From: Brian O"Neill

To: Ryan Patterson; Board of Supervisors (BOS); Gibson. Lisa (CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS); Lew, Lisa (BOS)
Subject: CEQA Appeal - 72 Harper Street (Case No. 2023-002706ENV)

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:41:31 PM

Attachments: 2024.04.23 Declaration of Garavadlia - Executed.pdf

BOS-Sponsor-Ceaga-Response-Krishna.pdf

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

Hello,

Please see the attached declaration from Michael Garavaglia regarding the 72 Harper Street CEQA
appeal (Case No. 2023-002706ENV). We would like this declaration to be included in the record for this
matter. Additionally, | have attached a letter from one of the appellants that was submitted earlier, but we
do not see a copy of the letter in the file. Please also include this in the record for this matter.

Thank you,
Brian

Brian O’Neill

Patterson & O’Neill, PC

Office: (415) 907-9110

Direct: (415) 907-7702

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94104
brian@pattersononeill.com

www.pattersononeill.com

This email may contain privileged or confidential material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Review
or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
original sender and delete all copies. Nothing in this email or any attachments should be regarded as tax
advice unless expressly stated.
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
BRIAN O’NEILL (SBN 298108)
PATTERSON & O’NEILL, PC

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 950

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 907-9110

Fax: (415) 907-7704
brian@pattersononeill.com

Attorneys for Appellants
David Garofoli, Krishna Ramamurthi,
and Tusi Chowdhuri

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
APPEAL OF CEQA EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

BOS File Number: 240246
Planning Case Number: 2023-002706 APL
Subject Property: 72 Harper Street

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL
GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF
APPEAL

I, Michael Garavaglia, declare as follows:
1. | am the principal of Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. Unless otherwise
stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness,

could and would testify competently thereto.

2. | am a preservation architect, licensed to practice in the State of
California.
3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of an illustration |

prepared showing the approximate mass and location of the addition to the house at 72
Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, as proposed in Planning Case No. 2023-002706,

using existing features such as the existing dormer as guideposts for the location of the
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new addition. The new addition will be highly visible from the public right-of-way
fronting on the project site.

4, Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of photographs
of the house at 72 Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, taken on April 19, 2024, from the
public right-of-way fronting on the project site, from the sidewalks on both sides of
Harper Street and from Harper Street itself. The photographs demonstrate that the
existing roof is visible from the public right-of-way, all the way to the rear of the house.

5. I am highly experienced with San Francisco historic preservation
procedures, including under the San Francisco Planning Code and the California
Environmental Quality Act. In my professional opinion, it was improper not to
complete a Historic Resource Evaluation for the subject project proposal, and it was a
departure from the City’s standard requirements. In fact, from my review of the project
files available at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/, all four of the example project
applications cited by the Planning Department’s April 15, 2024 Response to
Categorical Exemption Appeal at p. 8 actually received an evaluation by the Planning
Department to determine whether the project sites qualified as historic resources, unlike
the subject property in this case: 105 Laidley Street (case no. 2015-006770ENV), 1783
Noe Street (case no. 2014.1079E), 278 Randall Street (case no. 2020-000199ENV), and
279 Randall Street (2021-010580GEN). Attached hereto as Exhibit C are true and
correct copies of the related historic preservation review documents for the
aforementioned properties.

6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of my curriculum

Vitae.
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| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on April 23, 2024, in San Francisco, CA.

DocuSigned by:

Michatl éw/ow\@(ia

82E0BAG7EF7DACE

Michael Garavaglia
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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HISTORIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

Project Address: 279 Randall Street
Record Number: ~ 2021-010580GEN

Date: February 10, 2022
To: Missy Canton
From: Maggie Smith, Acting Principal Planner, Survey and Designations,

Frances McMillen, Preservation Planner, Planning Department
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org

The Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) provides preliminary feedback from the Planning Department regarding
whether a property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) before any development applications are filed. This preliminary
assessment provides property owners with information about the eligibility of their property in advance of the
Citywide Cultural Resource Survey, which is a multi-year, phased effort, and in advance of preparation and
submittal of a project application. This process shall only be undertaken at the request of a property owner, or
their authorized agent, and is not required in advance of any future applications with the Department.

The HRA represents a preliminary assessment of the subject property’s potential historical significance based on
the information available at time of assessment and is not a formal determination pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This assessment is subject to change during evaluation of the property and
surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey or if new information becomes
available during subsequent review of a project application. In some cases, the assessment may be inconclusive
pending additional information as part of a formal determination pursuant to CEQA.

Please be advised that the HRA does not constitute an application for development with the Planning
Department. This HRA does not represent a complete review of any proposed project, does not grant a project
approval of any kind, does not exempt any subsequent project from review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and does not supersede any required Planning Department approvals.

You may contact us with any questions you may have about this HRA or the HRA process. Please email to
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org.

D
2]

7350

al
C

PXHEBEE Para informacién en Espaol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.65





DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Project Sponsor Submittal

To assist in the evaluation of the property for this Historic Resource Assessment, the applicant has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Assessment (HRA)
Prepared by: Tim Kelley Consulting, September 2021
L] Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)

Buildings and Property Information

Existing Historic Rating: Category B - Historic Status Unknown
Neighborhood: Glen Park

Date of Construction: c. 1890 (HRA application); 1910 (Assessor Recorder)
Construction Type: Wood-Frame

Architect: Unknown

Builder: Unknown

Architectural Style: Italianate

Stories: Two story

Roof Form: Front-gabled

Cladding: Horizontal wood siding

Primary Facade: Randall Street (north)

Visible Facades: North

Notable Persons/ Events: N/A

Surrounding Neighborhood Context and Description

Subject Property architectural style 1 Yes The subject property is located on a block comprised of a mix of styles

is consistent with immediately No and periods of construction. The property is the only Italianate

surrounding properties building on the block.

