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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL- t ,, ",_
1 

FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
,,1 .OJ 

"' . --~ ................... ~....._, ____ _ 
Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from ··the' following-, acilim c:,f the City 
Pla·nning Commission. · 

The property is located at _~2_1~8~2~?~tb~A~v~e~n_11_e~----------~--

October 12, 2017 
Date of City Planning Commission Action 

(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission's Decision) 

November 13, 2017 
Appeal Filing Date 

____ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of 
property, Case No. ___________ _ 

' . 
___ The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for establishment, 

abolition or modification of a set-back lin'e, Case No.-------------· 

_x__:_ The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an application for conditional use 
authorization, Case No. 2016-003258CUA · 

___ The Planning Commission disapproved In whole or In part an application for conditional use 
authorization, CasE:J No. ____________ _ 

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process5 
August2011 · 
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Statement of Appeal: 

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from: 

Please see attached. 

b) · Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal: 

Please see attached. 

Person to Whom 
Notices Shall Be Mailed 

Robia S. Crisp 

Name 

Hanson Bridgett LLP 

425 Market Street, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Address 

(415) 995-5025 
Telephone Number 

Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal: 

Alex Bernstein and 
Sonia Daccarett 

Name 

2545 Lake Street 
San Francisco, CA 94121 

Address 

(415) 205.;3240 
Telephone Number 

V:\Clerk's O!fice\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process6 
August 2011 · 

2349 



_,. '->~\:.LJ\'•*-r.,,•,:,•-,•_.-•·,;•·•••-vA•,· ·;•'•·-~ ••l "'"• •• • • •,- .... -~-----.:.--,-,-... ____ .._.. ___ ..,_ • • · -~----------*" ,. , •, -- ----·· •• • • ··- • .•• 

ROBIA S. CRISP 
SENIOR COUNSEL 
REAL ESTATE/CONSTRUCTION 
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5806 
DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3455 
E-MAIL rcrisp@hansonbrldgett.com 

November 13, 2017 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

.-. ';:~; .• ,-'i,.-. 

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

·".' t:, ~-' • .-,:--. 

Re: Statement of Appeal; 218 27th Avenue; Conditional Use/Residential Demolition (Case 
No. 2016-0035258CUA) 

This office represents Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett, the owners of a single family home 
· located at 2545 Lake Street, Which abuts the property located at 218 27th Street, the subject of 
this appeal. · 

On behalf of our clients, we appeal the Planning Commission decision to approve a Conditional 
Use Application for the demolition and replacement of the existing, two-story single family home 
located at 218 217th Avenue with the construction of a four-story, three-unit building with three 
parking spaces on October 12, 2017 by Motion No. 20025 (the "Project"). 

More specifically, we appeal the Planning Commission's approval because it approved a four­
story building that is out of scale, fails to maintain light to adjacent properties, and otherwise 
creates significant adverse shadow impacts and results in a loss of privacy to existing 
neighboring buildings. The reasons for this appeal are that the requii,it_e findings, including those 
listed under Planning Code Sections 303 and 317, and the Proposition M priority policy findings, 
are not supported by substantial evidence. 

On appeal, we request that you uphold the decision to approve the Project with certain 
modifications to the conditions of approval, to requir~: (1) the removal of side deck areas and 
the painting of the exterior of the north-facing wall in a white color or otherwise mitigating for the 
loss of light and privacy to adjacent neighbors; (2) limiting the hours of construction to 9:00 am 
to 5:00 pm; and (3) reducing the building height from 40 feet to 30 feet. The·construction of 
three units within three stories is feasible and would allow the project to maintain the same 
density while· significantly mitigating the impacts on·the neighboring properties. 

Concurrently with this appeal, we have filed an appeal of the Categorical Exemption 
Determination issued on June 21, 2016 and relied upon by the Planning Commission in 
approving the Project. Until such time as the City fully complies with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., and the 
City's CEQA procedures codified in San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, the subject 
approval cannot be affirmed. · 

Hanson Bridgett LLP 
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 hansonbridgett.com 

13941631.4 
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Angela Calvillo 
November 13, 2017 
Page 2 

We will submit further briefing prior to the hearing scheduled for this appeal. 

Very truly yours, 

/6JlJUI~~ 
· Robia S. Crisp 

RSC 
Attachments 

cc: Alex Bernstein (Via Email alex@kingfisherinvestment.com) 
Sonia Daccarett (Via Email sdaccarett@gmail.com) 
Michael F. Donner, Esq. 

2351 
13941631.4 



To Whom It May Concern: . 

,.., -~ , ~., '::•".I ~ f r"j t--, ~ J, • • 

·L·.;>:-::', l ,_., ~.~ 

-~ ,., 
., . -·--·-

~ ... ---....... ............ _ .... 

City Planning Commission 
Case No. 2016-0035258CUA 

Several owner names on the neighborhood notification .. mailing list of this application were 
incorrect or outdated per the owners signing this ·app~al request. These are summarized below 
for your convenience· and may be verified from the recorded conveyancing· documents on file 
with the County Recorder's office. 

Street Address Block/Lot Owner Name and Comment 
2539 Lak~ Street, #4 1386/052 Michael Ryan is the record owner although 

his mother was listed on the mailing list. 

239 26th Avenue 1386/007 · Sharon I hara is the record owner .. 

2533 Lake Street 1386/042 Nancy Fong is the record owner; her 
husband (listed) is deceased. 

218 26th Avenue, #302 1385/055 Brian Keegan and Emily Keegan are the 
r.ecord owners. 

225 26th Avenue, #3 1386-069 Marcia Addison is the record owner 
although only husband was listed. 

The following are 21 appeal signature pages representing 34% of the property owners within 
300 feet of the subject property. 
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· ·· 11_· · ' 
1

' .:,.: CityPlannlngC9mmisaiPllcnc",i 
, ··; Case No. 2.0 \6 - 00 > .e:- :rn . VJ-\ ., ' __ ....., __ --·-----f"-· .... , ... 

The undersigned declare. that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or co_nditional use (that Is, _owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the appllcatlon for amendment or;conditional use, or.within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm 'or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1. 'J./o )rru /NG. 

2. ?.Jo lf iU fr€· 
3 •. :JS3:l LA.k St. ~'2-

4. 20,'\ Lakt St,-* 2.. 

5. ~5-y,; lAkE° ST 

6. ~5$15 ~KE S', 
4- / 7. ,255'1 lA Jtc. '&t . 

. ., ~ it-/ 
8. .~ 3-j I.Aku.1 .St, 

9. tZv:Yl lt1l0 ef 4f 
10.Z I o , 2 7 i:l! Ave-

.13. --------

15. -~------

16. -------~ 

17. --------

18. --------

19. --------

20. --------

21. --------

22. --------

13ftlo31 • 
/3?6/03~. 

I 

\~~lo\ 050 

l3~~ \o5C 

13?(/f(o 
I 

l3it/'!o • 
/3~1p J ~~q 

3 
1386 lo?ff 

I 

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformatlon\Condltlon Use .A.ppeal Process7 
August 2011 
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_; :. •• • • • ••. , ••• J 

:; ,'\ -~- i \. 

r '" ··, ' ' : ' ' \ .-, "' : \ \: '.:/
1
; City Plannlna Commission 

. ·;·-· ___}!___..--"---~-· caseNo. U'lh·-oo3259c.uA . 
The unden;lgned declare 'that ffiey are hereby subscriberS to this No1fce of Appeal and are owners of property 

affected by the proposed amendment or conditlonaJ use (that-is, owners of property within the area that ~ the subject of 
!he application for amendment or~ ~. _or. ~Jo a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundarie& of lhe property. 

·:·:· .. · .... 
If~ has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownenmip change. H 

slgnlng for a flnn or corpora1fon, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street AddresS. 
property owned 

1. 2/o J.:i"' ~E-

2. "JJo 21111 
~-

3. ~~~~~~ 

4. -~~~~~ 

5. . ~S"Y~ . LAt:E ST 

s. ~5Y5 I.AKE 9r 
7_ 252*!ake sA@ij) 

--=::a- -

a. l!J ~t;b fa~VG 

9. <X53 Jh,JV. ~. 

10. ..-2., r ·- ·22 Ai/P .. 
2-k,(. ·, -q -~ 11. ___ <--.=:,..·.....;__'T __ _ 

12. Ue~ 1J"tb he 
13. ~) 8' ;liUI J-4-.fE 

14. ---~---

15. -------
16. ~~---~-

17. ~~~~~___.:_-

18. -------
19. ~~~-~--
20. _____ _ 

21. _____ _ 

22. 
~--~~~ 

· Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) 
Block&Lot 

13tl/03'l_ • 
1316/031 , 

/3t(/tto 
I 

l3nj'lo 
/3!l /oV3 
I 331- 01:;;_ 

i33C-u58 
/Jf-l ··oo J 

/'3f6 "OJ-6 

/3r6 ··o)..6 
/JJ'( .. 033 . 

Toni jelso 

\/"'-C"J.rlr·· ~-~M.A....____. ... _,.,... __ ....... , 
t.. 
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OriginaJ Signature . 
ofOwner(s) 
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... :,. : 

:.1 .: .. r-~1 ;· . . ' ,. : ·~) 

. The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or.conditional use (that is,.owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the appfication for amendment or conditional use,,.orwithin.a radius of 300 f~t of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

It ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. 'J.lo l.i''U ftv&. 

2. ';)JC) lt ,u /J:{€ · 
t 

3. ZJ1 IA.ke St. •-z. 
4. ~ii LAb.. St , • 2-
s. dS°Yf. LAU S°T 

a. ;;l5Y5 !AKE Sr 

16. ______ _ 

11. J t/ D LAl(e s·r u~ 
'J.(,JO {A}<[ Sr- f:l -3 18 . ..c..· _____ _.;.c._ 

d. 6'10 U,l<c 'ST ft:)_. 19.~-~-~~--'-'--

/3'!,/ DI/Lj 

/33/ r//;;J. 

/j's/ D l.f / 

20. :)[iu iAKe S~ JJ./ /J3/ Dl/0 

21. 'J..6Jo (A,Kt. Sr r-l-/o /}31 o</9 

22. s/Clo L « k~ 57:ff g /331 O'-lt 
,;/3 .;tlo Luke Sr Jd.r9 ;331 o'fl 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

V:\Clerl('s Offlce\Appaals lnformation\Condltfon Use Appeal Process7 
August 2011 . 
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Original Signature 
ofOwner(s) 



OocuSlgn Envelope JD: 2D3433A3-91CF-426E-99C5·2E311 E8E44E1 

,,) ~ ... ,· l i' ' . . , .. , :'} 

.. ,,·-, ··· '! ,- 1 • j r, f-ct.1 !, e t) r~ . 

· · ' , , ..J Clly Plannlng Commission · 
· f''i _____ fl _____ Case.No. 1.bi0~0031.5'~CUA 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers· to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that Is, owners of property within the area that is the subJeot of 
the application tor amendment or condltlonah.ise; o{Wltnln inadlus of 300 feet ~f the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roil has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a flnn or eotp0ration, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization Is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned · 

1. ~/0 ~tTIJ .IN&. 
2. ,;Jjl) ,.., 7U ft'€. 

3. 

4. 

5. 1S'Y{ LAKE ST 
a. ~5Y5 !AKE Sr- . 

2533 Lake St 
7. 

a .. Q:.sa ; 6 T\l 1h A" 

9. ~t'l~27~~Ave; . .,,,, .vztl 
10. //J 0 

11. JVC :JH3 ~7T~ /fv 
12. --------
13. ~~-----~ 

14. ~----,-----
t 5. --------
18. --'---------
17. ~~~~.....:.. ......... ~~ 

18. --------
·9, ~-------
ta. ------:...--

!2. ~-------

· Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

1311/032 • 
/3i'6/o3<J 

·t 

l3rtfto . 
J . 

/Jff /f/o • 
1386-042 

t3f~., ol!> 

1.337~00~ 
/33J-o52, 
f3g-( -D3t 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 
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of OWner(s) 
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.~fftk:ku~. 
-~CW,-~ 

I'\ . . 3 tu It., 
t, j!,/0 i, , J"'!;f/:; . • . .' -

;,') ' . . ~ l, 'N A-€ t. ~o~.....-+:,:.:..;;.;· ··_. .. __ 

$.~ . 

"· 2'h' u.kt SJ. • Z.._ 
. '),t".ll"I" ! . ,,._~,... Sr 
5. ,e J7 'l . Li.If~. . . ·-

CJ. ·l6?f:5 t,;J:_ 9r 
1. ~lf&&t.•I _ 

·; .. i. .. ' .. 4#--J 
8. ~~~~~-·-~~ 
e. /J~.J&='1:-4'f· 
10.:z.J Jl_ ~ ·~-1 _TJi A~ 
'\\, g?_~.:t;~~~1\ 6Ve . · 
,~~~~----~~ 

13..~--..-~~.....__~ 

14. ~~~--~~ 

14.~~~.._:_....~~ 

15. _____ _ 

17. ~~~~~~ 

18. _____ _ 

19·---~-

20. _____ _ 

21. _____ _ 

22. _____ _ 

l : •• ' .. ~'' ·~ •• { > . ' 
.; r• • 

• ,. . . , , . ~ ... ....-c· .,. __ ., ·,<I;..;. 

·i f ----~---Qtyn~!'11f.g_ '-Nfnffi.lt"'WI•·. 

~itor'f 
B.loo\( & Lot 

!)Jl/rJ.3!1 
/3f~9J!1-
t.1c~,1-~ 1011::!h . ~ .. pt .... ~-' 

. l~~{~O 

(Jif&o ... . 

IJl(/'la 
f5\,frJ9!t 
1

~· lll ( . . o • . · . 

tsufa~ 
\;o~w·Ol't' 

eim Her· ~Oi&·~OD3 2-5"6 OVI\ 
• ·I~· ~ : .': •' .:t ... ~., <" ,• !* .,;, • 
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.;· .. 
. , ·~ : .. :\ 

.. '.·.I·.· 
, ) - '. ~ I I . • 

,,,,-~···•;\,-, ···';•,::~,:~~,~~1,i~cv;, · 

The undersigned declare that lh~j~subscri~rs to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional U;S8t or ~!hJr.:t.a r~pius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of 1he property. . . .... :·:········ .- ... 

It ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature 

1, r-;;:;;: ft(f;, ;;;32 ~ . °li_r(•jri,; ---

·~ :,~:z.-~ :::Yi:!: ~ ~a 
4.-~/Ake.St.*2 t?>~~to;o ~e,J_ ;i;K,"c_es· · ~ 
5. :2S-Y~ LAU 5T . /Ji:( fro jf£x~Y:'~61JJ 
a. ~5Y5 !AKE: 9r 11f(/vo £,...;A1fett4tat 
1. ,ZS3'llAbbf,t '* I l~~ Jo<11 H11er1J Kt,ss-& . -r:J~'-"'==~a.--

a. ~la.ke,5t. "-/ ~ i)tll'JN!~~U'~ , 

•- fl~ l&q.Jtf ~ ~1c:i-i<iel ~~41, ~....::__..=:-~~=-
10.Zfo- 27 •liA\"e' · l3U lo:::t t41·121GK "MttLUC.,.tJ.N ~ ~------
~~. 2 5 f '-e Lq· k I 7 5 Voq9 L o C,t t s-e,- Ur~ -'1~ 1:.~"" _ _,.0(i07/U2..J 
12. 'd..::;/V .~Sr /H;i__ /oY7 /1APGri--Y SNV06·fl_ .?Jk~~ ~ 
1a. ;;251:S-Lc.._14_ . ;3gt/07o f\lof\\lv\0rr,~1 /Sk~D"~(1t-, ;.#-r~;_:~ 
14. ______ _ 

15. ______ _ 

16. ______ _ 

17. ______ _ 

18. --~----

19. ------~ 
20. ______ _ 

21·---~---

22. -------

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformatfon\Condltlon Use Appeal Process? 
August 2011 
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14,. ______ _ 

15~---------
lo; _____ _ 

17. --------~-
ta, _____ _ 

'1$-. -· ---=---'"~~ 
oo . .;..· ---------
21~--------

~--·---~-~ 

i •• 1' !, 

·.: :\ :! :· . :;) 
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OoouSlgn Envelope ID: 2FB8DA5F-COBA-46F6-AB6D-CB57342E6IF1 

,., .-: , -~ • ~ r-. \ ; l '1 ·, l • , P ,...., .:'} 

, 'l . 'n , , . -~, -9_1ty ~att".f,~1nts£f;;~- ,uA'.1 ,:.- . 
···, -·--·- 0 ---.L:!--~---"'.cud·No, .. a;Ot,'t" .DD:1. $ ~ (,, t\ 

. . :~--.. ~ . J::~. . ' 

. ·., ™' u~rslgned3~~re',~rth$y;1$fe'·~;"subserlbers:·to ,~ -~~:ct~tilnd. are o.wn~s of pr~rty. 
lif~·by·.~-:J)i'C!PO~: 1.tm~m .. m or·~i.t~ (tmat·i$, -~ ofi_~ w.tlhiiftlit. atear~aflftfi\f5~ct~ 
-~ ~rHM amen~ftt·ot C()l\dliftmato~, otwitt!i11 a !'~·Qt aO(Heot of~eext~-twu~ of tt,e;·propprty. 

· ·lf-(lWfl~sttip- fta1i. ~ged a.rtQ.. asse$Sffioot toil hM n~ :been am~iided. we attach proof of ownershfp change. If 
~lf!Q, fbl'· a .flffi'I-OreQJP(lfa~ft pr«if (lf°'a_u~on:taOOii 10 sign on behalf of the otganlz.aiion is. attachoo: . . . 

'"·----~~-
!~., _____ _ 

. Hl. -------
1'7. ____ _ 

1a ~----'--~___,_-..............,,. 

Hr_~-----
2Q._-~----
~t. ----------­

~· -------

2361 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: D2F7810B-CA00-4094·AD63-AOA3BC3B547 A 
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•• ' l ••·• ~ , 

. r,:·, 
· . ./ 

... · ·· IO City Pl~pnlng Commi.{lsior:i 
.. ,, __ r----~easeNo. J.Olb-09 ;:.1 <AS1$CVA 

The undersigned declare that t~~/;;e hereby subscribers to tbis Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (th!:lt is.,.,owners ·of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendment or conditional .use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not. been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

1.1.s~f u,~sr, Afr:tt~ 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

15:, 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

,3~6&0~1 

Printed Name of Owrier{s) 

Sf3iJ. tMo 
'f1,N&(i 1~ fit.L 

V:\Clerk's Offlce\Appeals lnformation\Condition Use Appeal Process? 
August 2011 
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. I - ::•,-·::.·. ·.'.·-:·:···.,:.. ·:.::;·:.:.· · ... ·.:.-·--i :.:·.".:.'.:. :~-.-\•, ... ·:.·,. :- •• • ··---· ..•. I 

~US!Qn l!!ll'<l<>!l" IO;-l'liC~-!1$00-4~·~FR4M467l!071 \ / / 

,,,,;; •<.'~ ~: !_J'~~~ ~oS -?J~ Vo 

;?Y~~-~Jl"''. ,,, ::_,, ~ ~~rna2~~~";icu~ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the pr~~-~.r.n.e~.!ll~nt or_ C;Ondiffiooal use (that 1s. owners. of property within the area that is the subject of 
1he application for ~merif oi coiioitionaf use, or with lo a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bowidaries of tile property. 

if owne<ship has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. H 
signing for a firm or corp<iral!on, proof of at.$0tization 10 sign on b(:haif of the organrzation is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

, . . ?-10 J}T\I ~&-

11\.1 . 
2. ?Jo l f,v€- . 
3. JS:5:l tA!cL St. •±:... 
4. 431 LA4 $! I .- 2.. . 

s. ;;,sr,; LAtE ·5T 

s. ~5Y5 l,,KE · 5,-

1. JS3'1 uJco.st. ""L 
a. $a:J £4/r.4,.:.fr. 11- I 
9. '25>114"'- g-4-f 
10.~ 4 27 TJ! A¢: 

2S34 Lake street ,,. . 

12. /i....s 3 ~th~ k2-

,4. __ _ 

16. 

18. ______ _ 

20. _. ~-----­

·21. ----~---

22. 

Assessor's 
Block~ Lot 

l3ft/o3i • 
/3'i6/o39 , 
l~~t.toso 
J~~'« le60 

/3f(/ro 
r. 

1111Lro .- -
1:2~~ Jc~q 

I~ 
(3U/o:r, 

. 1332-J22A 

Printed Nam~ of Owner(s} 

---·······----· -----

-~·-----~ 

12 J 2-/ 
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· . .--·, ·-· . I - ~ · .-;.,-.-.,_. -. ,-:-;-:·::.·::1·- ......... _;_ ..... _-._·.· .. 
·-·-------···-. 

·- • •. -~ ·--· - I : .. ___ ._ ____ .. -:.-·-.·.·.-__ ._..., __ . 
• ".•.;.• ·-·~ '·" "1 I. • Ct:·:;• 

•' _,' 

City Planning Commission 
Case No. Jll\0--0o3~S~COA 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendme0t .or. conditional use (tliat is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of 
the application for amendmenrofcoriditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of t~e property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If. 
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property owned 

1. ~:111c. o1, '{dt..Ave.-
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. ---------

11. 

12. 

13. ---------

14. ---------

16. ---------

17. ---------

18. -~~~~----

' 19. ---------

20. ---------

21. ____ _ 

22. ---------

Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) 

1JIJ';/ ~oOt1 . . . 
lr~t ;,~~Y. · Ha.re, (A. AJ,J, ~IA-

------- ---···. 

V;\Clerk's Offloe\Appeals lnformatlon\Condltlon Use Appeal Prooess7 
August 2011 
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Original Signature 
of Owne~(s) . f 

Jka& cJ. rLt.tQ'Y'--
L . 
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,,.- ' ' . ·~ i. ! r;Cit);Piknms Commission . 
.., ., d I Case No. )O\h-D03J.5i elJA 
·, l _ . .M .. ,._-.--... .. ____ ,_,._,.___ 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional u~ (that is. owners-of property wrthin the area that is the subject of 
the ~ication for amendment or conditional use. or wi!t.iin,a. radius :of 300 feet of. the exterior boundaries of the property. 

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. It 
signing tor a firm or corporation. proof of ~uttiorization to sign on behaff of the organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
property OWTied 

1. _?.to ).:,w /N&. 
'2. 2/9 l111J ft"€· 
3. ~ Lg.A-£. St. •2 

.4. U'.3'\ I.Akt $1 •• 2. 

s. ;isr{ L-f 1:e 5T 

6. ~5¥5 I.Ax:e 5, 
1. .2Sf/J lArc, Di -'- I 
a. «2.'i3J lA.Jt.L-5±. ~ _I 

9. IZS?!l l4V?-5t-4-f. 
10.~Q - 27 t.J! Ave: 

201 26th Avenue "'· --------
12. ?-52-~ _ lA,ke Sf-
~ 3. 7 ') 2 <o Lo-1:. .,;_ S. .(. . 

18. --------

rn: --~-----
20. --------

21. -------'---

22. --------

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

13fl/o3i • 
/3f6/_9..3!1_ 

·l}:{a«-\~~o 

r~~~·lc6ti 
/3f(/ro , 
l]f(/'IO· .. 
-~!£1~ 

13 
(386 lo:r:J 
1386-J73 -
t 7?;·:;- / OS'I 

Printed Name of Qwne;(sr 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: B9E5E72C-EDC9-41BD-9515-A3F7D56BFA42 

• -.·· i -. , •. ,,, ,: ._: · City Planning Gommission . 

· ·, v -----1L------- __ -·· Case No. 26\ h-0032.. S'i C VA . 

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional .use .(that is, owners of property within the area that Is the subject of 
the application for amendment_or;,cood/tj_onatuse, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior'boundaries of the property. · 

: .. , ri:· •, • 

. If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If 
signing for a firm or corporation, proo·f of authorization to sign o~ behalf of the organization is attached. · 

Street Address, 
property owned · 

1. 'JJo j11U /N&. 
2. 2/D 21-,u ft'€· 

3. 

4. 

. 5. :;?SY{ 'LAKE ST 

a. ·25y5 !AKE S", 
7. 

8. 

9. 

2527 Lake 
Str@@:t 

2-;J...l:, ;z.~-rl!)N ;_: 

~0 Jtru j4ve 

12. ---------

13. ---------
14. ________ _ 

15. ---------

16. ---------

17. ------------

18. ----~----

20. -~------­

~1. ---------

22. ------,-----

Assessor's 
Block &Lot 

· l3fl/o32 
• 

l3?6/o3£J , 

13?(/'lo 
I 

13H /r;o 
i 

1386 - 043 

Printed Name of Owner(s) 

Toni Jel so 

/3'87-0;).J..,~ GN<-Y ~'(_. 
j]8i ~ O.llf VAv:r.P JUlT1,a/v' 
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Original Signature 
· of Owner(s) 
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Ci'~J Pfanning Gommi~sion ,,_, . 

Case No. ~CUA ' r ' ' " 
Th,, 1.<r'1lersigned declare that they ar., hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and at~ /JWri$c;;/ ol ~,fy 

affected by the Pff!!lOsed amendment or conditional use (that is, OWners of property within the llrlli! il>dl! !l>jll ~ i,f 
the appliealioo tor l.lmendment or conditional use, or within a radius ot.300 feet ol lhe &xterior bounda~~ i/JI !!I,;/~.·, 

If ownership has changed q.nd assessment roll haa oot been amended, we attach proof of~ ch~e. :/1 
signing !or a firm or CO!pOration, proof of authorization to sign on behalf ol the organization is attached. i · ~ '~ ·co,: 

Street Address \ Assessor's 
Block & lot 

P,inted Name of Owner{s) property own0d 
""') 1U 

t, !?!::.IO . -~ ~ . fi.v G .. 
. 171\1' 

2. ~ ~l , /J!..€-
. . li 

3, ~-JA~~·2 

4·, J~lrl~ St~ ,tt ~ 

fl 

(t 

"fl' .l ·~ t# .,.- e,... 
J: ~\i"'~~s ,£l=-i.e: .;, .l 

,~-.:,~·-,----, .,,-..,_ 

i 5,­, ( . / ,,.t,,,t~ 
.,!,: ¥# ·i,»"""' ' " .,,, ....... ~.-~ ........ ~~ ........ ~ .. =·=·-~--_.;_ 

12, ---~,.........:.~~~ 

11 ,:Jj 

!~_ 
13r-6Lo3c, 

I 

l }'i Cit ( l>SC 

l3'l"'4 t oso 
/Jf(bo ;- . 

!Jit/f/o 
13~"1 }O't'i 

. r' .. •'\ , 

~'-~"l~lf ft1,', 

Original Signature ' 
of Owner(sJ 

i: 

,/ zf 

.·, .,. 
··.:! 

~:: 
:i:'. 
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DocUSlgn Envelop• ID: 32FB75G4-59DG-4E8F-926G-FE4AMB72D7t 

~; ; \ '·.. i • 

The onderslgn«i 'dEtclanHh~rtJ11ttafe ·ner-ei:>y: ~ubscnP8(S b,,. this Nouce. of-~l ,~ttd,are· owners of. ~Y 
aftaqted by .the proposed· ameod..tn,~fit.,!>f· eortCim(!n.al use·'(tttatls,. owners of'pt.~fWitl:llifin.:ar~l(f.la.tJiitmr·su~nSf 
the· appUc.atlon fot amem:fltiijot ot .C®(liU~}usr:.«rwffnfti t(~ c;if ~ :~-Qf -~ ,~$riof-~$. of thEfpf~. 

. .l~. ,.,...., .. _..,4,;i.,..:-'"' .... .:.. . ..:k~--...i·_.,,..,l _,.,,., ... .,..;,.,,-_;.. · · 11 .... .. .. -- ot bee- amended . . tta h · ·oof "' o oorsh' ... \!, ... .,,..,;.._ . ff 
11. ""~·""'"'·"l' n~a vi1<1,'l!la;,,., .. ,~. ~_..,v ..... ro. ,,as .n , n . . • we a .. i;: _pr_ " w . ,p ... ~'!:I"'· 

sig(Mg, tor a. furn or-~ra;Uon; P.f«)l of:.atrt.n¢6~~ to sign on' behalf ¢,'~ ~.anlzatlori is alt.achoo. · . 

$tf'E)e1.Addt&S$,. As~'s 
· · Pf*-tfy'own!Jid . -~;&: lot 

1. 'Jlo .. lt~ /ifl~f: . _. .131,I /03t 
2, 2JJL.ll"lli ft!~: ·- jJf'6jo3°l.: 
3., A5$:t.Gi~'$t._ *2 . l~t~,t)~b.:; 
4. 2'a1. ~-$,f;,. ~- 2.. 1.?,q:k (OS'O 

s~· 2iY5. ?.ttt $.r !sf:l/jo. 
s . ...,5u~' _b.t,Ke. Sr· - . F&~..J.'liJ· 
g., eA 72·-··· ,,·,1·,·;--~···~ ····~ . 

t. Jf8$.i'tl~&t- A-/ J$'~Jts!l~ 
$. ~ 1.A.~;-a' . . . . . _. . .. L., .. <J.. */ a· .. 
~. 't.$11 l,i?«~-#f __ · L . - · .... 0 

-_. --. 

1Q,2,Jf>-~2:1~\~Awt t3~:fu31, 
2534 Lake Street · ;J,3;:;;;/22A · 1,,_·--~---

12,.~-----~ 
13. ____ ..__.....___,_ 

:\4·-------

1.S. -· ~------
1'$, ..,_,_. _____ ...---,. 

rr·-~-~~-­

Ht ....... ·---------

i~l;. =---~-----
~; ______ _ 
21. ______ _ 

~. ---~-.-,,.,_-

......... ~------

(7. ,if 2/ 
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DoouSJiln linV•iopa ID: A!l23D108-FD12·49f8·AF40·296A5F1FA90F 

. ' ~- : : . 

~:, ;. .. : > l I. ~-

The u~igMcfaeattor:thatthey are h~ral;iy $-Ubscr1bers}tiJ. ~f:$ Notke ()f .:Appeal·-dtld-w OW®f$'-Qf -~m, 
aff~tsd oy· iM--~~ :am~---~-.Qi;indttkmat·ll~ (l:hi!.t t$, ·owriflt'i c>f·~: w:illiio the- 'a.iea·Ui~thf1hcfst:ibf$.Cfof 
the ~too:for ~il1fildffi4tmot·f;~Oi:lal ~. llf:'within a radkJs of 300 f&at-.(lflhe extMiof boo'ttda!W$ of ·the.prop&rty. 

It ... · .. Alt\i __ i;. .. :;._.d\ ........ ....-1._ ......... _ .. ~ ..................... roU· ....... not·-;. ... amended. we a .. a,1- ivoof--' -,,..,;.;,>.;r..:{p_ .... w .... .-._ . If 
Q:~~liy Ji,rl,;t .,.,~ l;U!'l-j -"'""'~<l'l.ll .... 1-. •t .. ·-" . , . H •I I"'' U1- U<il·,r,,;, .. 1! /' .. H<IUl)f"• 

slgrnn9Jor1tfl;m.<lt·(ie(p()tatioo, proof of· .a-~ t9:~'rt~rt·b.eha!f of the -~ob:aiion }$ attacned/ ' . ,/. . . . . . 

t2,.,._. _____ ~ 

13. ______ _ 

fS. ----------

16; ··~ .......... ~~~~----
tr.. ______ _ 

. t8. -------­

l9., .... --------

a~~~~~-----....--
2.1. _____ --"-_ 

~. -------
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The ur.dersigned declare that they ill"e hereby subscribgrs to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property 
affectGd by the proposed aif!~ndment or cohditiooal use (that is, owners of property within the area that rs the subject of 
the ~icatiofl for amendment or. condttiooal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundar.-es of rrie pro~. 

If ownership has changed and a~smem rel.I ha, net bff-1'1 am~. W1' attach proof of ownership change. ff 
s~ing tor a f.r.n or corporation, proof of authorization to s..,gn on oona!f of ttw organization is attac-he-1:l. 

Street Address. 
· f!fope.f'ty owned 

,. J.IO l.1-ru ft'&. 
2. 2& l11U ~€--.-~ 

3. d53':l lA I:£ St. *' z.. 
4. ~c:i l.Akt S.L - 2. · 

s. :i1r,; Lit:£. 5T 

. 6. ~-5¥5 !AK£ S;-

7. d$3'l Y&bi: # I 

a. ~Lal\«.~.#./. __ 
9. fl~ ·[4~ ef .Jff. 
10.ZJJ) - 2-7 tJ! A¢:: 

ZOS 26th Avenue ~,. ------~ 

13. ______ _ 

f8. 

21. __ ~----

22. _____ __;__ 

Assessor's 
Block & Lot 

13,1/03~ • 
/3'i'6/o~ ~ • 
ll>it.(cs_c 

t3~~ lc60 
l3f(/ro. , 
(ltJ.j</ () -
L~'&~Jo~ 

l:ti. 
tsS6 {o.sJ 

1386/048, . 

Printed Name of Owoor(s) · 
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. i 
I 

1 •.• · . ~ . . 

,·-: ,,,· \' i ;-,. 

fs. _______ __ 

16:, ··-. -----

·1t ------~ 
:{$;. ---~-=--
te. ______ _ 

·.at ______ _ 

21. ______ ._... 
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• ! . ; 

•·. 

,,:: ___ ~ji-~': 3~~~"li~ro325icvA 
The unoorsignoo dee.tare that they are hereby subscribers to th.is Nooc.e of Appeat and are o'W'ners of pr~l'ty 

aff&cted by the pr~sed amendment or condiijooal .~se {that is, o-:mers of property within the area that is too suojeet of 
tne awocati,m for amendment or coooitional use;·crMthiri a rai::if..ts of 300 foot.of the exterior bouf\ldari~s ofttw ~-

" ownership has changed and as..<l.fJssmem roll has net°"" a~.~ attach proof of ownership changtt. 11 
signing for a firm or corpora1ion. proof of authorization to sign on t,,ehali of thi& organization is attached. 

Street Address, 
pr~owned 

1. 'Jlo l.11\J /NG. 

2. 2Jj) :i1 '™ {iv€ ·. ---
3. ~ IA~ St ~2. 

4. 2&'3'l Lda. St • ~ 2-. 

5. ;;15Yt; LA~ S"T 

6. .:l5¥5 LAKE 5, 

-,_ ~s .. ~urc.&t. 4-/ 

~. $31 laN,5t- ~ I . 
9. !.l~ r,V<, ef 4-f 
10.Z Io - 27 rJ! Aye:: 

2515 Lake Street 
1,. --------
12. ______ _ 

13. ~~~----­

'"· -~----­
t5. ----~-~ 

16. 

18. ~-------

19. ----· ~--

20. --~-----

21. --------

22. --------

Assessor's 
Block & lot 

l~cat.(cso 
t3~tt lo50_ 
/Jf(/ro 

~-

[lff/_'lo __ 
L2i~ }0':11 

,a_ 
tsS6J;si 
1386- 0 

.-·.,.,.-.- . 

2373 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTIVIEI\IT 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

c.,,·· ,,-•'},/ M', ~: ·,:,,~_,, .. , 

0 Flrs!Sdutce-Htrl~ 

D Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

D Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

l!1 Child care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

D other . .·· :. ,. ~ •' .. ,\, ....... 

Planning Commission Motion No. 20025 
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 12, 2017 

Case No.: 2016-003258CUA 
Project Address: 218 2'71'H A VENUE 
Zoning: RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 1386 / 038 
Project Sponsor: 218 27th A venue LL<:; 

Staff Contact: 

c/o The Toboni Group 
3364 Sacramento Street 
San Francisco, CA 94118 · 

Laura Ajello -(415) 575-9142 or laura.ajello@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 317 TO DEMOLISH 
AN EXISTING TWO-STORY, SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING AND CONSTRUCT A NEW FOUR­
STORY, 3-UNIT BUILDING WITHIN THE RM-1 (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED, LOW DENSITY) 
DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

On August 15, 2016, 218 271h Avenue LLC (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an application with the 

Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for. Conditional Use Authorization under Planning 
Code Sections.303 and 317 to demolish an existing two-story, single-family dwelling and construct a new 
four-sto1y, 3-unit bnilding within the RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low. Density) District and a 40-X Height 

and Bulk District. 

