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Board President London Breed

and Members of the Board of Supervisors
c/o Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, California 94102

Re: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination
953 Treat Avenue (APN 3639/028)
Planning Depariment Case 2015-006510CUA/VAR

Honorable Board President Breed and Supervisors,

| write to appeal the Planning Department’s determination that the demcilition project
proposed at 953 Treat Avenue is exempt from environmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In my professional opinion, the demolition will have a
significant impact on a historic resource and is therefore not exempt from CEQA. (CEQA
Guidelines section 15300.2 subdivision (f).)

On March 25, 2016, the Planning Department issued a CEQA Categorical Exemption
Determination finding that no historic resource is present on the site either as an
individual resource or as a contributor to a district. On February 16, 2017, the Planning
Commission approved a Cenditional Use authorization for the demolition project. This
appeal is timely because it is being filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first
approval action based on the categorical exemption.

The project proposes the demolition of the existing single-family residence at 953 Treat
Avenue constructed in 1887. 1t is my professional opinion that the residence is a historic
resource that quadlifies for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources
under Criteria 1 and 2. The 130-year old structure is a good example of vermacular,
worker housing in the ttalianate style and is significant for its association with John Center,
pioneer, builder and businessman.

Further evidence in support of the building's historic significance is stated in the Planning
Department’s own research and publication, including City Within a City: g Historic
Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District.) This study explains the
significance of John Center and the John Center Water Works, a water system that

1 City Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District, prepared by the City and County
of San Francisco Planning Department, dated November 2007. pps. 47, 59.
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saved hundreds of buildings in the Mission after the post-earthquake fires, including 953
Treat. John Center Corporation owned 953 Treaf from 1894-1924.

In 2010, as part of the Department’s South Mission Hisforic Resources Survey, the resource
at 253 Treat Avenue was identified and evaluated. It received two status codes: 3CS
[appears eligible for the California Register as an individual property through survey
evaluation] and 7N [needs to be reevaluated].

Since 2005, the building has been assessed for historic significance on various occasions;
evaluators have reached conflicting conclusions.

Due to the demolition of a historic resource, the proposed project has potentially
significant environmental impacts. The City’'s reliance on the Categorical Exemption
therefore violates CEQA. CEQA review is warranted and mandated by law.

| request that you grant this appeal and require environmental review.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Katherine T. Petrin
Architectural Historian

CC: (w/o enclosures)

Ms. Esmeralda Jardines, Planner, San Francisco Planning Department
Office of District Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt-Hawley Law Group

Mike Buhler, San Francisco Heritage

F. Joseph Butler, AIA
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27 January 2017

Ms. Esmeralda Jardines, Planner

City of San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, #400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: 953 Treat Avenue (APN 3439/028)

Ms. Jardines:

On behalf of Friends of 953 Treat, a group of neighbors, | am wrifing o oppose the
proposed demolition of the residence at 953 Treat Avenue, constructed in the ltalianate
style in 1887. Since 2000 | have practiced in San Francisco as an Architectural Historian
and Preservation Planner and | regularly apply the National Register and California
Register criteria to evaluate historic buildings. 1 ufilize local, state, and national
preservation regulatfions and regularly prepare historic significance assessments for
environmental review documents. | meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Historic
Preservation Professional Qualifications Standards in History and Architectural History.

Based on my background and experience, it is my professional opinion that the 1887
residence qualifies for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources at
the local level. The 130-year old structure is a good example of vernacular, worker
housing in the ltalianate style and is significant for its association with John Center,
pioneer, builder and businessman. Center owned the building at 953 Treat during the
1906 earthquake and fires. He constructed the water system that saved this building and
hundreds of others in the area from the post-earthquake fires. These events and the
significance of John Center and the John Center Water Works are documented in City
Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco's Mission District, prepared
by the Planning Department.!

Friends of 253 Treat urge retention of the historic residence and suggest that it be
incorporated into the currently-proposed project to built two new two-unif residential
condominiums on the site.

Previous Evaluations

2005

Prior evailuations of the historic qualifications of 253 Treat Avenue reached conflicting
conclusions. In April 2005 a Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by former owner

! City Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District, prepared by the City and County
of San Francisco Planning Department, dated November 2007. pps. 47, 59.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133




James W. Heinzer concluded that the property was not historically significant. In
response, a memo issued by the San Francisco Planning Department on 15 September
2005 classified the property as a Category B historic resource warranting further
consultation and review. In November 2005, the Planning Department appears to have
issued a Categorical Exemption. However, the building was not demolished.

2010

In 2010, as part of the South Mission Historic Resources Survey, 953 Treat was identified
and evaluated. It received two status codes: 3CS [appears eligible for the California
Register as an individual property through survey evaluation] and 7N [needs to be
reevaluated]. (See San Francisco Planning Department Property Information
Map/Database for the 3CS code assigned 30 November 2010.)

2015-16

In 2015, new owners retained the firm Page & Turnbull as preservation consultant to
assess the property’s historic significance and complete a Historic Resource Evaluation.
The firm provided an opinion that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource for
purposes of the Cadlifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).2 The Planning Department
concurred and issued a CEQA Categorical Exempflion Determination dated 25 March
2016, finding that no resource is present either as an individual resource or as a
conftributor to a district.

We disagree with the final determination.

Description of the Historic Building

Located on the east side of Treat Avenue, between 22nd and 23rd Streets, 953 Treat
Avenue sifs on aniregular-shaped lot that measures 4,275 square feet. Built in 1887 as o
wood framed, single-family residence in the Italianate style, it is a 1-story over raised
basement structure. Clad in wood shingles on the primary facade and channel drop
wood siding on the secondary facades, is capped by a gable roof. The primary facade
faces west and includes 3 structural bays. There is a garage addifion to the south with a
shed roof, and another addition to the rear of the building with a shed roof. Typical
fenestration consists of double-hung wood-sash windows with hoods. The primary
entrance is located on the north facade and features a paneled wood door with a
brackefed hood, accessed by a flight of wood stairs. Character-defining features
include a wood porch, a bracketed comice, sash windows with hoods, primary entrance
door below a bracketed door hood, and a high false-front parapet at the roofline s

? Historic Resource Evaluation, 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco, California by Page & Turnbull, dated 27 April 2015.
3 Primary Record, 953 Treat Avenue, dated 17 March 2008.
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Historic Significance
Water records indicate the building was consfructed in 1887. The original architect and
builder are not identified.

The building is associated with John Center (1816-1908), a pioneering figure "who was
later dubbed the ‘father of the Mission’". Center was instrumental in the consfruction of
the plank road and streetcar lines. He was a major landowner and subdivided large
expanses of land to facilitate new streets and housing.# More importantly, though not
noted in the Page & Tumbull Historic Resource Evaluation, he designed and built the
John Center Water Works, a fact that is directly relevant to the survival of the subject
building in 1906.

John Center Corporation owned 953 Treat from 1894-1924, during which time the
building survived the 1906 earthquake and the fire that destroyed much of the northern
Mission district. The post-earfhquake fire destroyed much of the South of Market District
before moving info the northeast Mission. The fire was halted at 20t Street just a few
blocks north of 953 Treat.s The fire was extinguished because of the Center’'ssupply of
water. A few months after the disaster, an article in the San Francisco Chronicle titled,
“"Owe their Homes to One Man's Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved
from Fire by John Center's Private Water System,” stated:¢

John Center now in his 90t year, came to San Francisco in 1849 and
settled on the land which he and his many houses occupy... He
constructed his own water system as early as 1851 and improved the
original system as fime advanced and the demand increased. It includes
artesian wells, a large subterranean reservoir, two frame tanks with a
capacity of 80,000 gallons each, fire hydrants and connections.... [After
27 hours of fighting the fire] Center saved every house he owns, not a
shingle of one of his houses burned while the damage from the
earthquake was trifling... This saved all the property east of Howard (now
South Van Ness) and south of 14th Street.”

John Center died in 1908. His obituary reiterated his conftribution in saving hundreds of
buildings in the Mission District from the post-earthquake fires, stating:

One of Center's most important acts was the boring of wells on his
property at Sixteenth and Shotwell streets in 1881. Cut off from the supply
of the Spring Water Company, the Mission was absolutely without fire

* Page & Turnbull HRE, dated 27 April 2015, p. 22.
3 Page & Turnbull HRE, dated 27 April 2015, p. 23.
® “Owe Their Homes to One Man’s Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved from Fire by John Center’s
frivate Water System” in the San Francisco Chronicle, 5 July 1906, p. 12.
Ibid.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133




protection and Center prepared for the fire which he feared would
come, although it was not unfil 25 years later that his foresight was proved
correct and the wells he had dug proved of inestimable benefit not alone
in saving his property but also of those around him.8

integrity
As was typical for modest 19th century vernacular residences, 953 Treat was subject to

alterations, most unrecorded and unpermitted. After initial construction in 1887, the
building incurred a series of small projecting volumes. No permits are extant. By 1914 the
structure was fully built out. 953 Treat retains a high degree of original material in
addition fo the character-defining architectural features listed above, and retains ifs
overall characteristics of the ltalianate style.

The Primary Record (DPR form) completed in 2008 for the South Mission Historic Resources
Survey, noted that the residence remained in good condition. 953 Treat retains a
sufficient degree of integrity, which as defined by the standards of the National Register
of Historic Places, allows a property to convey its significance and authenticity.

Eligibility for California Register of Historical Resources

The Califormnia Register of Historical Resources is a listing of resources of architectural,
historical, archeological and cultural significance. From California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Section 4852:

(b) Criteria for evaluating the significance of historical resources. An historical
resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or
more of the following four criteria:

(1) tis associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California
or the United States;

(2} is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or
national history;

(3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high
arfistic values; or

(4) It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation.’

& “Father of Mission, John Center, Dies” in the San Francisco Call, 20 July 1908, Vol. 104, p.1.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133




Significant as a survivor of the 1906 earthquake and due 1o its association with John
Center and the John Center Water Works, 953 Treat quadilifies for listing, as an individual
resource, on the Cadlifornia Register of Historical Resources at the local level under Criteria
1 and 2. This is my professional opinion.

The proposed demolition of this important San Francisco resource requires environmental
review under CEQA, unless feasible adaptive reuse of the structure is designed into the
new construction project. Friends of 953 Treat advocate just such a solution.

I would be pleased to further discuss this matter. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Winnnon/&lnnn -

Katherine T. Petrin
Architectural Historian

CC:  Office of District Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt-Hawley Law Group
Mike Buhler, San Francisco Heritage
F. Joseph Butler, AIA
Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer, San Francisco Planning Department
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Attachment 1

“Owe Their Homes to One Man’s Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved from Fire by John
Center’s Private Water System” in the San Francisco Chronicle, 5 July 1906, p. 12.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 7120 Fil 2:2

CEQA Categorical Exemption Deter r‘i” tion
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
953 Treat Avenue 3639/028
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-006510ENV 20151104-1757/-1763/-1768 11/10/2015
Addition/ DDemolition DNew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Proposed demolition of (E) SFH to construct two (N) buildings containing two residential units
each and two parking spaces. Totaling four residential united with four parking spaces.

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 Structuxes. 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. £t. 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.

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
D 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
D 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 1
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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 watver 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?

N

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 Areq)

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)

HE R

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

[

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) 1f 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

Sponsor enrolled in DPH Maher program. No archeologlcal effects.

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

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

L]

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

11

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
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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 (Oggodgid

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 §.

[

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

[

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS — ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

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

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

OioopgoQ@Qo

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.
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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 3/25/2016

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):

oty gt 2t

Preservation Planner Signature: Justin Greving E555Ee=ms

s etieen

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

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

apply):
[] Step2-CEQA Impacts

D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

It Discretionary Keview betore the I’lanning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

: . Signature:
Planner Name: Justin A Greving & _—
Digitaily signed by Justin Greving
e » ON: dp=org. dy=sfgov, dr—cilyplannling, .
Project Approval Action: Justin Greving st e
Bu|lding Permlt Date: 2016.03.28 10:19:36 -07'00° .

Administrative Code.

days of the project receiving the first approval action.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30
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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:

L]

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

O

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

L

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

[l

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 reqmredCATEX

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

L]

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:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Justin Greving Treat Avenue ' Fax:
T T 75| 415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

(> Alteration {¢:Demo/New Construction

[Xl | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

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

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Page & Turnbull (dated April 27,
2015)

Proposed Project: Demolition of (e) single family house. Construction of two new two-
unit residential condominium buildings with roof terrace and off-street parking.

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
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (s:No Criterion 1- Event: (" Yes (e:No
Criterion 2 -Persons: " Yes {&No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (8 No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (¢ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: " Yes (¢ No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: " Yes (o No
Period of Significance: [/, Period of Significance: |75 J

" Contributor  Non-Contributor

o AR AR e
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C:No (. N/A
(= No
(s:No
(&:No
C:No

*1f 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 Page & Turnbull (dated April
27,2015) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject property at
953 Treat Avenue contains a single-family one-story over basement flat-front ltalianate
residence constructed in 1887 (source: water tap record). Permitted exterior alterations to
the property include: reroofing (1978), and bringing the rear porch up to code (1988).
Visual inspection and Sanborn maps indicate the original property has seen substantial
additions including doubling the volume of the building sometime between 1887 and
1900, and construction of a number of different rear and side additions to the property,
some of which are still extant. ’

The subject property was previously surveyed as part of the South Mission Historic
Resource Survey in 2010 and was given a status code of 7R, meaning, “not determined:
requires intensive research.”

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). The property
sits on an irregularly shaped parcel next to what was once the San Francisco & San Jose
Railroad, however there is no indication of a link between the railroad and the early
occupants or owners of the property. With a construction date of 1887 the subject
property is not representative of the earliest development of the Mission District. 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. Although 953 Treat Avenue has features that call
it out as a simple ltalianate structure, with an irregular bay pattern and unusual side
entrance, the building is not representative of the architectural style as it appears in the
Mission district and many other flat-front Italianate buildings better reflect this mid-19th
century style.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
district. The subject property is located in the Mission district neighborhood in an area that
was previously surveyed. There are a number of California Register-eligible historic districts
in the vicinity identified as part of the survey including the “Alabama Street Pioneers”
historic district that consists of a high concentration of 1860s and 1870s flat-front ltalianate
buildings. While the South Mission Historic Resource Survey identified some properties
along this section of Treat Avenue that are individually eligible, a historic district on this
block was not identified.

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

Jation Plannier/ Preservation Coordinator: | [L

I OO | 8/25/20/4
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Conditional Use / Residential Demolition on 041039070
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 16, 2017
Reception:
415.558.5378
Date: February 9, 2017 Fax:
Case No.: 2015-006510CUA/VAR 415.558.6403
Project Address: 953 Treat Avenue Btanning
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District Information:
40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6377
Block/Lot: 3639/027 and 028
Project Sponsor:  Geoff Gibson, Winder Gibson Architects
1898 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact: Esmeralda Jardines — (415) 575-9144

esmeralda jardines@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Conditions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes demolition of an existing one-story single-family residence, and construction of two
new four-story, 40-foot tall, residential buildings with three dwelling units each for a total of six dwelling
units on the project site. The new buildings would contain one off-street automobile parking space each
for a total of two off-street parking spaces, and six Class 1 bicycle parking spaces.

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION
Demolition Case 2015-006510CUA New Building Case 2015-006510CUA
Number Number

i ith
Recommendation Appr?Ye with Recommendation Apprc'ﬂfe W

Conditions Conditions
Demolition Application New Building 201511041768;
10417
Number 201511041757 Application Number 201511041763
ber Of Existi
Nu.m er Of Existing 1 Number Of New Units 6
Units
Existing Parking 1 New Parking 2
Number Of Existing Number Of New
2 16
Bedrooms Bedrooms
Existing Building Area 1937 Sq. Ft. New Building Area 10,578 Sq. Ft.
ime & Material
312 Expiration Date 02/16/17 Date Time & Materials | ;)
‘ Fees Paid
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SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The subject property is located on the east side of Treat Avenue between 22nd and 23rd Streets on Lots
027 and 028 in Assessor’s Block 3639. Lot 027 is a triangular lot measuring 19.5 feet along Treat Avenue
and 24 feet as its deepest length, approximately measuring 139 square feet. Lot 28 is a trapezoidal lot
measuring 75 feet along Treat Avenue, the parallel property lines each measure 24 feet at its narrowest
length and extends 90 feet at its deepest length, approximately measuring 3,750 square feet. As part of the
proposed project, the Project Sponsor is seeking a Lot Line Adjustment (See Case No. 2016-003112LLA)
that would remove the property line separating Lots 027 and 028 to create one triangular lot. Currently,
the subject parcel contains a one-story single-family residence measuring approximately 937 square feet
in size and approximately 17 feet-7 inches feet in height. The existing residence has been vacant since
2015. The project site is located in the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is located in a varied neighborhood within the Mission Area Plan within close proximity
to several Residential Zoning Districts, including: RH-2 (Residential, House-Two-Family), RH-3
(Residential, House-Three-Family), and RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density), as well as near NC-3
(Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial), and P (Public) Zoning Districts. The immediate context is
mixed in character with a variety of uses including: commercial, residential and public uses in the
vicinity. Along Treat Avenue on either side of the subject property is a two-story industrial building to
the north and south; across Treat Avenue to the west is a row of two- to-three-story residences, as well as
a school (approximately one block north), and the Southern Pacific Railroad to the east. On the east side
of the vacant railroad parcel are several four-story residential buildings. Diagonally across from the
project site at the corner of 23nd Street and Treat Avenue is Parque Nifios Unidos, a park under the
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On March 25, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 15301 and 15303 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the
determination contained in the Planning Department files for this Project.

HEARING NOTIFICATION

o L . Rggg:ggé “REQUIRED NOTICE DATE. ACTUALNOTICE 6AT'E ACTUAL YP.ERIOD‘;:{
Posted Notice 20 days January 27, 2017 January 27, 2017 20 days |
Mailed Notice 20 days January 27, 2017 ]anuaxy 27,2017 20 days

The proposal requires a Section 312 neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction with
the Conditional Use Authorization process. -

SAN FRANGISED 2
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PUBLIC COMMENT

The Department has received four comments in opposition to the proposal; more specifically, opposition
to the historic determination of the existing building and the demolition of said building. The Department
has also received a list of neighbors support the project. All public correspondence has been submitted in
the Planning Commission packets.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Conditional Use Authorization: The project requires Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 843.27 to demolish an existing single-family residence.

Variances: The project is requesting a variance from the Zoning Administrator to address the
Planning Code requirements for permitted obstructions (Planning Code Section 136) and street
frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1).

Planning Code Section 136 outlines the requirements for features, which may be permitted over
street, alleys, setbacks, yards or useable open space. The minimum horizontal separation between
bay windows shall be two feet at the line establishing the required open area. Currently, the
Project includes two bay windows along the Treat Avenue facade for the South Building.
Although these bay windows satisfy the maximum permitted bay window projection and
dimensional requirements, the aforementioned bay windows are only separated nine inches
where a two-foot separation is required. Therefore, the Project is seeking a variance of the
permitted obstruction requirements from the Zoning Administrator.

Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street parking at street grade on a development lot to be
set back at least 25 feet on the ground floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet,
whichever is less, of any given street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street
shall be devoted to parking and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided
within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor. The Project meets most of the
requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1; however, at grade, the bicycle parking is proposed
along the Treat Avenue frontage; more specifically, along the front most property line. Bicycle
parking is not considered an active use if within the first 25 feet from the street. Therefore, the
Project does not meet the requirements for active uses as required in Planning Code Section 145.1
and is seeking a variance of the street frontage requirements from the Zoning Administrator.

Family-Sized Units: All six new dwelling units are appropriately-sized for families, with four
two-bedroom units and two four-bedroom units, which range in size from 1,015 square feet to
2,653 square feet.

Development Impact Fees: The Project would be subject to the following development impact
fees, which are estimated as follows:

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee
(9,176 gsf—- New Residential, Tier 1)

423 (@ $10.70) $98,183.2

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee
(937 gst— Change in Use from Residential to 423 (@ $0) $0
Residential, Tier 1)

Residential Child-Care Impact Fee

4 2 2,750.
(10,578 gsf — 9 Units or Less) (with EN Credit) 144 (@526) §2,750.28

TOTAL $100,933.48

Please note that these fees are subject to change between Planning Commission approval and
approval of the associated Building Permit Application, as based upon the annual updates
managed by the Development Impact Fee Unit of the Department of Building Inspection.

MISSION ACTION PLAN 2020

The project site falls within the area of the ongoing Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020). MAP 2020 is
collaboration, initiated by the community, between community organizations and the City of San
Francisco, to create and preserve affordable housing and bring economic stability to the Mission. The goal
is to remain and attract low to moderate income residents and community-serving businesses, artists, and
nonprofits in order to strengthen and preserve the socioeconomic and cultural diversity of the Mission
neighborhood.

Community organizations initiated the plan given the loss and displacement trends of low to moderate
income residents, community-serving businesses, artists, and nonprofits affecting the neighborhood due
to the affordability crisis. Some of the concerns community representatives involved in MAP2020 and
other community organizing efforts, such as the proposed moratoriums earlier this year, have articulated
relate to the role market-rate projects could play in exacerbating the direct or indirect displacement and
gentrification of this historically working-class neighborhood. Community advocates would like more
scrutiny and examination of what these potential effects are, and for market-rate projects to contribute to
the solutions, to neighborhood stabilization, and to minimize any potential displacement.

These community concerns gave rise, to the Mission Interim Zoning Controls, while permanent solutions
and controls are drafted. Interim zoning controls are intended to provide the Commission with additional
information to consider in its deliberation related to a project’s contribution to the goals of neighborhood
stabilization and whether they are addressing any potential negative effects such as direct displacement
of residents or businesses.

On January 26, 2017, the Department published a draft of the Mission Action Plan 2020, which is
available for public comment. In the meantime, the interim controls are in effect to help inform the

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT




Executive Summary CASE NO. 2015-006510CUAVAR
Hearing Date: February 16, 2017 953 Treat Avenue

Commissioners in their decision-making process. For more information on neighborhood trends and the
MAP2020 process, please go to:

http://sf-planning.org/mission-action-plan-2020

MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19548 requires that any residential or mixed use Project that is a
“Medium Project” between 25,000 and 75,000 gross square feet of non-residential use or between 25 and
75 dwelling units shall require a Large Project Authorization under Planning Code Section 329, and
provide additional information that shall be considered by the Planning Commission in its deliberation of
the application.