Subject Property is part of an 1 Yes Buildings on the subject block are designed in a variety of styles,

architecturally cohesive block face No including Queen Anne, Mediterranean Revival, and Midcentury
Modern.

Subject Block has consistentdatesof  []Yes  The buildings on the subject block were constructed between the late

construction No 1800s and 1998. The majority of the buildings were erected between
1903 and 1923.

Subject Block has extensive Yes Many of the buildings on the subject block have undergone

modification 0 No alterations ranging from the replacement of original cladding and

windows to extensive facade modifications and visible additions.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Historic Resource Assessment

Individual Historic District/ Context

Appears individually eligible for inclusion on National Appears eligible for inclusion in a National and/or
and/or California Register under one or more of the California Register eligible Historic District under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Criterion A/1- Events: L1 Yes No Criterion A/1- Events: [ Yes No
Criterion B/2- Persons: L1 Yes No Criterion B/2- Persons: [ Yes No
Criterion C/3- Architecture: ] Yes No Criterion C/3- Architecture: [ Yes No
Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: L1 Yes No Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Potential Period of Significance: Potential Period of Significance:

] Contributor [ Non-Contributor

Historic Resource Assessment Category C (No Historic Resource)

Appears Ineligible

Per the material submitted and information assessed from the Planning Department’s files, the subject property
does not appear historically or aesthetically significant such that it would rise to a level of individual eligibility.
No historic events (Criterion 1), associated persons (Criterion 2), nor architecture/rarity of construction (Criterion
3) appear to be associated with the subject property. Archaeological assessment is outside the scope of this
review (Criterion 4). Additionally, the subject property does not appear to be part of a significant concentration
of historically or aesthetically unified buildings such that it would rise to the level of an eligible historic district;
however, this finding does not preclude the presence of a district in the vicinity. Therefore, the subject property is
not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district. The
reader is directed to the HRA for additional information.

What Does This Mean

The assessment of the property provided herein will be reflected on the Department’s Property Information Map
and shall be referenced by Department staff during review of any subsequent project application. If the subject
property appears eligible individually or is located within a historic district that appears eligible, then the
property will be assumed to be a historic resource for purposes of Department review of project applications. If
the subject property does not appear eligible individually and is not located within a historic district that appears
eligible, then it would not be considered a historic resource. This preliminary assessment is subject to change
during evaluation of the property and surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources
Survey or if new information becomes available during subsequent review of a project application.
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Photograph

279 Randall Street

CC: Jeffrey Cobb
CPC Survey Team
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

1783 Noe St. 6652/016A

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1079E 201407111074, 201407111073 7/10/2014
[ ] Addition/ L IDemolition [V New [ JProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Demolition of existing single-family dwelling and construction of new single-family dwelling.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) 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__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

L]

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 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., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Air Pollution Exposure Zone)

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? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENTS/ 182014
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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 fo 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 lot line adjustment
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

[

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, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional); J€an Poling £

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 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 3/18/2014 2
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Che

ck 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.

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

O (OO0t oOod

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.

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

COOIX

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.

OooAQodao

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 N
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5/18/2014
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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):

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

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

b. Other (specifyy): P(/v PTQ—/EWM CﬂﬂM 4 /7’2/20“/

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.

/g\/ 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):

Guhte. « f%@ 9/22foctf

Pré%ervatlon Planner Slgnature

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):

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.

gﬁ%ﬁk‘ //f (' l (,/M Signature: -

Project Approval Action: . &

Select One W ‘
*If Discretionary Reviepv before the Planning 7/2%2 o ‘ 1'

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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014
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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 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. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval 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;

D 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 FOR%

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 8/18/2014
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SAN FRANC

74844D83B0D

1ISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: |

Date of Form Completion | 9/19/2014

PROJECT INFORMATION:

‘Planner: Address:

Gretchen Hilyard 1783 Noe Street

‘Block/Lot: 1 Crbss Stfeets:

6652/016A Laidley Street

“CEQA Category:=~ =~ =~ Art10/1: 'BPA/Case No::

B n/a 2014.1079E

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: S0 .. | PROJECT DESCRIPTION: b

(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (¢ Demo/New Construction
DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 7/10/2014

| PROJECTISSUES:

<] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] [f so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

18,2014).

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated August

Proposed project: Demolition and new construction.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

(Yes GNo * CN/A

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Historic Resc‘>u‘r“ce‘:Présent‘ S
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

C Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (¢ No
( Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No
C Yes (8 No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No

Period of Significance:

Period of Significance:

(" Contributor (C Non-Contributor

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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C Yes C No (& N/A
" Yes (¢ No
 Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No
(" Yes (¢:No

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

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated
August 18,2014) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject
property at 1783 Noe Street contains one-story- over-basement wood-frame single-family
residence constructed in 1896 in a Victorian-era architectural style. The original architect or
builder is unknown. Known alterations to the property include: dry rot repair at the front
stairs (1991 and 2008), re-roofing (1998), and covering the facades with wood shingles
(unknown date).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). The subject buildingis a
common Victorian cottage constructed at the turn of the 20th century. None of the owners
or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The building is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3 (Design).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Glen Park neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a variety of architectural styles and construction dates from 1896 to 1960. The
area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings and the area does not appear to qualify as a
historic district under Criterion 3 (Design).

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

é?%a% G-2-R0 I
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

105 Laidley St. 6652/015

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-006770ENV 5/18/15
Addition/ DDemolition DNew I:I Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence. Excavate basement level to add
habitable space. Facade changes and interior reconfiguration.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

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

[]

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) 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.

L]

Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

[]

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., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

[]

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? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT?/13/15
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Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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?

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? (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 lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

O Ojo|o|d

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

L]

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE

TO BE COM

PLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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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.

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. '

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

O Oo0gdgopd

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.

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.

[

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

STEP §: 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.

. 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.