On October 12, 2017, the San francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a 

duly noticed public hearing at ,<t regularly scheduled meeting ~n Conditional Use Application No. 2016-

003258CUA. 

www.sfplannino.org 
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Motion No. 20025 
October 12, 2017 

CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA 
218 zih Avenue 

On June 21, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Envirorunental Quality 
Act ("CEQA") as Class 1 and Class ·3 Categorical Exemptions under CEQA as described in the 
determination ·contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. During the CEQA review, it 
was determined that the subject building is not a historic resource. 

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. 2016-
003258CUA, 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 project is located on the east side of 27th Avenue, between 
California and Lake Streets, Lot 038 in Assessor's Block 1386, The property is located within the 
RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject 
property has approximately 25 feet of frontage on 27th Avenue and is approxirp.ately 120 feet 
deep. The large-flat rectangular-shaped parcel is currently occupied by a two-story, single-family 
dwelling constructed circa 1917, which covers approximately 50% of the lot. 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. 'the project site is loc~ted on a key lot near the 
· corner of Lake Street in the Outer Richmond neighborhood. The subject site is located in an RM-1 
District a'nd. is surrounded by two- to 12-unit residential structures ranging in height from three 
·to four stories. Immediately adjacent to the subject property to the north is a three-story, seven­
unit building and immediately to the south is a three-story, £our-unit residential building. 
Directly across the street are a three-story, three-family dwelling and a four-story,. six-unit 
building. Immediately behind and to the ·east of the subject property is a four-story, four-unit · 
structure. While the adjacent properties are within the RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) 
District, the surrounding neighborhood to the north and west are within the RH-1 (Residential,· 
House, One-Family) District. · The subject property is also within .25-miles of stops for the 1-
California and !AX-California A Express and 29-Sunset ~UNI transit lines. 

4. Project Description. The project proposes the demolition. of the existing two-story, single-family 
dwelling and the construction of a four-story, 40-foot tall, three-family residential building. The 
three units, designed as two-story townhouses, would range in size from approximately 1,390 
square feet to 2,265 square feet. Each unit will have one off-street parking space and one Class 1 
bicycle parking space in the garage on the gr.ound floor. The project is not seeking any 
exceptions or variances from the Planning Code. However, the applicant js requesting that the 
Planning Commission approve a 12-foot front setback at the top floor whereas the Department 
recommends a -15-foot setback to comply with Residential· Design Gµidelines with respect to 

SAIi FRANCISCO 
PLANNINO Dl!.PAIITMl!iNT 2 
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Motion No. 20025 
October 12, 2017 

CASE NO. 2016-0()3258CUA 
218 27'h. Avenue 

building scale at the street. The Department recommends approval of the project with the 
condition that the top floor setback be increased to a minimum of 15 feet. 

Pursuant to Planning Code 317(c), "where an application for a permit that would result in the 
loss of one or more Residential Units is required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization by 
other sections of this Code, the application for a replacement building or alteration permit shall 
also be subject to Conditional Use requirements." This reporrincludes findings for a Conditional 
Use Authorization in addition to Demolition Criteria established in Planning Code Section 317. 
The design of the new structure is analyzed in the Design Review Checklist. 

5. Public Comment. As.of October 2, 2017, the Department had received one email, from a board 
member of the Planning Association for the Richmond, opposing the ·height of the proposed four­
story building within the context of the surrounding neighborhood predominantly consisting of 
three-story· structures. 

6. Planning Code Compliance: The' Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of th~ 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 demolish a residential unit in an 
RM-1 Zoning District. This Code Section establishes criteria that Planning Commission shall 
consider in the review of applications for Residential Demolition. 

As the project requires Conditional Use Authorization per the requirements of the Section 317, the 
additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been incorporated as findings in Subsection 8 

. "Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317" below. 

B. Front Setback Requirement. Planning Code Section 132 states that the minimum front 
setback depth shall be based ori the average of adjacent properties or a Legislated Setback. 

There is no required front setback for the subject property, based on the location of the adjacent 
building at 222 271h Avenue. The project proposes no front setback. 'I11e four proposed Juliet balconies 
on the second and third floors have metal safety railings that project less than one foot over the 
sidewalk into the public right-ofway. These horizontal projections meet the requirements of Planning 
Code Section 136(c), which regulates pennitted obstructions into yards and over streets. 

C. Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires a rear yard equal to 45 percent 
of the total depth, at grade and above, for properties containing dwelling units in RH-3 
Zoning Districts. Planni1;1g Code Section 134(c)(l) allows for the reduction in the rear yard 
requirement to the average between the depths of the rear building walls of the two adjacent 
buildings. In the case of any lot that abuts along one of its side lot lines upon a lot with a 
building that fronts on another street or alley, the lot on which it so abuts shall be 
disregarded, and the forward edge of the required rear yard shall be reduced to a line on· the 
subject lot which is at the depth of the rear building wall of the one adjacent building 
fronting on the same street or alley. 

SAtl FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Motion No. 20025 
October 12, 2017 

CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA 
218 2ih Avenue 

The subject property is approximately 120 feet in depth _and therefore the 45 percent requirement is 54 
feet, The subject property abuts along its north lot line a corner building that also fronts another street 
(Lake Street); therefore, that lot is disregarded in the consideration of a reduction. in the rear yard 
requirement. The subject property abuts along its south side lot line a building with· a rear yard 
setback of approximately 33.5 feet. Accordingly, the project provides a corresponding rear yard of 
approximately 30 feet (25% of the lot depth) including a one ston; permitted extension, which complies 
witfi the rear yard requirements of the Planning Code. The permitted extension consists of a one-story 
portion of the proposed building with a deck above projecting into the required rear' yard by 
approximately 3.5 feet. This structure meets the requirements of Planning Code Section 136(25)(b)(i), 
which allows structures to project up to 12 feet into the required rear yard provided that they shall be 
no taller than ten feet and not encroach into the 25% rear yard area. 

D. Useable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires 100 square feet of useable open 

space for each dwelling unit if all private, or a total of 400 square feet of common usable open 

space. 

The replacement structure contains three dwelling units. Each unit has access to approximately 745 
square feet of common open space in th~ rear yard as well as piivate balconies and roof decks totaling 
approximately 904 square feet. As such, all dwelling units have access to usable open space which 
exceeds the minimum required by Section 135 of the Planning Code. 

E. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all 
dwelling units face onto a public street or public alley at least 30 feet in width, a side yard at 
least 25 feet in width, a rear yard meeting the requirements of the Code or other open area 
that meets miflimum requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. 

All proposed dwelling units have direct exposure onto the public street or conforniing rear yard. 

F. Street Frontages. Section 144 of the Planning Code requires that no more than one-third of 
the width of the ground story along the front lot line, or along a street side lot line, or along a 

building wall that is setback from any such lot line, shall be devoted to entrances to off-street 

parking, except that in no event shall a lbt be limited by this requirement to a sin.gle such 
entrance of less than ten feet in width. 

The Project proposes a Code-complying garage door width of nine feet. 

G. Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 requires one parking space for each dwelling 
· unit and a maximum of 150 percent of the required number of spaces where three. or more 

spaces are required. 

The Project will provide three (3) off-street parking spaces. 

H. Bicycle Parking. Plannil1g Code Section 155.2 requires at least one Class 1 bicycle parking 

space for each dwelling unit and one Class 2 bicycle parking space for every 20 dwelling 

units. 
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The project requires three Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and no Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The 
project proposes three Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, located in the garage. 

I. Height. Plannirig _Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height 
prescribed in the subject height and bulk district. For properties in RM-1 Zoning Districts, 
height is mea·sured at the center of the building starting from curb to a point 40 feet high at 
the required front setback. 

The existing building has a height of approximately 21 feet, as measured from curb to the midpoint of 
its pitched roof. The proposed four-story, three-family dwelling will be approximately 40 feet high and 
per Code the rearmost portion of tlte building is reduced to 30 feet in height. 

J. Child Care Requirements for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A requires 
that any residential development project that results in at least one net new residential unit 
shall comply with the imposition of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee requirement. 

The Project proposes new constmcHon of a three-unit residential building. Therefore, the Project is 
subject to the Residential Child Care Impact Fee and must comply with the requirements outlined in 
Planning Code Section 414A. 

·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: 

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the. 
proposed location, will provide a-development that is necessary or desirable, and c01:npatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

As conditioned, the use and size of the proposed project is compatible with the immediate 
neighborhood. The proposal would demolish an existing single1amily dwelling that contains three 
bedrooms and has approximately 1,200 square feet of floor area, excluding the basement level. The new 
building will contain one· 2-bedroom and two 3-bedroom dwelling units ranging in size from 
approximately 1,390 square feet to 2,265 square feet. As conditioned, the siting of the new building 
will be in conformity with the requirements of the Planning Code and consistent"with the objectives of 
the Residential Design Guidelines. 

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 
welfare of persons residi~g 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: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 
arrangement of structures; 
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As conditioned, the four-ston; massing at the street front is appropriate given the context of the 
immediate neighborhood. The proposed neip construction is entirely within the buildable area as 
prescribed by the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines. 

ii. 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 proposed·garage is designed to accommodate the three required off-street parking spaces, in 
addition to the three required Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. 

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

As the proposed project is residmtial in nature, unWce commercial or industrial uses, the proposed 
residential use is not expected to produce noxious or offensive emissions. 

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; 

The farade treatment and materials of the new building have been appropriately selected to be 
compatible with the surrounding 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. 

As conditioned, the Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards ofthe Planning 
Code and is consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 

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

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of RM-1. Districts which are characterized 
by a mixture of dwelling hjpes that for the most part reflect the traditional lot patterns, with 25- to 35-
foot building widths and rarely exceed 40 feet in height. Additionally, as conditioned the project is in 
conformance with the Planning Code requirements for dwellings in RM-1 Zoning District, 

8. AdditioJllll Findings pursuant to Section 317, Section 317 of the Planning Code establishes 
criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications to demolish or 
convert Residential Buildings. 011 balance, the Project does comply With said criteria in that: 

i. 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. 

ii. Whether the housing has been maintained_ in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The existing dwelling appears to be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition with no active Code 
violations. 

iii. Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 

Although the existing building is more than 50 years old, a nwiew of supplemental information 
resulted in a determination that the property is not an historical resource. 

iv. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse imp~ct under CEQA; 

v. 

The structure is not an historical resource and its removal will not have a substantial advcrse impact. 

Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 

The existing single-family dwelling proposed for demolition is currently vacant. The project plans to 
con'Oert the new dwelling _units into condominiums. 

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

The Planning Department cannot definitfoely determine whether or not the single-family home is 
subjed to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent Board; 
however, the Department cart confinn that there are no ter,ants living in the dwelling. 

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

Although the project proposes the demolition of an e.xisting dwelling, the new construction project will 
result in three family-sized dwellings, containing more habitable square feet and bedrooms. 

viii. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood ch,uacter to -preserve neighborhood cultural 
and economic diversity; · · 

As conditioned, the Project. conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and 
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by constructing three family-sized dwellings 
that are consistent with the RM-1 Zoning District. · 

ix. Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of exist~ng housing; 

The project removes an older dwelling unit, which is gencrally considered more affordable than more 
recently constructed units. However, the project also results in two additional units, greater habitable 
floor area, and more bedrooms tlzat contribute positivellf to the City's housing stock. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project proposes fwer 
than ten units. · 

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

As conditioned, the Project has been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern 
of the established neighborhood character. 

xii. Whether the project iJ.1creases the number of family-sized units on-site; 

The Project proposes enhanced opportunities for family-sized housing on-site by constructing three 
family-sized dwelling units whereas the properttJ currently contains only one family-sized dweUing. 

xiii. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

The Project does not. create supportive housing. 

xiv. · Whether the Project js of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 
gui,delines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building are consistent with the blockjace and 
compliment the neighborhood character with a compatible design. 

xv. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 

The Project would add two additional dwelling units to the site. 

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

The existing dwelling contains three bedrooms. The proposal includes two 3-bedroom units and a 
single two-bedroom unit, a net increase of five bedrooms. 

xvii. Whether or not the replaceme~t project would maximize density on the subject lot; and, 

The project will not maximize the all-Owed density on-site by providing three dwelling units. Four 
residential units are permitted at this.site. 

xviii. 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 Planning Department. can110t definitively determine whether or not the single-family home is 
subject to the Rent Stabilization and.Arbitration Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent Board; 
however, the Department can confirm that there are no tenants living in the dwelling. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 2: 

CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA 
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RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
ST AND ARDS, 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 a sound residential structure containing a three-bedroom singlejamily 
dwelling. However, the new building will contain three dwelling units and results in a net increase of 
family-sized housing .. 

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

Policy3.1: 
Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City's affordable housing 
needs. 

Policy3.3: 
Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supporting affordable moderate 
ownership opportunities. 

Policy3.4: 
Preserve "naturally affordable" housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units. 

The existing single family dwelling is currently vqcant. The Planning Department cannot definitively 
determine whether or not the Bingle-family home is s!'bject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent Board; however, the Department can confirm that there are no 
tenants living in the dwelling. The new construction project will result in an increase in the number of 
both units and bedrooms of the property. 

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, 
~exibility, ap.d innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

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

Polky11.3: 
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·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. 

As conditioned, the proposed new construction conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines and is 

. appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions and massing for the surrounding neighborhood. 
Furthermore, the proposal results in an increase in the number of dwelling units, 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. 

Policyl.2: 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related topography. 

As conditioned, the project proposes new construction that will reinforce the exfoting street pattern as the 
building scale is appropriate for the subject block's street frontage. · 

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

As conditioned, the proposed far;ade and massing are compatible with the existing neighborhood character 
and development pattern, particularly by proposing a building of similar mass, width and height as the 
existing structures along the block-face. 

10. Planning Code Section 101:i(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 neighb9rhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by 
the proposal, as the existing building does not contain commercial uses. 

B. That existing housing and neighborhood characteI' be conserved and protected in order to 

SAN FRANCISCO 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. · 

The project is compatible with the existing housing and neighborhood character of the immediate 
vicinity. As conditioned, the project proposes a height and scale compatible with the aqjacent 
neighbors and is consistent with the Planning Code, while providing three family,sized dwellings. 
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C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced~ 

As conditioned, the proposed three1amily dwelling adds appropriately scaled and family-sized u~its to 
the city's ho11sing stock. 

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

The project meets the density, off-street parking and bicycle parking requirements of the Planning 
Cade and is therefore not anticipated to impede transit seroice or overburden our streets with 
neighborhood parking. 

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial 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 will .not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect 
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or 
service sector businesses will not be affected by this project. 

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

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety 
requirements of the· City Building Code. This proposal will not impact the property's abilihJ to 
withstand an earthquake. 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. 

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

.The project will have no negative impact on exfating parks and open spaces. The Project does not have 
.an impact on open spaces. 

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes or the Code 
provided under Section 101.l(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 ~ondition_al Use authorization would promote 
the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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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. 2016-003258CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as '.'EXHIBIT A" in 
general confOTmance with plans on file, dated September 8, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B", which is 
iii.corporated herein by reference as.though fully set forth. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTNE 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. 
20025. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appeal,ed (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 infprmation, please contact the Board of Supervisors a:t (415) 554-

5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisc;o, CA 94102 .. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee 01· exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Governmet\t 
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 t_he 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, Resotution, 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. 

ertify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on October 12, 2017. 

( 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar and Richards 

NAYS: None 

ABSENT: Fong,Moore 

ADOPTED: Odciber 12, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A. 

This authorization i~ for a conditional use to demolish a two-story single-family dwelling and to 
construct a four-story, two-family dwelling located at 218·27th Avenue, Lot 038 in Assessor's Block 1386, 
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317(d) within the RH-3 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated September 8, 2017, and stamped ''EXHIBIT B" 
included in the docket for Case No. 2016-003258CUA and· subject to conditions of approval reviewed and 
approved by the Commission on October 12, 2017 under Motion No 20025. 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 an<:I approved by the Planning 
Commission on October 12, 2017 under Motion No 20025. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motiol). No. '20025 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 require 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 Cod_e Enforcemetit, Planning Department at 415~575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org · 

2. Expiratio~ 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 £or 
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 th_e 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.sfplanning.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.~f-plannin.g&rg. 

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Perrt\it, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with_all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of s_uch approval. 
For i_nfor-mation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf.-planning.org 

DESIGN 

6. Building Scale. The fourth floor shall be set back a minimum of fifteen (15) feet as measured 
from the front building "'?all. 
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sfplanning.org 

7. Roof Deck. The Project Sponsor shall remove the roof deck proposed above the fourth floor and· 
submit revised plans to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building 
permit, 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plannin~ Department at 415-558-6378, 

www.sfplmming.org 

8. Roof Access. The Project Sponsor shall revise the project plans to limit access to the roof above 
the fourth floor to the minimal requirements as required by the Building Code, Revised plans 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department prior to Plarming approval of the building permit 
application. The design shall be as approved by the Planning Department. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Di:partment at 415-558-6378, 

www.sfplanning.org . · 

9. Inoperable Windows. Th~ Project Sponsor shall submit a revised north elevation to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit application that specifies that the 
frosted windows shall be inoperable. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Dt:partment at 415-558-6378, 

. www.~f-planning.org 

10. Arborist Required. The f'.roject Sponsor shall retain an arborist to observe construction and 
recommend measures to ensure the health of trees located on adjacent lots. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Di:partment at 415-558-6378, 

www.s{-_vlanning.org 

11. Front Entry Deck and Stair Screening. 'The Project Sponsor shall submit revised site plan, floor 
plans and north elevation to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building 
permit application depicting the addition of an opaque privacy screen or panel at the front entry 
stair and deck. The design and location of the screening shall be as approved by the Planning 
Department. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Di:partment at 415-558-6378, 

www.sf-planning.org 

12. 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 Hlustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of 
l'ecyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
sta~dards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be prov_ided at the ground level 
of the buildings. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 

www4-plarming.org 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING Dl'!PARTMl!!NT 15 

2388 



~.· ! i 

Motion No. 2Q025 
Oct_ober 12, 2017 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

::'···\ ........ ] . -i .......... ·.':<:·:::;:c.c-:·,.·.,:.-:-: .:·:·:.:,··-:\ .. . .,.:::: 1 

CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA 
218 2ih Avenue 

13. Bicycle Parking. The Project shall provide no fewer than three (3) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces 
as required by Planning Code Sectio~s 155.1 and 155.2. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

14. Parking Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide three (3) 
independently accessible off-street parking spaces. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department ·at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

PROVISIONS 

15. Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as 
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 

· ·www4-planning,org 

MONITORING • AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

16. 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 shal~ 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 £or appropriate ~nforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
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 Co!11ll1ission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization . 

. For- infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

OPERATION 

18. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Gaxbage, recycling, and compost containers 
shall ~e kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles-guidelines set forth by the Department of Public_'Works. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 4)5-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org 

SAN FllANCISCO 
PI..ANNINQ l)EPARTMENT 16 
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Motion No. 20025 
October 12, 2017 

::-·:.-.· .:-.-.-~·>: •·. .. .... ,:·! ... , ........ :,:::-: ·-'I 

CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA 
218 zih Avenue 

19. 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 infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau. of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017~ http:ll€fdpw.org -

20. Community Liaison. Prior to ~ssuance 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, 
www4-planning.org 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 17 
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HANSON BRIDGETT LLP 
:Ji=:F. NV. 

; )4 35114. l-11017b 
INV. DATE 

11-07-17 
.I 

CHECK NUMBER: 56743 
CHECK DATE: 11·10·17 

INV. DE N AMT ID 
Appeal fee - Conditional Use 597.00 
Authorization (35114.1) 

.... ··- . ~=-=·--=·c-""°·"""'·:"'"" -,,, .. ,~. -ec .. =,,..,,.,-~--~---= .. -~ .. ~-~ .. ~-,-,-..,,...,---,,~~ .. · .... ~ .. ~ .. ~. = .... ~~~~-· . -·-· ··-~·z:;..;:.z.::.:.::;:::._.~~,.? 

CHECKDATE · 
November 10, 2~17 

First Republic Barik 
111 Pine Street 
San Francisco, CA 9f111 

HANSON BRIDGETT LLP 
425 MARKET STREET, 26TH FLOOR 415-777-3200 

. ·SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

., FIVE HUNDRED NINETY-SEVEN AND 00/100-0ollar(s) 

) THE San Francisco Planning Department 
RDER OF 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San ·Francisco, CA 94103 

CHECK. NO. 567 43 

11-8166/3210 

. CHECK AMOUNT 

$ 597.00 

··~······- -·····-·-···· --····-····-·----~~~,;-..-;:;.:=.~ 

;:· 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Robia s. Crisp 
BOS Legislation. (BOS) 
alex@kingfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmail.com; Steven Vettel; Michael F. Donner; Paul H Mabry; 
Givner, Jon (CAJ); Stacy, Kate (CATI; Jensen, Kristen (CATI; Rahaim. John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); 
Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Sider. Dan (CPC); Starr. Aaron (CPC); Cisneros. Stephanie (CPC); Ajello. Laura (CPC); JQnin... 
Jonas fCPC); sos-supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera. Alisa (BOS); .PQling,_ 
Jeanie (CPQ 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE - Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use -
Proposed 218-27th Avenue Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017 

Tuesday, December OS, 2017 4:59:42 PM 
Letter to BOS.pdf 

Please see the attached letter responding to the Project Sponsor's supplemental letter dated 

December 4, 2017. 

Robia S. Crisp 

Senior Counsel 

Hanson Bridgett LLP 

( 415) 995-5806 Direct 

(415) 995-3455 Fax 

RCrisp@hansonbridgett.com 

[ 

This communication, including any attachments, is confidential and may be protected by privilege. If you are not the intended 
recipient, any use, dissemination, distribution. or copying of this communication is strictly proh bited. If you have received 
this communication in error, please immediately notify 'the sender by telephone or email, and permanently delete all copies, 
electronic or other, you may have. 

The foregoing applies even if this notice is embedded in a message that is forwarded or attached. 
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. ROBTA $. CRISP 
SENIOR COUNSEL 
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5806 
DIRECT FAX (415) 995.34 55 
E-MAIL rcrlsp@hansonbridgell.com 

. D$cember 5, 2017 

VIA EAJIAIL 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

London Breed, President 
San Frandsco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244 
City Hall, Second Floor 
.San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 2-18 27th Avenue, San F~ancisco 
December 12, 2017 Hearing 
Appeals of Conditional Lise Authorization and 
Categorical Exemption Deterrninatlon 

. Dear President Breed and' Members of the Board: 

@ HansonBridgett 

. We write to briefly respond to the Project Sponsor's December 4, 2017 supplemental letter 
regarding a point we mac;fe in oui·Appellants' Brief. That point, stated simply, was that the Project 
Spons9r failed to provide an ·evidentiary record supporting the required finding that the subject 
property was not subject to rent control. We did riot argue that a single family home is not subject 
to rent control, as the Project Sponsor erroneously suggests. Rather, We merely identified a 
significant flaw in the Project Sponsor's application, to wit, a record lacking the basic information. 
necessary to demonstrate that all required criteria for approval had been met. 

The Plann[ng Department acknowledged in its findings that 1t could not "definitively determlne 
whether or not the single-family home is subject to the Rent Stabilization ~rnd Arbitration 
Ordinance, This is the purview of the RentBoard; however, the Department can confirmthat there 
are no tenants living in the dweHing .'' (Motion No. 20025, p: 8.) 

.· In its supplemental letter, the Project Sponsor conceded that the staff report was "not as. dear as 
ft could have been," and then proceeded to supply some of the factual information that sh9uld 
have appeared in the record in the first instance. However, in doing so, the Project Sponsor made 
a number of statements: (1) the pfoperty was owner-occupied prior to its purchase; {2) the 
property was unoccupied since the predecessor owner passed away in 2015, and {31 no tenants 
or other occupants resided at the p(Operty at any time. 

These statements remain incomplete at best. Appellants personally heard and bbserved multiple 
occupants residing at the property prior to the time it was soid to the Project Sponsor in 2015. 
This calls into question whether the Rent Board should be contacted for a record of any tenant 
-oomplaints or settlements prior to the sale of the home. After the sale of the hon1e, the structure 

Hanson Bridgett LLP 
425 Market Street, 26th Rotl-r, Sa.n Frai1cisco, CA 94105 hansoribridgE;itcom 

13988477.3 
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London Breed, President. 
· San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
December 5, 2017 · 
Page 2 

was apparently abandoned and iaid'to waste as evidenced bi the subsequent rode'rit problem 
ancl eventual notice of abandonment issued by the City in 201 $. This lack of a clear and . 
transparent record to support the required findings is mer13ly indicative of the larger and 
cumu.lativefaHures noted in our Appeal. · · · · · ·· ··· 

Very truly yours, 

. __ 1fili·~ ~c_-~-. _•· j ·~ i;,;'..:•, ·,.•Cy . . · .. 
1 Robia S. Crisp · · . 

cc: Steven Vettel (Vfa E-Mail) (svettel@fbm.com}. . 
Alex Bernstein (Vla E-Mail.;ilex@krngfisherinvestment.com) 
Sonia Oaccarett (Via E-MaU sdaccarett@grnaiLcom) 
Michael Donner (Via E~Mail). · · 
Paul Mabry (Via E-Mail) 
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From: 
. To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation. (BO$) 
Steven Vettel; rcrisp@hansonbridgett.com; aJex@klngfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmail.com; Ilene Dick 
Givner. Jon (CAD; Stacy Kate (CAD; Jensen Kristen (CAD; Rahaim John (CPC); Sanchez Scott (CPC}; §llisan. 
Lisa fCPQ; Sider Dan (CPC}; starr. Aaron (CPQ; Cisneros Stephanie (CPC); Aiello, Laura fCPC}; Ionin. Jonas 

JCeQ; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; calvillo. Angela (BOS}; Somera. Alisa (BOS}; Poling. Jeanie 
.KP.Cl; BOS LegjsJation (BOS) 
SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE - Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use -
Proposed 218-27th Avenue Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017 
Monday, December 04, 2017-4:51:58 PM 
imageOOl png 

Please find linked below a supplemental appeal response brief received by the Office of the Clerk of 

the Board from the Steven Vettel of Farella, Braun and Martel, LLP, regarding the appeal of the 

CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use.Authorization for the proposed project at 

218-27th Avenue. 

Project Sponsor Supplemental Brief - December 4 _2017 

The appeal hearing for these matters are scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the 

Board on December 12, 2017. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 

below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171222 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171226 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 

Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent.jallpa@sfgov.org I www.sfbos org 

• l!'Rr Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

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

including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board 
and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the 
public may inspect or copy. 
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This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and 
privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not 

the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original 
message. Thank you. 

Farella Braun + Martel LLP 
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FARELLA 
8 RAU N +MARTEL LLP 

December 4, 2017 

Hon. London Breed, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 218-2?1h Avenue CEQA and Conditional Use Appeal 
Board File No. 171222 
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 

STEVEN L. VETTEL 
svettel@fbm.com 
D 415.954.4902 

I am writing to respond to one assertion in the Appellants' brief of December 1, 2017. In 
their brief, Appellants suggest that the existing single-family home that the Project will demolish 
and replace with a triplex is subject to the City's Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance. Appellants assert, therefore, that the Planning Commission's finding that demolition 
_is consistent with the criteria set forth in Planning Code Section 317 (g)( 5)(E) and (F) 1 

disfavoring demolition of rent controlled units and their replacement with ownership units, 
cannot be made. · 

Although the Planning Department's staff report was not as clear as it could have been, 
there is no doubt that, by operation of law and the facts of this case, the existing home is not 
subject to rent control. First, the facts. The Toboni Group purchased the existing house in 2015 
from the estate ofFirmin.Elissetche, who died in 2015. Mr Elissetche, a widower, lived in the · 
house by himself when he passed, and the house has been vacant since then. Thus, the property 
was owner occupied prior to its purchase and there were and are now no tenants, as the staff 
report confirms. 

Second, both state and local law exempt single-family homes from rent control: 

* California Civil Code Section 1954.52 (the Costa-Hawkins Act) forbids cities from 
imposing rent control on single-family homes.2 

· 

1 Planning Code Sec. 317(g)(5)(E): "whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure 
or occupancy; (F) whether the project removes rental units subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization 
and Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing." 

2 Cal. Civil Code Sec. 1954.52( a): "Notwithstanding any other provision oflaw, an owner ofresidential 
real property may establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling or a unit about which 
any of the following is true: (3) (A) It is alienable separate from the title to any other dwelling unit or is a 

Russ Building • 235 Montgomery Street ~ San Francisco; CA 94104 "' T 415.954.4400 F 415.954.4480 

SAN FRANCISCO ST. HELENA www.fbm.com 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
December 1, 2017 
Page2 

FARELLA 
BRA.UN+.MARTEL i.t:r 

* Section 37.3 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (the Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordinance) provides the same exemption from rent control as the. Costa-Hawkins 
Act.3 

Therefore, the Planning Commission did not abuse its discretion in finding that the 
proposed demolition does not remove a rent controlled unit from the housing stock or convert a 
rental unit to ownership housing. 

cc: Robia S. Crisp, Appellants' attorney 
Joe Toboni 
JoeyToboni 
Michael Leavitt Architects 
Planning Department 

31350\6348376.1 

Sincerely, 

Steven L. Vettel 

subdivided interest in a subdivision, as specified in subdivision (b), (d), or (f) of Section 11004.5 of the 
Business and Professions Code." 
3 S.F. Admin. Code Sec. 37.3(d): "Consistent with the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (Civil Code 
Sections 1954.50. et seq.) and regardless of whether otherwise provided under Chapter 37: (l)(A) An 
owner or residential real property may establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling or 
a unit which is alienable separate from the title to any other dwelling unit or is a subdivided interest in a 
subdivision as specified in subdivision (b ), ( d), or (f) of Section 11004.5 of the California Business and 
Professions Code." · · 
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From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation. (BOS) 
rcrisp@hansonbridgett.com; alex@kingfisheriovestment.com; sdaccarett@gmaU.com; IDick@fbm.com; 
svettel@fbm.com 

Gjvner. Jon (CAD; Stacy Kate (CATI; Jensen. Kristen (CAD; Rahaim. John (CPC); Sanchez Scott (CPC); filbson,. 
Lisa (CPQ; Sider. Dan CCPC); Starr. Aaron (CPQ; Cisneros. Stephanie (CPQ; Aiello. Laura CCPC}: Ionin. Jonas 

..(.CPQ; BOS-Supervisors; Bos~Legjslative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS}; Somera. Aljsa !BOS); Poling Jeanie 

..(.CPQ; BOS Legislatjon. (BOS) 
APPEAL RESPONSES - Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use - Proposed 218-27th 
Avenue Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017 
Friday, December 01, 2017 3:30:02 PM 
imageOOl.png 

Please find linked below appeal responses received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from 

Robia Crisp of Hanson Bridgett, LLP, representing the Appellants, the Planning Department, and 

Steven Vettel of Farella, Braun & Martel, LLP, on behalf of the Project Sponsor, regarding the appeal 

of the CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed 

pr:oject at 218-27th Avenue. 

Appellant Supplemental Appeal Letter- December 1. 2017 

Planning Response Memo - Conditional Use - December 1 2017 

Project Sponsor Response Brief - December 1. 2017 

The appeal hearing for these matters are scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the 

Board on December 12, 2017. 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 

below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. J 7J 222 
Board of Supervisors File No. 171226 

Regards, 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent ialipa@sfgoy org I www sfbos org 

• . /Jt'C! Click~ to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under 
the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with 
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ROJ3)A$, CRISP . 
SENIOR COUNSEL 
DfREQT DIAL (415)9!j0°~8Q!}' 
DIREGT FA.X (4i.5) 9$,5,,34/lf .. 
E-MAfL: ·rcrisp<1YhansqntJi\dgett.c(lr(J 

VIA MESSENGER 

London BreEld'; Pr~sider1f 
San Franc:;isco Boi:frd of Supervisor$ 
1 Dr, Garlt9n Goodlett Place; Room :244. 
City Hall, Second Floor · 
San Francisco; CA 94102 

Re; 218 27th Avenue, Sari f ranc:!~C:9 
December 12; 2017 Hearing 
Appeals of Condition'al Use Authcirizatioo ancf 

. Categorical l:;xernptiQn Determination 

Pear PresidenfBreed and Mer:nbtirs ofthe Boafck 

~H~nsonBridgett 
;·~ 

Our firn, represintsAlex.Bernsteih and. Sonia Dacbarett (the ''Appeillant~'j);the. oyvners ofa sihgle'· 
family home located <lt ~545 Lak~ Street Their property is adjacent to 218 27th Street, the subj$.¢t 
of this appear (the i•Propefty"}; . . . . . . . · 

Oh Octdq~r 12} 2Q17; the Pla11hfhg Q6rniriission approved Cot1ditloriafUse Application Nod;0,16.; 
003258CUA (Motion No. 20025) to demoli&h the existing, two-story single family home oh the· 
PropertyJ~nd. construc:;t a four~story ;. thtee,..unH building comprised of three mqr)$et.-rate, twq~stpry·. 
condominiums with three off ~street parking ,spaces (the 0Project"); The Planning Department 
issued a, Categ~rjcal Exemption Deterrninatloh dat~o, June 29; 2016 with respect tq its. 
eovironniental teview of the ProJe,ct . . .. .. . . .. . .. . . . . 

TheAppe1Jant$ do· nof 6ppose. the .Planning Commission'$ approvafof thi Project butrigN put 
ratt}er seekto modify certc1in aspects of the Project's ·d:esignJo minimize the sub~t~ntfal 11gbt; air 
a.nd privacy impacts theProJ¢ct Will h~ve orrtheirpropertyaiid other adjoining properties. · . 

For the.reasons set fotth befow/W~ foquest that you uph9td the decision t9 approve the.ProJifot. 
5-ubject fo modifications tq · the conditions of approval fo require a reduction of the. proposed 
JJuildirig heightfrom 40feef fq 30 feet The construction ofthreEI uriits wi.thirrthree storfes would 
allow the: Project to ~ttajnthe <:lesireq density while ~dppting mcke closely to the neighborhoo.cf. 
contexfand significantly rriitigatirig th~ a<:1,forse impaqts of th$ Project: 1.n tenns ofJegs[bility; an; 
Architect tommissioned by the Appellants to evaluat~ tile propO$Bd Project was able to develop 
an alternate concepUhc1t .cqnforms: to;development standard$, contains the same ~ensity: of 
housing units, and. limits the bv~rnlt h~ight to only three stories:::·· 

We alsb tequestJhat the Project be required tq rnltig~te for the lo$s oflrg'.fo; air arip prtv~cy by 
removing the proposed sJ:d13 de!pk ijreas; ancfby ~ajhtirig of the exter1or of the norttJ,.faqfng WaH ln · .. · . . ... ,. .. . ... - ' 

l-lan$Oll Bridgett Li.P . 
425 Market Street, 26th Floor, $ati Fraricisc6, CA 94105. hanscinbridg~·tt.corn 

13978004.6 
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Lcmdon Breed,. President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
December .1, 2017 · · 
Page 2 

·· a white or either liglit~reflecti've color, Finally, in. order to safeguard agc~inst excessive noise, Wf} 

request a limit on the permitted hours ofconstructionto 9:00 arn to 5:00 pm on weekdays. · 

The·Appel,lf!hts conCurrentlyappealed the Categorical Exemption Determioation relied- upon by 
the Plannf ng Commission in approving the Project because it does not satisfy the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act, Public . Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq .. 
("CEQA") and. the City's CEQA Procedures· codified in San Francisco Administrative Code 
Chapter 31. We respectfully request that you set aside the determination· and require that 
environmental review of the Project be conducted in compliance with applicable requirements. 

