. Fagade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

Ooonogao

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

%‘E’i’.‘u“ﬁﬁ'ﬁ% DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013




8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

PTR Form dated 11/4/2013

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Gretchen Hilyard. EEEssiemmer

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

[

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

[[] Step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 ~ Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

. Signature or Stamp:
Planner Name: Gretchen A. Hilyard gn P
Digitally signed by Gretchen Hilyard
. DN: dc=org, dc=sfgov, de=cityptanning, ou=CityPlanning,
Proiject Approval Action: G retCh e n H I Iy a r'd \ou=Cum$ Plannlrg\g, en=Gn.ay|zhen Hl?yard, 'y e
. e  emait=Gretchen.Hilyard@sfgov.org
Other (please speicify) * Dato: 2013.11.13 14:28:25 0800

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning
Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013




STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be sub]ect to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
' front page)

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date | New Approval Required
Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

H Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

[] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption? -

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

gﬂm&%ﬁ% DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013



AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

w

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion | 11/4/2013 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 51 Bernard Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
0157/029 Taylor and Jones Streets Planning
— Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B n/a 2013.1452E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(=:CEQA C: Article 10/11 C: Preliminary/PIC (: Alteration (C: Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |10/03/2013

PROJECT ISSUES:

[] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

{1 | f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource per CEQA CYes @®No * CN/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: C:Yes (s;No Criterion 1 - Event; O Yes (8:No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C:Yes (e:No Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (e:No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C: Yes (¢:No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (s:No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: CiYes (s:No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C:Yes (e:No
Period of Significance: I ] Period of Significance: I |
(: Contributor  : Non-Contributor

-



Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C: Yes C:No (e N/A
CEQA Material Impairment: CYes C:No
Needs More Information: C: Yes C:No
Requires Design Revisions: C:Yes C:No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (e Yes C:No

*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information Form for Historic Resource Evaluation
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting (dated September 2013), the subject property at 51
Bernard Street contains a one-story-over-basement, wood frame, single-family residence
designed in a vernacular style and constructed in 1923. Permit records indicate that the
subject property underwent the following alterations over time: repair of motor vehicle
damage to front porch (1971) and re-roofing (1996). Visual inspection indicates that the
following un-permitted alterations also occurred at unknown dates: replacement of the
primary entrance, recladding the building in stucco (the original permit indicates that the
original cladding material was rustic wood siding), and window replacement.

The subject property has been stripped of its period detailing and is a non-descript,
vernacular, single-family residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that
would qualify it for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. No known historic
events occurred at the property (Criterion 1) and none of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any known historic districts.
The surrounding area exhibits a broad range of construction dates from 1900 to 1988. No
clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding properties have
experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, 51 Bernard Street is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: |Date:

i J- 1113
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51 Bernard Street. Image courtesy of Tim Kelley Consulting, 2013.
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determmatlon
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
51 Bernard St 0157/029
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2013.1452E 10/03/13 (EEA 10/03/13)
D Addition/ Demolition ew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 50 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)
Project description for Planning Department approval. o
Demo single family structure and construct new 4 story over basement single family structure.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.
D Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change
of use if principally permitted or with a CU.
Class 3 — New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.

D Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
l:l Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

- Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care
I:l facilities, hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an air pollution hot
spot? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots)

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that is located on the Maher map or is suspected of
containing hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry
cleaners, or heavy manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project
involve soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to
D commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), this
box does not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.)

SAN FRANCISCO s
PLANNING DEPARTMENT(9.16.2013



*Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater
[:' J| than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-

archeological sensitive area? (vefer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive
Area)

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

]

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or on a lot with a
slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography)

[]

Slope = or > 20%: : Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading
D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a

previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fenice work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or
higher level CEQA document required

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work,
grading —including excavation and fill on a landslide zone — as identified in the San Francisco

D General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document

required

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or
I:I grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptzons do not check box for work performed on a previously
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex
Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine
[:] rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine) :

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required. ‘

l:l Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the
CEQA impacts listed above.
Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Monica Pereirazz====="

Cleared by Randall on 10/10/13 via email notification. Per GIS, the property is located in an area of slope average
>20%; however, calculations yield a 8.3% slope average.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)
L | | Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST : .
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.

3. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.

4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

5. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

6. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.

7. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-
way.

8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O |glogologd

9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note: Project Plariner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

L]

Project. does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.

Ll

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP- 5.

L

Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
" existing historic character. o

4. Facade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.

5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

OOodaQmo

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2813




8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments): '

9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

PTR Form dated 11/4/2013

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an

Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Sy s B

Preservation Planner Signature: Gretchen Hilyar SEEEEE e

e

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

O

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

[] step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.

- Signature or Stamp:
Planner Name: Gretchen A. Hilyard B P X
. - - Digitally signed by Gretchen Hilyard
. N . ON: de=org, dc=sfgov, de=cityplanning, ou=CityPlanning,
P roject ADDI'OV&I Action: G retC h e n H I Iya rd ’ QHfCun-::ﬂ PIanniﬁZch:GrZehan Hi?yard. "
. ermalt=Gretchen.Hilyard@sfgov.org
Other (please Spe|C|fy) Date: 2013,11.13 14:26:25 -0800°

*If Discretionary Review before the Planning
Commission is requested, the Discretionary
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. ‘

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PALANNIING DEPARTMENT 09.16.2013
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be sub)ect to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
' front page)

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

Exempt Project Approval Exempt Project Approval Date | New Approval Required
Action :

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

L] Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

] Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
[] at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

BN Z O SHPITLR

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.C CATEX*‘F

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

1] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT 08.16.2013

3|




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTNMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM |

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion | 11/4/2013 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: . , Address: v 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard ’ 51 Bernard Street Fax:
: - ' i 415.558.6409
. Block/Lot: Cross Streets: ,
0157/029 Taylor and Jones Streets Planning
— - - - - — Information:
-CEQA Category: - S Art.10/11: : BPA/Case No.: ) . 415.558.6377
B n/a 2013.1452E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: : ‘ S n PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(s;CEQA ( Article 10/11 (: Preliminary/PIC (: Alteration (CyDemo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |10/03/2013

PROJECT ISSUES:

[J | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[ |1 so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: ~

. Historic Resource per CEQA - L Cves @No * ON/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: C:Yes (&:No Criterion 1 - Event: CYes (e:No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C:Yes (o:No Criterion 2 -Persons: CYes (&:No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (‘ Yes (o:No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (O Yes (e:No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: s Yes (sNo
Period of Significance: I ] Period of Significance: | |
. Contributor  (:Non-Contributor