OgopoQ o

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 s
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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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. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

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

b. Other (specify): per PTR form dated July 1, 2015.

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: Stephanie Cisneros E5rEiEiEagmmsz.,

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

W

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
[[] Step2-CEQA Impacts

I:] 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.

Planner Name: Stephanie Cisneros Signature:

Dlgnally signed by Stephanie Cisneros
dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning,

Project Approval Action: Ste P hanie Cisneros °“-°"YP'3"""‘9 ou=Curent Planning.cr=Stephanie
BUIIdIng Permit Dave 20160722 14,4621 0700

1t Discretionary KReview betore 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15 4
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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 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. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval 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;

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
[] l 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 2/13/15
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date:

Date of Form Completion | 7/1/2015

PROJECT INFORMATION

" Planner.”

1 Address:

Stephanie Cisneros

105 Laidley Street

‘Block/Lot

“Cross Streets: - .

6652/015

| CEQA Catégory

A0

Noe Street and Harper Street

| BPA/Casé No::

n/a

(" Preliminary/PIC

(" Alteration

(¢ Demo/New Construction

5/29/2015

[ | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

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

Additional Notes:

reconfiguration.

Proposed Project: Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence.
Excavate basement level to add habitable space. Facade changes and interior

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015).

Individual

Historic District/Context

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the

C Yes (@ No
( Yes (& No
C Yes (8 No
C Yes (& No

Period of Significance: r

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes
Criterion 2 -Persons: " Yes
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ( Yes

(& No
(¢ No
(& No
(¢ No

Period of Significance:

]

( Contributor (" Non-Contributor

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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Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: " Yes C No (¢ N/A
_CEQA Material Impairment: .. = , - v ‘ C Yes (¢ No
Needs More Information: ) C Yes @ No
“RequiresDesign Revisions: = - = - s s el (O Yes (¢ No
Defer to Residential Design Team: @ 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 for Historic Resource Determination prepared
by 07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015) and information found in the Planning Department
files, the subject property at 105 Laidley Street contains a one-and-a-half-story wood-
frame single family residence constructed in 1907 in a vernacular style. The original owner
of the property was the Farmers and Merchants Bank of L.A. who sold it to Hans Coltzau, a
watchman, and his wife Martha in 1914. According to historic photos, the original building
featured masonry columns along the primary facade, which have since been removed. The
property also featured an on-site store, the remains of which can no longer be
distinguished. Known alterations to the property include: moving the existing residence
and store to the front of the lot (1914); applying stucco around front window and door
(1961); preparing the front and side for stone, installing attic window, enclosing front
window, and painting front facade (1962); installing one picture window, one aluminum
window, blocking off and re-stuccoing front bedroom window, installing solid core door to
front living room, installing wrought iron rail on front landing, painting front of house, and
repairing fence in front of property (1963); applying pre-cast Rocky Mountain Stone to
front of house up to window height (1966); and replacing the roof (1997).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The
building is minimally detailed and has had many alterations since its construction. As such,
105 Laidley Street is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Glen Park neighborhood on a block that exhibits
varying types, sizes, and architectural styles. The area surrounding the subject property

does not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified
buildings.

Therefore, the subject property 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: . 0 o

\9"'7):& D 7/ 2¢ /'10/5‘

SAR FRARGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

278 Randall Street 6653017

Case No. Permit No.

2020-000199ENV 201912200214

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project entails a three-story horizontal addition to an existing three-story single-family residence at the
property line that includes two new bathrooms, one new bedroom, and one new family room. The project would
add approximately 710 square feet.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

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

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

O

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.

O

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

Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121






DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

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 the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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
D (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
I:l on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
|:| than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
|:| greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more
of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

|:| expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental
Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

|:| 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.

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

O|0o|co|d(od

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.

[l

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.

|:| 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 PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 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.

O(O|0)0 (O

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

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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O

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 .

O

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

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
|:| Reclassify to Category A - Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated 03/18/2020 (attach HRER or PTR)

b. Other (specify):

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

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: Justin Greving

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

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically 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 Justin Greving
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 03/25/2020
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
31of 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 approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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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
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 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. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Record No.: 2020-000199ENV

Project Address: 278 Randall Street

Zoning: RH-2 Residential — House, Two Family Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6653/017

Staff Contact: Justin Greving — 415 — 575 -9169

justin.greving@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)

[l Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)
Prepared by: Vincent Labiano Abello (dated 12/16/2019)

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

e Neighborhood: Glen Park *  Roof Form: Front gable

e Date of Construction: 1910 (assessor’s record) ¢ Cladding: Wood, ogee (primary elevation),
¢ Construction Type: Wood-Frame rustic (secondary elevations)

e Architect: unknown *  Primary Facade: Randall Street (South

e Builder: Unknown elevation)

* Stories: 1 and a half story over garage * Visible Facades: South and East elevations

EXISTING PROPERTY PHOTOS / CURRENT CONDITIONS:

Sources: Google Maps, 2019

www.sfplanning.org
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

[l Category A — Known Historic Resource, per:

Category B — Age Eligible/Historic Status Unknown

[l Category C — Not Age Eligible / No Historic Resource Present, per:

Adjacent or Nearby Historic Resources: [ No Yes:

The rear property line abuts the property located at 1768 Sanchez Street, a property that has been
determined to be an individual historic resource.

