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" NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL. | ., ., ;
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION - . ¢ §¢

e

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors from ‘the"following: aetjon of the City
Planning Commission.

The property is located at 218 27th Avenue

_ngbﬁL‘L?_,_ZDJ_Ld____
Date of City Planning Commission Action
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

November 13, 2017
: Appeal Filing Date

The Planning Commission dlsapproved in whole or in part an applicationfor reclassification of
property, Case No.

The Planning Commxssmn disapproved in whole or in part an apphca‘uon for establishment,
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.

X The Planning Commission approved in whole or in part an apphcatlon for condmonal use
authorization, Case No. ___2016-003258CUA

The Planning Commission disapproved In whole or in part an application for conditional use
authorization, Case No.

Vi\Clerk’s Offlce\Appea!s Information\Gondition Use Appeal Process
August 2011
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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

/&Oi&é&%@‘

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process6

August 2011

[ Signature of Appellaf}f or
© - Authorized Agent
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ROBIA S. CRISP T
SENIOR COUNSEL ot

REAL ESTATE/CONSTRUCTION
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5806 n
DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3455 TET e
E-MAIL rerisp@hansonbridgett.com T

November 13, 2017

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

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 Canditional
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 requisite 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 require: (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 houirs 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 Franmsco Admmlstratlve Code Chapter 31, the subject
approval cannot be affirmed. , :

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

2350
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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, |

Lotz ring

" Robia S. Crisp

RSC
Attachments

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

13941631.4
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To Whom [t May Concern:

L City Planning Commission

Case No. 2016-0035258CUA

* Lo o~y

T renpa R

vt a

Several owner names on the neighborhood notification mailing list of this application were
incorrect or outdated per the owners sigriing this-appeal 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 Lake Street, #4
his mother was listed on the mailing list.

239 26th Avenue 1386/007

2533 Lake Street 1386/042
husband (listed) is deceased.

218 26th Avenue, #302 1385/055
record owners.

225 26th Avenue, #3 1386-069

although only husband was listed.

1386/052

Michael Ryan is the record owner although

" Sharon lhara is the record owner. .

Nancy Fong is the record owner; her
Brian Keegan and Emily Keegan are the

Marcia Addison is the record owner

The following are 21 appeal signature Apages representing 34% of the property owners within

300 feet of the subject property.
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City Planning Commission
j{ Ca)ée No. Q?Og 5325 gcuA

st ree e s

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owhers 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 orconditionai use, or.within a radius of 300 feet of the extenor boundar!es 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 organizatlon is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Stgnature
propetty owned - Block & Lot . of Owner(s
i 210 A2 Ave. /384 /039 /Lci /7)1,1?{
2. Qo 21" pve. /386/039 '
3. 1539 Lake St ¥2  1386|os0

s 239 )ake X ¥2 12RL|0S50 T Dol SKILES

5. ASY5 LJiks ST 1386 f40 A Beisien

5. 25y LaKe ST 1386 /40 Sorsia Daceafery
2539 lake St #1 386|044 [Maerid Kasse
5. 257 Lake,St. * 1 Dmnwu\ow«@cxm
Ao o H#F é Z@ﬁ Michael Ruw» | -
‘10-‘9'6’27 'E‘AV*ET 86 & tgjg_lgg [? g{)g,AN Tf—: /‘L./“““},— T

11. ‘ ’ o

N

©

12,

13.

14.

15.

16,

17.

18.

19,

20.

21,

22.

Vi\Clerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2011

[ A 2]
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affectag p e, J0dersigned declare that they are heoty = o, O e extorior bounda?s
by the proposed anandment or. condbonal Use sus of 300 feot . - change. Y
%mhmamﬁwm or withi 24 Jed. matlnd‘ﬂ“ddm,
. "Mm chammwmm'm"dmow\eanﬂwb ) .
s‘Qningfcraﬁrmormpifaﬁon.pmofd ion 0 sign oN ws.gnahlo / ;
Street Addraas, * Assassor's o~ [ @@
Property owned Block & Lot )

12539 wike ST AFTH 3

2 AE -o Ak
73108

2.

. 1Y 13t~ M(, 173

« 114 98% pee /387240
5. UL ag™ e - /3§7-03%
6. _2Y6 3™ Ave /3g7-023L
215 26 Mo 1386
A3l A7 Ave 13§7-203

237 ¢ Ae
CACHE Lafes S

/983~ 0224 @

Etines Wipeee

28 6™ pve Lox 3557053 Garwet, JTewalt
nye-o00t Mo Lee

thart AME

P——

Lol

s

Ea

i1

\ | Office\Appeals ionmation\Condition Use Appeal Process?
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City Planning Comin

E l ‘
Case No. 20160052 595?@% A
undersigned declare thf sy are hareby subscribers to this Notios of Appeal and are owners of property
affecﬁadmﬁw proposed amendmli;-:ttgey use (that is, owners of within the area that is the subject of
A radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

maappucaﬁonfofammmorwﬁﬂonalusoor%ma
mmmmmmamm,mmwmdmmm. i

16,

 igring e eaoraton praof of uhorzation 0 sign on behalt of the orgarization s attachod.
Streat Address, . ASSeSSOTS Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
propedty owned Block & Lot 7

1. o A7 Me. /3p4f039

2. 2p 21" pee. /3%4/039 Mulligpm
3 _ . v /, FAL

4. ' | SKICES

5. AWE MEST __ [3fifyo i?z&m%m

6. 25Ys LKe ST Bftffo  SsmiaDaccatery

) 2523’;&&5 _Ef{?f . 7384 /O 3 Toni jelso

o, 179 27" pewve  /B-02  GAN (REBY L
o, A53 A Me. - /35-058 F\\wa/ (‘Q\‘u.s\c,{_{/(,wmA ?;h{;(’{f\ Wl L }
0. 292702 BEox Ky T Ny “{1 Nt SN E
W 260 LN | /386006 tple ccamee. f( st
e _Leb 2T ke /376036 _ Abon Thattehor Hr f\ u[ y=
e E gMAve /380033 b aymmd Ko NG PAR 5 ==
514' . : S X

'15. _

17.

18,

19,

2.

21.

22,

VACat e MNEEal Annnabn tofoo mar. e e
b

34 2/
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Tt T YChy Planning Gomypission
o Cge_ No. g\é*ﬁg%%oo/\

The undersigned daclare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of p'roperty}

affected by the propased amendment or.conditional use (that 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 atiach proot of ownership change.' If
signing for a firm or corparation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is aftached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot » of Owner(s)
n , . '
1. o A3 ANe. /3p4 /039 i{m Moo A
2 Qo A pe. 13860039 Koven Muliage 7,

3. 2539 Lake St. *2  138L|oso ' S¢/
4. 23 1ake St ¥2 136|050 Dol SKILES
s VS MEST el AR

o. Ys Like ST BE)0  Swmialalery
7. 2539 (abo. &k *1 [28% 044 [Moerid ossE
6. 257 lakest. %1 Jedg L) are Wumer Rosse
o. 152 lale < ‘#f 133 ‘%‘ Michael Rq%“ |
10210- 27 ™A (386 3{13 Fatpies J';{ w1
Wl 2L LB\ [1gsens [FEullle s )
12, o\ i Laly ¥ 4§ 133'(%0 48 Ellen [P (7on e

B st ez e W F e

13. e
14,
15.

16. : i
Q6o La 5t 133 ovy Barbaps CanyeceA

2o lace St P30 33 0v2  TRE TDvaRess
Q610 LAke ST #Qk 1330 2% - Joampe Losief

a0, 2600 Coke S My 3y oovs Jom HiterBecn
21. Agld Lake ST Mo 133 049 Cotigen Nov

2.9¢0 Loke STHE [BIOTF Lforaok Koz hfo,

B3 61O Lulee STHES 1331 077 SALLSY 2. 6L KOWST

ViClerk's Ofﬂae\Appea;s Information\C
August 2011 ondition Use Appeal Process7

17.

18.

19.
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DocuSign Envelape 1D: 2D3433A3-91CF-426E-89C5-2E311EBE44E1

[ AT LA B e | .
-+ S Gty Planning Commission -
j}’ Cahs,e'No. 361 ~003Z5GC0A
ts to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribe
owners of property within the area that is the subject of

affected by the prepossd amendmeant or conditional use (that is,
the application for amendment or conditionaluise; of within &:radlus of 300 feet of the exterior boundarias of the proparty.

ssessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership changs. If

Ty
Nt

If ownership has changed and a
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of au horization to sign on behalf of the arganization s attached.
Street Address, " Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s)  Original Signature
property awned - Block & Lot of Owner(s)

“nt—

. o 27" Ave. /3p4 /039

2. Qlp A" pce. /356/039

i1V a .
- 44

4. %Sﬁf&.gs’ Dy <SRl )
5 2SS MEST __ AHfro  AbRersien -

5. 255 ke ST BHJO_ SpiaDeatery d

7.
8.
9.

2533 Lake st 1386-042 Nancy Fong M :
: : IGHCIESAIZE5451...

A0 Q6™ Ay B3ps o KoserT Watkat. ,
. ey }?{)T.ke,\,:; Vi Jun J@M, () B
U7 fve 9700 SR coleng)  _ERpim Seimg
1578 /332050 JOqny ffahﬂnm,m
W 2YC 24y 23 A SBpe-03) ToSFPHINE Indorl

12,

13.

14,

18.

le‘

i7.

la.

T e Y
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11, . T

e W_,*Aw "P?é’ﬁ*zmg Comuigsion.
Cibe No. ZD\GA00% 755 BUA

The uriderskngd dedidre: m they, an: ety subiscribaeg © tha Notico. of. Appgal and-are. owners of propury
aftectod by the pioposad amendivian or candtional use (that Is, owneis of property within the sdea:thit i the-subjsct-of
the apgdication for amendment o conditionss: s, o within s mdms of 300 faat of the wxdierivrbaundarias of the propery.

#-ovmersiip has changed and sssesemarnd roll fras ol begteumendad, we attach prool ot-ownership change, If
gigning leratimior wml&aﬁ, prool of nuthidrizalion 1 i of behall of the organization Is afteched. -
Pritled Name of Qurris) Ciginal Signature

Sireal Address, ‘ Aszergor's
Tt Qﬁw‘i&fi,sb

Wﬁymwﬁ Block & Lot
Ao A7 ﬁ‘!c :
;ua a?’“ﬂve

a{;yg AkE 9r

o210. 777 8 A

A

w205 3@ NE (et WMA\A'?EE”

12,
13.
14, L
15,
16,

17.

18, - B
19. e

20.
21,
22

m ;O ﬁfﬂ’&ﬁ«ﬁz IrdormatiorsCondion Use Appeal Process? . ‘
' { o/ 2/ '
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e~ ™ 1 City Planning Commissgh _
o ’CngéeNo.;loi(a»—OOB'ség%CUA _

VA ’:,‘.{ :-_

YRS

The undersigned declare that ﬁiéyﬁﬁéé’é{r?ﬁnbscﬁbers to this Notice of Appeal and are ownevs 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 use, or within.a radius of 300 feat 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 comoration, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Priﬁted Name of Owner(s) Oﬁginal Signature
properly owned Block & Lot - ~ of Owner(s)
. Ao T Ae.  /3p6f039

2 iy A3 pe. 1374/039
s 2539 (ake St. %2  1386|Joso  MAalas /i
Do SKiLES

SR L)

4. 2g39lake St ¥2 - 13@L [0S0
s VS LkES  [ptfro  _AixBerrsen

o 2YS LK ST R SwiaDeutery
7 2559 lako Sk #1  [38%)044  _[oerid Kosse

.4

V¥
S/

o

- ‘(.
7 ¥ _

8. 267 Lake.St. % | | _DtangWunec Rosse - Y
oA e THF 136658 Michae "Rz gt
W=

10.210- 27 & A '!3%(933 Fatmicxe Mo

s, 250 Lo ke 5?752/%5? L otise Ure

5 3
Har porecee &

12, ASY LAkese /333 fo¥7  /HARGerY SNYDER

12 ‘;)5/6/161& ! 38 5,/0-5-’0 AdamMGr(C"T !SMMDW(M; 3

14.

186.

18.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

ViClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appea) Pracess?
August 2011
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- Yhe: unidare naﬂ “deciang il they Are hereby sut:scnws fo tms Notice of Appeal afw‘ are cmafs af af@p@rz

4
a;‘:' awﬁgﬁomg;ﬁm@gwmmmazm ﬁﬂﬁ‘éiﬁn & !*'.,f % of 300 feet of the axterior Boundaries of &ﬁ; pmpgm,

i owner mm&@&ammaﬁr@mﬂe%mamemed wi-Bae
W{mafm?maﬁmm&&s hiofization o gigh on behatt ol ihe srganizaic

Streat Addinss, Assassar'y
praperty nwrwd Blocé( é Les%

o WV, 7
Qﬁa 2?’“1@«6 f35f6[03‘7 |
RS !1‘39!&50
o 2l SE A2 (RLfest . . Do Skice

5. :2‘55@ ZAK: §t~ Lol Hixke
6. ;zws Like ﬁr 138 /%0 ,

w0

Sy 7 g £,

m ém e TEAWE“

2517 Lake Street ' M1chae1 c. Murphy

.

@ R509 CgLKé:Sf’ ; ;g’,{;r/gc;(a Yaren V.0 f&ﬂﬁ'} &7y
13, ,

4. 7

55}. ;
1
17.
18,
1.
%‘ -
28
2.

Valie(s OfiostAppeals informationiCandition Use Appeal Process?
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DocuSign Envelope 1D 2FBEDASF-COBA-46F8-ABED-CB57342E61FY

: Crty Plasining Camm:asm
Y el RaseNOI 190} 2063259 (,UA

“ The: undemgned ‘daifare that® ihey ‘dfe Risraby subsmbers 161his Nﬁﬁceﬁ Appeal. ami arg gwiars of proparty

aﬁecmdbyﬁmproposedameﬁdmemormawsﬂmm owitpes of iroiH 'vﬁtfﬁnﬁwareathasismesm&mo#
mwgnt«mmmntwmmﬂaiuae,mmmatmsm atlifact of the-axterior boundarias of thepropeny.

"It gwinatstip has. chianged and assessment roll hag nol bean amanded, we attach proof of awnership Oﬁaibgé if

slining Tor & fitm-or corporation, proal of authonzaiion to sigion behatt &t the ofganizalion is attachiad,
Street Address, Bssassors Printed Nams ol Owier(s) Crigihai Signature
. proparty owned Block & Lot of Owrier(s)

\ Qo AT Ne. /3p6/o3] &L,ﬂ fvz&//,m
2 o 3 pe. !35’6/03‘7 » N

¢ 3“5"5 5“*‘*" 28 ) ‘;zﬂ/ffo  Sialuss
2 ' lml&% /%?f 224! /E’j‘s;,b

.14.38‘5—" ‘_55 Brian Keegan / Emﬂy Keegan-

4. 218 261‘_h Avenue, #302

12.
14,
14
18,

8.

17,

12 ” I

19
20,
21
22,

ViClark's Offica\Appaals Inform, 7 : \ '
;m \Appe mmmmwmawm . (707[2/
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Clty Plapning Commission
A —Case No. 2016 - Q03 XK CUA
The undersigned declare that théy 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 conditional use, or-within & fadius 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
slgning 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 Slgnature
property owned Block & Lot

ot s Puo
1.2531 UREBST, A4S, 1386 K91 fuerime FEL

2,

3.
4

10,

11.

-2

13.

14.

185,

16.

17.
18.

19,

20.

21

22,

ViClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011
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DoruSign Envelope 10: 12FBTE04-S9DC-AEAE-0260-FRAAALETEDT : : \< / : o

City Pianning Commigsion

¢ e Case No. 2016 -603 3$’$CUA

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the p:oposed amendment or conditional use (that 15, owners of properly within the area that i3 the subject of

the application for amendment 61 condmcmaf use, or within a radius of 300 fest of the exterior baundaries of the property.
if ownership has changed and assessment roll has not basn amended, we attach preof of ownership change. If
sigring for a firm or corparation, proof of autherization 10 sign on benait of the organization is aftached.

Printed Name of Owner{s} Original Signature
. of Owner(s)

e A e

 Street Address, Assessor's
property owned Block & Lot

. Ao 23T A | o 13p¢fo3y AV /‘*ﬁ{/{,ﬂ,
2 Qo WVae.  1386/039 ocen _ Mul

o as3lake st *2 1geloso  Mancem Scfaih
4 23 lake S4. %2 - 3L |os0d D/, |

5. ASYS Jaks ST QHZZL

o BYSLNE ST LMo SwiaDuatery
2 W [38ej04a [ rczid KassE

Qlﬁmb‘gw&«@
457:‘1 ld[’cd‘#f % Michae! qu =
0210:27 ™ A (38 fox7 tgm“,g_tuu_c,ﬁu?/"?

2534 Lake Street 1332 22A  Mary Gamba O’Regan Poshnedty:
' [ .{.u,rij_.ﬁg.___w_h

1.
12. '[Z-«g/%u@\/‘h&kl ] SC\M "b'/"\f\\arw\u\n Ll Zf\.@(\ e

13. e i e

14,

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

<21,

22,

VaClek's O ’
286” ico\Appeals !n‘nﬁnm‘ﬁm‘ﬂm Use Appeal Process? {2 J/ Z/
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P B

ﬂ ’ R City Planning Commlssmn
s Case No. J0i&- 803299 CUR

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

vt
—

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, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner( s} Original Signature
property owned of Owner(s)

287 Marcia Addison M) Lo

o s W

o

10.

11,

12,

13.

