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FILE NO. 110042 | MOTION NO.

[Affi rmmg the Exemptton Determination - 795 Foerster Street, 203 Los Palmos Drive, 207 Los
Palmos Drive, and 213 Los Palmos Drive]

| Motion affirming the determination by the Planning Department and Commission that

the project located at 795 Foerstef Street, 203 Los Palmos Drive, 207 Los Palmos Drive,

and 213 Los Palmos Drive is exempt from environmental review.

WHEREAS, Pfaﬁning Department has determined that a project [oéated at 795
Foerster Street, 203 Los Palmos Drive, 207 Los Palmos Drive, and 213 Los Palmos Dnve
("Project") is exempt from environmental review under the California Emnronmental Qualsty
Act ("CEQA"). The proposed Project involves the subdwtsmn of two existing lots into four and

the construction of three new single-family homes fronting on Los Palmos Drive. On August

5, 2010, following a noticed public hearing the Planning Cqmmissioh heard a request for

discretionary review of the proposed new construction at 203 Los Palmcs Drive and declined

to take discretionary review and instead approved the new construction. The Planning

Debaﬁment approved the other site permits for the proposed project, and discretionary review
was either not requested or was requested and withdrawn for those addresses. In declining
to take discretionary review, the Commiss_‘.ion. affirmed the Dep.a_rtrhent's decision that the
Project was exempt from environmehtal review under .CEQA, the CEQA Guida{iﬁes, and San
Francisco Ad'ministrative Code Cha;iter 31 (the "exemption determihation"). By letter to tﬁe
Clerk of the Board, Stephen Williams, on behalf of the Miraloma Park Improvement Ciu_b,,
("Appelfant“), received by the Clerk's Office on or around:January 7, 2011, appealed the

axemption determination; gnd

e

WHEREAS, On February 15, 2011, this Board held a duly noticed pub!i'c hearing to
consider the appeal of the exemption determination fi !ed by Appeliant, and followmg the public

hearmg affirmed the exemptton determmatlon and

Clerk of the Board ‘ : : : ' T :
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WHEREAS, In reviewing thé appeal of the exemptioh determination, this Board
reviewed and considered the exemption determination, the appeai letters, the responses to
concems document that the F’!anniﬁg Debartment prepared, the other written fecords before
the Board of Supervisoré and all of the public testimony made in support of and opposed to

the exemption determination appeal. Following the conclusion of the public hearing, the

‘Board of Supervisors affirmed the exemption determination for the Project based on the

written record before the Board of Supervisors as well as all of the festimony at the public
hearing in support of and opposed to the appeal. The written record and oral testimony n
support of and opposed to the appeal and deliberation of the oral and written testimony at the
public hearing before the Board of Supervisors by all 'partieé and the public in suppoﬁ of and
opposed to the appeal of the exemption determination is in the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors File No. 1@_@5}“1 and is incorporated in this motion as though set forth in its
entirety; now therefore be it

MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
hereby adopts as its own and incorﬁorates by reference in this motion, as tﬁough fu!ly set
forth, the exemption determination; and be it

FURTHER MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors finds that based on the whole
record before it there are no substantial Project changes, no substantial changes in Project
circumstances, and no new information of substantial importance that would change the
conclusions set fér’th in the exemption detefmination by the Planning Department and
Commission that the proposed Project is exempt from environmental review, and be it

FURTHER MOVED, That after carefully COhsidering the appeal of the exemption

determination, including the written information submitted to the Board of Supervisors and the

public testimony presented to the Board of Supervisors at the hearing on the exemption

determination, this Board concludes that the Project qualifies for an exemption determination.

Clerk of the Board .
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