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
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: [lyes XINo Criterion 1 - Event: [lyes XINo
Criterion 2 - Persons: [lyes XINo Criterion 2 - Persons: [lyes XINo
Criterion 3 - Architecture: [lyes XINo Criterion 3 - Architecture: [lyes XINo
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Period of Significance: N/A Period of Significance: N/A

(] Contributor [l Non-Contributor [ N/A

Analysis:
278 Randall Street was constructed in 1910 (assessor's record) by an unknown builder. The

simple front gable wood frame building features minimal decorative detailing such as a
centered Palladian style arched window framed by two square windows at the attic level,
pairs of engaged pilasters supporting a broken pediment and raking cornice at the gable end.
The earliest known owner and occupant was a metal worker, William E. Hausman, and his
wife Mary. The Hausemans sold the house to a carpenter, Gustave Johnson and his wife
Blenda. The house stayed in the Johnson family for the majority of the twentieth century.
Known alterations to the building include dryrot repair (1993), reroofing (1993), and
conversion of the existing ground floor into a garage (2003). Based on information provided
in the supplemental form and research by planning department staff, 278 Randall does not
appear to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1
(Events), 2 (Person), or 3 (Architecture). There are no known events that took place that
would be significant on a local, state, or national level and none of the occupants have been
identified as persons of historic significance. While the building exhibits some nice decorative
detailing on the primary facade it does not rise to the level architecturally such that it would
be considered a representation of any particular architectural style and significant for its
architecture. The building does not appear to be located within a historic district. The 200
block of Randall Street features a very wide range of architectural styles and construction
dates. Altogether the block does not feature a cohesive collection of aesthetically or

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

historically related buildings.

Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an
individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic district.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION:

[l Individually-eligible Historical Resource Present

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

NEXT STEPS:

[] HRER Part Il Review Required

Categorically Exempt, consult:
[] Historic Design Review
Design Advisory Team
Current Planner

PART |: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

. . Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Alllson K VanderS“CQ Date: 2020.03.18 17:07:41 -07'00'

Signature: Date:

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division

CC: Ashley Lindsay, Current Planner

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

EXHIBITD





DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA, AIA, LEED AP BD+C
PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE, PRESERVATION ARCHITECT (L1C. C14833)
Exceeds Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualifications Standards — Historic Architecture

With more than 30 years of experience in the architectural profession and as principal, Mr.
Garavaglia leads the firm with preservation architectural services that respond to the specific
needs of cultural resources and their environment. He believes strongly in the role of
sustainability in historical rehabilitation, its merit in economic development, and the
significance of retaining cultural resources for local communities. Te seeks opportunities for
creative teaming in his staff and consultants to create the most responsive team for each unique
project and client. He directs his firm to constantly evolve its preservation services and work
products to maintain the relevance and quality control of the firm’s work. As such, a

- preservation project delivery methodology integrating historical knowledge in the design
process is key. His work with the preservation community, primarily through involvement with
the California Preservation Foundation, focuses on organizational involvement, educational
programs, and stewardship development.

Mr. Garavaglia received his professional Bachelor of Architecture degree from California State
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo, which included a special study program in Historic
Preservation. He is a LEED Accredited Professional with specialization in Building Design and
Construction, a Conservation Assessment Program (CAP) Assessor, and he is listed in the
Heritage Preservation database maintained by the National Institute for Conservation. Mr.
Garavaglia is licensed to practice architecture in California, is a qualified Historic Architect with
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and Nevada SHPQ, and is a
member of the American Institute of Architects (ATA). Mr. Garavaglia has been included in
several publications including Northern California Home & Garden, Arckztectuml Record, and the
San Francisco Chronicle.

Select projects with his major technical and management involvement for historic building
rehabilitation projects and reports include:

* State of California Department of Parks and Recreation, Multiple Projects for the
Northern District Service Center, CA

* Angel Island Immigration Station Rehabilitation, Angel Island State Historic Park, CA

* As-Needed Preservation Services for San Francisco City Hall and Civic Center Campus,
San Francisco, CA

* Hangar One Conditions Assessment and Rehabilitation Plan, U.S. Naval Air Station,
Moffett Field, Mountain View, CA
* Lorenz Hotel, Redding, CA

»  Columbia State Historic Park: Cultural Landscape Report and Burns Cottage Condition
Assessment Report, Columbia State Historic Park and National Historic Landmark
District Palo Alto History Museum, Palo Alto, CA

* Bodie Benton Depot, Bodie State Historic Park, CA
= Presidio Post Chapel Feasibility Study, Presidio of San Francisco, CA

* Doyle Drive Building Relocation Study and Historic Structures Reports, Presidio of San
Francisco National Landmark District Buildings 201, 204 and 228, San Francisco, CA

* 450 McAllister Street Window Assessment, San Francisco, CA
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Board of Supervisors

1 Dr Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, Ca. 94102

Rc: 72 IIarPcr Street (CEQ.L\ 1\[)[)&:211; Tile 240246)
Dear Supervisor Mandelman,

I am writing this letter in response to the sponsors’ letter to the board of supervisors dated
April 12%, 2024. T would appreciate it if this letter were added to the record in addition to the
response sent by my attorneys at Patterson and O’ Neill on the same day. The sponsors made
several claims in that letter that simply don’t bear merit.

Regarding the issue of neighborhood support, I believe we have already presented the board with a
signed petition that includes signatures from several households in the same block. Please see
attached map to appreciate the fact that a vast majority of neighbors do want the board to
intervene for the sake of maintaining the harmony of the neighborhood. Our decision to file a
CEQA appeal is rooted in the sponsors” own confusion regarding the historic nature of their home.
Over several conversations during the 311-notice period both the sponsor (I'om) and their architect
(Dennis) made remarks indicating that their home was historic. They alluded that because of this
fact, they were required to maintain a highly pitched and raised gable roof in the rear of their house.
For example, please see attached email dated November 3%, 2023, where Dennis Budd makes the
following argument regarding the project height:

“The design and height of the attic are integral to a functional residential unit and
overall contextually appropriate for an addition to a historic building.”

In fact, the letter from the sponsor herself sheds light on the fact that even one of the planning
commissioners (Derek Braun) was led to believe that the building was historic.

“The gabled roof is very much in keeping with the current configuration and design
and the historic nature of the building.”