14.

15.

" 16.

17,

18.

19,
20.

21.
22.

VAClerk's Offlce\Appeals information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011

3.4 2/
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DecuSign Envalope 1D: AG23D109-FD12-49F3-AF40-296A5F1 FAROF

“' " City Piannihg Commission

/@[ Case No. 2016--00335 CUA

| The undarsigned dectare tnat they are hereby subscnbers el thxs Nom 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 conditionat use, or within:a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the propenty.
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ARSI CR City Planning Commission

_ Case No. 20167003254 CUA

The undersignéﬁi declare that they are hereby subsctibers 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 amendmeq;}p‘c&pondi.tignalz.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 authotization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. - -
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property owned - Block & Lot of Ownar(s) .
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~ SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) w L R 1650 Misslon St.
1 Affordable Housing (Sec. 418) a Flrst‘Sé’u?ceHﬂmdmln Code) Suite 400
O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) B} Child Care Requlrement (Sec. 414) : ng‘g‘:‘fgg‘f;;;g
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) O Other - -
. Reception:
415.556.6378
Fax;
Plann ing Commission Motion No. 20025 . 4155086409
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 12, 2017 Planning .
‘ Informatiors;
: 415.558.6377
Case No.: . 2016-003258CUA
Project Address: 218 27™ AVENUE
Zoning: RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Density)
40-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot: 1386 /038
Project Sponsor: 218 27" Avenue LLC
¢/o The Toboni Group
3364 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94118 -
Staff Contact: ., Laura Ajello — (415) 575-9142 or laura.ajello@sfgov.org

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 BUI_LDIN.G WITHIN THE RM-1 (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED, LOW DENSITY)
DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.,

PREAMBLE

On August 15, 2016, 218 27 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 twoistory, single-family dwelling and construct a new
four-story, 3-unit building within the RM-1 (Resxdentlal Mixed, Low Density) District and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District, :

On October 12, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter ”Comrmsston ) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Apphcatxon No. 2016-
003258CUA.

www.siplanning.org
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Motion No. 20025 oo CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA
October 12, 2017 : : : 218 27" Avenue

On June 21, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental 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 27% Avenue, between

California and Lake Streets, Lot (38 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 27% Avenue and is approximately 190 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 located 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 and 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 are a three-story, three-family dwelling and a »four—stofy,' six-unit
building, Immediately behind and to the east of the subject property is a four-story, four-unit - °
structure. While the adjacent propetties 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 1AX-California A Express and 29-Sunset MUNI 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 ground floor. The project is not seeking any
exceptions or variances from the Planning Code. However, the applicant is 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 Rgsidential'Design Guidelines with respect to

SANl FRANGISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . )
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Motion No. 20025 CASE NO. 2016- 0032580UA
October 12, 2017 ' 218 27" 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 report includes 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 the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Residential Demolition — Section 317. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Conditional
Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to 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 Awuthorization 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. Y¥ront 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 o required front setback for the subject property, based on the location of the adjacent
building at 222 27t Avenue. The project proposes no front setback. The 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-of-way. These horizontal projections meet the requirements of Planning
Code Section 136(c), which regulates permitted 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, Planning Code Section 134(c)(1) 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.

SAN FRANCISCO ! . . . .3
PLANNING DEPARTVIENT
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October 12, 2017 : 218 27" Avenue

SAN FRANGISCO

The subject property is approximately 120 feet in depth and therefore the 45 percent requirement is 54

Sfeet. 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 story permitted extension, which complies
with 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 strictures to profect 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. '

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 corumon open space i the rear yard as well as private 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. '

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 minimum requirements for area and horizontal dimensions.

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

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 lot be limited by this requirement to a single such
entrance of less than ten feet in width, .

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

. 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 mote

spaces are required.

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

. 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
units, - : : :

PLANNING DEFARTMENT 4
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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.

L Height. Planning 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 measured 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 approxinately 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 the building is reduced to 30 feet in height.

J.  Child Care Reciuirem’ents 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 construction of a three-unit residential building. Therefore, the Project is
subject to the Residential Child Care Impact Fee and must comply with the requivements 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 compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community,

As conditioned, the wuse and size of the proposed. project is compatible with the immediate
neighborhood, The proposal would demolish an existing single-family dwelling that contains three
bedrooms and has approximately 1,200 square feet of floor ares, 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 residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:

i.  Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures; :

SAN FRANCISCO ’ : 5
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Motion No. 20025 CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA
October 12, 2017 : 218 27" Avenue

ii.

il

iv.

As conditioned, the four-story massing at the street front is appropriate given the context of the

immediate neighborhood. The proposed new construction is entirely within the buildable area as
prescribed by the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines,

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.

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

As the proposed project is residential in nature, unlike commercial or industrial uses, the proposed
residential use is 1ot expected to produce noxious or offensive emissions.

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

The fagade 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 of the Planning
Code and is consistent with objectives and policles of the General Plan as detailed below.

That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose

of the applicable Residential District.

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of RM-1. Districts which are characterized
by a mixture of dwelling types 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 requivements for dwellings in'RM-1 Zoning District,

8. Additional 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, On balance, the Project does comply with said criteria in that:

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.

il .Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
SAN FRANGISCO 6
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ii.

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

Whether the property is an “historical resource” under CEQA;

Although the existing building is more than 50 years old, a review 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 ad{!c;rse impéct under CEQA;
The structure is ot an historical resource and its removal will not have a substantial adverse impact.
v.  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
convert 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 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.
"vil.  Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
- neighborhood diversity; )
Although the project proposes the demolition of an existing dwelling, the new construction project will
result in three family-sized duwellings, containing more habitable square feet and bedrooms.
viti, ~ Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural
and economic diversity;
As conditioned, the Project conseroes neighborhbod character with appropriate scale, design, and
materials, and imptroves cultural and economic diversity by constructing three family-sized dwellings
that are consistént with the RM-1 Zoning District,
ix.  Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;
The project removes an older dwelling unit, which is generally considered more affordable than more
recently constructed units. However, the project also results in two additional units, greater habitable
floor area, and more bedrooms that contribute positively to the City's housing stock.
X.  Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by
Section 415;
SAN FRANCISCO : 7
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The Project is not Subjec‘t to the provisions of Planiting Code Section 415, as the project proposes fewer
than ten units. '
xi.  Whether the i’roject locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;

As conditioned, the Pro]ect has been designed to be in keeping wtth the scale and development pattern
of the established neighborhood character,

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

The Project proposes ephanced opportunities for fomily-sized housing on-site by constructing three
family-sized dwelling units whereas the property currently contains only one family-sized dwelling.

xiii.  Whether the Project creates new supportive ‘housing;
The Project does not create sﬁpportive housing.

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

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed building are consistent with the block-face 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 g
single two-bedroom unit, a net increase of five bedrooms.

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

The project will not maximize the allowed density on-site by providing three dwelling units. Four
residéntial units ave permitted at this site.

xviil. I replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
' Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new dwelhng units of
" a gimilar size and with the same number of bedrooms,

The Planning Department. cannot definitively determine whether or not the single-family home is
subject to the Rent Stebilization 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 FRARCISCO 8
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HOUSING ELEMENT

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

Policy 2.1:

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

The project proposes demolition of a sound residential structure contnining a three-bedroom single-family
dwelling. However, the new building will contain three dwelling units and results in a net increase of
fomily-sized housing. .

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

Policy 3.1:

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

Policy 3.3:

Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing stock by supportmg affordable moderate
ownership opportunities,

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

The existing single family dwelling is currently vacant. The Planning Department cannot 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 Deparbment 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,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character,

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

Policy 11.3:

SAN FRANCISGO . 9
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10.

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, ihe proposed new construckion conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines and is

. appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions and massing for the surrounding neighborhood.

Furthermore, the ptoposal tesults in an increase in the number of dwelling unils, 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

Policy 1.2:
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related topography

As condztzoned the project proposes new construction that will reinforce the existing street pattcrn 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 fagade 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-fuce.

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight prioxity—plarfrdng policies and réquires 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 presefved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by
the proposal, as the existing building does not contain commercial uses,

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

The project is compatible with the existing housing and neighborhood character of the immediate
vicinity. As conditioned, the project proposes a height and scale compatible with the adjacent
neighbors and is consistent with the Planning Code, while providing three family-sized dwellings.

$AN FRANCISGO ’ . 10
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C. That the City's sﬁpply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,

As conditioned, the proposed three-family dwelling adds aﬁpropriately scaled and family-sized units to
the city's housing stock.

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

The project meets the density, off-street parking and bicycle parking requirements of the Planning
Code and is therefore not anticipated to impede transit service or overburdgn 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 opportumtxes 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 sectot 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 ability to
withstand an earthquake. :

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be presérved.
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 existing 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 of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would coniribute to the character

and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

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

SAN saaNcisco 11
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DECISION

" That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2016-003258CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated September 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth,

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thitty (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 appealed (After the 30-
day petiod has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors, For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102..

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

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City i\ereby 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.

1 hereby'certifyithat the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on October 12, 2017.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Iéhnson, Koppel, Melgar and Richards

NAYS: None
ABSENT: Fong, Moore

ADOPTED: October 12, 2017

SAN FRANGISCO ! 12
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2385



Motion No. 20025 ‘ ' ~ CASE NO. 2016-003258CUA
October 12, 2017 ' . _ 218 27" Avenue

EXHIBITA

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to demolish a tWo-story single-family dwelling and to
construct a four-story, two-family dwelling located at-218 27t 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 and 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 Comumission Motion 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 recejve 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.

SAN FRANCISCO ' 13
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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 pro]ect and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

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

Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an -
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for

., Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit

application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization, Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization, '

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

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

For infortmation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depurtment at 415-575-6863,

www.sfplanning.org

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 alegal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contuct Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannmg Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplanning,org

DESIGN

6.

Building Scale, The fourth floor shall be set back a minimum of fifteen (15) feet as measured
from the front building wall.

SAN FRANCISCO 14
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10.

11

12,

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sfplanning.org

Roof Deck. The Project Sponsor shall remove the roof deck proposed above the fourth floor and

submit revised plans to the Planning Department pnor to Planning approval of the bmldmg
permit,

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

Roof Access. The Project S'ponsor shiall 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 Planning 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 Department at 415-556-6378,
www.sfplanning.org -

. Inoperable Windows, The Project Sponsor shall submit a revised north elevation to the Planning

Department prior to Planning approval of the building permlt application that specifies that the
frosted windows shall be inoperable.
For information abiout compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Departmcnt at 415-558- 6378,

: www si—plazmmg org

Arborist Required. The Project Sponsor shall retain an arborist to observe constructxon and
recommend measures to ensure the health of trees located on adjacent lots.

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

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 information about complmnce, contact the Case Planner, Planntng Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sFplanning.or

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

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415 575-9087,
www.sfplanning.org
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PARKING AND TRAFFIC

13.

14.

Bicycle Parking, The Project shall provide no fewer than three (3) Class 1 blcycle parking spaces
as required by Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2,

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Departm’ent at 415-575-6863,
www.sfplaning.org

Parking Requitement, Pursuant to Plarmmg 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,
wunp.sf-planning.or '

PROVISIONS

15.

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

www, sf-planning.org

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

16.

17.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in

K complaints from interested property ownets, 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 conditionis of approval for the Project as set forth.in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

_ For- information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.or

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 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 information about complinnce, contact Bureay of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-5810 httpillsfdpw.org
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19.

20.

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

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

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use; the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to
deal with the issues of concermn to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, busiress
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, '

SAN FRANCISCO ' 17
PLANNING DEPARTMENT R

2390




SRR | B AR T AN AL S A A T SRR eyt b

L ' ' - " CHECK NUMBER: 56743
HANSON BRIDGETT LLP ~ CHECK DATE: 11-10-17

EF, # _INV. # INV, DATE __INV. AMOUNT ___INV. DESCRIPTION . AMT, PAID
o4 36114.1-11017b 11-07-17 597.00 [Appeal fee - Conditional Use ) 597.00

Authorization (35114‘. 1)

CHECK DATE -

November 10, 2017 o ‘ - H ANS‘ON- BRIDGETT LLP cHEcKNo. 56743
First Republic Bank ‘ 425 MARKET STREET, 26TH FLOOR 415-777-3200  11-8166/3210
111 Pine Street o " .SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 :

San Francisco, CA 91111
San ? cisc . CHECK AMOUNT

| $ 59700 |

.. FIVE HUNDRED NINETY-SEVEN AND 00/100 Dollar(s) .
VOID AFTER 180 DAYS

. : : -TWO SIGNATYRES BEQUIRER IF OVER $5,000.00
) THE San Francisco Planning Department -~ . /@\
ADER OF 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Securlly - eatures, Detalls-on back.

Ep

"

2391



From: ia I

To: - BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Cc: ) alex@kingfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmail.com; stevgn Vettel; Michael F. Donner; Paul H, Mabry;
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sﬁ_&c_eL_SsmL(QEQ
Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC); Ionin,
Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Poling,
Jeanie (CPQ) -

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE - Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use -
Proposed 218-27th Avenue Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017

Date: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 4:59:42 PM

Attachments: 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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SENIOR COUNSEL paate =2
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995-5806

DIRECT FAX (415) 995-3456

E-MAIL rordspdhansonbridget com

.Décember 5, 2017

VIA E-MAIL
bos legislation@sfgov.org

-London Breed, President ‘

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244
City Hall, Second Floor

.San Franmsco CA 94102

Re: 218 27th Avenue, San Francisco
December 12, 2017 Hearing
Appeals of Conditional Use’ Authorlzatlon and
Categorical Exemption Determination

‘Dear President Breed and Méhibers‘of the Board:

We write to briefly respond to the Project Sponsor's December 4, 2017 supplementai letter
regarding a point we made in our Appellants' Brief. That point, stated snmply, was that the Project
Sponsor failed to provide an evidentiary record supporting the required finding that the subject
property was notsubject to rent control. We did not argue that a single family home is not subject
fo 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 Planning Department acknowledged in its findings that it could ot "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." (Motion No. 20025, p. 8.)

-In its supplemental letter, the Project Sponsot cohceded that the staff report was "not as clear as
it could have been," and then proceeded to supply some of the factual information that should
have appeared in the record in the first instance. However, in doing so, the Project Sponsor made
a number of statements: (1) the property was owner-occupied prior to its purchase; (2) the
préperty was unoccupied since the predecessor owner passed away in 2015, and (3) no tenants
‘or other occupants resided at the property af any time,

These statements remain incomplete at best. Appellants personally heard and observed multiple

occupants residirg at the property. prior to the time it was sold to the Project Sponsor in-2015.
This calls into question whether the Rent Board should be contacted for a record of any tenant
somplaints or settlements prior to the sale of the home. After the sale of the home, the structure

Hanson Bridgett LLP-
495 Market Street, 26th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94105 - hansonbridgetteom

13988477.3
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- London Breed, President.

- San Francisco Board of Superwsors
‘December 5, 2017

-Page2

was apparently- abandonéd and laid to. waste’ as evideficed by the subsequent rodent problent
-and eventual notice of abandonment: issued by the Clty in 2016. This lack of 4 clear-and -
transparent. record to support the: required’, findings is: merely mdlcatwe of the larger and:
“cumulative failures noted in our Appeal

Very truly yours

" Rabia S. Crisp

cc:  Steven Vettel (Via E-Mail) (svettel@fbm. com}
Alex Bernstein (Via E-Mall alex@kingfi sherlnvestment com)
Sonia Daccarett (Via E-Mail sdaccarett@gmail.com) -
Michael Donner (Via: E-Mail).
Paul Mabry (Via E-Malil)

139884773
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From: BQ§ Legislation, (BOS)

. To: Steven Vetiel; rerisp@hansonbridgett.com; alex@kinafisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@amail.com; Ilene Dick
Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,
: Lisa (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Ajello, kaura (CPC); Ionin, Jonas

{CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Leqislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BQS); Poling, Jeanie
(CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL APPEAL RESPONSE - Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use -
Proposed 218-27th Avenue Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017

Date: Monday, December 04, 2017-4:51:58 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Good afternoon,

Please find finked 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.

e | Brief - De

The appeal hearing for these matters are scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the
Board on December 12, 2017.

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

Board of rvisors File No. 171222
rs Fil 171

Regards,

Brent Jalipa

Legislative Clerk

Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 84102

(415) 554-7712 | Fax: {415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

& 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 alf 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

2396



FA RE L LA ete@bnon
 BRAUNG+ MARTE LiLe _ D 415.954.4902

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:  218-27™ Avenue CEQA and Conditional Use Appeal
Board File No. 171222
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:

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 ®'!
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 of Firmin 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.

! 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 Re51dent1a1 Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Ordinance or affordable housing.”

2Cal. Civil Code Sec. 1954.52(a): “Notwithstanding any other provision of law, an-owner of residential
rea] 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 FRANCIZCO ST, HELEHA www.fhm.com
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* 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?

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 ownershlp housing.

Sincerely,

Steven L. Vettel

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

31350\6348376.1

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: (1)(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 subd1v131on (b), (d) or (t) of Section 11004.5 of the California Business and
Professions Code.”
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From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

To: rcrisp@hansonbridgett.com; g@g@ﬂgfshgnur_ngm_cqm sdaccarett@gmail.com; M@fbmm
SVettel@fbm,com
Cc: . Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC): Gibson,

Lisa (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPQ); Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Aiello, Laura (CPC); Ionin, Jonas
{CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS:L egislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BQS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Poling, Jeanie
(CPC); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: APPEAL RESPONSES - Appeal of CEQA Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use - Proposed 218-27th
Avenue Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017

Date: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:30:02 PM

Attachments: Image001.png

Good afternoon,

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
project at 218-27th Avenue. '

Appellant Supplemental Appeal Letter - December 1, 2017

jef - 201

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:

: s isors 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 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

&
&% 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
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) HansonBridgett
ROBIA S, CRISP, g : g At Aeudiovh

SENIOR COUNSEL : S
DIRECT DIAL (415) 995- 5806

DIRECT FAX (415) 99! 5.
E-MAIL rcrlsp@hansonb eft.com .