953 Treat Avenue is a residential project proposing six dwelling units with a total of 10,578 square feet of
residential use. Because the project is proposing less than 25,000 square feet of non-residential uses and
less than 25 dwelling units, the project is not considered a “Medium Project” per the aforementioned
thresholds; consequently, the Project is not subject to the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow
the demolition of a single-family residence within the UMU Zoning District, pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 303, 317 and 843.27. :

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
*  The Project will result in a net gain of five dwelling-units.

» The Project will create six new family-sized dwelling-units, four with two bedrooms and two
with four bedrooms.

* No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project.

* Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the
local street system or MUNI.

= The UMU Zoning District has no density limits for residential uses. This District is intended to
accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot, and several
of the surrounding properties reflect this ability to accommodate the maximum density. The
Project is therefore an appropriate in-fill development,

* Although the structure is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation
resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or landmark.

*  The proposed Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions. -
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Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Height & Bulk Map

Aerial Photographs

Site Photographs

Environmental Evaluation / Historic Resources Information

Reduced Plans

Color Renderings

Context Photos

Project Sponsor Submittal: Page & Turnbull Letter; 953 Treat Avenue Opposition Clarification
Opposition: Katherine Petrin Letter; Luke Dechanu, Ernest Heinzer, Veronica Erickson Emails
Public Correspondence Emails
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Attachment Checklist

Executive Summary Xl Project sponsor submittal

N

Draft Motion Drawings: Existing Conditions

Environmental Determination DX] Check for legibility

N

Zoning District Map Drawings: Proposed Project

DX teight & Bulk Map Check for legibility

& Context Photos 3.—D ' 'Renderlﬂgs (new construction or

significant addition)

|E Site Photos B Check for legibility

& Parcel Map D Health Dept. review of RF levels

Xl Sanborn Map D RF Report

@ Aerial Photo D Community Meeting Notice

|E Environmental Determination

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet EJ

Planner's Initials
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

O Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 1658 Mission St.
O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) B Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) ggie?fgt}:isco,
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) B Other (EN Impact Fee, Sec. 423) CA 94103-247¢
Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX Fac
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 16, 2017 415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
Case No.: 2015-006510CUA 415.558.6377
Project Address: 953 TREAT AVENUE
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3639/027 and 028
Project Sponsor: Geoff Gibson, Winder Gibson Architects
1898 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact: Esmeralda Jardines — (415) 575-9144

esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303, 317 AND 84327 TO
DEMOLISH AN EXISTING SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AND CONSTRUCT TWO, FOUR-
STORY, 40-FOOT TALL, RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS WITH A TOTAL OF SIX DWELLING UNITS,
ON ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 3639, LOTS 027 AND 028 WITHIN THE UMU (URBAN MIXED USE)
ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On October 24, 2016, Geoff Gibson of Winder Gibson Architects (Project Architect) for Shadi AbouKhater
(Project Sponsor) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 843.27 to demolish an existing
single-family residence and construct two four-story, 40-foot tall, residential buildings with three
dwelling units each at 953 Treat Avenue within an UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District.

On March 25, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA”) as a Class 15301 and 15303 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the
determination contained in the Planning Department files for this Project.

On February 16, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a

duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2015-
006510CUA.

www.sfplanning.org
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The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records, located in the File for Case No.
2015-006510CUA at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California.

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

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2015-
006510CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The subject property is located on the east side of Treat
Avenue between 22nd and 23rd Streets on Lots 027 and 028 in Assessor’s Block 3639. Lot 027 is a
triangular lot measuring 19.5 feet along Treat Avenue and 24 feet as its deepest length,
approximately measuring 139 square feet. Lot 28 is a trapezoidal lot measuring 75 feet along
Treat Avenue, the parallel property lines each measure 24 feet at its narrowest length and extends
90 feet at its deepest length, approximately measuring 3,750 square feet. As part of the proposed
project, the Project Sponsor is seeking a Lot Line Adjustment (See Case No. 2016-003112LLA) that
would remove the property line separating Lots 027 and 028 to create one triangular lot.
Currently, the subject parcel contains a one-story single-family residence measuring
approximately 937 square feet in size and approximately 17 feet-7 inches feet in height. The
existing residence has been vacant since 2015. The project site is located in the UMU (Urban
Mixed Use) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located in a varied neighborhood
within the Mission Area Plan within close proximity to several Residential Zoning Districts,
including: RH-2 (Residential, House-Two-Family), RH-3 (Residential, House-Three-Family), and
RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density), as well as near NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood
Commercial), and P (Public) Zoning Districts. The immediate context is mixed in character with a
variety of uses including: commercial, residential and public uses in the vicinity. Along Treat
Avenue on ejther side of the subject property is a two-story industrial building to the north and
south; across Treat Avenue to the west is a row of two- to-three-story residences, as well as a
school (approximately one block north), and the Southern Pacific Railroad to the east. On the east
side of the vacant railroad parcel are several four-story residential buildings. Diagonally across
from the project site at the corner of 23nd Street and Treat Avenue is Parque Nifios Unidos, a
park under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Project Description. The project proposes demolition of an existing one-story single-family
residence, and construction of two new four-story, 40-foot tall, residential buildings with three
dwelling units each for a total of six dwelling units on the project site. The new buildings would
contain one off-street automobile parking space each for a total of two off-street parking spaces,
and six Class 1 bicycle parking spaces.

Public Comment. The Department has received four comments in opposition to the proposal;
more specifically, opposition to the historic determination of the existing building and the
demolition of said building. The Department has also received a list of neighbors support the
project. All public correspondence has been submitted in the Planning Commission packets.

Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: _

A. Residential Demolition — Section 317: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Conditional
Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to remove a residential unit in the
UMU Zoning District. This Code Section establishes a checklist of criteria that delineate the
relevant General Plan Policies and Objectives.

As the project vequires Conditional Use Authorization per the requirements of Section 317, the
additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been incorporated as findings in this Motion.

B. Permitted Uses in UMU Zoning Districts. Planning Code Sections 843.20 states that
residential uses are principally permitted uses within the UMU Zoning District.

The Project would construct two new residential buildings with three dwelling units each, for a total of
six dwelling units on the project site, within the UMU Zoning District; therefore, the proposed project
complies with Planning Code Section 843.20.

C. Lot Area and Width. Per Planning Code Section 121, the minimum lot width shall be 25 feet
and the minimum lot area shall be 2,500 square feet.

Lot 027 is a triangular lot measuring 19.5 feet along Treat Avenue and 24 feet as it’s deepest length,
approximately measuring 139 square feet. Lot 28 is a trapezoidal lot measuring 75 feet along Treat
Avenue, the parallel property lines each measure 24 feet at its narrowest length and extends 90 feet at
its deepest length, approximately measuring 3,750 square feet. As part of the proposed project, the
Project Sponsor is seeking a Lot Line Adjustment that would remove the property line separating Lots
027 and 028 to create one triangular lot. Thus, the proposed Lot Line Adjustment would bring the
Project Site into greater conformance with the Planning Code requirements as outlined in Section 121.

D. Front Setback Requirement. Planning Code Section 132 states that the minimum front
setback shall be based on the average of adjacent properties or a Legislated Setback.
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The adjacent building to the north does not have a front setback and the nearest building to the south is
facing 23 Street, both of which are warehouses; therefore, there is no front setback requirement for the
proposed building. The Project proposes no front setback, thus complying with Planning Code Section
132.

Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to
25 percent of the total lot depth of the lot to be provided at every residential level. The Project
is on an irregular shaped lot. In using the triangular lot method of measurement, where the
side lot lines converge to a point, a line five feet long within the lot parallel to and at a
maximum distance from the front lot line shall be deemed to be the rear lot line for the
purposes of determining the depth of the rear yard. Per Planning Code Sections 130, 134 and
843.04, the required rear yard is 18'-7 5/16”; which is 25% of 74’-5 1/4", for a lot measuring
93’-6 7/16” along Treat Avenue, 78™-15/16” to the south property line, and 121°-11” along the
Old Southern Railroad Right-of-Way (or 3,889 square feet).

Currently, the single-family residence covers the south edge of Lot 028. Because the subject lot is a
trapezoidal lot, the rearmost lot line utilized to measure the require rear yard is the property line
abutting the Southern Pacific Railvoad which measures 121°-11". The depth of the trapezoidal lot is
787-1 5/16”". Thus, the required vear yard for Lot 028 is 25% of the lot depth or approximately 19™-6
3/10". However, a portion of the existing single-family residence is within the entirety of the require
rear yard. Therefore, the existing rear yard is not a code-complying rear yard.

With the proposed Lot Line Adjustment, the new proposed lot becomes a triangular lot. The new
proposed lot depth is 747-5 1/47; further, the new proposed rear yard is 18-7 5/16”, which satisfies the
25% requirement. Therefore, new proposed rear yard is code-complying.

The subject block does not possess an established pattern of mid-block open space, nor does the subject
lot provide an existing rear yard since the majority of the project site is currently occupied by an
industrial building. The Project maintains the street wall along the Southern Pacific Railroad frontage.

The Project does not impede access to light and air for the adjacent properties. Many of the abutting
residential properties have narrow vear yards or no rear yards. Almost 3/4 of the lots on block 3639 do
not provide code-complying rear yards, some of which have full lot coverage. The Project is setback
from the neighboring properties to the esat as it is separated by the Southern Pacific Railroad parcel,
which functions as a de-facto mid-block open space for that block face.

Useable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires a minimum of 80 square feet of
open space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible, or 54 square feet of open space per
dwelling unit, if publically accessible. Private useable open space shall have a minimum
horizontal dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 square feet if located on a deck,
balcony, porch or roof, and shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a
minimum area of 100 square feet if located on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an
inner or outer court. Common useable open space shall be at least 15 feet in every
horizontaldimension and shall be a minimum area of 300 square feet.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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For the proposed six dwelling units, the Project is required to provide 480 square feet of useable open
space. Overall, the Project exceeds the open space requirements for two dwelling units through two
individual private roof decks, which measure 1,320 square feet (North Building) and 845 square feet
(South Building). Further, the remaining four additional units also provide their own private open
space via four private decks and rear yards, which cumulatively measure 760 square feet, for four of the
six dwelling units. The private decks are of varying depths and widths but all of which meet the
dimensional requirements for private usable open space of Planning Code Section 135. Therefore, the
Project complies with Planning Code Section 135.

Permitted Obstructions. Planning Code Section 136 outlines the requirements for features,
which may be permitted over street, alleys, setbacks, yards or useable open space. The
minimum horizontal separation between bay windows shall be two feet at the line
establishing the required open area, and shall be increased in proportion to the distance from
such line by means of 135-degree angles drawn outward from the ends of such two-foot
dimension, reaching a minimum of eight feet along a line parallel to and at a distance of three
feet from the line establishing the required open area.

Currently, the Project includes two bay windows along the Treat Avenue fagade for the South
Building. These bay windows satisfy the maximum permitted bay window projection and dimensional
requirements; however, these bay windows are only separated 9” from each other, where the Planning
Code requires a two-foot separation. Therefore, the Project is seeking a variance of the permitted
obstruction requirements from the Zoning Administrator (See Case No. 2015-006510VAR).

Bird-Safe Glazing. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings,
including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The subject lot is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge. The Project meets the
requirements of feature-related standards; therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section
139.

Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all
dwelling units face onto a public street, code-complying rear yard or other open area that
meets minimum requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. To meet exposure
requirements, a public alley and side yard must be at least 25 feet in width, or an open area
(either an inner court or a space between separate buildings on the same lot) must be no less
than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit is located,
a public street is by definition at least 30 feet in width.

All six dwelling units have direct exposure onto either the street, Treat Avenue, some also have
exposure to the code-complying required rear yard. Three dwelling unils (South Building) face both
Treat Avenue the code-complying rear yard of 18" 7 5/16” inches, and the remaining three dwelling
units (North Building) face Treat Avenue. Therefore, the Project provides code-complying exposure for
all dwelling units.
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Street Frontage. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street parking at street grade on a
development lot to be set back at least 25 feet on the ground floor; that no more than one-
third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given street frontage of a new structure
parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking and loading ingress or egress; that
space for active uses be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground
floor.

The Project meets most of the requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1; however, at grade, the
bicycle parking is proposed along the Treat Avenue frontage; more specifically, along the frontmost
property line. Bicycle parking is not considered an active use if within the first 25 feet from the street.
Therefore, the Project does not meet the requirements for active uses as required in Planning Code
Section 145.1 and is seeking a variance of the street frontage requirements from the Zoning
Administrator (See Case No. 2015-006510VAR).

Off-Street Parking. In the UMU Zoning District, Planning Code Section 151.1 principally
permits up o .75 cars for each dwelling unit. Further, dwelling units with at least 2 bedrooms
and at least 1,000 square feet of occupied floor area are permitted up to one car for each
dwelling unit.

For the six dwelling units: six of which are two-bedrooms over 1,000 square feet, the Project
is principally permitted six off-street parking spaces.

Currently, the Project provides two off-street parking spaces with a garage entrance within each
building. However, in an effort to reduce the potential conflict and collisions with cyclists and to
maximize the on-street parking curb space, the two buildings will be sharing one curb cut. Therefore,
the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.

Bicycle Parking. Planning Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires at least one Class 1
bicycle parking spaces for each dwelling unit and one Class 2 bicycle parking space for every
20 dwelling units.

The Project includes six dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to provide 6 Class 1
bicycle parking spaces and no Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the residential use.

The Project will provide six Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Therefore, the Project complies with
Planning Code Section 155.2.

Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires that no less than 40 percent of the
total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two bedrooms, or no less than 30
percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least three bedrooms.

For the six dwelling units, the Project is required to provide at least two, two-bedroom units or two
three-bedroom units. The Project provides four two-bedroom units and two four-bedroom units.
Therefore, the Project meets the requirements for dwelling unit mix.
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N. Height. Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height
prescribed in the subject height and bulk district. The proposed Project is located in a 40-X
Height and Bulk District, with a 40-foot height limit.

The project proposes the demolition of the existing single-story, single-family residence measuring 17"~
77 and construction of two new residential buildings measuring 40 feet in height in the 40-X Height
and Bulk District. Therefore, the Project meets the requirements for height.

O. Shadow. Planning Code Section 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures exceeding a

height of 40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Commission. Any project in excess of 40 feet in height and found to cast net new shadow
must be found by the Planning Commission, with comment from the General Manager of the
Recreation and Parks Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission,
to have no adverse impact upon the property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Commission.
Though diagonally across the street from Parque Nifios Unidos, the proposed project is not in exceess
of 40 feet and therefore, does not require a shadow application. Further, based upon a preliminary
shadow analysis, the Project does not cast any net new shadow upon property under the jurisdiction of
the Recreation and Parks Commission even at 40 feet.

P. Child Care Requirements for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A is applicable
to new development that results in at least one net new residential unit.

The Project includes 10,578 gross square feet of new residential use associated with the new
construction of six dwelling units. This square footage shall be subject to the Residential Child-Care
Impact Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Section 414A.

Q. Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 423 is applicable to
any development project within the UMU Zoning District that results in new construction of
residential use and the addition of gross square feet of non-residential space.

The Project includes the demolition of an approximately 937 square-foot single-family residence and
the new construction of 10,578 square feet amongst two residential buildings and 465 square feet of
garage space. Excluding the square footage dedicated to the garage and subtracting the 937 square feet
of residential to residential veplacement square footage per table 423.3B, the remaining 9,176 square
feet of residential use are subject to Eastern NeighborhoodInfrastructure Impact Fees, as outlined in
Planning Code Section 423.

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with
said criteria in that:

SAN FRANCISCD 7
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A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the

SAN FRANCISCO

i

ii.

iii.

iv.

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The use and size of the proposed project is compatible with the immediate neighborhood. While the
Project proposes demolition of an existing single-family residence, the proposed Project increases the
permitted residential density. The proposed units are all family-sized with two- to four-bedrooms. The
replacement buildings are also designed to be in keeping with the existing development pattern and
respond to the mixed neighborhood character. Therefore, the project is considered to be necessary and
desirable given the quality and design of the new residences and the amount of new residential units.

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:
Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The four-story massing at the Treat Avenue street frontage is appropriate given the two-to-three-
story context of the neighborhood. The proposed building will be two stories higher than the
adjacent warehouse to the north but it remains compatible with the neighborhood’s numerous
four-story structures to the east. The project would demolish a noncomplying structure, a portion
of the single-family residence is within the required required rear yard on Lot 028. The
replacement buildings would provide a code-complying 18’-7 5/16” deep rear yard; thus, would
contribute landscaped area to the mid-block open space.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Planning Code does not require off-street parking in an UMU Zoning District, limits are set
forth in 151.1. The proposed two off-street parking spaces are within said limits for the six new
dwelling units. The project is also proposing the required six new Class 1 bicycle parking sapces to
accommodate alternative means of transit. There are two existing curb cuts. As part of the
proposed project, both curb cuts would be restored and one new curb cut would be introduced; the
proposed curb cut would be shared by the two buildings.

The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

As the proposed Project is residential in nature, unlike commercial or industrial uses, the proposed
residential use is not considered to have the potential to produce noxious or offensive emissions.

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;
8
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The proposed Project treatments, materials and streetscape improvemeents have been
appropriately selected to be harmonious and complimentary to the existing surrounding
neighborhood. The Project provides new street trees along Treat Avenue and will undertake public
realm improvements including: curb restoration, curb cut reconfiguration and street frontage
landscaping. The Project will consolidate its curb cuts such that both buildings share one curb cut
along Treat Avenue. Code-complying usable open space is provided for all six units within both
buildings via: rear yards, balconies, and roof decks. The Commission finds that these
improvements would improve the public realm in this neighborhood.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code

and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with most of the relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and
is seeking a wvariance from the Zoning Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements
permitted obstructions over the street and street frontages. Further, the Project is consistent with
objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable UMU District.

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of the UMU District. The Urban Mixed Use
(UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of
this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to serve as a buffer between residential
districts and PDR districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include
production, distribution, and repair uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services,
arts activities, warehouse, and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, educational
facilities, and nighttime entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability
requirements. Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted
to the upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in
this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as expressed
in this Section and in the General Plan. Accessory Duwelling Units are permitted within the district
pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of the Planning Code.

8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to
consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert Residential Buildings. On balance,

the Project does comply with said criteria in that:

SAM FRANCISCO
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Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;

A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases
showed no active enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
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The existing structure appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe and sanitary condition.
ili.  Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;

Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the supplemental
information resulted in a determination that the existing structure at 953 Treat Avenue is not a
historical resource (See Case No. 2015-006510ENV)

iv.  Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under
CEQA;

Not applicable. The existing building at 953 Treat Avenue is not a historical resource.
v.  Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

The existing single-family residence is currently a vacant abandoned rental unit. Thé proposed
dwelling units may be rental or sold as ownership units, which will be determined at a later date.

vi.  Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance;

The existing single family dwelling is currently vacant. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance includes provisions for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the
purview of the Rent Board to determine which specific controls apply to a building or property.
After contacting the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, they confirmed that there were no
related eviction notices that were filed at the Rent Board after December 10, 2013. Further, there
are no other Rent Board records evidencing an eviction after December 10, 2013. The Department
can confivm that there are no tenants currently living in the dwelling. No database records were
identified relating to an unauthorized unit at 953 Treat Avenue.

vii. ~ Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
neighborhood diversity;

Although the Project proposes the demolition of an existing single-family residence, the new
construction Project propses two new buildings with three dwelling units each that will result in
an additional five dwelling units, for a total of six new dwelling units on the project site.

viii.  Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural
and economic diversity;

The replacement buildings conserve neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and
materials, and improve cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number of
units with multiple bedrooms (some up to four), which provide family-sized housing. The project
would conserve the existing residential use by providing five additional dwelling units, for a total
of six dwelling units, to the City’s housing stock.

SAM FRANCISED 10
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Xiti.

Xiv.

XV.

Xvi.

ANCISCO

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;
The Project removes an older single-family vesidence, which is generally considered more
affordable than a more recently constructed unit. However, the project also adds five new dwelling

units to the City’s housing stock, further increasing the supply of housing.

Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed
by Section 415;

The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project opnly
proposes six dwelling units.

Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established
neighborhoods;

The Project has been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the
mixed neighborhood character. Although the proposed buildings are two stories taller than the
directly adjacent warehouse, the proposed residential buildings are characteristic of other existing
residential buildings located along Harrison Street, parallel to Treat Avenue and within the same
block face, that also abut the Southern Pacific Railroad.

Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site;

The Project proposes six new opportunities for family-sized housing. Two four-bedroom dwelling
units are proposed, one in each building, and two, two-bedroom units are proposed within each
building for a total of six units with two-bedrooms or more.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;

The Project does not create supportive housing.

Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant
design guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character;

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed buildings are consistent with the block-face
and compliment the neighborhood character with a contemporary design.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;
The Project will increase the number of on-site units from one dwelling unit to six dwelling units.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

11
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The existing building contains a total of two bedrooms. The Project will contain a total of 16
bedrooms across six dwelling units.

Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and,

Per Planning Code Section 843.24, there is no maximum residential density in the UMU District
as the aforementioned is determined by height and bulk requirements. The Project proposes the
demolition of the existing single-family residence and new construction of a two, three-unit
buildings for a total of six units, increasing the existing site density from one to six.

If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new Dwelling
Units of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms.

The existing single fa—i;ﬂ'ly dwelling is currently vacant. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance includes provisions for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the
purview of the Rent Board to determine which specific controls apply to a building or property.
After contacting the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, they confirmed that there were no
related eviction notices that were filed at the Rent Board after December 10, 2013. Further, there
are no other Rent Board records evidencing an eviction after December 10, 2013. The Department
can confirm that there are no tenants currently living in the dwelling. No database records were
identified relating to an unauthorized unit at 953 Treat Avenue.

Regarding unit size and count, the existing dwelling unit has 937 square feet of habitable area and
two bedrooms. The proposed building contains six units; two with four bedrooms and four with
two bedrooms with a cumulative residential square footage of 10,578 square feet. The new units
provide more than the existing square footage and bedroom count.

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET
THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.1
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.

ANCISCO 12
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Policy 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The Project is a medium-density residential development on an underutilized site in a transitioning
industrial and residential avea. The Project site is an ideal infill site that currently contains a vacant single-
family home. The project site was rezoned to UMU as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, which
recognized the importance of mixed residential and industrial areas. The surrounding meighborhood
features a wide variety of zoming, which is consistent with the Project’s residential and industrial
character.