We therefore find it conscionable to question the grounds on which a CEQA exemption was
granted for a potential historic resource — a resource that the sponsors themselves so ostensibly
claimed as such. In a much-established pattern so far, the sponsors have not been honest with the
neighbors or the city, be it regarding the historic nature of the building, or the carefully crafted area
calculations that allowed them to fly under the radar of a conditional use authorization, or even the
simple question of why this roof in the rear couldn’t be reduced in height and meet the functional
needs of an attic while maintaining neighborhood harmony.

Yours truly,
+h
/"\/L——& Apl 177, 2024
Krishna Ramamurthi

Enclosures: Neighborhood Petition, Email, Map





Vast Majority of Neighbors Oppose the Project at 72 Harper Street !

A

Houscholds that have opposed the project as DR applicants, Signed Petition.

i

Households that have expressed opposition to the project to us.

Sponsor Project Location (72 Harper Street)
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971)

2 [|BRIAN O’NEILL (SBN 298108)
PATTERSON & O’NEILL, PC

3 1|235 Montgomery Street, Suite 950

4 || San Francisco, CA 94104
Tel: (415) 907-9110

S || Fax: (415) 907-7704

6 || brian@pattersononeill.com

7 || Attorneys for Appellants

g || David Garofoli, Krishna Ramamurthi,

0 and Tusi Chowdhuri

10 SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

APPEAL OF CEQA EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

[u—
[u—

BOS File Number: 240246
Planning Case Number: 2023-002706APL

[S—y
[\
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Z = z 13 Subject Property: 72 Harper Street
$S2S 14
> e DECLARATION OF MICHAEL
o § g 15 GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF
2 6 APPEAL
= C&
Sz
Ao 17
18 || I, Michael Garavaglia, declare as follows:
19 1. I am the principal of Garavaglia Architecture, Inc. Unless otherwise
20 ||stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness,
21 || could and would testify competently thereto.
22 2. I am a preservation architect, licensed to practice in the State of
23 || California.
24 3. Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of an illustration |
25 prepared showing the approximate mass and location of the addition to the house at 72
26 Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, as proposed in Planning Case No. 2023-002706,
27 using existing features such as the existing dormer as guideposts for the location of the
28

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL
1-
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I ||new addition. The new addition will be highly visible from the public right-of-way
2 || fronting on the project site.
3 4. Attached hereto as Exhibit B are true and correct copies of photographs
4 || of the house at 72 Harper Street, San Francisco, CA, taken on April 19, 2024, from the
S public right-of-way fronting on the project site, from the sidewalks on both sides of
6 Harper Street and from Harper Street itself. The photographs demonstrate that the
7 existing roof is visible from the public right-of-way, all the way to the rear of the house.
8 5. I am highly experienced with San Francisco historic preservation
? procedures, including under the San Francisco Planning Code and the California
10

Environmental Quality Act. In my professional opinion, it was improper not to

ia Ej % E complete a Historic Resource Evaluation for the subject project proposal, and it was a
E g % 2 departure from the City’s standard requirements. In fact, from my review of the project
o g3 files available at https://sfplanninggis.org/PIM/, all four of the example project
g g é H applications cited by the Planning Department’s April 15, 2024 Response to
% % é 12 Categorical Exemption Appeal at p. 8 actually received an evaluation by the Planning
E g E 17 Department to determine whether the project sites qualified as historic resources, unlike
18 the subject property in this case: 105 Laidley Street (case no. 2015-006770ENV), 1783
19 Noe Street (case no. 2014.1079E), 278 Randall Street (case no. 2020-000199ENV), and
20 279 Randall Street (2021-010580GEN). Attached hereto as Exhibit C are true and
1 || correct copies of the related historic preservation review documents for the
77 || aforementioned properties.
23 6. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of my curriculum
24 || vitae.
25
26
27
28

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL
2-
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[—

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that

the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on April 23, 2024, in San Francisco, CA.

DocuSigned by:
Michatl éawuag(ia

. 82E0BAGTEFTDACE. .

Michael Garavaglia
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PATTERSON & O'NEILL, PC
)

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 950
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104
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DECLARATION OF MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL
3-




DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D

EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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EXHIBIT C
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< 49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
PlSan Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

a n n 1 ng 628.652.7600

www.stplanning.org
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HISTORIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

Project Address: 279 Randall Street
Record Number: ~ 2021-010580GEN

Date: February 10, 2022
To: Missy Canton
From: Maggie Smith, Acting Principal Planner, Survey and Designations,

Frances McMillen, Preservation Planner, Planning Department
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org

The Historic Resource Assessment (HRA) provides preliminary feedback from the Planning Department regarding
whether a property is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) before any development applications are filed. This preliminary
assessment provides property owners with information about the eligibility of their property in advance of the
Citywide Cultural Resource Survey, which is a multi-year, phased effort, and in advance of preparation and
submittal of a project application. This process shall only be undertaken at the request of a property owner, or
their authorized agent, and is not required in advance of any future applications with the Department.

The HRA represents a preliminary assessment of the subject property’s potential historical significance based on
the information available at time of assessment and is not a formal determination pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This assessment is subject to change during evaluation of the property and
surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey or if new information becomes
available during subsequent review of a project application. In some cases, the assessment may be inconclusive
pending additional information as part of a formal determination pursuant to CEQA.

Please be advised that the HRA does not constitute an application for development with the Planning
Department. This HRA does not represent a complete review of any proposed project, does not grant a project
approval of any kind, does not exempt any subsequent project from review under the California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA), and does not supersede any required Planning Department approvals.

You may contact us with any questions you may have about this HRA or the HRA process. Please email to
CPC.HRA@sfgov.org.