December. 1, 2017

VIA MESSENGER

London Breedi. : esrdent

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr, Carlton Goodlett Place, Roony 244,
City Hall, Second Floor

San Franc:sco CA 94102

Re: 218 27th Avenue, San Francisco
December 12; 2017 Hearing:
Appeals of Conditional Use’ Authorization and’
- Categorical, Exemptlon Determination

Dear President Breed and Mémbers of the Board::
Our firm represents Alex Bemstein-and Sonia.Dacearett (the "Appellants") the owners of a single”

family home located at 2545 [ake Street Thelr property is adjacent 10218 27th Street the subject :
of this appeal (the "Property")

On Octoher 12, 2017, the Planning Commission approved Conditional Use Appllcatlon No; 2016-
003258CUA" (Motlon No. 20025) to  demolisk the existing, two- -story single family home on the -
Property-and construct a four-story, threg-unit: burldmg comprised of three market-rate, two- story:
'condomlnlums with three off-street parking spaces (the "Pro;ect") The Planmng Departmen’r‘
issued & Categorlcal ‘Exemption Determlnatlon dated June 29, 2016 wrth respect to. its.
environmental review of the Project:

The:! Appellants do: not oppose the Pfannmg Commission's approval of the: Project butright but
rather seek to modify certain aspects of the Project's design to minimize the substantial lrght air.
and privacy impacts.the Project will have onrtheir-property: and other adjomrng propertles ’

For the réasons set forth below, e tequest that you uphold the decision to approve the Projéct
subject to modifications' to the eondrtlons of approval to ‘require a reduction- of the: proposed,
buildirig height from 40 feef to 30 feet, The construction of thiee units within: three stories would..
allow the: Project to- attain the desrred density: while adaptrng more. closely to the neughborhoodv
context and. srgmfrcant!y mrhgatmg the adverse |mpacts of the PrOJect in terms of feaS|b|I|ty,
‘Architect sommissioned by the AppeIlants to evaluate the. proposed Project was able to developﬁ
an alternate concept-that. conforms: to: development standards, contains the same densrty of"
housing units, and llmrts the OVerall herght to-only three storles

Weralso:request that the Project be required to mitigate for the: loss off.l‘r;cjfhtr, :ai'r',an_d privacy: by’
removmg the proposed side deck areas; and,by _pamting_ of the-exterior of the north-facing wall in

Hanson Brldgett LLP

139780046
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“a.white or other light-reflective color.. Finally, in order to safeguard against excessive noise, we
request a limit on the permrtted hours of construction to 9:00 am to 5:00 pm on weekdays.

The: Appellants concurrently appealed the' Categorical Exemp’qon Determination relied - upon by:
the Planning Commission in approving the Project because it does not satisfy the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act, Publlc_R_esources Code Sections. 21000 ef 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
envrronmental review- of the Project be conducted in compliance with applicable requirements.

L CONDITIONAL USE AUTH,ORI,ZATION
A. The Project-Will Result'In Slgmflcant nght Air And Prlvacy lmpacts

The Propefty.is a key. lot, and the northern’ srde property line abuts the rear property line of five
- residential parcels with. frontage on Lake Street.. While the Property is located within the RM-1
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) District, the surrounding neighborhood 1. the north ‘and west
‘are within the RH-1 (Residential, House, One- -Family) District.

Most of the surroundlng buildings are three stories tall—immediately- adjacent for the subject
property to the north is a three-story building, immediately to the south is a three-unit, three-story
building, and directly across the street.is a three-story building. The Appellants home which erI
be severely impacted by the Prorect is two stories tall

In its current design, the Project will nearly double the height of the exrstmg burldmg from 21 feet
to 40 feet, add side decks add three off-street parking ‘spaces, and significantly expand into the
rear.yard pursuant-to the approval of a:reduction of the rear yard requifement. The rear yard
setback will be reduced from 60 feet to roughly 30 feet, or from the existing 50% down to 25%.
The replacement of the existing two-story home that covers 50% of the lot, with a four-story
burldmg that covers 75% of the lot will result in-significant light, air and privacy impacts.

The increaseé. in the building .height will result in a substantial jhcrease ‘in the shadow cast.on
adjoining properties, and severely limit solar access to our client's pnvate indoor Ilvmg spaces, as
well as outdoor areas. This is evidenced in the light analysis submitted by the Appellants' architect
to the staff plannar on October 2, 2017, 10 days in advance of the Planning Commission hearing.
(EXHIBIT 1.) A shadow study prepared on:behalf of the Appellants was also presented at the
hearing, and it includes a three-dimensional mode! that shows how the Project will result in 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 ina loss of privacy to three adjacent buildings that
house over 25 residents. The Project applicant prowded its own shadow study for the first time at
the hearing, affording no opportunlty for meaningful review and analysis by members of the publlc
or the commission.

From the side of the proposed bulldmg, there is direct visual access into the prlvate interior and
.outdoor open spaces, The Appellants' property Is uniquely situated in that the northern wall of the -

13978004.6
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proposed:building wilt-span- the entire length of the Appellants rear: property Ilne and drrect[y
overlook and box in the'open space of their back yard...

B.. The Findings Requiréd For Conditional-Usé Authorization Are Not Supported
By The Facts., ,

separate f ndlngs be made for each of the followrng four aspects of the PrOJect (1) constructlon off
the new: four- story, three-unit ‘building;’ (2) demolition: of the existing two-story, smgle family.
building; (3) General Plan conformance: and (4) conformance with Proposrtton M General Plary
priority policies. Each set of findings specnﬂcally requires consideration of the Project's. impacts on
the neighboring propertles given that the Planning. Code expressly states-that one of its more
particularly: specrﬂed purposes:is to ”provrde light, alr privacy: and convenience. of -access to’
property " (SFPC See. 101. )

Each set-of frndmgs set forth in Motion No. 20025 states that “on balance;" the applicable critéria
are met: (Motron No. 20025, pp. 5-6, 8;:10,) This is. not. supported by the evidence. Findings ms de
in. support of an agency’s decision, must be based on evidence contained. in: the- administrative:
record whlch comprlses the: entlre body of evrdence presented for consrderatlon in: connectlon:

to enable the partles to determme whether and on what basrs they should seek rewew and ln the
Aevent of rey_lew to appnse a revrewmg court of the ba5|s of the boards dec:lsron ! (ld at 514)
support the demsron (ld) The flndrngs must bndge the analytlcal gap between the evrdence and
the decision: (/d..at 521. .) As detailed below the facts presented do not support that the’ Prolect )
meets the appllcable crlterla for approval

1. Planning Code Section 303 Ctitériafor Construction,

The following’ criteria’ ‘for‘approvaf of the. construction“of the building: are not et by the Project:
‘due to the lmpact twrll ‘have.on Ilght alr and prrva. of nerghbormg propertres

¢ i "Eicontemplated and atthe proposed:'
'locatron W|II prowde a development that is- Nece ssary or-desirable for and compatrblef
- with, the netghborhood or the. communlty '

'(SFPC,'

in‘the vrcmrty”requf constderatron of the proposed size. of the structure proposed :
alternatlves to off-street parkmg, safeguards afforded tor preVent offenswe emrssrons such as-

139780046
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noxse and treatment given to such aspects as screenlng and open spaces. The facts presented"

Section 311(c)(1).of the Planning Cod_e also re‘q‘Uir’es the coristruction of new residential buildings,
in R districts to be consistent with Residential Design Guidelines. In part, the-findings contained
in Motion No. 20025 summarily state that-as conditioned, the: siting of the new building will be

- consistent with the objectives of the Residential Design Guidelines. (Motion No. 20025, pp..5-6.)
These conclusions are not supported by the-evidéence.

Under'the Residential Design Gu1dehnes general design pnncnples require malntalmng light to
adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks, (Residential Design Guidelines (Dec.2003),

p. 4.} Specific design guidelines for rear yards require articulation of the building to minimize
impacts on light and privacy to adjacent propemes (/d., p. 16.) "When éxpanding a building into
the rear yard, the impact of that expansion on light and privacy fot abutting structures must be
considered:.. modificatioris to the building's design can help reduce these impacts and make a
building compatlble with the surrounding context." (/d.) Similarly, with regard to privacy, the
Guidelines state .that where a proposed project will have an unusual impact on privacy to
netghborlng mtenor living' spaces, appropriate deS|gn modifications can mlnlmtze impacts. {/d.,

P17)

In addition, "{e]ven when permitted by the Planning.Code, building éxpansions into the rear yard
may.not:be appropriate if they are uncharacteﬂsttcally deep or tall, depending on the context of
other buildings that define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave
surroundi_rig residents feeling 'boxed-in' and cut-off from the mid-block open space." (/d., p. 26.)

The Project does not meet these rélévant design gundehnes and fails to incorporate appropriate
design modlﬂcatlons to address the loss of light and privacy. Moreovet, the proposed design of
the building . lacks the level of articulation for details, featires, and levels present at most of the
neighborhood structures, and should be refined.

‘2. Planning Code Section 317 Criteria for Residential Demolition.

The criteria for residential demolition also includes consideration of whether the project meets all
relevant design guidelines; - to enhance eXIstmg ‘neighborhood character. (SFPC Sec.
317(9)(5)(N).) As discussed above, '[hIS cntenon is not met.” ‘

Additional-criteria for approval for a residential demolition are 1) whether the project increases
the number of permanently: affordable units and (2) whether the project create’s new. stpportive
housing. (SFPC Sec. 317(g)(5)(J), (M).) The Project does neither,

A fmal criterion requires a determmatlon of whether a project will repiace a building not subject to
the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, and if so, whether the new project
replaces all of the existing units with new dwelling units of a sirriilar size and with the same number
of bedrooms.. (SFPC Sec. 317(g)(5)(R).) The findings state, '[the Planning Department cannot
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

13978004.6
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......

: baSIC mformatlon to support that thl A cnterlon IS met
3, ?"Gé:ﬁ'etalﬂP'lan' Héuéi;rié*'Elém‘eltit;'Qbiéé.t'isiés.iahdé'Pdl’iéiie’s,-.

'.ﬂndmg of: the PI’OJeCt'S conformlty wuth the General Plan The fmdlngs set forth the follownngf
Housmg Element pohctes and correspondmg findings: :

L Objecttve 2; Pohcy 2.4 Dtscourage the demo]mon “of sound exnstmg housing;
' !unless the demolmon results inanet mcrease in affordable housmg

‘The project proposes demolition of a sound. resrdentlal structure: contalnlng a three-
-bedroom single family dwelling but that the new building will conta/n three dwe///ng-
units and results in'a net increase of famlly—SIZed hous;ng

ThlS ignores the plam language of the cntenon' and thie -f_auc_t‘th'atsthe: P.r,oj_ect’ does not result in any.
‘affordable housmg Fee
» 7-ObJect|ve 3, Policy 3.1:: Preserve réntal units, especially rént: controlled umts 1o

meet the Cltys affordable housmg ne&ds.

. “Objectlve 3; Pohcy 3 3 Malntaln balance in affordablhty of exlstzng housmg ‘stock’
by supportmg affordable moderate ownership opportunities.

e Objective3; Policy 3:4: ‘Préeserve “naturally affordable ‘housing types, such as’
’smaller and otder ownershlp units:

'The ex:st/ng smg/e fam/ly dwe//mg /s ourrent/y vacant: The. P/annmg Department
‘cannot définitively determine whether or-not the single- famlly home'is subject to
‘the Rent Stabilization and Arb/tratlon Ofdinance: This is the purview of the Rent
‘Board; however; the. Depan‘ment can confirm that there.are no tenants living.in the
_dwelling: The new construction project will resulf in-an increase in the. number of -
both unitsand. bedrooms of the property “o

(Motion No: 20025, p."9.) These findings are nonresponsive. afnd irrelevant, and the conclualoh
that the Pro;ect conforms to- the. policiés in furtherance of Objective 3 is wholly unstipportable.
The Project will not preserve; rental units to meet'the. City's’ affordable: housmgt needs, the Project
will not support affordable ‘moderate ownership opportunltles and the Pfoject will eliminate a
"naturally affordable;" smaller. and older single famlly home.

139780045
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: ‘Pr‘opqs,ition M Priority | General Plan'Pdlicy,Findings;

The Project fails to comply with three of the eight pricrity-planning polrcres codrﬂed in Planmng
Code Section 101.1:

e Th_at the _City's_ supply of affordable housing be-preserved and enhanced:;

. ‘That commuter-traffic niot impede:Munitransit service or overburden our streets. or
neighborhood parklng

. That our parks and open space and therr access to sunllght and vistas- be protected
from development.

The PrOJect does riot create affordable housmg and reduces access to sunllght from prlvate open
three off- street parkmg spac:es adds to treffie eongestlon and overburdens nelghborhood streets
and parkmg

Based on the facts in the record and given- the werght of-importance grven to consrderatlon of
light, air and privacy impacts ‘on nerghbormg pr0pert|es reasonable conditions (including those
required by the Residential Design Guidelines) mustbe imposed to minimize the Project's adverse
' lmpacts

Accordingly,. reducing-the buildmg helght fo. three. stories, would substantlally minimize .shadow -
impacts on nelghbormg properties, bring the building closer to conformance with surrounding
buildings, and still accommodate three housing units. Treating or painting the northern wall of the-
building would minimize the loss of light and mltrgate for boxing in the Appellants' rear yard open
space. Finally;limiting the permxtted hours of constructlon would provide a safeguard against
eXCGSSIVG n0|se

. CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION

A, The Categorical Exemption Determinatioh Fails To ldentlfy The Condltlonal
Use Authorization As An Approval Required For The Project.

Pursuaht to the Crtys CEQA Gurdelmes the Environmental. Revrew Officer must post on. the

Planning Department website specific information about an exemption determination. For projects

that .involve .the issuance of multiple discretionary permits or other prOJect approvals, the
Environmental Review Officer must identify any. additional discretionary approyals required other

than the Approval-Action that are known to the Environmental Review Officerat the time of the -
issuance of the exemption determination, and post this information on the Planning Department

website. (SFAC Sec. 31.08(e)(1)(B).)

Here, the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination lists as the Project Approval Actiofi, only
the "Building Permit." (/d.; p.4.) The determination describes the Project as the demolition of the
two-story srngle-famlly home and constructlon ofa four—story building containing three residences

13978004.6
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“and three parkmg spaces (CEQA Categoncat Exemptlon Determmatlon p. 1) It does not
“however, include any information that conditional use authorization i is requrred forthe Project, and'
therefore the:content requrrements for an exemptlon determination‘is not satisfied.

B. The Notice of Publi¢c Hearing Failed to Inform The Public That an.
Exemption Determination Was Made..

A ‘For any demolition=of an existing-structure, the Epvironmental -Review:: Oﬂ‘lcer is requrred to}
prepare a. wr;tten exempt|on determmatlon and provrde notlce to the publlc (SFAC Sec Section.

: exempt from CEQA must in part "Inform the publlc of the exemption determtlnat‘lon and how the
public may-obtain-a copy of the exemption determmatron " (SFAC Sec. 31 08(H):):

“-Here ‘the Notice of Publi¢ Hedring on the Conditional Use Authorization-held on October:12, 201 7.
does not mform the publlc of the exemp‘non determmatlon but |nstead suggests that an exemptlon_'
Envnronmental Rewew Off|cer has deemed thls prOJect to be exempt from further envtronmenta!‘
review, an ‘exemption detérmination has. been- prepared -and can be obtained through the'

' Exemptlon Map .." The requirement that: the pubhc be informed that the exemption determtnatlon‘
‘'was made was not met:

C The Enyironmental. Review Officer Failed to Make a‘Determination of
B Whether The: Changes to the Pro;ect Were Substantlal

- 'Where 2 prOJect that the En\nronmenta[ Revuew Officer has’ determmed to be exempt ‘ts'ohangedf

fwhether the change isa substanttal modtflcatlon (SFAC Sec 31 08(|) )

A substantlal modification of an exempt prcqect requrnng reevaluatlon under Section31. 19(b) can

mean’ new mformatlon or ‘évidence of substantial tmportance presented to the Envrronmental,
Review Officer that was’ not’ known and: could not have been: known- with:-the exercise of
reasonable: drhgence at. the time’ the Ervironmental Rewew Officer-issued the exemption
determlnatlon that shows the prOJect no |onger quahﬂes for the exemptlon '

2qu
Plannmg Department and on‘the Plannmg Department websrte and marl such notlce to the
applicant, board(s) commlssron(s) or department(s) that: wrll carry outor approve the pr0ject and
to any organlzatlons and individuals who prewously have requested such notlce in wrltlng (SFAC

CEQA "Approval Actlon" means the flrst approval of the prOje relrance on the exemptlon by
the City Planmng Commrssron foltowmg anoticed public heanng (SFAC Sec 31 04(h).)

13978004.6

2406



London Breed, President

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
December 1, 2017

Page 8

Here, the project was changed: after the- exemption. determination was.made and before the
Conditional Use Authorization was approved, but the Environmental Review Officer never made
a determination of whether the project changes constituted a substantial modification- requiring
reevaluation. The City's Property Information Map ‘indicates that on July 5, 2016, two: building
permit applications were filed. Building Permit Application No. 201607051548 is to erect the four-
story, three-unit residential - building,. and Building Permit Application No. 201607051544 is to
demolish the two-story single family dwelling. (EXHIBIT 3.)