,I. CONDITIONAi.. USE A!JTHORIZATIQN. 

A. The. Prqject WiH Resultln Significant Light, Ai~ And Privacy lmpactl>, 

The Property ls a key. lot, a11d the .northern· side prop~rty _ line abuts· the rear property line of five 
· res1dential parcels with frontage on Lake Street.. While the Property is loc::f!ted within the RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) District; the surrounding neighborhood to. the north and west 
are within the RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) District. . 

Most of· the surrounding _building::, are three·· sfories tall-:-imrnec:liately adjacent to· the· slJbject 
property to the north is a three-story building, immediately to th~ south js a three:.uhit, three~story 
building, and directly across th.~ .street is a three-story !:>wilding. The Appellants' home, which will 
b~ severely impacted by the project, is two stories tall. · 

In its current design, ti,e Project will nearly double the height of ttie existing building from 21 feet 
to 40 feet, add side d~cks, add three off~street parking 'spaces; and significantly expand into the 
rear ,yard ptJrsuant to the approval of a reduction of the rear yard requirement. The rear yard 
setback will be reduced from 60 feet to roughly 30 feet, or froni .the existing 50% down to 25%, 
The replacement of the· existing two-story home that covers 50% of the lot, with a four-story 
building that covers 75% of the lot will result ln significant light, air and privacy impacts. 

The increase in the building -height will ·result in a substantial JncreaseJn the sha_qow cast.or, 
adjoining properties, and severeily limit so.far access to ou.r clients private rridoor lfyihg spaces, as 
_well as outdoor .areas. Th1s is evidenced in the light analysis submitted by the Appellants' architect 
to the staff pt:anner on October 2, 2017, 1 O days in advance of the Planning Commission hearing. 
(EXHIBIT 1.) A shadow study prepared on behc1lf of the Appellants was also presented at the 
hearing, and it includes a three-dimensional model that shows how the Project will result ln a loss 
of light to adjacent parcels, most severely in the winter season. (EXHIBIT 2.) In terms of privacy, 
the larger building profile will directly result in a loss of privacy to three adjacent buildings that 
house over 25 residents. The Project applicant provided its oVl(n shadow study for th~ first time at 
'the hearing, affording no opportunity for meaningful review and analysis by members of the public 
or the commission. 

From the side of the proposed building, there is direct visual ~¢cess into the p'r(vate 1nteri6r c1nd 
outdoor oj:>¢n spaces, The Appellants' property is uniquely situated fn that the northern wall of the 

13978004.6 
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~Ondon E3re,§c;f, Pres!cler,L 
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proposed• bui!cling Willi spi,m the entire length of th(}t\ppeHW')t~f re?r property line, and d.irecUy 
Ov$rlookand box- ihfhe openspacei_of their bac.k yard.,. ... .. .. . .. .. . . . . . . ... 

.lt. Thefindfogs R~qijfred For Corlditioriaf(Jse Authorizatioh Are Not ,Supportecl 
By The F~cts,;: · ·· 

Und~f me appJicable,; Pl1nriirm Qod~ provh,ions, apprqval of th~ProJect requires thatfq1,Jrsets of 
separa~e findings b_e made for e;:ich of th~ following four aspec;t~' Of thEl Project: (1) coiistructior;, of 
the new; Joµr~story, U)ree~unit. blll)c:iingL (2) demolition of the existing two.:story, f;ingle famiJy 
building; (3) General Plan conformance; and (4) conforrnance w.ith Proposition M GenElr.aJ Pfarr 
priority policies. E:ach set of findings specifk;ally requires consideration ofthe Project's impacts on 
the neighboring properties, given that the Plannirig C9de expressly ;:,tates that one of its nwre 
particularly spec\fied purposes is . to. "prnvid~ light, ~ir, privacy ai,_d corivenien9e of· flCC8SS to 
property.\' (SFPO S.ec. 10.1.) · · · · · · 

E:acb, SElt,qf findings set forth iri rvfotlon No. 20025 state$ th~tiion balaoce;'l the ctpplipabJ@ Grit~ria 
. are met; (Motion No. 2002s; pp, 5-El; Et 1 Q.)This is nofsupported t:w the eviderice. Findings mi3dfi 
in support qf an agency's decision mi.tsr be based oq evidence contained. in thE! adminrstr~tive 
mcord: which cornpris~s ·. the entire body of evidimce presented for considera.tion in corinedion 
with the project; and provides the basis tq ju_dgEl whether sufficient evidence s1,1pportsthe finc:Jings 
~md dec;iston of the agenr;::y. (Topanga Association fora Scenic C.ommunity v; Coun(y <:>f Los 
Angeles (197 4} 11 CaL 3d 506; 515). Agovernmentc,1(ei:ltity. !'must render findings sufficient_ path . 
to enable the parties tq determine whether and on whi:!t basis they should seek revievy and, in the 
event of revievv, toapprise,a reviewing qourt ofthe basi$ ofthe·boarc:J's. decision." (Id. at 514.) 
Substantial evidence inus(support ~n gciministrative· <:1gency's< finding~ anc:I the findings mui>t 
support the decision." (Id.) The fir,dings rnust ''bridg~ the iria.lyti_cal gap'' bet1Ait3en the evideric;e arid 
the. decision: (Id, at 521.} As .detailed_.beJow;·· the f~cts. presenJe.d, .dqnot ;Support that the Project 
rneets th~· applicable driforic:1 for approvals . . ... . ... 

1_.. .Pla,:rirjinq .Code Section p03 Criteric:i.lor Co11strµction, 

The, fpllowirig 9..rffer1a· fcir: approval bf the. ·cohstructtai-fof the b~Jldinf} are. not· met,bythe\Project •·· 
due to the impacfsjf w)iYhave pnJight, c.1ir c1nd pri\(acY ,of neighboring propertie~r · 

• The prop9$${f Lise' an:d builcli[lf(;at th<?.sfze aM,c!i.nten~iW Gp_riteropi;te~ anoattheproposed 
lo_catl.on; will pfovfd~ -~. cievelpprnent th,at is necessary or de$irable for, ancl compatible 

. with, the neighbcirnood or the community . . . . . . 

• $Uch \,ise ()f feature as propos~~wiU rtpfJle,detrlrn~ntaJfo the'heal{hisafety;GonvenieMe. 
oT Qt3neralwelf~re Qf persorisresldit)go.Yworkinit inth~vj'cinity,or injurious fo property, 

· ,mprove,mer,ts or'potentiaJqeveloprnent.lnthe vicinity.. . . . . . 

(SFPQ S~o .. ;3Q$(C){11,, (2). )Th~.h~afrh; l:;afety,. converifen_c~·or gerieral'w~lfare. qf persons res]qing 
or ·workingJrr th'e vl¢fnity req0}r~s consiqeration: pf the proposed s]ze: ofthe .structur~; prqpo~~q .• 
alternatives. to Off~street pc1rkin9.; safeguards t~ffotdeq tb prev~nt· Offensive• <?ffii$Sion$ such as 
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noise, and treatment given to such qSpects,as screening and open spaces. The facts present~d 
. do not establish thc:1t the Project wi.ll 1,1ot be detrirnentaHothose residing in the vicinity. · 

Section 311 (c)(_1 ).of the P!F1nning Code also require~ the construction of new residential buildings 
in R dlstricts to be consistent with Residential Design Guidelines. In part, the findings contained 
in Motion No. 20025 summarily state that ;::is c;:qnditioned, ·the.,siting of the new building will be 

· consistent with the objectives of the Residential Oesign GuideHnes. (Motion No. 20025, pp. 5-:-6.) 
These conclusions are not supported by the evidence. · · 

Under the Residential Des1gn Guidelin~s. gerie_r?I design pri11ciples require maintaTning light to 
adjacent proper:ties by providing adequate setbacks. (Residential Design Guidelines (Dec. 2003), 
p. 4.) Specific design guidelines for r~ar yards require articulation of the building to minimize 
impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties. (Id., p. 16.) "When expanding a building into 
the rear yard: the impact of that expansion on light and privacy for abutting structure$ must be 
considered, .. modifications to the building's tjesign can help reduce these impacts arid make a 
builcling compatible with the surrounding context." (Id.) Similarly, with regard to privacy, the 
Guidelines state .that where a proposed project will have an unusual impact on . privacy to 
neighboring interior living spaces, appropriate design modifications can minimize impacts. (Id., 
p: 17.) 

In addition, 1'[e)'ven when permitted by the Planning Code; bJ.iilding expansions into the rear yard 
may riot be appropriate if they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of 
other buildings that define the mid-block operi space. An out-of-scale rear yard. addition can leave 
surrounding residents feeling 'boxed-in' and cut-off from the mid-block open space.0 (Id., p. 26.) 

The, Project does not m~et these relevant design guidelines c;1nd fails to lncorporate appropriate 
design modifications to address the loss of light and privacy. Moreover, the proposed design of 
the building J~cks the level of articulation for.details, features, and levels present at most of tlie 
neighborhood structures, and should b.e refined. 

· 2. . Plijnning Code Section 317 Criteria for Residential 0¢molition. 
. . .. . . . ~-

The criteria for residential demolition also includes c;onsideratiOn of whether the project meets all 
relevant deslgn guidelines, · to enhance existing neighborhood character. (SFPC Sec. 
317(g)(5)(N).) As discussed above, this criterion, ls not met 

Additional criteria for approval for a r,esidential demolition are (1) whether the project increases 
the number of permanently affordable units and (2) whether the project creates new. supportive 
housing. (SFPC Sec. 317(g)(5)(J), (M).) The Project does neither, · 

A fi~al criterion requires a determination of whether a proJectwilFreplace a buHd1ng not subject to 
\he 8esidential Rent Stabilizatior:i arid· Arbitration Ordinance,. and if so, whether the new project 
replaces all of the existing units with new dwelling units of a similar size and with the same number 
of bedrooms .. (SFPC Sec. 317(g)(5)(R).) Th? findings state, "[t]he Planning Department cannot 
definitively determine whether or not the single-family hom.e is subject to the Rent Stabilization 

. and Arbitration Ordinance. This is the. purview of the Rent Board; however; the Department can . 
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. confirm that th~reare nQten~nts H\irng ifl the dWelHrig/' (Moti9n No~ 2CJ025, pU~.) TM'e r~9.prdJaqks 
basic informatiOtljO support thatthis>trfter19n Js mer; . . . .· . . . . . . 

3, Giner~IPlar.i HousinitEfomerit; QbJectives;.tild..P.olides, 

The fact presented and lh~ evidence ,in tJ.1.e: recortj. do:. ri6r'supp6rf {fie Piaht1ing Commiss{on'~. 
finding of the Project's :conformiWWith' (he General Plan; The 'fji'}dings. set~ forth' the f91iowing 
Housing Element pol[cjes and c::orresp911cilhg finciings:, . . . . . . . . . , 

11 · bbj~ctlve' ?; Ppllcy 2.1: Discouta'g~ th~ cfomolitron Qf sounq existing hci0#!19, 
unress the demolition Jesuits in a nE?tlilcr~p.se in affordable housing. · 

·Th~profectprbpo~es demolition ofa soundfesidential stmdure containing a ihre.e­
becfroomsfngle family dwelling /Jufthattfje newbiJikJing will contain three dwelling 
units and results in a net inctea~e offami!y~siz.ed hol!sinr;J, . 

' This 1gnores ihe pla1n )E;lngµage qf the cr[terlgn ~@th~. fa'¢hhafthe Project doe:fnot rei01t in any. 
affordable ho~&ing'. . . . ... . . . . . ... . . . . 

11 Objective. 3,, poncf ~A': Preserve repf9l uriiti:h especially rent c9ntrnlled units,. to 
meet the City's ciffordable housing i,e~ds; · 

II Objective '.3,j?6Hcy ~;3; Maintain balance ln:affqrdc;tbility of existk1g hou1,1ng:'$fock: 
by supporting affordable moqerate owner:5hip opport0nities · ... . . 

• Qbjec;flve 3; P61lcy ~i4: • Pr~:serve «hRturaltfaffdrdable'' housllig types; such ·as 
sm:c11Jer. a.hd o[der. owriershi p :unitsi . . . . . . . . . 

· The,existing sfng{f!.famify dwetiing.is curre.ntly vacan{; The:Plannthg Department 
r;annotd~fini([Vefy deformtnewbether 9rnotthe Singfe;.fami/y home is subject to 
the. Rent SJabi/izcf tiOn anc;l Arbiftatidn Otdinanc&; · This is the purview of the. Rent 
· Board,'. however; the Department can confirm that therf} ar<j no tenants tlvingin the 
dwe//ing: The (IBW constructionproj(;Jr;t v,;ilfr~slllf in an increasQ in the nvmber o( .· 
both units' andbedmorns oftheprop(;J,fy. II, . . . . 

(Motior:i N6: 20025, p'. ·g.J These findlngs are nonrnspofisiv~ and irrelevant, and tile condusion 
that the Project cor,forms to the policies i11 furthernnce of Objective },is Wholly Ll,nsLipportabJe: 
The Projec.t Will not preserve rental units to meerthe City's qffordable housing, n$eds, the Project 
wfll. not support affordable n,ogerat/3 ownership opportunities, andJhe · Project will eUminate a 
"natur;:;illy affqrdab!ej" srn~ller 9n<;i older ~i11g,lefaniily home. 
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4. Propo.~,itlon M Priority Genert.tl PlanPolicy.Fin!'.tings: 

The ProjectJails to. corppry with three ofJhe ?ig)1l priority-planning po.lides codified in PJanntng 
Code Section 101.1: . . . . . 

• Thclt the City's supply of a«ordable housing pe preserved and enhanced; 

.:. That commuter tr,affic}iot iinpede MtJni transit servic;;e or overt:>yrden our streets or 
neighborhood parkin!;Ji · · · · 

• That our parks and open space and their access to suniightand vistas be protected 
from development. · · ·· · 

·rhe Project does riot create affordable housing and reduces acce::.s td su.nlight from private open 
space areas. With a parking rat.io of on~ to One, the addition c:ifthree, th.res bedroom units and 
three off~street parking spaces ?dds to traffic congestion and overburdens ne.ighborhood streets 
and parking. 

Based on the facts frl the record ,;1nd. given the weight of impqrtance given to considerafion of 
light, air and privacy impacts on neighboring properties, reasonable conditions (including those 
required by the Residential Design Guidelines) rnustbe imposed to minimize the Project's adverse 
impacts. 

Accordingly, reducing the building tielght fq,three stories, would substantially, minimize shadow · 
impacts on neighboring properties, bring tl).e building closer to conformance with surro.unding 
buildings, and still acconirnodate three housing units. Treating or painting the northern wafl of the 
building would minimize the loss of fight and mitigate for boxing ii') the Appellants' (ear yard open 
space. Finally; limiting .the permitted hourl,; of construction would provide a safeguard against 
excessive noise. 

II. CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETER,IIJltNATl,ON 

A. The Categorical Exemptrpn Determination Fails To Identify The Conditional 
Use Authorization As An Approval Required For The Project. · · 

Pursuant to the City's CEQA Gujdeiines, the l;:t)~ironmentai ·Revie'(I' Officer must post on the 
Planning Department website specific inforn)ation ~bout ail exemptiqn det~rmination. For projects 
that .involve the issuance of multiple discretionary permiti, or other project approvals, tt,e 
Environmental Review Officer mu.st identify ,any additional discretionary appr6,vals required other 
than the Approval Action that are known to the Environmental Review Officer at the time of the · 
issuance of the exemption determination, and post this information on the Planning Departrnent 
website. (SFAC Sec. 31.08(e)(1)(8).) 

Here, the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination lists as the Project Approval Action, only 
th~ ''Building Permit." (Id., p.A.) The determination describes the Project as the demolition of the 
two-story single-family home and construction ofa fQur-story building containing three residences 
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and three parking spaces~ (CEQA :categorical ~xemptlon [Jeterm!nation, p. 1.) rt does not, 
. hoWeVE:ff,include any informationthatconditional use authorization is required fq]'the Project, and 
theref?rn,. the conten\ reqµirements for an exemption deten11ination ls not satisfied. . . . . 

a. · ThE}'Notice o(R1Jbli~Hearfng Faiied to Inform The Pubiic That an 
ExemptionPeterminatiori Was Made .. 

. · For any demolition· .of an existing, structur~, Jhe E:tiyironn,e11tal . Review .OffTc~r fa required h) 
prepare .~. written exemption deterrninciti.oo arid proviqe notice to th.e publiG. (SFAC S~c .. Section 
31.08(e)(3)J Notice of public hearing on th~· Approval Act1on1 for a pmject determ[ned lo be 

· exempt from CEQA must, in. part; ''Inform the public of the exemption determination and how the 
public; may obtairya copy ofthe exemption determin;:1tion.'.' (SFAC Sec. 31.Q13(f);) 

. . 

Here, the No tree of Public Hearing on the Conditionc;iJ l)se AUthqrizatiqn hel<:l oh October, 1~, :2011'. 
doe.s not inform the public bf the exeniption de.termirrc,=ttion· but insteqq suggests thatan exemption 
determination n,ay have been n,ade by stating; "[i]t, as part of this prcjcess,the DElpartmenes 
Environmental Review Officer hqs deemed this project to be exempt from further environmental 
review, anexemption determination has been prepared c:md can be obtainec:i through ti,e 

· Exemption Map ... " The requirement thatthe public be informecHbat the exetnption determination 
wa,s made was nof n,E;if; .. . . . . . . 

·c. The Envirnnr.n~ntal R~vfoWOffic~r F~il~d fo Mat(la ()eformin~tiortof. 
Wheth~rThe Changes to Jhe Proje,ct W~re Substantial, . 

·· Where,:apro}ecUhatlfie E11.vironri:lentaf RevieiN Officer has determihedtoJ:ie exempt' is.: changed 
prior to:,my s.u.pseqLJent ,~pprov.'11 actjons, the Enyironmental Review Officer musFdetertr1ine 

. whethe.r the change is a substantial modification. (SFAC Sec. 31.QB(i).) .. 

Asubstantial rnodiflcalion ofan exemp(pro}ectfequirli,g reev~lllatiqr1 LmderSectfcm 31.19(bfcari 
mec1n new informaHon oF'~vid~nc;~ ·or substantial lrnportahce prese,nted to the Environmental 
Review Officer that was' not known and could not have been know.n livith the exercise of 
reaionabl~· diligence at the tirne >the .. Er\vironm!=)ntal Review Officer issued the exemption 
~eter)llinati'Qh tl'.113t 9h9wsJhe project no longer qualifies for the exeniptioh .. 

Even if the ~nvirontn¢nt~J Review .. Qfficer tjeterrTJ ines that.?. cfomge in an exefl)pt. project is not fl. 
sub.stantial modjf1¢.1ltion, shEF[s req0ir~~ fo post a rJ()tice of the determination. in the offices of the 
Planning Departmenf and on the Planning, Deparl:ment, Vl(ebsite and mai.1 such. notic.e to the 
applicant, board(s), cpmrnission($} Qr gepartfl)ept(s)Jhc1twil[ carry 'C'.lUt orappmve the project, and 
to any o.rgal'lizations: and individUafo who prnyiou~IY have r~quest:eg such r10tice ih writing: .. (S_FAC 
$~c>37.Q~.(j).) · 

. . 

j. .For a. prhrat~ proje~f see kfn~1!3li'.erititf efoeriffroni the Cit{ andl d~terriiihec.f fcf be exeri,pf frorn 
CEQA, '"Appfoval Action;, rne6nsJhe first c:tppr.ovaf pftbe proj~ct in relicmce Qn the exemption bY 
the, City Planning Cot11111issiorr following. a noticed public heatin:g;, (SFAC $ec. 31. 04(ti).) · 
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Here, the, project was changed clfter the· ,e)(emptlon <;k~terminc1~1on was made and before the 
C.onditional Use Authorization was approved, but the l;nvirprimental R,eview Officer never made 
a d~termination of whether the project changes constituted a substantiai modificatibr,requiring 
reevaluation. The City's Property Information Map indjcates that on July 5! 2016, two building 
permit applications were filed. J3uilding PermitApplication No. 201607051548 i$ to erect the four­
story, three-unit residential puilding, and I3uilding Permit ,'\pp1icc1tion No. 201607051544 is to 
demolish the two-story single family dwelling. (EXHl6!T 3.) 

On the same day, July 5, 2016, CE°OA Clearance w~:1s issued l?y the:planning Department 
(EXHIBIT 4.) However, the Categorical l;xemption Determinatjon,,signed by Pl~nner Stephanie 
Cisneros on June 29, ·2016, references plaris dated January 7, 2016. This predates the submittal 
of the applications and presumably was based on pre-application information submitted by the 
Project applicant. 

The planning application for dem,olitlon is d~te,d July 20, 2017. Jl=XHIBIT 5.) The coriclitlons of 
approval for the. Conditional Use Authorization as approved by the Planning Commission require 
qonformance With plans dated September 8; 2017. (Motion No. 20025, Exh. B.) 

Once the Project was.chan_ged, i.e., updated plans y.,ere submitted, the Environmental Review 
Officer was required to inake a determination of whether the changes· Wern substantial and 
required reevaluation. This was not done. 

The .cursory process utilized by the .Cify in issuing the Categorical Exemption Determination 
un.dermined the stated purposes of CEQA arid the City's implementing regulations, .among them 
to: (a) provide· decision makers and the public . with meaningful >information regarding the 
environmental consequences of proposed activities; (b) identify ways that environniental damage 
can be avoided or significantly reduced; (c) provide fo~ public input in the environmental review 
process; (d) bring environmental considerations-to bear at an ear!y stag~ of the planning process, 
;:,1nd to avoid unneces'sary delays or undue complexity of review; and (e) prevent significant 
avoidable damage to the environmental by requiring changes ,{n projects through the use of 
alternatives or · mitigation measures wtieri the government agellcy finds the changes · to be 
feasible. · · · 

If the Environmental Review ()fficer had followed the proper procedures, the Appellants niay have 
had ah opportunity to present their shadow study as new evidence of pote[ltiaraesthetics impacts 
for the City's consideration earlier in the process. While a shadow analysis technically is not 
req.uired for a project that does not exceed 40 feet in height; a proper and more transparent 
environrn.ental review process that engaged' the neighborhood may have brought to bear at an 
earlier stage, the potential impacts of the Project, as well as feasible changes or mE::lasui-es to · 
avoid those impacts. 
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P~ Cla.ss 1. and Class J Categ·ofi¢aJ E)(:~m~tions bo Not Apply Bec~u$~ There 
Are Uriusual Circumstances Such That.The Prqpqseq Project W,ill Resu!t in._ 
~ Si"1n)fic~nt Effect on th~ Environrnenf . . . . 

lfthere fa a '1rea$Of)9bWpossib1Tity1
' that an a'cfivity will have a stghificarifeffeefbhthe environment 

due to- '\inustJaiclrqumstances," ~ri.agetiGY mstY not find.the ctctiyJty_tobe categorically exempt 
fr()m CEQA~ (14, Car Cod~ Regs.1 Sec. 1·5~00,2(c)) Heter. the,/Pr.ofoct presents unusual 
circumstances l;:>ecause it ls a key lot ancj the horiz9nta1 expans_ion: of the building will-directly 
impactthe tear property line of abuUing lots by es~entially creating a four-story wall along those 
lot lines.There is a reasonable posslbility that significantenviro11mentc1I impacts'wquld result .from 
these unusual circumstances; The shadow study proyides relevant evidence to support a fair 
argunientthat a sig11ificant impact on the environment may occur in the area of aesthetl<::s. by 
degrading the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings, c:ind in th$. area of· ,and 
use ;;md planning; by c9nflic:;ting with applicable land use policie$ and regulatl6hs adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding Qr mitigcJting a11 environmental. effed. 

Based on th~ foregqfhg;w~ respectfwlly requ~sf that you set aside the Categorical E:x~mption. 
Determination and require thilt propererp.ifronrnental rE!view. in full conformance with CEQA and 
the City's, impiementlng reguiations be undertaken prior tQtheJin~I approval of t~e Project; 

Very truly yours, 

1!.~~~ 
Attaqhmen,t~ 

cc: Lisa Gjbson; E'.nvfronrnentgJ Re.\il$w' Officer 
Steven Vettel, Esq.· (Via E~Mail $Vettei'@fbm·.com) _.. . 
.AlexHernsteJri (Via. E~Mail alex@kfngfisherlnvestment.com). 
Sonia Daccari;}tt (Via E~Mail sdaccarett@g,m,a,itcom) 
'Micriae! Qohner; El?q, · · 
Pc\L!I Mabry, Escf .... 
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EXHIBIT 1 LIGHT ANALYSIS 

· EXHIBIT LIST 

EXHIBIT 2 SHADOW STUDY PRESENTATION 

EXHIBIT 3 SF PROPERTY INFORMATION M.AP;,-""BUILDING Pl:;RMITS REPORT 

EXHIBIT 4 SF PROPERTYINFORMAnoN MAP-PLANNING' APPLICATIONS REPORT 

EXHIBITS PROJECT PLANNING APPLICATION FORM$ 

13978004.6 

2409 



EXHIBITt 

2410 



ntouro GlASS, 
AXEDWINoow---.,_ 

UNITJ l: 
fAMiLY~O<:/M 

u~,r~ 
UVJNG 

UNW2 
· neoiooMs 

2.18 ;17TH AVENUE "ESIDENCES 
SAN FRAt'OISCo, CA 

~--_h-.-- ~-l --.J ~$ 

; 
- -i . . ,-......t 

.:--·· 

.... :~··. --. 

:-i:)}k 
~ 

a 

!-

TRANSVERSE SECTION THROUGH APJAC!=NT 
PROPERTY AT 2545 LAKE STREET . 

2411 



EXHll.31T2 

2412 



N) 

~ ..... 
(...:) 

SF :Pfa,n!ning. 1Com:mlsston H-eanin_g 
218 27th Ave.nu:e· 

Analy$i':s Dis·cuss:io:n 

· i2 October 2017 



.We are deeply concer~E!d. 

• , .We understandyou are pretty. fardown the path with this review. 

i• ·we woµldJik,e tq $hare ;spme iinformaJion you .hav:e noty~tbeen s.hown~ 
.• Ask you to recognize the submitted documents Jargely excluded analysi:$ ot254R L:ake $t. 

and did botcle;arly show impact io aqjacentbutldirig$;° ' 

••· The,:Staff's :BJ~c.om111end9Uor1 of .Appr9val ls premature due to.the incomplete .information. 
~ ., We are asking;fOryodr a.ction to be consistenlWith thafrec9rcfecl on.ptbeu re6~nt s:irttiJc3..:r 

.propos~ls ~ 
_. 
.r::,. 

• .We.1hope you will;agree: the changes.we are requesting are.essentialforthe comn1qnitl 

:Privacy .and Light . ... .. .. . . . ... 
• The impapt:'i$slgnifica,ntano cannqrbe. visuaJiz~g. clea.rty baseq= .on the.documerffs 

ptovided tQ:You. · ··· · · · ·. · · · 

• THesepQintswill be a.n.issqe.for'aJL3 ofthe a.djacent.parcelsanc:f their mc1nyreside:ntp .. 

Summary 218 271
h Avenue 

SF Planning Commission 

:t• 



N) 

+=-..... 
c.n 

Creat:ing· .a·.'c!h·asrn 
• To aidjn the :$.Ralysfs ahd explanatiO!l1J we· h?.ve g:enerated an accurate 3 dimeih$io.naJ 

model of the pr9posal andthE3 adjacent propertiies basetj on the curre1nrset provided iby 
the applicant. Intentional ornot; this information is notrepresentecfin the package Y-OU . 

have been provided. . 

• The resu!lt o'f the· current des-:ign iis a cha~.m whiiGh vi1:H be deJ)tived of privacy and·11ig:ht 

Background 218 271
h Avenue 

SF Planning Commission 
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Shadows castby the proposed project 7 Most severe atWinter So!lst:ice 
. . . . ' . 

lissue: 
There are significant shadow 
impacts to t:headjacenit existing 
properties that lhas npt been 
clearly exhibited i,h.th.e submitted 
documents 

Recommerndaf;io:n: 
'Condition t:ri~ p'.rojecl to a he{ght' 
not \o exceed 1hat of 21 o 27th Ave: 
(rer,noval of 1 f1l.oor) 

Resulting mass stiill allows enough 
area for 3 typical iunits. · · 

21'8 '271h Avenue 
Light - Shadow Study SF Pla,ming Commission 



N 
~ ...... 
0) 

She1dow.s castpy the. proposed p.roJect~·::Most severe at Winter Solstice·· 
.. .~ 

Spring Equinox;,_ March 

ft;. V~r!\. · .· 
.. ·• '(i:9~:c,L ,• . 

Summer Solstice -.JtJne 

.. "~,/·-·. 

:FaU.Equinox-Septer:nb~r· 

.;··'.' 

,.,'_~; ...... 

W,intet$Olsti6~ :: 'oeCerpper 

lssu~: 
There are signHi9antshadow 
impacts to th$ :atjJa.cent .existing 
piroperties that ha$ notb~era. . 
clearlyE3xhi:bitedjn the .• su!bmitted 
documents 

.Recommendatiora:, 
Cont:Htioq the prqject to a height 
not to exceedtha.tof 2:1027th.Ave; 
(removal of J floor) . 

Resulting maS$ -$till :f;lllows enb_L:Jgh 
atea for 3•·wpicq.l .units:: . 

Light - Shadow Study 218 27
1
h Avenue 

SF Planning Commission 
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L.irnit the :Shadows cast by thepropdsed:proJect-- Our Recommendation: 

Remove the Roof Deck and 1 Floor of the Building 

4 Levels + Rooftfock 

3 Levels· 
· Consistent with context 

of other heights in the 
neighborhood 

4 Levels· 

4 Levels 

.,· . ,. ', 

3 Levels 
. Spring Equinox • March 

' 
3 Lev.els 

Summer Solstice-: June 

4 Levels 

·, 
·.~. . 

3 Levels 

Fall Equinox - September 

)''~ 

3 Levels 

Winter Solstice - December 

I 218 271h Avenue I 
SF Planning Commission) 



N 
.s::,. 
N 
0 

View frgrn.the Un.It.3 Private 1R,oof, Deck and Side Windows 

" ';,z/' 
·~-' .,/:.··-

_- -/- -
< ,,.·. • :-

lssqe: 
There.- is direct visual acoess into 1pirivate 
iinterior.and outdoor spacesfrt>hi tlil:$ 
tJ11it 3Pr·iyale Boot De~K 

Hecommetidatio.n;- , 
Gonditionthe project'to remove.any roof 
;deck ~incl all.iroo1f 8,C¢$$S othelt'than.Jhat -
reqµired for ma,intenance.~ 

Frosted windows at Sid·e elev.atfons must 
be inopera:ble . _ _ _ _ .. _ _ _ 

:1-=~~~~~C!~~jI;f 
! 1J 'E I ''1t·1ffii~i!~ill_".'lj't : , .. ,.~1~· '"-~ 

·r,:.·····c/1~:··~=f ::: . #/;~;··· :'."ci 
·r: ;~:,;~; .. --L 7. L 1-.'> - ------ .-. -=- l· : -- - - -.• .. .• i L , - ___ .-· , : 
i-•·::::... =, -~---•. _'; 

1 · I::::.-- I I_.. ,·,. . 

218 271h Aver:iue 
Privacy - Roof Deck SF Planning ComliTilission 
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N ...... 

View from the Unit 3 Private Roof D8ck 

· View foam Eoof Oeck 
~oward·210 2_7itiAve. 

View from Roof Deel< 
toward 2454 Lake $( 

Issue; 
Tl1ere is direct visual access into 
private interior and outdooir spaces 
firo:m the Unit 3 Private Roof Deck 

1Recommendat,ion: 
Condition the pmject to remove any 
roo:f deck and all roof access other 
than sucih require,d formaintenance. 

·:.::rr~~~~J~~~%1~r,;1 1-+1 ..... ~. I]' ~·TI;1[j'Tirc~j'~ v· "' . . ;~ .- ,~.,. .r .. ~ , .. {~:;:p;-~=::j~;:-:~./~':',·:~:i:~r,~ii::": ~::-'-~;?]· 
. i; . I ,. I' •,,· ·~ ·1 . . . I ¥" 
. ·~ .. ...-L,·--.. __,,~L ,.,. .. . =- ·t' .. ,.. .., ' . - . 

. . • • I 

f=.=J=~ ' 
218 27th Avenue 

Privacy - Roof Deck SF Plannimg Commission 
·-----
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Sha,doWJinpacton Tree.:Healfh 

'issue,; 
s,~adgw cast by buildings .impacts theviabiliity"'of i:)iole>gica:J re.sowtrqes. 
1L;.ir11iti:n.g the.project heightwHI, ?.llow forhec3.lthy t~ee.:g:rpy;th .• 

'Recommen.dation; 
Conditionthe project to a height notto ,exceed ·that ol2J O .271hAve· • 

. (remova:1 oft levetandroofdeck). Jnclu.deJang,µ9:ge pr9tecN:11g · 
exisUngtre.e roots .and canopy. 

218 271h Avenue 
Liight - Tree Health SF Planning Commission 
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View from the '.Common Entry Deck 
. . 

- - -- ------ --· ... j-: 

'·--.....·--=====-· 

!issue:. 
There is direct visual access into 
private interior and outqoor spaces 
from the Common Entry Deck 

:Recommendation: 
Gonditionthe projeq~ to ;incli.1c;ie an 
opaque screen or pane:! :to prevent 
the invasive sightlines. . 

~i~ rtt:I=~:~~~~i~l"· . 
!.'

-_ . ·------ - -1_(c- _,,1, 

1 

/ 1--· -:~- -r 

I
' = Ii = I= I, 
! II ,"' --,lJ 

218 :2:?[h .Av:entie 
SF Planning GommissiGlll1 
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.s:,:. 
N 
.s:,:. 

Viewfrom:theCommon Entry Deck 
·1 . . . 

.. 1 nto 2454 Yard/interior· 

fssue; 
The.re iis · gJre,qfviswaJacc.ess .into 
privale-'interior and outdoor:spaces· 
t.rom the Co111monEntry Deck 

R~commendation: 
G6nditiontheproJect to;Jnclude:an 
.opaqwiscreert:o;r pane1·to. preveiht 
the :.tnvasive sightlines.i . 

•e·•,,·-~-=:_"r:-~--~ '~, 
rr1r- -e: · ~o:"·'-1!:il~71''\°'"=-'tfliTli;;-:;:..;-.~,,.,l ,-~ "' 
! J I , l!± __ -s-=i...-,~ ~ 1f,_}·•1j~l'/;=r+fJil~\.~, ~ I 
J 1 I .- ...i.... ' ,._...._ r r ~ ;, ,...... , ., ' . ,,, .~ -··-f-.., •.. ""'~.1rri-1·1" Effi ,, 
1-f , I , , 11

, i r .. \ ~ l~·tt , ~ 11~~ ::::: ::-: i " 1:.:0:· / 1 r. 1 ,1m;~.,,,"J;,.~.-·· n 1)..,-1 
l i .[ . . -:- ~!i::1: ==-=!.:~,-~ ':::,r--, 'f~ 
1

, 1, ~·,, ,l•'tJl"·-r-~· =,~·-'··-·-jjj:!jj±,ll:rr/g~ 

218 27u, Avenue 
Privacy - Entry SF Pla1mimg Oommissi(J)m 

-4-·: 
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Summary -- We request the follow:ing changes/conditions: 

1. ·condition the project to a height not to exceed that of 210 27th Ave., remov1ng 
1 floor. 