OBJECTIVE 2:
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

Policy 2.1:
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net
increase in affordable housing.

The Project proposes demolition of an existing residential structure containing a two-bedroom single-
family residence. However, the new construction proposal will result in six family-sized units, and thereby
contribute to the general housing stock of the city.

OBJECTIVE 3:
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY
RENTAL UNITS.

Policy 3.1:
Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City’s affordable housing
needs.

Policy 3.3:
Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable moderate
ownership opportunities.

Policy 3.4:
Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units.

While the project will demolish an existing vacant dwelling, the new construction project will result in an
increase in the density of the property and contributes five net new dwelling units, for a total of six, and a
net addition of 14 bedrooms, for a total of 16, to the existing housing stock.

OBJECTIVE 4
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFECYCLES

SAN FRANCISED 13
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Policy 4.1
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children.

Policy 4.5

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City’s neighborhoods,
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of
income levels.

The Project will provide family-sized dwelling units ranging in size from 1,015 square feet to 2,653 square
feet; thus, further diversifying the housing stock. This encourages diversity among residents within the
neighborhood and the larger City. In addition, the Project provides meets the requirements for dwelling
unit mix.

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1:
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2:
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3:
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.5:
Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood character.

The proposed new construction is appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions and massing for the
surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, the proposal results in an increase in density on the site while
maintaining general compliance with the requirements of the Planning Code.

URBAN DESIGN

OBJECTIVE 1:

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF
ORIENTATION.

SAN FRANCISCD 14
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Policy 1.2:
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to
topography.

The project proposes demolition of an existing residential building with noncomplying features. Similar to
other existing structures on the block-face, both proposed buildings contain a garage at the ground floor
that is to be constructed to the front lot line. The existing street pattern is a mix of predominately two- and
three-story buildings. Four-story buildings can be found within the subject block but are predominantly
fronting Harrison Street, parallel to Treat Avenue, on the east side of the Southern Pacific Railroad. The
Project proposes new construction that will reinforce the existing pattern at the 3639 block face as the
building scale is appropriate for the subject block’s street frontage; the topography is flat on-site.

Policy 1.3:
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.

The proposed fagade and massing are compatible with the existing neighborhood character and development
pattern, particularly because the proposed buildings are of a similar massing, width and height to the
existing structures in the neighborhood. The proposed varied materials (i.e hardiboard siding, wood, stucco,
equitone siding, and wvertical boardform concrete) arve compatible with the adjacent neighbors and
neighborhood.

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies
Land Use

OBJECTIVE 1.1

IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS
ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER.

Policy 1.2.1
Ensure that in-fill housing development is compatible with its surroundings.

Policy 1.2.3
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density through
building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements.

Policy 1.2.4
Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for
residential development.

The proposed new construction Project proposes a permitted height, residential density and dwelling unit
mix.
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Housing

OBJECTIVE 2.3
ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY
SERVICES

Policy 2.3.3

Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or more bedrooms,
except Senior Housing and SRO developments unless all Below Market Rate units are two or
more bedrooms.

Policy 2.3.5

Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants,
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood
improvements.

Policy 2.3.6

Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to
mitigate the impacts of new development on transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street
improvements, park and recreational facilities, and community facilities such as libraries, child
care and other neighborhood services in the area.

Of the proposed six dwelling units, four units ave two-bedroom units and two are four bedroom units; thus,
100% of dwelling unit mix is provided with at least two bedrooms, where only 40% is required. The
Project is subject to the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee as well as the Residential Child
Care Fee both of which will provide funds for community and neighborhood improvements.

Built Form

OBJECTIVE 3.1

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION’S
DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS
PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER

Policy 3.1.8

New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space. Where an existing
pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new development on mixed-use-zoned parcels
should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located.

OBJECTIVE 3.2

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT
SUPPORTS WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC
REALM

SAN FRANCISCO 16
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Policy 3.2.1
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.

Policy 3.2.3
Minimize the visual impact of parking.

Policy 3.2.4
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.

Policy 3.2.6
Sidewalks abutting new developments should be constructed in accordance with locally
appropriate guidelines based on established best practices in streetscape design.

In an effort to strengthen the relationship between the building and its fronting sidewalk, the Project
incorporates walkups which provide a transition between the private and public realm. The proposed
landscaping, curb cut consolidation and streetscape improvements further enhance the public realm.

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said
policies in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the
proposal, as the existing buildings do not contain commercial uses/spaces. The proposed residential
buildings would increase would house more individuals to patronize the existing neighborhood-serving
retail uses.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The project is compatible with the existing housing and and mixed-use neighborhood character of the
immediate neighborhood. The project proposes a height and scale compatible with the adjacent
neighbors, and the project proposes adding five additional units, for a total of six, which is compatible
with the existing density in other buildings Treat Avenue and the surrounding block faces.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,

The existing single family dwelling is currently vacant, and is not designated as an inclusionary
affordable housing unit.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

SAN FRANCISCO 17
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The Project is not anticipated to impede transit service or overburden our streets with neighborhood
parking. The project includes required amount of bicycle parking and off-street parking below the
principally-permitted amount, thus supporting the City’s transit first policies.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our indusirial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project does not include commercial office development and would not affect industrial or service
sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or service sector businesses
would not be affected by the Project.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

"The replacement structures would be built in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building Code
Standards and would meet all earthquake safety requirements.

That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

Landmark or historic buildings do not occupy the Project site. The existing building is not a historic
resource.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development.

Though diagonally across the street from Parque Nifios Unidos, the project will have no negative
impact on existing parks and open spaces. The project does not exceed the 40-foot height limit, and is
thus not subject to the requivements of Planning Code Section 295 — Height Restrictions on Structures
Shadowing Property Under the Jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission. The height of the
proposed structures is compatible with the established neighborhood development.

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAN FRANCISED
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2015-006510CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A”
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
XXXXX. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the
30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94012.

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

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

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion XXXXX on February 16,
2017.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
RECUSED:

ADOPTED: February 16, 2017
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for conditional use to allow the demolition of a single-family residence and
construction of two four-story, 40-foot tall, residential buildings (measuring approximately 5,562 (North
Building) and 5,016 (South Building) square feet), with three dwelling units each (for a total of six
dwelling units), 2,925 square feet of private usable open space between both buildings, two off-street
parking spaces and six bicycle parking spaces on Assessor’s Block 3639, Lots 027 & 028, located at 953
Treat Aveune, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 843.27 within the UMU (Urban Mixed
Use) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated
February 3, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2015-006510CUA and
subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on February 16, 2017 under
Motion No. XXXXXX. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and
not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on February 16, 2017 under Motion No. XXXXXX.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall requiré Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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6. Additional Project Authorization. The Project Sponsor must obtain a variance from the Zoning
Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements for permitted obstructions and street
frontage (Planning Code Sections 136 and 145) and satisfy all the conditions thereof. The
conditions set forth below are additional conditions required in connection with the Project. If
these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive
or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
wwuw.sf-planning.org

DESIGN —~ COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

7. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

8. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level
of the buildings.

For information about complignee, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

9. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit
application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject
building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

10. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults,
in order of most to least desirable:

a. Onssite, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of
separate doors on a ground floor facade facing a public right-of-way;

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;

¢.  On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fagade facing a
public right-of-way;
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d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet,
avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets
Plan guidelines;

Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines;

f.  Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan
guidelines;

g. On-site, in a ground floor facade (the least desirable location).

Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s Bureau of
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer
vault installation requests.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org

11. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than six Class 1 bicycle parking spaces as
required by Planning Code Sections 155.1. -
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

12. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more
than two (2) off-street parking spaces.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

13. Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

14. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

15. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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16. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information
about compliance.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

17. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION

18. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org

19. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1

VL ks e —— 1 (S ¢ 1 e e

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
953 Treat Avenue 3639/028
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-006510ENV 20151104-1757/-1763/-1768 11/10/2015
Addition/ DDemoliﬁon DNew DProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Proposed demolition of (E) SFH to construct two (N) buildings containing two residential units
each and two parking spaces. Totaling four residential united with four parking spaces.

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.

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 (spedifically, 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
D 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 I

SAN FRANCISCO o
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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 watver 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 bicycdle safety
{hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

N

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeclogical 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 Jot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

O (O O

Slope = or > 20%: Doegthe 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.

[

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) If 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 Hozard 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 e

I Srecgrtiann

Sponsor enrolled in DPH Maher program. No archeological effects.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE

TO BE COM

PLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY

1S ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

v Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 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 FRANGISCO
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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 O|ogo|ogd

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 §.

L]

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

Ll

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

[l

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

STEP 5: GEQA 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.

OooQE0E o

7. Addition(s), incdluding 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




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):

(Reguires 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): par PTR form dated 3/25/2016

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

[

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

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

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Justin Greving &5 Esremn—

Dy sty 2t g

[

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

O

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
D Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

Signature:

: Digitally signed by Justin Greving

Planner Name: Justin A Greving
DN; de=org, de=sfgov, de=cityplanning,

Project Approval Action: J ustin G revin g e e g, st
Building Permit L Date: 2016.03.28 10:19:36 -07°00°

It Discretionary Review 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 . 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;
] 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
O 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 requiredC \

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 ez
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AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

‘UD

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
3/24/2016 San Fraricisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

DX | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[ 1 if so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Page & Turnbull (dated April 27,
2015)

Proposed Project: Demolition of (e} single family house. Construction of two new two-
unit residential condominium buildings with roof terrace and off-street parking.

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
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: (Yes (8 No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (& No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (#No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (®No
Period of Significance: |, /5 Period of Significance: |/, J

" Contributor (" Non-Contributor

B ke i




C: Yes C:No (&:N/A
C:Yes (s:No
C:Yes (& No
C: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 Page & Turnbull (dated April
27,2015) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject property at
953 Treat Avenue contains a single-family one-story over basement flat-front Italianate
residence constructed in 1887 (source: water tap record). Permitted exterior alterations to
the property include: reroofing (1978), and bringing the rear porch up to code (1988).
Visual inspection and Sanborn maps indicate the original property has seen substantial
additions including doubling the volume of the building sometime between 1887 and
1900, and construction of a number of different rear and side additions to the property,
some of which are still extant. '

The subject property was previously surveyed as part of the South Mission Historic
Resource Survey in 2010 and was given a status code of 7R, meaning, “not determined:
requires intensive research.”

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). The property
sits on an irreqularly shaped parcel next to what was once the San Francisco & San Jose
Railroad, however there is no indication of a link between the railroad and the early
occupants or owners of the property. With a construction date of 1887 the subject
property is not representative of the earliest development of the Mission District. 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. Aithough 953 Treat Avenue has features that call
it out as a simple ltalianate structure, with an irregular bay pattern and unusual side
entrance, the building is not representative of the architectural style as it appears in the
Mission district and many other flat-front ltalianate buildings better reflect this mid-19th
century style.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
district. The subject property is located in the Mission district neighborhood in an area that
was previously surveyed. There are a number of California Register-eligible historic districts
in the vicinity identified as part of the survey including the “Alabama Street Pioneers”
historic district that consists of a high concentration of 1860s and 1870s flat-front Italianate
buildings. While the South Mission Historic Resource Survey identified some properties
along this section of Treat Avenue that are individually eligible, a historic district on this
block was not identified.

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

rvation Coordinator

3/25/20/¢

IAH PRARCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT CODE
COMPLIANCE NOTES

ARTICLE 1.2: DIMENS|ONS, AREAS AND
OPEN SPACE

ARTIGLE 1.5: OFF-STREET PARKING
AND LOARING

ARTICLE 3: ZONING PROCEDURES

PPOJEC‘I’ LOCATION. 853 TREAT AVE. BLOCK 3639, LOTS

ZONING DISTRICT: UMU (URBAN MIXED USE)
BUILDING HEIGHT LIIIT: 40-
HEIGHT LIMIT. 40 FEET MAXIMUM, 400" PROPOSED,

EXISTING BUILDING USE: VACANT SINGLE FAMILY HOME. 2
BEDROOMS, WITH 1.CAR OFF-STREET PARKING GARAGE AND
CURBCUT FOR MULTIPLE-CAR UNCOVERED OFF-STREET
PARKING. ALL STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS TO BE
DEMOUSHED. DETERMINED NOT TO BE A HISTORIC
RESOURCH

ESCURCE.
PROPOSED BUILDING USE: TWO NEW BUILDINGS EACHWITH
THREE RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND ONE OFF-STREET PARKING
PLACE FOR A TOTAL OF 6 NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS ANG TWO
QFF-BTREET PARKING SPACES O THE PROPERTY.
LOT AREA (PER ASSESSOR):
LOT 027 SF

LOT 028 == 3750 SF
TOTAL COMBIMED LOY AREA = 3889 SF
LLA FILED WITH DFW TO MERGE LOTS.

SEC 121 MINIMUI LOT WIDTH AND AREA

. ITAGE — MINIMUM = 16', PROVIDED = 93'6™

b SUQDIVISIONc ~NIA

€. MEASUREMENT =N

4. MINIMUM LOT WIDTH MINIMUM = 25, PROVIDED = 936"

# MINIMUM LOT AREA = MINIMUM = 2500 SF. PROVIDED = 3889
SF

SEQG 132 FRONT SETBAGKS

NONE REQUIRED FOR UMU ZONING.

SEG 134 REAR YARDS
(A)m il IMNIMUM REAR YARD = 25% OF LOTDEPTH OR

5', WHICH!

F‘ER PU\NMNG INTERF'RETA‘I'IOM TRIANGULAR LOT
DEPTH IS MEASURED AS FOLLOWS: DRAW A LINE § LONG.
PARALLEL TO THE FRONT PROPERTY LINE. PLACE THS
LINE ATTHE REAR CORNER OF THE TRIANGULAR LOT,

4G TWO PROPERTY LINES. THE RESULTANT
DISTANCE FROM THAT LINE TO THE FRONT PROPERTY
LINE 1S THE EFFECTIVE LOT DEPTH AND REAR YARDS ARE
ESTABLISHED FROM THAT LINE.
SUBJECT PROPERTY LOT DEPTH (FROM 5 LINE AS
SHOWIY ON SITE PLAM) IS 745", REQUIRED REAR YARD IS
187, PROVIDED REAR YARD 20%11"

SEC 136 USABLE OPEN SPACE

TABLE 1358: UMU: A MIMIMUM OF 80 SF OF PRIVATE
USABLE SPACE/UMIT.
ALL 6 UNITS HAVE PRIVATE OPEN SPACE EQUAL TO OR
GREATER THAN 80 5F AS SHOWN AND NOTED ON FLODR
PLANS, MINMUM DIMENSIONS FOR AT-G1

PEH SPACES = 10' AND MINIMUM AREA = 1005F MINIMUM
DIMENSION FOR DECK, BALCONY AND ROOF USABLE
OFEN SPACES = 6" AND MItIVUM AREA = 36 §F.

SEC 126 OBSTRUCTIONS OVER STREETS AND ALLEYS

(A} (2) BAY WINDOWS —~ AT BOTH BUILDINGS WHERI

FACING TREAT AVE, OUTUNES OF MAXIMUM PERMTTED
OBSTRUCTIONS ARE INDICATED ON FLDOR PLANS,

(A} MIN HEADROOM = 7.5". FROVIDED =8,

(B) MAX PROJECTION = WHERE SIDEWALKIu GREATER
THAN g, PROJECT PROJECTION = 3' PROJECT SIDEWALK

(C) GLASS AREA ~ COMPLIANT, REQUIRED GLAZING on
ALL SIDES AND FACES OF ALL PROJECTIONS,
{D} MAXIMUM LENGTH — COMPLIANT PER DASH HED
OUTLINES SHOWN ON PLANS.
VARIAMCE REQUIRED FOR PERMITTED OBSTRUCTION
CONDITION AT SECONC FLOOR ONLY OF

BUILDING. DISTANCE BETWEEN PERMITTI
OBSTRUCTIONS |5 REQUIRED TO BE 2-0°, DISTANCE
PROVIDED IS 9 51", ALL OTHER PERMITTED
OBRSTRUCTIONS COMPLY

SEC 139 BIRD SAFE BULDINGS
BUILDING TO COMPLY WATH BIRD SAFE STANDARDS PER
“STANDARDS FOR BIRD SAFE BUILDINGS™ PUBLISHED BY
SF PLANNING DEPT. PROPERTY DOES NOT QUAUITY FO!
LOCATION-RELATED STANDARDS AND IS NOT LOCATED
NFAR AN URBAN BIRD REFUGE, MAX AREA OF UNBROKEN
NTS SHALL BE 24 SF PER SECTION 138,
THEREFDRE BIRMAFE GLAZING NOT REQUIRED PER
FEATURE-RELATED STANDARDS.

SEC 140 ALL DWEI.LING UNITS [N ALL USE DISTRICTS TO
FACE ON AN OPEN ARE:

ALL 6 DWELLING UNITS WITHIN THIS DEVELOFPMENT FACE
TREAT AVE,

SEC 145,1 STREET FRONTAGES IN HIXED USE DISTRICTS

(B> (1) AcTIVE USES « ACTIVE USES ARE PROVIDED AT THE
OR WITH RESIDENTIAL FNTRYWAYS Al

RESIDENTIAL UNITS, A YARIANGE IS SOUGHT FOR THE

INCLUSION OF THE REGUIRED BICYCLE PARKING AT THE

GROUND FLOOR ALONG THE STREET FAGAD!

POS|TIDNED THERE DUE TO THE TRIANGUU\R SHAPE OF

(CI (0] 'ABOVE-GROUND PARKING ~ ONE PARKING PLACE
PER BUILDING IS PROVIDED, PER {A), EACH PARKING
PLAGE MUST BE WITHIN THE FIRST 25’ GF THE BUILDING.
EACH IS LOCATED IMMEDIATELY AT THE SIDEWALK,
FOLLOWING THE DOMINANT PATTERMN ON THE BLOCK,

SEC 151 PARKING REQUIREMENTS PER SEC 843.08
UMU: RESIDENTIAL: MONE REQUIRE

TAELE 161,1 SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET

FER TABLE 151.1 N UMU DISTRICTS I F’ARKING SPACE Is
ALLOWED PER EACH 2 BEDROOM U

ALL PROPOSED UNITS QUALIFY. B X 1 O = S F

SPACES PERMITTED. PROJECT PROPOSES 2 OFF»STREET
PARKING SPACES. PROJECT COMPLIES AS OF RIGHT (NO
cuy.

SEC 156.2 BICYCLE PARKING REQUIREMENTs
RESIDENTIAL USES: OME CLA E FOR EVERY

DWELLING UNIT. (5) DWELLING UNITS = (E) BICYCLE
PARKING PLN‘E EQUIRED. BICYCLE PARKING
PROVIDED IM EK‘Y(‘LE PARKING ROOMS AND GARAGES
FOR A TOTAL OF {8) GLASS 1 RICYCLE PARKING PLACES
VATHIN THE PROJECT.

[CLE 2.6: HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRIGTS
SEC 207,57843,24 DENS|TY OF DWELLING UNITS iN MIXED
USE DISTRICTS
{E) THERE SHALL BE NO DENSITY UMIT FOR ANY
RESIDENTIAL USE IM EASTERN NEIGHEORHOODS MIXED
USE DISTRICT:

SEC 207.6 REQUIRED MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX (]

EASTERN NEJGHBORHOOU MIXED USE DISTR

(C)II) 40% OR MORE OF THE DWELLING U ITS ARE TOBE
2-B OMS. ALL § PROPOSED DWELLING UNITS ARE 2.

BEDRODMS OR MORE.

$EC 250 KEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT

BUILDING HEIGHT IS MEASURED PER SEC 260(A) FROM
THE CURB AT THE MIDPOINT OF THE PROPERTY. HEIGHT
LIMIT = 40~0", PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT =
MEASURED TO THE SURFACE OF THE LOW—SLOPE ROOF/

(E) EXEMF’TIONS {13 (B ~ELEVATOR, STAIR AND
MECHANICAL PENTHOUSES MAY EXLEED THE HEIGHT
LIMIT BY A MAXIMUM OF 10", PROPOSED

PENTHOUSE ROOF HEIGHT = 80-0°

SEC 303 GONDITIONAL USE

PROJECT REQUIRES A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION
PER THE PROGEDURES AND PROCESS OUTLINED IN

SECTION 303 DUE TO THE DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING

BWSII.EUNG URIT WITHIN THE EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY
(OME.

SEC 306 VARIANCES
PROJECT REQUIRES A VARIAMCE PER THE PROCEDURES
AND PROCESS QUTUINED IN SECTION SDUETOTHE
FOLLOWING TWO CONDITIONS:
VARIANCE REQUIRED FOR PERMITTED OBSTRUCTION
CONDITION AT SECOND FLOOR ONLY OF soum BULDING
PER SEC 136, DISTANCE BETWEEN PERMITTED
OBSTRUGT(ONS 18 REQUIRED TO BE 20", DISTANCE
PROVIDED IS 95118,
VARIANCE REQUIRFD FOR THE INCLUSION OF THE
REQUIRED BICYCLE PARKING AT THE GROUND FLOOR
QEONESTHE STREET FAGADE AT BOTH BUILOINGS PER

G 143.1.

SEG 312 NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATION
PROJECT IS SUBJECT TO 20 DAY NEIGHRORHCOD NOTICE
PER SECTICN 312 WHEN COMBINED WITH A CUA,

SEC 317 LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL UNIT THROUGH
DEMoLITION

PROJECT PROFOSES THE LOSS OF A SINGLE
RESIDENTIAL UNIT THROUGH THE DEMOUTION OF THE
EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY HOME. SECTIDN 317 FINDINGS
HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. &
NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS ARE PROPOSED,

I i (@ £}
SEC MASA GHILD CARE REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL

CTS
THE PRC)JECTWILL BE SUBJECT TO THE IMPACT FEES
AND REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 414A FOR CHILD CARE
REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS.

SEC 419 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
DOES NOT APPLY AS DEVELOPMENT 1S UNDER 10
RESIDENTIAL UNITS.