On the same day, July'5, 20186, CEQA Clearance .was issued by the. Planning’ Department.
(EXHIBIT 4.) However, the Categorlcal Exemption Determinatjon- SIgned by Planner Stephanie
Cisneros-on June 29, 2016, references plans dated January 7, 2016. This predates the submittal
of the applications and presumably was based on pre- appllcatlon information submitted by:the
Project appllcant

The plannmg application for demolition i dated July 20,-2017. (EXHIB!T 5.) The conditions of
approval for the Conditional Use Authorization as approved by the Planning Commission require
conformance with plans dated September 8, 2017 (Motion No. 20025, Exh. B.)

Once the PrOJect was. changed, i.e.,.updated plans were submitted, the Environmental Rewew
Officer was required to'make a determmatlon of whether the changes were substantial and
required reevaluation. This was not done.

The .cursory process: utilized by the Clty in issuing the Categorlcal Exemption Determlnatton
undermined the stated purposes of CEQA and the City's implementing regutations, .among’them
to: (a) provide decision makers and the. public -with meaningful ‘information regarding the
environmental consequences of proposed activities; {(b) identify ways that environmental damage
can be avoided or significantly reduced; (c) provide for public input'in the environmental review
process; (d) bring environmental considerations to bear at an early stage of the planning process,
and-to avoid unnecessary delays - or undue complexity of revnew and () prevent significant
avoidable damage to the environmental by requiring’ changes : in projects through the use of
alternatives or ‘mitigation measures when the government agency finds the changes to be
feasible,

: lf the Enwronmental Review Officer had followed the proper procedures, the Appellants may have
had an opportunlty to present their shadow study as new evidence of potential aesthetics lmpacts
for the City's consideration earher in the process. While a shadow analysis technically is' not
required for a project that does not exceed 40 feet in height, a proper and more transparent
environmental 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 measures to -
avoid those .impacts.

139780046
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London Breed, President.

San Francisco Board of Supemsors
December1 2017

Page 9

D. Class 1 ‘and: Class 3 Categoncal Exemptlons Do Not Apply Because There

a Slgnlflcant Effect on the Enwronment

[ftheré s a "reasonablé possibi Inty" that an acti vuty will have & significant effecton the environment
due to "unusual’ circumstances," an .gengy may not find the activity to: be categorlcally exempt
from CEQA. (14 Cal Code Regs Sec. 15300.2(c): ) Herg, -the“Project presents unusual
circumstances because. it is'a key Tot and:-the. horizontal expansmn of the building will directly -
impact. the rear: :property line of abuttmg lots by essentlally creating a four—story wall along. those
lot lines. There is‘a reasonable possibility that significant.environmental impacts would result from
these unusual circumstances.- The shadow study-provides relevant:evidence to support ‘a-fair
argument that a SIgmflcant impact on the environment may occur in the area of aesthetics, by
degrading the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings,. and in'the area of Iand
use and planning; by conﬂlctmg with applicable land use policies and regulations adopted for the
purpose. of avmdmg ar mltlgatmg an enwronmental effect,

Based on the foregomg. we respectfully request that you, set aside the Categorlcal Exemption
Determination and require that proper environmental réview in full conformance with CEQA and
the Cltys |mplementmg regulatlons be undertaken prior to the final approval of the Project. '

V,e'ry truly yours,

4 Robla S. Crtsp

Attachments

cc:.  ‘Lisa Gibson, Environpiental Review Officer
‘Steven Vattél, Esq. (Via E-Mail SVettel@fbm.com)
Alex: Bernsteln (Via E-Mail alex@klngflsherlnvestment com) '
Sohia Daccarett (Via E-Mail. sdacoarett@gmal[ com) '
:Mlchael Donnet; Esq.
Paul I\/Iabry, Esq

13978004.6
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London Breed, President
San Francisco Board of Superwsors
December 1, 2017

Page 10

EXHIBIT 1
EXHIBIT 2

EXHIBIT 3

EXHIBIT 4

EXHIBIT 5

- EXHIBIT LIST

LIGHT ANALYSIS
SHADOW STUDY PRESENTATION

SF.PROPERTY' INFORMATION MAP—BUILDING PERMITS REPORT

SF PROPERTY‘INF“ORMA"T:ION MAP—PLANNING APPLICATIONS REPORT

PROJECT PLANNING APPLICATION FORMS
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Elve

SF Planning Commission Hearing

- 218 27" Avenue

Analysis Discussion

12 October 2017




vz

We are deeply concerned

*- We understand you are pretty far down the path with this review.
* ‘We would like to share some information you have not yet been shown. .
o Ask you to recognlze the submltted documents largely excluded analysrs of 2545 Lake St.

. The Staff S Recommenda’uon of Approval is. premature due to.the rncomplete information..
e Weare askmg for your action 10 be consistent'with that recorded on other recent similar

proposals :

o We. hope you will-agree the: changes we are requestlng are essential for.the commumty

.;Prlvacy and nght
. 'The |mpact lS srgmflcant and cannot be vrsuallzed clearly based on the documents

Summary 21 8 .27m Avenue |

SF Plannmg Commission



Glve

e To ald,jn'the analySIS and explanation, we have generated an accurate 3 dimensional

‘model of the proposal and the adjacent propertles based on the:current set prowded by
the apphcant Intentional ornot, this information is not: represented in the package you
‘have been provided:

' The result of the currént design is a chasm which will be deprived of privacy and light

218 27" Avenue

Background

SF Planning Commission
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Shadows cast by the proposed prOJect

‘Most severe at Winter Solstice

Issue:
There are significant shadow
impacts to the adjacent existing

‘properties that has not been
clearly exhibited in the submitted
-documents

-Recommendatlon. '
‘Condition the project to a height-
not to. exceed that of 21027t Ave.

(removal of 1 floor)

Resulting'mass still allows enough
area for 3 typical units..

8 27" Avenue

ing Commission
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zCond

Issue:

There-are significant shadow

impacts to-the-adjacent existing
eropertles that has notbeen
clearly exhlblted in the. su‘bmltted
documents

Recommendation:
ition. the projectto a height:
not to exceed that of 210 27h Ave,

_r(removal of 1 ﬂoor)

:Resultmg mass:still allows. enough
area for3 typical. unrts

‘ 218 27™ Avenue
SF Plannmg Commlssmn



~ Limit the Shadows cast by the p.rop'os,e.d'i:;p roject — Our Recommendation:

Remove the Roof Deck and 1 Floor of the Building

61LY¢

3 Levels
‘Consistent with context
of other heights in the
neighborhood

3 levels

“Spring Equinox - March

L

. 3 LAev“e’ls:'
Fall. Equinox - September

4 Levels

" Levels

-Summer Solstice - June

4 Levels

3 Levels

‘Winter Solstice - December

218 27" Avenue ’
SF Planning Commiission
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Privacy — Roo

Thére is direct visual acoess into p

Unit3 P

Issue:

rivate

interior and outdoor spaces-from the
ivate Roof Deck:

Recommenda’qon. ‘

Condition the project to remove any- roof
‘deck and all roof access other than that
required for maintenance.

Frosted wmdows at side ' elevations must

be- lnoperable

218 27" Avenue
SF Planning Commission
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View from the Unit 8 Private Roof Deck

lew from Roof Deck
toward 210 27" Ave,

| View from Roof Deck
i toward 2454 Lake S

Roof Deck

: lssue:
There is direct visual access into
private interior and outdoor spaces
from the Unit 3 Private Roof Deck

Recommendation:

Condition the project to remove any
roof deck and all roof access other
than such required for maintenance.

218 27" Avenue
SF Planning Commission



Shadow Impact on Tree Health.

Shadow cast by-buildings impacts. ‘.the Vlabllxlty of blologlca\[ ‘resouwces
iting the.project height will allow for: healthy tree growth

Recommendation:

Condition the project to-a height not to exceed that of 210 27t Ave.
(removal of 1 level and roof deck). Include language protecting
exnstmg tree roots and canopy.

218 27" Avenue
SF Planning Commissio
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Vlew from the Common Entry Deck

Privacy - Entry

Issue:.

There is direct vnsual access into
;p.r‘iy_ate interior and outdoor spaces
from the Common Entry Deck

Recommendation:

Condition the prOJect to include an
opague:screen or panel to’ prevent |
the invasive sightlines.

218 27 Avenue
BF Planning Commission




Issue:

There is direct visual-access into
private-interior and-outdoor spaces
from the.Common’ Entry Deck

Recommendation:
ondition: thezpro;ect to ’nclude an 8

ormmon Entry St

Into 2454 yard/interior

218 27" Avenue
SF Planning Commission

Privacy - Entry



Geve

Summary - We request the following c’h'a.n'geslcon'ditions:

1.

Condition the prOJect to a helght not to exceed that of 210 27t Ave. removmg

1 floor.

.. Condition »tihe’projeclt to remove any roof deck and all roof access other .than -

that minimally required for maintenance.

. Direct that frosted windows at side elevations must be inoperable.

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

Direct that the Entry Stair and Common Entry Deck.include an opaque screen

or'panel along the side railing extendlng above eye-level.

21 8 27"‘ Avenue \

' SF Planmng Commlssmn 1‘
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‘San Francisco Property Information Map - Print Version Page 1 of 2
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Report for: 218 27TH AVENUE
Building Permits Report: 218 27TH AVENUE
Applications for Building Permits submiﬁed'io the Department of Building Inspection, .
BUILDING PERMITS:
‘Permit; -201607051548
Form: 2- New Wood Construction
Filed: 7/512016
Address: 218 2TTH AV
Parcel: 1386/038
Existing:
Proposed: - APARTMENTS
Existing Units; 0
Proposed Units: 3
Status: ' TRIAGE -
Status Date: 715/2016 10:58:55 AM _
Description: TO ERECT 4 STORIES, 3 UNITS RESIDENTIAL BUILDING.
Cost: $1,400,000.00 '
Permit: 201607051544
Form:. 6 - Demolition
Filed: 71512016
Address; 218 27TH AV
Parcel: 1386/038
Existing: 1 FAMILY DWELLING
Proposed:
Existing Units: 1
Proposed Units: 0
Status: TRIAGE
Status Date: 7/512016 10:51:19 AM
Description: TO DEMOLISH 2 STORY SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING.
Cost; $15,000.00
Permit: 200809040764
Form: 8 - Alterations Without Plans
Filed: 9/4/2008 -
- Address: 218 27TH AV
Parcel: 1386/038
Existing: 1 FAMILY DWELLING
Proposed: 1 FAMILY DWELLING
Exiéting Units: | 0
Pioposed Units: 0
http://50,17.237:182/PIM/ 11/30/2017

2421



San Francisco Property Informati

7 The. Dlscltumer' The any{md Counlv of Szm anc:sco (CCSF) does not guaranm’ the accuracy ol g wérey, complels o - sofa nny o, C.’CSF prowdes Ihu'j

Status; COMPLETE
Status Date:: 10/22/2008 -
Description; RERQOEING;

Cost -

AT

informgtion ot an ‘as is' basiseithout warranty of any kind, including but not limited to warranties of merchamabr[rgz or fimess f4 Jor a; particular purpose, dnd assimes no.:
responsibility for anyone's use of rhe information.

hitpSpropertymap.sfplanningorg,

ttp://50.17.237.183/RIM/ 1173012017
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San Fra;nmsco Property Information Map Print Versmn ‘Page 162

SAN FRANCISCO
PLAN NING DEPARTMEHT

Report for: 218 27TH AVENUE
Plinnin g Applications Report:-218 27TH AVENUE

Permifs are requured in San Francisco to operate g businesses of to perform construction actlvlty The Plarining,

Department reviews most apphcatlons for these permits in orderto ensure that the projects.comply-with the Planning:
Code. The 'PrOJect‘ is the actlwty being proposed,

PLANNING APPLICATIONS:
2016-003258CUA
Laura Ajello Tel: 415:575-9142
Condifional Use Authorization (CUA) 21827th Avenue.

- Demolition of a smgle famlly home and hew construction of a 3-unit apartment building:.
OPENED STATUS ADDRESS

FURTHER lNFO
8/15/201 6 Closed = Approved 218 27TH AVE 94121 Related Documents
C 117972017 o o h V(ew in ACA

RELATED RECORDS: zglw_ﬁ&&i
ST 2016-003258CUA
- _2016 003258APL_f

2016- 003258PRJ
Laura A]ell Tel -415-575-9142

Proj ect Profile (PR.] ) 21 8 27’[11 Avenue:

Demolition of a single farmly home and new constructlon ot a 3-un1t apartment bulldmg

OPENED STATUS 'ADDRESS FURTHER INFO, PROJECT
EEATURES'
2016 Under Review  21827THAVE®S4121 ~  Relafed Dosuments
9/26/2017 - o View in AGA '
RELATED RECORDS:: 2016- 003258PRJ - RELATED BUILDING PERMITS; Loading.

- 2016-003258CUA,
- 2016-00325BENY.
2016-003258ENV o
Stephanie Cisneros Tel: 415-575-9186
Envxronmental (ENV) 218 27th AvenIJe

res1dences and three parkmg spaces

OPENED STATUS. ADDRESS FURTHER INFO

htp://50.17.237. 182/PIM/ , 11/302017



San Francisco Property Information Map - Print Version | Page2 of2

3/11/2016 Closed - CEQA Clearance. 218 27TH AVE 94121 Related Documents
’ Issued View in ACA
7/5/2016 ' ;

RELATED RECORDS: 2016-D03258PR.
© - 2016-003258ENY

-2016- 003258APL—02

PERMITTED SHORT TERM RENTALS:;
None

.The Disclainier: The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF} doss a0l guarantee the aecuracy, adequacy, compl or us¢fulness of any information. CCSF pi ades this

information on an 'as is* hasis without warranty of any kind, including hut not limifed to warrantics of nmer clmnlubllnv or fitness ﬁ)r a partic ular put pose and assuines no
responwbllm' Jor anyone's use of the mlot‘nmlm/r

Printed; 11/30/2017 hitp:ilproperiymap.sfplanning.org

http://50.17.237.182/PIM/ 11/30/2017
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APPLICATION FOR

1.-Ovenerd/Applicant Information

"PROPERTY OWNER S HAME:
The Toboni Group

PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: . -

3364 Sacramento Strect
San Francisco, CA94118

APPLICANT'S RAME:

AFPLICANT'S ADDRESS;

CONTACT FOR FROJEGT INFORMATION, .

liene Dick
ADDRESS: |

Farella Brawii + Martel, LLp
235 Montgomery
San Frangisco, CA, 94104

| TELEPHORE:

Conditional Use Authorization

(415 ) 828-0717

TEMAL

* jifitoboni@tobonigroup.com

| CTELEPHONE: -

¢

BN

| TELEPHONE -

.fsz;me;as Above m

Samé pg Abce D

(415 ). 9544958

. EMALL:

idick@fom.com

" GOMMUNITY LAIBON FOR PROJECT [FLEASE REPORT GHANGES TO THE ZOHING ADSHISTRATORY: |

T hooRESS:

2 Logcation and Classification

. STREET AUDRESS OF PROVECT, .

218-27th Avenue

l.ake and Cﬂlifo:mia Str

- ASSESSORS BLOGKAOT -+

1386

/ 038

eets

R

= UV S

¢ - LOT DIMENSIONS:" | LOT AREA(SQ FT): - 2ONING DISTRICT:

" 2E%120"

2,996

R
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S

O R

4. Project Descriptior

{Pu}m chock al thal apgly }
7] Change of Use:
[~]- Change of Hatrs
L New Gonstrugtiors -
"} Atterations

. Demolition,
L] Qtﬁar :Plag;};—gl;ffi'fj:

4, Proje¢l Summiry Table

ADDITIONS TOBUILDING:,

s Slde\’ard

PaEs'E'iT' 08 Pﬁé\hous USE:
~Qu?

PROPOSED

3. o(wd{mg{

BUEDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.;

10w OO T I3YY~

DATE FILEG:

20 00 1T~ @an 97“7/(9‘

it ybii are not sure of ili_c.éVcl)ﬁial’Ls.j 2 of the project, provide the ma_xnmxm estimales;.

Diweliing Units J

* Hotel Foomg:
Parking Spaceg ’l '
Loadinfg"Spa‘ces ) v
’Nl;x_mber of Buildings’ - ‘
H'eigbt‘bf'euildidg(‘g): ' Q_S:
Number of Sioris L.

J i

e
2

2

_Bigycle Spaces

Resldential’
 Retall

Office:-

. IndUs,I[ial/:hD'Hf:

Produstion, Distbuticn, & Repsk

Parking:
Other (Specnfy Use) .

7 GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF)
/18

ENLEY

e

Please deocnba any addntlonal pro;ect (ealures that aré not mcluded in this: tabls

(Atschin aepazate sheet i more space is. noeded)”

2434



'8, Action(s) Requested (Include Planning Code Section which authonzes action)

Table 209.2 requlres conditional use authiorization for removal of dwelling umts in RM-1 districts, Section 31 7(g)
(5)(A)—(R) requires flndmgs regardlng the proposed_dw.elhng unitremoval

Conditional Use Findings

Pursuant to Planning Codé Section 303(c), before approving a conditiondl use authorization, the Planning
Commission needs to find thiat the facts presented are such to establish the findings stated below. In the space below
and on separate papet, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to establish each fmdmv‘

1. That the proposed nse or feature, at the size and iritensity contemplated and at the proposed location, will | provide
a development that is necessary or desirable, for, and tompatible with, the neighborhood or the commmuty, and

2. That such use or feature as proposed,will not be dettimental 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 pzoposed site, includin g 1ts size and shape, and the proposed size; shape and arrangement of:
‘structures;

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

© The safeguardé afforded to preventt tioxious or offensive emissions such asnoise, glére, dust and odor;-

{Q) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscapmg, screening, open spaces parkmg and loadmg
areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and

3, That such use or feature as proposed will comply. with the applicable provismns of this Code and w111 not
adversely affect the Mastet Flan.