YRR TN AT ol I

‘?Comphes W|th he Secretary s Standards/Art 10/Art 1“'

K RAWEET 7 a” BT S T

G Yes (:No (&:N/A

ST
3CEQA Material Impalrment’ff% C Yes CNo
A e SR 7S
ENeeds More. informat C Yes C:No
4‘4\ e 24 T l‘m"i‘)’ﬂl.} ﬂ‘ﬂz\!‘}*’l)"“"&"&
T oeTr e ke Ry e
uires De519n Revisions: C Yes (O No

e s Y LWL R 2

N

i Defer.to ResndentlalkDemgnaTeam”‘

e ¢ BTMONS T WO N TRy SRS LB R N A

@ Yes CNo

*IfNois selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or
Preservation Coordinator is required.

o

BRESERVATIONTEAM COMMENTS i e

o]

According to the Supplemental Informatlon Form for Hlstorlc Resource Evaluation
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting (dated September 2013), the subject property at 51
Bernard Street contains a one-story-over-basement, wood frame, single-family residence
designed in a vernacular style and constructed in 1923. Permit records indicate that the
subject property underwent the following alterations over time: repair of motor vehicle
damage to front porch (1971) and re-roofing (1996). Visual inspection indicates that the
following un-permitted alterations also occurred at unknown dates: replacement of the
primary entrance, recladding the building in stucco (the original permit indicates that the
original cladding material was rustic wood siding), and window replacement.

. . (
The subject property has been stripped of its period detailing and is a non-descript,
vernacular, single-family residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that
would qualify it for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. No known historic
events occurred at the property (Criterion 1) and none of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). '

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any known historic districts.
The surrounding area exhibits a broad range of construction dates from 1900 to 1988. No
clear period of development is evident and many of the surrounding properties have
experienced facade alterations that have compromised historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, 51-Bernard Street is not eligible for Iisﬁng in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

pe—

{Signature’ ofa Sénior, Préservation,Plannery/, Préservation Coordinator:

Date:#t

@77,492/ | 71113

SHR Fﬂnhx F‘{'O
PLANNING CERARTMENT
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51 Bernard Street. Image courtesy of Tim Kelley Consulting, 2013.
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'DOCKET COPY

HISTORICAL LIST

UPDATED 6/10/2013 .
(Do not send EIRs unless specified by 0 0 W OT R £ M oV F
Contact person) ——-L@ >~ Héz’e - ”’ / Y

Gabriel Metcalf, Executive Director
San Francisco Planning & Urban
Research Association

654 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-4015

Mike Billings

The Examiner

71 Stevenson Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Gerald D. Adams

Saq Francisco Towers
1661 Pine Street, #1028
San Francisco, CA 94109

Linda Mjellem

Union Square Association
323 Geary Street, Suite 408
San Francisco, CA 94102

’

Suzanne D. Cauthen
1321 Montgomery
San Francisco, CA 94133

Patrick McGrew
MCGREW ARCHITECTS
674 South Grenfall Road .
Palm Springs, CA 92264

Alice Suet Yee Barkley

Luce Forward Attorneys at Law
121 Spear Street, Suite 200

San Francisco, CA 94105

Joseph B. Pecora
882 Grove Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

(DO NOT SEND CAT EXs)
Edaw, Inc.

Jayni Allsep

150 Chestnut Street

San Francisco, CA 94111

Western Neighborhood Project
300 Taraval Street, Suite A
San Francisco, CA 94116

Dorice Murphy
Eureka Valley Trails & Art Network
170 Yukon Street

"San Francisco, CA 94114-2338

City Hall Editor

San Francisco Chronicle
901 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Nancy Shanahan
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
224 Filbert Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Courtney S. Clarkson

Pacific Heights Residents Assn.
'3109 Sacramento Street

San Francisco, CA 94115

Vincent Marsh
2134 Green Street, #3
San Francisco, CA 94123-4761

Stewart Morton
PO Box 330339
San Francisco, CA 94133-0339

Toby Levine

Co-Chairman

San Jose/Guerrero Coalition Save R
4104 - 24t Street, #130

San Francisco, CA 94114-3415

Katalin Koda
147 Saturn Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

The Art Deco Society of California
100 Bush Street, Suite 511
San Francisco, CA 94104

Lucinda Woodward

State Office of Historic Preservation
Local Gov. and Info Management Unit
PO Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Shirley Albright

Landmarks Council of California
306 Arguello Blvd., Apt. 101

San Francisco, CA 94118

Executive Director

San Francisco Architectural Heritage
2007 Franklin Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

J.G. Turnbull

Page & Turnbull Inc.

1000 Sansome Street, Suite 20
San Francisco, CA 94111-1323

North. Calif. Carpenters Regional Council
Alex Lantsberg C
Research Department

265 Hegenberger Road, Suite 220
Oakland, CA 94621

David P. Cincotta

Jeffers, Margels, Butler, & Marmaro, LLP
2 Embarcadero Center, 5% Floor

San Francisco, CA 94118

Charles Edwin Chase, AIA
Resource Group

Pier 9, Embarcadero, Suite 107
San Francisco, CA 94111

Richard S.E. Johns
57 Post Street, Suite 604
San Francisco, CA 94104-5023



Hisashi Sugayé
900 Bush Street, #419
San Francisco, CA 94109

Alan Martinez
512 Van Ness Avenue, #416
San Francisco, CA 94102

Mike Buhler, Executive Director
San Francisco Architectural Heritage
2007 Franklin Street

San Francisco, CA 94109

Executive Director

Castro/Upper Market Community
Benefit District

584 Castro Street, 336

San Francisco, CA 94114

Sue Hestor

Attorney at Law

870 Market Street, #1128
San Francisco, CA 94102

Douglas Shoemaker, Director
Mayor’s Office of Housing
INTEROFFICE #24

SF Public Library
Governmental Information Center .
INTEROFFICE #41

Diane Matsuda

John Burton Foundation

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1142
San Francisco, CA 94104

Mary Miles -

Coalition for Adequate Review
364 Page Street, #36

San Francisco, CA 94102

Hiroshi Fukuda, President
Richmond Community Association
CSFN, Land Use & Housing

146 - 18" Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Joe Butler
324 Chestnut Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Karl Hasz
karlhasz@gmail.com (Temporary)