SEC 423 EASTERN NEIGHBORHOQDS IMPACT FEES

THE PROJECT WILL, BE SUBJECT TQ THE IMPACT FEES
AND REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 423 EASTERR
NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES. PER SEC 423.: Z(A) M
THE RESIDENTIAL PORTIONS OF ALL PROJECTS WATHIN
THE UMU ZONING ARE TIER 1.
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ARTICLE 4: DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

SEG 414A CHILD CARE REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL
PROJECTS

THE PROJECT WILL BE SUBJECT TO THE IMPACT FEES
AND REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 414A FOR CHILD CARE
REQUIREMEHNTS FOR RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS.

SEC 419 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
DOES NOT APPLY AS DEVELOPMENT |5 UNDER 10
RESIDENTIAL UNITS,

SEG 423 EASTERN NEIGHBORHOQDS IMPACT FEES

THE PROJECT WALL. BE SUBJECT 7O THE IMFACT FEES
AND REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION 423 EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES. PER SEG 423.2 (A) (1) (C)
THE RESIDENTIAL PORTIONS OF ALL PROJECTS WITHIN
THE UMU ZONING ARE TIER 1.
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SITEVALK FLAITER -

WALL TYPES LEGEND

(W EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATEQ
*,, WooD SjuD WALL W 778" INTEGRAL
£1 & COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUALDIN G
'/ PAPER, OVER FLYWD SHEATHIN
OVER FRAMING W/ BATY IMS ULATION_
WITH 578" TYFE-X GYP. BD. INTERIOR

() EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED
WOOD STUD WALL W EQUITONE
SIDING, OVER BUILDING FAF’ER OVER
E2 ) 518" TYPE-X GYP SHEATHING, GVER
PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER FWAMING Wi
BATT INSULATIOM, WATH 82 TYPE-X
GYP. 80, INTERIOR

(N EXTERIOR | HOUR FIRE-RATED
BLIND WALL WPAINTED HARDIBOARD
@ SIDING, OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER
s £ VE|
PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING
PE-

W/ BATT INSULATION. WITH 58" TY!
XGYP, 8D. INTERIOR

M) EXTERIOR NON-RATED WOOD STUD

WALL W/ STAINED WOOD SIDING, QVER
£4 > BUILDING PAPER, OVER 6/8" TYPE-X GYP

SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING,

OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION,
WITH 5:8° TYPE-X GYP, BD. INTERIOR

{N) EXTERIOR NOMN-RATED PAINTED
H/\RDIBOARD SIDING, GVER EUILDING
PAPER, OVER 5/8" TYPEX G'
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATH‘ING
OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION,
WITH 518" TYPE-X GYP, BD. INTERIOR

INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD
E STUD WALL W/ 518" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON
/ BOTHSIDES.

(M) EXTERICR NOM-RATED VERT[CAL
. BOARGIFGAM GONCRETE. G
; BUILCING PAPER. GUER 86 TYPEX
\Ey GVF SHEATHING, OVER FLYWD
SHEATHING. OVER FRAMING W/ BATT
INSJLATION, WITH 518" TYPE-X GYP, BD,
INTERIOR

‘SOUTH BUILDING

§
5
i
7

FIRSY FLOOR

|

CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

{NOTEWNO, | COMMENT

C0.00 NEW:CONCRETE FOUNDATICONS §,8.D,
C0.01 NEW CONCRETE SLAB

€002 ___INEWCONCRETE GIDEWALK

C0.03 MNEW SIDEWALK PLANTER

C0.04 LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD TO BE

DETERMINED

NEW W

DF GTALL
W Bia" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT
CELING

WINDER
GIBSON

architovls

dwiint

Ny
P

[cles |

ONE-ROUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMELY |
E N RESIDE]

NTIAL UNITS AND
BETWEEN GARAGE ANO RESIDENTIAL
UNITS, 518" TY[E-X SHEE TROCH KOVER ”©
cHANNEL% BELOW 34" PLYWO!
HAPDWOOD FLOORING
E R-1 |9 BATT INSULATION. FINIMUM
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

NEW OFIE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY
WMIN 50 STC AND 50 IIC BETWEEN UNITS

C1.04

NEWONE HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE
£ WITH THL.E SURFACE QVER

MORTAR BED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B

ROOFING, PLYWOOU SHEATHING, WOOD

FRAMING AND 58" TYPE-X GYP B0, AT

CENING. WITH ROOF DRAIN

'OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

HEW CNE-HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
{UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH BUILT-UP
CLASS-A OR B ROOFING, 1 118" PLYWOOD,
WOOD FRAMING AND 5/8" TYPE-X GYP. BD.
AT CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRA!N OR SCUPPER.

1.0

NEW GW-SL.OPE LNOCCUF
ROOF WlTH BUILT UP CLASS-AQR B

CEILING, \MTH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

C1.07

MEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED 42° HIGH
PARAPET WALL YATH INTEGRAL COLOR
STUCCO OVER 5/8” TYPE-X GYPS

SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES. Wl'Y)‘( FAINTED
WOOD CAP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

C1.08

NEWINTERIQR STAIR MI[\F“R‘D- RUN, MA)(
LS’

7 7.: ISE, WTH

ROWOOD TR A AND RISERS
GUARDRNUHANDRAILON ONE SIDE, 36'
HIGH, MAX 4” O

109

NEW 42° HIGH FRAMELESS TEMP
GLASS GUARDRAIL WITH METAL CAP

C1.10

NEW 42" HIGH FRAMELESS METAL
GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MAX 4 INCH GAP.
FRONT OF BUILDING WITH SGUD
GUARDRAIL WITH SIDING AND TEMPERED
GLASS AT THE ENDS

c1.11

NEW BUILT-I CABIMETS / SHELVES

.12

NEW 42" HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH
SIDING AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE

RIOR STAINED WOOD
DOUBLE»GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW

C2.01

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
AIEUWMINUI‘A]DOUELE‘GLAZEDVWNDOWIN

Lt
o}
=
(KW}
=
<
'—
<
[m ]
o
‘—
o
Yol
(=]

C2.02

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED

 ALUMINUIM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL

SLIDING DOOR IN NEW OPENING

C2.03

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE.GLAZED SUDING DOOR
N NEW OPENING

c2a4

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
UNIT IN NEW OPEMNG

C2,06

G765

RIOR BARN DOOR

NEW DOUBLE-GLAZED,
ALUMINIUM CURB-MOUNTED §KVLIGHT

TXED, |

C2.67

INEW 45 MINDTE FIRE- RATED EXTERIOR
STEEL DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW WITH
FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY LINE

NEW EXTERJOR SOLIB-CORE PAINTED
WOOD UPWARD-AGTING GARAGE DOOR

WITH AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR OPENER

AND MIN 200 SQUIN VENTILATION

NEWINTERICR DOOR

~INEW KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, CGUNTERS,

APPLIANCES AMD FIXTURES

NEW BATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND |

C3.01
FINISHES, TILE FLOOR AND VENTILATION

G383 INEW LAUNDRY CLOSETWITH NEWWASHER
& ORYER DNEW CABINETS. VENT A

C304

(G306 NEW BIKE STORAGE.

€400 NEW HARDWOOD FLODRING

G401 NEW POLISHED, STAINED AND SEALED
CONCRETE FLOORING

€500 NEW WOOD SLATED WALL

REW TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOCR

NORTH & SOUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANGISCO, CA 84110

SITE PERMIT

|
|
t

D n201




WINDER
GIBSON

orohitecls

SONCRETE SIDEWALK AND
_ INEW SIDEWALK PLANTER 5
LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD TO BE iy

ity

www.archsficam

A% PERMITTED

1 WFLOOR FRAMING . N
G102 ONEHOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMELY
BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND R
@ BETWEEN GARAGE AND REu!DENﬂAL 5218

3 FLSOR

145>, PERKTTTED.
Y TAFIO0W FROJELTION

, 5 P e i o Y . I

UNITS, 5/8" TY[E-X SHEETROCK OVER rc

CHANNELS BELOW. 3™ PLYWOO :’:Wu';’ - ;‘u:;;

IS

B

SUBFLOOR AND 3/4” HARDWOOD FLOORING
JABOVE, R-19 BATT INSULATION, MINIMUM
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES
C1.03 NEW OME-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMELY
C BETWEEN UNITS
C1.04 NE.W GNE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW.STOPE ™
OCF TERRACE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BLILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND 578" TYPE-X GYP, 8D, AT
CEILING, VATH RQOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPFER

seormarvier e € acrenrewva: |

s
(7—@—)

ONEH
UNOCCUP!ED ROOF WITH BUILT-UP
CLASS-A GR B ROOFING, { 1/8' PLYWOOD,
WOOD FRAMING AND S/8° TYPE-X GYP.BD.
AT CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN GR SCUPPER.
C1.06 INEW NOHN-RATED LOWSSLOPE UNOCCUPCED

ROQF WTH BUILT UP CLAGS-A O]

OCFING, PLYWO! HEATHIN'u V\'OOD
FRAMING AND 518" TYF’E X GYP. BD, AT
CEILING. WITH ROOF DRAIN AND

OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER
C1.07 NEW ONF HOUR FIRE-RATED 42° FIGH
ET WALL WATH INTEGRAL COLOR
CO OVER 5/8° TYPE-X GYPSUI!
SHE/\THING G BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED
WOOD CAP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

Uvinic |

P

e
vivewe |

CT0B  NEWINTERIOR STAIR, MIM 10" RUN.MAX 5=

7.75° RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, s
HARDWOGD TREADS AND RISERS, WOOD = 22
| GUARDRAIUHANDRAIL ON OME SIDE, 36° o 2%
FIGH, MAX 4" OPENING, = 33
R INEW 42 IGHFRAMELESS TEVPERED << 23
GLASS GUARDRAIL WITH METAL CAP d
WALL TYPES LEGEND G107 INEW 427 HIGH FRAMELESS METAL™ 2 E 2
I GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MAX 4 INCH GAP, 22
3 v FRONT OF BUILDING WTH & @ Q
A T it | SUARDRAIL WITH SEDING AND TEMPERED ’CE &=
< E1 > COLORSTLICCO, GVER BUILDING _iSIASS AT THE ENDS | TKE
/" PAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, o =
OVER FRAMING W/ BATT (NSLLATION. NEW 42" HIGH SOLID GU 0 25

WITH 518 TYPE.X GYF. BD. INTERIGR SIDING AND TENPERED LA AT T (=2}

() EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE.RATED G200 NEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOOD

DO\JBLEJGLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW

WOOD STUD WALL W! EQUITONE
SIDING, OYER BULDING PAPER, OVER
QZ 5187 TYPE-X GYP SHEATHING, OVER

C2.0t W \'E OR POWDER GOATED
PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING W/
BATT INSULATION, WITH 58 TYPE-X i ﬁtw{(l)NléanUBLE«GLAZEDWNDOWW

Y, 8D, INTE
N o INTERIOR C2.02 'NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
 ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULT]PANEL
SLIDING DOOR IN NEW! OFENING
C2.03 NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COA
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED SUDING POOR
NEW CPENING

saLcakY
M) EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE.RATED

BUND WALL WPAINTED HARDIBOARD
SIDING. QVER BUILOING PAPER, GVER

515 TYPE-X GYP SHEATHING. OVER
PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING —

W BATT INSULATION, WITH 5/8" TYPE. SORISPAEBEE —
X GYP. BD. INTERIOR

{My EXTERIOR NON-RATED WOOD STUD
/E> WALL W! STAINED WOOD SIDING, OVER

€204 INEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
TIN

BUILDING PAPER, OVER 58" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING. OVER PLYWD SHEATHING,
OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION,
WITH 518" TYPE-X GYP, BD. INTERIOR

€207 NEW 5 MINUYE FIRE-RATED EXTERIOR
STEEL DOUBLE GLAZED WINDOW WiTH

FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY LINE

" INEW EXTERIOR SOLID-CORE PAINTED SITE PERMIT

NORTH BUIL DING |

) EXTERIOR NON-RATED PAINTED UNIT 201 N wooo UPWARD-AC'ﬂNG GARAGE DOOR
Y < AR TR Tt | e
E ’::';i?"NG ROJg PLYEV.JBJ pE ATHING, AND MIN 200 5Q1 (N VENTILATION ela s
OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION. WINTERIGR DOOR

©3.00 NEWKITCHERN WlTH CAEIMETS COUNTERS, |
S

WITH 58" TYPE-X GYP. 8, INTERIOR

25 % RERIRED

c301 INEW EATHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
REAR YARDLRIE -

FINISHES, TILE FLOOR AND VEMTILATION
C3.03 NEW LAINDRY CLGSET WITH NEWWASHER
DRYER, NEW CABINETS. VENT AS

/\ INTERICR 1 HOLIR FIRE-RATED WOGD
EB » 5TUDWALL Wi 518" TYPE-X GYP. BD. OH
BOTHSIOES. Pumean vt

N} EXTERIOR NDN-RATED VI:RTICAL i

BOARDFORM CONCRETE, O
E7 ~, BUILDING PAFER, OVER 5/8° TVPE X
GYP SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD

SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING W1 BATT EECOND FLOOR W POl NE
INSULATION, WITH 518" TYPE-X GYP. BD. 1T T coNanTE FLOORING
TERIOR G500 INEWWOOD SLATED WALL

C5.03 IMEW TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOOR

ORI




1A PERMTIED
EAY AINDOVE PROJECTION

WALL TYPES LEGEND

(M) EXTERIOR § HOUR FIRE-RATED

WOOD STUD WALL W /7IB"INTEGRAL
E1 > COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILDING
PAPER, OVER PLYVD SHEATHING,

OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSLILATION,
WITH 58" TYPE-X GYP. BD. INTERIOR

9 EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED
WOOD STUD WALL W/ EQUITONE
/ ., SIDING, OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER
E2 ) 5w yPEX GYP SHEATHING, OVER
./ PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING W/
BATT INSULATION, WITH 578" TYPE-X
GYP. BO. INTERIOR

N} EXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED
BLIND WALL WPAINTED HARDIBOARD
SIDING, OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER
&/8° TYPE-X GYP BHEATHING, OVER
PLYWO SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING
W BATT INSULATION, WITH 587 TYPE-
X GYP. BD, INTERIOR

(N} EXTERIOR HON-RATED WOOD $TUD
WALL W/ STANED WOOD SIDING, OVER
E4 ) BUILDING PAPER, OVER 58" TYPE-X GYP
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING.,
QVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATIGN,
WITH 518" TYPEX GYP. BD. INTERIOR

(M) EXTERIOR NON-RATED PAINTED
HARDIBOARD SIDING, OVER BUILD[IIG
£5 > PAPER, OVER 518" TYPE-X G
SHERTHING OVER PLYWD SHEATHING,
OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSLLATION,
WITH 5/8° TYPE-X GYP, BO. IMTERICR

INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD
E6 > $TUD WALL Wy 587 TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON
" BOTH SIDES.

(N) EXTERIOR NON-4 RATFDVERT‘CAL
/"‘ DARDFORM CONCRETE,
E7\ DUILDING PAPLR, GVER S0 TYPEX
<E7 ovp siigarinG, ovER pLywn
N7 SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING Wi BATT
[NSULATION, WITH 518 TYPE-X GYP, BD.
INTERIOR

ROOF GF PERMITTED
BAVVRIOW EGI OW

R PERMITTSD.
BAYVHIDON FROJECTION
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CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

€000 [NEW GONCRETE FOUNDATIONS 5,55,
caat NEW CONCRETE SLAB
co.02 NEW CO
€003 INEW SIDEWALK PLANTER
C004 ™ [LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD TO BE
_IDETERMINED
0005 {NEWWQOD FENCE, & TALL
C1.00NEW Si8" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBGARD AT
o JcEWING
CigT T INEWFLOORFRAMING )
¢i02 7T ONEHOUR FIR R ARG
BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNTTS AN >
EN GARAGE AND RESIDENTIAL

[eres

WINDER
GIBSON
architecls

stnts

faming
ety

www.archstcom

UMTS. 5/8" TY[E-X SHEETROCK OVER rc
'CHANNELS BELOW, 34" PLYWOOD
SUBFLOOR AND 3/4° RARDWOOQD FLOORING
ABOVE. R-19 BATT INSULATION. MINIMUM
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

£65, 3188008

W e stedt
Sontanizes, ¢4 #4183

QME-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY
WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 HC BETWEEN UNITS
iNEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-S[OPE
ROOF TERRACE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, FLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND 5/8° TYPE-X GVP BD,AT
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND

ERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

W ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH BUILT-UP

$$-A OR B ROQFING, 1 1/8" PLYWOOD,
WOO FRAMING AND 5/8" TYPE X GYP, BD,
AT CEILING. WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERF1.OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

NEW NON-RATED LOW-SLOPE, UNOCCUPIED
ROOF WITH BURT-UP CLASS-A OR 8
IROOFIMG, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND &/8° TYPE-X GYP, 8D, AT
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFL.OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

C1.07 NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED 427 HIGH
PARAPET WALL WITH INTEGRAL COLOR
STUCCO OVER &/8* TYPE-X GYPSUM
SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED
\WOOD CAF OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING
G108

NEWINTERlOR STNR MiH 10 RUN MAX
7.) RISE, \M LSTR

ROWOCD!

GUARDRI\IUHANDRAILON e ot 2
HIGH, MAX 4" OPENING.

T NEW a2’ HIGH FiRA
LAGS GLARDRAL WITH MCTAL CAP

C1.1
[SKH

NEW 42" HIGH FRAMELESS METAL
GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MAX 4 INCH GAP.

FRONT OF BUILDING WITH

GUARDRAIL ‘MTH SlDING AND TEMF'ERED

GLASS AT THE

INEW BULT-IN CABINEfﬁ {SHELVES

INEWY 42" HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH

SIDING AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE

END!

NEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOOD
DOUBLE-GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
OFENIMG - .

NEW EX TERICR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW it
NEW OPFNING

NEW EX TERIGR P 5
stxUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
KEW EXTERIGR POWDER co
ALUMINUM DOUBLE.GLAZED Sbs DOOR
IN NEW OPEMNG

ALUMINUM DOUBLH GLAZED SWING DOOR
UNIT IN NEW OPEMNING

STEEL DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW WITH
FIRELITE GLASS AT PROFERTY LINE

C2,08

[NEW EXTERIGR SOLID-CORE FAINTED
WQOD UPWARNCTING GARAGE DOOR

MATIC GARAGE DOOR OPENER
AND MIN 200 SQINVENTILATION

(]

=

= g2
53
= 2o
<€ B3
= 8
Wi 3g
o 5=
= =E
o %z
& =4
SITE PERMIT

REW INTERIOR GOOR

(TURES AND
FIN!SHL S TILE FLOOR AND VENTILATION

NEW LAUNDRY CLOSET WITH NEW WASHER
ER. NEW CABINETS. VENT A

EW HARDWOOD FLOORING

EW POLISHED, STAINED AND SEALED
ONCRETE RIN




CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES
COMMENT

WINDER
coo  mewcolicReTe FounaTions 550, | (GIBSON

C0.01 MEW CONCRETE SLAB
C0.02 NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK AND CURE CUT |  CUT | architocts
C0.03 NEW SIEWALK PLANTER

C0.04 LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARG 70 BE !dx-dn
DETEBMINED - Mﬁt
C0.05 NEW WOOD FENCE, 8' TALL
PO oIS B T e TYPEX OYPSUMWALLEORRDAT |
C1.01 NEW FLOOR FRAMING

C1.02 ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMBLY

oumpE BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS Al

SE, TWELN GARAGE AND RES[DENHAL s a8

NRGHIOR 5. 68" TY[E-X SHEETROCK OVER 1e

CHANNE( 5 BELOW, 34" LVWOQD lan | Tsdon  Hred
L oo AND A L ARCIOOD PLOORING |+ urcien. & 84103

ABOVE: R-19 BATT INSULATION MINIMUM

o STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

C1,03 NEW OHE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY

WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 11IC BETWEEN UNITS

C1.04 NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE

F FERRACE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER

MORYAR EED OVER EUiLT UP CLASS-A OR )
XOOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOL

FRAM(NG AND 5/6* TYPEX GYP. ED AT

CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND

OVERF1L.OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

C1.05 NEW OME-HOUR FIRE-} RATED SLOPED

UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH BUILT-UX

PROPERTYLRE

OVERF1. OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER.