See attached,
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Priority General Plan Péﬁci‘“eé Findings:

Proposmon Mwas adop(ed by the voters or November 4;.1986. It tequires that the City shiall.find that proposed
projects and demolitions are consistent with eight pnorlty policies set forth in Section 101:1 of the City, Planning:
Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the project is consistent or inconsiStent with each policy.
Eacht statement should refer to specific circumstaniéés or conditions applicableto the property: Each policy must have
d response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT DOES NOT.

1. ‘That éxistiig nelghborhood-servmg retail uses ‘be preserved and enhanced and future oppor’tunmes for: resndent :
employment in and ownership of such busmesses enhanced

See attached.

2 That extsﬂng housmg and ne)ghborhood character be conserved and prote
and economlc diversity of our ne)ghborhoods,

See attached

Gted iy Grder 0 preserie the cultural

3: That the Clty 'S supply of aftordable housmg be preserved and enhanced

See attached

4, “That commuitertraffic ot lmpede Muni transitsérvice 6F overburden our streets or nelghborhood parking::
See:attached,. ' ‘

AR SAK ENANGIRGO PLENMING UEPARIMINT V.OR 477015
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5, That a diverse economic base he maintained by protectmg our Industrial and service sectors from displacement
due to commercial office development, and that future. opportunmes far resndent employment and ownershlp in
these sectors be enhanced;

See attached, i ;

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect agalnst injufy and loss of hfe ihan
earthquake;

See attached.

7. Thatlandmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

See attached. - ) ‘ ' . |

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

:See dttached
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“Undex penaltyof per)m'y  the followitig dedamhcms aremade. v o = '
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agenf of the: ownar of this property . Lo _
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. - >
o The other mformahcm oy applications ma:’ bie requixed ‘

: tewbg&\erowner of authorized agent: oo B . | : -
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DASE MARHER
Foo Stad Ut onty

Application Sub_mittal Checklist

Applications listed below submmed to the Planning Departmenil must be accorapanied by this checklist anid
all required materials, The checklist is to be completed and signed by the appllcant ot autlmrued agent and a
department staff person.

APPLIGATION MATERIALS CHECKLST
Application, with all Blanks-completed
300-foot fadiys map, if applicable
Address fabels (origir{al). i dpplicéble
Address labels (copy of the abOVe), if'applicable
‘Slte Plan
‘Floor Plan
Elevations
Section 303 Requirements
Prop. M Findings
e o o NOTES:
Historic photographs {if possible), and ciirent photographs .
. . N - . . [1 Héquired Matenial. Write "N/A! il yais Biclisve
* W itant 13-t applicabla, (e.q. letter of

" authorization 15 not eequired if aplicaton i
sloned by proparty owner)

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Original Application signad by owner or agefit

B Typically vould not epply. Heverdhatass, in a

Letter Of authorization foragent specific case, Staf ihay require e s,

0 CHREERBE KOO OR

Other:. O Twp zois of priginat bibets and one cogy of
Saction Plon, Dotail dmvnngs (\e wmduv.s ~doey énlr.es ‘irlin), Speciications (!or clenrdng. adlthessas ol adjaren! preparty ovmers and
repalr, eic) ahd/cr Product cut sheets for new daments (ie. wiluws, doars) wnens of propanty aciogs siroel,

After your cise is assigned to a ‘plannes, you will be contacted and asked to providean. electronic version of this
application 1ncludmg associated photos and dmwmgs

Some applicationy will require addiljonal materials notlisted above: The above checklist does not include materiat
needéd for Plansiing review of a building permit. The “Application Packet” for Bulldmb Permit A ppllmlmm lists
those materials,

No application will be auepled by the Depntment unleqq the appropsiate coluimn on this form i is complered Receipt
of this-¢hecklist, the accompanying application, arid requiired materials by the Department serves 1o open a Planiing
file for the pmpmed project. After the file is established it will be agsigned to a planner. At that ime, the planmer
assigned will review the application to delermine whether it is complete or whether additional information is
requited in order for the Department to make a decision on the propdsal.

Fos Gﬁpammm Use Only
Apphmhon received by Planmng DLpartmenf

By. L . N 'E; Date; L
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APPLICATION FOR

-'Mergeronveré;lon or Demohﬂ@n

1. anel/’/\ppiu ant. inhnm it

PROPERTY OWNER S NAME:

Tobénx Gmuy:

’nw mmmuv(@ w& (L(m g2t owr

%j Cﬁ% aNI & o | mmeb@ntgpfgban;gﬁvvﬂ

APPLIGANT'S NA\;«E:'

-Same -1‘ Ahwvem,‘

- APPLICANTS AQDRESSE: ~ 0 7 -0 577 7 e s st S s " TELEPHONE:

e l

WA

‘cowAcr FOR anecr WFORMATIUN

B S..msa Ah GV ( ]
! pDDRESS:” ’ “ TELEPHONG

‘m wﬁwmqj(% Eir. A q’ﬁrwcrw?

l:MAIL.

C DOMMUNITY LIASQN Eoﬁhpnm{;cr (PLEASE n'é#om:nmcesm THEZQH!NG ADMINISTRATOR);

o . Samoas N?wsrl.,
- ADDRESS: " ’ oL Thmm e d D veiepdones ¢ cE T ey

¢ )

 EmalL, e e

1:? [c*mhon and Classilication

STRCET ADDRESS QF P

’L\Y/ L%%\E ,%/q,ﬂwe . . | B qz':;;f‘ G

: GROSS S$TREETS: *

LO}“HL Cﬂd \DO‘M,\C{ RESeIT,

ASSESSORS BLOCKILOT . LOT DIMENSIONS LOT AHI:A (SO l_fl ZO‘{ING DlSTR!CT . . 'HEIGHT}BULK D(STHICT -:_: ::

3 1039 )—S{\(: L6 B YOS
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8. Froject Type and History -

( Pleass check al fhat aé}ny)
f),(N ew.Construction .
L’] Alteraticng

“i‘_i, Demolition

{1 Other picass ciasity;

Dweliing Unfts
Hotel Rooms
Parking Spaces ’
LoadiAr!g'Spaces B}

Number of Buildings

Height of Building(s)

Number of Stories

“Bicycle Spaces -

ADDITIONS TQ BUILDING;
7] Rear

(71 Frant

1" Height

a ‘Side Yard

last decade?

eu»wmc PERMITNUMBER(S) T DATERLED: ]

701 030 01Ty - ch

Yalb OFOT7 S oo HI1e
DATE OF PROPERTY PURCHASE: (MM!DDIWYY)

GF[O BT

Was the buildin 'subject to the Ellis Act within:the. - P
om oo

PROJECT FEATURES

S
£
PN

GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF)-

_._Hésl‘d‘emial ‘ (; 7}) 0 3T Y \f}’l ‘#f
Retail
A Ofﬂce» |
ALy o o
Par'king | YGQ q (O Q \VO
Other (Specxfy Use o ‘ o
_oracese 1) GO0 } lg,[q&' o (34 1y
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5, Additional Project Details:

: RentalUmts T R o
..... __Tolunte’ - | R SR

‘Uriits subject to Rent Control 3

Owner—occ 4
Flental Bedrooms" -

o Total Bedrooms: .. 3 9

“Bedrooms subject to Rant Control' """" ' L V

8 Un;tSm ific lnformauon

] T ho.or o e T " ADDITIONAL CAIERA.
| UNITNG, weppoois | OF .. Gcouemcxs fcheck alf hat abplyy -

ausme 3—*8 3 L/}UB ?1 ‘OWNER OCCUPIED.

RENTAL | [ ELLIS ACT ﬁ:,\'AQANr '

P'é:oFusE?.,b I 3 1 IJ)»Q] 17{ OWNER oocum&ngv E

| RENTAL |

O ELLISACT » [I': VAGANT
E1 RENT GONTROL

|
o
, Exxs»n:gér 1 A u ‘GAW,NEBVQQQQE}ED. | EI RENTAL |

pRORDSED | - | HENTAL 2

’3 1 he3V | f}}lowwen oceuPIER

[l ELUSACT [ VAGANT
D RENT CONTROL

eusTNG | .00 OWNEROCGUPEED [T RENTAL

PROPOSED: -

LU,S 1 Iﬁ Q\/V\{Nﬁnocéﬂéiéo DHRENTAL

7. Cther !nfornﬂtton .

. Please describe any addmonal pro]ectfeatures tha! were not mcluded in the above tables: ' ;

(Auanh 7 sapiaty sheet I more apaca fs roedad) - b

9

SANTNAHOIE TS FLANHILE LERSRIRENE L) 11 s
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1l

Priority General Plan Policigs - Plannmg Code Section 101.1
APPLILAbU: TO f\u PROJE(’T@)

Pmpmmon M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986, It requites that the'City shall find that praposed
alterations and demolitiong are consistent with eighf prioxity policies st forth in Section Im 1 of the Planning Code.
These.cight policiés aré listed below, Please state how the Project is consistent or: mconsistent with each palicy, Bach
statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each pohcy must have a
response. If a given policy does not apply to your project, explain why it is not applicable.

1, That existing neighborttiood-serving refail uses be preserved and enhanced and.fuhire oppartunities for.
resident employment in and omlp of such businesses enhanced;

ee

2, That existing houSlng and ne{ghborhood character be consetvéd and protected in order to preserve the
cultura| and ecohoimic dIVerslty of Ojrt;mghborhonds’

' 7.\ el

$€C ok

3. That the City's stipply of affordable hou'silqg be _p‘(eseryed and ‘enhanced;

4. That commuter traffic not tmpede Muni transit ser-]ce or ovarburden our strests or neighborhood parking,

O s

. Lo - .
s'*' LRERE B B TORR R N B SRR I T TN PN R
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6, That & diverse eGonoric basé be maintaifned by protecting our industilal’and service sectors from )
displacemsnit due to’commercial office developmant, and that future opportunities for resident employmenit:
and ownership in these sectors be snhanced, .

8. Thatthe City achiev
earthquake,

dee

.

sta sunlight and vistas ba protected from. developmenit.

g

S N S I R TR
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Dwelling Unit Demolition
(SUPPLEMENTAL iNFOHM/\TlON) .

Pursuant to I‘larmmg Code Section 317(d), Residential Demolition not otherwise subject to a Conditional Usg
Authorization shall be exther sub)ect toa Mand"nfory Discretionary Réview hearing or will qualify for adininistrative
approval. -

Administrative approval only applies to:
(1) single-family dwellings in RH-1 and RH-I(D) Districts proposed for Demolition that are not affordable
 br finiancially accessible housing (valued by a credible appraisal within the past six months to be greater
than 80% of combined land and structure value of single-family homes in San Frangisco); OR
(2) residential buildings of two units or fewer that are found to be unsound housing.

Please see the Departmunt"s website under Publications for “Loss.of Duwclling Units Nmnw‘icalﬁ Values”.
The Planning Commission will consider the following criterta.in the review of Residential Demaofitions. Pleuse fill out

anbwers to the cntena below

EXISTING YALUE AND SOUNDNESS - YES NOo

Is the value of the existing land and-structure of the single-family dwelling affordable N ]
or financlally accessible housing {below the 80% average price of single-family homes in f,’/ A
1 San-Francisco, as datermmad by a credibfe appralsal WIthm slx months)? o3
If A0, submlttal ofa crednble appratsal is. requnred with-the dpplication,
Has the housing been found to be unsound at the 50% threshnld (appllcable to }l/ /pr

?‘A one- and two-famsly dwellings)? - L
3 Is tbe prop,eny freeofa history o,fx'sario_us,« continuing code viplations? (ﬁ' : T
4 Has the housing been ialintained in a deceﬁt,‘safe, and sanitary condition? Ej ™

Is the properly a historical tesouroe undet CEQA? [
& It yes, wili the removal of the resourte have.a substantial adversa impact under

CEQAT [l YESs [J No »
RENTAL PROTEGTION' - S YES

6  Doesthe Project convert rental housing to other forms of tenufe of occupangy?- | 1
7 Does the Project remova rental units subject to the Rent Stabmzatlon and Arbitration 0

Ordiriance or affcrdable housing? :

" PRIORITY POLICIES =~ ' YES

- Does the Project conser\/e existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
nelghborhaod diversity?

N
Does the Project canserve nelghborhood character to preserve neighborhaod cultural 5
and economic diversity? E
(1
]

10 Does the Project protact the relative-affordability of existing housing?

Does theProjéct increase the nurmber of,'parmanently affardable unite as governed
by Section 4157

®EOR 3R m%

11

¥ bRk PRAMSISTT FALTING T CANTIESY vt Tlravk
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o

Dwelling Unit Demolition
(SUPPLEMEN TAL SNFOHMAl 10N CONT!NU, ‘

moon

14 Doesthe ijacf creats few Suppoﬂh/e housing’i oo

{5 Is lha Project of supavb amhltectural snd Urbar’ deSign. meeimg all reEevan{ déézgn : i ' o
s guldellnes, 10 ahtiance the ex|si|ng nmghbomood character?” : Lk
A Does_.the Project increass the number of .on—bptg g;iw_gumg ,_qngs? & lj

17 Does the Projéct increase the gumber t.on-gié bedioonmis? W o

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty nfpequry the fo]lou ing declagations are mades:

a: ‘The undersigned is the gwnér.or authorized agent of the owner of this pmpe[t}f
b: . The information pregented is true and comect to:thg best of mykoowledge,
¢ Other information or apphcahuns way berequired;

"Dates,

. P‘nnt mune, ami mdxca{e whether owuer, or authonzed agcnt.

J‘aﬂk Yo ra#i(.
mlmmml(mm

suér a\(?»QY& :

18
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DenuﬂﬁmqupphoammwSubnnﬁ lCheckMﬂ
(FOR PL ANNING DEFARY MtNT USE OMY)

Applications sibmitted to the Planning Départment must be accompamed by this checklist and all required

matenals
APPLIQA@ MATERIALS ) @E;Kusr

Original Application, signed with all blanks completed [&
Prop. M Findings (Geﬁ_er_él Pian Policy Findings) )
Sprlerxientgl. Information Pages for Demolitiori M

Notification Materials Package: (See Page 4) [
Natification map o
Address labels CI*
Add_r_e_é_s list~(pr§nted: fist.of all mailirg data or copy of labels) r*
Affidavit of Notification Maferjals Préparation - lj‘*

Set of plahs: One set full size AND two reduaed size 117"
- Site Plan (exnstmg and proposed)
Floar Plans’ :(exishng and proposed)
Elevations (including adjacent structutes)

Gurrent phatographs

Historic photographs (if possible) NOTES:

1.’} Reauired Maledal, Write “N/A” il you befieve .
the ftetn b hot applicable. (e.g, letter of
sulhorizatlen is nel required i applization fs
signed by prapady owner,) :

_Check payable to Planning Dept. (sea surrent fee schedule)
Letter of-guthorization for agent (f applicable)

'ggﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ

8 Typically would not apply, Movertholess, in 2
specific case, stafl may requlys e Hem.

Pre-Application Materials (if applicatle)

Other: . -
-Section Plab, Detsif dravings (e, Windows, door gnirinz, A}, Spacilications (for cleaniig, @ G Requfired tpon request upul{nemng :
Tapair, e} andfor Product cyt shvels for new slemonts (iﬁ Vindeavs, dnors) . schaduling, ;

Some applications will require additional matetials not listed above. The above.checklist does not include matesiaf.
‘needed for Planning review of a building penmt The “Application Packet” for Buﬂdmg Permit Apphmtmx\s lists
those materials,

No apphmtmn will be accepted bv the Departrient unicss the appropriate column on ﬂns form is completed Receipt
of this checklist, the accam panying application, and required materials by the Department serves lo open a Planning
file.far the proposed project. After the file is established it will be assigned to a plannier. At that time, the planner
assigned will review the application to determine whether it is complete or whether additional information is
required in order for ihe Department to make a decision on the proposal.

Fot Dopariment Use Only )
" Application received by Planning Depattment:

By Date:

19
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SAN FRANCISCO

APPEAL OF CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION

218 27" Avenue
DATE: December 1, 2017
T0: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: 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. 2016-003258 CUA
Appeal of the approval of Conditional Use Authorization for 218 27% Avenue

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT l vEmch

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax: -
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

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

LLC

APPELLANT: Robia S. Crisp of Hanson Bridgett, LLP, on behalf of Alex Bernstein and SoniaA

Daccarett, 2545 Lake Street, San Francisco, CA 94121

INTRODUCTION

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 : Board File No. 171226
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA
- 218 27" Avenue

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE

The Project site is located on the east side of 27% 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 27" 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. v

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 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 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 TAX-California 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 Axrchitecture 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.

SAN FRANCISGO s 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization Board File No. 171226
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA
218 27™ 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 1mposed 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 Comumission 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 acceésibility 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 comply with the applicable prov151ons of 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
Comumnission must determine have been met, the Section 317 criteria must only be considered by the

SAN FRANCISCO : 3
NG DEPARTMENT .
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Appeal of Cpnditional Use Authorization ' Board File No. 171226
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 ‘ Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA
N 218 27" Avenue

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;

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

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

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

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

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 design, 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.

o UT R W N

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 construction 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 pnvacy 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.