P XHEEE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Project Sponsor Submittal

To assist in the evaluation of the property for this Historic Resource Assessment, the applicant has submitted a:

Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Assessment (HRA)
Prepared by: Tim Kelley Consulting, September 2021
[J Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)

Buildings and Property Information

Existing Historic Rating: Category B - Historic Status Unknown
Neighborhood: Glen Park

Date of Construction: c. 1890 (HRA application); 1910 (Assessor Recorder)
Construction Type: Wood-Frame

Architect: Unknown

Builder: Unknown

Architectural Style: Italianate

Stories: Two story

Roof Form: Front-gabled

Cladding: Horizontal wood siding

Primary Facade: Randall Street (north)

Visible Facades: North

Notable Persons/ Events: N/A

Surrounding Neighborhood Context and Description

Subject Property architecturalstyle ~ [JYes  The subject property is located on a block comprised of a mix of styles

is consistent with immediately No and periods of construction. The property is the only Italianate

surrounding properties building on the block.

Subject Property is part of an 1 Yes Buildings on the subject block are designed in a variety of styles,

architecturally cohesive block face No including Queen Anne, Mediterranean Revival, and Midcentury
Modern.

Subject Block has consistentdatesof  []Yes | The buildings on the subject block were constructed between the late

construction No 1800s and 1998. The majority of the buildings were erected between
1903 and 1923.

Subject Block has extensive Yes Many of the buildings on the subject block have undergone

modification 0 No alterations ranging from the replacement of original cladding and

windows to extensive facade modifications and visible additions.

SanFr is
PN
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Historic Resource Assessment

Individual Historic District/ Context

Appears individually eligible for inclusion on National Appears eligible for inclusion in a National and/or
and/or California Register under one or more of the California Register eligible Historic District under one or
following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Criterion A/1- Events: L1 Yes No Criterion A/1- Events: [ Yes No
Criterion B/2- Persons: L1 Yes No Criterion B/2- Persons: [ Yes No
Criterion C/3- Architecture: L1 Yes No Criterion C/3- Architecture: [ Yes No
Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: L1 Yes No Criterion D/4- Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Potential Period of Significance: Potential Period of Significance:

1 Contributor [ Non-Contributor

Historic Resource Assessment Category C (No Historic Resource)

Appears Ineligible

Per the material submitted and information assessed from the Planning Department’s files, the subject property
does not appear historically or aesthetically significant such that it would rise to a level of individual eligibility.
No historic events (Criterion 1), associated persons (Criterion 2), nor architecture/rarity of construction (Criterion
3) appear to be associated with the subject property. Archaeological assessment is outside the scope of this
review (Criterion 4). Additionally, the subject property does not appear to be part of a significant concentration
of historically or aesthetically unified buildings such that it would rise to the level of an eligible historic district;
however, this finding does not preclude the presence of a district in the vicinity. Therefore, the subject property is
not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district. The
reader is directed to the HRA for additional information.

What Does This Mean

The assessment of the property provided herein will be reflected on the Department’s Property Information Map
and shall be referenced by Department staff during review of any subsequent project application. If the subject
property appears eligible individually or is located within a historic district that appears eligible, then the
property will be assumed to be a historic resource for purposes of Department review of project applications. If
the subject property does not appear eligible individually and is not located within a historic district that appears
eligible, then it would not be considered a historic resource. This preliminary assessment is subject to change
during evaluation of the property and surrounding neighborhood as part of the Citywide Cultural Resources
Survey or if new information becomes available during subsequent review of a project application.

San Francis
Planning
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Historic Resource Assessment Record No. 2021-010580GEN
279 Randall Street

Photograph

279 Randall Street

CC: Jeffrey Cobb
CPC Survey Team

SanFr is
PN
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

1783 Noe St. 6652/016A

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1079E 201407111074, 201407111073 7/10/2014
[ ] Addition/ LV IDemolition [V New [ JProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GOTOSTEP ?)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Demolition of existing single-family dwelling and construction of new single-family dwelling.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) 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__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

L]

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 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., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Air Pollution Exposure Zone)

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? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

SAN FRANCISCO
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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 fo 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 lot line adjustment
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

[

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, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional); J€an Poling %

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 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.
Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.

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

Che

ck 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.

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

O |[O/0gocd|oOod

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.

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

CO0OIX

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.

O/ooQodaod

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):

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

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

b. Other (specifyy): P(/v PTQ—/EWM CﬂﬂM 4 /7’2/20“/

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.

/g\/ 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):

Guhte. « f%@ 9/22foctf

Pré%ervatlon Planner Slgnature

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):

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.

gﬁ%ﬁk‘ //f (' l (,/M Signature: -

Project Approval Action: . &

Select One W ‘
*If Discretionary Reviepv before the Planning 7/2%2 o ‘ 1'

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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014
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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 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. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval 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;

D 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 FOR%

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 i
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8/18/2014



DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-274844D83B0D



DocuSign Envelope ID: BBBBED2B-4149-42A5-A604-2

SAN FRANC

74844D83B0D

1ISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: |

Date of Form Completion | 9/19/2014

PROJECT INFORMATION:

‘Planner: Address:

Gretchen Hilyard 1783 Noe Street

‘Block/Lot; 1 Crbss Stfeets:

6652/016A Laidley Street

“CEQA Category:= =~ =~ Art10/1: “BPA/Case No::

B n/a 2014.1079E

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: S0 .. | PROJECT DESCRIPTION: b

(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (" Alteration (¢ Demo/New Construction
DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 7/10/2014

| PROJECTISSUES:

<] | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

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

Additional Notes:

18,2014).

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated August

Proposed project: Demolition and new construction.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

(Yes No * CN/A

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Historic Resc‘>u‘r“ce‘:Présent‘ B
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

C Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (¢ No
( Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No
C Yes (¢ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No

Period of Significance:

Period of Significance:

(" Contributor (" Non-Contributor

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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C Yes C No & N/A
" Yes (¢ No
 Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No
" Yes (¢ No

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

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Carey & Company (dated
August 18, 2014) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject
property at 1783 Noe Street contains one-story- over-basement wood-frame single-family
residence constructed in 1896 in a Victorian-era architectural style. The original architect or
builder is unknown. Known alterations to the property include: dry rot repair at the front
stairs (1991 and 2008), re-roofing (1998), and covering the facades with wood shingles
(unknown date).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). The subject buildingis a
common Victorian cottage constructed at the turn of the 20th century. None of the owners
or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The building is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3 (Design).