s NEW NON-RATED [OW-SLOPE URNGCCUPIED |
A

ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-
N ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
1Y RAMING AND 8/8° TYPE-X GYP. BD, AT
3%/ GEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
g OVERF1.OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER
cro7 NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED 42° HIGH |
PARAPET WALL WTHINTEGRAL COLOR
STUCCO OVER 5/8° TYPE-X GYPSUM
ST RTINS ON BOTH SIDRS WITH PAINTE
000 GAP OVER SHEETNETAL FLAGHING.
C108  INEWINTERIOR STAIR, Mitt 10" RUN, MAX L
7.75" RIGE. WTH STEEL STRUG! ]
TREADS AND RISERS, WOOD = ¢
CUBRBRAILHANDRAIL ON ONE SIDE. 35 Eg
HIGH, MAX 4° OPENING, = oo
WALL TYPES LEGEND 165 INEW a2 HIGH FRAVELE <€ 2S
GLASB GUARDRAIL WITH METAL CAP Es
ciie EW 42" FIGH FRAVELESS META 3
N O A o TR TATED GUAhRoﬂML POSTS WITHNAX 4 INCH AP, = 2 2
E1 ) COLUR STUGGO, OVER BUILDING RN OF BuLDine, & L2
\\ " BAPER, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, GUARDRML‘N\TH 5|DING AND TEMPFRED o Z
" OVER FRAMING W/ BATT INSULATION, GLA! A — ;:E E
VATH 88 TYPEX GYP. BD. INTERIOR o1t ILTIN CABINETS / SHELVE D 5=
oz INEW Az HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WATH w0 BE
QUEXTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE.RATED SIDING AND TENPERED GLASS AT THE >
Slgqus Q\QE(E{VBPU%DET:HTG%ERV(E):ER C2.00 r’lEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOOD
PLYWD SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING Wi / Orthiti 7D ENTRY DOOR I New
A TION, WATH 518" TYPE-X {SOUTH BUILDING / CZO1  INEWEXTERIGR POWDERCOATED |
UN!T ws ALUMINUM DOUBLE.GLAZED WINDOW it4
- NEW OPENING
O e D Cig7 T INEWEXTERIGR POWDER COATED
SIDING, OVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER P ] ALUNINURS DOUBLE-GLAZEE»JMULT\FANEL
518" TYPE-X GYP SHEATHING, OVER éw'Exfé
FLYW) SHEATHING, OVER FRAMING
Wi BATT INSULATION, WATH 5/8° TYPE- {oTE PRYATE CPEN SFACE ATHOOR ALUMINUM DOUELE—G\AZEO it boor
X GYP. BD. INTERIOR HOTE PRIVATE QPEN SRACE ATIO (N NEW OPENNG
20T INEW EXTERIOR PORDER CORTEGS
() EXTERIOR NOH-RATED WOOD STUD ALUMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
/ WALL W/ STAINED WOOD SIDING, GVER . UNIT IN NEW OFENING
" E4 > BUILDING PAPER, OVER 5/8° TYPE- XGYP 205 INEY R
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATH G206 INEW DOUBLE-GLAZED, TEMPERED, FiXE!
OVER F/R_AMWG Wé“ﬂé”m%?ga ALUMINIUM CURBMOUNTED SKYLIGHT
VMITH S/87 TYPEX GYP. P — S267 INLTE FIRE- RATED EXTER!OR
NORTH BUILDING |~ STEEL DOUSLE-CLAZED W W WATH
() EXTERIOR NON-RATED PAINTED UNI N s S RELITE GLAGS AT PROBERTE LN
HARDIBOARD SIDING, OVER BULDING 01 RELT SITE PERMIT
PAFER, OVER 56" TYPEX GYP e G205 INEWEXTERIOR SOLIDCORE PANTED
SHEATHING. OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, T AUTOMATIE GARAGE DOOR OPENER
OVER FRAMING Wi BATT INSULATION, LS 3N 200 SO (1 VENTILATION, FOURTH FLAOR PLA
WITH 578" TYPE-X GYP. BD. INTERIOR AND MiN 200 SG 1 VENTILATIO) - ——
C208  INEWINTERIORDOCR |
~ 500 INEWKITCHEN WITH CRBINETS, COUNTERS.
/\\ INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD HOTE PRATE OPSN SPAZE AT ROGE ! APPLIANCES AND FIXTURE: N
STUDWALL WI55° TYPEX GYP. BD. ON G301 INEW BATHRGOMWTH NEW FIXTURES AN
BOTH SIDES. saeemmans FINISHES, TILE FLOOR A
fis G363 INEW LAUNDRY GLOSET Wi TH NE
0 EXTERIOR NOM RATED VERTICAL 3 DRYER. NEW CABINETS, VENT AS
BOARDFORM GONCRETE, O REGUIRED. _
BOLDING PAPER, GVER 54" THPE.X &304
GYP SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD iR
BHEATHIMNG, OVER FRAMIMNG W/ BATT "
INSULATION, WiTH /5" TYFE-X GYP. 8D, a0 INEWEARDWOED FLOORING |
INTERIOR G401 NEWPOLISHED STAINED AND SEALED
CONCRETE FLOORING o
C500__ih




CONSTRUCTION SHEET NQTES

[NSTEMNO, |

WINDER
GIBSON

srochitoels

69 ONGRETE FOUNDATIONS &
ot W CONCRETE 5LAB
€002 NEWCONCRETE GIDEW
€003 {NEW SIDEWALK PLANTER .
€004 {LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD 76 &
CETERMINED
€005 NEW WOOD FENGE, 6 TALL
G100 NEW B8 TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLEOARD AT
CEILING o wewatanstoam
CIEY] NEW FLOOR FRAMING
G162 GNEHOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR RESEHRLY R
BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND
HETWEEN GARAGE AND RESIDENTIAL s e
UNITS. 58" TY(E-X SHEETROCK OVER 1c
CHANNE[ 3 EFLOW, 347 PLYWOOD f““. r 5"“{
FLOOR AND /4" HARDVIOOD FLOORING | P4 3 S
BOVE. Rete AT T INSULATION. ML
STC 50 (45 FIELD YES
C1.03 NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSENBLY
WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 IiC BETWEER UNITS
Cles NEWONEHOURFRERATED [OWSLOPE
OO TERRACE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OV BLALTUP CLASG A R
LYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
NG AND S TYPE S are. ED AT
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN
VR o0 DRAR O SOUPPER
Ci05  |NEW ONEHOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
UNOCCUPIED ROOF WATH BUILT-UP.
GLAS5-A OR B RCOFING, 1 1/8" PLYWOOD,
VWOOD FRAMING AND 5/8° TYPE-X GYP. 8D.
AT CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER,

C1.06 NEW NON-RATED LOW-SLOFE UNOCCURIED
ROOF \MTH BUILT-UP CLASS-A

LYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING 'AND 5/8° TYPE-X GYF, BD, AT
CERING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND

Kb

iy
[rbiey

g

0 TERRACE
& SECOID FLLOR

i SO FLANTER
@ ERSTFLOO ————

- it SIDENALK
it BEEIGE / siaie
 FRSTFLOGR

21 PARASET ——,
senzeRrY e Y
3

FnereRteus FroPETTY L

eezsrip

e 180

; /@f FUAT RODF ABOVE FOURTH FLOOR /’

iy FLAT RO0E Fpon
FOURTH FLOGR

SETRAIUNG OF RGOF
TERRAZE tih £ BACK
RO

T OF BURLHNS -

it LT RQOF ABOVE FOURTH FLOGR

TEHRACE MIN & BACK

4C
FROI FRONT OF BUILDING —-~-—/

i

o
UEABE PN deacE

W BY 1
USABLE OPER 5PACE

SN OO

S5 LG OF ROOF
€1

TR
TR e oF sk oG

[

OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUFPER
G107 {MEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED 42° HIGH
oot resnsce 1 e M
3 OVER 58 E-X GYPSUM
RO FOURTH RO SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED
Jon® VI00D CAF OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING
. C105  NEWINTERIOR STAIR, VT 10 RUN, MAK L
ey 75 RISE, WITH STEEL STRUCTURE, =2
CRHRSE FRNATE FOR UFEER UNIT DWOOD TREADS AND RISERS WOOD = €2
GUARDP.AIL’HANDRML QN ONE SIDE, 36 0g 2%
HlGH MAX 4 = 23
2 =
- | o Eigs T NEW H =< BS
WALL TYPES LEGEND &9 GLASS GUARDRANL WITH METAL CAP — T
C1.40  |NEW 47 HIGH FRAMELESS METAL - 58
——— penoessmitooe | 05 88
- Ny O UR FIRE-RATED H 3.
.. WOOD STUD WALL VU 718" NTEGRAL i & I UARDIRALL WL SN AND TENPERED o az
E1{ " COLOR STUCCO, OVER BUILD | GLASSATTHEENDS -
\/ g Aﬁmgm@ﬁ*mﬂ‘m N, D i T Y [C1.A1_ INEWBUILTINCABINETS/SHELVES | oM E=
. 4 o e 3 C1.12 NEW 42° HIGH SGLID GUARDRAILS WITH Lo =2
WATH 545" TYPE-X GYF. BD, INTERIOR THIRD FLOGR (69/“ Sl'\l‘)él‘;G "AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE ress 3
- g El
il G e
SIDING OVER BUILDING PAFER och i BALCONY & LE N
E2 > 55" TYPE-X GYP SHEATHING, SecanFlooR 1 ROOF TeRRAL OPENING
h FL YWDQHE/\THING OVER FRAM(NG w SO i Tw oo c2.0t NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
BATT INSULATION, WITH 18" TYPE- ALUMINUM DOUBLE.GLAZED WINDOW IN
GYP. BD. INTERIOR INEW OPENING
S ~ €365 INEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
(30 EXTERIOR § HOURFIREATED ry——— ot o uFseR T AD ALUMINUI DOUBLE GLAZED ML TPANEL
SIDING. GVER BUILDING PAPER, OVER €703 |NEWEXTERION POWDER GO ATED*
e e s e ot o
WiBATT INSULATION, WITH 518" TYPE- C204INEW EXTERIOR POWDER GOATED
X GYP. B0, INTERIOR ACUMINUI DOUEL GLAZED SYING DOOR
IN NEW OPENING
s (19 EXTERIOR NON-RATED WOOD STUD s 7
4 B e e ! caos” NEWROUBLEGLATED, TENFERED FIED,
BUILOING PAPER. OVER 5/8" TYPE-X GYP i o
SHEATHING, OVER PLYWD SHEATHING, | {? ALUMINUM CURB-MOU
OVER FRAMING W BATT INSULATION, £ G267 INEW S MNOTE F|RE~RA IOR
WATH 518" TYPE-X GYP. B0, INTERIOR k - = : TEEL DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW WITH
/ Flggyyc OLASS AT FROPERTY LT SITE PERMIT
(M) EXTERIOR HON-RATED PAINTED 1 G208 INEW EXTERIOR SOUG-CORE PAINTED
L\, HARDIEOARD SIDING, OVER BUILDING - ; WOOD UPWARD-ACTING GARAGE DOOR
8 S ERTHNG, OVER PLTD SHEATHNG i WITHAUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR OPENER | posrpuy
OVER FRAMING WW: BATT INSULATIOH, | G208 NEW NTERIOR DOOR
VATH 518" TYPE:X GYP. BO. IMTERIOR ) 1 [G30 T HEWKITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS, |
poRBRARD " ] APFLIANOES AND FIXTURES
INTERIOR 1 HOUR FIRE-RATED WOOD a0 NEW FIXTURES AND
E6 > STUDWALL Wi 58" TYPE-X GYP. BD. ON nylgmas A FLOOR ANDVENTIATION
BOTH SIDES. S3103 T NEW LAUNDRY GLOSET WTH NEW WASHER
& DRYER, NEW CABINETS. VENT A3
) EXTERIOR MON-RATED VERTICAL TR e
BOARDFORM CONCRETE, OVE “ e
£7) BUILDING PAPER, OVER 518" TYPEX ROGE TERRACE G306 NEW BIKE STORAGE
AV SHEATHNG, GVER PLYWD E}m—,— 400 INEW HARDWOGD FLOGRING
SHEATHIIG, OVER FRAMING W BATT Aot NEW POLHHED STAINED AND SEALED
INSULATION. WITH 56” TYPE.X GYP. BD. CONCRETE FLOORING
INTERIOR 500 INEWWOOD SLATED WAL
(€503 INEW TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE BOOR




CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

[NOTE MO, |

WINDER
com vewconcrete FobaTons 850, | (FIBSON

0,04 MEW CONGRETE SLAB
C0.02 TE\:IDEWALK AND CURB CUT architecis

03
cuod LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD TOBE | Kiaxy
DETERMINED i
0105 INEWWOOD FENCE, 6 TALL
C1.00  [NEWS&" TYPE-X GYPSUMWALLBOARD AT
CEILING www.arehaleam

c1.o INEW FLOOR FRAMING o
C1.02 GNE-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMBLY
BE%EN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AN

R . e —
[— ! SARAGE AND RESIDENTAL s s

NORTH BQ!LQ!NG #1 | LSOUTHBU"-D‘NG#Z UNITS. 5 TYIE-X SHEETROCK OVER tc. T
CHAVELSBELOWITPLNOOD | 1, i e

SUBFLOOR AN
BOVE, RS BRTT INSULATION, MRIRAAY
PENTHOLSE RO STC 50 (45 FIELD TES
@ [CI55  [NEWONEHOUR FIRE RATED ASSENBLY
o y ; WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 IIC BETWEEN UMITS
21 OOT ST WAL ;
HEOHINE MG G104 [HEW ONE-FOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE
2 ROOF TERRAGE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER
£ woaw stuy £ PrnTED : | MORTARBED °VERUE§’,'4"£AL{§ GLASS-A ORB)
Lw/swr:n e i " ROQFING, Pl
P S £ el i aeeRa o ot FRN;JIING V\AAND 5g° WP%{)\(I '?Vf ED AT
fhits f 2 i ¢ VERE O DRARL O SOLPPER
‘E . - 5 105 NEW ONE.HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED

UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH BUILT-UP

CLASS-A OR B ROOFING, 1 18 PLYWOOD,

WOOD FRAMING AND 518" TYPE-X GYP. BD.

AT CEILING. WITH ROOF DRAIN AND

Soron Fucca s S : QVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER.

. G106 INEW NORRATED LOW-SLOPE | UNOCCUPIED

ROGF VTH BUILTUR CLASS-A O]

RO, PLYNOCD SHEATHING,Wo0D

FRAMING AND 58" TYPE-X GYP. BD, AT

CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND

QVERFI.OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

197 INEW ONE-HGUR FIRE-RATED 42 HGH

PARAPET WALL WITH INTEGRAL COL0R

STUCCO OVER 587 GYP:

OURTHELOOR o SHEATHNG ON EOTH SICES W PANTED
3000 ER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

Y STAIR, MIN 0™ RUN MAX

ouTinE
o e

&
1HRTH
EEGHROR

iC1.08 NE\N IN
y 7.75" RISE, WATH STEEL STRUC
il statie AONGBO TEADS AND RISERS. WooD
\aab siowa GUARDRAILUHANDRAIL ON ONE SIDE. 36*
HIGH, MAX 4" OPENING.
o8 FiEW 42 HiGH FRAMELESE TEMPERED
GLASS QUARDRAIL WITH METAL CAP

G140 |NEW 42" HIGH FRAMELESS METAL
'GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MAX 4 INCH GAP,
ERONT OF BUILDING WITH SOL
GUARDRAIL WITH SIDING AND TEMPERED
__|oLAss AT THE ENDS }
BUILTAN CABINETS / SHELVES
CliZ  |NEW42" HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH
SIDING AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE
ENDS
C2.00 New EXTERIORSTAINEDWOOD
BLE.GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
vﬂﬂ'”qi, P
201 NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW I
NEWOPENING
c207 NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
|SUDING DOORIN HEW OPENle' i
G203 TINEW EXTERIOR POWD 5
UMM DOLBLE-GLAZED SLIDNG DOOR
. [INNEW OPENNG
2647 INEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINGM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
UNITIN EMNG
Cob5 _NEW INTERIOR BARNDGOR
0206 INEWDOUBLE-GLAZED. TEMPERED, FIXED,
ALUMIMIUM CURB-MOUNTED SKYLIGHT

G207 NEW SUNTEFRETATED Ex‘remon
DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW'
FRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY U SITE PERMIT

o B : G308 INEW EXTERIOR SOLIBCORE PAINTED
e

NORTH & SOUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

953 TREAT AVENUE

Z‘I’f/x‘/

. L (e L . " . e | SECONDFLOOR, 4.,

WOOD UPWARD-ACTING GARAGE DOOR

WITH AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOCR OPENER

AND MiH 200 $Q.IN VENTIRATION

G209 NEW INTERIOR DOOR

C3.00 NEW KITCHEN W\TH CABINETS COUNTERS,
NCES AMI

FRONT ELEVATION WEST),

31 INEW: mmaoom WITH NEW FIXTURES AND |

I TILE FLDOR ANDVENT\U\TION

c35

ROMT ELEYATION (WEST) 304
G305 EW BIKE STORAGE . !
€400 EW HARDIWOOD FLOORING ™|
Ca51 EW POLISHED. STAINED AND SEALED

CONGRETE FLOORING

S50

€503 NEW TRENCH ORAIN AT GARAGE BOOR
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'SOUTH BUILDING #2 |-

&OREBUILDINQ #y

2T RALNG —— — —.PENTHOUSE ROOF 4%
o £ panTED -
H1sR0IBGARD

e

¢

AT

RQOF TERRACE
R4 ,‘Tfﬂ

£2 Yy03n STUD WAL
Vi EOLTONE SIS

e g1 770" INTEGRAL
GaLok stieco

aurune
OF@
HORTH
HEIGREGR

2 v/00D STUD kL
QI G108 -

S 7RI INTEGRAL
COLOR STUZCOY

FLOOR g5
oo
£ VERTIA BosRORORM

concREre

VERTICAL PGARDF ORI
ETe

SIDE ELEVATION (SQUTH)
WS

CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

INEW CONCE

INEW CONCI

LANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD TO BE

INEW CONC

EW SIDE!

DETERMINED

NEWWOODFENCE. ¢ TALL

[c1.03

et

NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED AGSEMBLY

NEW ONEHOUR FIRiE- RATED SLOPED

NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE.RATED 42° HIGH

NEW 5/8 TYPE-X GYPSUMWALLBOARD AT |
E LING

ONF-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOGR ASSEMBLY
BETWEEN RESKDENTIAL UNITS AND
BETWEEN GARAGE AND RESIDEMTIAL
UNIYS. S'B' TV[E =X SHEETROCK OVER ©
CHANNELS BELOW, 34" PLYWOOD
SUBFLOOR AMND 3/4° HARDWOOQD FLOORING
ABOVE, R-19 BATT INSULATION. MINIMUM
STC 80 (45 FIELO TES

WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 IC BETWEEN UNITS
NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE
ROOF TERRACE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR 8.
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WooD
FRAMING AND 575° TYPE X GYP, BD, AT
CEILING. WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
QVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH
CLASS-A OR B ROOFING, 1 1Iﬂ PLVWOOD,
WOOQD FRAMING AND 5/8° TYPE-X GYP. BO.
ATCEILING, WITH RO()F DRASN AND

N

O UROCCURIED |
ROOF W(|3TH BU(LT UP ClASS-A ORB

, WOOD
FRAMING AND 5/8° TVPE X GYP, 8, AT

CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

PARAPET WALL WITH INTEGRAL COLOR

TUCCO OVER 516" TYPE-X GYPSUM
SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH FAlNTED
WOOD CAP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASH|

NEW IN'IERIOR ST/\IR
ISE, WATH $

775" Rl

ROWOOD TREAOS AND RISERS, WOOD
GUARDRAIL/HANDIRAH, ON ONE SIDE, 36"
HGH MAX 4' OPENF 6

GLASS GUI\RDRAIL WKTH METAL CAP

. |N NEWOPEMNG

" INEW DGUBLE GLAZED, TEMPERED, FIXED,
B ALUMINUM CURB-MOLUNTED SWL!GHT

|NEW IN ERIOR DOOR

) NEW UAUNDRY CLOBET VATH NEW WASHER |

NEW 42" FIGH FRAMELESS METAL

(GUARDRAIL POSTS WTH MAX 4 INCH GAP.
FRONT OF BULDING WITH SOLID
GUARDRALL WITH SIDING AND TEMPERED
‘GLASS AT THE ENDS ~
NEWBUILTIN CABINE TS TSHELVEE
NEW 42° HIGH SOLID GUARDRARS WITH
SIDING AND TEMPERHD GLASS AT THE
ENDS

NEW EXTERIOR STAINEDWOOD
DOUBLE-GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
OPENING ~
TERIGR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUH DOUBLEQLAZED WINDOWIN
W OFENING

NEW W EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUM[MIM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
OR IM NEW OFEN
RIOR POWLEI
ALUMKMJM DOUELFKILAZED SUDING DQOR

TERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBL-GL AZED SWING DOOR
UNTINNEW OPENING
Ni

E FIREAA
STEEL DOUBLE-GU\Z!‘D WINDOW WITH
FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY LINE

NEWE EXTERIQR SOLNCERE PAINTED
WooD IARD-ACTING GARAGE

WITH AUTOMATI GARAGE DOOR OPENER
AND MIN 200 SQ.IN VENTILATION

[NEW ATH AB(NETu COUNTERS,
I\F'PLlANCES AND FIXTURE:

NEW BATHROOM WITH NEW NFIXTURES AND
OOR AND VENTILATION

& DRYER, NEW CABINETS, VENT AS
REQUIRED,

WINDER
GIBSON

architscls

Kduips

[t
i

www,archat.com

[RIRIYET]

W mslon stest
san wandisco, ca B4103

953 TREAT AVENUE
NORTH & SQUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

SITE PERMIT

YIDE ELEVATION(EOUTH)

i
ORAVAL oP




SOUTH BUILDING #2

[NORTH BUILDING #1}———

£2 VOODSTUDWALL
VU EQUITONE SIDIG £5, PANTED
: HARGIBOARD SIDING

gy RN
COLOR STUCE

oopstwan  ELINUTEGHSL e prEoRa : | g
W ZOLOR ETULC i TUCCO

UITONE SInG £OLAR STULZO ;
VAERE E1, 708 INTEGRAL
EXPOSED ——1  COLORATUCSO

v

Fniceo

£2 500 5700
i
e st

sreco

FIRST FLOOR|
o

VERTIc M % e 7 VERTICAL 57 VERTICAL 70 5 PATED
ASEFORY COl : § . o) =0sRDF021 CONCRETE) a5arnEoR] oo onseck ARRIRGARD SIOINC]
. p . " -oncee i £

SIDE ELEVATION (SOUTHEAST)
LT

—_PENTHOUSE ROGF.
5o O

CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

{NOTENO, | COMMENT

C0.03

C0.00 NEW CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS
C0.01 NEW CONCRETE SLAB
C0.02 NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK AND CURB CUT

NEW SIDEWALK PLANTER

C0.04

;LANDS( APING ATREAR YARD TO BE ™

WINDER
GIBSON

sfohitects

e

EN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND
BETWEES \RAGE AND RESIDENTIAL
w& [ TY[E X SHEETRDCK OVER re

SUBFL (JOR AND 3/4 HA UWOO ORING
ABOVE, B-19 BATTINSULATION MINIMUM
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

g
005 yvoon FENCE. G TALL s
c1.00 [EW bi” TYPE-X GYPSUMWALLBOARD AT
CELLING wavaremaTvom
G101 INEWFLGORFRAMITG. )
€103 GNE-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMBLY

435,318,883

194 e
W s

NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY
WIMIN 60 & 1D 50 1 EN UNITS

INEW ONE-HOLIR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE
ROGF TERRACE WITH TILE S8URFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B|
ROGFING, Pl D SHEATHING, WOQD
FRAMING AND 5/8° TYPE-X GYP, BD. AT
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

NEW OME-HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH BULT-UP
CLASS.A OR B ROCFING, 1 H8® PLYWOOD,
'WOOD FRAMING AND 5/8° TYPE-X GYP. 8O,
AT CELLING, WITH ROOF DRAIN ANOD
RFLO! SCUPPER,

W NON LOPE Uil
ROQF WITH BUILT-UF CLASS-AOR 8
ROOI'ING PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
MING AND 5/8" TYPEX GYP, BD AT
CEIUNK) WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFL.OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RA
PARAPE T WALL WITH INTEGRAL COLOR

ED
WOOD CAP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

MEW 42" HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED

"NEW BUILT-IN CARINETS / SHELVES

NEW SNTERIOR STAIR, MIN 167 RUN MAX

HARDA RISERS, WOOD
(’UARDRAIUHANDRAIL ON ONE S(DE, 36
HIGH, MAX 4" OPENING,

LASS GUARDRAIL WITH METAL CAP
iNi » HIGH FRAMELESS METAL
GUARDRAIL POSTS WTH MA) 4 IN{‘H GAP.
FRONT OF BUILDING WITH SCUD
GUARDRALL WATH SIDING AND TEMPERED
GLASS AT THE ENDS

NEW 42" HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH
SIDING AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE
ENDS

NEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOOD
OOUBLE-GLAZED ENTRY DOOR 1N NEW
OPENING

NEW EXTERIOR POWLER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW IN
NEW OPENING

HEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMIMUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
SUIDING DOOR IN HEW OPENING

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED SLIDING DOOR
IN NEW OPENING

il TERIOR FOWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
UMT IN NEW OPENING

R

N UBLE ED, TEMPERED.
ALUMINIUM CURB-MOUNTED SKYLIGHT

HEW 45 MINUTE FIRE-RATED EXTERIOR
STEEL DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW WITH
FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY LINE

EW EXTERIGR SOUMORE PAINTED
WOOD UPWARD-ACTING G

WITH AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR OPENER
AND MIN 200 SQIN VENTILATION

NORTH & SOUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANGISCO, GA 94110

953 TREAT AVENUE

SITE PERMIT

108 ELEVATION(EOUTHEAST)

ERIOR DOOR

REW KITCHEN WITH CABINETS, CGUNTERS,
APPLIANCES AMD FIXTURES

I\EW E(ATHROOM WTH NEW FIXTURES AND |
LE FLOOR AND VENTILATION

NEW LAUNQRY CLOSET WITH NEWWASHER
& DRYER. NEW CABINETS. VENT A
REQUIRED.