SAN FRANCISEO . ‘ V A 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization Board File No. 171226
Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA
218 27" Avenue

Although the subject and opposite 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 accomplished the goals of the City with respect to the
creation of new family-sized housing in a physical form appropriately responsive to neighborhood
character.

SAN FRANCISCO e 5
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization Board File No. 171226 -

Hearing Date: December 12, 2017 Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA
: 218 27™ Avenue

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.

SAN FRANGISCO B 6
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMEN_T

o ~1650 Mission St
g O E S ‘Source Hmng (Admm Code) Suite 400
: San.Franicisgo,
AD Jobs Houslng Lmkage Program (Sec 413) & child Care Requlrement (Sec 414) CA94103.247
D Downtown Park Fee (Sec 412) put Ot.l')_ve;. :
Reception:
415.558.6378
“Fax;
Planning Commission Motion: No 20025‘ 4155586409 |
HEARING DATE OCTOBER 12, 2017 Planning
Informations:
| . 4155586377
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ADOPTIN G FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL :OF CONDITIONAT, USE-
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANN]NG CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 317 TO DEMOLISH"
AN EXISTING TWO-STORY, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AND CONSTRUCT A. NEW FOUR-—»A
STORY 3-UNIT BUILDING WITHIN THE RM-l (RESIDENTIAL MIXED LOW DENSITY)'
DISTRICT AND A 40 -X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT

PREAMBLE |
On August 15, 2016 218 27"' Avenue LLC (herelnafter "Pro]ect Sponsor”) flled ar apphcatmn W1th the

Code Sectlons 303 and 317 to demohsh an exxshng two—story, smgle—famlly dwellmg and cor\struct | new
four-story, 3 -unit building within the RM-1 (Residential, Mlxed Low Densxty) District and a 40-X Helght_
and Bulk Dlstrlct

On: October: 12 2017; thee San Francisco: PIannmg Cormmission- (heremaf’ter “Corimission”) conducted a:
© duly rioticed public hearing. ata regularly scheduled. ‘meeting on Conditional Use Apphcahon Nos 2016~
003258CUA

www.sfplanning.org
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On June 21, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA”) as Class 1 and Class 3. Categorical Exemptrons under CEQA as described in the
determmatlon contained-in the Planmng Department files for this Project. Durmg the CEQA review, it
was determined that the subject building is not a hlstonr: 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 partles :

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Condmonal Use requested in Apphcahon No. 2016--
003258CUA, sub)ect to the conditions contained in * “EXHIBIT A” of this motjon, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in ‘the preamble above, and havmg heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission flnds, concliides, and déetermines as follows:

1.. The above recitals are accurate and constitute'findinga of’this,iCémmi"ssion.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The pro]ect is located on the east side of 27t Avenue, between
California. and Lake Streets, Lot 038 in Assessor $ Block 1386. The property is located within the
RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low Densxty) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.. The subject
property has. approximately 25 feét of frontage on 27% Avenue and is apprommately 120 feet
'deep‘ The large flat rectangular-shaped. parcel is currently occupied by a two—story, single-family
dwelling constructed circa 1917 which covers approxrmatelv 50% of the lot 4

3. ‘Surrounding Proper’ues and Nexghborhood '[he project site is located on.a key lot near the
‘corner of Lake Street in the Outer Richmond neighborhood. The sub]ect site is located in an RM-1
District and is surrounded by two- to 12-unit residential structures ranging in height-from. three:
to four stories. Immedrately ad]acent to-the subject property to the north is a three-story, seven-
unit bmldmg and 1mmedxately to the south is a three-story, four-unit residential building.
- Directly across the street are a‘three-story, three-family- dwellmg and. a- four-story, six-unit
building. Imniediately béhind and. to the east. of the subjéct property is a four-story, four-unit
structuré, While the adjacent propertles are within the RM-1 (Residential, Mixed, Low’ Density)
District, the surrounding neighborhood to the north arid west are within the RH-1 (Residential,
House, One—Famlly) District. The subject property is also within .25-miles of stops for the 1-
California and 1AX-California A Express and 29-Sunset MUNI transit lines. :

4. Project Description. The prO}ect proposes the demolition of the existing two-story, smgle—famﬂy
‘dwelling and the construction of 2 four-story, 40-fgot tall, three—farmly residential building. The
three uriits, desigried as two-story townhouseés, would range in size from approxxmately 1,390
square feet to 2,265 squiare feet.” Each unit will have one off-street parking space and orie Class ¥
bicycle parkmg space in the garage on the ground floor. The project is not seeking' any.
exceptions or variances from the. Plannmg ‘Code: However, the apphcant is 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 Reésidential Design ‘Guidelines with respect to

SAN FRANCISCO ' . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT: :
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building scale at the street; The Departmenit recomménds approval of the: pro]ect with: the
condition that the’top floor setback be increased to:a minimum of 15 feet, ;

Pursuant to Planmng Code 317(C), ”Wher:e an apphcahon fora perxmt that: would result in the.
loss o,f‘.__ope or more Residential Umts is. required to. obtam Co itional Use Authorization by‘
-other sections. of. this- Code, the: apphcatlon for a’replacement b ilding:or “alteration permit shall -
also be subjéct to Condmonal Use requirements.” Thi '_report ' ludes findings for a Cond:honal}
Use Authonzatlon in addmon to Demohtlon Criteria established in. Planning Code Section 317
The design. of the new struicture is analyzed in the Design Review Checklist.

5. Public Comment. -As of October 2 2017 the Department had- recelved one: email; from.a board;
*memnber of the Planning Assomaﬂon for the Richmond, opposing the height of the proposed four-
story buﬂdmg within the context of the surrounding neighborhood predommantly consxstmg of
three-story strutiires. : '
6, Planning Code Compliance; The Comniission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Plannmg Code inthe followmg manner'

Use Authonza’non is requlred for apphcahons proposmg to demohsh a re51dentlal umt in an.
RM-1- Zoning Dlsmct This Code Section estabhshes cnterxa that Plarmmg Commission shalI
consider in the review of apphcatlons for Remd_enttal Demohtxon

As the project requires Conditional Use: Authorzzatzon per the requirements: of the Section 317, the
. additional critéria. speaﬁed uridet: Section, 317 hive been- mcorporuted as’ findings m Subsectzon 8
* Additional Fmdmgs pursuant to Section 317" below.

B, ;Front Setback Réquirement.: Plannmo Code Sectlon 132 “states. that the minimom. front
‘setback depth shall be based on the average of adjacent propertxes ora Leglslated Setback

B There is 1o requzredA ﬁont sethick for the sub ect property -based on the locatlon af the adjacent,'

szdewalk mto the publlc rzght of way ’Ikese horizontal pro]ectzons meet the reqmrements of Plarmzng
Code Sectioni-136(c), which regulates permztted obstructions inta yurds anid. over streefs.. .

C: ‘Rear Yard Requlrement Planmng Code Sectmn 134 Tequires a-reatt yard equal to 45 petcent
of the' total depth, at grade arid above, for properties contammg dwellmg umts in RH-3
iZomng Dtstrlctsg Planning Code Section 134(c)(1) allows for the reduction in the-rear yard
requlrement g 'averag between the depths of the rear: bulldmg wal of the two ad]acent

sub]ect.lot whlch is. at the depth of the fear bu11d1ng wall of the one . ad;acent bulldmg
fronting on the:same. street or alley

‘SAN FRANCISCO . 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT“ .
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AN FRANCISCO

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 consz'derutz’oﬁ‘of a ‘reduction in the rear yard
requireient. The subject property dbuts along its:south side lot line a building with a rear yard
setback: of approximately 33.5 feet. Accordingly, the project provides a corresponding tear yard of
approximately 30 feet (25% of the lot depth) including a.one story permitted extension, which complies
‘with the rear yard requirements of the Planuing 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)(3),
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 en‘c‘raaéh into the 25%«;{ear yard. area.

. Useable Open Space. Planning -Code Secnon 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 dwelli’ng- units, Each unit Has access. to approximately 745
square feet of common.open space in the rear yard as well as private balconies and roof decks totaling
approximately 904 square feet. As such,: all dwelling tinits: have access to: usable. open space which

‘exceeds the minimum required by Section 135 of the Planning Code.

. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Secfion 140 requires that at least one.room of all

dwellmg 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 ox other open area
that meets: minimum requiremerits for area and horizontal dimensions.

All propdsed dwelling units have direct exposure onto-the public street or conforming rear yard.

Street Frontages. Section 144 of the Planning Code requires that né more than one-third of
the width of the ground story along the front lot lirie, 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 lot be- hrmted by this requirement to a smgle such.
entrance of less than tei feet in width, '

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

. Off-Street Parking. Planning Code Section 151 requires one parking space for each dwelling.

unit and a maximum of 150 percent of: the requ1red number of spaces where three or more
spdces are required: :

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

. 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
‘units.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT A ] 4
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"

‘The project requires three Class 1 bicyjcle parking:spaces and no Class 2. bicycle parkmg spaces. The'
S :three Class I bicycle parkmg spaces, | located in. the garage.

: project t,:m)pE :

prescnbed iy the sub;ect helght and bulk dlstrlct For propertles in RM Zonmg DlStl‘lCtS,.
‘height is measured at the center of the buﬂdmg startmg from curb to.a point 40 feet hxgh at
-the required front setback

zts pztched roof The proposed four-Story, three- famlly dwellmg wlll be upproxzmutely 40 feet hzgh and

per Code the tearmost portior of the building is. reduced to 30 feet in height.

J.. -Child Care- Requirements for Residéntial Projects. Planmng Code: Section 414A. reqmres
that any residential development project that results:in at least one net new resideritial unijt
shall comply with the imposition of the Residential Child Care Impact Fee requirement;
‘The Project proposés rieiw constriction of a three—umt residentinl. building. Tf’z‘e’r’ef()re, the Project is
subject to the Residential Child Care Tnpact Fee and myst comply with the requirements outlined in.
Planniig Code Section 4144..

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

A The proposed new-uses. and. building, at the size. and intensity contemplated and at: ’che
proposed location, will pr0v1de a development that is hiecessary or deslrable, and compatlble
with, the neighborhood or the community: .

As- conditioned, the: use and size. of the proposai pl‘O]ECt is compatible: with the - zmmedzate
neighborhood. The proposal would demohsh an. existing smgle famzly dwellzng thaf contains three
“bedrooms avd Has approx:mately 1,200 sqiidre feet of floor area, excludmg the basement lével, The new.
building will. ‘contaiin one: 2-bedroom and twio. 3-bedrooin dwelling units: ranging. in size from
~approxzmately 1,390 sgudre feet to 2,265 square feet.'As conditioned, the sztmg of the new building.
will be irt conformtty with the requtrements of the Planning Code and consistent with the ob]ectwes of
the Reszdentlal Design Guldelmes 4

B: .The ptoposed. project will not be detriniental to"the heéalth; saféty, convenfefice o general
‘welfare of persons, residing or workhig‘ih“’the’ vicinity, Thete are no fedtures of the project
that could be detrimental: to. the health, safety or convenience: of: those resxdmg or Workmg
the axea, m that

i.  Nature of proposed site, including its size and _sha_pe, ‘and. the- proposed size, shape and
arrangement of SfructureS' ' '

sm FRANGISEO 5.
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if.

iid.

iv.

As conditioned, the four-story massing at the street: front is appropriate given the context of the
immiediate neighbottiood. The proposed new construction-is entirely within the buildable area as
prescribed by the Plannzng Code and Reszden_ti al Design Guidelines,

'The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehiclés; the type and volume of
stich traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street paxking and loading;

The proposed garage is deslgned to accommodate the three required: oﬁ’ street parking spaces, in
addition to the three required Class 1 bicycle parking spaces;

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

_As the proposed project is residential ine riature, wilike commercial or industrial uses; the proposed
residential use is not expected to produce noxious or offensive emissions.

Treatment giver{,' as 'app_ro_priate, to stich aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The fagade treatment and. materials of the new building have been appropnately sefected fo be
compatiblé with the surrounding nelghborhood

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

and will not adversely affect the General Plari.

As conditioned, the Projéct complzes with all relevant requirements and standards of the lemmg
Codeé and is consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

“That the use as proposed would provide development ’chat is in conformlty with the purpose

of the’ apphcable Residential District

The proposed project is consistent with the stated pirpose of RM-1 Districts which are characterized
by a mixture of dwelling types 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
éonformuncé with the Planning Code requirements for dwellings in RM-1 Zoning District.

8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317. Section 317 of the Planning Code establishes
crxteua for the Planning Commission to- consider when. reviewing applications to demolish or
convert Residential Buildings. On balarice, the Project does comply with'said criteria in that;

ii.

SAN FRANCISCO

Whether the property is free of a h'istgry of sglqibus, continuing code violatidn;s;

A review of the Depariment of Buzldmg Inspection and the Planning Department databases showed no
-active enforcement cirses or notices of © violation for the subject property.

Whether the ho‘using has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

PLASINING DEPARTMENT ) 6
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i

pL'A

vil,

Diti,

SAN FRANCISCO::

"alolatwns

Whether the property is an “historieal resource” under CEQA;

Although the existing building is more than 50 years old; a review of supplemental information

resulted in @ determination: that the property is not-an; hzstoncal resource.
“Whether the rerioval of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA;
“The structure is riot an historical resource and its reroval will not have & substantial adverse impact,

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

The existing singlefamily divelling proposed for demolition is currently oacait. The project ;olans to

convert the new dwellirig iinits into condominiums.

Whether the Project removes rentaI units. sub;ect to the Rent Stabﬂxzatmn and Arbifration

4 Ordmance,

The Planmng Department cannot deﬁmtwely determme iohether or ot the smgle famzly home is
subject to-the Rent: Stabilization and: Arbitration Ordinance. This is the purview of the Rent Board;

. howepez{, the Department can confirm thut there are no tenazztg living in the dw_ellmg..

‘Whether. the Pro]ect conserves -existing housing to. preserve cultural and ecoromic:
»nelghborhood dlver51ty, :

Although the project’ proposes the deiolition of G exzstmg dwellmg, the new construction project thill

-result in three famlly—smed dwzllmgs, containing more habitable square feet and bedrooms,

‘Whether the Pro]ect conserves nelghborhood ‘character fo. preserve nelghborhood cultural

and economnic dlversu:y,

As conitioned, the Project conserves vigighborhood: chatactér with- appropriate scale; desigh; and.

materzuls, and zmproves cultiiral and. econom‘ c
that gre conisistent’ wzth the RM 1 Zonzng Dzstrzct

iisity by constructing three fainily-sized dwellings

Whethet the Project protects the relatiye'affordability of existinig housing;

The pro]ect removes an. older dwelling ymit, which is. genemlly conszdered more ajfordable than more:
recently constricted umits: However, the project also results i two additional units, greater habitable

floor area, and more bedrooms that contnbuta positively to the City’s hbusmg stock.

“Whether the Pm}ect incréases the niimbet of pennanen’dy affordabla units as governed by

Sectlon 415;

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 7
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Xii. -

xiii.

xiv.,

XV.

XVE.

xvii,

xvili.

- The Project is not sub]ect to the provisions of Plunmng Code-Section 415, as the pro]ect proposes fewer

than ten units.
Whiethet the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;

As conditioned, the Project has been designed t0 be-in keeping with the scale and development pattern
of the established neighborhood character.

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

The Project proposes enhanced oppottunities for famtly -sized housing on~szte by, constructmg three
family-sized dwelling units whereas the property currently contains only one famzly—swed dwelling.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; .
The Project does not create suppartive housing.

Whether the Project is of stiperb architectural and urban design, meetmg all relevant design
gmdehnes to enhance ex1st1ng neighborhood character;

The overall scale, design, and materi_als of the proposed building are consistent with the block-face and
compliment the neighborhood character with a corfipatible design.

“Whether the Project incréases: the number of on:site dwelling units;
The Project would add two additional duwelling units to the site.
Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.:

The existing dwelling contums three bedrooms. The proposal includes two, 3-bedroom umts and @
single two-bedroom unit, a net increase of five bedrooms, :

‘Whefhei or'riot the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and,

The project will not maximize the. allowed. denszty on-site by providing three dwelling units. Four
residential units are permitted at this site. :

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

The Plinning Departiént cinnot definitively determine whether or 1ot 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 teriants living in the dwelling.

9. General Plan Comphance The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectlves

SAN FRANCISCO

;and P011c1es of the General Plan:,

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 8
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'HOUSING ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 2:
RETAIN EXISTING' HOUSING UNITS AND: PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE
STANDARDS WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFF ORDABILYI‘ Y.

Pohcy 2.1:
Dlscourage the demolition of sound ex1st1ng housing; unless the demolition results inanet
increase in-affordable housmg

The project: proposes ¢ demolition: of & sound resdentlal structure conitaining: a4 thrée-bedroom. szngle famzly'

dwellin, ,.Howe'ver, the new. building wzl[ contam three: dwellzng units and: results in g net incregse. of

 family-sized houszng

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

Policy 3.1% :
Preserve rental units; espec1aIly rent controlled umts, to meet the C1ty s affordable hcuslng
needs.