2. Condition the project to remove any roof deck and all roof access other than . 
that minimally required for maintenance~ 

3. · Direct that frosted windows at side elevatic;,.ns must be in_operable. 

4. Require that an arborist regularly observe the construction, particularly during 
the demolition and subsequent placement ofthe foundation to report on the ·. 
conditions and make recommendations to ensure the health of existing 
adjacent trees. 

5.. Direct thafthe Entry Stair and Common Entry Deckinclude an opaque screen 
orpahel along the side·raHing extending above eye-level. 

21a 21111 Averiu_e:' 
SF. Plan~ing Comr:nissiqri: 
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Sau Francfaco Property Information Map - Print Version 

SAN FRANCtSCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Report for: 218 27TH AVENUE. 

Building Permits Report 218 27TH AVENUE 

Applications for Building Permits submittedto the Department of Building Inspection, 

BUILDlNG PERMITS: 

Permit_: 
Form: 
Filed:. 

Address: 

Parcel: 

Existing: 

Pfqposed: 

Existing Units: 

Proposed U[lits; 

Status: 

Status Date: 

Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 

Form:. 

Filed: 

Address:· 

Parcel: 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: 

.Proposed Units: 

Status: 

Statui.:. Date: 

Description: 

Cost 

Permit: 
Form: 

Filed: 

·Address: 

. Parcel: 

!=xisting: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: . 

Proposed Units: 

http://50, 17.237 ;182/PIM/ 

201607051548 

2 -. New Wood Construction 

· 715/2016 

218 27TH AV 

1386/038 

· APARTMENTS 

0 

3 

TRIAGE· 
7/5/201610:58:55AM 

TO ERECT4 STORIES, 3 UNITS RES1DENTIAU:3UILDING. 

$1,400,000.00 

201607051544 

. 6 - Demolition 

7/5/2016 

.218 27TH AV 

1386/038 

1 FAMILY DWELLING 

0 

TRIAGE 
7/5/201610:51:19 AM 

TO DE..MOLISH 2 STORY SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING. 

$15,000.00 

200809040764 

8 - Alteration.s WithouJ Plans 

9/4/2008 , 

218 ;27TH AV 

1386/038 

1 FAMILY DWELLING 

1 FAMILY DWELLING 

0 
0 

2427 
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Status: 
St<Jtus Oafoc.: 
D~~(,:r\Rtio.r:i,; 
Cost 

GbMPLE:ff 
1Q/2?/20Q!l 
. - . . 

REROOFING, - .. . . .. - . 

· $16,{70.00···· 

:etiie iof 2.·· 

71~ Di:,ck,imer: Th~ Cify ,;nd.C6w1(V o/Sa;, Fr;ncisc~ (CCSFJ does· ital i:;,;ii11tee ,;,. accur;C)\ ode~;,;,~; c~;~p/~/cne.,., or u.,c/tJlnes., of imy infdr111aa~li. .CCSF. pr~vides/hit 
UJfo,:ril<l.tion Ot(a~ 'us· ~s' basls-~,1/t~otlt warranty of a,u~ kind, inclu<:Jing ~11{no{ (imile4 10 warra"nties of me.rc~antabifity_~r J!tne~~ fqr:, apllrticu~a,;_PffPQs'!? and_assU~,cs n_e;;. · 
Y:eSpons.fbility [Dr an_v.one~ use of the information. 

.. . ... . . 

http://50.17.23.7.J82lPilV1/ 
2428 
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s~nfrancisco #ropertyinform~tlon fylap .. Print yersjoµ 

SAN FRANCISCO· 
PLANNING .DEPARTMENT 

. . . - .. ·-· . ·. . ... • ·. 
=========s..'<!.\...='~.......:=::.::=~+:---r~~-~---:.:·~,.,,.~==,,,s=. ===··· 

Repprtfor: 21821TH AVE.NUE 

Phmn.ingApplknticii1s]{epQrt:218 27Tit A VENUE 

Permits. are :required In Sao Francisco to Qperate a bµsinesses ot to perforrn const,:uc:tion activhy;; Th.e Pli/!lning. 
Department revi!')V,,S ffiO$t applications for these permits in orderfo ensure that the projects CQmply with the Planning 
(~09e. The 'Project' is the c1ctivity being proposed, · · · 

Pl.ANNlNG APPl,.ICATIQN~: 

2016-003258CUA 
Laura Aj~Uo Tel: 415.,575-9142 

Conditional Use Auth•i'riz~tion (CUA} 218 27th Avenue. 

· Demolition bf a single family home a11d new construction of a 3~unit apartment building, 

OPENED $TATU$• ADDRESS FURTHER.iNFO 
8/15/2016 Ctosed "Approved 218 27THAVE 94121 Related Documents 

11/9/2017 . . Viewfn ACA. 

RELATED RECORDS: 2016-003258PRJ 
· .. · . . . . .. . . .· - 2016-003258GUA 

- 2016c003258APL 

2.0l 6;,.003258PRJ 
Laura AjelfoTel:415-575.9142 

:Proj~ctProfjle(PRJ) 218 27tl:rAvenµe 

p~l)lolition of~ single family ho:tn1rand 11ew cons.truction of a 3-unit ap'artment bQ.ildirig. 

OPENED S'TATUS ,AODRE,;SS FU.RJHER INFO. 

3/1112016: Undef.Review 
9/26/2017 

RELA TJ;D R.ECORDS:.· 20'1 $-0032p8PRJ 
· - 2016-0D3258CUA 

- 2016°003258ENV, 

Z016~001258ENV 
Stephanie Cisneros Tek415-575.;9186 

2i 8 ?.7Tft A\/E.'94121 Reraled Documents 
ViewinACA 

RELATED E~UILPING. PERMITS: Loaqing,.; 

Environmental(ENV) 218 27thAvenue 
. . . . ' . . . 

PROJECT 
FEATURES 

pemo lish existi:ng:two~story single-family h<>tne:·and CQhstru~t .af Qtit;-StorY building cont;infog-three . 
residences ap.d three pai~dng spaces, .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . 

OPENED ~TATU$, ,\C>l;lR!;S~ FURTH.ER 11-iFO 

http://5,0.i7~2J7:.is+(PIMI 
2430 
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San Francisco Property Information Map ,... Print Version 

3/11/2016 Closed" CEQA Clearance 218 27THAVE 94121 
Issued 
7/5/2016 

RELATED RECORDS: .2016-003258PRJ. 
. . c 2016-003258ENV 

~ 2016-003258APL-02 

PER.MITTED SHORTTERM RENTALS; 

None 

Related Do~!§. 
Viewln ACA 

Page2 of2 

. The Disclaimer: The City _and County ofia11 franciscq (CCSF) does not g11arantee·tl,c(1c.c11racy, crdequat..:11, c[!mpletem:ss or mt;_tUlness o/c~ny biformatiO,,. CCSF provid~$ this 
iriformation 011 an 'os is' hasis withOut warranty ofmly kind. inc/~1di11g hut not (imifcd lo w,,rraulic~ 0Jmcrc/1a11tubf/i(V or.fitness for a par/iq1lar pmpose, and asswnes no 
r,esp~msib[H1y_10r ~myoue's use of the il!(Otma1fo~1. 

Printed: U/30/2017 hltp:l!prQpar1ymaa.sfi1/a11nit/g.wg 

http:/ /50.17.237. 182/PIM/ ll/30/2017 
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APPLICATION FOR 

(',_A-~F,~BE>! 

·.:·~·~'-Eiw.lu<.t-i· 

onditional Use Authorization 
i. Owr1er/Applic:,.ml lnformatior1 

PROPER1Y OWN€fl S NA>.IE; 

The Toboni Group 
PROPf.J>lY OWNER'S ADOR~SS: 

3364 Sacramento Strool 
San Francisco, CA 94118 

Af'PLJCANTS ADD_liESS: 

CONTACT fOR FRO.JECrttlFOf\MATION: .- . 

Bono Dick 
.ADDRESS: 

Farella Brauri+ Martel; LLP 
235 Montgomery 
San Francisco, CA. 94104 

AOOflf.SS: 

;~, Luc,]tioq and Classificalion 

.· STREET AD!lf\ESS Of PROJl:J# 

218-27th Avenue 
CRO:,S SIBEEJS, 

1,.akc and California Streul~ 

.!~W'tiOh"!;: 

(AJ5 ) 828-0717 
Ell.Al\.: 

· jfto[)Qni@tobonigroup.com 

:·TELEPijONc: 

.. E~ .. Wi.: .. _· 

, ts LE PHONE: 

•• (415 ). 954-4958 
.. E!MlL;: 

idick@fbrn.com 

. ' TELEPHONE'. 

( ) 
.'..EM.Ail: 

94121 

·. ASSESSORS SU)GK/LOT: LOT DIMENsle)NS: . LOT AREA {SO FT]: 20NIUG DlSTRICl; HE!GHTiBUUI DISTR,'CT: 

1386 I 038 25'x120' 2.996 RM-1 40-X 

2433 



;;3, Project Description 

!.Pioaso ctioc~ all lhal'apJ?~) 

0 Chmige of IJ~e 
0 Change of Homs 
~ Ne\11 Constructior) 

Cl Alterations 

~ pemolitiqri 

CJ Other r1o,soo1~1iry, 

ADDITIONS TO ~411,DINJl,. 

·,[J Rear 
[J Front 

r"I He(g~t 
[I $ide'i'ar'ct 

If )'Oll are not Slit(! of the C\•cntLia[i;j?-); .<Jf lhe prnjed, prpvicfc lhc ina>:Illll!!Xl QStimci.le.s; 

D~~lilrig .Units·. 

Hotel Room~; 

Parkir\g Space~ 1,. 
Loading Spaces . 

Number of 6L1ildin9.s r 
Height of Eluildlng(s). ·'l.f1 

Number ~f Stories 1... · · 
Bii;:ycle Spac¢s 

Residential' l 1 'i ~IQ· 

.. Retai[ 

Offica. 

·. lndustrial/PDR 
ft':1r1!,1dipr,, Di~ti)~~~ ~ R~. 

Parklng 1® 
ciiher (Specify !.i~(;)) · 

. .· · · f oi:~l (;sr~ i: ci ci o 

GROS\> SQUARE l'OOT/\GE. {GSF) 

•'") 
J 

3 

r 
·"1or: 

'f 
:J· 

Please desqihe any ~dc;iitionp:I project features that are not inclu~ed 1n 1t1[s table:. 
( Attach I\ sep~rate !;h0!:!1 if ffioh.~. s:flaGt:- !s:r.~·~d.ecfj ·· ·· · · ·· 

2434 
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'': _ •' I - - ~' .. • - ~ ·~ 

-·· - - .. 
. 1'plic~tiofl for Conclj~i(?nal us, 

· 5. Action(s) Requested (Include Planning Code Section wpich aLJthoriz.efl action) 

Table 209.2 requires conditiol)al use authorization for removal of dwelling up its in RM-1 districts. Section 317(g) 

(5)(A)-(R) requires findings regarding the proposed dwelling unit rernova I • 

Conditional Use Findings 

Pursuant to PlannJng Code Section 303( c); before approvi.;lg a conditional use au tl,orization, the Flanning 
Commission m.-eds to find that the. facts presented· are such to esh\blish the findings stated below. In the space belo\'\' 
and on separate paper, if necessary, plea.se present facts sufficient to establish each finding. · · · 

t TI,at the proposed use or featilre, at,the size.and intensity contemplated and at the ptopo~ed Locatiort, win provide 
a.deve16pn1ent that ill necessary or desirable, for, and compatible with, the neighborhood .or the c;ommunity; aiid 

2. That such use or feature as proposed;:1;vill not be detrimental to' the .health, safety, convenience or general welfare 
of persons residing or working ln the .vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or potential development in 
the vicinity,with respect to .1;1.spects including but not limited to the following: 

(a) The nature of the pi:oposed site,. including its ·srze ai:i,d shape, and the proposed size; shape and·arrangernent: of: 
. ·structures;· . . . . . . 

(b) The acc~ssibility ai1d traffic pattern.'> for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic; and the. 
adequ1;1cy of .Pr?posed off-street parki1ig and loading; 

(c) The safeguards afforg.ed to prevent noxious cir offensive emissions such as1.1oise, glare, dust ai1d odo1·;· 

(cl) Treatmep.t given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, parking and loadfog 
areas, service areas, lighting and signs;·and · · · · 

3. That such use or feature .as proposed.wilf comply with the applicable provisions of this Code andwill not 
adversely affect the Master Plan. · · · · · 

See attached. 
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Priority Generql Pla,'r't P611des Findings· 

Proposition M was adopted by the voters mtNovernber:4-; 1986. rt reqi,iirei, thanl:ie City shalLfihd that propn.sed. 
projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies tietforth ig Secth:,n 101:1 of the City Planning 
Code. These eight policies an; listed below. ]?lease Sti!te how the project is consistent or ii1consistent with each policy, 
Each statement should refer to specificcir.cumsta1ices or conditions applicable to the property; Each policy must have 
a: response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WBY I.T DOES NOT, 

1. That existlhg n~fghborhood~servlng retail uses be preserved and enhanced andfuturi, cip'portunitTes for residimf 
employment in and ownership of such businesses sinhahced; . . . . ... .. . . . . ·.·• . .. . . c• • · .. ·. 

See attad1e(I, 

2. That e)d!>tlrig )l~ush)~ ~ntj ri~ighborhood ~harabfor be coris~rvl,d arid prbt~c;ted 11:i order tQ PfesE;Jr~e the c;ultur,'11 
and 0()onomlcdlversity of ournelghbortioods; • .. . . .. .. . . 

See attached .. 

3; Thatthe City's supplyof<1fford<1ble.housing be prasE11VEld al1d E1nhar:iced; se~ ati:acti~d. . . , ·. . . . . .. ... ... . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . .. . .. 

4. That commf..!tertraffiq not impede Muni tran~ff~irvfcq iSr overburden our streets or neighborhooct)ar.klng;. 

Sef;l att~ched .. 
.~ ·· .... 1: .. 

. . ~- ... . . 
.Silk- f!V,.fi('.itl{;O f'lNlflJtt~1-,;1~~-AK!.M(~I Y.(111 ')7·:(tlt;i: 
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. ' . 

Applicatiori for Conditioa:ial Use 

5. That a diverse economic qase be malntai!'led by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement 
due to commercial office development, and that f_uture opportunities for reside[lt employment and ownership in 
these sectors be enhanced; · · 

See attached . 

. 6. That the City achieve.the greafost poss.Ible preparedness to protect agaln~t injury and lo_s_s of Ille in an 
. earthquake; . . 

See attached, 

7. Thallandmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and 

See attach.eel. 

-a That ot1r parks and ope·n space a"nd their access to sunlightand vistas.be protecte~ from development. 

. See attached, 

2437 
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I .. 

$11,430:30 . . 
I,. .... -~. - ..... ~' ·~-·-····---·: ______ ,._. ·-·-·._· .. _:,."·': ·" -····. "'<'' .. ~.0 -~ .. -. ·-····- ,. 

Applicant's_ Affidavit 

U~der pei'.;altynfpetjfuy the fullowfug declarations areroade: , . . ·' 
a: Ute undersigned 1$ the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this propei±y; ' 
b: The itt1onriation presented is tx:ue and correct to 1M be,t of rny.knowledg~ ·. · ·· ·. 
C: _The ~thei: inforxnation,or applicatfons_ma. . e r:equhed. . . 

•t 

2438 
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Application Submittal Checklist 

C_!SENUM.1,!H,: 

f~Sl~'1lJ:!'-"c.1~>' 

ApplicatiunS lii;tcd below submitted lo the Planning Departme.11\ must be accompanied by this checklishuid 
aU required materials. The ched.list is lo be complett>Q ;mi,{ signed by the applicant or authorized agent and a 
depa1·tment staff person. · 

_Afll'UCATJON MATERIALS 

Application, w1th nil qlanks·completed 

3.00-root radius i:na.p, if applicable 

Ad.dress iabels (original), if applic~ble 

Address labels (copy of the above), ifappticable 

Site Plan 

Floor Plan 

Elevations 

Section 303 Requirements 

Prop. M Findings 

Historic photographs (ff possible), and current photographs 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

. Original Application signed by owner oragerit 

Letter of authcirizatron for a_gent 

Other: 
Saetion Pion, Ootoildrnwings Oa.·windtM~.·dot'< ~·,1r1es •. irl1"11) 1 Spec-Hications (fi)r·clq,nr-Jng, 
reparr, etc.} and/er Product cut sheets for n~, <!lo1rK·n~ (iQ. 'l\'i1tt.ltt,v~. doom) 

CHECK!JST 

-~ 

D 
0 
D 

fl£ 
}!J . rs. 
·~ 
' 
~ 
¢ 
~­
¢ 
0 

0 

NOTES;· 

0 fteqlllred Malerml. Write ~ N/A' if yoi I hP.lir:'ffl 

· UwilBol 1:H~t applltal.lf.:::i, (e,y. ~~lcf Q, 

·· 1;1"t1\horii:a!lan 15 not rnquirc--d if i1pplicalton iS 
_dgned by p{llpe3rt\' owner.) 

· t1 iyp,'C::11/y wotdcf nClt apply'. f·lE-'Je-.thaB~~.Jn tt 

spcdfii; cru;:e, .statf m;.1y rcquir~ Iha ill:l/lJ. 

O Tw~ 50!~ of origin:.il bt-e!s arid om! c{)py of 
add1 essa.s ol :s.dJ3t~I prcparty m·mers t1nrf 
mi.n~fti'. of p,ol-)';)rty acco~s f,trwt. 

After your case is assigned to a pl,,nner, you will be contac(ed ·a1.1d· asked to p;i:ovide· lt,i electrnnfc version of this 
;1.pplication inc)uding llll~ociated photos and drnwings. ·· · · 

Some. applka tloll!l will require addilkinai ~aje(ials not ii;;t~d above, The abovo ichecklisl d.iJes not indude material 
needed for P[am1ing rev:iew of a buildi11g ·permit. The "Appiicaiion Pilcket" fur BuilJing Permit Applications lists 
those material.~, 

·No applkation will be accepted.by the Departinent uniess the appropriate column 011 this foh\1 i$ con;pleted. ·Receipt 
of .this·¢hed<lis.t; the accompanying a pp lieu lion, ririd reqtHmd materials by the Depal'bnenL serves to opeL\ a Pl~ni1ing 

.file fur: the propose(\ project. After the filP is .-stablished it will be as.1igned to a planner. At.that time, tlie planm:r 
assigned ,viii review ·the applicalio11 lo determine whether His complete or· whether a4ditional information is 
required in order for the Dcparlme11t to make 11 <ledsion on the propdsal. 

F01 OoµatllN'l\ u .. 0/lly . . . 

Application received by Plarn1ing Department:· 

By: Date; 

2439 



1. 

APP~ICATION fQA. 

Dwelling· Unit Remova.1 .. . . . . 
Merger, Conversion, or Demolition 

l, O~vnel/Applibanl lri.k.inm.tUoli 
PAQPE,RTY r,viNciil's NAME:·''' 

. ·· .. ·1N,.. T{) boJfi G.\f\1vJA 
P~OpEfUYOVJNf.A'SADORESS: ' ,' .r..t..'.·. :•11I "'.·.1' · •. ,.· •... 

'J J VJ Y. r" Q t '{Q. Vfltl;LtiJ ~, V,\U/f 
{'~I (pt. q\f If [ . 

' APPllvf\NT'S NAM~, 

APPLICANT'S AQ0RE$S/ · 

. Arn:iRE;SS: ;. 

2; CocBtion and ciass\ricatiolf 

STrr~:$r~ftGTN~v(·· 
• GROSS SH1.EETS:" ·: , .. · · . " .. • ,., 

~tCrdlfwtt,Pf 1~ 

TF.LfPr!QNEi 

o-un gitt.~· o~+l ·· · 
EMNL: . . · 

. + 0 b Oi1 t (-4. fo 6 011 I a (tJV /., 
J' ·. · v ~e:iwl 

. Sruno n~ /\hove J~f '. · 
. '. ' . 

Swta as ALciv~·cJ. 
. TELEPHONE; 

( LfrSi qJct- l.fct(f 
'tilAii/ : ' ' '' ,·, ' ,' ' :, "' ,• 

. ·~· J;ct (w.P brn ' <:~tt1 

TELEPHONE: 

( 
.• E\411,tl;. ·,' 

:: Z!Pc;pcii;'; 

q<{f2.cr 

ASSESSOR!l BLOC~OT: ··. · .. lbT,Dlf~Ef!SIONS: LOT AflE/\ (S.0 Fl):· ZONING:DISTfllCT:. HEJciHTJBliLK D1STAicr: . ' 

:t11R~•· 40:',(· 
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:f F'rojA•.:t ·1\1pe nnd History · 

( Pl~as~. <;heck •'11,,,1 npply ) 

~New.Consfruction. 

[} Alteration$ 

14:,oemolition 

D Other Pion$~ <;inrify; 

Dwelling'Ui,its 

Hotel Rooms 

Parking Spaces 

Loading Spaces 

Number of Buildings 

· Height of Build(ng(s) 

Number.of Stories 

· Bfcycle Spaces 

r--·-- -~-- -~·· ----~uiwiNCi rtR~1,r NUMBER<s1, oAre FILEo, ···- -
I A~DITIONSTOBUILDING: 2..0' "'Qr() r,~i -c:-~ct 

'.'.J Rear 1.) I \;} Or O [ / ( '{y - £lt#1 0 :/./ J/ / l.p 
\ J Fr.on! DATE OF PROPEP.1Y PURCHASE: (MM/DO!'IYYY) 

~ Hef~ht O J/ (} ~ f W I J 
D ·side Yard EWS ACT . . . ¥1;lj l,J\) 

l 
2..r-' 
l.. 

Was tho building subject to !he.Ellis Act wlthin,the. r .. ·l K.f'I -·.---.·-

last decade? · ~ 
----·-·---- -~ -

PROJECT FEATURES 

] 

".J 

. . ( yo 
y 

. . . -----~-------------~ 1 
i15fr .Residential 

_Retail 

Office 

· hidustrial/f'DR · 
~J,DiU~•;:,,,,&nel'f,X 

Parking 

other (Specify Use) 

/,i{JIJ 

. . - lOTALGSF 1,·eioo 

GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE. (GSF) 

• / .... 

:qro 
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g 

5. Addition,;iJP.rojed beJi:1iW; 

···. Rentai Units: 
~-c,~-----------'-'---~~---c.,.-.---:c-=-----'l'f...,..---·"-,---,.,,,.._-· ---~·.--,-.. 
----~~------To_ta_l_U_n_tts_:_':_,_·· --~'----~--•~-• __J__ .. .. _____ 1_.~:-· ___ 

.. Uriits subject to Rent Control: 

====================V=aca--_ -_nt=U=n=its=:·=====:1:· ====~-.. _-_.;c-,_.-.. _·;_-_ ""-'~· .. ~~--· .. _. -_-·--={_,_J~) ... : ·~~ 

Total .Bedrooms: 3 
Bedrooms subject to Rent Control: 

6. Unit Specific lnformat[on 

. tm.o, j . j 
UNIT-NO,. aEQRQQMS GS!' . 

j! · OWNER OC~tJPIEO 

I EXISTING ' 

. 1 · 

·. I µ: OWN!=RQC!;UPIED 
-·-+----.. ·-· ............. ... 

PRO!'OSEO 1 

7, Othorlnformation 

D 0 .RENTAL 
. ~ ...... :, .... ,, .. ·.· 

n FiENTAL 

ADDITIONAL CAITERIA · 
[c~k_aJilhat~i,iy( 

ELLIS ACT ··Qi( VACANT 
0 RE;NT CONTROL: . 

·0 . n ~LusAcf · o vf..cANr 
RENTAL . t1 RENT CONTROL 

,-.-. 

Please describe any additional projectfeatures that were.not inciuded In the above table!,; 
( Au.ic:h n i;npmat~.t>~':'fel lf mor~ ,space .1& r,eBded) 
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10 

P.riority General Plan Pql'i:cles. ~ Plstnning Code Seqtior1 101 .1 
(APPLICABLE TO ALL pROJECTS) 

P.ropo:iition M was adopted by the voters on Nr,vetJ.\bcr.4, 198~. 1t requfres that the City shall find thafproposed 
alterations and demoliticinli arc consistent with eigM priority p(1lkies Ret forth in Sc'ction 1()1.1 of the Plalmi11g Code. 
These eight policies are listed below. Plea,;" sh1te how i:hc Prqjec\.is consistent or h1consistent with each policy. Eac:h 
statement should refer to :.;pedfic circumstances or conditions applic,1ble to th<! property. fa1ch policy must have" 
response. If u i;ivcn policy does not apply to your project, cxpfoin why ft is not applicable. 

It ___ _ J 
i, Thai eXi$lil1g n·eighborliood·serving retail_ uses be pre$erved and enhanced.and. future opportunities for. 

resld.etit employment in a. n.d or~ersnlp of such businesses enhanced; . 

~-ee d:k-\i):,,~1 

2, That exlstlng housing and nelgpborhood character b.e consei:v~d ariq protec\ad In order to preservi:i. the 

cultur;il an. d ecoho_.~ic d!V·e.-t.·s···lty .• o:.ou~7.Fighborhoods; · · · 

S~<- .~JWJ;f 

3. Th.it the City's sL1pply of alfordab_ 1~ tiou~jng be preserved 11nct enhanced; r . o: JJ . . . , -~·-~W~\v~ 

4. That commuter traffic not Impede Muni tran~its::f ce or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking; 

~ ~~;j'lili 
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9, Tiiat a diverss ecohorjlJc l:l?se Qfl rnciiotaijred by protecting our industrlal\,md service sectors fro,n 
displacement due tci'comm~rci1c1I office deye,opment, and lh\;lt futun~ oppoctuhitjes for ref?jdemt ernJ)iciyinE:Jni 

and <>w~;",;~~;;pt'""'d; 

_6. Thaf \'he City achieve the greaJest possible preparedness to prt:lt(:)ct. agi!ir,sfinju'ry <'Ind lciss oi. life. 1n i:.n 
eartt,qqak~<:i".; .·~ · · '· .. ·· · · · · · 

7. That landmarks and h.i:;;torli: buildings be p_!,~~e,:ved; and 

~~&'' 

~. That our parks and CiJ)!'!flspace ~lid their ace~ 'S:'to sunlight and vi11ffl.~ be protected from (fov-eiopme~:t 
.' . .. . .· .. ' ~-
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17 

Dwelling Uriit Demolition 
(SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATiON) . 

I 

Ptfrstiant to Pla~ing Cbde Si,.i;,tion 3 l 7(<ll ResMential Demolition not otherwise subject .to a Conditional Use 
Authorization shall be eitl1er subject to .a M.andatory Discretionary Review hearing or wiIJ q~talify for adtninistralive 
ilpproval.. · · 

Actrrlinistrative ~pproval only t1ppfie1, to.; . . 
(1) :;inglc-family dwellings lnRH-1 and Rtl-l(D) District.~ propoi;c~I for DcmoliHon fiiat are not affordable 
br fiiiandally acrn~sible housing (valued by a credible appmisal with.in the past six ffi(ln!hs to be great·er 
than 80.% of c~mbined land and structure value iif ~ingle-family homes in San Francisco); OR 
(2) r~slden.tial buildin&'fl of two units or fewer that are found to be unsoLmd housing. 

Please. see the Departtnc_nt's website under f'tibiicationii f~r "f.Qss of D.i>clli11g Units Nume~·lcrr/ Vai.,w~". 

The Planning Caimnissiqn will consider tile fo!lovvfog criteria in the ·review of Residcnti.)11:;>cmolitions. i'leuse fill out 
.:n'lswers to the. criteri,i below: · · ·· 

EXISTINGVALUE AND SOUNDNESS . YES NO 

Is. t11e value of the existing land and structure of the single-family dwellfng affordable . D D 
or financially accessibl~ h?using (below the 80% ~verag.e price of single-family homes in /II A 
San Francisco, as dete[mmed by a credible appraisal within six months)? I ' 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6. 

7 

B 

9 

1.1 

If ~o. submittal of a credible appraisal.is required wlthth~ applica\ion. 

Has the housing been found to be uriso~r:1<:I at.the 50'l'o threshold. (appUca!Jle to 
one~ and iwo-farnily dW!'lllit1gs)? 

/II/It 
. is the property fri,e of a history ·o($erious; continuing c::ode Viplatfons? 

Has the hoiJsirg been'rnalntalned in a .(lQCent, sa1e, and 'i,mnitary condition? 

1,s the property ah/$toricatresourQe unqef CEQA? 

JI yes, will the removal of the resource have a subs!antia.1 adverse 1.inpact und~.r 
. CEOA? 0 YES O NO 

RENTAL .PROTJ=CTIQN' 

Does the Project convert rental housing to either forms of t!3nLiti'l qr occupanpy?· 

Does the Project remove rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and, Arbitration 
Ordlriance or affordable h6U$ing1 . . 

PRl()RlTY POLiCIES 

. Pol'ls th!'.' Project consel'/e existing housing to preserve cultural and economic 
nelgh~orhood dJversity? . 

Ooes the Project conserve ne[g hborhooc:1 cha,racter to preserve rieighborhoop cultural 
and economic diversity? 

Does the Project protect the relative affordability of existing housing? 

Do(;ls the Project increase the number of permanently affordable units as governed 
by Section 415? . 

. . 
~,\kt'1V.!/r.1:;.·.-l ,•11.1;i,1w. r1rr>.nn.tr'H Y.~1 :.1.f'-'1.t 
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YES 

0 

D 

YES 

D 

.. 'tlr 
D 

0 

0 

0 

D 
.·~ 

•No 
pf. 

~ 

NO 

~ 

D 

Jg 
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Dwelling Untt Demolition . 
{SUPPLE;:MENTAl lNFOAMAflQN CQ.NTINl.JE:t;), 

1?. ·; Opa<i th~ .Pr~]~ct loCf;tle in~~II :housing ·onappropriato $it?S ;A establlsh~d n~iQhborhqo.~~? 
1~ Qqes tbe Pr~jE1~lnpriia,'<R,;thE1 rumt1,ir'qJ fatp!\y-sizei:fuQI~ Qw:1i!£11 

14 Does lhEl Project Cr6l:lte n~ suppof!IV& hquslng'L 

· · " Is th~ Projact tif sups1 b a,~hil~lural i(nd url;:iarf design, mealing all FJ31evanl d~~gri 15 • gµiciel!neS, lo enhance the exisiing nailJhbQrt)QOd char.i<;te(t' .. . 

Pcias .the Projad; incr68.~ th~ nurnl:>er qf on:-site dw~!rng Unri~? 

Does the Project jnp~e~ lh~ oumbe~ of. ~n-silfi bedroo~z • • 

~ppllcant' s Aflidavlf 
lJrig(;'r ~~Jfy of. perju,ry thdollowing ,;l!!<;Iaralions are rmidei . . . . . . •. . 
a:. The un,9.etslgned i:r the QY{Jler.or authcirjud ilgeJ.\t 9f fue Offi,'ler of i:his pr'operly, 
b; . Tiie in£o,;ma\1Qll prw!ntedis true ¥Id correcl; lo t.'le besJ ofmy.kncr1rledge, ·· · 
c. Other. !nfoTlllatiort or appli<"alfo11i :in;1y pe ~ice<l-. · · 
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Demolition Application Submittal Checklist 
(FOR PLAI\JNll'JG DEPARTMLNT U.SE ONLY) 

Applications submitted l<l the Planning Department must bf.' accompanied by this checklist and. all req\iited =~• . . . 
APl'LlCt;TIQN MA.1ERIAL~ 

Original AppHoaiion-, signed with aUblanks c;otiipleted 

Prop. M Fincllngs {General f>lfln Policy Findings) 

Suppletnenti\1 Information Pages for Demolltlori 

Notiflc,:1tioh Materials. Package: (See Page4) 

Not[fication map 

Address labels 

f\dd;ess list (printed list of ali maillnq oata o.r copy of la~els) 

Affidavit of Notification Materials Prepar~tion 

Set of pJahs: One set full size AND two reduced size 11."i.t17;,. 

. Site Plan (existing and proposed) . 

FJoQr Plans (ei<isting and proposed) 

E';(avations (including adj!iCent $([UC!Ufes) 

Current photographs 

CHECKLIST 

: 
~ 
q'K 
O'k 

0:/< 

0'1< 

D* 

W, 
qr 
·t;!. 
w 

•v:t· 
Histqric photographs (if possible) .·ll; 

Checlt payable to Planning Dept. (see- current fee schedule} '©, 
Letter of authorization for agent (if applicable) . D 
Pre-Appllcatitm Materials (if applicable) 0 
Oiher: 
.seoJlon PIMl, Dotiill draYlmg.~ ue. W1n<IOYI$, door onlrln•, trim), Spac\11<:atlons Oot ciea1u(1g, gl 
repair, etc.) nnd/or Produ~t wt slwels for new element.$ (hi, v,indO\vs, doors} 

IJ Requited t-,.,f~{1uial. Writ~ ··N/A" ii yo~ beji6W 
tli11 ltc1ro· J:. llot appl'C..-'lbln. {e.g. lettar of 
authorizallon is nc.l 1equlred if. appncatlon ls 
signed hy pmporty owner,) 

' . . . 

lJi Typically would not apply. Nr.v01ihe1lcss, iri a 
~pecilic case. !'jwr tils.y requlrll ,~~ llern. 

0* Roqt/irod oriory to.quosl opof .. h~•rtn~ 
5C.hnduUno, 

Sotn(fapplie'.llfa)ns will.require additional mateiiafa n11t lii.tcv. above. 'the abqvei;hecklist dcies notinclude·m11tetlaf. 
:i,eed~d for Planning, review llf a building pem,H, The ''Application Packet" for Building Permit Applications lists 
thosa inafotiafs; · · · · 

.N6 c1pplh::ation will be accepted by. the Departnie~t unlc:;s the appropriate i'.olurori o,n this forn, fa completed, Rcc;cipt 
of this checklist; the acr:ompantfrtg applicallon, and required materials by.the Department serves lo open a Pfam1ii1g 
file for the proposed project, After the file is established it will be assigned to a pla11ner, At that time, the planner 
asi;igned will review the application lo d.ctermine whether it is complete or whdhe.r additional information is 
required in order for ihe Department to make c1 dcdfiiot1 on the proposal. 

forPoparimnht llie Only 

· Application received by Planning bepathnent: 

Date: 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

APPEAL OF CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION 

218 2ih Avenue 

December 1, 2017 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

John Rahaim, Planning Director - Planning Department (415) 558-6411 
Laura Ajello, Case Planner - Planning Department (415) 575-9142 

RE: Board File No. 171226, Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA 
Appeal of the approval of Conditional Use Authorization for 218 27th Avenue 

HEARING DATE: December 12, 2017 

ATTACHMENTS: Planning Commission Motion No. 20025 

PROJECT SPONSOR: Ilene Dick of Farella+ Braun+ Martel, LLP, on behalf of Joe Toboni, 218 27th Ave, 
LLC 

APPELLANT: 

INTRODUCTION 

Robia S. Crisp of Hanson Bridgett, LLP, on behalf of Alex Bernstein and Sonia 
Daccarett, 2545 Lake Street, San Francisco, CA 94121 

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal (" Appeal") to the 
Board of Supervisors ("Board") regarding the Planning Commission's ("Commission") approval of the 
application for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 303 (Conditional Use 
Authorization) and 317 (Loss of Dwelling Units through Demolition, Merger, and Conversion), to 
demolish a single-family structure and construct a new three-family structure on a 2,996 square foot 
lot("the Project"). 

This response addresses the Appeal to the Board filed on November 13, 2017 by Robia S. Crisp, 
representing neighbors in opposition to the Project. The Appeal Letter referenced the proposed Project in 
Case No. 2016-003258CUA. 

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold, amend or overturn the Planning Commission's 
approval of Conditional Use Authorization to demolish the single-family ·structure and construct the 
proposed three-family structure. 