, STAINED
{CONCRETE FLOORING

IEWWOOD SLATED WALL

EW TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGH
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CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

MEW CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS §.5.0.

WINDER
GIBSON

architsots

NEW FLOOR FRAMING

www.erchsf.com

ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMBLY
BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND
BETWEEN GARAGE AND RESIDENTIAL
UNITS, 68" TY[E-X SHEETROCK OVER e
CHANMELS BELOWY, 3'4" PL)

SUBFLOOR AND 3/4* HAﬁDWOOD FLOORING
ABOVE, R-19 BATT INSULATION. MINIMUM
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

14153182834

méssion
Biccion 0 003

C1.03

C1.04

NEW OHE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMELY
WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 |IC BETWEEN UNIYS
NEWCNE HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SL.OPE
(OOF TI E WITH TILE SURFACE QVER
MQRTAR EED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B|
(COFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND 5(5 TYFE X GYP, Bi
CEILING. WITH R( DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN DR SCUPPER

|ct.06

cior |

C1.08

C2.04

C2.05
C2.06

C1.05 NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED

[c NEW 42" HIGH FRAMELESS METAL

TTINEWEX TER]

_ HALUMINIUM CURB-MOUNTED SKYLIGHT

TN NEW EXTERIOR soum:cRE PAINTED

“TNEW KITGHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,

_{FINISHES, TILE FLOOR AND VEN

UNOCCUFIED RODF WATH BUIL TS

LASS A OR B ROOFING, 1 1/8" Fvaooo
RAMING AND 5/8° TYPE-) XGYF BD.

AT CEIUNG WITH ROOF DRAIN

OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPFER

NEW NON-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNDCCUPIED

ROOF WITH BLILT- UF CLA'%S -AOR

[ROOFING, PLYWOOD

OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCLPPER
NEW ONE HDUR FIRE-RATED 42" HIGH
LL WITH INTEGRAL COLOR
CO OVER S8° TYPE-X GYPSU!
SHEATHING ONBOTH SIDES WTH PAINTED
WODD GAP OVER SEElMETAL‘fLASHNG
EW [NTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10‘ RUN MAX
7 75" RISE, WMITH STEEL
EADS. AND RlsERs

TRE;
GUARDRALL/HANDRAIL CN ONE SIDE. 36*
HIGH MAX 4' OPENING,

GLASS EUARDRA!L WITH METAL cﬁ}i
(GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MI\X 4 |NCH GAP.
FRONT OF BUILDING WITH

GUARDRAIL WITH SIDING AND TEMF’ERFD
GLASS AT THE ENDS

INEW BTN CABINETS [SHELVES |
INEW 42 HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILE WITH
g:g)lNG AND YEMPERED GLASS AT THE

MEW EXTERION 5TAINED WOOD
DOUBLE-GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
OPENING

W EXTERIOR POWDER GOATED
LUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW #1
NEW OPENING
NEW EXTERIOR FOWDER COATES
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
SLIDING DOOR N HEW. opznme

ALUMINUM UJUBLF»GLANED <UDING DOCR
PENT

NEW EXTFRIOR POWDER GOATED
ALUNMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
UNITIN NEW OPENMNG

NEWOOUBLE-GLAZED, TEMPERED, FIXED,

STEEL DOUELE—G,{.TAZED WINDOW WITH

WOOD UPWARD-ACTING GARAGE
AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR OFENER
AND M"l 200 SQ.IN VENTILATION |

INEWINTERIOR DOOR

T4
APPLIANCES AND FIXTUR|
NEW BATHRGOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND

REWLAUNDRY CLOSET Wi NEWWASHER
& DRYER, NEW CABINETS, VENT AS
REQUIRED.

N

[NEW POLISHED, STAINED AOSEAED |

W HARDWOOD FLOORING
ONGRETE FLOORINK
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€8 PAMTED.
RARDIZ0ARD GIOMG

£2 WO
STUB VAL
oNE

|NORTH BUILDING #1! 'SOUTH BUILDING #2 |

PENTHOUSE ROOF.
MRt 6

&

Sl .

RGOF TERRAC

S FANTED
HERDIBCARD SIOING,

FOURTH FLOOR @
- o

o £t 777 INTEGRAL
COLOR STUCCO

_THRO} FLOOR

€178 IMTEGRAL
coLoR Sfueca

€3 BLNDWALL W PATED
HARDIBOARD SIDIG

FIRST FLOOR.
- ﬁ‘@

E. ELEVAT!DN {NORTH)

s
5E

" |NEWWOODFENCE, 6 TALL

I‘.)N%I'DSCAPNG AT REAR VARD TOBE |

NEW 5/6° TYPE-X GYPSUNM WALLBOARD AT
CEILING

cros

crod”

X
"TONE-HOUR FIRERATED FLODR ASSEMBLY

" INEW ONE.HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY

BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND
BETWEEN GARA RESIDENTIAL

UMTS 5/8° TY[E- X SNEETRDCK DVER 13

CHANNELS BELOW, 3/4" PL

iSUBFLOOR AND 3/4* HARDWOOD FLOORING

AB RA9 BATY [NSULATION, MINIVMUM

STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 HC BE TWEENUNITS |
NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE
ROOF TERRACE VM TH TILE SURFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR )
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND 5/8" TYPE-X GYP, BD, AT
CEILUNG, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW ORAIN OR SCUPPER

G107

NEWRGNRATED L OWSTOPE UNOCCUPIED

"INEWONE-ROUR FIRE-RATED 42° HIGH

08 |NEWINTERIOR &T,

MNEW CNE.HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
UNOCCUPKED ROOF WITH BUALT
CLASS- BROOFING, 1 178" PLYWQOD
|NG AND /8" TYPE-X GYP. BO.
AT CEILlNG WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUF

ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND 5/5° TYPE-X GYP, 8D, AT
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

PARAPET WALL W TH INTEGRAL COLOR
STUCCO OVER §/4°* TYPE-X GYPSUM
SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED
MO0 CAP OVER GHEETMETA! FLI\SHING

MIN 10"
1.75° RISE, WITH STEEL STRUGYURE
HARDWOOD TREADS AND RISERS, WOOD
GUARDRA(L/HANDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 36"
HIGH MAX 4* OPENING.

C1.0%

W 47 HIGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED
GL/\SS GUARDRAIL WATH METAL CAP

C1,10

ciar

NEW 42° FHGH FRAMELESS METAL
GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MAX 4NCH GAP,

FRONT OF BUILDING W& Ll

GUARDRAILWITH SIDING AND TEMPERED

GLASS AT THE ENOS

NEW BUILT-IN CABINETS 7 SHELVES

Ci.12

G20

c201

" INEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOOD

|NEWEXTERIOR POWDER COATED

i NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
INU

"INEW EXTERIOR POWDER G

NEW 47 HGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH |
SIDING AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE

PDOUBLE-GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
OPENING

ALUMINUM DOLIBLE-GLAZED WINDOW IN
NEW OPENING

M DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
SL!DiNG DCOR 1 NEW OPENING

ALUMINUM DOUBL E-GLAZED SLJDlNG DOOR
N NEW OPENING

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COA
ALUMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SV\ANG DOOR
UNIT IN NEW OPENING

E&EEL DOUBLE-GIAZED Wi

"INEWEXTERIOR 8OLID.CORE PAINTED

GLAZ MPE
ALUMINIUM CURB-MOUNTED SKYLIGHT

INDOW WITH
ELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY LINE

WOOD UPWARDACTING GARAGE DOOR
WITH AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR CPENER
AND MlN 200 SQIN VENTILATION

NEWINTERIOR DOOR

NEW KITCHENWITH CAB!NETS COUNTI
APPLIANCES AND FIXTU

NEWHARBINGOD FLOORING

NEW POLISHED, ATAINED AND SEALED

CONCRETE FLOQIING
WO
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GIBSON
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PENTHOUSE ROOF
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)

ROOF TERRACE
4
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NORTH - SQUTH SECTION
5)

_ THRDFLOOR 4y

200"

SECOND FLOOR
R P

RST FLOOR
o HSTELOO €

NEW GO

CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

{CRETE FOUNDAWONS $.5.0.
ETE St

LANDSCAPING AT REAR VI\RD TO

DETERMINED

QD FENCE, §

NEW L
[NEW /87 TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT

WINDER
GIBSON

architoocts

itmhes

i
waimerss

CEILING

C1.0t

NEW FLOOR FRAMING

www.archyi,com

cL.o2

ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMB
BETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS Al
BETWEEN GARAGE ANO RESIDENHAL
UNITS. 58" TY[E-X SHEETROCK OVER 1c
CHANMELS BELOW. 314" PLY D
SUBFLOOR AND 3/4" HARDWOOD FLOORING
ABOVE. R-18 BATT INSUU\T|0N MINIMUM
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES

[ERUYET

elssion
e T oo

C1,03

NEW OHE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY
WIMIN 50 STG AND 50 {IC BETWEEN UNITS

C1.64

NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOPE
ROQF TERRACE WITH TILE SURFACE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR B
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOO!

FRAMING AND 518" TYPE X GYP. ED AT
CEILING. WITH ROOF

OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPFEW

NEW ONE-HQUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
UNOCCUPIED ROOF WATH BUILT-UP

OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER.

C1.06

NEW NONRATED LOW-SLOPE UNGCEURIED
ROOF WITH BUILT-UP CLASS-A OR 8
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND &/8° TYPE-X GYP, BD, AT
CEFLUNG, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

C1.07

NEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED 42" HIGH

STUCK
SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED
WOOD CAP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

C1.08

NEWINTERIOR STAIR, MIN 107 RUN, MAX

TR
GUARDRAIL/HANDRAIL ON ONE SIDE, 36"
HIGH MA)\ 4 OPENING. N‘

C1.09

C1.10

[ i
Ciit

LAGS GUARDRAIL \M‘)‘H METAL cAP
TNEW 4% HIGH FRAMELESS METAL

HSouD
 GUARDRAIL WITH SIDING AND TEMPERED
GLASSH AT THE ENDS

NEW T /BUILT- CABINETS / SHELVES

[SEH

th 42 HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH |
N NG AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE
o

NEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOGD
DOUBLESLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
OPENING

INEW EXTERIOR POWDER GOATED
ALUMINLIM DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW [N
xNEW OPENING

ALUMlNUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
SLIOING DOOR IN NEW OPENING

N NEW OPi

NEW FXTERIDR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBL.GLAZED SWING DOOR
UNIT INNEW OPENING

EW DOLBL
ALUMINIUM CURBAMOUNTED SKYLIGHT

FEW 43 MINUTE FIRE-RATED EXTE
STEEL DOUBLE-GLAZI INDOW WITH
FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY UNE

NEW E‘ X YER[OR SOLID-CORE FAINTED
JARD-ACTING G

V\ATN AUTOMATIC G&RAGE DODR OPENER

AND MIN 200 SQ.IN VENTILATION

NORTH & SOUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANCISCQ, CA 94110

953 TREAT AVENUE

SITE PERMIT

SECHON

TNEW [MTERIOR DOOR.
INEW KI FCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,
APPLMNCES AND FIXTURES

YHROOM WITH NEW FIXTURES AND
FINl HIIS TLE FLOOR

NEW 1. AUND Wl A
& DﬁVl‘ R. NEW CABINETS VENT AS
UARED.

NEW BIKE STORAGE.

NEW HARDWOOD FLODRING

NEW F’OL!SHED STAINED AND SEALED




; | CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES
; {NOTENO. | i

WINDER
G000 [NEW CONCRETE FOUNDATIONS §.5.D. Gl BS ON

001 [EW CONCRETE SLAB
C0.02 EW CONCRETE BIDEWALK AND GURB CUT architects
C0.03 EW SIDEWALK PLANTER
004 LANDSLAPING AT REAR YARD TO BE bntins
DETERMINEL by
sadensy

CO95 NEW WOOD FENCE, 8 TALL
C1.00 NEW 6/6" TYPE-Y GYPSUM WALLBOARD AT
CEILING

www.arzhat,com

E1G1 T INEW FLOGR FRAMING. .
C1.02 ONE HOURFIRES RATED ey ASSEMBLY
ENTIAL UNITS AND

BETWELN GARAGE AND RES IDENTIAL 415, 31.8634
U TY[E-X SHEETROCK OVER r©
HANNI‘_LS BELOW, 34" PLYWO! 1852 rlasion sireet

CURPLOR AND 34" HARDDOD FLOORING | 2 bwkcs. & 645
ABOVE. R-19 BATT INSULATION. MINIMUR
{STCS0 S FIELD TES
C1.03 JNEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY
WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 1IC BEPWEEN UNITS
104 INEWONEHOUR VF\}‘RE RATEDLOWSLOPE
ROOF TERRACE WATH TILE SURFACE OVER
e e rneee e PENTH U.SES'Z,OQ;. o MORTAR BED OVER EUILT UP CLASS-A OR 8|

- ROOFING, P SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND 5/3* TYPEX OYP. 8. AT
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAIN AND
B e OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUPPER
/ = G105 [NEW ONETIOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED

m ) UNOCCUPIED ROOF WITH BUALT-UP

CLASS-A OR B ROOFING, 1 /8" PLYWQOD,
WOOD FRAMING AND 5" TYPE-X OV, 50,

IHIIHIHHIIHI I ... et

506 N-RATEDLOV\»SLOFE UROCCURIED
_ROOF TERRACE & RGOF VAT SURLTOP CLASSA
pha ROOF I, PLAWOOD SHEATING, WooD
\ T.OFOURTH FRAMNG AND o TYPE X OY P B, AT
. FLOOR

CEILING, WITH RODF DRAIN AND

FEr OVERFl OW DRAIN OR SCUPPER

C1.67 NEHOUR FIRE-RATED 42 HIGH |

o R : PARAF!- T WALL VATH INTEGRAL COLOR

Y . o STUGCO OVER 8/8° TYPE-X GYPSU!

O B : SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED

WOOD AP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

REW INTERIGR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX

7.75" RIGE, WITH STEELSTRUCTURE,

HARDWOOD TREADS AND RISERS. WOOD

GUAHWAM«NDRML OO SIOE. 30

HIGH, MAX 4 OPENING.

e G168 INEW 42" HIGH FRAMELESS TeffPERED
GLABS GUARDRAIL WITH METAL CA

G110 |NEW 42" HIGH FRANELESS METAL

g) GUARDIALL POSTE WITHAX 4 INGH GAP.

" N - FOURTH FLOOR
o - g

FRONT QF BUILDING WITH ¢
GUARDRAIL WITH SID|NG AND TEMPERED

GLABG AT THE
1.1 NEW LT CABINETS 1 SHELVES
H C1.12 NEW 42* HIGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH
THIRD FLOOR S|D|N0 AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE

NORTH & SOUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

953 TREAT AVENUE

C2.00 new EXTERIOR STAINED WoOD)
DOUBLE-GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
OPENING

i C2.01 NEW X TERIGR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED WANDOW [N
/ NEW GPENING

C2.02 NEW EXTERIOR PFOWDER COATED
 ALUMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED MULTIPANEL
SUIDING DOOR N NEW OPENING

XTI

_SECONDFLOOR gy ALUMNUM DOUBLE-GLAZED SLIDING DOOR
170 INNEW OPENING

€204 INEW EXTERIOR FOWDER COATED

ALUMINUM DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR

. UNITIN NEW OPENING

305 [NEW e

C2,08

ALUM!NIUM ‘CURB-MOUNTED SKYLIGHT
C2.07 NEW 45 MlN\JTE FIRE-RATED EXJJERIOR

-GLAZED WINDO!

FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY LINE SITE P

FIRST FLOOR C2.08 NEW EXTERIOR SOUD-CORE PAINTED ERMIT

IRSTRLOOR. @y WOOD UPWARD-AGTING GARAGE DOOR
WTH AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR OPENER

AND MIN 200 SQ.INVENTILATION

C2.05__INEWINTERIOR DOOR

C3G0  NEWKITCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS.

. |APPLIANCES AND EIXTURES

CI61 T INEWEATHROOM WITH HEW lemaes ARG

FINISHES, TILE FLOO! TLATION

C3.03 NEW LAUNDRY CLOS: WA.:HER

& DRYER, NEW CABINETS. VENT AS

REQUIRED.

SECTION

CTION THROUGH SOUTH BUILDING

W HARDWOOD FLOGRING
NEW POLISHED, STAINED AND SEALED
CONCRETE FLOORING




EST SEGTION THROUGH NORTH BUILOING

THIRD FLOOR
THRDFLOOR 4

~ -SECONDELOOR 4y
10

FIRSTFLOOR G
T

CONSTRUCTION SHEET NOTES

L] oy WINDER
CO00  {NEWCONCRETE FOUNDATIONS 8.5.0. |
<0 NEW CONCRETE SLAB GIBSON
G0 EW CONGRETE SIDEWALKANDCURBCUT | # ¢ hite wis
<o, EW SIDEWALK PLANTER
Co (ANDSCAPING AT REAR YARD T0 BE Bty
DI 0 ;
CO05___INEW WOOD FETVGE, § TALL faad
100~ {NEW /6" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALLEOARD AT
CELING www.arehal.com
i 81 NEW FLOGR FRAMING
G0z GNE-HOUR FIRE-RATED FLOOR ASSEMELY |
SETWEEN RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND
BT L 415, 3182654
UNIT:
CHANNELS EELOW 314" PLYWOOI 183 mistion  sirest
SUBFLOOR AND 34 HARDWOOD FLOGRING | =7 e o 6153
SBOVE. 18 BRI INSUATION MRS
STC 50 (45 FIELD TES
C1.03 HEW OHE-HOUR FIRE-RATED ASSEMBLY
WIMIN 50 STC AND 50 iC BETWEEHN UMTS
CT08  |MEW ONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED LOW-SLOFE.
ROOF TERRACE WITH TILE SURFAGE OVER
MORTAR BED OVER BUILT.UP CLASE-A OR |
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING, WOOD
FRAMING AND §/8° TYPE- >< GYP.D. 47
CEILING, WITH ROOF DRAI
OVERFLOW DRAIN OR CopeER
C105  |NEWONE-HOUR FIRE-RATED SLOPED
UNOCGUPIED ROOF WITH BULTUP
CLASSAOR ROOFING, 1 1/8” PLYWOOD,
FRAMING AND 58" TYPE-X GYP. BD.
By A CRNG, W\TH ROOF DRAIN AND
N OR SCUPPER.
G106 NEW NON-RATED LOW-SLOPE UNOCCUPIED |
OOF WITHBULTLP CLASS-A 0

FRAMING AND 5/8* TYPE X GYP. BD AT
CEILING, WITH ROGF DRAIN AND
(OVERFLOW DRAIN OR SCUFPER

C1.07 NEW ONE\:IJOUR FIRE-RATED 42" HIGH

WITH INTEGRAL COLOR
STUCCO OVER 5/5 TYPE-X GYPSI
SHEATHING ON BOTH SIDES WITH PAINTED
WOOD CAP OVER SHEETMETAL FLASHING

C1.08 i

NEW INTERIOR STAIR, MIN 10" RUN, MAX
7 7.v RISE WITH STEEL STRUCTURE,

2 TREADS AND RISERS, WOOD
GUARDRAIL’HANDRNL ON ONE SIDE, 36"
HIGH, MAX 4" OPENING,

C1.09

NEW 42 HGH FRAMELESS TEMPERED
GLASS GUARDRA]L, WITH METAL CAP.