Greg Kelly

San Francisco Documents Librarian
Government Information Center
SF Public Library

INTEROFFICE #41

Courtney Damkroger
2626 Hyde Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

National Trust for Historic Preservation
5 Third Street, 707
San Francisco, CA 94103

President

Merchants of Upper Market & Castro
(MUMC)

584 Castro Street, #333

San Francisco, CA 94114

Andrew Wolfram, AJA, LEED® AP
Perkins + Will ’

185 Berry Street, Lobby One, Suite 5100
San Francisco, CA 94107

Tina Tam

Preservation Coordinator -
Planning Department
INTEROFFICE #29

SF Public Library
Governmental Information Center
INTEROFFICE #41



CATEGORICAL EXEMPTIONS

Case#'-gol%- '4’59‘6 | Date: U/\g/‘g
“E” Planner’s Name: arej"df\% H( ( U M
\kw FOR HRER LOG:

Historic resource: [ ] YES X/NO
Historic district: [ ] YES /@ NO

FOR MAILING

Project Contact

Address:

[] Planner/Other:

‘ N 12/ Historic Preservation List

[] Board of Supervisors (if actionto
be taken by the Board)

@ Close in Case Editing: /& Yes [ ] No

[] Other instructions if any:

Updated 9/7/11



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Environmental Evaluation Application

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the Planning Department. The environmental review process begins
with the submittal of a completed Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only
the current EE Application form will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff is available to meet with
applicants upon request.

The EE Application will not be processed unless it is completely filled out and the appropriate fees are paid in full.
Checks should be made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. See the current Schedule of Application
Fees and contact the staff person listed below for verification of the appropriate fees. Fees are generally non-
refundable. Documents in italics are available online at sfgov.org/planning.

The EE Application is comprised of four parts. Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is complete;
Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Part 3 is a series of questions to help determine if
additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 is a project summary table.

The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects
greater than 10,000 square feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, #8, #10, or #11 are answered in the
affirmative, or for projects that require mitigation measures, please send the application materials to the attention
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Poling. For all other projects, please send the application materials to the attention of Ms.
Pereira.

Date received:

Monica Pereira Chelsea Fordham or Jeanie Poling
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org (415) 575-9071, chelsea.fordham @sfgov.org
(415) 575-9072, jeanie.poling@sfgov.org
Not
PART 1 - EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST Provided Applicable
Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in X
Two sets of project drawings in 11x17 format (see “Additional Information” on page 4) X
Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled =
Fee X
Supplemental Information for Historical Resource Evaluation form and/ or Historic Resource = O
Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2
Geotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b O |
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated in Part 3 Question 4 X 0O
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 3 Question 8 a =
Additional studies (list) O |

Applicant’s Affidavit. [ certify the accuracy of the following declarations:
a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner(s) of this property.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. I understand that other applicaons and information may be required.

Signed (owner or agent): / Date: / d/ J/ / 3’ n
/

; ) &
(For Staff Use Only) Case No. 52& )( ; V Y S &LQ Address:__éwﬁm
v.2.4.2013 Block/Lot:___ QLS Y] QoD Q\]

’ g

s



PART 2 - PROJECT INFORMATION

Owner/Agent Information

Property Owner Enda Keane Telephone No. 415-828-4981

Address £ k Z Fax. No.
<' 7-’ . CH 2%4 / 06 Email endapkeane@gmail.com

Project Contact ~ Jonathan Pearlman Telephone No. 415-537-1125

Company Elevation Architects Fax No. 415-821-1121

Address 1099 23" Street, Suite 18 Email jonathan@elevationarchitects.com
San Francisco, CA 94107

Site Information

Site Address(es): 51 Bernard Street

Nearest Cross Street(s) between Jones and Taylor Streets

Block(s)/ Lot(s) 0157/029 Zoning District(s) RH-3
Site Square Footage 1,380 sf Height/Bulk District 65-A
Present or previous site use Single family residence

Community Plan Area (if

any) -

Project Description - please check all that apply

O Addition g Changeofuse g Zoningchange & New construction
O Alteration g Demolition g Lot split/subdivision or lot line adjustment
O Other (describe) Estimated Cost

Describe proposed use _single family residential

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project.
The project is to demolish a small, 1-story over basement single family residence and replace with new, 4-story
over basement single family residence.

RECEIVED

0CT 03 2013

CITY & COUNTY OF S,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECEPTION DESK

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT -2



PART 3 — ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION

Yes

1.

Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago
or a structure in an historic district?

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information for Historical Resource Evaluation form.

Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a
structure located in an historic district?

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)* will be required. The scope of the

HRER will be determined in consultation with the Department’s Preservation Coordinator.

3a.

3b.

Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 8 feet
below grade?

If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated?

What type of foundation would be used (if known)?

Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San
Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an
average slope of 20% or more?

If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical Report.*

Would the project involve expansion of an existing building envelope, or new construction,
or grading, or new curb cuts, or demolition?

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement.

Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more?

Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height?

If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. This application is available
on the Planning Department’s website and should be submitted at the Planning
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor.

a

Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher?

If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a
wind analysis* is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff.

Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair,
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks?

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).* A Phase IT ESA (for
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff.

Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Planning
Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe.

10.

Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program?

If yes, please describe.

11.

Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area?

If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or 10 feet taller than an adjacent building
built before 1963, please submit an elevation or renderings showing the project with the
adjacent buildings.

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor.

SAN FRA
Pl

NCISCO

LANNING DEPARTMENT




PART 4 - PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.
- Net New
FG ro;s esc(lgasl;) Existing Uses Enshélgal;zzzto be Construction and/or Project Totals

ootag Addition
Residential . 924 sf 0 3,297 sf 3,297 sf
Retail - - - -
Office - - - -
Industrial - - - -
Parking 0 0 542 sf 542 sf
Other (specify use) i i i i
Total GSF 924 sf 0 3,839 sf 3,839 sf
Dwelling units 1 0 1 1
Hotel rooms - - - -
Parking spaces 0 0 2 2
Loading spaces - - - -
Number of
buildings ! 0 1 !
Height of 170" 0 400" 400"
building(s)
Number of stories 1 over basement 0 4 over basement 4 over basement
Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table:
Additional Information: Project drawings in 11x17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all applicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed
floor area and height. The plans should clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces;
driveways and trash loading areas; vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A
transportation study may be required, depending on existing traffic conditions in the project area and the
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the Department’s transportation planners.
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part of the environmental review processes.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT -4 -



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Date: 10/10/13

To: Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator

For: NE Quadrant Preservation Technical Specialist
Re: Historic Preservation Review

File Location: I\Temp\CATEX_in_progress\EP\2013.1452E
Address: 51 Bernard St

Block/Lot: 0157/029
CASE NO. 2013.1452E

The project under Archeological Review. Attached is a description of a project that needs
to be evaluated for potential impacts to an historical resource under CEQA, as a Category
B.