Memo 
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE 

Board File No. 171226 
Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA 

218 2ih Avenue 

The Project site is located on the east side of 27th A venue, between California and Lake Streets, Lot 038 in 
Assessor's Block 1386. The property is located within the RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) 
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject property has approximately 25 feet of frontage 
on 27th Avenue and is approximately 120 feet deep. The large, flat rectangular-shaped parcel is currently 
occupied by a two-story, single-family dwelling constructed circa 1917, which covers approximately 50% 
of the lot. · 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The Project site is located on a key lot near the corner of Lake Street in the Outer Richmond 
neighborhood. · The site is surrounded by two- to 12-unit residential structures ranging in height from 
three to four stories. Immediately adjacent to the subject property to the north is a three-story, seven-unit 
building and immediately to the south is a three-story, four-unit residential building. Directly across the 
street ?fe a three-story, three-family dwelling and a four~story, six-u;nit building. Immediately behind and 
to the east of the subject property is a four-story, four-unit structure. While the adjacent properties are 
within the RM-1 District, the surrounding neighborhood to the north and west are within the RH-1 
(Residential, House, One-Family) District. The subject property is also within .25-miles of stops for the 1-
California and lAX-Californi~ A Express and 29-Sunset MUNI transit lines. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project proposes the demolition of the existing two-story, single-family dwelling and the 
construction of a four-story, 40-foot tall, three-family residential building. The three units, designed as 
two-story townhouses, would range in size from approximately 1,390 square feet to 2,265 square feet. 
Each unit would have one off-street parking space and one Class 1 bicycle parking space in the garage on 
the ground floor. The Project did not require any exceptions or variances from the Planning Code; 
Conditional Use Authorization was required under Planning Code Section 317(d), which requires such 
authorization for any permit that would involve the demolition of a dwelling unit. 

BACKGROUND 
On January 26, 2016, the project sponsor conducted a mandatory Pre-Application Meeting with adjacent 
neighbors and neighborhood organizations to describe the Project and receive initial feedback. 

On March 11, 2016,.Michael Leavitt of Leavitt Architecture Inc., on behalf of 218 27th Ave LLC ("Project 

Sponsor") filed an application with the Planning Department for a CEQA determination for the Project. 

On June 29, 2016, the Planning Department determined that the Project was categorically exempt under 

CEQA Class 1 - alteration of existing facilities, and Class 3 - new construction or conversion of small 

structures, and that no further environmental review was required. 

On July 5, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed Building Permit Applications with the Department of Building 

Inspection for the demolition of a single-family structure and the new construction of a four-story, three­

family residential building. 

$AN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNIN«;; DE'.P~E:NT 

2 
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 

Board File No. 171226 
Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA 

218 2th Avenue 

On August 15, 2016, the Project Sponsor submitted a Conditional Use Authorization application to allow 
the Project to move forward. 

On October 12, 2017, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed hearing at which it approved the 
subject Conditional Use Authorization via Resolution Number 20025 (Attached) and imposed additional 
conditions which included: 

1) Building Scale. Increase the proposed 12 foot setback at the front of the top story to a minimum 
of 15 feet; 

2) Roof Deck. Remove the proposed roof deck above the fourth floor; 

3) Roof Access. Eliminate the proposed stair penthouse and reduce roof access to minimal Building 
Code requirements; 

4) Inoperable windows. Render the proposed frosted windows on the north elevation inoperable; 

5) Arborist. Retain an arborist to ensure the health of trees located on adjacent lots; and 

6) Front entry deck and stair screening. Add an opaque privacy screen or panel at the front entry 
deck and stair along the north elevation. 

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS: 

Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Commission to consider when reviewing all 
applications for Conditional Use authorization. To approve the Project, the Commission must find that 
these criteria have been met: 

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed 
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the 
neighborhood or the community; and 

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or 
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, 
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not 
limited to the following: 

a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, 
shape and arrangement of structures; 

b. 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; 

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

d. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and 

3. That such use or feature as proposed will c;omply with the applicable provisions Qf this Code and 
will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

4. That such use or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the 
stated purpose of the applicable Residential District; 

In addition, Planning Code Section ·317 establishes additional criteria for the Commission to consider 
when reviewing applications to demolish or convert residential buildings. These criteria apply to all 
applications to demolish or convert residential buildings. Unlike the Section 303 findings above which the 
Commission must determine have been met, the Section 317 criteria must only be considered by the 
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Commission. It is within the Commission's discretion to prioritize and apply these criteria as they see fit 
in determining the overall public value of a given project. The Section 317 criteria are as follows: 

1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing Code violations; 
2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
3. Whether the property is an "historical resource" under CEQA; 
4. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 
5. Whether the project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
6. Whether the project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance _or affordable housing; 
7. Whether the project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 

diversity; 
8. Whether the project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and 

economic diversity; 
9. Whether the project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 
10. Whether the project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by Section 

415; 
11. Whether the project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
12. Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site; 
13. Whether the project creates new supportive housing; 
14. Whether the project is of superb architectural and urban desig~, meeting all relevant design 

guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 
15. Whether the project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 
16. Whether the project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 
17. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and 
18. 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. 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The Appellant asks that the Board amend the Planning Commission's approval in order to: (1) remove 
side deck areas, (2) paint the north facing exterior wall white, (3) limit construc,tion hours to 9 AM to 5 
PM, and (4) reduce the building height from 40 feet to 30 feet. Specific concerns raised in the Appeal are 
cited below and are followed by the Department's response: 

ISSUE #1: The appellant alleges that the Project is "out of scale, fails to maintain light to adjacent 
properties, and otherwise creates significant adverse shadow impacts and results in a loss of privacy to 
existing neighboring buildings." 

RESPONSE #1: Numerous revisions were made during the Project's administrative design review phase 
and at the Project's Conditional Use Authorization hearing to ensure that the Project would be consistent 
with the surrounding neighborhood. The Project would construct a four-story, three-unit residential 
building on a nearly 3,000 square foot lot. 

Forty foot-high residential buildings are permitted in Residential Mixed zoning districts as well as more 
restrictive residential zoning districts. By definition, RM-1 districts are characterized by a mixture of 
houses and apartment buildings, with a range of unit sizes, and variety of structures. 
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Although the subject and opposit~ block face predominantly consist of three-story residential buildings, 
there are several four-story buildings, including an 11-unit apartment building across from the subject 
property (at the corner of Lake Street). As seen in the Project plans, the top of the proposed third floor 
aligns with the adjacent building and a 15-foot front setback was required by the Commission on the 
fourth floor to reduce building scale at the street. A building with a similar fourth floor setback is 
adjacent to the Appellant's residence at 2539 Lake Street. 

ISSUE #2: The appellant claims that the Section 303, 317 and the Proposition M findings are not 
supported by substantial evidence. 

RESPONSE #2: The findings ·are accurate and concise, which is appropriate for this small-scale residential 
in-fill development. Findings of consistency require a balancing of policies and a determination of overall 
consistency to the relevant criteria, objective and policies. In preparing proposed findings for the 
Commission's consideration, the Department identified those criteria, objectives, and policies that were 
most applicable to the Project, as is its practice, and the Commission, in approving the motion, agreed 
with the Department and adopted the findings as their own. 

The Project meets all applicable Code requirements and is consistent with the General Plan. The new 
structure is located in a multi-family zoning district and will appropriately replace a vacant single-family 
house with a multi-family building. The Project, which is on a key lot, has undergone design review and 
was appropriately reduced in mass to be sensitive to the adjacent properties. 

At present, the site is underutilized from a residential capacity-perspective. The provision of four versus 
three units was discussed at the Planning Commission, but the Commission concluded that the need for 
family-sized housing outweighed the need to create additional smaller units. . 

In final regard to this issue, Department Staff notes that while the Appellant alleges that the 
Commission's findings were "not supported by substantial evidence," the Appellant has offers no 
suggestion as to why the evidence discussed at great length in the authorizing Motion should be 
considered less than substantial. 

CONCLUSION 

It appears that the Appellant's primary concern relates to the height of the proposed building; he 
contends that the same density could be achieved without the proposed fourth story. Four stories of 
residential development are not uncommon in the immediate and broader neighborhood, and indeed are 
found (1) on a building adjacent both adjacent to the subject property and to the Appellant's residence, 
and (2) immediately across the street from the subject property. In the case of the latter, those four stories 
extend for nearly the full depth of the lot and without the 15 foot top-level front setback that would be 
included as part of the Project. The Project would provide for a net increase of two family-sized units; 
without the top floor one family-sized unit would presumably be lost, or alternately all three units would 
be rendered unsuitable for family occupancy. The Planning Commission weighed these options and 
unanimously elected to approve a project that. accomplfshed the goals of the City with respect to the 
creation of new family-sized housing in a physical form appropriately responsive to neighborhood 
character. 
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Additional Appellant issues include paint color and hours of construction. While Department Staff 
would hope that the Project Sponsor and Appellant could come to independent agreement regarding 
these two issues, neither is regulated under the Planning Code for a project of this type. 

On balance, the project provides desperately needed family-size housing using context-sensitive massing 
and design while causing no displacement. 

For the reasons stated above as well as in the Commission's Motion the Department recommends that the 
Board uphold the Commission's decision and deny the Appellant's requests. 
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Block/Lot: 
Project Sponsor:;. 

Staf!Cont4d: 

HEARING DATE:OC1'0BER 12;2017 

2016~003258CUA; 
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RM-1 (Residential, Mixed; Low Density) 

40°X Height and Bulk [)istrict 
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. . . 
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Lauia Ajello - (415) 575~~Jl42 otlaura:.ajelfo@sfgov.org 

165Q Mission Si. 
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R~cepti9m 
415.558Ji378 

fax; 
.415,558:6409 · 

Planning 
lnforrnatiQn-;: 
415:558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING to THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE . ' . . - . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . ~ .. 

Al)THQRIZATION PW{SUANT TO PLANNING COOltSECTIONS 303 AND ~17 TO DEMOLIS}f 
AN EXISTING TWO-STORY, S!NGLE~FAiv.1ILY tJW~LLING AND CONSTRlJCT A. NEW FOUR" 
STORY, 3-UNIT BUILDING WITHIN Tm .RM-1 (RESIDENTIAL,, MIXED, LOW DENSITY). 
DJSTRICT AND A 4o~x I:IEIGHT AND BULK DIS'f],UCJ'. 

PREAMBLE 
On,Augiist 15~ 2016; 2ts 27th Avenue,ttd (herei:r1affet ;'Project Sponsor;') filed an appUcc1tion with th~ 

'rianning Pepa,rpnent (hereu:1aftei "Depc1rtrnent'i) for Ci;,nditional.·Use Authoi:izattonllhder. l?lar:inin'g 
Code Secti0I1S,3Q3 and 317 to demoHsh an existing twqc.stoi:y! single~family dwelling and construd ~ new 
fouMtoi:y, 3~un1tbuHcHngwithin theRM-l (Reside11ti;:il, .(vfixed,Low De11sity) Pistricta!ld a40~XHeight 
and l'lulk;])istrjct, 

On Ocl6qer 12, 20l7;: th~ Sari Frand,sco • Planning Commission (h~reiriafter ;'CommJsston:') ccmquct~d. ·~· •. 

duly- notl~Eld public hearing ata tegula:dy schedt.il-ed rne~ting on C6ndttional Use Applicatfon Nq,20lo-' 

00::\Z58CUA, . 

V4Y,l\~,Sfp!anniof}.Drg 
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• CASE N0,2016-003258CUA 
. . . 218 'lfh Avenue 

dn June 21, 2016, the Project was deten,:i.ined to bf:! exempt from the California Environmental Quality 
Act ("CEQA") _as Class 1 and Class 3 Categorical Exemptions' under CEQA as. described in the 
determirlaHon contained· in the Planning Department files for this Project. ~uring the CtQA review,• it. 
was determined that the subject building is not a historic resource. 

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
farther considered written materials and.oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant,. Department 
st;ff, and other interested parties. ·· 

MOVED, that th~ Commission hereby authorizesthe Conclition,al Use requested in Application No. 2016-
003258CUA, subject to_ the conditions containecl in ~'EXHIBIT A" 0£ this rµotion, based on the following 
findings: 

FINDINGS 
. . 

Having reviewe~ the materials- identiued in the r.reamble above, and. having heard all testimony and 
arguments, thls Commission finds, concluq.es, and determines as follows: 

1. The above recitals are accurate ~d consti_tute findings ofthis-<::omrnission, 

2. · Site Desqiption and P~esent Use. Th¢. pr.oj~ct_ is located on the east side of 27th Avenue, between 
California and Lc1k.e Streets, Lot 038 in Assessor's B~ock 1386, The property is located within the 
RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density) Oistdct and a 40:..X Height and Bulk District .. The subject 
property _ha~ approximately :is feet of frontage on 27d) Avenue and is approxima:te1y120 feet 
· deep~ The large £lat rectanguiar-shaped parcel is currently ocC1.1pied by a two-story, single-cfamily 
clwelling constructed circa 191'/, which C()Vt:!rS appr<:>ximately 50% of fue lc>t; . . 

. '.. . . . . .. . ... 

3. Surrounding P;opertiei; a.n,d Nelghborho<>d; . the project site is located on a key lot .near foe 
. corner of Lake Street in the• Outer Ricfuri.ond neighborh~d. The sµbject site is located in ~ Rlyl-1. 
Pfatrict and fa surrounded by two- to. 12-.umt residential structures ranging in height from three 
tofour st~ries: Itrimedfately adjace~t to the ~ubject property to the north is a three-story, seven­
unit building and immediately to the south is a three-story, four-unit residential building . 

. Directly ~QJ:'OSS tp.e street are a 'three-story, tfu:ee-farnily . dwelling and, a. four~story, six-unit 
building. lti.mied.iately bcliind and to· the. e~st o( tl;le subject prope~ty is a fou;-story, four-unit 
structure. Whiie the adjacent properties are .whhin tl:t.e :RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low·Density) 
District,. the surrounding neighborhood t6 the north and west are within the RH-:-1 (Residential, 
House, One-Faml.iy) Di*itt. The subject property is aiso within .25-miles of stop1; for the 1-
California and lAX-CalJ.fbmia A Express and 29-Sunset MUNI transit lines. . 

4. PtQject Oe~crip~ion. The projecfproposes tli,e demolitioi't of the existing two-story, single-family 
dwelling and the ~011struction of i four~stQry; 40-f~ot tail, three-family. :resident1al building. The 
three uriits, de~igried as two-story townhouses, would tange ·IT). size from approximately 1,390 
square r~et to t265 square feet. Eacl:i: unit will have: ~ne off-street p~rking space and ~rte Cl~ss 1 
bkycie parking space in the garage on the ground floor. The project is not seeking any 
exceptions or V~j~nces froin th~ Planning Code; However, the ll.ppiicant ls requesting that the. 
Planning Comm1ssion approve a 12-foot front setback at the top fioor. whereas the Department 
recommends a 15-foot setback to comply with Residential Design Guidelines with respect to 
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building .stale at. 'the sh:i~t{ The I)ep~rµeµt rec:9rµi:p.epc:fa apprQviil of th~. project w#b; the 
c:onditiort that the)op f].qoxsethacls be increased to a, rninunu,m, of i$, feet 

];ursu.ant to Plat11tq1g Cocl,e 3l7(c), fiwhE!te,iW applic~tion fqr a permit that .yould result fo the 

loss of.o,l;le Qr ntore Re$ic:l~ntiaj Units is requfred tQ ob.taln Cqndifiqnaj: lJse Authorization by 
other sections of this Coder ~e applicatiqn for a repfaC!i!:tri:ent huilc:1,ing or· alteration permit shall 

a1s<> ;pe SU bj¢ct to Condition~ltJ se requirements,!' . Thistepo,rt foclil9. ei findi11gs for a Coridition;1f 
Use ,A.utll,orizatil;m in c1qq.iti0I1 tp Demolitioft Ci;i~eria estabJisfyed in Planning Code Sectior, 317; 
The de.si~,of the new struct\lreJs analfzed in th¢: Desi~ Review CheckHst. 

,5, Public Ccunmen,t. As ot' October 2, 40f7,, the Depai;tmenthad received one. emaili from a bo..u:d 
member of the l?laruung Association for the Riclm:umd; ppposingJhe height of the pr9posed four­
story buildJ:ng y,rithin the context of the surrounding neighbbrhooct predominantly consisting ()f 
three-stqry sti;u<:;tiiies, 

6, Pfatlnin& Code c;:omplfanc¢~ To.e. Contmis.s1qn .fin.cl~ t};lat tµ~ Project is copsjst~11t wJtl't th~ 
relevant provisions:6£ the.Plannµig<::'.o<:le in thefc;>lloyVing p:i~er: 

A. ResidentiiJl Oeinolitfon..:.. Sectl9n 317. Ptfrst:umt tot>fantung Code Section 317/0snditiortal 
Use Authorization is required for applications propos~g to ci~molish a residential unit in an 

RM-1 Zoning District., This Code Section esfahlishes crit~ria that PlariningiCoinmissfo:n shall 
consider in the review of applications for Residenti~ Demolition. 

As the pr<Jf eqt reqfli:r.e~ Conditional. lJse Auffio7*zqt.ion:.pef th~ requirem1mtf! (If the Section ini; the 
. additional criteria specified under $ecti¢ri, 317 hape been> incorporated a$ flnd.ints tn. Sub.$.ection 8 

;'Addi#onalFindings pursuant to Seci:ion 31T; below .. 

B. J~ront Setback Req~re~~t. flannirig Cod,e Secti~~ 13.Z states thaf thi:l miriixnunt front 
setb,ackqepthshaU be basecf on the i;\Verag;e of adjacent properties 9r a Legislat~~f Si,{ba\:l< . 

. • '[Iieri is nq tfqTJfr.e4. frotiJ set/;Jacfc for the pµbje<;t properly,, . base(]. gn . the location of }he, Cl:djacent ' 
buifdtng at 222, 27th Averiµ'e; The projec;f propo~eef nofrpn.t setb.4c,l( Th¢four proposed f uiiet ,balco'nte$. 
on th,$ '~eq111d, qn.4 third fl;o~fs have nit;tal ;af~ty, railing~ m~t project less than one'foot over the 
$ide:walkintothe public.right-ofw.ay .. ThesCJ hortzontal pr~Jections meet the requirements of Planning 
Code $ectiord36(e), which reiu}gtes;pennitted obst"rfictions intd yards andover streets, . . .. 

('.; Re.irYatd Requirement. Piannlng Code Sec;tion134, requires ,;I, reat yard eqttalfo 45. percent 
of the. total depth;. at grade and abov¢, fo-r properties containing ciwemng units 1:n RH-3 
Z:oQing Districts,.. PIMnil.1g Code Section 134( c)(l) allqws for the recluc::tion .in. the· rear yard 

~(!q~~~rne~t t9 fuea:ver!lggl:ietween th.Ee! depths of the re;:i:~ kuilci.mg, wa.iJ~ of Aw twq:adjaceI)t 
bt!ikl.ings, ffi the. qi;[s,e. of any fotth~. abut11 al<;in,g qtte qfitS, siq.e. l.ot line5, j;q?;ciil ~: lqt wit4. a 
ptiiI,Ji~i. th?tfrb~~ ()Il ~other streit. or, ~l~y, th~ fot OIJWhich it so'' ab~t~ ~haltµ~ 
. a1~r~~arded~ an:a the torwaJ:4 edge ot th~; requhed n~ar yard shaltbe reduced tg .cl n~(! 9n th~ 
subject lot whichis at th;e, depth of the te,ir buildmg wail of the one adjacentbuildirtg 
fronting 6rt the sa.me street or all¢y; . 
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The subject property is approxinw.tely i20 feetin depth and therefore the 45 percent requiremrnt is 54 
feet 'I)µ! f)ubject property abuts µlong itlf north lot line a corner builfling that also fronts another street 
(Lalai Street); therefore, that lot is disregarded in the consideration of a reduction in the rear yard 
requirement. The subject property abuts along its south side lot line a building 'llJ#h a rear yard 
s¢tbapk of approximately 33.5 feel. Accordiiigly,_ the project provides a corresponding rear yard of 
a-ppro;imately 30 feet (25°/r, of the lofdq,th)incluling a one story permitted extension, which complies 
· ~ith the rear yard requirements. of the Planning Cpde. The permitted extension co11sis ts of a one-story 
portion of the proposed building with a deck above projecting into the required rear yard by 
approximately 3 .. Sfeet. This structure meets the requirements of Planning Code Section 136(25)(b)(i), 
which allows structures to project up to i2 feet into the required: rear yard provided that they shall be 
no taller than ten feet and not encrpack into the 25% rear yard area. 

D. Useab}e. Opell Space. Plani:ung Code Section 135 requires 100 sqmire feet of useable open 
space for each dwelling unit if allprivate1 or a. total of 400 square feet of co~mon usable open 
space. 

The replacement structure contains three dwelling units. Each _unit has access-to approximately 745 
squ11re feet of cQtnmon open space in the reqr yard as weil as priv1<te ba(conies and roof decks totaling 
appro#mately 904 sq.uare feet. As suchJ all dwelling ti.nits have access to. usabl~ open space which 
· exceeds the niinimum required b!J Se.c#on 135 of the Planning Code. 

E. Dwelling Unit Exposure. :Planning Code Sedion 140 requi,res that at least one room of all 
. dwelling units face onto a public street ot public alley at least 30 feet in width, a side yard at 
least 25 feet irt width, a rear yard meeting the requJ.rements of the Code or other open area 
that meehi minimum requirem.erj.ts for area and horizontal dimensions. 

All proposed dwelling units have direct exposure onto the pubiic: street or confonnirtg rear yard. 

F. Str~et Frontages-. Section·144 of the Planning Code requires that no more than, one-third of 
tl;i.e Width of the ground :story along the front lot line, or along ~ s.treet side lot line;. or -along a 
building wall tha,t is setback from any such lot line, shall be devoted to entrances to off-street 
parking, except that fu no event shall a lot be limited by this requirement to a single such 
entrance of le11s than teh feet in width, 

TheP,:oject proposes a Code-complying garage door width of nine feet. 

G. Off.S~reetParking. Planning Cpde,Sectic:,n 151 requires ori.e parking space fo,.. each dwelling. 
µnit and a rnaxirouin of 150 percent of the reqitjred nuro~er of spaces where three Or more 
spaces 1;1.re required, 

The Project will provide three (3) off-street parking spaces.. · 

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

SAN FRANCISCO . 
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MotfQn Np, ,2Q,02~ · 
Octqber12,~Q17 

OASE; NO. i1:11-e:~oo~t~$'¢OA . zta 7vt_h ~venue:; 

The project r~qµfre!i thre~ Clqss 1 bicycle pci,,:~fng spaces arid no Cluss 2 bicycle TJarkihg space& The. 
projir;tprop91£e~Jhree Cl@!i 1, bicycle parkittg.space£I1 .w.catedi11,. thegq.rage, · · 

I.. lleig11t, Planning Codi Sectton 26{) requi:res that all stttt®r~s be no t<llletth.i.in. the height 
pi:escribed irr ll1¢ subject height c1~d bulk dii.,tricti For p;operti~ · in Rii::i Zori~g Dist:dctsr · 
heigh,Ps measured at the ,Ceitter of th~ pµjldin& starting frqm: curb to. a pqint 40 feet high at 

. the required.fronJ: ~etback:, 

The exi$tin,g .bui!din:g ha,r;, IJ · height of approxitnately · 21 feetr aSmeasuterifrom curb .to the. midpoint of 
its pitclkd roof TMl proposed four~#oty; three'-family d11JeUing tvilfbe ar,ptoximatf:lY 40feethigh an} 
perC<Jde the rearmost portion of the buiidiiig is. reduc.:ed to 30feet iri height; ··· 

J. Child Care· Re'l.uirements ·fot Residential l'rojeqs, Plannfug. Coµe Sectiorr 414:A. requires 
that any residential deyelop.r:ne~t proje'"t µtat results iri 1;1t)~stohe net new resideritfal unit 
shall comply 1,vith the imposition of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee requirement 

'The Project propost:ii rieiV constructio11: <;f a three-unit resid~tfat ~ui.ldint: Ti:zeref¢re, the Pr,aject ts 
subject to the Resideiitial Child Care Impact Fee andml!sf c;omply w#h th!!: requirements outlined iJJ,. 
Planning Code'Section 414A 

. . . . 

7. Planning Code S,ecttori 30~ establishes criteria for the Planrtirig Con;imissiprj. ~o cpI1Sicler when; 
reviewing aprlica,tions forCondiHonal Use approval. On balance, theproj~t qi;>eS' comply With 
sa:idcriteria inthatr 

A 'Ille proposed 11ew uses, and lmiWing, at tli.e size and intensity contei:nplatecl and at the 
propo~ed IocaJi<>rt, will 1n:ovide a. development that fs :ii.ecessary or desir.ibie, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood Qt the .~OllJ.1nµnify, , 

A.s. con4itiqned, ,the use and size of il:ie• proposed project i$ compatible with the immediate 
i!.eighlJorhood, Thti: proposal TJJQti,ld deijjol.ish an exisfi.ngc szri.gle,-family dwel#ng that contairts three 

.· 6edrob~s qiu:l nqs l;lpprbxim.ately I;209 squarefei;,t of floor area; excluding the basement liqei: The ~ew, 
building will contain one·2-bedroom anri .two 3-bqdroom dwelling u:,iits rangingjn size jfom 
·approiiriuifely J/~90 sqMre feet to 2,265 square.feet: As conditioned, the siting ofth¢,nep; biu1diizk 
will be in conformity with the reqittrenients of the Planning Code and consistent'with. the objectives of 
#:ieRisidential Design Guidelines. 

It, . The·.pi:oposeg·projed w:ni JlQt Pe. detripi('!ntal t9the heaithi s.ii~ty;.co1wenlerice or· general 
Welfare· 9£ persons residing or work,ing hr the Vicinity, There are· no features of the project 

\qat c.ould be petrirnental to.the hea;lth, safety Qt convenience of: tho~e residi.r1g or working 
th,e area, i11 that: 

SAN fRANCiSCO 

t~ Natute of proposed. site, including its size and shape, and. the ptopqsed siz~, 5J:-iape. and 
arri!ngemenf of ~triictutes; 
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As conditioned, the four~itory massing at the streetfront is appropriate given the context of the 
immediate neighborhqod. The proposed newconstructiort·is en./irelywithin the buildable area as 
prescribed b.y.the PlanningCodeitnd Residential Design Gui4elinefi, 

ii. . The accessibility and. traffic p~tterns for persons and vehicles; the type and volume of 

sti,ch traffic, and the ad~quacy of proposed off-street parking and loading; 

The proposed garage is designed to accommodate the three required· off-street parking spaces, in 
addition to the three required Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, 

m. The safeguards afforded to preyeµt noxioµs or offensiy~ e111issipns such as noise, glare, 
dust and cido_r; 

_As the proposed pr()ject is residential in nature, ·unlike commercial or industrial uses; the proposed 
re;idential use is not expected to produce noxious or offensive emissions. 

iv. Treatme~t given, as appropriate, to such aspects as lartq.sc;;1ping; screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading ar¢as, service areas, lighting and sign$; 

The fw;ade treatment and materittis of the new building hape been appropriately selected ta be 
compat~ble With tfi~ St;rrounding neighborhood. 

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable: provisions of the Planning Code 
and will notadverseljaffect the General Plari. . 

As conditioned, the Project cotrtplies with al.l relevant requirements and standards. of the Plmmirtg 
Codi. and is consistent with objectives 11n.d policies of the General nan as detailed below. 

D: That the use as proposedwouid provide development th~t is.in conformity with the purpose 
of the applicab1¢Residential District 

. . . 
The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of P..M:..i Disfyicts which are chµmcterized 
by a mixture of dwelling typf{s that f~r the most part reflect the traditional lot patterns, with 25- to 35-. 
foot building widths and rarely exce~d 40 feet in heigh~. Additionally, as con.ditioned the project is in 
conformance with the P(aiming Code requirements for dwellings 1n RM-1 Zoning District. 

8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317. Section 317 of the Planning Code establishes 

criteria for the Pl,,mning C~mmi.ssion to c:onsic:ler ~hen revie~iqg appiic:ations to demolish or 
convert Residential Buildings. On balance, the Project does comply with s;;i.i<~ criteria in that: 

i. Whefu.er th'=! property is free of a h,istq_ry of s.erfou~, contint,1:ipg code violatio11S; 

A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases showed no 
. actfoe enforcement CilS~S or notices of .;iolation far .the.subject ptl)pertg. . 

ii. Whether the housing has been maintainedin a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAlltTMENT 6 
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CASl;.N(), 2.01ii,:,oo~i@OUA 
21~ 2_7'0 Avenu.~ 

The ex;isHng dUJellin~ appears ta lit!,' in decent; safe, and. sanitary 1:<Jrt4itzqn, T1J#h WI, actlpe Co.if:~ 
. violation.s, 

. . 

iii.. Whether the property is an "histodqil resource" under CEQA; 

Althqugft the existing bidlding .i$ more .than 5Q years old; a rerliew ·of· sµppl~ental iJJformat.i01'1c 
· res~lted in a determina:t]pn, that the property .is not art historical re{iO({rce, .. . 

iv:. Wl;l~the.i, the removal of the resource Wlllhaye ii. $ubstantial adverseJ1t1pact under CEQA; 

· The structure is not an historical resource and its removal will not hfl.'(Je a sub{itaµtial adverse impact, 

. . . 

y. .· Wru~the;r the Project .converts renhil. l:tousiQg J9 other for.mB of tenure or occupancy; 

The existing tiingle1anrll'!f dtv#Jing proposed for deniolition is currently vacant. The project plans tQ 
.convert the nerv dwell{itg, units into condominiums .. 

. . 

vi. Whether the Project removes rental units subj~c:t to. the Rent StabHization .:md Arbitration 
Qrd.uµuice; · · 

.. .. -· ... . . 

The Planning Department cannot definitively determine tphether or not tlw single1izmily honie i8c 
sifh/ed to. the Rent. Stabilization and Arbitration. Ordinanc~. This is thepurvierq of the R~t Board; 

·. however, the Department can confirm that there am no teJtant$ living in. the dwelling.· 

viL Whether the :Proje\q iX)P$etves existing housing fo ptesetve cultural ahd ~conornk 
neigl:iborhotid diveisity; 

Although the projictproposes the demol#iotr. of art 'tXisting dwelling;· the m;w- consmtction project will 
.· res~lttn three family~ized dwellings, ci.J1#riiniiig piore habztable. square feet and bedrooms, 

viii, Whether tf\e Project cotWe.tJes. nergh?orho9d ~11ai;actet tq. pr~serye ne.igh~()rhooll cult,ttr;if 
anq ec:qllO~c: diver~ity; . . 

A,s cpit##iqricqf fhe Projec(consertH!$ neighborhpq(i. cbaiticter with appiopriate. serif~ design; rind.:. 
mater1als, imd improves cultural and. economic iJ.1ver.siiy p!J constructi1ig three family-sized dwellf1iis.. 
that are c01isistent witlt the RM-1 Zoning District. 

ix; Whether the Proj~c:fpr9teds the felatiye <1.ffordability of existfu~ hc.>tt);liJJ&? · 

tlie project tqn.01;18/f qn ala.er dioeliing:t-111.it, which is .. generaily cqns.Mered: more, affQrda.bie th,m mor<1 
recentlyeonsttucted units, Howiv~r, the project also results. fn two izdditzonalitntts, greater habitab~e 
fl~or arm, and more bedrooms that ;ontrib1Jte pQs.i#velyto the City1s. housing stoi:k. · 

x. ·Whether the .Project inctea~es.the ntitnbet of pennarientiy:a£fo£dabJg units as govetrie.d ·by 
.Sectipn 415; · · · 

1ll>.N FRANCiSCO . . . . . 
:PLANNING. DEPJ!,RTMENT 
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Motion No. 2002:5 
October 12, 2017 

CASE NO. 2016-003258ClJA. 
· 218 2t~ Avem1e 

The Ptoject is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project proposes Je:wer. 
than ten units. · · 

xi. Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighbqrhoods; 

As conditioned, the .Project has been designed tii be in keeping with the scale and developm.e,it pattern 
of the established neighborhood character. . . . 

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

The Project proposes .enhanced opportun#ies for family-sized housing on-site by construci:fng three 
family-sized dweiling units whereas .the property currently contains only one family-sized dwelling. 

· xiii. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

The Project does not create S+tpportive housing. 

xiv. Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting an relevant design 
guidelines, fo enhance e~isting neighborhood character;· 

The overall scale, design, an4 materials of the proposed building are consistent with the block1ace and 
compliment tlie neighborhood character. with a compatible design. 

xv. Whether the Project increases the p.umber of on°site dweliing units; 

The Project would adri two additional dweiting units to the site, 

xvi.· Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms., 

The existing dwelling contains three b~rooms. The proposal includes two. 3~bedrdom units and a 
single two-bedroom unit~ a net increase of five bedrooms. 

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

The project wiil not maximize the allowed. density on-site by providing three dwelling units. Four 
residential units are permitted at t[1.is site: · · · 

xviii. If. replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabi)ization 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 Planning Departrtierit cannot definitive.ly detetmtne whether or not. the single-famt1y home is 
subject to the Rent Stabilzzatian am!ArbitraHon Ordinance: This is the purview of the Renf Boat'di 
however, the Department can confirm. that there are no. tenants living in the dwelling . 

. 9. General.Plan Compliance. The Ptoj~ct is, on balance, consistent with the foll~wing Objectives 

. and PoHcies of the General J?lan: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEP.AJfr.,.,ENT 8 
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Mott~rnNQ., 29oi5 
Qptob~t 12, 2-0tr 

OBJECTIVE Z: 

.· CASE; No. ZQ1 !>;;Q032S$¢()J( 
· ~{8 2t11 Aven9e. 

R,ETJ\IN: EXISTIN:<:( JJQUSiNG UNJfS,, J\.Nil PROMOTE SAFETY A@ l\1A.Il'f]):NANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOP ARDiZ)N{G AJl'FORDABILfl'Y. 

Policy2.1: 
Discourage the d~m9litk~n .Qf sm,md existing i,.ousingi unless the deirl9iiti9n 1;~~µlt$in<1 ri~( 

increase in. affordable hqµti:{Itg; 

71/:e proje1,;t proposes d.etflolition of a sou,nfi, residential strn~ture containing a thre,~~~etJ.raom single/amily. 
dwelling; .H.oweveri. the 1tew bU,ildin.g will contain threi;. <!.welling units an4 results i.n •r.c n,eJ inpeqse of 
fartiily~s{zed housing. .. . . . .. . . ... .. . 

OB)ECTIVE3: 
PROT:ECJ' JHE .AFf0EPA.13nr:ry- OF THE EXfSTJNO HOUSING SJOCI(, ESPEc.::IALL)' 
RENtAL UNITS. 

)folicy 3,1; . 

Pr~serve rental units, especially rent controlled uµits,t9 miet the City's aff9l'.ci~l:>I¢ ho\1sii1:g 
ne¢c:J.!.>; 

Pd~icy3.3;, 
· Iv1aiµtairt 1J<1l9nc~ i.rt affordability of exjsting housing stock;hy supporting afford.ab I~ :tt1Q4erate 
· oM.l~fr~hip 6pport,uni.ties, 

Polif!y 3k . 
Preserve, ;~naturally affordable''· liotiSirig types, sY:(h a:s SiriclJXei: afoJ oJ4e~ OW!l«:!rship, units; 

. .. . . 

. The· ex1s@g singte fantily duieliing, is .currently· PJ?¢an.fc 7$e· piarl11ing bepa:r:tnie:nt cannot definitiv,/!J!· 

. determini wheth£r or not. the . single1a11tily homy. {s . spbje.qt to . th~. Rent .. StabUizati9n . and Afbittatio'li 
Ordinimce, This is the p1mJiew of the Rent Board; howeveb. the Deparf;ment • can confirm that. there a,re rio 
te-na,nts living in the dweUing. The n~ c9nstruction proJ,ec;t will result iti ati in.91'f!f1,/(n. the nu11tber of 
both units and bei:froomsofthep.rop~ty. . .. . . . . . 