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Glen Park neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a variety of architectural styles and construction dates from 1896 to 1960. The
area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings and the area does not appear to qualify as a
historic district under Criterion 3 (Design).

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

é?%a% G-2-R0 I
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

105 Laidley St. 6652/015

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-006770ENV 5/18/15
Addition/ DDemolition DNew I:I Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence. Excavate basement level to add
habitable space. Facade changes and interior reconfiguration.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

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

[]

Class 3 - New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) 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.

L]

Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

]

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., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

[]

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? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT?/13/15
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Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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?

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? (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 lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

OO0 |o|d

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

L]

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

[

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE

TO BE COM

PLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING

DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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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.

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. '

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

O Oo0gdgopd

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.

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.

[

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

STEP §: 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.

. 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.

O opoQ o

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 o
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15
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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. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

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

b. Other (specify): per PTR form dated July 1, 2015.

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: Stephanie Cisneros E5EEiEitagmmsz.,

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

W

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
[[] Step2-CEQA Impacts

I:] 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.

Planner Name: Stephanie Cisneros Signature:

Dlgnally signed by Stephanie Cisneros
dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning,

Project Approval Action: Ste P hanie Cisneros °“-°"YP'3"""‘9 ou=Curent Planning.cr=Stephanie
BUIIdIng Permit Dave, 20160722 14.46.21 0700

1t Discretionary Keview betore 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15 4
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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 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. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval 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;

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
[] l 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 2/13/15
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date:

Date of Form Completion | 7/1/2015

PROJECT INFORMATION

- Planner:”

1 Address:

Stephanie Cisneros

105 Laidley Street

‘Block/Lot

“Cross Streets: - .

6652/015

| CEQA Catégory

A0

Noe Street and Harper Street

| BPA/Casé No::

n/a

(" Preliminary/PIC

(" Alteration

(¢ Demo/New Construction

5/29/2015

[ | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

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

Additional Notes:

reconfiguration.

Proposed Project: Add second story to existing one-story single-family residence.
Excavate basement level to add habitable space. Facade changes and interior

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015).

Individual

Historic District/Context

following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event:
Criterion 2 -Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a
California Register under one or more of the

C Yes (@ No
( Yes (& No
C Yes (¢ No
C Yes (& No

Period of Significance: r

Property is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of

the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes
Criterion 2 -Persons: " Yes
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ( Yes

(& No
(¢ No
(& No
(¢ No

Period of Significance:

]

( Contributor (" Non-Contributor

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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Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: " Yes C No (¢ N/A
'CEQA Material Impairment: . . = , - v ‘ C Yes (¢ No
Needs More Information: ) C Yes @ No
“RequiresDesign Revisions: = - = - v s el (O Yes (¢ No
Defer to Residential Design Team: @ 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 for Historic Resource Determination prepared
by 07 Studios (dated May 29, 2015) and information found in the Planning Department
files, the subject property at 105 Laidley Street contains a one-and-a-half-story wood-
frame single family residence constructed in 1907 in a vernacular style. The original owner
of the property was the Farmers and Merchants Bank of L.A. who sold it to Hans Coltzau, a
watchman, and his wife Martha in 1914. According to historic photos, the original building
featured masonry columns along the primary facade, which have since been removed. The
property also featured an on-site store, the remains of which can no longer be
distinguished. Known alterations to the property include: moving the existing residence
and store to the front of the lot (1914); applying stucco around front window and door
(1961); preparing the front and side for stone, installing attic window, enclosing front
window, and painting front facade (1962); installing one picture window, one aluminum
window, blocking off and re-stuccoing front bedroom window, installing solid core door to
front living room, installing wrought iron rail on front landing, painting front of house, and
repairing fence in front of property (1963); applying pre-cast Rocky Mountain Stone to
front of house up to window height (1966); and replacing the roof (1997).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The
building is minimally detailed and has had many alterations since its construction. As such,
105 Laidley Street is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for
listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Glen Park neighborhood on a block that exhibits
varying types, sizes, and architectural styles. The area surrounding the subject property

does not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified
buildings.

Therefore, the subject property 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: . 0

\9"'7):& D 7/ 2¢ /'10/5‘

SAR FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

278 Randall Street 6653017

Case No. Permit No.

2020-000199ENV 201912200214

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project entails a three-story horizontal addition to an existing three-story single-family residence at the
property line that includes two new bathrooms, one new bedroom, and one new family room. The project would
add approximately 710 square feet.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically 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

I:l Class

FhsZERIRSEEE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

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 the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

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
D (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? If yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
I:l on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
|:| than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
|:| greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more
of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage

|:| expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required and Environmental
Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

FhsZERIRSEEE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

D Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.
- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

|:| 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.

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

O|o|go|d (o

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.

[l

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.

|:| 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 PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 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.

O(O|0)|0 (.

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

FhsZERIRSEEE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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O

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 .