Please review the attached environmental application and make a determination of the
following:

e  Whether the property is an historical resource for purposes of CEQA. If more
information is needed to make such a determination, please specify what
information is needed.

o If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project
is consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed
modifications would materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics which justify the property’s inclusion in any
registry to which it belongs).

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

e If material impairments are noted, what character-defining features of the
building or district could be retained or respected in order to avoid a significant
adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the
project to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that
may be desirable but do not mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

Attached is a CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination form for your completion.
Please send the signed form and supporting materials to Virna Byrd for distribution and
filing. Thank you.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMMENT
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RECEIPT Printed 10/10/2013 1650 Mission St.
. Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Transaction ID: T20132103 Date: 10/10/2013 Reception:
415.558.6378

Case Number: 2013.1452E 10/10/2013--51 BERNARD ST

Fax:
Account No. 20133916 415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
Transaction 415.558.6377
Type: Case Intake
Description:
Payer: Enda Keane
Check Number: 1310
Total Charge: $2,617.00
Amount Paid: $2,617.00
Balance: $0.00

DOCKET COPY

For all cases other than Discretionary Review Requests filed by individuals, a
Time & Materials fee will be charged if the cost of processing your case exceeds
the initial fee.

Deposit Date:
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REQUIRED CHECKLIST FOR
Tree Planting
and Protection

1. Applicant Information

Required Checklist for

Tree Planting and Protection

BUILDING PERMIT
OR CASE NUMBER: H
For £ Use on'y 1

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:
Jonathan Peariman

ADDRESS:
Elevation Architects

1099 23rd Street, Suite 18
San Francisco, CA 94107

T TELEPHONE: - T

(415 )537-1125 x15

EMAIL:
jonathan@elevationarchitects.com

2. Location and Classification of Property

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT:
51 Bernard Street

CROSS STREETS:
Jones and Taylor Streets

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: *"LENGTH OF ALL LOT FRONTAGE(S):

0157 ;029 l 230"

ZONING DISTRICT:
RH-3

RELATED BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION AND/OR CASE NO.:

3. Scope of Project

Requirements for new street trees and tree protection apply to the types of projects identified in the chart below.
Please check all boxes which apply to your project. If no boxes are checked, you do not need to complete this form.

of a new building

relocation of a building

paving or repaving more than 200 square feet of the front setback

addition of gross floor area (GFA) equal to 20% or more of the GFA of the existing building

addition of a new dwelling unit

addition of one or more par<ing spaces

addition of a garage

B8 0|00




‘Required Checklist for
Tree Planting and Protection

4. Disclosure of Existing Protected Trees

Only the following specific types of trees require protection under the Public Works Code: Street Trees, Significant
Trees and Landmark Trees. These trees are collectively known as “Protected Trees.” In the following table, please
indicate the presence or lack thereof of such on, over, or adjacent to the parcel containing the proposed construction.

SIGNIFICANT TREES

A “Significant Tree” is a tree that is planted on the subject property (i.e. outside of the public right-of-way) with
any portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way that has (a) a diameter at breast height (DBH) in
excess of twelve inches OR (b) a height in excess of twenty feet OR (c) a canopy in excess of fifteen feet.

CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY AND
INDICATE QUANTITY OF
EACH TREE TYPE, {F APPROPRIATE.

If you are unsure of the boundary of the public
right-of-way, contact DPW's Bureau of Strest
Use and Mapping. Please note that the pubtic
right-of-way may be wider than the sidewatk.

[] significant Tree(s) exist on the subject property

Qrv.

[] significant Tree(s) exist on any adjacent property

Qry.

[x] There are no Significant Trees on or adjacent to the subject property.

LANDMARK TREES

A “Landmark Tree” is a tree designated as such by the Board of Supervisors owing to particular age, size, shape,
species, location, historical association, visual quality, or other contribution to the City’s character.

CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY AND
INDICATE QUANTITY OF
EACH TREE TYPE, IF APPROPRIATE.

If you have questions about the presence of
Landmark Trees, please consutt with DPW or
visit www.sfdpw.orgftrees.

Six Blug Gums adjacent to 1801 Bush Street.
Flaxieaf paperbark at 1701 Frenklin Street

{1 Landmark Trees exist on the subject property arv.
[T] Landmark Trees exist on the adjacent sidewalk on
(] Landmark Trees exist on any adjacent property arv.

K] There are no Landmark Trees on or adjacent to the subject property.

COMPLETE LIST OF LANDMARK TREES AS OF SUMMER 2012

Brazilian pepper at Third St. and Yossmits Street in the median
Swest Bay at 555 Battery Streat

New Zealand Christmas Tree at 1221 Stanyan Strest

All Canary Isiand Date Paims in the center island on Dolores Street

13 Canary Island Date Palms in Quesada St median west of 3rd St

Two Palme in median across fr. 730 Dolores St & 1548 Dolores St

Guadalupe Paims in the median acroes from 1608-1650 Dolores St

Caast live oak in the backyard of 20-28 Rossmont Place

California buckeye in the backyard of 730 28th Avenue

Coast live oak in the backyard of 4124 23rd Strest

Two Flowering Ash at the Bemal Library at 500 Cortland Street

Blue Elderberry near Intersection of Folsom & Bernal Heights Bivd

Moreton Bay Fig at 3555 Cesar Chavez St/ 1580 Valencla St

Monterey Cypress in the backyard of 2626 Valejo Street

Howell's Manzanita in the backyard of 115 Parker Avenus

California Buckeye tree locatad behind 757 Pennsyivania Street

Norfolk Istand Pine Tree in the courtyard of 2040-60 Sutter Street

Two Cenary Island Palme in the courtyard of 2040-60 Sutter St.

STREET TREES

A “Street Tree” is any tree growing within the public right-of-way (e.g. sidewalk) that is not also a Landmark Tree.

CHECK THE BOX THAT APPLIES AND
INDICATE QUANTTTY, IF APPROPRIATE.