OBJECTIVE it: 
SUPPORT A.ND · RESPECT TffE DIVERSE AND OXSTINCT CiIARAC.TER OF . SAN 
FRANc;rscoiNEIG.H~QR.HQOI>S, . . ·• 

Policy 11.i, . . .. 
Promote Ute constru\ctipn and r.e.habili~.i,ttqn of well~designed h<:>µ$ing that ~n,.ph;:i!!iZ.e$ beauty, 
fle,<J:bjljty1 and iiin9vaHv~ design( and respeds ~xistirtg neighbo!noc:;,~ ~haractet .. . 

.. .. .. . ..... . 

Polley ii.21 ·• 
Ensure iinplerrientation of atceptei:i. design standards i.9.:prpjectap~rovats. 

Poli.~y 11.3.: 

SAN FRi\NCiSe'd . . 
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Motion No. 20025 
October 12, 20.17 . 

CASE NO. 2016~003258CUA 
· - · 218 2711i Avenue 

Ensure.growth is accorrunodated without substantially artcl "adversely hnpactfr1.g ~xisting 
residentialneighborhood dlaracter, 

folicy 11,5: . • .· . . . . . 
Ensure densities in establjshed residential areas promote compatibility with prevailing, 
neighborhood character. . 

As co_ndifioned, the proposed new constructzon confonns to the Residential De$ign Guidelines and is 
appropriate in tenns of material, scale; prop;rtions and massing for the surrounding neighborhood. 
Furthermore, the proppsal . results in an· increase i11 the. ri~mber of dwelling units, . while.· maintaining 
general compliance wtth the requirements- of the Planning Code. 

URBAN DESIGN 

OBJECTIVE 1: . . . . 
· EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PA. TTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE. <::'.ITY AND ITS . 
NEIGHBORHOODS ANIMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 
ORIENTATION. 

Policy 12: 
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related topography. .. . 

As conditioned, the project propoqes neu.1 coristr1,1ctioti. that will reinforce· the e;dstirig street pattern as the 
building_ scale i~ appropriate for the subject block's street frontage. 

. . 

Poiicy l.;3: · 
Recogniz,e that bµildings~ when seen together, produce c;1. total effect that character~es the city 
and its districts. 

As conditioned, the propose(} far;ade and massing are compatible withthe existing neighborhood character 
and development pattern, particularly by proposing a building a/similar mass; width and height. as the 
ffXisting strnctwes along the block1'ace. . . 

10. _Planning Code SectioniO'Ll(b).establishes eightpriority-planr:ung policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said 
politjes in that: 
. . . 

A. That existing neighborhood-serving ret~il .uses be preserved· atjd _enhanced and future 
opportuntties for resident erriploy:rnent in.and ownership of.such businesses: be enhanced. 

Existjng neighqorhood-serving retail uses Wq!!ld not be displac¢d of otherwise adversely ajfecfed by· 
the proposal, as the ~isting building does noi contain cor.rrrnercial uses. · 

B. That existing housing and neigh~orhood. character. qe conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the. cµltural and economic diversity. of o~r neighborhoods. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The project is compatible with"the existing housing a,id neigho_orho9d character of ihe immediate 
vicinity. As conditiol'!ed. the project proposes a height and. scale compatible with the adjacent 
t1eighbors and is consistent with the Planning Code, while providing three family-sized dwellings. 

PLANNING DEPARTfl!lENT 10 
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MotfpnN<)'~ZOPfB•• 
QgtqJJer1l,W1T 

¢ASS NO, ~Q1~-oo:ii5SCUA 
. 218 2t1:t Aveou~ 

C ·That tlw City's supply ofa,ffordablel1ousing be preserved,and enhanc!:!,d; 

As conditioned, . the proposea three-farttily dwi:lling ad~ ii.ppropriq.Jefy scaled and familjfsfrerJ.. uni.is _to 
the c;ity's housing stock; ·· · · · · ·· 

D, That c:omrrn.tter trafnc not irrtpede MUNI transit. service or overburden our stref!ts o:r 
nefl?;hborhoocl pcirki,rig; 
.. . .. . . . . 

Th{project. · irieets the 4e11sity, offNreel parking an4 bicycte. parking requirementil of ihfr Plii!Li1:ing 
Codi{ and is therefore not anUdp'afed to impede t?ansit service of overburden out streets. with 

. . . . . . . 

neighborlioodparkfog, 

E.. Th~t a diverse ~COUOffiIC base. IJe, niaititairte4: by protecting Otl~ indusfri.af <\flQ, Service $ectcirs< 
fr6m displacerneqt oite to ccinilnercial office development, ancl that ~tµre opp9rl:utiities fqr . 
residi:m.t ernploynt¢fitartd ownership .in these sectors be enhanced, . . . 

1:lfe Project wilt '/Wt 4isplace any sero.ice or ituiilst.ry establishment; '.fh.e. project wil.l. not affect 
indt.strial Ofseroke sector USe$ Of rei4ted emp1oym.mt opportunities, Qtqnership. of indusf:ria( or 
ieri#ce,sedor businesses will not q1{a[feQted by this projecf. 

. . 

J\ 'Tfuitthe C'.ity achieve the, gr.e,c:1test possil::lle prepare4uess to protect against fojury and los5: of 
life in an earthquake; 

T}ie Proj~tt ii designed iJ.t/d will bi i::onstructeef. to· cqnfo.n:n, to the_ structural an4 seismic. safety 
requiren;epiS' of the City Building Cod.c.. This proposc,I Mllnot impact the pn1pertts ability f6 
wHhstan4 ait earthquake . . 

. . .. 

A l.aiidmitf~ or b:i~tO:rfc building.does not occup)j ffie.ffojeqtsite;.· 

ft '[hakJ:>4t; parks and :open space anq th!!fi: access 1:0· sunlight -and vistas be ptotett~d from 
development .• . 

Thfprojecfwill hav.e n(! 1.te.s.~#t1e imPfJd. on exfotfizgf1ar7? and open spaces, The Project does nof have 
an iitfpactoµ operu,paces,. 

11. The ProJectts;cprisistl;!Ilt wi.th and would prnmpte t;he gifu~ral and specific purposes of ~he Code 
provktecl un4er Section.101.i(b) in tha,t, a~ designed~<the J?foject wpuld contril:iut~ tq the ~an1ctej 
an¢ stab~I#y.ofthe neighborhbod and V\'Ot1ld con~tifut~ a benefi9c11 development . 

12, The Commission hereby £irids th~( apptbv~f ~fl:he Conditl9n1;1f Use ~11;thorizati9p wciui d prombt¢ 

thehe;:tltl:Y~ safety an(! welfare ofthe c:ityc . . 
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Motfo11,No. 20025 
October 12, 2017 

D~CISION 

¢ASE NO. zo1s.:003258CUA 
218 2th Avenue 

. .. . . . . 

That based upon the Record, the subrµissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and ,pther 
interested parties, the; oral t~stii;riony presented to this Commissi.on at th~ public hearings; and all 6the~ 
written: materials ·submitted l:1y,. ~\L · parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional lJse 
Application,No. 2016-003258CUA subject to the following c;:onditions attached hereto as "EXHIBIT N' in 
general conformance with plans on file, dated September 8, 2017, and stamped "EXH1BIT B'', which is 
incorporated her.ein by-reference as though fully set forth. 

AI'P~AL.. AND EFFECTIVE DA.TE O;F MOTION:_ Any aggrieved person may appeal thjf! Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the.date of this Motion No .. 
20025; The effec;tive date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period h-its expired). OR the date of the decision of the ·Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 
Board of Supervisors. For further infonnatiort, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City HaU, Room 244~ l Dr. Carlton .6. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 .. 

Protest of Fee or Exa.c;Hon: You n;iay protest any fee or exaction subject to _Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as -~ condition of approval by foltowing tii.e.proc.edur~s set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. Tbe pr()t~t must satisfy the requirements c:i"f Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
mi:ist be filed within 90 days of the date of the .first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing tlie cfoi.il'en.ged foe 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 thfCity of th.i subject 
development. 

If the -City has 11ot previously ,given J\J"otke of an earlier dtscretionary approval oHhe project:1 the 
Pl~i11g Commission's adoption ~f this Motion, Resolution, Discretibnary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrators Variance. Decision Letter._ constitutes. the ·approval or conditional approval of ·the 
development ahd the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period urtder Government Code· 
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already gfren Notice that the 90-day approval period has beguri 
for the subjed development, then this document does not re-commet'lCt:! the 90-day approval period. 

f ttr';' Planning Comrrtission AriOP'I'EDJhe fo,egoiog MotiOn dn Oc(obei' 12, 2017. 

Jonas P. fo~in \ . . · 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Iiillis,Johnson, Koppel, Melgar and Richards 

Nohe 

Fong, Moore · 

October 12, 2017 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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M,otic>r:t t-to~ .20025. 
OGtol}~r 1~, Z917' 

AUTH9RIU.JJQN 
EXHIBIT A 

· CASE NO, tOtJi~OOl25!lG0A 
g182_1· · Ayenl.iti: 

Thi$ au.tiioii.tafiqq j~ for a conditional •use .to. <l.em.oJ.ish: a;. twq~sto;ry single-,£arnily ·chWllmg: ;pd tq 
t:onstntct a,j~ui::-story, t,wo~family dwelling locatecl11t21g27~ Aven:ue~ Lot 038 frt Assessor's 131ock 1386; 
pursuant to·J>larmingCode 9¢cttops·303 and317{d) witl\i.n.the RH-3 Distrfotand a 40-X H~ight anc.tflulk 
District; in gep.ei:al . conformance wti:h plar$, dated pepteinqer 8, 2017i ancl. stamped "EXHIBIT B" 

included in the docket for Case No, 20i6-003258CUA and subj'rctto conditions ofapproval reviewed and 
approved· hy the Commission on Octobei:, · 12, 2017 under Motion No 2002.5. '!his authorization and the 
conditions ~onta:irted l:teteinr.411: with the property and not with a particufot Proj~C::t Sponsor, busin:ess1 ot 
operator, 

RECORD.ATION. OF CQN.DITIPNS OFAPPROVAL 

P:i:ior to. the issuance of the building permit or commencernerit of use for the l:'roject the Zoning; 
Admµustra,tot shaU i/.pproye and order the recordationof a Notice ill the Official Record1, ofthe Reco!der 
of the qty and Cqunty of Sa:n Francisco for the subject property, This Notice shall state that the p:i;ojedj$ 
subject to. thE:l conditioni; of approval contained hereip; and revi~wed and approved by the Plann1,n~ 
Commission on Octobet 12, 2017 under Motion No 20075! 

PRiNTl'NG OF ·coNDITIONS OF AeP~OVAL ON PLANS 
Thi:: conditfons of approval under the. %<hibit A' of this Plannmg Commission Motion No. zoo2s shall he 
reprodiJced. on the Index She.et of constrµction plan$ submitted with the Site or Btrilding ,pern:iit 
applic<Jtion fr>r the Project, The Index Sheet of. the consti·uctic>n plan:s sh~l reference 1:6 the Conditional: 
Use atithoriza:tion .and ariy subsequent aineridm.ents ofmodifications. 

SEVERABILITY 

The Project s}iali ~om.ply witf). all applicabl!:i Qty codes andrequfremerits. If. ariy dause, sentencer sectlo11 • 
or any part of ~ese CdncJ.iti6h,ll o_£ ,;1:pJjroval f1, fqJ; any p~asonheld to be favaJid;. SU~ invalidity shall not 
affect Or irrrpair,.otµer t¢µfain1ng ci.aJ,l$ef, ~¢n,t¢tU:'.fSf 9:f~f,l:t~oris of tlt~(! concijtio,J,LS, Thill decision Cpr:i.vey.<, 
no right fo ccms:ttuct, qr .tq receive ~ b~Jl~mg; periuit. "Projed$porwo:r'! sha1Lm<::t44e arty subseqµeµt 
responsibl~ party; 

Changes< to• the apptovid plans may be approved. ·adrnfru.str.atJvely by the :Zoning Adroini~ti;;:1}Qr:, 
Significant changes and modifiecd:ions of conditions shall requite Planning CommJssion approval of ;;i.. 

· new Conditional Use authoriZ<Jtion, 

2466 



Motion No. 20025" 
October 12,2017 

-CASE NO. 2016~003258CUA - -- - - - - lh - -
218 27 Aven_trn 

·.: ·: ._:·-:· :_ ··: . . 

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, ang Reporting 
. . . . . . . . . . . 

Pi;RFOR.MANCI: 
.. . . 

1. Validity. 'fhe authorization and tight vested_ by virtue of this ac_tion is valid fo~ three (3) years 
from the effecti:ve date of tli.e Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall havt:! issued-a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the appr:ov¢d use v.rithin 
this three-year period. ; - - - -- -

For information about compliance,_ co_nt11ct Cade Enforcement, Planning Department at 41.5-575-6863, 

www'.s&planning.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal~ Should a Bitildirig or 8.ite Pei;rriit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed( the project sponsor must see~ a renewal oftllis Authorization by filing an 
appl~cati.on for an a_mendrhent -to the original -Authorization or a _new application for 
Authorization. Sho11ld 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 
th~ Authorization. Should the Commissi~n rtot revoke the A~i:horization following- the clCJsute of 
the' pµblic hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the contim1ed 
validity of th~ Atithcirizatiim. 
For information about compli(Utce, cor+fad Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

Wwto.sf-plannint.org 

3; Diligent pursuit. Once a sjte or Bullding Permit has pee~ issued, _construction mu,st conur:tence 
within the titnerrarne requir~d by the Depru:trri.ei;it of BrtHdirtg Inspectinn and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do SQ shall be grounds (or the Commission to consider 

re~oking the approval .if_ more than tlu;ee (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. - - -

Forfnfonnation about compliance, cqntact Code Enforcement, I?lanni'/1-g Departm,mt at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs ciay be extended at the discretion of 
_ the Zoning Aci:a:unistrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a l~gal challeng~ and only by the le:rigthof time for which such public age11-cy; appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
_ For information abou_t- compliance,- contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sfplanning.org 

5. Confo.rm:ity with Current Law._ No application for Building Per_mj_~, Site Permit, or_ other 
entitlement shaU ~e approved unless jt complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
~ffectat the time of su,ch approval. - - -

For information ahout compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Phmning Department at 4i5-575-6863, 
www.'s,f-planning.org -- - - -

DESIGN 

6: Buildjng Scale. The fourth floor shall be set back a minimum of fifteen (15) feet as measured 
from the front building wall. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 14 
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CASE NO. 2016=00n$.acuA 
· · · 218 izll:iAverme 

.f9x, information abot{t compliance, contact the Casi{ J:l1Jmiet, Plann:ii1g Depai'tmint at 415-'55$-637$, 
www.tif-planning.org 

7.. . Roof Peck. Thi;i Project Sponsor shallreIJIOVe the roof deck proposed ahqye the four#i floor ,;111d; 

: S11prnit xevfoe.4. plans · to !:hi :Pl,m,nin$ D~patlment prior. to :i:'lannin,g. approval of tl,le building 
permit, . 
For infofmqtioit abou( cqmplitinci, cor,.tqJ::f the, Cas~, PumniriPi,mnmg Departmerif af415-558-6?7§~ 
www.sfplanning'.org · · · 

8.. Ro9.f Acces$~ 'J;ii:e ProjedSponse>r shalt revise fi1e profoct plans to ~iinit access to. the roi;if~liove 
the fourth floor to the minimal requirement's as J.:equjred by the Building Code. Revised, plaris 
shall be submitted to, the Planning Departnienfprfor fo Planning approw1I of the building permit 
applicat~oti,, The desigr{shall be a~ approv:ed by the Pfap;ning Department. 
For infannation about complitmce, contact tht: Ca.se. Planner, PTannzng Department at 415-558-S37ff 
www.sf-vlanning.org 

9.. . liioperab:Ie. Wi11qowS., Tlte J:i:roject,SpQ11S(Jr shc1.Hs1,11:mliJ .~·. revifieq north eievatioil to .. the Plann,in_g. 
· Depa:rqµent pi:ior: .to f.Ia,np,ingapproval Pf the quilqiµg; perµtlf applic;attonsthat specifies that ttie 
frost.ect window~ sh<ill be inoperable. . . . . . . ... 
E9.r hzfarmatiorr a~,;mt. compliance, go71Jact the ca11e FlITT.1;ner, l?.Jrmn.irtg Deparmte~it atJts-sss-6378;. 
www.~f-planning.01;~ 

1CJs · A;r}JQpilt Requi:i:~d,. Tl::le ProJ~ct Spof1$or shall retain an a:rbori,sr to, o~se:r.v:e construction at1,d 
. recomrilel'.l.d nteasJ4e$ to ensilre 'the health of tt~.~s located on c1.dj~c;ent Jots, . . • . . 

For info.nn!ltibn ab()ut. compliancl:!,. i:;ontact the Case Pfanner, Planning Oeparftnwt a,tA:15-c$58 .... 63?8~ 
WWUJ.sfpliinning.org 

11, ,F:to1.1f Entry Peck. .md Stair Screenfogi The Project Sponsor sh<!llsubmit revised site plan, floor 
plans and north el~Viitfort fo the' Planning D~paitrn.e#t prfor .to Flarining approval. of the 1:iµikHng 
permit application depicting the addition of an opaque privacy screen Qr panel at the front entry 
stair and deck,· The. d~ign and location of thi streening. shal\ ,be as apprpyed .PY. the .Piarin~g 
Department. . . . . . . . . . . . . 
For informatio,11;. a~oi# complfim,ce, ¢ont@t th~ ¢$~ Pl«nri,i!r, Planning Deparf/ifrnt id. 411j~558-637iJ,. 
www.sf plinin~#gxirZ; 

12'. Ga:rbage; composting and recycling stotag~. Space for :the collection: cllid stcliage of garbage; 
tgtnposting,. ang fE'cycifug shall be piovidecj. withjn ehdosed areas Ori the'.properJf and dear!}' 
labeled and illustrated .on tlte 'building permit plar15., Spa1ce. fo:r the collection ancl storage c,f 
recycl~ble arid C01Jlp0St;iljle materialsj11a~ ~eel:(the sfae; location; acc:essibil!fy and ~!h.~r 
. staJ:ida.rds specified b)I the San FranGi.S.¢9 Recycling Program shall be provided af the groµiiq lev~t 
. of the buildings, 
For fr/formation .about cqmpliance, contactthe Cast Planrief, Pldnnfng_ bepartrnmit iif 415-5Js:9ost~ 
WWUJ.~f-pfan1i.ing;,org 
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Motion ~o. 2002s 
October 12, 2017 

PARKIN~ AND TRAFFIC 

CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA 
218 27th A~enue 

13. Bicycle f arking; Tli-~ Project shall provide no fewerthan three (3) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces 
asJequfred by Plannj.ng Code ~ectiorisJ55.1 andl55.2. . . . 
Par information dboutcgmpliance, contact Code Enforcement, JJlanning Department at 415~575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

i4. Parking Requirement. Purs:uant tci Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide three (3) 
independently accessible off-street parking spaces. 
For informatwn about compliance, contact Codi Enforcement, Planiting Departnipit at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-,vfanning;org 

PROVISIONS 
. . . 

1~i. Child Cate Fee - ResidentiaL The Project is subject ,q tjie l{esideµtialChild Care Fee, as 
applical:>le, pursuant to, Plarwing Code Section 414A 
for information abol{t compliance, ~ontact the Case Pla.nner, Planning Department at 415-Er75~9087, 

wuiw.sfplanning.org 

M.ONITORING • AFTER ENl"tTLEMENT 

16, Enforcement. Violation of imy of the Planning Department conditions. of approval contained in 
this Motion or of any other provisions of Plmtn:ing Code applicable tq this Pr<>ject shall be subjed 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalti:es set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 ot Section 176.L Tl:ie r>lanning·Department may alsq refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For infa.nnatiort about. compliance, contact Code Enforcement" .Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 

· www~sf--planning~org 

17~ Revocation due- to Violation of Conditions, Shouldimp1emei:,.tatiori of this Project resuit in 
· complaints frorr.t fu.~er_ested · property owners; residents, or commercial lessees which are nol 

resolved by the ProjecfSponsor ;ind found to be i,n violation of the Planning Code and/or i:he 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Ad(llinistrator .shall. reter such complaints to the Commission, after which it inay hold a public 
hearing on the n:iatter :to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, · contact Code Enforcepient, Pl(lnning Department at 415-575-6863, 

www.sf-planning.org 

OPERATION 

18. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 
.shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and. placed outside only when 
being s.er.viced b.y the disposal company. l'rash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Pu,blk Works. 
Fat information tt.bout complian~e, contact Bureau of Street Use arid Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810~ http://sfdpw.org 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMENT' 16 
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Motion t{o~ 20025:· 
Q9tQ~~i-1i, 2Q11 

· ¢i\SE; NOi 201 !:H>Q325~CWA 
. , :n~ ztti·Aven~i 

.19. Si.i.fowall< Miiiritenance, T:lyf!. Profed Sponsor, shat) rna,iritairi the main. erttranse tq fu~ }llildlng 
arid alisid.e-Walks abitUirigthe subj~ct property in~ dean and sani~ry conditfon)n cornpli~c~ 
with thebepartment of PubHc Worl<s Streets and SidewalkMairitenan.~e Standards. 

For. informatfo1J. about c.omp#mJC.?; contact .Bureau of Strer£ Use flti,d lvfapping, IJepwtmer,f of P'4bJJc. 
Works, 4iS-69S~20i7,http:llsfdWJ?:ors . 

20. C:oµimun~fy Liaison, Priqr fo issgance of .a building pernirt tq construct tJw proje~t a,lJ/l.: 
.. itnplem~~t the approved µse( the Project Sponsor sh~ff ~ppoint ~Lsqr:tii:nll11i!y li~isbn o#iqiF to 

dea,l with the issues. of c:Qti~em to, OWf\ers and. occupa,nts of. n~fby. properties. The. J?rojecl; 
Sponsor $haJl p:rovide the Zoriirig Admrriisfratqr with written notice 0£ the 'iiarne( b~siness 
addr~ss, and telephone n~~er 0£ the ~oli:µllu);J.ity liaison, Shoulci . the c:ontact inforrhati~n . 
change; fh~ Zoning Administratoi'.~h~ll be. rri~cie: ~w:a..r~: 0£ suc:h change~ Tot:. community liaison. 
shall reportto the ZoningAdrilfuistrator·whatJssues, ifat\)", a,.re of concer11 tq the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by i:he Proj~ct Sporisori . 

For information about compliance!. contact Code Enjhr_c:_ernent; Plarinins. Department a{ 415~575c68-63r 
www.sf-pfrmnirtg.org 

SAN FRAtlCISGO 
J>LANNING DEPARTMEN.T' 
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FARELL.A 
BRAUN+MARTELLLP 

Deceipper 1, 2017 

Hon .. London Bteed, President 
San Francisco Boai"d of SuperYisots 
City Hal\, Room 244 
l Dr, Carlton. B. Goodlett '.Place 
San Francisco; CA 94102 

Re; 21 s~2ih Avenue CEQA and Conditional Use Appeal 
Board File No.171222 
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 

Dear President Bteed and Supervisors: 

ST!j:V)J;N (,. VETTEL. 
sve!tei@fuirt.co1i1 
D 415.954.4902 

1 am writing on behalf 9fthe Tobolll Group, a small local builder managed by Joe Toboni 
and his son~ Joey,: to oppose the appeals of the Planning Commission1s approval of the 218-2ih 
A v:enue project{the ''Project"). The Project is the de1nolition -0f a no:n-histodc single-family 

' ' '.• ' th .· ' ' ' ' ,, ' ,, 
,home located near the comer of 27 Avenue and Lake Street (seeJjhoto at Exhibit A) and. 
construction ofa replace1ne11tthree'-unit building. The replaceinentbuilding will contaih two 3-
bedroom and one 2-bedroom family-'sized homes, ea:ch with a single off-street vehicle and 
bicycle parking space,. in a new 4-story buildi:n:g (sye Project pfa:ns at Exhibit B). 

Appellants Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett own a two-story single-family home at 
2545 Lake Street, around the comer from and adjacent to the Ptoject. They have appealed both 
the Ptojectrs CEQA Categorical Exemption Detennination issued by the Planning Depart1hent 
and the Planning Code Section 317 conditional use unanimously approved by the I>lanning 
Commission on October 12, 2017. A Section 317 qonditional use was required Qn,ly to authorize 
the demolition of the existing dwelhngunit; the replacement structure is prin,cipally pennitted i~ 
this RM~l zoning district fl,Ud 40.,x hdghtand bulk district.. 

1 urge you to reject the appeal fot the following reasons~ each more fully explained 
belpw; · · 

* The Project fully qualifies for a Class 3 C1:ttegqrjcal Exemptionftom CBQA 
( coristructfon ofup to· six dwelling 11n:i;ts in. an urbm;tlzed location), 

* The J.Jroject :is a princii:m1ly pe1mitted family housing developinertt located ifi a inu:Jti­
famify z-0riing district and 4'0-foot height district, 

* The demolition of the existing single dwelling unit and itsreplaqementwitb: three 
· fainily-sized units· meet the c1iteri~ of Section 3}7; 

Huss Building•· 23$ Montgomery $tre!.?t ,,. Saofr,mcisco, 0A941Q4 ~ T 41$.954.4400 ° F415.954.44$0 
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* The Planning staff and Planning Conunission have alrea,dy ordered significant Project 
modifications to add.l'ess Appellant's ccfacertis and meet the Residential Design 
Guidelines. · 

* Appellants' request to remove the entire 4th floor would eliminate one of the Project's 
three units, in violation of the Housing Accountability Act, or elirninate all three 
parking spaces in a zoning district that requires 1: 1 parking. 

1. . The Project fully meets the Class3 Categorical Exemption from CEQA, and there is no 
evidence ofunusual circumstances disqualifying the Project from the exemption. 

Pursuant to the State's CEQA Guidelines SeQtions 15300 a,nd 15303: 

The Secretary for Resources has found that the following classes of projects ... do not 
have a significant effect on the environment, and they are declared to be categorically 
exempt from the requitement for the preparation. of enviromnental documents .... 

Class 3 consists of construction and location of liinited num,bers of new, sn1all facilities 
or structures .... In u,;banized areas, this exemption applies to apartments, ditplexes and 
similar structures designedfor 11qt more. than six dwelliiig units. · 

This Project is three units in a new building located:in an: urbanized an,a, half the six-unit hmit 
for a Class 3 exemption, and thus the uhtefuted evidence establishes that it qualifies for the 
exe:1,nption, as :recited in the Plam1ing Deparhnent's June 2016 Categorical Exemption 
Determination (Exhibit C), Contr·my tQ Appellant's lette:i; ch~racterizing the Departmenf s · 
review as "cursory,'' the Exemption Certificate demonstrates a thorough evaluation of how the 
Project qualifies for the Class 3 exemption.1 Even if Appellants can proffer eyiden;ce that WOJ.Jld 
dispute the Department's detennination, a court would uphold the Department's detennination 
because it is supported by substantial evidence in the record. San.Francisco Beautiful v. City 
and County of San Francisco (2014) .226 Cal.App.4th 1012. · 

Also contrary to' Appellants' claim, the project described in. the June 2016 Exemption 
DetermiiJ.ation (three units in a 40-foot tall building with three parking spaces) is essentially the 
same project as approved by the Commission in October 20i 7, with the design modifications 
described below. Pursuant to Sections 3 l .08(i) and 31.19 of the Administrative Code, a new 
evaluation is required only if there has been a substantial modification to the project since 
completion of ati exemption detel'mination, defined as an expansion of the building envefope, a 
change of use, or a demolition not previously evaluated.2 Hete, the desigrt modifications shrank 
the building, ratherthan expanded it, there has been no cJ:iange of use, and the proposed 

1 The .Certificate also states the Project qualifies for a Class 1 e~e1nption (addtdon of up to 10,000 sqi:tare feet to an 
existing facility). Because the Project is clearly exempt under Class 3, we do not discuss whether the Project also 
is exemptunder Class l, 

2 SF Admin. Code § 3 L08(i): "An expansion or intensification of the project as defined 111 the Planning Code 
includes, but is not limited to: (A) a change that would expand the building envelope or change the use that would 
require public notice under Plamtlng Code Sections 3 lJ or 312, or (l3) a change in the project that would 
constitute a demolition under J>lanning Code Sections 317 or 1005(:i\'; 
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.demolition was already atialyzed in.the2016 Certificate. Accordingly, 110 n,ew evaluation was 
required and the 20.16 Cettificate may be. tehed upon by the :Planning Commission and this 
&~fuW~ . . 

We agree·that a Class 3 categorical exemption is not appropriate •'for: a project wliich 
inay cause f:I, Sllbstantial adverse change irt the significance of a histotital reSollrce'' or ''where 
there. is axeasoi:rahle possibility that the activity wilihave a significant effect on the environm.ent 
due to unusual circumstances/' CEQA Gµidelines §§ l5300.2(f) and (c). He:re, the Plartnihg 
Department C6iTectlY detetitlinedthe existing buildil1gis not historic and that no unusual 
circumstance exists. · 

First, the Departmentdetc;mnined that the cixisting house is ticit a previously designated 
historic resoutce otidentified in any historic resource survey.· And,. although it is old., his not 
associated with ahy historically significant pet~ons, ot events, and the: character defining.features 
of the building have,been so altered ovetthe years that it does not retain integrity p:mn any 
pe1iod of significance (see Exhibit C, page· 6). The evide11ce to supportthe Depatfmenf•s · 
detelmination is the Historic Reso1.1rce Eyaluatiop_ (''BRE'') prepared by Richard Bi-a11di (Exhibit 
b}. Appellants did not .dispute the Dep4rtment' s conclusion or the accuracy of the HRE at the · 
Planning Commission and. theit appeal letter doc:s not eithen- Even if it didj .the Depart:tnen( and 
this Bo~d may rely up011 the'proressioriallyprepated HRE irt concluding that the existing house 
is not an historic resource. Tire courts uphotd an agency's determination whether an older 
unlisted building is art historic res01,irce if the agen~y' s decision is supported by substantial 
evidence, even if there fa conttary evidence 'Prese111:ed by~ project opponent. GEQA Guidvlfoes 
§ 15064.5 ( a )(c); Fri:ends of the Willow °Trestle Glen v. City of Sa.n.Jose (2016) 2 Cal.App; ~th. 
457,46&.. . . . 

Second, although Appellant's appeal letter clahns there are µpusual drcumstances 
associated with the Project, they do not explai1i how or why~ nor present any evidence to support: 
their ass.erti.011. The Project fo a-smallinfill triplex: located in a fully built-up urban neighbu1:hood 
with no ex.traordiiiary s.efsmic hazards, hazardous soils or' other unusual conditions, exactly the · 
kind of project contempla.ted by tht:l Ci ass ;3: ex.emption, Jhe Department revie.yed each of the 
eight potential unusual oii:'cilln,stances on Pc1ge l-2 of its Certi;fic<1-te {Exhibit C), and detennined. 
nol)e appli'es. Everi ff Appellants cou.ld provide evidenQe that the Projec:t's circumstauces <1-re 
U)lllSUa1;the Dep~nirp.ent cquld rely on its own evfrlence as set forth in its Certificate to detennin~ 
otherwise, as recently upheld by the C!iUfornia Supreme Cotili. Eerkele,y l!illsideP;·eservat!rJti . 
v: City ofBetkeley (20l5}6QCal.4th 1086,J114, . · · 

.Appellant's -claim that the Projectwill.have sigt1,ificant environmental light and privacy 
in1p:c1cfs on their property; even ifa.,ccurate, d0es :riot disqualify it from the Class 3 exemption:: It 
is onlyifthete are significant impacts- due.·to al'rojecf s llllusual·citcuinstarices that a cityeveii 
needs fo evaluate whether the:project tOti-ld have environmental 'impacts. With no e,ddence of 
unusual ci1'cmiis.tances, Appellant's allegations.areinel<want. Mor:eoyer, even ifreievapt, 
Appellant:{ aUega,Hons are only of pilvate iinpacis i:o their own light and pd vacy,.. no.t hnpaCt1i to 
th~ envitomnent in general. Ii1 San Francisco, impacts on private vfows; light and privacy are not 
eviiluated under CEQA.. (See, e,g.,. S;F. J1Jitial Study Checklist at 6: "Create new shadow in a 
manner that substantially affects outdoo~· recrecJ.tion fadHties or otherpuhlic areas?') 
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2. The Project as approved is a principally permitted family housing development located in 
a multi-family zoning district and 40-foot height district. 

The Project is located in an RM-I zoning district. According to PlanniI.1g Code Section 
209.2, "[t]hese districts contain a rnixf:ure ofthe dwelling types found in RHDistricts, but in 
addition have a significant numbet: of apart:ment buildings that broaden the range of unit sizes 
and the vatiety of structures. A pattern of25-foot.to 35-foot building w:1dths is retained, 
however, and structures rarely exceed 40 feet in height." One·unit per 800 square feet of lot area 
is principally pennitted; here, up to four units are allowed on this 3,000 square foot lot. One 
parking space is required per dwelling unit (Planning Code Sec. l 51 ), and rear yards are· 
mandatory (Sec. 134 );_ The height and bulk district is 40-X, allowing four-story buildings as of 
right. No re_duced height or upper floor setbacks are required in RM distdcts, unlike the 30-foot 
height ·standard in RH-1 districts and the upper floor setbacks required in RH-1 and RH-2 
districts by Section 261. · · 

This RM-1/46-X district along 27th A ~enue, Lake Street and 26th Avenue contains many 
four-story multi-family buildings and many large three-story buildings that are nearly 40 feet in 
height; including the hnmedfately adjacent building at210-2ih Avem1e (see photographs at 
Exhibit E). The only single-family homes in the vicinity are the subject building,fo be 
demolished and Appellants' horn~, which.is two stories in height, at least a story-shorter than a11 
smTo~nding buildings. · · 

To provide large 2- ::i.nd 3-bedroom units and to avoid the need for an elevator and other 
Building Code upgrades requited. for buildings with more than three units, the Toboni Group 
elected to propose three large units each with its own parking space and bicycle parking space. 
The vehicle and bicycle garage occupies most of the ground floor, with the three units in the 
three D.oors apove a11d behi11d the garage on the ground floor',· The buildinginaterlals, including 
limestone tiles on the front ":ta~mde, are high quality, as is the building's understated rnodem 
design by Michael Leavitt Architects. At the direction ofthe Planning Depmtrnent's Residential 
Design Team, applying the Residential Design Guiddines, the fourth _floor incorporates large 
front, rear and side setbacks to increase light to adjoining properties on La~e Street, including 
Appellants', aIJ.d to render the top floor nearly invisible from the street, such t1iatti1e top floor 
was reduced to only a half floor: A large rear yard meets Planning Coderequitements and 
matches the pattern of rear yards on the block. See plans at Exhibit B. 

Tims, the Project confonns to the pattern of development and. neighborhood character of 
this RM-1/40-X district and meets every objective standatd of the Planning Code,. Zoning Map 
and Residential Design Guidelines, with no variance or other .exception required. 

The only reason the Froj ect requited review by the Plallling Comrn.ission is. that it. 
includes the dem.cilition of an existing dwelling urtit, a conditional use pursuantto Planning Code 
Se.ction 317. ·· 

3. The demolition of the existing dwe11ing unit meets the crite1ia of Section 317, and 
Appellants do not dispute the Planning Conunission's demolition findings. 

2475 



S<irt Fraricisco Board,.of Supervisors 
Decemb~r 1, 2017 
Page5 

FARELLA 
BRAUN+ MARTEL LL!' 