C1.10

NEW 42" FIGH FRAMELESS METAL
GUARDRAIL POSTS WITH MAX 4INCH GAP,
FRONT OF BUILDING WITH 2]
GUARDRAIL WMITH S!DING ANDTEMPERED
GLASS AT THE ENDS

C111

NEW BUILT-IN CABINETS / SHELVES

G112

NEW 42" HGH SOLID GUARDRAILS WITH
EI'\[‘)ING AND TEMPERED GLASS AT THE
0s

NEW EXTERIOR STAINED WOOD
DQUE‘LE—GLAZED ENTRY DOOR IN NEW
CPENING

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
IMINUM DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW IN
EW OPEMNG

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER
 ALUMINUM DOUBLE-BLAZED MULTIPANEL
il DOOR IN NEW GPENH

NEW EXTERIOR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUM DDUBLE—GLAZEB SLIDING DOOR
N NEW OPE

NEW EXTER|QR POWDER COATED
ALUMINUR DOUBL-GLAZED SWING DOOR
INET IN NEW QPERNING

NEW DOUBLE-GULAZED, TEMPERED, FIXED,
ALUMINEUM CURB-MOUNTED SKYLIGHT

TE FIRE-RA
STEEL DOUBLE-GLAZED WINDOW WITH
FIRELITE GLASS AT PROPERTY UINE

NEW EXTERIOR SOUD-CORE PAINTED
WOOD UFWARD-AGTING GARAGE DOOR
WITH AUTOMATIC GARAGE DOOR OPENER
AND MIN 206 SQ.IN VENTILATION

NORTH & SOUTH BUILDING
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110
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INEWNTERIOR DOOR

_|APPLIANCES AND FIXTURES

NEW K3TCHEN WITH CABINETS, COUNTERS,

NEW BATHRDOM VV(TH NEW FIXTURES AND |
FLOOGI ITILA

>
:1

NEW LAUNDRY CLOSET WITH NEW WASHER |
& DRYER, NEW CABIMETS, VENT AS
EQUIRED.

NEW BIKE STORAGE

INEW POLISHED, STAINED AND SEALED

NEW HARDWOOT

CONCRETE FLOGRING

NEVY TRENCH DRAIN AT GARAGE DOGR
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PAGE & TURNBULL

imagining changs in hiskorlc environments through design, reseorch, and technology

February 2, 2017

Shadi AbouKhater

953 Treat Avenue, LP
shadi@SAKDesignBuilding.com
415.823.1110

RE: 953 Treat Avenue

Mr. AbouKhater,

Page & Turmbuli prepared a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) for the property at 953 Treat
Avenue, which was finalized on April 27, 2015. The conclusion of the report was that the cottage,
originally constructed in 1887 with additions and expansions made before 1915, is not associated to
important events, people, or architectural design, and therefore is not eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). As a result, the HRE found that the
building does not qualify as a historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). This was the second HRE to make that conclusion; the first was prepared by
James Heinzer in 2005. The San Francisco Planning Department concurred on Page & Turnbull's
HRE findings in its CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination, dated November 10, 2015.

We understand that architectural historian Katherine Petrin has submitted a letter to the Planning
Department on January 27, 2017. Ms. Petrin’s letter is incorrect in stating that the 2010 South
Mission Historic Resource Survey produced two status codes: 3CS (“appears eligible or the
California Register as an individual property through survey evaluation”) and 7N (“needs to be
reevaluated”). Only the 7N status code was attributed to the parcel on the San Francisco Planning
Department Property Information Map (PIM) or any survey materials. A copy of the PIM data is
attached to this letter. As the HRE states,

= The map of Complete Survey Findings shows the parcel as a “Non-Resource property
identified by survey”™;

T “Complete Survey Findings,” updated 11/09/2010. http//www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of Historic Resource Survey Findings.pdf

ARCHITECTURE
- PLANNING & RESEARCH
PRESERVATION TECHNOLOGY
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953 Treat Avenue
Page 2 of 3

=  The map of Individually Eligible Historic Resources and Potential Historic Districts and the
interactive South Mission Historic Resource Survey Map show the parcel as a “Potential
Historic Resource identified by survey - requires further research™?

= Matrix of all surveyed properties assigns a CHRSC of 7R to 953 Treat Avenue, noting that
its resource eligibility was “not determined: requires intensive research.”

Ms. Petrin’s letter notes that former property owner John Center/the John Center Company was a
major landowner who installed a water supply system that prevented destruction of a portion of the
Mission District from the fires that were caused by the April 18, 1906 earthquake. While John Center
may have been locally significant for this feat, Ms. Petrin’s letter does not demonstrate that the
cottage at 953 Treat Avenue is individually significant in direct association with this act. Indeed,
according to Ms. Petrin’s letter, “The fire was halted at 20" Street just a few blocks north of 953
Treat.” The fire was not stopped at the subject street or property, nor did Center live at the property
during the time that he and his company owned it. According to the 2005 HRE, he was “the largest
landowner in the Mission District from the 1860s to his death at age 92 in 1908. [...] His holdings
were so extensive that one newspaper in 1908 stated that hardly a parcel in the Mission District did
not have in its chain of title the John Center Company.” His water system prevented 953 Treat
Avenue from being destroyed by fire, but also presumably saved all of the other buildings in the
immediate vicinity. Ms. Petrin’s letter corroborates this by stating that John Center contributed to
*saving hundreds of buildings in the Mission District from the post-earthquake fires.”s

While the building survived the 1906 earthquake, this does not automatically warrant individual
significance or eligibility for listing in the California Register. According to the evaluation process that
is outlined in National Register Bulletin 15, which is the basis of the California Register criteria
evaluation process, to be considered for listing under National Register Criterion A (California
Register Criterion 1), a property must be associated with one or more events important in the
defined historic context. Criterion A/1 recognizes properties associated with single events, such as
the founding of a town, or with a pattern of events, repeated activities, or historic frends, such as the
gradual rise of a port city's prominence in trade and commerce. The event or trends, however, must
clearly be important within the associated context: settlement, in the case of the town, or
development of a maritime economy, in the case of the port city. Moreover, the property must have

2 *Individually Eligible Historic Resources and Potential Historic Districts,” updated 11/09/2010, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of Individual Historic_Resources.pdf; South Mission
Historic Resource Survey Map, http:/sf-planning.org/south-mission-historic-resource-survey-map

3 “List of Surveyed Properties,” 8/31/2010, http-//www.,sf-
planning.org/ftp/fites/Preservation/South_Mission/Indiv_address.pdf

4 Katherine Petrin, “Re: 953 Treat Avenue (APN 3639/028),” (January 27, 2017): 3.

5 James Heinzer, Historic Resource Evaluation for 953 Treat Avenue (April 28, 2005): 4.

8 Petrin, “Re: 953 Treat Avenue,” 3.

PAGE E TURNBULL
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953 Treat Avenue
Page 3 of 3

an important association with the event or historic trends, and it must retain historic integrity (italics
added for emphasis by author).” Ms. Petrin has not demonstrated that 953 Treat Avenue has a
direct and important association that represents its surrounding neighborhood’s survival of the 1906
earthquake and fires that rises above most other properties in the immediate area. Page & Turnbull
retains the stance described in the 2015 HRE that the property is not significant under California
Register Criterion 1.

Furthermore, according to the evaluation process that is outlined in National Register Bulletin 15, a
finding of significance under National Register Criterion B (or California Register Criterion 2) involves
several steps. First, the person associated with the property must be identified as individually
significant within a historic context. They cannot simply be a member of an identifiable profession,
class, or social or ethnic group. The person must have gained importance within his or her
profession or group. Second, a property eligible under Criterion B/2 must be associated with the
person’s productive life, reflecting the time period when he or she achieved significance. Among all
places associated with the person, the subject building must best represent his or her contribution.®
Ms. Petrin has not demonstrated that the cottage at 953 Treat Avenue best represents John
Center’s significance such that the building would be individually significant in association, when
John Center and the John Center Company owned a large expanse of land with a number of
buildings on it, and John Center’s water system apparently saved hundreds of buildings. Page &
Turnbull retains the stance described in the 2015 HRE that the property is not significant under
California Register Criterion 2.

In conclusion, Page & Tumbull does not believe that Ms. Petrin’s letter demonstrates that the
building at 953 Treat Avenue is individually significant and eligible for listing in the California
Register. We continue to support our finding from the HRE that the building is not eligible and should
not be considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.

7U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulietin 15: How to Apply the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation. https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_6.htm
8 Ibid.
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Property Report: 953 TREAT
General information related to properties at this location.

PARCELS (Block/Lot):
3639/028

PARCEL HISTORY:
None

ADDRESSES:
953 TREAT AVE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110

NEIGHBORHOOD:
Mission

CURRENT PLANNING TEAM:
SE Team

PLANNING DISTRICT:




District 8: Mission

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT:
District 9 (Hillary Ronen)

CENSUS TRACTS:
2010 Census Tract 022803

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS ZONE:
Traffic Analysis Zone: 170

RECOMMENDED PLANTS:

Would you like to grow plants that create habitat and save water? Check out the plants that we would recommend for this property

at SF Plant Finder.

CITY PROPERTIES:
None

PORT FACILITIES:
None _

ASSESSOR'S REPORT:

Address: 953 TREAT AV
Parcel: 3639028
Assessed Values:
Land: $25,284.00
Structure: $75,942.00
Fixtures: -
Personal Property: -
Last Sale: 3/26/2015
Last Sale Price: $1,900,000.00
Year Built: 1891
Building Area: 738 sqft
Parcel Area: 3,750 sq ft

Parcel Shape:
Parcel Frontage:
Parcel Depth:
Construction Type:
Use Type:

Units:

Stories:

Rooms:
Bedrooms:
Bathrooms:
Basement:

Other

Wood or steel frame
Dwelling

Historic Preservation Report: 953 TREAT

Historic preservation surveys and evaluations. The Historic Resource status shown on this page is tentative, to confirm the status
of your property please speak to a Preservation Technical Specialist. Tel: 415-558-6377; Email: pic@sfgov.org



HISTORIC EVALUATION:

Parcel: 3639028

Building Name:

Address: 953 TREAT AV

Planning Dept. Historic Resource Status: C - No Historic Resource Present/Not Age Eligible

ARTICLE 10 DESIGNATED HISTORIC DISTRICTS AND LANDMARKS:
None

ARTICLE 11 PRESERVATION DESIGNATION:
None

NATIONAL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS:
None

CALIFORNIA REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS:
None

HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION RESPONSES:

Planning App. No.: 2015-006510ENV

Date: 3/25/2016

Decision: No Historic Resource Present
Indvidual or District Both

Further Information: View

Planning App. No.: 2005.0429E

Date: 10/14/2005

Decision: No Historic Resource Present

Indvidual or District;
Further Information: View View

HISTORIC SURVEYS:
Parcel: 3639028

Survey Name:
Evaluation Date:
Survey Rating:
Rating Description:

South Mission Historic Resource Survey

11/30/2010

7N

Needs to be reevaluated (Formerly NR Status Code 4)

View DPR Survey Form for Parcel 3638028

SOUTH MISSION HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY:

Parcel:

Address:

Resource Atiribute 1:
Resource Atlribute 2:
Year Built:

Year Built Source:
Architectural Style:
CHRSC:

Resource Type:
Resource Eligibility:

3639/028
953 TREAT AV
HP2. Single Family Property

1891

SF Assessor

ltalianate

7N

Individual (potential)

not determined: requires intensive research




Historic District:
Survey Form/Photo:

View South Mission Historic Resource Survey Website

Click to view Form

HISTORIC CONTEXT STATEMENTS:

None

LEGACY BUSINESS REGISTRY:

None

ARCHITECTURE:
Unknown

The Disclaimer: The City and County of San Francisco (CCSE) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness of any information. CCSF provides this information
on an ‘as is' basis without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's

use of the information.

Printed: 2/2/2017 http://propertymap sfplanning.org




953 TREAT AVE OPPOSITION
CLARIFICATION

. Letter from planned sponsor shedding light on real person driving
opposition.

. Signed Support Letter from Residential Neighbor Don DeMartini who has
lived in the area for decades and knows Earnest Heinzer well.

. Signed Support Letter from other Residential Neighbors

. E-mail from Jan 5% 2016 showing Ernest and Katherine working together
with their names highlighted.

. The 2005 HRE classifying 953 Treat as non-historical for a project to demo
the structure. Earnest R. Heinzer is highlighted as the project sponsor.




February 39, 2017

Dear Planning Commission,

As the project sponsor of 953 Treat Ave, | have put a lot of time and effort in neighborhood outreach. It is rare
to have such strong neighborhood support for a development project in San Francisco. As you can see with
the attachments | have signed letters of support for the project. The lot currently has a very small single family
home in very poor shape. We are looking to replace it with a multi-unit building that can house more families. |
think it is important to understand this is a good project supported by the neighbors (who are residents and not
commercial tenants) and the Planning Department, bringing more housing to San Francisco and replacing a
dilapidated small home that attracts crime.

I would like to shed some light on the motivation for Katherine Petrin's opposition to 953 Treat Ave historic
findings. The person who is really driving this opposition is Ernest Heinzer. Emest and his brother Jim Heinzer
owned 953 Treat Ave and the next door commercial building together. Back in 2005 Emest and Jim were the
sponsors to demo 953 Treat Ave. It was found to be non-historical and the demo was approved, file attached.
(On the bottom of Page 3 you can see that Ernest is listed as one of the project sponsors). They subsequently
did not go through with the project. Fast forward to 2014 Jim and Ernest split up their assets which gave Jim
953 Treat Ave, with Eamest keeping 933 Treat Ave next door. Jim then sold it to us included with the historic
findings and previous plans to demo the property in the disclosures.

Jim and Ernest had a falling out and no longer really speak with each other. From speaking with all the
residents in the area Ernest is a very difficult person. He has yelled at neighbors’ children, scared his tenants,
etc. | have spoken to many of his current commercialtenants and they are in fear of losing their lease if they
don't show some type of support on this opposition. Ernest does not like change and has grown some type of
personal attachment to the 953 Treat Ave and also may feel like this is a way to get back his brother. We may
unfortunately be in the middle of some kind of a brother feud.

Ernest engaged Katherine Petrin last year in order to find a way to preserve the building, as evidenced by the
attached email dated January 5, 2016 to Justin, including Katherine in the To list (Notably, Luke Dechanu is
not even included in this email). Emest and Katherine have held several meetings with Erest’s tenants and
even fried to gather some actual residents that live in the area. None of the residents will support Emest and |
actually have a letter from the residents supporting our project. As | had mentioned before the only reason any
of Emest's tenants may support him is from the fear of losing their commercial lease. Luke Dechanu is one of
these commercial tenants. | reached out to Luke last year and never heard back from him. He had no interest
in speaking with me. | also reached out to Katherine last year and she was coy with me and said she was just
an interested party. Luke and Katherine will tell you they are acting on their own at this point as Ernest knows
he has a conflict of interest. But, as Justin knows he reached out to him with Katherine on the e-mail on
January 5, 2016, a copy attached. | was told by one of the tenants that in the last meeting Katherine had to say
she was working on her own due to Emest's conflict of interest. We are also a bit concerned about the
misrepresentations in Katherine's document stating that the "Friends of 953 Treat" is a group comprised of
neighbors. The document was not signed by any neighbors as my letters attached are. We don't believe there
are any actual “Friends of 953 Treat” and the representation of this as a neighborhood group is false and
misleading. This group appears to solely consist of couple people, (Luke Dechanu) acting on behalf of Emest
in order to keep him in the shadows.

This project has undergone two historical reviews, once in 2005 and once in 2015, both of which were found to
be NON-Historical by third parties and the Planning Department. We have now also had Page & Tumnbull
review Ms. Patrin’s claims to which Page & Turnbull has refuted and holds the designation that 953 Treat Ave
is NON-Historical. As you can imagine this is very frustrating. We have gained true neighborhood support for
this project and worked hard to design a building that works with the neighborhood and the Planning
Department could support. We are now faced with one man who does not like change that is disguising this
opposition as a historical debate. This must be frustrating for you as well as it is a poor use of Planning
Departments resources.

Respectiully, ,

Shadi AbouKhater
Project Sponsor




Dear Justin and Ting,

We are writing you 1o express our suppert of the proposed project ot 953 Treat Ave. The structurs
sufrently on the property is in extremely poor condition. 1+ has no foundation, and windows, walls and
roof are falling apart. The buillding attracts homeless and undesirabiés to the area.  Many of us have
young children and use the park down the street. The demo of the bullding and construrtion of 4 family
orlented condos would be 2 welcome and needed change to the property and the Treat nieighborhood.
Wea knowand ses ho reason This buliding should be preserved.

Ersiie Helnzer has approdched us to gain support in keeping the bullding. A5 vou ten seé from this letter
hisviews are not supporfed. We also find it & bit disingenuous of him since he locked to gain support
for demc of the buillding in 2005 whan it suited his needs, We hope that he Is fiot slowing down the
process to make the proposad project at 353 Treat Ave a reality. We sincerely appreciate your
cansideration in this matter.




953 Treat Ave

Thursday, March 24, 2016

Dear Justin and Tina,

We are writing you to express our support of the proposed project at 953 Treat Ave. The structure
currently on the property is in extremely poor condition. It has no foundation, and windows, walls and
roof are falling apart. The building attracts homeless and undesirables to the area. Many of us have
young children and use the park down the street. The demo of the building and construction of 4 family
oriented condos would be a welcome and needed change to the property and the Treat neighborhood.
We know and see no reason this building should be preserved. We hope that there is nothing slowing
down the process to make the proposed project at 853 Treat Ave a reality. We sincerely appreciate your
consideration in this matter.
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Ernie Heinzer

From:

To: m> *Mike Buhler" <MBuhler@stheritage.org>;

Sent: - Y,
Attach:  ATT00048.png; ATTOOO5O png, ATT00051.png; ATTU0052 png; ATT00053.png
Subject: Fwd: RE: 953 Treat Ave.

-—---—- Forwarded Message --------

Subject; RE: 953 Treat Ave.

Date: Tue, 5 Jan 2016 16:58:17 +0000

From: Greving, Justin (CPC) <justin.greving@sfgov.org>
To: Ernest Heinzer <erheinzer@mindspring.com>

" Emest,

I have not begun my review of the project. It is 4°th in my queue so |
will likely not get to it until the end of January.

*Justin Greving
Preservation Planner*

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

*Direct: *415-575-9169 *Fax: *415-558-6409

*Email: *_justin.greving@sfgov.org <mailto:justin.greving@sfgov. org>
*Web: *www.sfplanning.org <http:/Awww.sfplanning.org/>

facebook-logo-square <https:/iwww . facebook.com/siplanning>flickr
<http:/meww flickr.com/photos/sfplanning>twitter-logo-square
<https:/twitter.com/sfplanning>you-tube1
<http:/Avww.youtube.com/sfplanning>mail <http://signup.sfplanning.org/>

*’Plahning Information Center (PIC):*415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
<mailto:pic@sfgov.org>

*Property Information Map (PIM);*http://propertymap.sfplanning.org
¥

-—-—-0riginal Message--— "

From: Hilyard, Gretchen (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 10:00 AM

To: Ernest Heinzer

Cc: Greving, Justin (CPC) -

Subject: RE: 953 Treat Ave.

Hi Ernest,
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.ﬁ.m_ | PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MADY NUMEER DIRECTORS OFFICE  ZONING ADMIVISTRATOR  PLANNINGINFORMATION  COMMISSION CALENDAR
(415) 558-6378 PHONE: 558:6411 PHONE: 5586350 PHONE: $58-6377 INFO: 5586422
o STHELOOR STHFLOOK MAJGR ENVIRONMENTAL BTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 538-6426 FAX: 538-6405 FAX: 558-5951 SEGOV.ORG/PLANNIN

- MEMORANDUM: Historic Resource Evaluation Response

MEA Planner: Nannie Turrell

Project Address: 953 Treat Avenue Planning Department Reviewer:

Block: 3639, Lot: 028 . Winslow Hastie

Case No.: 2005.0429E 47 5'558’5:?8}

Date of Review: 8-15-05 winslow.hastie@sfgov.org

Preparer/ Consultant. - ' Owner

Name: James W. Heinzer Name: same as Preparer

Company: n/a Company: _
Address: 933 Treat Ave,, 8F, CA Address:

Phone; 824-1237 Phone:

Fax: 824-1285 Fax:

Email: jim@eahsinzer.com Ermnail:

PROPOSED PROJECT Project description:

X Demolition L. To demolish the existing single-family
[]  Atteration A dwelling.

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey Historic District/ Neighborhood Context
None, Constructed pre-1913. This residence is located in a mixed-use:

residential, commercial and industrial area
within the Mission neighborhood.

NOTE: if the property Is a pre-existing known historical resource, sKip 1o section 3 below,

1.) California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the Califomia Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such a
determination please specify what information is needed. (This detenmination for California Register Eligibility is
made based on existing data and research provided o the Planning Department by the above named pm;:arerf
consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are attached.)

. Event: or [TJyes X No [[Junable to determine

. Persons: or [CYes X No [JUnable to determine

* Architecture: or [Clyes X No [TJunable to determine

. Information Polential: {1 Further investigation recommended.

District or Context [J Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

if Yes; Period of gignificance:
E .

- Notes: This simple, shingled flat-front italianate cottage is not significant architecturally, nor does it
appear from the information provided that any significant evénts or persons are associated with the
property. Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for the California Begister, nor would it be
considered an historical resource per CEQA.

2.) Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register triteria, butit also
must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and usually most, of
the aspects, The subject property has {etained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted above:

e




location, | ] Retains [ ] Lacks selting, [ 1Retains [ ]Lacks
design, [l Retains [ Lacks {feeling, [ Retains ~ [] Lacks
materlals, [ |Retains [ ]Lacks association. [ ] Retains [} Lacks
workmanship[_] Retains [ Lacks

Notes: Since the building is not an historical resource per CEQA the analysis of its historic integrity
is not an issue:

3.) DETERMINATION: Whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA

X No Resource Present [] Historical Resource Present [] Category A (1/2)
{Go o 6. below) " (Continueto 4.} X Category B
[} Category C
Notes:

4.} If the property app&ars fo be an historical rasoume, whether the propcsed pm;ect is
consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed modifications would
materially impair the resource (L.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics
which justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

] The project appears to mest the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. (go to 6. below)
{Optional) D See attached explanation of how the project meets standards.
N The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards andisa
significant impact as proposed. {Centinue to 5. if the project is an aiteration}
Motes:

5.) Charactervdeﬁning features of the building to be retained or respecteﬁ in orderto avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the
project to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend camditmm of approval that may be
desirable to mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

6.) Whether the proposed pr,t@]&c% may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources,
such as adjacent historic properties.