Regardless of size, all trees in the pubtic right-
of-way are protected under Article 16 of the
Pubtic Works Code.

[T] street Trees exist adjacent to the subject property

Qrv.

[X] There are no Street Trees adjacent to the property.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.05.07.2012
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Tree Planting and Protection

5. Impact of Project on Existing Protected Trees

If your responses above indicate that any Protected Tree(s) exist on, over or adjacent to the subject property, please
check the applicable boxes, below:

BOX 1 kK1 The project will not remove or have any other impact on Protected Trees, as follows: No
construction-related activity whatsoever will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street
Tree. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: (1) No grading or excavation will take place
within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (2) No construction staging and/or storage of
materials and/or equipment will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (3) Any
pruning of Significant Trees or Street Trees will be limited and consistent with applicable regulations.
(4) No dumping of trash and/or liquids (such as project waste-water) will take place within the basin or
dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required.

BOX 2 [0 The project involves the removal of one or more Protected Trees. A permit from DPW is required in
order to remove any Protected Tree. The Planning Department will not approve a building permit for a
project which invoives the removal of a Protected Tree unless DPW has first reviewed the proposal and
found it to be consistent with applicable rules and regulations.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required, however you must provide
evidence to the Planning Department that DPW has reviewed the removal request and found it to
be “approvable.”

BOX 3 [J The project may have an impact on one or more Protected Trees which are not proposed for
removal, as follows: Either (1) any construction-related activity, no matter how minor, is planned
or is reasonably foreseeable to occur within the dripline of a Significant Tree or a Street Tree or (2)
regardless of the location of construction activity, the property contains a Landmark Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan must be submitted to the Department of
Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry prior to the commencement of any construction activity.

Such plan must meet the following minimum standards:

v The Tree Protection Plan must be developed by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)
Certified Arborist.

v The project sponsor must submit a written declaration that the protections specified in the Tree
Protection Plan will be completely in place prior to the start of any construction, demolition, or
grading.

v Full-size site plans submitted along with the associated construction project must clearly indicate
the street, curb, sidewalk, driveway, structure(s), and the locations of all Protected Trees and
non-protected trees. Protected Trees must also be shown to include accurate tree height,
accurate canopy dripline and trunk and canopy diameters. The plans must graphically depict
implementation of all measures called for in the Tree Protection Plan. Additionally, the Tree
Protection Plan itself along with the written declaration must be reproduced on full-size plans.



Required Checklist for

Tree Planting and Protection

6. Calculation of Number of New Required Street Trees
One street tree is required for each 20 feet of street frontage of the subject property, with fractions of 0.5 rounded up, however
credit is given for existing street trees. Please complete the table below to determine the number of street trees required for

your project. If no street trees are required, please skip to the Applicant’s Affidavit at the end of this form and once signed,
return it to the Planning Department along with your Building Permit Application or other application.

COMBINED LENGTH OF ALL T DIVIDED BY TREE . GROSS NUMBER OF MINUS NUMBER OF |
STREET FRONTAGES SPACING REQUIREMENT - TREES REQUIRED EXISTING TREES NET STREET TREE REQUIREMENT
1
230" - 20’ = 1 -~ 0 = 1
| 1 (rounded)T |

Unless site conditions physically prevent the planting of a street tree, a waiver or modification of street tree requirements is
available only under extremely limited circumstances and only outside of Residential Districts (i.e. RH, RM, RTO, RED). Be
aware that even when available, an in-kind improvement or in-lieu payment is required for every such waiver. Please contact
the Planning Department for information regarding the waiver process.

7. Applicable Requirements for New Street Trees

The Planning Department has developed three distinct ‘Tree Schedules’ to aid in the implementation of the Planning
Code’s street tree requirements. The particular Tree Schedule applicable to your project will depend on the zoning
district in which your property is located, the scope of your project, and the type of authorization that your project
requires. In general terms, Tree Schedule A applies to small-scale projects in residential or industrial zoning districts,
Tree Schedule B applies to moderate-scale projects or projects in commercial or mixed-use zoning districts, and Tree
Schedule C applies to larger projects. In the following chart, please check the applicable box based on the characteristics
of your project.

| someoe  PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

The project is located in a Residential (RH, RM, RTO, RED), Industrial (M) or Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR)
k] A Zoning District and does not involve a Planned Unit Development (PUD). A PUD is a special authorization granted by
the Planning Commission that applies only to major projects involving large properties.

1. The project is located in a RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or PDR Zoning District and involves a PUD

OR
It is located on a parcel that contains (1) more than 1/2-acre in total
v area or (2) more than 250 feet of total street frontage or (3) street
0 B The project is located outside frontage which spans the entire block face between the nearest two
of an RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or intersections.
2. PDR Zoning District and meets
neither OR one of the following It involves (1) the construction of a new building or (2) the addition of
criteria, but not both: v more than 20% of the gross floor area of the existing building or (3} a
change of use of more than 50% of the existing square footage of the
building.
0 C The project is located outside of an RH, RM, RTO, RED, M or PDR Zoning District and meets both criteria of Tree
Schedule B(2), above.

TREE SCHEDULE A
R A P ATIO
v~ | Location either in the public right-of-way (e.g. si Ik) adj to the property or within an unbuilt area at the tront of the property

v’ | size minimum of 24-inch box size

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.05.07.2012
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Tree Planting and Protection

TREE SCHEDULE B
REQUIR P ATIO
/ Location either in the public right-of-way (e.g. sidewalk) adjacent to the property or within an unbuilt area at the front of the property
minimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height
/ Size
branch a minimum of 80 inches above sidewalk grade
be planted in a sidewalk opening of at least 16 square feet
have a minimum soil depth of 3 feet 6 inches
/ Opening include a basin edged with decorative treatment, such as pavers or cobbles {edging will not count against the minimum 16 square
foot opening if the edging material is permeable. A permeable material is one that allows stormwater to infiltrate the underlying soits.
Permeable surfaces shall include, but not be limited to, vegetative ptanting beds, porous asphalt, porous concrete, single-sized
aggregate, open-jointed blocks, stone, pavers or brick that are loose-set and without mortar. Permeable surfaces are required to be
contained so neither sediment nor the permeable surface discharges off the site.
TREE SCHEDULE C
REOQUIR P ATIO
v~ | Location
\/ Size As set forth in Schedule B, above.
v Opening
/ Trenchin Trees must be planted in a continuous soil-filled trench parallel to the curb, such that the basin for each tree is connected. The trench may
9 be covered by permeable surfaces (as described above), except at required tree basins, where the soil must remain uncovered.