Pohcy 3.3;
‘Maintairi balance ire affordablhty of ex15tmg housing stock by suppotting affordable moderate

: ownershxp opporturunes

Polxcy 34
Préserve “naturally affordable” housmg types, stich & smaller and older ownersh1p units:

The: existirig single famzly dwellmg is currently acar
determine whether or #ot the szngle famtly home is’ subject it
Ordinance; This is the purview of the Rent Board; however-;_the Department can conﬁrm that there are vio
tendnts living in the dwellmg The new construction: project will result it an increase in "the number of
both, units and Bedrooms. of the property

OB]ECTIVE 1%

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND: DISTINCT CHARACTER OF . SAN

FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS,

Pollcy 11, Ir
Promote the construction and rehabnhtatxon of well de51gned housmg that emphasizes beauty,
erx1b1hty .and mnovatlve de51gn, and respects ex1st1ng nelghborhood character

Pohcy 1

Policy 113;

SAN FRANGISET . . g
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT . : *
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Ensure growth is iaéc‘ommo dated without substantially arid adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.5:
Ensure densitiesin estabhshed resxdentjal areas promote compatxbﬂlty with prevallmg
neighborhood charactet.

As conditioned the proposed new constructlon conforms to the Residential Deszgn Guidelines and is

dppropriate- in terms of material, secale; praportzons and massing’ for the surrounding neighborhood.
Furthermore, the proposal results in anincrease in the number of dwelling units, while’ maintaining
general compliance with the requirements of the Planning Code.

URBAN DESIGN

OBJECTIVE I:

"EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS ,
' NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE A’'SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF

ORIENTATION.

‘Policy 1:2:

Recognize, protect and reinforce the ex15tmg street pattern, especially asit is related topography.

As conditioned, the project proposes new. construction: that.will reinforce the existing street pattern as the
building scale is appropriizte for the subject block’s ,streétfrontage.

Policy 1.3:
Recogmze that bu11d1ngs when seen together, produce a total effect that charactetizes the city
and its districts. '

As conditioned, the proposed facade and massing are compattble with the existing neighborhood character

and development pattern, particularly by proposzng a building of s1mzlar mass, width and height as the
existing structures along the block-face.

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) estabhshes eight priority-planning ‘policies and requires review
of permits for- conmstency withsaid pol1c1es On balance, the. project -does: comply with said
policies in that:

A. That existing. neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved ard enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.
Existing rieighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely. affected by-
the proposal, as the existing bulldmg does not contain commercial uses.
B. That:existing housing and neighborhood character. be conserved and -protected in order to
‘preserve the.cultural and economic diversity. of our neighborhoods.
The project is compatlble with- the exzstmg housing and neighborhood character of the: immediate
vicinity. ds conditioned, the .project proposes a height and scale compatzb[e with the adjacent
neighbors and is consisterit with the Planning Code, while providing three family-sized dwellings.
SAN FRARGISCO . ) . 1 0
PLANMING DEPARTMENT N
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‘.tke czty 5 houszng stock

‘That:-commuiter trafﬁc not unpede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets’ or
:nelghborhood parking..

re51dent employrnent and ownersh1p in these sectors be enhanced

The Project will not-displace any: service or iidustry establishment. The project will not affect
industrial- ot service sector uses or related employment opportumttes. Ownersth of industrial or
sérvice sector businesses will not: be aﬁected by this pro;ect

- That'the Clty achieve the greatest possible preparedness. to protect against inijury and: loss of

lifeinan earthquake

AThe Project is designed and will be constructed: fo- conform to. the structural and seismic: sufety

P

’,requzrements* of the Czty Buzldmg Code. T}us proposal. will’ ok impact the property’s abllzty 0

withstand an earthquake.
Thatlandmarks and historic bulldmgs be preserved:
A laidniark orhzstonc ‘E#ild’ing'does riot decipy tize:i{foj;e‘gf site,

That out, parks and apeit” space and thelr actess: to! sunhght and wsfas be protected from
development. :

Theproject will have no siegative frpact on existing parks and open spaces.. The Project does riot have
an impact-on ope spaces.: ' '

12, The Commission heteby finds that approval of the Conditional Use aithorization would promote
the health safety and Welfare of the Clty -

2464
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DECISION

That based upon. the Record, the submlssmns by the Appllcant the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testlmony presented to this Commissiott at the public hearings, and all Gther
writtenn materials submitted by all: parties, the -Commission- hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Apphcatlon No. 2016- 003258CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated September 8, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is.
incorporated herein by-reference as though fully set forth. |

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggneved person may appeal thls Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervxsors 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 appealed (After the 30-

' day period. has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further mformahon, please contact fhe Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodleit Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. .

Protest of Fee ox Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition‘of approval by following the. procedires set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requu:ements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 9% days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
‘ refe,rencmg thie _challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
. imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development. N

If. the City: Has not prev1ously -given Notlce of an earlier dlscretionary approval of - the project, the
Plannmg Commiission’s adoption of this Motion, Resclution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Adriinistrator’s _Vanance 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 begum, If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I'hereb\{
]onas P. Iorun E\
Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppél, Melgar and Richards
NAYS: Nohe
ABSENT: Fong, Moore -

ADOPTED:  October.12,2017

SAN FRANGISCO 12
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CASE NQ 2016- 003258CUA
218 27" Avenue.

EXHIBIT A

Consfruct a four—story, two-fanuly dwellmg Iocated at 218 27th Avenue, Lot 038 in Assessor s Block 1386

pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317(d) within the RE-3 District-and a 40- X Helght 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 sub)ectto conditions of approval reviewed and-
approved by the Commission on October: 12,.2017 under Motion No-20025, This authiorization and the.
conditions contairied herein run thh the property and not with a parhcular Pr_ :

__‘:_Ct Sponsor busmess or"-

operator;

RECO'RDATION, OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building perit or commencernent of use for the Pro]ect the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordatlon ofa Notice i 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 pro;ect is
sub]ect to the conditions of approval contained. herein and. rev1ewed and approved-by the Planning
Commlssxon on October 12 2017 under Mohon No 20025

PRINTING OF CONDITIGNS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The condl’clons of approval under the: ‘Bxhibit A' of this: Plarmmg Commission Motion No 20025 shall be-
reproduced on the Index Shéef of construction plans submitted ‘with. the Site or’ B, ":dmg permiit
application for the Project. The. lndex Sheet of the constructiory’ plans shall referénce to the Conditional”
Use: authorization and any subsequent amendments or mod1f1cat1ons

SEVERAB!LITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requiremeiits. If ariy clause, senténice, section
or any. part of these: condmo ’ of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such mva11d1ty shall not
affect or impair other;x¢  senty , of:sections of these condmons This decision: conveysv
no right to comstruct, or to recexve & bmldmg penmt. "Project Sponsor” shall' include any subsequent.
respons1ble party ) ,

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes: to- the approved plans ‘may- be approved, adnumstratwely by the Zomng Admiistrafor:
Slgmfmant changes and modifications of conditions shall’ requlre Planmng Commission approval of a.
‘new Conditional Use authorization,

sa FRANEISCD 13
LANNING. DEPARTMENT
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Motion.No. 20025 . ~CASE NO. 2016- 003258CUA
QOctober 12, 2017 : 218 27" Avenue

Conditions of Approval, Compllance Monltormg, and Reportmg
' PERFORMANCE

1.

Vahdlty The authonzahon and right vested by vu‘tue of this action.is vahd for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Bmldmg Inspectxon shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

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

Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has ,lapsed, the project sporisor must seek a renewﬂ‘of‘ this Airthorization by filing an
application. for an amendrment to- the original Aithorization or a mew application for
Aufhbrfiatxon Should the project sponsoi décline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
apphcanon, the Coinimission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the'revocation of
the Authorization, Should the Cominission riot revoke the Authorizatiot: followmg the closure of
the pubhc hearmg, 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,

wwp, sf—glanmng org

Dlhgent pursult Once a 31te or. Building’ Perrmt has been issired, construction must commience
~within the tieframe required by the Department of Building Tnspection and be continued
dlhgenﬂy to completion, Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
révoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved ~

For. information about compliaice, contact Code Enforcement Plannmg Departmenf at 415 575-6863,
www, sf “planning. org.

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 lenigth of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For infdfznation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Departient at 415-575-6863,
www.éfplunninq. org ' . o

Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or. other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable prov1snons of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Plannmg Department at 415-575- 6863,

wynp.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 wall.

SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANN - _ o . 14

ING DEPAHTMENT

2467




Motion No: 20025 ) ‘CASE.NO. 2016-003258CUA
October12,2017 - 218 27" Avenue

www. sf- nlarmmsz org:

7, Koof Deck. The Project Sponsor shall remove the roof deck proposed above:the. fourf:h floor and.
‘submit" revxsed plans-to. the. Planmng Department pnor to Planmng approval of the: bmldmg
permit.

For informatioi about complmrzce contact: e Cose: Planner, Plannmg Department at 415-558-6378;
www.sf nlmmmy org

8. Roof Atcess: The Pro]ect Sponsor shall revxse the pro]ect plans to limit access to: the toof above,
~ the fourth floor to the minimal requirements as requ1red by the Building Code. Revised- plans
shall’be submitted to. the Planmng Department prior to Planning, approval of. the building permit
application, The desigry ¢ shiall be as approved by the Planning Department..
For-information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Plannmg Department at 415- 558—6378 ..
wwisf- nlannmg org:

'Department" '." ) Plas

frosted windows’ shall be moperable

For: mfonnatzon abi ut complumce, cor:tact the Case Planner, Planmng Department at 415 558 6378
www. sf vlanmmz 015?

-1Q5‘Arbonst Requu‘ed The Pro]ect Sponsor shall retam an arborlst to obSerVe construction and

Por mfonnutzon about comphance, contact the Casa Planner, Planmng Depurtment at 415 558*6378
www. sf plannzm? arg

.11, Front Entry Deck and Stair Screenmg The Pro]ect.Sponsor shall submit revised site plan, floor.
. 'plans and north o to the' Plannmg Department-ptior to Plannmg approval of the bmldmgj
pemut apphcatlon deplctmg the: addl’aon of an opaque prlvacy screen or panel at the front entry

www sf vlannmsz org

12 Garbage, compostlng and recyclmg ‘storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting,. and récycling shall be provided within enclosed areas ori the property 4nd clearly
~Iabeled and 1llustrated on. the bulldmg perm1t plans Space for the collec’aon and storage, of

"and other~
vof the bmldmgs
For- information. abou} compimnca, contact the Chsé Planner, Plunmng Department at 415-575-9087,
wuww.sfplamiingore:
S5 FRARCISCO . 15,
PLANNING DEFARTMENT +]
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Motion No. 20025 CASE'NO. 2016- 003258CUA

14..

October 12, 2017 218 27" Avenue
PARKING AND TRAFFIC
13. Bicycle Parking: The Project shall provide no fewer than three (3) Class1 bicycle parking spaces

as required by Plannmg Code Sectlons 155.1 and 155.2. ‘
For mformatzon About compliance, contacf Code Enforcement, Plannmg Department at 415 575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Parking Requirement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Project shall provide three ©

fmdependently accessible off-street parking spaces.

For information about compliance, contact Code: Enforcement, Planning Departmient at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.ory

PROVISIONS

15.

Chilcf Care Fee - 'Residenﬁal The - Project is subject {o. the Residential .Child Care Fee, ag
applicable, pursuant to, Plannmg Code Section 414A. -

For information._about. complmnce contuct the -Case Planner, Plunnmg Depatiment at 415- 575- 9087,
www.sf-planning.org

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

16.

17.

Enforcement Violation of any of the -Planning Department coriditions. of approval contained in

‘this Motxon or of any other provisions of Plarining Code apphcable to this Project shall be subject

to the .enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code

.SECtIOIl 176 or Section 176,1. The Plannmg Department may also refer the violation complamts to

other-city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcément action under their jurisdiction.
For znﬁmatzon about: compliance,. contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

‘ww.sfplanming.org

Revocation due-to Violation of Conditions, Should implementationt of this Project resuit in

4 complaints -from interested - property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not

tesolved 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 complainté to the Commission, -after which it may hold a publie
hearmg on the matter to con51der revocation of this authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Plganing Department at 415»575—6863

www, sﬁulanmm? 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 serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be confained and disposed of pursuant to
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

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

SAN FRANGISCO : 16
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October 12 2017 ‘ 248 27 Avenue

9.

20

Sidewalk. Mamtelumce. The: Project Sponsor shall: ‘maintain the main entrance to the bmldmg

and. all, sidewalks abutting the subject property in.a clean and sanifary- condition i in  compliance’

w1th the: Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk. Mamtenance Standards,

Por mformatzon about complzance‘ contact Bureau of Street Use and Mappmg, Department of Public:

Commumty Llalsom

Pnor to 1ssuance of a bmldmg perrmt 1o consfruct thy .,pro}ect a

deal Wlth the issues of concern to owners ‘and: occupants of nearby properhes The Pro;ect
Sponsor shall prov1de the Zorung Administrator with' written notice. of the riame, busmess

address and telephone numbG:r of the commumty halson Should the contact mformatlon;'

shall report to the Zomng Adnunmtrator what issues, 1f any, are of concern to; the communlty and

. what issues have not beeri resolved by the Project Spoxisor: -

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

SAN mmczscn : 47
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Decemﬁer 1,2017

Hon. Londen Breed, President

San Francisco Board. of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr, Carlton B, Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re; 218ZThAVﬂmeCEQAamiCmﬂnmnﬂ[heA@paﬂ
Board File No. 171222 -
Hearing Date: December 12,2017

. Dear President Breed and-Supervisors;

1 am writing on behalf of the Toboni. Group, a small local builder managed by Joe Toboni
and his son, Joey, to oppose the appeals of the Planning Commission’s approval of the 218-27"
Avenue project-(the “Project”). The Project is the demolition of a non-historic smgle ~family
home located near the corner of 27 Avenue and Lake Street (see-photo at Exhibit A) and,
consfruction of a replacement three-unit building. The réplacement building will contain two 3~
bedroom and one 2-bedroom family-sized homes, each with a. single off-street vehicle and
blcyde parking space, in a new 4-story building (see Project plans-at Exh1b1t Exhibit B).

Appellants Alex Bernstem and Sotiia Dacearétt owid a two-sfory single-family home at
2545 Lake Street, around the corner from and adjacent to the Project. They have appealed both
the Project’s CEQA. Categorical Exemption Determination issued by the Planning Department
and the Planting Codé Section 317 conditional use unanimously approved by the Planning
Commission on October 12, 2017. A Section 317 conditional use was required only to authorize
the demolition of the existing dwelling unit; the replacément structure is principally penmtted in
thls RM-1 zoning district and 40-X height and bulk district.

I urge you to reject the appeal for the following reasons, each more fully explained -
below: : :

* The Project fully quahﬁes for a Class 3 Categoucal Exemp’uon from CEQA
(construction: of up to'six dwelling units- in an urbanized location),
The Projectis a prin’cipally permitted family housing developimert located in a mul_t_i—.'
family zoning district and 40 foot height district, ‘ ’

% The demolition of the ex1st1ng single dwelling unlt and its replacement with three
- Family-sized units meet the criteria of Section 317,

Ruiss Building * 235 WMontgomery Street « San Francisco, CA 94104 « T 415.954.4400 « F 416.954.4480

BAN FRARCINOS 5T, HELENA  wwy fn.oom
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*  The Planning staff and Planning Conumission have already ordered significant Project
modifications to address Appellant’s concerns and meet the Residential Design

Guidelines.

*  Appellants’ request to remove the entire 4™ floor would eliminate one of the Project’s
three units, in violation of the Housing Accountability: Act, or eliminate all three
parking spaces in a zoning dlstmct that requirés 1:1 parking.

1.. The Project fully meets the Class 3 Categorical Exemption from CEQA, and there 1S 1o

evidence of unusual circumstances disgualifying the Project from the exemptior.
Pursuant to the State’s CEQA. Guidelines Sections 15300 and 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 requirement for the preparation.of environmental documents. .. .

Class 3 consists of construction and location of liinited umbers of new, small facilities
or structures. . . . In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to apartments, duplexes and
similar structui es designed for not more than six dwelling units.

This Project is thiee units in a new building located in an ‘urbanize_d area, half the six-unit limit
for a Class 3 exemption, and thus the unrefuted evidence establishes that it qualifies for the

. exemption, as recited in the Planning Department’s June 2016 Categorical Exémption '
D‘etefmination (Exhibit C), Contrary to Appellant’s letter characterizing the Department’s
review as “cursory,” the Exemption Cer tlﬁcate demonstrates a thorough evaluation of how the
Project qualifies for the Class 3 exemption.! Even if Appellants can proffer evidence that would
dispute the Department’s determination, a court would uphold the Department’s determination
because it is supported by substantial evidence in the record. San Francisco Beautiful v. City
and County of San Francisco (2014) 226 Cal.App.4™ 1012,

Also contrary to Appel]ants claim, the project described in the June 2016 Exemption
Determination (three units in a 40-foot tall building with three parking spaces) is essentially the
same project as approved by the Commission in October 2017, with the design modifications
described below. Pursuant to Sections 31.08(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 ai exemption determination, defined as an expansion of the building envelope, a
change of use, or a demolition not previously evaluated.” Here, the design modifications shrank
the building, rather than expanded it, there has been no change of use, and the proposed

! The Certificate also states the Project qualifies for a Class 1 exemption (addition of up o 10,000 square féet to an
existitng facility). Because the Project is clearly exempt under Class 3, we do not discuss whether the Project also
is exempt under Class 1,

2 SF Admin. Code § 31.08(i): “An expansion or intensification of the project as defined in 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 Planning Code Sections 311 or 312, or (B) a change in the project that would
constltute a demolition under Planning Code Sections 317 or 1005(t) ”
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derdolition was alrea‘d'yA analyzed in the: 2016 Certificate. Accordingly, no new evaluation was
requlred and the 2016 Certificate may be relied upon by the Planning Commission and thls
Board in.2017. :

We agree that a Class 3 cafegorical exemption is not appropriate “for a proj ject Wthh
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource” or “where
there.is a réasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment
due to unusual circumstances,” CEQA, Guidelines §§ 15300.2(f) and (c). Here, the Planninhg
Departmerit coirectly determined. the ex1stmg building is not histotic and that no unusual
circumstance eXISts '

First, .the Departlnenﬁ:dctennined that the existing house is fiot & previously designated
historic resource or-identified in any historic resource survey.  And, although it is old, it isnot
associated with any historically significant petsons or events, and the character defining features
of the building havebeen so altered over the years that it does not retain integrity from any
period of significance (see Exhibit C, page 6). The evidence to support-the Department’s
determination is the Historic Resource Evaluation (“HRE”) prepared by Richard Brandi (Exhibit
D). Appellants did not dispute the Department’s conclusion or the aceuracy of the HRE at the
Planning Commission and.their appeal letter does not either. Bven if it did, the Department and.
this Board may rely upon the professionally- prepared HRE in concluding that the existing house
is not an historic resource. The courts uphold an agency’s determination whether an older
unlisted buiilding is an historic resource if the agency’s decision is supported by substantial
evidence, evén if thete is confrary evidence presented by a project opponent, CEQA. Guidelines
© § 15064.5(a)(c); Fz iends of the W"llow Trestle Glen . Czty of San.Jose (2016) 2 Cal. App:. 5l
457, 468.