Since- April 20l6, the demolition ofeven a single dwelling uiiit now i"equires conditional 
use approval by the Plat1ningCom111ission. · Sectfou 317 sets. fort.h 18 criteriathe Coni1nissi0Ii 
must apply in reviewing such demolition applicati9ns~ In tbfa case,. the Co11:11J1issio11- easily found 
that every relevant criterion was niet, as set forth 011 pages 6. to 8 of Planni11gC01nnuss1on 
Motion No., 2002S Most significantly, the existing dwelling ilhitis not an ilistoric tesourc.e;. an 
affordable housing n~source or sµbject to· the :rent ccmtrql ordinance; the Project replaces one. · 
owhetship unit withthtee- ownership units and :replaces three bedrooms with eight; the Project 
more closely confonn-s tothe.RM-1 zoning than does a,si:o.gle-fa:mily home; and the Project 
exhioits superiorurbl:ln cfosign, . 

Neither Appellants noranyothei- party disputed the proposed demolhion's compliance 
with the Section 317 criteria at the Planning Commission hearing, oralty or in writing, and their 
appeal to this Board does not either. In fact, the appeal suppolis the demolition of the existing 
building; Accotdinglyi the Commission did not abuse its discretion in approving the demolition 
ofa single dwelling 11n.it 1:tnd its replacement with three :fa1nify-sized units. This Board has been 
presented with no facts ot a:rgtunents th,,.t would compel it to ove1Tulethe Cqmmission's 
decision:. · 

4. The Planning staffand Commission have a:lreadyordered significat1t Project 
1rtodifications to address Appellant's co11cems aird meet the Res1dential Desfon 
Guidelfr1es'. 

The Pi;ojecthas a:lreadyu,udergone significantdesigh review and substantial 
modifications. A pre-application meeting was held o:n: the site on January 26, 2016, for the 
Toboni Group and architect.to present the jnitial design. Appeilants attended that meeting. 

After the sponsor su,l;>mittedthe conditional use. application in August 2016, the Plarilling 
Depa.tbnent's Residential Design Team reviewed the design on two separate occasions artd the · · 
sponsor received a total of four requests from the J>.lanningPeparbnentfor modifications toThcet 
the Reside1itial Design Guidelines. Several of those modi:$.i;:atio;ns were aimed <1t minimizing 
light and priyacy 1il1pacts to the adjoitdng build1ngs~ inchidingAppelfants' .home; The sponsor 
incorporated each of those requestedmodHlcations, including a substantial reduction of the 
fourth floor by incorporating a. rear setback; a front setback and north side setbacks (none.of 
which are required by the Planning Co.de). Attached as Exhibit F i::i a shadow study 
demonstrating how the fourth floor setbacks already'ihcorporated into the Proj'ect will recluce 
shadow impa,cts to Appellants' yatd and other :r,toperties alo;ng Lake Street · · 

At the Planning COilunission hearing of('.>ctober 12 thh, year, the Co1rtinissioh oTdeted 
even further revisions,, all made at the request of App~ifants. The Cowmission ordered complete 
re1uovar 9:t'a :i;oofdeck for the top floot tihitto protect: Appellants.' privacy, ordei-ed that :alt. side 
yard whldows be gl11zed with frosted glass to p:tesei've0privaoy fo Appellants'' h6me, and ordered 
the addttiort of .a frosted glass pi-ivacy scr.een on the, north side of the 'entry porch,. again: to protect 
Appellants' privacy. The CQrt1mission also ordered the fou1ih floor front setback increased fro111 
12 feet to 15 feet. 

Th~ Com1ni!lll1Qn d.i~cufisecl Appellantsi request fof the complete re1noval of the fourth 
floor, hi:it m1anii11ously de-cUned to order that modification. The Comfoissfoii 1'ecognized that 
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such a drastic modification would lead to the loss of a farnily-sized unit or elimination qf aU off­
street parking. The Commission was ultimately satisfied that the revisions it ordered, in 
combination with the modifications previously ordered by the Residential Design Team, wete 
the right balance betweert family housing production and neighborhood compatibility. 

The Commission also recognized that Appellants' two-story single-family home is an 
anomaly in this RM-1 multi-famjl y zoning district, a:nd that it would be unfair arid in violation of 
the General Plan and Planning Code to try to force a three-unit building to confonn to the size 
and characteristics of an adjacent single-family home. 

Appellants now also request that the Board order removal of side yard decks, that the 
1iorth face of the building be painted white or a similar light reflecting color, and that 
construction hours be limited to 9:00 a.In. to 5:00 p.m. The Project contains no side yard decks1 

so the first request is im1nate1ial. The sponsor is willing to paint the nmth side of the building a 
white or similar color. Hqwever; the Toboni Group is not able to agree to the construction hours 
proposed. The Police Code aheadyreguiates constrq:ction l1ours, and the sponsor will coinply 
with those requirements. In addition, the Toboni Group is a general contractor that utilizes its 
own work crews and subcontractors, and its agreements with its workers mandate work bouts of 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.ln., Monclay to Saturday. · 

5. Appellants' regliestto remove the entire fourth floor would eliminate one of the Project's 
three units, ih violation of the Housing Accountability Act, or eliminate all three parking 
spaces in a zoning district that requires i: 1 pa~king~ · · · · · · · · 

As the Board is well aware, the Housing Accountability Act (Cal. Gov't Code§ 65589.5) 
prohibits cities from taking actions to reduce the density of proposed residential projects that 
conform to. objective General Plan and Planning Code requirements, absent a finding that such a 
reduction is necessary to avoid a significant public health or safety impact. In 2017, the 
Legislation strengthened the Act further and increased penalties on cities found in violation. 

Appellants' de1'nand that the entire fourth floor of the Project be eliminated would result 
in the loss of one the Project's three family~sized units, in direct violation of the Housing 
AccountabHity Act; given that there is no evidence of any public health or safety impacts 
associated with this tlu·ee-unit project, Although Appellants claim that elimination ofthe top 
floor would not result in the loss of a unit, they have failed to demonstrate how. 

The only way that three family-sized units could fit within a three-story building on a 
small infill lot would be .if the garage and all side setbacks were eliminated. But, i:ti the RM~ 1 
zoning district, one. parking space is required per dwelHng unit by Planning Code Section 151. 
And for good reason in this location. The Project is located in the Outer Riclunond qistrict, and 
families with children in that neighborhood rely on private automobiles, as. weil as public. 
transportation. Two- and three-bedroom units on zih Avenue with no off~street pm·king would 
increase competition fm: limited on-sh·eet parking and would be extreinely difficult to market. 

While it is accurate that new Sectiort 150( e) of the Planning Code ailows a project 
sponsor to substitute bicycle parking for vehicle parking, that subsection did not elimina.te all 
minimum parking requirements or authorize the Planning Commission or Board. ofSupei;visors 
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to: order; against the application of a project sponsor, the eli:inination .of off-stre~t h1. a zoning · 
district where l :l parkfng is. reqtlired, absent a showing: that the sacrifice. of vehicle parking is 
rtecessaty to accommodate bicycle,par:king. m~re; we are accomtnodating both bicycle parking 
and vehicle patking in the gtout1d floor garage; fn compliancewitli the 1 ~1 vehicle parking and 
1: 1 bicycle pa,rkjng requirements of the RM,.. I zorting' district 

Conclusion. The Project fa a well-designeq faniily housing development, in full 
compliance with the Pfa1ming Codt\ Z011ing Ma,p; Residential Design Guidelines and H<)Using 
Elen:ientofthe General Plan. It falls squarely within CEQA's Class 3 categotica'i ex:e111ptio:n fo1· 
infiUprojects ofup to six units. 

Appellants would prefer a significantly smal1erbui1W:ngt with fewer units or no. parkfog. 
But they have not demonstrated that the modest dilninution in light to their two-.story single- ·· 
fam{ly hom~, which itself is out of character. with the sun'ounding buildings and RM~ 1/40~X 
zoning district, justi:6.es the dritstjcmodification they seek. The Planning Conunission has 
already ordered 1rtodifications to address Appellants' conce:ms; anything further would violate 
the Housing_Accouhtability:Acfs mandate, the City's stated policies favoring new famHy-

. friendly hous{ng and Planning Code requirements for off-street parking in RM-1 district~ .• For 
these reasons; we ask th.<!.t you.reject their appeals. 

We look forwa:td fo the December 12 hearing. Pi ease contact ,me prior to the hearing ifwe 
can provide. any additional infmtnation. 

cc: Ro.bia S. Crisp, Appell~nts" atto111ey 
1oe Toboni 
JoeyToboni 

· Michael Leavitt:Archit.ects 
Planning Dep.am.nent 

J33M\633(i5;i3:l 

Sincerely, 

Steven. L. Vettel 
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Prepared for: 

· foe Toboni 
The Toboni Group 

3364 Sacramento: Street 
San Francisco~ CA 94118 

Prepared by; 

Richard Brcicndi 
Archityctural Histotjan 

125 DorGh¢stet W~Y . 
San.Francisco; CA94127 

1 . 
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SAN .FRAN.CIS'CO 
PLANNING: QEPARTMENT· --',.,.>·. 

., .... ! '·•( l 

GECfA. C~tegorical Exemptf~nbetermi-ttattQ!:!__~ jj' ';;3_,~ 

PR.OPERJY INFORMATION/PROJECT D~SCRIPTION -~l___-·-.---... 

J!rojed Address Block/Lot( s) 

'218 27.th Avenue 1386/038 
.Case Nd, 

.• 

Pet¢itN'o. l:'Ians Dated 
201e~oQ3268ENV 01/07/20tp 

0 Addition/ · [Z]oernolition. [Z}New 
Cousb:uctfon 

I 0Project Modification 

f (GOTO STEP7) Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) 

Project description for Plannfug t>epar~ent i:ipproval. 

bemoifsh existing twa-~tory sJl'.lQte-farnily home c'lhd construct a four-story building containing 
three.resfdence.s a:nd three parking spaces. · 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

*Note: I.f n.either class. applies, an Envirpmnetttal E'Qt1foMic,nt Avvlicatioti is req-µ~red."' 
[lJ Cla:ss :t-Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alferai:ions;_additions under.10,000 sq. ft. 

D 

Cfoss a-New Construcfi.on[Convci:sfon ofSmalf Sfruttuies~ Up to three ($) n~w single-family 
1,'e$idences or SiX (6} .dwellirJg ;U;nil'l in One·bµildfug; COmtnerciaJ/office SITUCtmeQi Utility .ex:teµsions.; .; 
change ofuse ttxi:der 10,000 sq. ft;if principljlly permitted or with a CU. Ch~1:ige.9f use·~der 10,000 
sq, ft. if prirjclpally permitted or with a CtJ, ·· · · 
cfass __ 

STEP2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLET,ED BY PROJECT PLANNER. 

· If any bo:d~ checked below, an Etiviromne-11tt(l:l.Evalmi.tionApplicaJio1t is required, 

D 

D 

Air .Qualify: Woulc;i the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schciols1 day care facilities, 

. hospimJ.i;, resic:lentiilliiwe!lings; and: secior-care.£aclilti¢:i) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? 
Does theproje~c have the potentiai to emit su)Jst,miial polliitilntconcenirations (e..g,, backup .diesel 
generators, heavy industry; diesel trucks)?' Exceptions: do'ltot check box if the applica1ib pm,ents 
doc.11mei1f(ltion· ofefirollment iii the $rm F.rarld$co Depµrtrfien t of Publ[c Henitl1:(DPH) AtUcle 3/fprogmm nn(l 

· tlieproject would not have the pot'enfirrl to emit mthsfant#!f polMant concentmtionJ,,(rffer1o pP Ar,Map > 
CEQA <;nlef. I>efcn1ii11atie11 Layer({> Afr Ponutant F.:tposure Z.o't/e} 

. Haza.rdous,Material_s: If the projec;t site is ioc.a.ted ciri tltB M'.aher rnap·o.ds suspec;ted '9t <;Ontainfu~ 

.hnza.rd9us materials (bas(,'!d on a prev!ous use s1,1m as gas stalion" auto repl!it;. dry ~?ners, or heavy 
maru.1.fatturmg, ora site with tirtderground storage}ilhks): Woul<;!; the :projedJt)VQlve 5.0 ctibicyards 
<'.>r more of$oil d1sfutbarice'- or a thang¢ ofu~eJr.oni fudustdar to residential? If yes, this b-ox must be · 
check~d. and thepr.ojectappiic;ilnt miist$iibi:nit an Bnviron1rientalApplkatfon with a Phase] 
E.rwironmeI1tal Elite, Assessme:t;1l Ex~~ptio11s; a_o tiot ciiadc box if'fh¢ iq}pii6aiz t pfese1its JocU1nentation of 
enr0Um1:11t i11(hf!,$anFr!lnGisco DIW/.lttmentof P11hlic:Hi!alth (DPH)Mahet vro1,rilm, 11 DP fl 1vat1id{rii1i1 the 

SA'N FI\ANCISCO. 
Pl.ANNING DEf'AFlTMENT 4'Ji:lllr,:ui:l!t:~15.51s.0010 

Para fofomuid6h ~~ e·spnlfof IIElmDr al; '41b:§rs.9olo 
Pllf11 sa JtT\porn,asyon s·~. 1)~9~[og i!J~awag.&a: '1.1~~6i'.5~9-1~J R,;vlsod:,4/11li6 

2p00 

' 
j 
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D 

D 

D 

Maher program, or other docunienlation from Envfrcmmen tal. Planning staff t'1at haiardous mqteri~/ effects 
would be less· t/Jan significant (refer lo EP _ArcMap > Maher/ayer), 

Transporfuti.ori: Does the proj~ct create six (6) or more net new park~g spaces or resideni:ia1unit~? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian andlor bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/o; bicycle facilities? · 

Aicheological Resomces: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modilicatioJ:l greate~ than t~o 
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive 
are?? (refer lo EP _ArcMnp > CEQA Catcx Delerminal io11 Layers> Archeo/ogical SensiHve Area) 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjusbnent 
on a fot with a slope average of 20% or mo_re? (referto EP _ArcMap > CEQA Cate,.; Delermi/wtion Layers> 
T.opography) 

Slope= or> 20%: Does tl1e proje~t involve.any. of U1e following: (1) square footage expansion greater 
D than 1,000 sq, ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic y<1rds or more of 

soil,. (3).new consl:nidfon? (refer lo EP ...ArcMap > CEQA Oitex Determination Layers> Topograph)t) I£ box is· 
cllecked, a geotecbnicalreport is :,;eq:uired. 

Seismic: La,ndslide Zone: Does the project involve atty of the following: (1) squarefo~tag~, expansi~n 

D greater than 1)00 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavatioJ:\ of 50 cubicyards or 
mote of soil, (3) new co~str,uction? (refer lo :Ep _fircMilp >.CEQA r;atexDelen11i11atio!1 Layers.> Seis1uic Hazard. 
~iies) Jt box is checked, a geotechnical teporl is requiied. 

Seismic; Liquefaction: Zone: Does the project involve any of the foll~wing: (1) squMe footage 
0 expansion greater than 1,000 sq, ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) :new con$trlic(:i,on? frder /o_EP _Ari:Map > CEQA°Catex Determlria11011 Layers> 
Seismic Hazard Zones} If box is checked; a: geotechl).ical report:will likely be required. 

If no box:es are checked above, GO TO STEP 3, If one or more boxes are checked above, an E1tvironme1ital 
Evahtatio11 Application is required, unless reviewed by ait Environmental Planner. 

f7.1 Project can proceed wiU1 categorical cxel!lption review., Tlste project d9.es not trigger any of the 
LYJ CEQA impactsliste<i. above. , 

Com,ments and PlaI1)1er Signature (optio1uil): Jean Poling/~~~ ~ 

STEP 3: PROPERTY S'f ATUS ~ HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMP.LETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

PROPERTY rs ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Ji,fap) 
Category A: Ki1owl1 Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 

./ Category l3; Potential Historical Resource. ( over 45 yea.rs of age). GO TO STEP 4 . 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN.!-JING'OEJ'ART"1leN. 

Revised: 4/11/16 
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-STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST 
TO BECOMPLETEn BYPROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that: apply to the p,oject. 

I] f. Change of use and new cortstruction. Tenant im:p:wvementsnotmcluded. 

D 2. '.Reg!J,1ar ,tii~inJe:nance otrepak to correcf i;it .~pair deterioration, decay; or damage to building: .. · o- 3, Wi:r,.dmtr~pJacementthat meets thePepattn:\e11t's Wi.ndoW Rq;lacement Stmi/{ard$, Poesnot ;indude 
storefront window -alteratiohlk 

D . 4. Ga:rage work A new op¢nmg that meet$ i:he Guide(iiies for-Adding .Garages and Cutb. tuts, and/or 
repli'lcement o{a, garage. d;oor fo an existµ;ig c>peruqg tl1a;tmeet:s the Rl'!siclential Design G(tldelines, 

D 6. Mec:hanica1 eq:uipiti.etit installatiqn thatjs rtotv,isil:,Je J~orri any -immediately adjacent public righfcof­
way. 

D 7, Dorm~r iil~tallation fuat meets the tequii:einents for exemption from ptiblic notificati;n undei: Zoning 

D 

A;d,/tinistrato1' l?it/letiii ]yo .. ~; pon11er.Window~. . . .. -
8, Additio:n(s) that are not visible fro~ ari.y imi,netliately adjacent pul;>lic;:: dght-6£-wayfor 150feet;in each 

dire.ction, do.es not extend vertically beycmd tlwJioot ievel of Uiitop story of tlw .:.hiictur~ Pl'. is on)y a 
single-story in height) does hot have a footprint that fa mote than 50% larger than that of the oi:iginal 
huildmgi and dotis not cause the removaLofarcl:rltectural signilicanlroofirjg £eatiire$~ 

0 Proj~ctfartot listed, Go TO STEP 5. .. 

N9te;l'roject l'Jannei,' must clie<:k box; l'.,~lor\' he.fore p:i:oc¢ecilrig, 

D · Project do¢!J ;not ~onfonn to tl:ie scopes of woi-k. GO, TO STEP S. 

D _ l'rojedinvolvesle~s l:h_an fout work descriptions\ GO TO STEP, 6. 

srtP si cEofi.·1MrAcrs--AovANcEoH1sroR1cAL RFVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED !JYPRESERVATJON PlANNER . 

CheekaJlfhatapply to U1eproject,, . . . .... . ... . . 

D 
D 
D 

•.. f l 

D 

D 

D 

D 

l.- Project involves a. khownhfsforicalresource (CEQ:A. Category A).as !ietexmmed by S}ep 3 and 
c;cmforrns entitelylo proposed wqrk checklist. in Step 4. . 

2. lnforio'r alteration;topublicly access{ble spa<;es. 

3'. Wind.ow tepfacein~nt of origmal/hist;ricwir:ido:ws:fuat~~:i;e.~ot -,in~kipd" put are coi:u,)stent with . 
exist:)ng historii:rc:harade,;. · . . . . 

5 .. Ra~ing the building in a mannor that d;es not i;enwv~, ,;Hte;1 01: obs~re tjtaraeter,d'efiiJir% 
fe<1tutes, . . . . ... . . . 

6. R~stoxation ·based upon ·dpc;ume~ted evidence of a btiilc:iingts)uslork condition, such as histork 
·phofograp1is, plans, physical evidence,-or slmilarfaui).qij:igs_ 

7; A~diHon(s)_, 41cI1,t\i-{ng ;methcirikaI equipment that pre minimally visible from a puNic right-of.way. 
and meetthe Secretiuy of t/ze mterior's.. $lt!n:d1Jrrls for Reffabilft1ttforr:, .. .. . 

. . . 

8_. Qihei: woi:k consist¢i:tt with the Sec,;et~hJ of /he foterior Standapls far the Treatment ofHi:;lor/t; f'ropertie,s. 
(sri~clfy cit add tomirien(s).: . -

SN{FRJiNCISCti 
f'(Ar'/Nlll/<i_ Pla.PARTMli!'IT 

8gv\s'ed:A/11/1<i 

2502 

3. 



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

D .. 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Plilnnerlfresl!rvC!tiim Coordinator) 

[Z] 
10. Reciassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservatioti P/miner!Preservation 

Coordinator) 
.. 0 Reclassifj to Category A · , [ZJ Reclassify to Category C 

a; Per HRER dated: . (attach HRER) 
b. Other (specifaJ): Per P'I'.R form signed on June. 21, 2016 

" ... 

Note: If AN\'. box in ,STEP 5 above iHhecked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

o· further environmental review required •. Based on the).nfornw.tion provi9-ed, the project require.s ;m 

EntJironmenta/, Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

[ZI Project ca'n :rroceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exerri.ption:review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 
,. 

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros ;.s.-'".:.=.:··-::-~,_;-

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLE'l'ED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

o. Further environmental review required. Pr.oposed project does notmeetscopes of work in either (check 
all that apply): . 

D Step 2- CEQA Impacts 

D Step 5 ..: Advanced Historical R.eview 
'· 

STOP! Mustiile ,m Environmental tvaZ:U:1-tion.ApplJcatiQ11, 

[Z] No furtl!er t\nvironmental review is ~equired, 'Ihe.pr~jed is categorically exempt \mder CBQA. 

Planner Name; Stephanie A. Cisneros Signature~ st . . · h . (~ D!gllally signed by Siephanle 
Project Approval Action: ep an, Cisneros . 

, · . . ~ DN: ?c=org, ?c=~tgov, 
· j dc=c1lyplonn1ng, • 

Building Permit ,r\ou=CityPlan.ning, ·ou=Current e t "Ji:(anning. cn=Slephan/~ . 
. 1 CiSr.ieros1 

' I ,l..:cc"~am'ilil"'S:i~e.!Y~.rile.C)sneros@sFg 
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is r!!<'juested, CI s n e,~6 s 6:;92016.0:.2914:23:13 ·· the Dl;cr'etioni1Iy Rcvlew_hearlng is j:he Approval Action for the •. . ,,:; -07'00' . 
project. L,· . , 
Once signed or $lainpeci and dared, -this document.constitµtes a categoric;a:l exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chap tcr 31 
of the Administrative Code, 
In accordance with Chapier 31 of1he San Francisco Adminislralive Code, an appear of an exemption dcteirnfoation caii only be filed 
within 30 days of the. project rccelvlng the first approvcl action. 

SAN ff\ANGisco 
.PLANNING DEP,'\R.TMENT 

·Revised: 4/1 ·1/16 
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S1EP' 7,: MbbJFlCATION OFA CEQA EXEMPT l_:>ROJECT 
. TO UE co:rvfPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 at the· Sari francisco Administrative Code, when a Calif-ornia. Environmental 
Quality .Act· {CEQA) ex~pt projec;t changes after the Approv:;:1J Action and req1rires <i sµbsequent approval; the 
Environment~ Review,Qfficer (or his or her designeeJ mw,t determine whetl,er the proposed chang_e c:onslitufes 
a substantial modification.of that project. ·This checklist:' sha]l be used Eo de.terrriinewhethet the proposed 
changes to the approved project would constitute a ''substantial modification" and, U\erefore, be subject to 
addifio:ri.al environp:i.ental reviewpursµant to CilQA.. 

PROPERTY INFORMATlON/PROJECT DESCRIPtlO~ 

Project Addr~ss (If dif£er~t th.fu front page) 
... . .. . ... .. - . 

13Iock/Lot(s). (If different than 
front page) 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Bi.:iilclingJ?ermitNo~ 

Plam, Dated Previous Approvi'li Action New Approval.Action 
. 

Mod1£Jed ProJeGfDes.cription; 

DETERMINATION IF PROJEC1 CONSTITUTES SLIBSTANTiAL MODIFICATION . . . 

Compat~ci to: the. app~oved project, would the modified project; 

0 
D 
D 

0 

Resultirt the ch;mge of use that would require public.n~tke uti:der Planning Code · . 
Secfions·311 or s1i; · · · 

Resu1tin d~~olitfon as .de.fined nnd~r PlanningCode. Section 317 or 19005(!)7 
. . . -

Is,any inlo:r;;;anbh. being pies~nted Htat was not known: and could not have been known 
: at the time of the original determination, that shows the o.dgJnally-approved project:may 
no long-er qualify tor theexer:nptio:n.? . -

If at least one of!:he above '6oxei, IS checl,<:ed1.further envir9n:rn~nfa1 Teyiew i~ .reqµi.ted,. 

DErERMfNA'flON.QFNO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

0 ' I: Th~ :proposed m:odiflcatiort W0(11_cl. not. result in. any oftl,ec al?ove changes, 
• If this bmds checked, fhn propbsed modifications are categorkally o)(~mp.(Uilder C::EQA, in 11CCQ!PaJ\~t) with priorprpj\!:ct 
-.ipproyal artq M a.dcl,!tfo:r,~1 ·eilvirQnifleiltal r.eview'fs required, Thiff d~(ermi[)<Jtiot1;sluiU be.posted:onthe Planning· 

- Depar.tnient website:and office and niaiied to the applicaiit,Cily apptovi:f(g entitles" Md anyon~ requesting wi:iften:n.qiic:e. 
PlartnetNa:me~ . . Signature or Stamp: · · · · ·- ·· · · 

SM HiANCl$CO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

'f{evtscd:4/11 /f(} , 
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SAN FRANCISCO .. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVU~W .FORM 

lSJ Is the ~ubject Property an eligible, historic-resource I 

D If so, a_re the proposed changes a significantlmpac:t? 

· Additional Notes: 

Submj~ted; Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Richard Brandi (dated April 29, 
2016) .. 

Proposed Project: Demolish existing two-story single-family.home and con_struct a four­
story building containing thre.e residenc.es and three p~l'rking spaces, 

Individual 

Property ls lncllvlduaUy eligible for lndu~lon in a 
California negister under qn·e or mote of the 
follo~ing Criteria: -

Criterion 1- Event 

Criterion :Z ,Persons: 

Criterion 3·, Architecture: 

Criterion 4 ~Info.potential, 

Period of Significance: 

(':- Yes ()No 

OYes CNo 

(', Yes nNo 

(' Yes QNo 

Historic District/Context 

Property is iri ari eliglbie .Californf~ Register 
Historic Distrrct/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: (',Yes (' No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: ('. Yes (',No 

Criterion 3 - Architectu're: r,, Yes (';No 

Criterioii 4- lnfo, Potential; ('Ye.s ONo 

P~riod of Signiffcanc~: L~~----~-~ 
('.Contributor· Q Non-Cont.ributor 

2505 

1.650 Mission St, 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA.94103-2479 

Reception: 
41s.55a.s31a 

fax: 
415,55B,6409 

Plannlng . 
hilormalloti; 
415.558.6377 



. I 

.. 
OYe.s ONo. @N/A. 

OYes @No 

QYes @;No 
.. 

0Yes @No 

~JYes CNo 

"lfND is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a stgnature.from senior Preservation.Planner or. 
Preserv·citldii C9oidipator Is req9ited, . 

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prep<1red by Richard 6r,mdi and 1nformation · 
found in the Planning Depc1rtmenHH¢s, the subjec;t property 11t 218 27th Avenue c;cmtaios 

. a one-story-over-garage, wood-frame~ singfe~family residence constructect [h the early 
1900$. No· C?rlg,inal building permit was found to detennine exact date of construction,. 

, ·archltect, or builder. A wc1.ter tapr'etotd application was filed in 1904 for a one-story, 800, 
square-foot building, whic:h was shown in the 1905 Sanborn map as located a.t the re!lr of 

'·the lat at ftJ-ll'v,Mth butju~t short of the property Hn~. TheJ913 Sanboro .map show$ ;:i 011e­
stor/housewlth a flat fac;aqe .;md f1,JII wldth porch in the focation of the current bulldfng, . 
and also shows a small building at the rear of the Lot {diff~rEmt fromtbe -strotture: identified 
in the 1905 map). The 1950 Sanbor.n map shows a one--story-over-garage house With an 
angled bay .and a full~width rectcJriQular addition at.the tear of the pufldlng <;lhd no longer 
shows the small buHding a,ttbe .n~ar.Jor purpose} oJthfs, review,: thgi::onstructlon date for 
the currentre;Sidem::e is'narrow€ld to sometime between l905and 19,13, ·. · 
· The original owner of the building w<1s Franc:i:s W. smiley, 'cJ l'aundry worker, and hl!i Wife 
Mary, Th~ Smileyfo.mHy owned,i:ind·occupfed tl:i_e builc:liog frqr:n th~ tfm'e ofiJs c:on~trudion 
untH 1938 .. The btJllding has been owner-occupied for a majority of its e:><Tstente. Known 
alterations to the property ind0de: c.hangi.rig the front of the "old" buJlding from a: hipped 
togab[ec;f roof, adding a portion ofthe old front porch to the livfng morn, and changing, 
th€ stairs from the center.to the right side (1915); and re~roofihg (2008). In comparih9 the 
currehtbuilditig to. histoti<: pfiotos, ft appears that other cfoihges that have also oq:urred 
lnducfe: removing orig\nai siding and stutcoing the exterior; repfac!hg wfndoWs; ahd · 
repiacing the garage doors; . · · . · · .· · · · 

· No known: histQric event$ occvrrecf at the subject property (Criterion 1)_, None of the-
. owners oroccupants-have·been identified as, important to;hisfory.(CriteJ:fon ::Z), Thest:ibjed 

property ls' a nondescript example ofa,vernacularcottag,~ that h:;i-5, been stripped of any . 
character-d-efinlng fe-atureS,.The building is notarchltectura11y djstlnct s.uch thal 1t would 
·qualify individually for listing in the-Calif~rnia Reg_istenJnderCriterlon 3.. ' 
· The iubJect prope:tty is not Jocat¢_d within the b94ndaries 'ofany identified his.torit 
district. Ttie S4Pkc::tproperl:y is located iri the Outer Richmond heighbo.rhood On a blo:Ck 
that exh lb its a Va.flety ofVe-rnacufa1rprchltectUrtil ~tY.les at:icf tQnstJ~ctf on: c/ates r,mglt}g 
from earfy 1900$ to 2000. Together, the block does notcomprlsea significant · · 
concentration of histoi'J-cally oraestheticaJJy vnJfied buildings, 
Therefore, th El wbJect property fs rioteHgible for Ii-sting in :the :California Reglsfer under:· 

any crit~rfa 1ndividuaJiyenis part of a historic distrfct. . · · 
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HANSON B8fO.G:ETI LLP 
CHECK NUMBER.; 56,1:42 
CHECKbAifa ft-iQ-1.7 

RE . INV.#· 
418i53 3'5114 .1-111:017, 

Ci-JE:CK bA'rE · 
l\loy\)m!Jer1(J; 201'1'. 

First·RepubiicBank 
Ht Pine, ~tree(. 
Sari Francl!;co,Xl.A !/1111 · 

I V~DATE. 
:il-10-17 AppeaT fee -CEQA'Exemption 

Detefmfni'ltion (3$~14,n 

HANSON BRID.Gl::Jt L,LP 
425 MAR~ STREET, 2GTl-t FLOOR 415-:Ui-:'!200 

:SA1'IFRAN01SCO, CA 94105 
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HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION REPORT 

1. Introduction 

This HRE evaluates the building located at 218 2ih A venue, to determine its ilidividuai 
eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources and whether it lies within the 
botJndaries of an eligible historic district that has not hee1i previously identified. 

Based on archival research, a site visit, and analysis, 218 2i11 A venue is not eiigible-for listing on 
the California Register of Historical Resources. Based on a. survey of the area, the building does 
not appear to lie within a previously unidentified historic district. 

This review was co11ducted by Richard Bra1idi vvho holds an M.A. in Historic Preservation from 
Goucher College, Maryland and a .B.A. from. U.C, Berkeley, He is listed as a qualified historian 
by the Sah Francisco Planning Department and the Caltfori1ia Historical Resources fnformati01i. 
System. In addition to researching and writing historic context statements, Mr. Brandi conducts 
historic resource evaluations; architectm·al siltveys; CEQA, N~PA and Section 106 reviews~ 
HABS/HAER docume1itation; National Register nominations; and project reviews using the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Tteatmi,nt of Historic Properties. Richard has 
completed two rrominations to the National Register ofHfatorfc Piaces, two HABS/HAER 
documentations, and dozens of HREs, Be has also evaluated hundreds of buildings and surveyed 
thousands of buildings and structures. He l1as condticted design review using the Secretary of the 
faterior's Standards for the Treatrhe1it of Historic Prope1iies in San Frai;tcisco, Chico, Pacific 
Grove, Pebble Beach, an:d Riverside. With more than l Q years of professional experience in 
architectural history and historfc preservation, Mr. Brandi meets. the requfreri:Jents of a Qualified 
Professional as set forth by the. Secretary of the lnterio1\ 

The building at 218 2i6 Avenue is located oi1 the east of 2?1hAvenq~ (Block/ Lot 1386/038), 
between Lake a11d California Streets. It i.s located in. an RM-1 Residential Mixed Low Density 
at1d 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

Current Historic Status 

The building at 218 2ih A:venue is not listed on the National Register of Historic Res0.urces ot 
California Register of Historical Resources, has not bee.ti rated by the California Historic 
Resources Information Center, and is not designated under San Francisco PJaJming Code Articles 
10 or 11 as a local landmark or within a.historic conservation district. The building is not 
included in Splendid Survivo,;sand was not it1cluded .in the 1.976 citywide survey. 

2. Building and Pi·Qperty Descriptfon/Site History 

The building is a rectangular-in~p\a:ni one-story over garage, single-family re.sidence. The house 
is attached 011 the south side and partially .:ittached ot1 the north side. the house has an ~nd' gable 
roof clad in c01nposition shingles .. The primary fayade on the ground stol'y has two roll-up garage 
qoors and an exterior concrete staircase on the right-hand side:. A personnel door accessing the 
garage is located beneath the stairs. The second. story has an angular bay window with four 
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aluminum siider windows. the landing at the top of the stairs iS tecessed and the entrance is 
turned 90 degrees from the sti'eeL An aJuminurnwi11dow is located on the landing: The, fac;ade, 
bas a shed roof for1nb:i_g the 1:>ase of the end gable verge boards, The fa9ade is stucco clad. The 
rear of th.i}:iouse has a :flat roof e:xJen_sion. clad in asbestos siding. there Is a personnel <loot 
accessfog .<l- small wood .deck and wood stairs leadirig to the backyai'd. There are foui' aluminum 
slider wii1dows on the second story ai1d ·110 fei1estratio11 oh thegrotn1d stm-y; 

Pthn:ary fa:~ade. 

Closec.up of entrantei 
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Rear .. 

Permit History Table · 

Date Permit Name on Permit Description of Work 
application applicatio11 listed 

as owner 

August 11, 64459 F. W. Smiley ''By changing front elevation of old 
.1915 building from hip to gable roof ahd 

. adding a portion of old front porch to 
living room and changing stairs from 
center to south west corner of building.'' 
No architect. Builder F. W. Smiley; 
address 218 27111 A ven11e. 

September 4, 2008040407 Ferman Re-roofing 
2008 64 Elissetche 
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Building C:orrstruction liistOJJ' 
. . 

The. construction history ofthis building ·is unclear. The·As·sessor gives the dq.te Qf cons{ructfon 
as 1917, butthis is not 2orrect (see below}.The 19.00.Satihommap.s show nobuilclings on the 
site. . . . . . . . . 

1900 Sanborn.. Arrow JJHt,rks approx:illlate future loptticm of 218 2i"' Avenue. 
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The 1905 Sanborn shows a. sinaU dwelling located. at the rear ofth~ lot but short of the prope1iy 
line. It is shown as taking the full width of the lot. · 

1905 Sanborn map. 

The Spi:ing Valley Water Company records indicate that Water service application for 218 2ih 
Avenue was taken out on May 4, 1904 by Mrs. Smiley. The application gives the size of the one 
story building as 880 square feet, Tlwrefore, building in the rear may have been bulit sm'netime 
between 1900 and 1904. 