O

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

9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservation
|:| Reclassify to Category A - Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated 03/18/2020 (attach HRER or PTR)

b. Other (specify):

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

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: Justin Greving

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

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically 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 Justin Greving
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 03/25/2020
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
31of 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 approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

FhsZERIRSEEE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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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
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 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. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:

FhsZERIRSEEE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Record No.: 2020-000199ENV

Project Address: 278 Randall Street

Zoning: RH-2 Residential — House, Two Family Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6653/017

Staff Contact: Justin Greving — 415 - 575 -9169

justin.greving@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

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)

[l Consultant-prepared Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)

Prepared by: Vincent Labiano Abello (dated 12/16/2019)

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
I Neighborhood: Glen Park
Date of Construction: 1910 (assessor’s record)
Construction Type: Wood-Frame
Architect: unknown
Builder: Unknown

Oo0oogooao

Stories: 1 and a half story over garage

e —

EXISTING PROPERTY PHOTOS / CURRENT CONDITIONS:

Sources: Google Maps, 2019

Roof Form: Front gable

Cladding: Wood, ogee (primary elevation),

rustic (secondary elevations)

Primary Facade: Randall Street (South

elevation)

Visible Facades: South and East elevations

www.sfplanning.org
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

[l Category A — Known Historic Resource, per:

Category B — Age Eligible/Historic Status Unknown

[l Category C — Not Age Eligible / No Historic Resource Present, per:

Adjacent or Nearby Historic Resources: [ No Yes:

The rear property line abuts the property located at 1768 Sanchez Street, a property that has been
determined to be an individual historic resource.

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
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: [Yes No Criterion 1 - Event: [Yes No
Criterion 2 - Persons: [Yes No Criterion 2 - Persons: [Yes No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: [Yes No Criterion 3 - Architecture: [Yes No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [Yes No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes No
Period of Significance: N/A Period of Significance: N/A

(] Contributor [l Non-Contributor [ N/A

Analysis:
278 Randall Street was constructed in 1910 (assessor's record) by an unknown builder. The

simple front gable wood frame building features minimal decorative detailing such as a
centered Palladian style arched window framed by two square windows at the attic level,
pairs of engaged pilasters supporting a broken pediment and raking cornice at the gable end.
The earliest known owner and occupant was a metal worker, William E. Hausman, and his
wife Mary. The Hausemans sold the house to a carpenter, Gustave Johnson and his wife
Blenda. The house stayed in the Johnson family for the majority of the twentieth century.
Known alterations to the building include dryrot repair (1993), reroofing (1993), and
conversion of the existing ground floor into a garage (2003). Based on information provided
in the supplemental form and research by planning department staff, 278 Randall does not
appear to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1
(Events), 2 (Person), or 3 (Architecture). There are no known events that took place that
would be significant on a local, state, or national level and none of the occupants have been
identified as persons of historic significance. While the building exhibits some nice decorative
detailing on the primary facade it does not rise to the level architecturally such that it would
be considered a representation of any particular architectural style and significant for its
architecture. The building does not appear to be located within a historic district. The 200
block of Randall Street features a very wide range of architectural styles and construction
dates. Altogether the block does not feature a cohesive collection of aesthetically or

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part | Record No. 2020-000199ENV
278 Randall Street

historically related buildings.

Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register as an
individual historic resource or as a contributor to a historic district.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION:

[l Individually-eligible Historical Resource Present

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

NEXT STEPS:

[] HRER Part Il Review Required

Categorically Exempt, consult:
[] Historic Design Review
Design Advisory Team
Current Planner

PART |: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

. . Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Alllson K VanderS“CQ Date: 2020.03.18 17:07:41 -07'00'

Signature: Date:

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division

CC: Ashley Lindsay, Current Planner

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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MICHAEL GARAVAGLIA, AIA, LEED AP BD+C
PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE, PRESERVATION ARCHITECT (L1c. C14833)
Exceeds Secretary of the Interior Professional Qualifications Standards — Historic Architécture

With more than 30 years of experience in the architectural profession and as principal, Mr.
Garavaglia leads the firm with preservation architectural services that respond to the specific
needs of cultural resources and their environment. He believes strongly in the role of
sustainability in historical rehabilitation, its merit in economic development, and the
significance of retaining cultural resources for local communities. He seeks opportunities for
creative teaming in his staff and consultants to create the most responsive team for each unique
project and client. He directs his firm to constantly evolve its preservation services and work
products to maintain the relevance and quality control of the firm’s work. As such, a

- preservation project delivery methodology integrating historical knowledge in the design
process is key. His work with the preservation community, primarily through involvement with
the California Preservation Foundation, focuses on organizational involvement, educational
programs, and stewardship development.

Mr. Garavaglia received his professional Bachelor of Architecture degree from California State
Polytechnic University at San Luis Obispo, which included a special study program in Historic
Preservation. He is a LEED Accredited Professional with specialization in Building Design and
Construction, a Conservation Assessment Program (CAP) Assessor, and he is listed in the
Heritage Preservation database maintained by the National Institute for Conservation. Mr.
Garavaglia is licensed to practice architecture in California, is a qualified Historic Architect with
the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and Nevada SHPO, and is a
member of the American Institute of Architects (AJA). Mr. Garavaglia has been included in
several publications including Northern California Home & Garden, Architectural Record, and the
Sam Francisco Chronicle.

Select projects with his major technical and management involvement for historic building
rehabilitation projects and reports include:

« State of California Department of Parks and Recreation, Multiple Projects for the
Northern District Service Center, CA

* Angel Island Immigration Station Rehabilitation, Angel Island State Historic Park, CA

* As-Needed Preservation Services for 5an Francisco City Hall and Civic Center Campus,
San Francisco, CA

* Hangar One Conditions Assessment and Rehabilitation Plan, U.S, Naval Air Station,
Moffett Field, Mountain View, CA
» Lorenz Hotel, Redding, CA

» " Columbia State Historic Park: Cultural Landscape Report and Burns Cottage Condition
Assessment Report, Columbia State Historic Park and National Historic Landmark
District Palo Alto History Museum, Palo Alto, CA

* Bodie Benton Depot, Bodie State IHistoric Park, CA
= Presidio Post Chapel Feasibility Study, Presidio of San Francisco, CA

* Doyle Drive Building Relocation Study and Historic Structures Reports, Presidio of San
Francisco National Landmark District Buildings 201, 204 and 228, San Francisco, CA

« 450 McAllister Street Window Assessment, San Francisco, CA