[lYes X -No [ JUnable to-determine

PRESERVATION GOQRW%&TGR REVIEW

M Dats/ﬁ' (7-25
Mark Luﬁien “Aire eservation Coordinator ’

Cc: A, Green, Recording Secretary, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
- M. Oropeza-Singh/ Historic Besource Impact Review File

GAMEA--Environmental Review\R53 Treat Ave, Memo.doc




PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of Sen Francisco » 1660 Mission Street; Suite 500 » San Francisco, California » 94103-2414

MAINNUMBER Bm SOFFICE  ZONING ADMIVISTRATOR  FPLARNING W?OWTION COMMISSION CALENDAR

{41 5)558- 6378 PHOME: 55? 5411 PHONE: %58-6350 PHONE: 5586377 INEO: 358:6422
ATHFLOOR STHFLDOR, MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL  DYTERNETWEBSOE
FAX: 3586425 FAY: S58-640% FaX: 3583901 WWWSFGOV.ORGPLANNING

CERTIFICATE OF DETERMINATION
OF EXEMPTION/EXCLUSION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Project Title: 2005.0429E: 953 Treat Avenue. Demolition of Single-Family Dwelling.
Location: East side of Treat Avenue, between 22™ and 23" streets; Assessor’s Block/Lot: 36391028

City and County: San Francisco

Deseription of Nature and Purpose of Project: The proposed project is to demolish a one-story,
approximately 1, 130-square-foot smgfg?amfﬁ; dwélling on an approximmately 4,2 74-squure-foot it
shaped parcel. The dwelling appears o be in relatively poor physical condition. The original bxzilémg
{which was built on wood piers) was constructed around 1891, In the intervening years, a variety of building
additions/improvements have been made..

The house is on the south portion of the parcel, and a parking area and a loading area are on the north portion
of the parcel for the use of the adjoining parcel, which has a heavy commercial/light industrial use and which
parcel and business are owned by the project sponsors, The existing loading and parking areas would be
retained for the adjacent use. On the south and east sides of the subject project site is a defunct Southern
Pacific Railroad right-of-way that is currently used as parking, storage and access for surrounding and nearby

businesses. The subject project site is within a C-M (Heavy Commercial) District and a 40-X Height and

Bulk District, in the Mission District.

At this time, the project pmposa} is only to demolish the single-family house. Any future construction
proposal for the subject project site would require an environmental ap;ﬁwax:on with the Planning

Department,

James W. I—iemzer, Baxbm G. Hémzer, énd Ernest R. Heinzer, pmperty ownem, (415)824-1237

EXEMPT STATUS:

X Categorical Exemption [Staté CEQA Guidelines; Section 15301¢1)(1); Class Number: 1].

REMARKS: (See second page.)

Contact Person:  Irene Nishimura ' Telephone: {415) 558-5967

1 do hereby certify that the above determination has been
made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

PAULE MALTZER Qﬁ(/
E}gv Onmental Rev wer
e James W, Heinzer, Barbara G. Heinzer, &/d Emest B, Hemza A et Sponsors
Winslow Hastie, Historic Preservation Technical Spccmizsti anner, Southeast Neighborhood Planning Team

Julian Banales; Senior Planner, Southeast Neighborhood Planning Team

Historie Resources Mailing List
. Fernandez/M.DF. Exemption/Exclusion Filé

Date of Determination:

NQW ¥ s’
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Remarks

The existing single-family building and its history have been evaluated by the Planning. Department Historic
Preservation staff in order to determine if the buil dmg is an historical architectural resource as defined under
the California Register of Historical Resources criteria and 1%:: California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The Planning Department has determined that the building is not an historical architectural
resource hased on the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (see attached
Memorandum: Historic Resource Evaluation Response, dated September 15, 2005, prepared by Winslow
Hastie, Planner/Historic Preservation Technical Specialist). Research on the building found that the building
is not associated with a significant historic event, person, or architecture. Additionally, the building has not.
retained or lacks historic architectural integrity. Thus, the existing building is not considered an historical
architectural resource according to the California Register criteria and CEQA. Furthermore, the Planning
B&pa‘xt;mznt’s archeological resources technical specialist/planner has determined that the demolition project
is not expected to affect any CEQA-significant archeological resources (see attached Memorandum, dated
August 15, 2003, prepared by Randall Dean). Therefore, the proposed demohmn of the buﬁdmg woulld not
have a significant, adverse impact on an historical resource.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(1X1) provides exemptions from environmental review those projects
that involve demolition of up to three single-family residences in urbanized areas. The proposed project
would be demolition of a single-family dwelling in a C-M (Heavy Commercial) District in the Mission
District, which is a highly urbanized area. Hence, the proposed single-family house dembolition project is
appropriately exempt from environmental review under Section 15301(1) as'a Class 1 project.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity
where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due.
to unusual circumstances. There is no unusual circumstance surrounding the current proposal that would

suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect.
For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

The proposed project involves only the demolition of the single-family house, and this Categorical

Exemption Centificate of Determination is issued only for the proposed demolition project. Any future

_ construction proposal would need an environmental application and be required to be reviewed by the
Planning Department for potential environmental effects.

o

MAMEAExemptions\Certificate of Determination.doc
Revised 9/8/04
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MEMORANDUM

Date: 15 August 2005
To: Irene Nishimura
From: Randall Dean

Topic: Archeological sensitivity 953 Treat Avenue (2005.0429E)

Project: Proposed project is the demolition of a one-story single family dwelling with
the intention of éventual new ¢onstruction but no current plans for-a replacement
structure. The existing dwelling was constructed ¢, 1891. The dwelling has no
basement and is supported on wood piers. This date is supported by the 1886-93
Sanborn map. It appears that the first water connection was on/after 1906. Nothing
is known of former residences, Abutting on the project site to the east is the former
Southern Pacific RR ROW that had train service from 1864 until the 1990s.

Archeological/historical context: No prehistoric resources have been recorded in the
project vicinity. An examination of U.S. Coast Survey maps for the period 1852-
1869 did not reveal In structures on the project site during this period. It is possible
that an artifact-filled privy or well or trash pit is present on the project site and that
such archeological deposits would have an adequate number of data sets and clear
association with distinct household(s) with characteristics significant to current
historical/archeological rf‘asean:h issues,

Project Site: (APN 3639/28) &othmg is known about the formation of the project
site in tems of previous fill or site alteration, It does appear that little prior soils
disturbance has occurred since the existing dwelling rests on wood piers.

Potential project impacts: The demolition project is not expected to affect any
CEQA-significant archeological resources. However, when project plans for new
construction are submitted, the impacts of the new construction on CEQA-=significant

archeological resources will require reevaluation.

Recommendation: No archeclogical mitigation measure required for the project as
demoplition only. .

?pﬂawéﬁpv (this applies only 1o those applications subject to environmental evaluation)

PLEASE let megreview the text of the environmental evaluation document (Neg. Dec,,
EIR, Addenﬁum, etc) including archeological mitigation measure before publication.
F’referab y two 'weeks before. # .

This also goes for the draft Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Plan (MMRP}once it is
completed, _




Lastly, if you let'me know when your documents are finalized, 1 can keep a copy of
the archeology mitigation measures and MMRP on file to follow-up on the
implementation of their archieology requirements,

*

-

e
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Katherine Petrin <petrin.katherine@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 4:14 PM

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary; Frye, Tim (CPC); Susan Brandt Hawley; Mike
Buhler; Joe Butler

Cc: Luke Dechanu

Subject: 953 Treat Avenue (APN 3639/028)

Attachments: Petrin Letter Re 953 Treat 2017 0127.pdf

Ms. Jardines,

Attached please find my letter submitted on behalf of Friends of 953 Treat, a group of
neighbors, stating opposition to the proposed demolition of the residence at 953 Treat
Avenue, constructed in 1887.

We believe the 1887 residence quadlifies for individual listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources at the local level. The 130-year old structure is a good example of
vernacular, worker housing in the ltalianate style and is significant for its association with John
Center, pioneer, builder and businessman. Center owned the building at 953 Treat during
the 1906 earthquake and fires. He constructed the water system that saved this building and
hundreds of others in the area from the post-earthquake fires. These events and the
significance of John Center and the John Center Water Works are documented in City
Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco's Mission District, prepared by
the Planning Department in 2007.

Friends of 953 Treat seek a preservation alternative in which the historic house be retained
and incorporated into the proposed project.

We would be pleased to discuss this matter at your convenience.

Thank you,
Katherine Petrin

Katherine Petrin Consulting

Architectural History and Preservation Planning
Maybeck Building

1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A

San Francisco, California 94133

415.333.0342

www. linkedin.com/pub/katherine-petrin/5/77/530/




27 January 2017

Ms. Esmeralda Jardines, Planner

City of San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Sfreet, #400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: 953 Treat Avenue (APN 3632/028)

Ms. Jardines:

On behalf of Friends of 953 Treat, a group of neighbors, | am writing o oppose the
proposed demolition of the residence at 953 Treat Avenue, constructed in the Italianate
style in 1887. Since 2000 | have practiced in San Francisco as an Architectural Historian
and Preservation Planner and | regularly apply the National Register and Califormia
Register criteria o evaluate historic buildings. 1 utilize local, state, and national
preservation regulations and regularly prepare historic significance assessments for
environmental review documents. | meet the Secretary of the Interior's Historic
Preservation Professional Qualifications Standards in History and Architectural History.

Based on my background and experience, it is my professional opinion that the 1887
residence qudlifies for individual listing in the Cdlifornia Register of Historical Resources at
the local level. The 130-year old structure is a good example of vernacular, worker
housing in the ltalianate style and is significant for its association with John Center,
pioneer, builder and businessman. Center owned the building at 953 Treat during the
1906 earthquake and fires. He constructed the water system that saved this building and
hundreds of others in the area from the post-earthquake fires. These events and the
significance of John Center and the John Center Water Works are documented in City
Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco's Mission District, prepared
by the Planning Department.!

Friends of 953 Treat urge retention of the historic residence and suggest that it be
incorporated into the currently-proposed project to built two new two-unit residential
condominiums on the site.

Previous Evaluations

2005

Prior evaluations of the historic qualifications of 953 Treat Avenue reached conflicting
conclusions. In April 2005 a Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by former owner

! City Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District, prepared by the City and County
of San Francisco Planning Department, dated November 2007. pps. 47, 59.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133




James W. Heinzer concluded that the property was not historically significant. In
response, a memo issued by the San Francisco Planning Department on 15 September
2005 classified the property as a Category B historic resource warranting further
consultation and review. In November 2005, the Planning Department appears to have
issued a Categorical Exemption. However, the building was not demolished.

2010

In 2010, as part of the South Mission Historic Resources Survey, 953 Treat was idenfified
and evaluated. lf received two status codes: 3CS [appears eligible for the California
Register as an individual property through survey evaluation] and 7N [needs to be
reevaluated]. (See San Francisco Planning Department Property Information
Map/Database for the 3CS code assigned 30 November 2010.)

2015-16

In 2015, new owners retained the firm Page & Turnbull as preservation consultant to
assess the property’s historic significance and complete a Historic Resource Evaluation.
The firm provided an opinion that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource for
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).2 The Planning Department
concurred and issued a CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination dated 25 March
2016, finding that no resource is present either as an individual resource or as a
contributfor to a district.

We disagree with the final determination.

Description of the Historic Building

Located on the east side of Treat Avenue, between 22nd and 23rd Streets, 953 Treat
Avenue sits on an irregular-shaped lot that measures 4,275 square feet. Builf in 1887 as a
wood framed, single-family residence in the ltalianate style, it is a 1-story over raised
basement structure. Clad in wood shingles on the primary facade and channel drop
wood siding on the secondary facades, is capped by a gable roof. The primary facade
faces west and includes 3 structural bays. There is a garage addition to the south with a
shed roof, and another addition to the rear of the building with a shed roof. Typical
fenestration consists of double-hung wood-sash windows with hoods. The primary
entrance is located on the north facade and features a paneled wood door with a
bracketed hood, accessed by a flight of wood stairs. Character-defining features
include a wood porch, a bracketed comice, sash windows with hoods, primary enfrance
door below a bracketed door hood, and a high false-front parapet at the roofline 3

% Historic Resource Evaluation, 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco, California by Page & Turnbull, dated 27 April 2015.
3 Primary Record, 953 Treat Avenue, dated 17 March 2008.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133



Historic Significance
Water records indicate the building was constructed in 1887. The original architect and
builder are not identified.

The building is associated with John Center (1816-1908), a pioneering figure “who was
later dubbed the ‘father of the Mission’”. Center was instrumental in the construction of
the plank road and streetcar lines. He was a major landowner and subdivided large
expanses of land to facilitate new streets and housing.4 More importantly, though not
noted in the Page & Tumbull Hisforic Resource Evaluation, he designed and built the
John Center Water Works, a fact that is directly relevant to the survival of the subject
building in 1906.

John Center Corporation owned 953 Treat from 1894-1924, during which time the
building survived the 1906 earthquake and the fire that destroyed much of the northern
Mission district. The post-earthquake fire destroyed much of the South of Market District
before moving into the northeast Mission. The fire was halted at 20t Sfreet just a few
blocks north of 953 Treat.5 The fire was extinguished because of the Center's supply-of
water. A few months after the disaster, an article in the San Francisco Chronicle fitled,
“Owe their Homes to One Man’s Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved
from Fire by John Center's Private Water System,” stated:é

John Center now in his 90t year, came to San Francisco in 1849 and
settled on the land which he and his many houses occupy... He
constructed his own water system as early as 1851 and improved the
original system as time advanced and the demand increased. It includes
artesian wells, a large subterranean reservoir, two frame tanks with a
capacity of 80,000 gallons each, fire hydrants and connections.... [After
27 hours of fighting the fire] Center saved every house he owns, not a
shingle of one of his houses bumed while the damage from the
earthguake was trifling... This saved all the property east of Howard {now
South Van Ness) and south of 14t Street.”

John Center died in 1908. His obituary reiterated his contribution in saving hundreds of
buildings in the Mission District from the post-earthquake fires, stating:

One of Center's most important acts was the boring of wells on his
property at Sixteenth and Shotwell sireets in 1881. Cut off from the supply
of the Spring Water Company, the Mission was absolutely without fire

¢ Page & Turnbull HRE, dated 27 April 2015, p. 22.
s Page & Turnbull HRE, dated 27 April 2015, p. 23.
® “Owe Their Homes to One Man’s Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved from Fire by John Center’s
7Private Water System” in the San Francisco Chronicle, 5 July 1906, p. 12.
Ibid.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133




protection and Center prepared for the fire which he feared would
come, although it was not until 25 years later that his foresight was proved
correct and the wells he had dug proved of inestimable benefit not alone
in saving his property but also of those around him.8

Integrity

As was typical for modest 191 century vernacular residences, 953 Treat was subject to
alterations, most unrecorded and unpermitted. After initial construction in 1887, the
building incurred a series of small projecting volumes. No permits are extant. By 1914 the
structure was fully built out. 253 Treat retains a high degree of original material in
addition fo the character-defining architectural features listed above, and retains its
overall characteristics of the Italianate style.

The Primary Record (DPR form) completed in 2008 for the South Mission Historic Resources
Survey, noted that the residence remained in good condition. 253 Treat retains a
sufficient degree of integrity, which as defined by the standards of the National Register
of Historic Places, allows a property to convey its significance and authenticity.

Eligibility for California Register of Historical Resources

The Cdlifornia Register of Historical Resources is a listing of resources of architectural,
historical, archeological and cultural significance. From California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Section 4852:

(b) Criteria for evaluating the significance of historical resources. An historical
resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or
more of the following four criteria:

(1) Itis associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad pattemns of locat or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California
or the United States;

(2) 1t is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or
national history;

(3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high
artistic values; or

(4) It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation.’

& “Father of Mission, John Center, Dies” in the San Francisco Call, 20 July 1908, Vol. 104, p.1.

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133




Significant as a survivor of the 1906 earthquake and due to its association with John
Center and the John Center Water Works, 953 Treat quadilifies for listing. as an individuail
resource, on the California Register of Historical Resources at the local level under Criteria
1 and 2. This is my professional opinion.

The proposed demolition of this important San Francisco resource requires environmental
review under CEQA, unless feasible adaptive reuse of the structure is designed into the
new consfruction project. Friends of 253 Treat advocate just such a solution.

I would be pleased to further discuss this matter. Thank you.

Sincerely,
W/ hpan.

Katherine T. Petrin
Architectural Historian

CC:  Office of District Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt-Hawley Law Group
Mike Buhler, San Francisco Heritage
F. Joseph Butler, AlA
Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer, San Francisco Planning Department

Katherine T. Petrin | Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133
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“Owe Their Homes to One Man’s Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved from Fire by John
Center’s Private Water System” in the San Francisco Chronicle, 5 July 1906, p. 12.
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Luke Dechanu <hello.luke.dee@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 7:50 AM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Subject: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110

Dear Esmeralda,

Can you please tell the Director's Office and the Planning Commission that many people are concern and opposed to the
demolition of a historic resource, the existing cottage on the site.

Thank you,
- Luke Dechanu




Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Luke Dechanu <hello.luke.dee@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:13 PM

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Subject: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ,

2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other
related cases

Dear Ms. Jardines:
I am interested in the project at 953 Treat and Planning Department and Planning Commission actions on the pending applications.
So that | and those listed below will be informed of all proceedings on these application and can timely participate in the decision

process, | request that | and those listed below be placed on the public notification list and be notified by the Planning Department in
advance of all actions and hearings:

Luis Pinto
dadeluis@gmail.com

Adam Feibelman
adam5100@hotmail.com

Ethel Brennan
ethelbrennan@amail.com

Christine Wolheim
christine@wolheimstyle.com

Paul Mullowney
pmullowney@gmail.com

Mansur Nurullah
mansurnuruilah@gmail.com

Chris Reardon
simpleslider@yahoo.com

Graham French

glasscoatphotobooth@gmail.com

Erik Otto
hellperikotto@gmail.com

Chad Hasegawa
itsmewalls@gmail.com

Joe Butler

floseph1butler@gmail.com

Katherine Petrin
petrin.katherine@gmail.com

John Morrison

john@jwmorrison.net

Luke Dechanu
hello.luke.dee@gmail.com

Veronica Erickson
veronicaerickson01@me.com




Please send written notices to me at the street address above and email notices to me and the others at the email addresses
provided. | would also appreciate acknowledgement of your receipt of this request at your earliest convenience. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Luke Dechanu



Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Ernest Heinzer <erheinzer@mindspring.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 10:04 AM

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Subject: 953 Treat Ave. 2015 0065 10cuavar

Dear Ms Jardines:

1 am sending this a mail to you to urge you not to let the little cottage at 953 Ave. be torn down. It is one of few pre
1906 buildings in the area and the only one on 900 block that is largely in an original state. We must preserve the few
remaining buildings that are left. The
953 cottage has connections to John Center a well known early San Franciscan.

There were plans to save the cottage and build 4 condominiums around the little house. Please do not let the developer
take this San Francisco historic building away.

Sincerely _ . -
Ernest Robert Heinzer

269 Randall Street '
San Francisco Ca 94131




Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Veronica Erickson <veronicaerickson01@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 5:13 PM

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPCQ)

Subject: 953 treat avenue

Thank you for keeping me updated. | am opposed to having the house 953 Treat Avenue torn down.
Thank you.

Sent from my iPad




Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: christinewolheim@gmail.com on behalf of Christine Wolheim
< christine@wolheimstyle.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 6:33 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Re: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ,

2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other
related cases
Hello Esmerelda,

My name is Christine Wolheim.
I'am a tenant at 933 Treat Ave, (next door to the proposed building site).

My studio Mate Ethel Brennan and I attended a meeting about the proposed building site in order to be
informed about its nature and the nature and history of the Structure slated to be torn down.

We do not oppose the project. We are neutral parties.
Please remove our names from the list of opponents.

We're happy to continue to be included in discussions of relevance.
Thank you for your time and including us.
Kindly,

Christine Wolheim

On Fri, Feb 3, 2017 at 4:07 PM, Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello Luke, et al.,

Attached please find the most current plans for 953 Treat Avenue. Please let the 953 Treat Avenue team or [ know if you
have any questions or if we can provide further information. Also attached is the notification poster for case no. 2015-
006510CUAVAR.

The published Planning Commission packet should be available next Friday, February 10, 2017; the public hearing is
scheduled for February 16, 2017.

Please let me know if | can be of assistance in the interim.




Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Paul Mullowney <pmullowney@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 1:58 PM

To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

Subject: Re: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ,

2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other
related cases

Dear Esmeralda,

Please take me off this list. I don't want to receive emails and I do not oppose the demolition of the property
nor do I oppose the new building.

Thank you very much,
Paul Mullowney

On Fri, Feb 3, 2017 at 4:07 PM, Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello Luke, et al.,

Attached please find the most current plans for 953 Treat Avenue. Please let the 953 Treat Avenue team or | know if you
have any questions or if we can provide further information. Also attached is the notification poster for case no. 2015-
006510CUAVAR.

The published Planning Commission packet should be available next Friday, February 10, 2017; the public hearing is

scheduled for February 16, 2017.

Please let me know if | can be of assistance in the interim.

Thank you,

Esmeralda Jardines

Planner, Current Planning, SE Quadrant

SAN FRANCISCO




Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: podrido66 . <dadeluis@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 4:32 PM

To: John Morrison

Cc: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPQ); hello.luke.dee@gmail.com; adam5100@hotmail.com;

ethelbrennan@gmail.com; christine@wolheimstyle.com; pmullowney@gmail.com;
mansurnurullah@gmail.com; simpleslider@yahoo.com;
glasscoatphotobooth@gmail.com; helloerikotto@gmail.com; itsmewalls@gmail.com;
fijosephlbutler@gmail.com; petrin.katherine@gmail.com; veronicaerickson01@me.com;
Geoff Gibson (Gibson@archsf.com); David Phan (phan@archsf.com)

Subject: Re: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ,
2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other
related cases

I am also not at treat anymore.

Thank you

On Fri, Feb 3, 2017 at 4:45 PM, John Morrison <jobn@jwmorrison.net> wrote:
Hello,

Thanks a bunch guys. No need to keep me on this list. I'm not at treat anymore.
John
Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 3, 2017, at 16:07, Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda jardines@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hello Luke, et al.,

Attached please find the most current plans for 953 Treat Avenue. Please let the 953 Treat Avenue team
or i know if you have any questions or if we can provide further information. Also attached is the
notification poster for case no. 2015-006510CUAVAR.

The published Planning Commission packet should be available next Friday, February 10, 2017; the

public hearing is scheduled for February 16, 2017.

Please let me know if | can be of assistance in the interim.

Thank you,
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KATHERINE PETRIN CONSULTING
1736 STOCKTON ST STE 2A 90-78/1211
SAN FRANGISCO, CA 94133
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