Applicant’s Affidavit

I hereby attest under penalty of perjury that the information I have entered on this document is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, and that I have read and understood this form, and that I am the property owner or authorized agent of the property
owner, familiar with the property, and able to provide accurate and complete information herein.

The undersigned agrees to the conditions of this form. I understand that knowingly or negligently providing false or misleading
information in response to this disclosure requirement may lead to denial or rescission of my permit or other authorization and may
constitute a violation of the San Francisco Municipal Code, which can lead to criminal and/or civil legal action and the imposition of
administrative fines.

I understand that should my project be subject to a required Tree Protection Plan, that I will have a plan meeting or exceeding the

minimum requirements prepared and submit it to the Department of Public Works prior to the commencement of any construction
activities. Such submittal may in person, by mail or via email at urbanforestrypermits@sfdpw.org.

October 3, 2013

Signature Date
Print Name Indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: Phone Number

Owner Authorized Agent []

Phone Number Fax or Email



Planning Department Determination

TO BE COMPLETED BY STAFF ONLY. DO NOT LEAVE ANY SECTION BLANK

BUILDING PERMIT / CASE NO

PLANS DATED

New Street Trees [] New street trees are not required as part of this project.
[ street Trees are required as part of this project.
Number of new street trees required:

Applicable Tree Schedule:

aoo

A
B
C

Compliance with as-of-right requirements shown on plans?
O YES
O NO - MODIFICATION OR WAIVER APPROVED;
EXPLAIN IN COMMENTS, BELOW.

Existing Tree [] A Tree Protection Plan is not required: Box 1 or Box 2 in Section 5 has been marked.
Protection ] A Tree Protection Plan is required: Box 3 in Section 5 has been marked.

Existing Tree ] No Protected Trees are proposed for removal.

Removal [1 One or more Protected Trees are proposed for removal.

STAFF TO SIGN UNLESS A WAIVER OR MODIFICATION HAS BEEN APPROVED, IN WHICH CASE ZA SIGNATURE IS REQUIRED.

Signature: Print Name: Date:

Comment (if any):

AU S U

Staff Checklist

v" The applicant has completed this entire checklist including the affidavit on the preceding page.

If street trees are required, a building permit cannot be approved until the applicant provides evidence from
DPW that the required planting permit can be issued.

If Protected Trees are proposed for removal, a building permit cannot be approved until the applicant provides
evidence from DPW that tree removal permits can be issued.

If a Tree Protection Plan is required, the applicant has been informed verbally and/or in writing of his or her
obligation to submit one directly to DPW prior to the commencement of construction.

Once signed, a copy of this checklist has been returned to the applicant. The original has been included in the
project file or, if processed over-the-counter, it has been routed upstairs for scanning by support staff.

<\

DN NN
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HisTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 51 BERNARD STREET SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

|. INTRODUCTION

Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct an Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE)
for 51 Bernard Street, a 1923, single-family, wood-frame residence in the Nob Hill
neighborhood. A scoping discussion was conducted by email with Gretchen Hilyard, Planner
on August 26, 2013, which established an area to be visually examined in the vicinity of the
subject property. This report examines the subject property’s eligibility for individual listing in

the California Register and whether it is a contributor to an historic district.

Il. SUMMARY
This property is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under any criterion

and is not located in an existing or potential historic district.

I1l. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS
The Planning Department database was searched to determine whether the property has been
identified in any recognized register of historical resources. The specific registers included are

listed below.
A. Here Today

Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage is one of San Francisco's first architectural
surveys. Undertaken by the Junior League of San Francisco and published in 1968, the survey
did not assign ratings to buildings. However, the survey does provide brief historical and
biographical information for what the authors believed to be significant buildings. The Board of
Supervisors adopted the survey in 1970. The survey files, on file at the San Francisco Public

Library’s San Francisco History Room, contain information on approximately 2,500 properties.
This property is not included in the published book.

B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey

The Department of City Planning’s Architectural Quality Survey, or 1976 Survey, was a
reconnaissance survey that examined the entire City of San Francisco to identify and rate, on a
scale of “0” (contextual) to “5” (extraordinary), architecturally significant buildings and
structures. No historic research was performed and the potential historical significance of a

resource was not considered when assigning ratings. According to the authors, the 10,000
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rated buildings comprise only around 10 percent of the city’s building stock. Due to its age and
its lack of historical documentation, the 1976 Survey has not been officially recognized by the
city of San Francisco as a valid local register of historic resources for CEQA purposes,

although it is still used on a consultative basis. This property is not included in the 1976 Survey.

C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage

San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) is the city’s oldest not-for-profit organization
dedicated to increasing awareness of and advocating for the preservation of San Francisco’s
unique architectural heritage. Heritage has completed several major architectural surveys in
San Francisco, including Downtown, the South of Market, the Richmond District, Chinatown,
the Van Ness Corridor, the Northeast Waterfront, and Dogpatch. Heritage ratings range from
“A” (highest importance) to “D” (minor or no importance) and are based on both architectural

and historical significance. This property was not surveyed by San Francisco Architectural
Heritage.

D. California Historical Resource Status Code

Properties listed in the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) or under
review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) are assigned status codes of “1”
to “7,” establishing a baseline record of historical significance. Properties with a status code of
“1” are listed in the California or National Register. Properties with a status code of “2" have
been formally determined eligible for listing in the California or National Register. Properties
with a status code of “3” or "4” appear to be eligible for listing in either register through survey
evaluation. Properties with a status code of “5” are typically locally significant or of contextual
importance. Status codes of "6” indicate that the property has been found ineligible for listing
in any register and a status code of “7” indicates that the property has not yet been evaluated.

This property has not been rated.

IV. DESCRIPTION
A. Site

51 Bernard Street is located on the south side of Bernard Street between Taylor and Jones
streets on a 1,376 square foot lot. This section of Bernard Street slopes downward toward the

east and the subject parcel follows this slope. The building sits at the front lot line and the
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surrounding buildings share this setback. The building abuts the adjacent buildings. The

public sidewalk is the only hardscape feature at the front of the parcel.
B. Exterior

The building is a rectangular plan, one-story-with-basement, wood-frame, single-family
residence clad in rough stucco and capped with a flat roof. The left side of the primary fagade
features a recess enclosed with a metal security gate. The left side of the recess features steep
concrete steps that access a below-grade wood paneled pedestrian door. The right side of the
recess features a small porch containing the primary entrance. Concrete steps access the
porch which is enclosed with a low solid wall and the metal security gate. There is a paneled
wood pedestrian door on the back wall of the porch with an aluminum slider window to the left,
above the below-grade door. The right side of the primary fagade features an aluminum slider

window with metal security bars. The building terminates with a gabled parapet.