The 1913 Sanborn shows a one-story house with a flat fa9ade and foll-:width porch in the present 
location of the current house but otherwise the shape of th~ body of the house looks like the 
Clirrent house. The 1913 Sanborn map also shm¥s a small buildtng at the rear of the lot against 
the rear property Une, 

6 
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. :0 
I " . 

. i;l_..,. __ ) 

218 

. 19.13 Sa)1 born map. 

; I • 

• 

1950 Sai:i.bo~·n map. 
. .. 

The 1950 Sanborn map shows the: house with l:ln: angulai: bayand a fulf..:width rectangular shaped · 
section ai:lded to the rear oftbe b1iildii1g (e~tant) where a paitial width sectioh formerly stood. 
The.tear b9ilding i.s g~me. · · 
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Only two building permits. were uncovered. by the Department of Building Inspectimi. The 
earliest one, dated 1915, says that all existii1g ''old building" W<!$ being mod.ified: the roof was 
being changed from hip to gable, .a portion of the old porch was being added to the Jiving room, 
and the center stai.rs we1:e being relocated to the right-hand side of the house. An original 
building constn1ct1on permit was not found by DBI and it appears that the 1915 permit refers to 
the building shown on the 1913 Sanborn. 

It is not known how the original house with hip roof and front potoh came to be constructed on 
the site. It 00~1ld have been newly buiit sometime after 1905 and before ·1913 without a 
constrnct1on permit, 01· the permit could have been lost. Or aJmuse froni another location could 
have been moved to 218 2ihAvei1ue betweei11905 and 1913. lfso, this could explain the 
description of the house as an "old building." If the hou.se was bµilthetween 190~ 11nd 1913, it 
would not make sei1se to refei- to it as.an old house on the pern,1it af.plicatio11. It is virtually 
impossible to determine how tJ1e house came to be sitecl at 21 & li r Avenue. Based on the 1913 
Sanborn map, a date of co11struction of 1913 is assigned to the house. 

The Assessor's Prnperty Data Card haf! an undated iJhofo ofthe hoqse befoi-,e i.t was clad in 
stucco. The lower level of the house was clad in horizontal wood siding, and the seconci story 

. was clad in clapboard siding. The windows were wood, double~hung with wood trim. the door 
entrance cm the second story was framed in flat wood casings with a ci·oss beam supported by 
wood supports. Wood brackets supported the shed toof. There was otie, swi1ig-out garage dooi' 
and a wood window where the s.ecoi1d garage door is now located. While the photo is undated, it 
probably was taken in 193 8 when the data card was apparently written. It is unknowi1 whether 
theJ10use appeared this way as aJesult of tlm work described on the 1915 permit. It is unknown 
when the house was clad in stucco and when the second garage door was added. 

Undated photo probably taken in 19~8. Source Assessor's Property Data Card. 
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Plmto d~te91975~ By 1975, tl:ie house appeared mU,cb asit does today. Tile garage tjqors have 
qeen teplaced with roil 11p doors, Sowce Assessor's Property Data Card. 

3. Fo~used Neighborhood Context 

the Richmond Districhvas once a Whidswept expanse of sand dt1nes with a sparse :c,overifig of 
chaparral.Ju June 1846, the last Mexican goven19r, Pio Pico, gra~1ted the' Ra11cho Pi,mta de l9s 
Lobos~encompassing the Richmond-to Benito Diaz. Diaz left b1s lands unimproved,, and' few 
claims were made on the area. The area was nbt thei1 pa.tt ofthe City of San Ftancisco ai'td a 
number ofrancbes arid dait-y farms dotted the ate.a .. In 1.866 and l868the board ofsupel'Visors 
passed the Cle1nent and Oi.rtside Lanqs 0tdimrnc¢S as Ji1¢atis to settle land .c]airns. and: facilitate 
development. The legislition set :f!Siqe pttblic famcls fbt parks, incl\1ding Goiden Gate Park0c 
schoofs, fire stations, and a city cemetery (now Lincolri'Park:)._ · -

In 1881,Adolph S1itto, the successfol engirteerat1d evedtual111ayotbfSan Fra11QiSco, ptirchas~cf, 
the Cliff Bouse a11d built a railroad to provide acc.ess. He ~Iso :bought up much of the Richmond 
.and be¢a.ine one ofits major boostei:s. St~eet ntilwayfra1whises were wanted to ~everaf . 
cqmpaJ1~es. with the primary routes following Geary (in 1877) and California Street (in 1818). 
These Jfoes were operated with horse cars; which were later iephced by steab.1 ttaiiis .an:d then 
electric streetcars inthe early 20th centilry. . . 

One of the most important tasks for building Wl:!S th~ .gr~dU'lg of streets> which in the l~te­
ninetee11th century was the responsibility of'locaf landowners .. In 1889, Geary and Argueilo were 
the first streets in the district to be paved. Neighboi-hood improve1ne1itchlbs\vei'e especially . 
crucial to overseeing;these hnprovetneuts. Nonetheless, residential developi1wn.t V11as. sl.ow until 
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1906, and development was clustered along the principal transportation lines: California Street, 
Geary Street, Fulton Street, and several north:-south cross streets. Much of the building along 
these cotridors was the result of s1'>ecolative development ui1dertaken by local 
builders/developers. 

The eaitbquake and fire of 1906 destroyed most ofdmyntown San Francisco, "!llld many people 
clecided to settie.in the Richmonel. Pai·cels were .subdivided and houses began to pop up all over . 
dw distdct. New residential developtnent OCCU11'ed at a rapid pace, and the district was lai;gely 
. . . . I . . . . 
built out by the late 1920s. 

Sanborn maps in 1900 showh1g a:rea from: Cement Street (bQttom) to Lake Street anc:l 29th 
Avenue (left) to 2,1.st Avenm~. Large artow points to approximate location of218 2i11 

Avenue. 
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In 1900, ihe atea hi the\:ricinity of218 2i11 Avenue was· sparsely settled. Vegetable gardens were 
J9~ated fronr 2?111 t9 29th Avenues with water tanks ai1d a windmill. These st1:e.ets were •"not · . 
opened;~ mealling they had been patted but had 11ot be,en grl:!,ded. Th¢ large building shown in the 
lower left comptised a stable, stoi"age areai and bocte ballall¢y: . . . 

. . . 

Sarthorn m~ps i,1 ~913-191~ shQlVill.g ;a, dense concentration of buildings running as far 
west as 2t" Avenue. The; area farther to the we.st was still sparsely settteci, and 28th and 29,.rn 
Avenues were st1Uuot opened. Arrow points to.2l81?11

l Avenue; . 

. . ~ - . 

The odginal owner ofthe house was FtM:ds. W. Smiley. Sf:nifey lived at 151 l Ellis Str.eet iintil 
1905 whert he moved to a:sm):111 bt1flding at the rear of the lot with theadch:es;g218 2i11 Avenue. 
Th1s sfnaH011e-story b11ildfog is shown on the 1905 Sai1l:>orn map as the oriiy stnict~ire o~ tl~e lot, 

.li 
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Firmin Elissetche resided from at least 1953 to 1982 .. He died.May 7, 2014, in San Francisco, at 
age 88. He was born April 11, 1926, in Uhait Cize, Franc.e. His wife, Marguerite Elissetche, died 
before him. He was survived by his daughter Marie Hue1tas and sons John, Francis, and Phillip 
(Julie). Finnin was a landscape gardei1er for 63 years in San Francisco. 

Owner 

Dates Name Owner(s) Occupation 
Deceri1ber 28; 1910* F. Smiley a11d Mary Smiley Laundry worker 
January 23, 1917 Mary S. Smiley WifoofF~ Smiley 
September 25, 1931 Robert S. Smiley Unknown. Jhete were two 

Robert S, Smileys, neither 
living at 21 8 zih A venue 

August I, 1938 Sydney E. and Florence M. Clerk, VP Sullivan. Didn't 
Smith reside at 218 2?1h Avenue · 

September 7, 1944 Cal Pacific title Co. 
October 5, 1944 George W. and Fiorence Not listed 

Wilson 
August 29, 1946 Jean Pietre Etchebarron and Not listed 

Marguerite L. Arnarez 
August 16, 1993 Finnin Elissetche Landscaper 
August 6, 2015 218 2?111 A venue LLC 

* Map book Richmond, page724 

Occupants 
Dates Name Oct:upants Occupation 

191~-1923 Francis W. Smiley Laundry worker, then 
lithographer, then finally 
carpenter. 

1923-1952* Unknown; property owners 
did not Jive at 218 27th 
Avenue. 

1953-1982** Firmin Elissetche. He was .27 Landscaper 
years old when he moved in. 

*Reverse directories start in 1953. Elissetche is not listed as living at 218 2:?111 Aven1,1e before. 
19531 when he was 27 years old .. **Last city directory was in 1982, 
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5. Arcltitect/Buildet 

The designer and bu:ilder ofthe. odginal buildrn:g ilcte unknown. F. W, Smiley fu ua111e<1. a~ the 
bullderon the l 9i 5 pennit for the: alterations~ · 

6~ Eligibility for the Californi~ Registel' of Historical Res()l.Ii:Ces 

The date of construction is circa 1913. This yeat fa also used as the period of significance. 

California Register ofllist6rkal Resou1)'.es 

rhe CaJifomia Regfster of Historical Resource.s (CRI{R) evaluates .a. resource's historic 
si~nificance based on the foUowirrg four criteria: 

Ctiterion l (Event): Resources associated with events that h11ve made a signfficant 
c011fribution to the broad patterr1$ oflocal Ot region<;l.J history, or the c\tlforal 
heritage of California or the United States. · 

Cdterion2 (Pei·so11}; Resources associated whh the lives of persons, impo,t~.mt to 
local, California,, ot national histoty. 

C1jterton 3 (Design/ConstrnctionJ:, Resoqrces that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or that represent 
the work of a n1aster ot possess high aitistic value$. 

Cdterion 4 (I11.forn1atioi1 Potential)~ Resol!rces that have yielded or have the 
potentra) to yield infor111ation important to the prehistory or history of the local area; 
California,,or thenatfon. · · 

ln addition to meeting one oflhe foiit criteria, a resource 111.Hst be more than: 50 years old, unless 
.it can be denionsttated that suffioienttµnehas passed to undersfanci the buildi11g's historical 
importance. The estimated age of the. build-fng '1s 103 years, making it potentiaIIy eligible for 
listing. · · · · 

Under Ctiterio~1 l (Event), the subject buildfr1g WM ~onstructed circa l9l3 cipririg tlw 
development of the Richmond after the 1906 Earthquake ~md Ffre, but it was one of 
thousands of buildings.erected at the time and is not significantly assoc fated with, the 
rebuilding period. 

Un.der CJ-iteriort 2 (Person), the, bu,iklh'lg is 110t a$sociated wlth the lives ofperson8-
important to local, Califotnla, or naJional history: None of the people who owned or liVed 
in the house appear to be hfatorically 'important 

Under Ctiterio113 (Desigri/Co11strtictfori), the style and design ofthe original house is not 
known.It was significantly &lterl;!<1.in 1915 at1d tl.1en ~gain at aJ;l unknqwn <1at~, when the 
house was clad in stucco and an addhional garage doorwas: added. A iargeaddition was 
made to the rear of the house at atl unktiown date; The. bot1se does not resemble ai1y 
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1'ecognized style. The work in 1915 was done by the then owner, Francis Smiley, who 
worked in a laundry and was not a master designer or builder. Tl1e appeara11ce of the 
house does not embody the distinctive characteristics ofa type, period, region, onnethod 
of construction. Therefore; the house does not qualify under criterion 3 . 

. This repott does not address archeology under Criteti011 4 (Information Potential). 

Based on archival research, a site visit, and analysis, 218 21'1h Avenue is not eligible for listing on 
the California Register of Histodcal Resources.· 

Historic District Analysis 

The house is located east ofthe Sea Cliffnelghbm·hood boundary and south .artd West bf West 
Clay Park boundary, both eady 2.01

h ce11for(i n;sidence ~ar~ and pote11tia:J hist~ric ~istricts, Tl1v 
closestHRERs were. conducted on 156 2i1 avem1ewh1ch 1s rated "C," not a h1stonc resource, 
and 126 27th Avenue; which is rated "A," a historicresow:ce. (This is the Alfred G. Hanson 
residence and San Francisco Landmark #196.) 

The buildings on the 200 block of 2'71li A ~enue are generalJy nvo-sfory-over garage :flats with 
some three-story over garage ·bui)djngs. The. ages of the buiiclings range :fi·orri. the 1920s through 
the 1960s. The buildings are attached and· roofs are unifo1111ly flat. The adj'acent streets on Lake. 
and California contain similar mix of attached one and two. stories over gai'age residential 
buildings. · 
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27 . Avenue'directl;y across the street from 218 17 Avenue; 
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27t• Avenue across the street from 21817' 'Avenue, looking right. 

\ 
1 
I 

i 

Same side of 27' 1 Avenue, as 218 17 1 Avenue, looking right. 
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\· 

Avenue as 218 17 1 Avenue, lookiiig mid block 

. ~_\ ,. ·, \ 

Same side of27 1 Aven.i1e as 218 2t1 Avenue, looking Jefl:. ArrQW points . 
to 218 2 iliA venue. · · · . ·. . . 

17 
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Intersection of 27 1 Avenue and Lake Street looking west. Sea Cliff is 
at end .of sti;eet. 

Intersection of 27 Avenue and Lake Street looking east. 
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South side of Lake Street, 2500 block, around the tonier from 
218 27th A ve,me. · 

lntersectio.n of 27 1 Avenue and. California; looking east. .. 
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:Notth side of 6400 block of California Street; around the corner froµt 
218 27Avenue. 

The diverse types of bitildfogs and the Widetirne span d1.rdi1g wliich the bui!cjings were 
constructed do not pi:esent a: concentratio11 of his.toric resouices. Ther~fore, the area does not 
have ''a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects 
united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development" necessary to be considered 
an historic distinct.2 · 

7. Integrity 

The evaluation of historic significance is a two-step process. First, the historic significance of the 
property must be established .. If the prope1ty appears to possess htstodc significance, then a 
determ inaticiii is. made of its physical integrity: that is; ·its authenticity l}S evidenced by the 
survival of charaCt',';ristics tl1at existed during. the resoutce'.s period ofsignificance, There are· 
seven aspec,ts of integrity: location, design, setting, mateda!s, workmanship, feeling; and 
association. The house does not appear to possess historic significai;tce; therefore,' it is not 
necessaryto assess its. historic integrity. · 

8. Character.~defining Features 

Notapplicabje. 
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9 . .Bibliogtaphy ofW01:ks Cited and A.rchivesC01is;ulted. 

The sources u~ed for the HRE are: 

Online Resources 

Nati.onalPark Service website, "How to Apply the;NationaJRegister C,riteria fo(Evaluadon.'.' 
San Francisco City Directories. · . 
San Francisco Public Library, San Francisco History Center Photograpl1ic C61lectfo11. 
San Francisco Public Librai·y, Histol'ic Sanborn rnaps. ·· 
San Frai1.cisco Pfari11ing Departnien(w6bsite. 

Other Resources . 

City and County of San Francisco: 
· Depatt1nent of Building Ih$pection 
Office of the Assessor-Recorder 

A$sessor Prop~rty Data Card 

21 
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Appendix 

Building Permits 

1 "Social and Architectutal History ofthe Richmond District,'' by Chrtstopher VerPlanck, 
Westetn Neighborhoods Project Website, http://wwvv.outsidelands.oi'g/richmond_ arch.php; 
acce.ss.ed April 26, 2016. 

2 National Park Service Website, "How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation," 
w.vvr.hps,gov/nr/pub!ications/bulletins/pdfs/nrbl5.pdf; accessed September 2, 2014. 

22 

2531 





N 
0, 
w 
w 

226 -,,,, w.1Ave - Google Maps 

Google Maps .226 27th Ave 

San Francisco, ~allfornia 

G:oogle, Inc, 

Street View- Mar 2017 

,ge 1 of2 

Image capture: Mar20.17 .© 2017 Google 

https://www.google;com/maps/place/250+27th+Ave,+San+Francisco,+CA+94121/@37.7850824,-122.4872819,3a,75y,90t/data.=!3m6!1 ... 11/29/2017 



N 
(J'I 

00 
--~ 

· 2545 Lake St - Google Maps 

Google Mapsr 2545. Lake St 

.San Ftancisc;:9,Callfornia 

cqoogLe, roe. 

Street View- Mar 20l7. 

Page 1 qf 2 . 

Jmage capture:.Mar2Q:17 © 2,017,~ooglt, 

https vw:~google.c::om!ma,ps/place/2545+Lake+St,+San+Francisco,+C 14121/@37.7856603 1-122A87048,3a,90y,l.80h}}4,2lt/4atw=;._ .. ·19/2017 

"' 



N 
CJ'1 
c..,.) 

CJ'1 

233 ,,_ .1 Ave. -·Google Maps 
.ge 1 of2 

Gotigle Mapsr 233 26th Ave 

Image capture: Aug 2014 © 2017 Google 

San Francisco, California. 

Google, Inc . 

. Street View· Aug 2014 

https:/fa·ww.google.com/rnaps/place/250+ 26th+ Ave, +San+Francisco,+CA +94121/@3 7 :7849998,-122.4862067,3a,7 5y,90t/data=! 3rn6U ... 11/29/2017 



2536 



~~--:~------ . . . 

~NINl:101111 - 3:Jll.S10S !:13.lNIM 
AGO.lS.1:JVdWIMOOVHS 

2537 

r-
N 

(_) 
UJ 
Cl 

z 
0 
E 
Cl 
z 
0 
0 
Cl 
w 
en 
0 
a. 
0 
a: 
a. 



AVOGII/\I • 3':J1rios l£UNiM .. 
. AOO!S l~Vdl/\11 MbaVHS 

2538 

·\/:l 'O:l$1:lti~~d Nits ~c 1:0, 98~f )!~Ola 

S=lON~OlS;ill '.3riN3l\V Hl.ft aJz 

:g·· 
p., 
'N· 

I 
s;,-, 
N 

6 
UJ 
·o. 



-a 
~-
-a' o, 
(/J' 
m 
CJ 
0 
0, 
z 
g 
:::! 
0 
z 
0 
m 
r> 
I\.) 
....... 

2·1 & 27TH AVENUE "RESIDENCES 
BLOCK 1386 LOT 38 SAl:J .F.~ANCISC,O, CA,; 

.·. SHADOW IMPACT STUDY . 
WINTER SOL TICE· AFTERNOON 

2539 

I .. ~il!l 
• ~l!W 0

a· rLcEhRtevc· t1uTrTe· -~ _§ml· · -1 · -



. . -· . ~ 
3 a • .mpc1~1Lp.Je ~ 

flJ..LIAt:J'.3-r O ; 

·-----~-------~~-----------

ffgcr I I -~-~£. ~NINl:fOVli~XQNI003JT1fj/bNIUdS' v:i'oos10N-v!!";l-N\iS ilc.t-q1 .9o&i)lno1a_ 
Ji~; AOn!s :10\f dWI MOOV,HS > "" S30N3dl$3l:!' 3nN3J\ \11--!1,L,Z'. 8ll 
n,a::. _ . . ., .. __ :· . . . .i __ 

2540 

-~­

<( 

.CO 

,.... . 
(\f 

i--: 
0.. 
UJ 
(1) 

ocS ,... 
N 
o:, 
<( 
-~ 
·zs 
o­
i= 
ci z ,o· 
(.). 

q 
~--
0 
0..: 
0 
ct 
0:. 



s a.Jripa~n.-1::i.Je 
P L.Ll/\t.13"1 D 

.2541 



i· 

5 a...Jnl::ia~n.1:;:i.ie 
r:.i..lrA1=.1a,·o 

·--~--------~~~ 

ni~ I· ~QONH3~V - XO~Jn03 11~:I / ~NiHdS1· .. _vo 'oo;S1?NIIIJ1Nvs •.. ijt~o1 98~[ )l001~r1 :._ . d 
{ll~~ . . WOO.LS J.OV?:11/111 MOO\IHS S30N30IS3H 30N3AV HJ.LZ B ~z;, ' <(. -~·-· . . 

2542 



.5 a .. mpa~1LJ::i.Je 
fll.Ll/\1::.131 D 

DNINHO!fll - 3Jl.lS10S l::l3IAIIAl0S 
AGO.LS .lJVdl/\ll MOOVHS 

2543 

".""' 

~--.. ·. 



s aji,~:ii3~ll.f::J.J~ 
f1.LiJAl::J3'1 'EJ 

.A'itOOll,t\l ··:;l::)1.LSlOS!:13Wl/llnS 
. A00£S.L::>Vdl/UI.MOOVJ1S 

2544· 

z 
0 
p: 
a z 
0 
0 
Cl 
w 
CJ) 

.0 
a. 
Q 
a: 
a. 



s a.Jnpa~ILl::JJe 
fl .L..Ll/\l::J::rl D 

N'OON!:l3!::IV • 3:Jl!SlOS H31/\11fl1nS 
Aan!S.!3Vdl/lll MOOVHS 

.2545 •·· 

I VO 'OOSION~ll,J-1,IVS BE 10.1 98&1 )10018 

S33N3atS3l:l 3flN3J\V H!LZ 8~Z 

..... 
IN 
w 
z 
:::> ..., 
z 
0 
i== 
Q 
z 
0 

::0 
!O. 
w 
en . 

. 0 
. c.. 
·o 

a:: 
. 11. 



BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

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

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeals and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

Date: Tuesday, December 12,·2017 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Ro·om 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 171222. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the determination of exemption from environmental review under 
the Califor.nia Environmental Quality Act issued as a Categorical 
Exemption by the Planning Department on June 29, 2017, 
approved on October 12, 2017, for the proposed project at 218-
27th Avenue,.to demolish an existing two-story single-family home 
and construct a four-story building containing three residences and 
three parking spaces. (District 2) (Appellant: Roqia Crisp of Hanson 
Bridgett, LLP, on behalf of Alex Bernstein and Sor:iia Daccarett) 
(Filed November 13, 2017) 

Fi'le No. 171226. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code, Sections 303 and 317, for a proposed project 
located at 418-27th Avenue, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 1386, Lot 
No. 038, identified in Case No. 2016-003258CUA, issued by the 
Planning Commission by Motion No. 20025 dated October 12, 
2017, to demolish an existing two-story, single-family dwelling and 
construct a new four-story, three-unit building within the RM-1 
(residential, mixed, low density) distr,ict and a 40-X height and bulk 
district. (District 2) (Appellant: Robia Crisp of Hanson Bridgett, LLP, 
on behalf of Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett) (Filed 
November 13, 2017) 

Continues on Next Page 
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Hearing Notice -Appeals - 218-27th Avenue 
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 
Dated/Mailed/Posted: November 28, 2017 
Page2 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are uriable 
. to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written comments prior to the time 

the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public records 
in these matters and shall be brought to the attention of the Board of Supervisors. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of.the Board, City·Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information 
relating to these matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda 
information relating to these matters will be available for public review on Friday, 
Decerpber 8, 2017. 

DATED/MAI LED/POSTED: November 28, 2017 

<A,es? 1~\I~ 
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From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 
Attachments: 

Greetings, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
rcrlso@hansonbridgett.com; alex@kingfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmail.co·m; IDick@fbm.com; 
svettel@fbm.com 

Givner. Jon (CAT); Stacy. Kate (CAD; Jensen, Kristen (CAD; Rahaim, John (CPC): Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,. 
Lisa (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr. Aaron (CPC); Cisneros. Stephanie (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC); Ionin. Jonas 

JCEQ; BOS-Suoervjsors; BOS-Legjs!atjve Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera. Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation. 
l!illS}; Poling. Jeanie (CPC) 
HEARING NOTICE - Appeal of Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use - Proposed 218-27th Avenue 
Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017 

Tuesday, November 28, ;1017 8:46:48 AM 
image001.ong 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of 

Supervisors on December 12, 2017, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of Determination of Exemption 

and Conditional Use Authorization of the proposed project at 218-27th Avenue. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Hearing Notice - November 28 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our I egjs!atjve Research Center by following the link 

below: 

Board of Supervisors File No J 71222 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171226 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa Jew@sfg:ov org I www sfbos org 

• ,i(it;i Click here to complete a Boa1·d of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

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

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 171226 

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

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No: 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Description of Items: Public Hearing Notices - Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use. 
Authorization - Proposed Project at 218-27thAvenue -160 Notices Mailed 

I, Lisa Lew , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal ·service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: · 

Date:· 

Time: 

USPS Location: 

November 2.a; 2017 

8:15 c;1.m. 

Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): . N/A ---------------

!3-/ Signature: ------t~-,----~--+-------------------

Instructions: Upon cqmpletion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

November 20, 2017. 

-File Nos .. 171222..:171225; 17°1226-171229 
Planning Case No. -2016-003258ENV, CUA 

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

San Francisco 94102-4689 · 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office two· 
· checks, in the amount of Five Hundred Ninety Seven Dollars 
($597) representing the filing fee paid by Robia Crisp of Hanson 
Bridgett, LLP, representing Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett, 
for the appeals of the Determination of Exemption under CEQA 
and Conditioni?I Use Authorization for the proposed project at 
218-27th Avenue. 

Planning Department 
By: 

. ~k-1/V~ 
PrinName 
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From: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Date: 

BOS Legislation. (BOS) 
rcrisp@hansonbridgett.com; alex@klngfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmall.com; ID1ck@fbm.com; 
svettel@fbm com 
Givner Jon (CA]); Stacy. Kate (CA]); Jensen. Kristen (CAD; Rahaim. John (CPC); Sanchez. Scott (CPC); .Gibson,. 
Lisa (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr. Aaron (CPC); Cisneros. Stephanie (CPC); Aiello. Laura (CPC); Ionin. Jonas 

fil.C); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo. Angela (BOS); Somera Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation. 
l!filS} 
Appeal of Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use - Proposed 218-27th Avenue - Appeal Hearing on 
December 12, 2017 

Attachments: 
Monday, November 20, 2017 9:29:28 AM 
lmage001 png 

Good afternoon, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of 

Supervisors on December 12, 2017, at 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below letters of appeal filed 

against the proposed project at 218-27th Avenue, as well as direct links to the Planning 

Department's determination of timeliness for the appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk 

of the Board. 

Determination of Exemption Appeal Letter- November 13. 2017 

Conditional llse Authorization Appeal Letter - November 13 2017 

Planning Department Memo - November 17 20J 7 

Public Works Memo- November 17. 2017 

Clerk of the Board Letter - November 17. 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link 

below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 171222 

Board of Supervisors File No. J71226 

Please note that the hearing date is swiftly approaching. Our office must notice this appeal 

hearing on Tuesday, November 28, 2017. If you have any _special recipients for the hearing 

notice, kindly provide a list of addresses for interested parties to us in spreadsheet format 

by 12:00 p.m., Wednesday, November 22, 2017. 

Thank you, 

Brent Jalipa 
Board of Swpervisors - Clerk's Office 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

{415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 

brent jalipa@sfgov org I www sfbo~ org 
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• /{,g Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

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

November 17, 2017 

Robia Crisp 
Hanson Bridgett, LLP 
425 Market Street, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

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

Subject: File Nos. 171222 and 171226 -Appeals of CEQA Exemption 
Determination and Conditional Use Authorization - 218-27th Avenue 
Project 

Dear Ms. Crisp: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated November 17, 
2017, from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the timely filing of 
appeal of the CEQA Exemption Determination for the proposed project at 218-27th 
Avenue. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner 
(copy attached). 

The City and County Surveyor has informed the Board of Supervisors in a letter received 
November 17, 2017, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal 
filing of November 13, 2017, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code, and 
represent owners of more than 20% of the property involved and would be sufficient for an 
appeal. 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Section 31.16, and Planning Code, Section 308.1, a 
hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, December 12, 2017, at 3:00 p.m., at the 
Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

Continues on next page 



~1a~27tn.A~eflyeProJecf, . ; . 
Appeals -·oetermination<>fEx~mption "CoiJ:p!ti911(l{IJs~: 
DecEimber 12, '2017 
Page2 

Plea,se provlde to the Cl~rk's Qffic;:e f:>y no9n·: 

..20 days pdor~o the hearing: names and addresses of illterested parJes to he 
notified of fbe he~rin91 ihspr~adsheefforrriat;· c3.nd 

11 d?ys prior to the heaiiJig: . . - - ..... . any docurnetitatiortWhic;h you rnaywantavanable ta 
the Board members priorto the hearing, 

Fci the a_bove; the Cterk's offit$ rElqtiests one ~ledtpnic file. {sE:;nt 1:o 
bos. legislatioh@sfgov: org). and. two copies 6f the documentation for distribution 

NOTE: ff e!edro:111c versions ofthe do.curn.e,nfation are nqt av~ilab
0

!e, please slJbrnit 18 
hard copies.qffhe materials fothe. Clerk's Office f¢r di~~ribufioil. If you arc: lln,at>lel9 make 
thadeadlines prescribed ·abov~; iUsyour responsibility to ehsurethatall parties receive 
copie's of the rnate(i.als-. . . " . .. . . . . 

·[¥you have:ariyqµestiotts,. pf~a.se feel free to c.oritacttegis19tive Q!~rks Srent.Jalipa .at 
(415)·~_54.-7712'."orUsa Lew at (4:15)' 55~Tl18, . . . . . . . . . 

. Very 1n,Hyyollr&; 

. ~~~-, 
... ng~la: Calvillo: . · 

C!~rf<. ofji,e Board: , 

.c: Ilene Oii:!<; Fatella:;Jltilwi; ahct·Martel, l:LP,Pn:>je~Spo'riifof 
Steven Vettel, Farella, B_ra~n, arid fy1artel, ll:P, Prpjec:fSponsor 
Jon Glyner,·OepUty CifyA(tii_rney. . . 
. katf: Stacy; Dej:>)Jty Cify l\ttorn,ey 
kifatetiJensen; Deputy CityJi.ttcimey 
John Rahail)1; Planning Direcfor' . 
S_cotl: Sanctiei:, Zqrifri~iAdmlni~trator, Planning DepartrT)enl 
Lisa <.,ibsop; Eiliifroh,rnental·~¢ili~W (?ffii;er. P!~6111ngp?paifMiifnf 
Aarcan_stat[;.Manag~r-of,l-~gislc1ti_ve,Aff<1lr?,.Pl.;innii:i9.PepaJfirlEITTt 
ban §iil.~r . .PoQqy Advl~O(, f'lapnfng O~pai:tinent. . ' 
Stephar:iie Cisneros,, staff Conta<:;t. Planning Department 
Laura Ajello; Staff Contac~ Planning Department 
Jonas lonln, Planning Corilniission,Secreta.iy 
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E;dwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

Bn.1ce K" Stor:1;; P~L~S~ 
City and County Surveyor 

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping 
1155 Market St, 3rd floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel (415) 554-5827 
Subdivision.Mapping@sfdpw.org 

sfpub!icvwrh:;,org 
.facebook.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/sfpublicworks 

November 17, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

City Hall - Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: 218-271h Avenue, Lot 038.of Assessor's Block 1386 

Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of Conditional Use 

Application No. 2016-003258CUA 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

This letter is in _response to your November. 14, 2017 request for our 

D~partment to check the sufficiency of the signatures with respect to the 

above referenced appeal. Please be ad\lised that per our calculations the 

appellants' signatures represent 29.83% of area, which /s greater than 20% of 

the area involved and is therefore sufficient for appeal. 

Si~erely, /}. _ 1 

(7 ( t ,j'--J.~ . V , 
. V --<Y 

Bruce R. Storrs, P.L.S. · 

City & County Surveyor 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Hello Mr. Storrs: 

BOS Legislation [BOS) 
Storrs. Bruce CDPW) 
Sanguinetti. Jerry CDPW); Rivera Javier (DPW); Bergin. Steven CDPW); Givner. Jon (CAD; Stacy Kate (CAT); 
Jensen. Kristen (CAD; Gibson, Lisa (CPQ; Navarrete. Joy (CPQ; Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr,. 
Aaron (CPC); Ajello, Laura CCPCl; BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera. Alisa 

lfill.S}; BOS Legislation. (BOS) 
Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 218-27th Avenue - Verification of Signatures 
Wednesday, November 15, 2017 3:36:38 PM 
imageoo1.png 
Appeal Ltr 111317.pdf 
COB Ltr 111417 pdf 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the Conditional Use Authorization for 

the proposed project at 218-27th Avenue. The appeal was filed by Robia Crisp of Hanson Bridgett, 

LLP, representing Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett on November 13, 2017. 

Please find the attached appeal filing packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures 

submitted with the appeal filing. 

Kindly review for verification of signatures. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfaov.org I www.sfbos.org 

e .«.@ Clickb.gre to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Se1vice.Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Super11isors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information pro11ided will not be redacted. Members of 
the public are not required to pro11ide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its 
committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or 
hearings will be made a11ailable to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any 
information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar 
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' 
website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARD of SOPER.VISORS 

November 14, 2017 

Bruce R. Storts 
City and County Surv:eyor, Public Works 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 
Sc1n Francisco, CA 94103 

- -

Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA 

City Hall 
_1 Dr\ CarltoOB. GoodleUPlace,_Roorn 244 

San Francisco.94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 544-5227 

218-27th Avenue - Conditional Use .Autliorizatlon Appeal 

Dear Mr: Sforrs: 

The Office ofthe Clerk of the Board IS iri receipt of an appeal filed by Robia Crisp of Harison Brldg'ett, 
LLP; representing Alex 8ernstein and Sonia Daccclrett, from the dedsion of the Planning Coi:nmission 
on October 12, 2017, reiating to the approval of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 2016-
003258CUA) pursuant td Planning Code, Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing two-story, 
single-family dwelling and construct a new four,.sfory, three-unit building within theRM~ 1 (residential, 
mixed, low density) district and a 40-X height and bulk district, for a proposed project located at: 

218-27th Avenlle, Assessor's Parcel £3lock No, 1386; Lot No. 038 

By copy ofthis letter, the City and County Surveyor Ts requested to determine the suffidency of the 
signatures in regard to.the percentage of the area.represented by the appe:Jlant Please submit a 
report not later th,m 5:00 p.m.. 0n Friday, November 17, 201T. -

Sincerely, 

-A~t' Q0v~ 
.-k\.ngela Calvil_lo _--.. -

· [ Clerk of the B_oard 

d Jerry Sanguihetti, Publlc:Works<Bureau of street Use and Mapping 
Javier Rivera, Publfc Works 
Steve Bergin,. Public Works · 
-Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy clty Attorney 
Kriste11 Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Lisa Gibson, Planning Department 

,Joy Navarette, Pianhing Department 
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
D::in Sider, Planning Department 

. Aaron Starr, Plann1ng Departrnen1 
-Laura Ajello,_ Planning Department 
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Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor. 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or ineeting ~ate 

D 1. For reference tci Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 
. . 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to_ Committee. 

IZl 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for Jetter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
'-------------------' 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ~i ---------.1 from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. I . I 
D 9. Reactivate Fiie No. I~----~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral .Appearance before the BOS on 

'---~-------------' 

Please·check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D E{hics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda· (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

jclerk of the Board_ 

Subject: 

Hearing - Appeal of Conditional U_se Authorization - Proposed Project at 218-27th Avenue 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Hearing of persons interested-in or objecting to the certification of a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 
Planning Code, S~ctions 303 and 317, for a proposed project located at 2J 8-27th Avenue, Assessor's Parcel Block 
No. 1386, Lot No. 038, identlfied in Case No. 2016-003258CUA, issued by the Planning Commission by Motion No. 
20025 dated October 12, 2017, to demolish an existing two-story, single-family dwelling and construct a new four­
story, three-unit building within the RM-1 (residential, mixed, low density) district and a·40-X height and bulk 
district. (District 2) (Appellant: Robia Crisp of Hanson Bridgett, LLP, on behalf of Alex Bernstein and Sonia 
Daccarett) (Filed November 13; 2017) · 
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