V. HISTORIC CONTEXT
A. Neighborhood

The Property Information Map lists this property in the Nob Hill neighborhood, which is usually
understood as the elite area at and near the peak of the hill. Soon after the California Street
Cable Railroad ascended Nob Hill in 1874,that area became home to lavish residences of
wealthy figures including Charles Crocker, Leland Stanford, Mark Hopkins, James Flood, and
other railroad and mining millionaires. However, the lower slopes of the hill, including Bernard
Street, have never been that exclusive. Instead, they have shared more in common with the

nearby North Beach and Chinatown neighborhoods.

Nearly all of the Nob Hill area was destroyed in the 1906 earthquake and fire. One small island
near the subject property, but not including Bernard Street, survived according to maps of the
burned district. During reconstruction after 1906, the upper slopes retained their elite

character, while the lower slopes became even more diverse than they had been previously.
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B. Project Site History

The first Sanborn map illustrating the subject block was published in 1899 and shows a
densely developed residential neighborhood (Figure 1). The subject parcel contains an ell
shaped one-and-two-story-with-basement single-family home and wagon shed. The building

shown on the subject parcel is no longer extant.
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Figure 1- 1899 Sanborn location of 51 Bernard Street with previous building noted with arrow.

The 1913 map shows a rapid reconstruction/redevelopment of the neighborhood after the 1906
disaster (Figure 2). The April 1908 “Burned Area” map of San Francisco shows Bernard Street
was close to an area that survived the 1906 fire (Appendix). A handful of buildings on Bernard
Street have pre-earthquake construction dates; however, based on a visual inspection of
Bernard Street, it is unclear how much of this area actually survived the 1906 fire as some
buildings with pre-earthquake construction dates appear to fall stylistically within the post-
earthquake period. Most of the buildings on Bernard Street have post-earthquake construction
dates. The subject property is illustrated on the 1913 Sanborn map with a single-family home
and three additional small buildings in the rear accessed off a deck running along the east
side of the property (these buildings are no longer extant).
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Figure 2 - 1913 Sanborn Map location of 51 Bernard Street with previous buildings noted with

arrow.
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The 1938 aerial photo shows the neighborhood completely developed (Figure 3). The subject

property has a building similar to the current one.

R

Figure 3 — 1938 aerial photo showing 51 Bernard Street noted with arrow.

The 1950 Sanborn shows a densely populated residential neighborhood (Figure 4). The

subject property is shown with what is most likely the original footprint as constructed in 1923.

R, (' T

BROADWAY
Bl

826 wide

Figure 4 — 1950 Sanborn map showing 51 Bernard Street noted with arrow.
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C. Construction Chronology

51 Bernard Street was constructed in 1923 by builder W.C. Petersen for owner Pasqualle
Lucia. According to the original permit, the building was constructed as a one-story-with-
basement, single-family dwelling clad in rustic siding and measuring 23 feet wide by 42 feet
deep.’ No historic photos were located for this building. The permits on file at Department of

Building Inspection do not document any additions or major alterations to the building. Based

upon visual inspection, _\d the windows have been

ary , and theperehappearsialteresy; most
likely after the vehicular damage indicated on Permit #401956 dated 1971.

Walter C. Petersen

Walter C. Petersen was a local builder with limited residency in San Francisco. He is listed in
the San Francisco City Directories from 1920 through 1923. According to the 1920 Census, he
emigrated from Denmark in 1907.2 It appears he may have moved to Santa Barbara.

Otherwise, no information was located regarding his career as a builder.

D. Permit Record

The following permits were found in Department of Building Inspection files for the subject
property:

‘ Permit #121467 October 25, 1923 — To build a one-story-with-basement, wood-frame,
single-family. Cladding rustic, flat roof. No architect. Builder: W.C. Petersen

®) Permit #401956 September 24, 1971 — Repair motor vehicle damage to entrance porch.

@ Permit #801789 August 22, 1996 — Reroof. (No available permit, job card only).

Copies of these permits are attached to this report.

! Permit No. 121467, dated October 25, 1923.
2 United States Census 1920, San Francisco County, Enumeration District 51
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E. Architectural Style

The subject property is best defined as Vernacular architecture. Vernacular architecture is
defined as being based on localized needs and construction materials available. Unlike formal

styles of architecture, it is not characterized by stylistic design elements.

F. Owners and Occupants

Pasqualle and Rosario Lucia had the subject building constructed in October 1923, having
purchased the property in May 1923. It is unknown when the previous buildings located on the
subject property were demolished. Pasqualle and Rosario emigrated from Italy and had a large
family of eight children. Pasqualle was employed as a laborer. Lucia sold the property to Sow
Fong Sue in 1946. Sue maintained the property as rental property and did not live at the
subject property. Sue sold the property to Sack and Mae Lee in 1967. The Lees appear to

have resided at the property. Sack Lee was employed as a cook.

VI. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS

The subject property was evaluated to determine if it was eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, either individually or as a contributor to an historic district.
The California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and
historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible
properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed.
Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private
organizations or citizens. This includes properties identified in historical resource surveys with
Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county
ordinance. The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are
closely based on those developed for use by the National Park Service for the National
Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be

demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the following criteria:
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Criterion 1 (Event). Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of

California or the United States.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to

local, California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess

high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential
to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the

nation.

The following section examines the eligibility of the subject property for listing in the California

Register under those criteria.
A. Individual Eligibility
e Criterion 1 (Events)

51 Bernard Street is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
The building was constructed in 1923 and was the second building on the site after the 1906
Earthquake and Fire. This building did not make a significant contribution to the reconstruction
of The Nob Hill neighborhood. The building has not made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California. Thus the

property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
e Criterion 2 (Persons)

This building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 2. It is
not associated with any significant persons in the history of San Francisco or the State of
California, as none of the owners or occupants were listed in the San Francisco Biography

Collection or newspaper indexes or otherwise indicated to be important to the history of San
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Francisco or the State of California. Thus the property is not eligible for listing in the California

Register under Criterion 2.
e Criterion 3 (Architecture)

This property does not appear to be eligible for individual listing in the California Register
under Criterion 3. No evidence was located to indicate Walter C. Petersen was a master
builder; no other buildings constructed by him were located and his career history is unknown.
This building does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. Thus the

property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any aspect of Criterion 3.
e Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

This criterion ordinarily refers to potential archeological value. A full analysis of archeological
value is beyond the scope of this report. The property does not appear eligible for listing on the

California Register under Criterion 4.
B. District

A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor to an
historic district. Guidelines define a district as an area that “possesses a significant
concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically
or aesthetically by plan or physical development.”® To be listed on the California Register, the
district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the
district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying each as a contributor or non-
contributor. The district itself, as well as each of its contributors, then become historical

resources.

The area in which the subject property is located is not formally identified at present as an
historic district. The potential for an existing district was investigated by a visual examination as
defined in the scoping discussion of August 26, 2013. The area examined was the entire length

of Bernard Street between Taylor and Leavenworth streets. Additionally, a search of HRERs in

3 Office of Historic Preservation. “Instructions for Recording Historical Resources,” Sacramento. 1995
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the vicinity was conducted. Currently, there are no HRERs in the area examined. There is one

nearby HRER outside the area.

The area contains 52 residential propertiesconstructed.between 1900 and 1988 and ranging
in_height from one to four-stories. The following table lists (directional order from east to west)

including: address, parcel number, age, and building use/type. Images will be included in the

Appendix.
1521-1523 Taylor St 0157/005 1968 Apartment
19-21 Bernard St 0157/034 1900 Multiple-family
23-25 Bernard St 0157/033 1904 Multiple-family
27-31 Bernard St 0157/032 1905 Flat
33-37 Bernard St 0157/031 1903 Multiple-family
39-41 Bernard St 0157/064 1928 Multiple-family
45-49 Bernard St 0157/030 1900 Multiple-family
51 Bernard St 0157/029 1923 Single-family
57-59 Bernard St 0157/028 1926 Muitiple-family
67 Bernard St 0157/027 1978 Multiple-family
71-73 Bernard St 0157/026 1933 Multiple-famity
75-77 Bernard St 0157/025 1907 Multiple-family
83 Bernard St 0157/024 1925 Single-family
1620 Jones St 0157/023 1908 Apartment
1625-1627 Jones St 0156/004 1936 Multiple-family
115 Bernard St 0156/031 1953 Multiple-famity
123 Bernard St 0156/030 1951 Multiple-family
127-131 Bernard St 0156/029 1909 Multiple-family
133-137 Bernard St 0156/028 1910 Multiple-family
139-141 Bernard St 0156/027 1970 Multiple-family
145-147 Bernard St 0156/014A 1924 Multiple-family
151 Bernard St 0156/015A 1902 Single-family
157 Bernard St 0156/026 1904 Single-family
165 Bernard St 0156/071 1925 Single-famity
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169 Bernard St 0156/018 1907 Single-family
1272-1274 Pacific Ave 0156/019 1910 Multiple-family
1278 Pacific Avenue 0156/020 1922 Single-famity
1620 Leavenworth 0156/023 1917 Apartment
1529-1537 Taylor 0157/004 1908 Apartment
14-18 Bernard St 0157/035 1905 Multiple-family
22-24 Bernard St 0157/036 1930 Multiple-family
26-28 Bernard St 0157/037 1912 Multiple-family
30-38 Bernard St 0157/038 1907 Multiple-family
42-44 Bernard St 0157/039 1904 Multiple-family
46 Bernard St 0157/040 1930 Single-famity
52 Bernard St 0157/080 1988 Multiple-family
56 Bernard St 0157/042 1904 Single-family
66 Bernard St 0157/069-71 1987 Multiple-family
68 Bernard St 0157/043A 1965 Multiple-family
74-76 Bernard St 0157/078 1915 Multiple-family
80-82 Bernard St 0157/046 1907 Multiple-family
88-90 Bernard St 0157/047 1906 Multiple-family
1630 Jones St 0157/048 1929 Apartment
1635 Jones St 0156/003 1928 Apartment
120 Bernard St 0156/032 1913 Multiple-family
126-128 Bernard St 0156/032A 1932 Multiple-family
130 Bernard St 0156/033 1972 Multiple-family
138-140 Bernard St 0156/034 1916 Multiple-family
144-146 Bernard St 0156/035 1907 Multiple-family
150 Bernard St 0156/050A 1923 Single-family
162-164 Bernard St 0156/036 1939 Multiple-family
162-164 Bernard St 0156/037 1900 Multiple-family
168-170 Bernard St 0156/038 1906 Multiple-family
174-178 Bernard St 0156/038A 1908 Multiple-family
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180-182 Bernard St

0156/039 1907

Multiple-family

1630-1634 Bernard St

0156/040 1914

Commercial/Multiple-family

The ch

art below displays the number of buildings in the area constructed each year and the

percentage of buildout represented.
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A search of HRERs in the surrounding area found the following results:

5 Cyrus Place 0155/052 — October 20, 2008 — Property is an historic resource, a
potential historic district with a period of significance 1900-1929 of pre and post-quake
residential buildings. Although no boundaries for that district are given, there is little

visual continuity between Cyrus Place and Bernard Street, one and a half blocks away.

Findings:

This area is a mix of early and late 20" century with very few mid-century buildings. Some of

the 1900-1906 era buildings do not retain integrity. Bernard Street does not contain any

buildings included in the 1976 survey or the publication Here Today. A potential historic district

of reconstruction era residential buildings is located to the west and the Lower Nob Hill

Apartm

ent Hotel District and Uptown Tenderloin Historic District are located to the south. The

building types found on Bernard Street are not consistent with the significant buildings types

include

d in those districts. Additionally, it is unclear how much of this street was destroyed by
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the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, as some of the buildings located within Bernard Street have a
pre-earthquake construction date but do not appear to be that old. The area contains
unremarkable buildings and does not represent a cohesive group of architecturally or

historically similar buildings.

VII. INTEGRITY

In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four California Register
criteria, a property deemed to be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The
concept of integrity is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of historical
resources and hence, evaluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register,
integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced
by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance”
(California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven
variables or aspects that together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely
on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association. Mational Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for

Fvaluation defines these seven characteristics:

e Locationis the place where the historic property was constructed.

e Designis the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space,
structure and style of the property.

* Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

o Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during
a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the
historic property.

o Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or
people during any given period in history.

e feelingis <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>