Second, although Appellant’s appeal letter claims there are unusual circumstances
associated with thie Project, they do-not explain how or why, nor present any evidence to support
their assertion. The Project is a small infill triplex located iri a fully built-up. urban neighborhood
with no extraordinary seismic hazards, hazardous soils or other uhusual ¢onditions, exactly the
kind of project contemplated by the Class 3 exemption, The Department reviewed each of the
eight potential uriusual circumstarices on Page 1-2 of its Certificate (Exhibit C), and determined.
none applies. Evern if Appellants could provide evidence that the Project’s circumstances are
unusual, the Department could rely on its own evidence as set forth in its Certificate to defermine
otherwise, as recently upheld by the California Supreme Cotirt, Ber keley Hzllszde Préservation .
v Czty of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal 4% 1086, 1114,

Appellant’ s claim that the Project: will have 51g111ﬁcant envnonmental h ghtand pnvacy
1mpacts on their property; even if accurate, does not-disqualify it from the Class 3 exemption: It
is only if there are significant impacts due o 4 Project’s unusual cifcuinstarices that a city even
needs to evaluate whether the project could have environmental impacts. With no-evidence of
unusual circumstances, Appellant’s allegations are irrelevant. Moreover, even if relevait,
Appellants’ allegauons are only of private impacts to thei own light and privacy, not impacts to
the environment in general. In San Francisco, impacts on private views, light and privacy are not
evaluated under CEQA. (Seg, e.g,, S.F. Initial Study Checklist at 6! “Create new shadow in a
mamner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or. other public areas?”’)
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2. The Project as approved is a principally permitted family housing development ldqated in
a multi-family zoning district and 40-foot height district.

The Project is located in an RM-1 zoning district. According to Planning Code Section
209.2, “[t]hese districts contain a mixture of the dwelling types found in RH Districts, but in
addition have a significant number of apartment buildings that broaden the range of unit sizes
and the variety of stiuctures. A pattern of 25-footto 35-foot building widths is retained,
however, and structures rarely exceed 40 feet in height.” Oneunit per 800 square feet of lot area
is principally permitted; 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. 151), and rear yards are-
mandatory (Sec. 134). The height and bulk district is 40-X, allowing four-story buildings as of
right, No reduced height or upper floor setbacks are required in RM districts, unlike the 30-foot
height standard in RH-1 districts and the upper floor setbacks required in RH-1 and RH-2
d1str1cts by Section 261. :

This RM-1/40-X district along 27 Avenue, Lake Street and 26" Avenue contains many
four-story multi-family buildings and many large three-story bu11d1ngs that are nearly 40 feet in
height, including the immediately adjacent buﬂdmg at 210-27™ Avenue (see photographs at
Extiibit E). The only single-family homes in the vicinity are the subject buildingto be
demolished and Appellants’ home, which is two stories in he1ght at least a story shorter than all
suIt oundmg bulldmgs

To provide large 2- and 3-bedroom units and to avoid the need for an elevator and other
Building Code upgrades required forbuildings with more than thrée units, the Toboni Group
elected to propose three large units each with its own parking space and b1cycle parking space.
The vehicle and bicycle garage occupies most of the ground floor, with the three units in the
three floors above and behind the garage on the ground floor, The building materials, including
limestone tiles: on the front facade, are high quality, as is the building’s understated modern
design by Michael Leavitt Architects. At the direction of the Planning Department’s Residential
Design Team, applying the Residential Design Guidelines, the fourth floor i incorporates large
front, rear and side setbacks to increase light to adjoining properties on Lake Street, including
Appellants’, and to render the top floor nearly invisible from the street, such that the top floor
was reduced to only a half floor. A large rear yard meets Planning Code.requirements and
matches the pattern. of rear yards on the block. See plans at EXhlblt B.

Thus, the Project conforms to the pattern of development and neighborhood character of
this RM-1/40-X district and meets every ObJCCtIVC standard of the Planning Code, Zoning Map
and Residential Design Guidelines, with no variance or other exception requlred

The only reason the PI‘O_] ect réquired review by the Planning Commission is.that it.
includes the demolition of an existing dwelling unit, a conditional use pursuant to Planning Code

© Section 317.

3. The demolition of the existing dwelling unit meets the criteria of Section 317, and
Appellants do not dispute the Planning Commission’s demolition findings:
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Since April 2016, the demolition.of'even a single dwellingunit now requires conditional
ise approval by the Planning Comtnission. Section 317 sets forth 18 criteria the Comimiissiont
must apply in reviewing such demolition applications. In this case, the Commission easily found
that every relevant criterion was miet, 4s set forth. oni pages 6 to 8 of Planning Commission
Motion No, 20025. Most significantly, the existing dwelling unit is not an historic tesource;, an
affordable housing resource or subject to the rent control ordinance; the Project replaces one
owner sh1p unit-with three ownership units and replaces three bedrooms with eight; the Project
more closely conforims to the RM-1 zoning thai does a. s1ngle—famxly home, and the Project
exhibits superior urban des1gn :

Neither Apjsellanits nor any other party dlsputed f,he proposed demolition’s comphance
with the Section 317 citeria at the Planning Comihission hearing, orally or in writing, and their
appeal to this Board does not either. In fact, the appeal supports the demolition of the existing
building. Accordingly, the Commission did not abuse:its discretion in approving the demolition.
of'a single dwelling unit and its replacement with three family-sized units. This Board has been
presented. with no facts or arguments that would compel it to overrule the Commissions
dec1s1011 :

4, The Planning staff ‘and. Commission have already-ordered sipnificant Project
modifications to address Appellant’s concerns and meet the Remdenhal Desnzn
Guidelines:

The Proj _ect has alrcady undérgqne si.gnlﬁ‘czint desigi review and substantial
modifications. A pre-application meeting was held on the site on January 26, 2016, for the
Toboni Gxo‘up and architect to present the initial design. Appellants attended that meeting,

After the sponsor submitted the conditional use. apphcatlon in August 2016, the Planning
Departiient’s Residential Design Team reviewed the design on two separate occasions and the
- sponsorreceived a total of fourrequests from the Planning Department for modifications to-meet
the Residential Design Guidelines. -Several of those modifications were aimed. at minimizing
light and privacy impacts to the adjoining buildings; inchiding Appellants® home: The sponsor
incorporated each of those requested modifications, including a substantial reduction of the
fourth floor by incorporating a rear setback, a front sefback and north side setbacks (none of
which are required by the Planning Code). Attached as Exhibit F is a shadow study
demonstrating how the fourth floor setbacks already” incorporated into the Project will reduce
shadow impacts to Appellants yald and othier properties along Lake Street.

At‘ the Planning Commmission hearing of Oct_ober 12 this year, the Comimission ordéred
even further revisions, all- made at the request of Appellants. The Commission ordered complete
removal of’a roof" deck for the top: floor tinit'to protect Appellants privacy, ordeted that all side
yard windows be glazed with frosted glass to preseiveprivacy to Appellants” home, and ordered
the addrtlon of a frosted glass prwaoy screen. on. the noﬁh side of the entry porch agam to protect

‘ 12 feet to 15 feet

The Commission: discussed Appellants ‘request for the complete remioval of the fourth
floor, but unammously declxned to order that modification. The Commlsswn reco gmzed that
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such a drastic modification would lead to the loss of a family-sized unit or elimination of all 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 between 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-family zoning district, and that it would be unfair and in violation of
the General Plan and Planning Code to try to force a three-unit building to conform 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
noith face of the building be painted white or a similar light reflecting color, and that
construction hours be limited to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p:m. The Project contains no side yard decks,
so the first request is immaterial. The sponsor is willing to paint the north side of the building a
white or similar color. However, the Toboni Group is not able to agree to the construction hours.
proposed. The Police Code already regulates constryction hours, and the sponsor will.comply
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 hours of
7: OO a.m. to 6 00 p.m., Monday to Saturday.

5. Appellants’ requestto remove the entire, fourth floor would eliminate one of the Project’s
three units, in violation of the Housing Accountablhtv Act, or eliminate all three parking

spaces in a zoning district that requires 1:1 parkmg

As the Board is well aware, the Housing Accountability Act (Cal. Gov’'t Code § 65589.5)
prohibits cities from taking actions to reduce thé 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. In2017, the
Legislation strengthened the Act further and increased penalties on cities found in violation,

Appellants’ demand 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
Accountability Act; given that there is no evidence of any public health or safety impacts
associated with this three-unit project, Although Appellants claim that elimination of the top
floor-would hot result in the loss of a unit, they have failed to demonstrate how.

The only way that three family-sized units could fit withina three—story building on a
small infill lot would be if the garage and all side setbacks were eliminated. But, ini the RM-1
zoning district, one parking space is required per dwelling unit by Planning Code Section 151.
And for good reason in this location. The Project is located in the Outer Richmond district, and
families with children in that neighborhood rely on pnvate automobiles, as well as public -
transportation. Two- and three-bedroom units on 27" Avenue with no off-street parking would
increase competition for limifed on-street parking and would be extreiely difficult to market.

While it is accurate that new Sectiori 150(¢) of the Planning Code allows a project

sponsor to substitute bicycle partking for vehicle parking, that subsection did not eliminate all
minimum parking requirements or authorize the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors
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ta order, against the application of a project spofisor, the elimination of off—street in a Zoning
district whiere 1:1 parking is. required, absenit a showing that the sacrifice of vehicle parking is

~ mecessary to accominodate bicycle parking. Here, we are accommedating both bicycle parking
and vehicle parking in the ground floor garage, in comphance with the 1:1 vehicle parking and
1:1 b1cycle parking requuements of the RM- 1 zoning district.

Conclus1on The PrOJect is a well-designed family housmg development, in full
compliance - with the Planning Code, Zoning Map, Residential Design Guidelines and Housing
Element of the General Plan. It falls squarely 'within CEQA’s Class 3 categoncal exeription for
_mﬁll projects of up to six units.

Appellants would prefer a significanitly smaller building, with fewer units or no parking.
But they have not demonstrated that the modest diminution in light to their two-story single-
family home, which itself is out of character with the surrounding buildings and RM-1/40-X
zoning district, justifies the drastic modification they seek. The Planning Commission has
already ordered miodifications to address Appellants concetns; anything further would violate
the Housing Accountabilify’ Act’s mandate, the City’s stated pohcles favoring new family-
friendly housing and Planning Code réquiremerits for off-street parkmg in RM-1 districts. For
these reasons, we ask that you reject their appeals.

We look forward to the December 12 hearmg Pleasc contact me prior to the hearmg ifwe
can provide any additional inforimation.

Sincerely,

Steven L. Vettel
cc:  Robia S, Crisp, Appellants” attorney
Joe Toboni
Joey Toboni
- Michael Leavitt Architects
Planning Department

33366\6336553:1
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT .. =

CEQA Categorlcal Exemptlon Determmatlon ‘ Véﬂ
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION T
Project Address ' Block/ot(s) e L '
_ 21 8 27th Avenue - . .. 1386/038

.Case No, PermxtNo | PlonsDated o )

7016-003258ENY o . otiorots
[ ] Additiori/ | '.lemohhon ' ew DjPi‘ojecthdiﬁcaﬁoh

~Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) }C’ons‘tmvclibn (GO'TO 'S_TEP'?)‘V

Project descrxpnon for Planning Department approval,
Demolish: existing two-story smgle—fam;ly home ahd construct a four—story bu;ldlng contamung

three resndences and three parking spaces.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TGO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLAN NER

*Note: If nexther dlass apphes, an Enmmnmental Evaluatwn Apg_catzon IS requxred *
‘ . Class 1.— Existinig Paahnes. Interior and exrenor alterationis; additioris tinder 10, 000 sq. ft.

| Class3—New Constraction/ Conversion of Small Structures: Up to three (3) new smgle—famlly

Tesidences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commerdial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;
S change of use under 10,000 sq.-ft.if principally permxtted or with a CUL Change of useunder10,000
sq: ££. if priricipally permitted ¢x- witha CU

D C]ass

STEP 2: CEQA lMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Ifany boxls checked below, an Envirommental EvaluatxanApplzcatwﬂ is requxred

AirQuality: Would the prolect add new sensifive receptors: (speahcally( schools, day care facﬂmes,
:Ahospxtals résidentiat dwellings; and’ senior-care facilities) within an Alr Pollitior Exposuie Zone?
L Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollittant concentrations (e.g,, backup diesel
[:]. generators, heavy mdustry, dxesc[ trucks)? Excephons do not check bax i the applzcant presen ts
- e pro]ect would 1ot have the potentml bo éimit substantial pollutant concentmtzon;, (rcfer 0 EP Arcan >
CEQA Catex Determtination Layers > Ajr Pollytant Exposuye Zoie) S
_Hazardous Materals: If the pro]ect site is located on the Maher map 011§ suspectud of comammg
‘hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or feavy
_ | marufacturing, ora site with tiriderground storage tanks): Would the projectinvolve 50 cubic yards
D: or mote of goil disturbance - or a.changge of uséfrom industrial to residential? Xf yes, this box must be
.checked and the project applicant muist submitan Buvironmiental Application with a Phase
Environmental Site Assessment: Exceptions: do riot.clieck box if the applzcant presents doctimentation: of

enroll ment in the. San Francisco ng tment: of Publu; Health. ( DPF) Mahér progrum, w DPH wamer from the

SAN FRANCISG

AT DEPARTMENT . ' ' : ) : . . ‘Pﬁiﬂrﬁmﬁﬁ4fs,§15.no1o‘
T ) Pars infomuicion én Espofiol lamar el 415:575.8030

Revisod: 411118 Para g3 liponmasyon sy Tadalog Wmaweg ea: 418,575.9121

2500
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Maher progras, or other docutientation fmm Environmental Plamtmg staff that hazar dows. materigl eﬁ‘ects
wauld be less than siguificant (vefer to EP_ArcMap > Maher lay Jer)

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parkmg spaces or resxdentml units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestriar and/or bicyéle safety
(hazards) or the adequicy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the pro]ect result in soil d1sturbance/mod1ﬁcahon greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determinaiion Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdiyision or lot line adjusfment
on, a lot with a slope average of 20% ot mare? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex, Determination Lagers >
Topography) .

‘Slope = or > 20%: Does the pro;eat mvolve any.of the fo}]owmg (1) square. footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavationof 50 cubic yards or morxe of

 soil, (3) new constriction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catei Determinatiori Lajérs> Topographiy) X box is’
checked, a geotechnical xeport is yequired,

O lojolo

| Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve atiy of the followmg (1) squate: footage expzmsxon
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubicyards or
more of soil, (3) new construiction? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Déterntination Layers > Seismic Hazard '
Zowes) I box is checked, 4 geotechmcal report is required. -

Seismic: Liguefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: @ square footage

[:] expansion greater thar 1,000 sq; ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50
| cubic yards or more of §bil, (3) néw constriction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determmnnon Layers >

Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked; 4 geotechmical report-will likely be required.

'

Ifno boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Env;ronmental
Evaluation Application is reqmred utiléss reviewed by an Environmental Planner,

Pro] ect can proceed with categoncal cxempl‘lon revlew. The project does not tngger, any of the
-t CEQA impucts listed above.

R S Ay
pSree s Atk

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Polihg Ror: oo

STEP 3; PROPERTY STATUS ~ HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE ‘COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER.

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

Category At Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

SAMFRANCISCD 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ) .

Revised: 4/11/16
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_ STEP 4 PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST -
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRQJECT PLANNEK

- Check all that apply to the pro;ect

T

1. Change of use and new «conistruction,’ Tenant unpxovementsnotmduded

2, Regilar maintenance ofrepai to correct or repalr detenorahon decay, or damage t0 bmldmg

3, Window replacement that meets the Deparkmenfs Window Replacement Staridards, Does niot include
sforefront window alterations:.

4 Garagework. A new opemng fhat meets the Guzdehnes farAddzng Grages and Cierh Cuts and/or '
replacement ofa garage dooiin ai exxstmg opening thatmeets the Residential Design Guidelines,

5. Dec:k, terrace construction, or fencesnot visible from : any lmmethately ad]acent pubhe rlght- f-way

way,

6. Mechanical e_quxpment,mstallaho_n thatis ot visible fgqm any imiediately ad]_acenf pubhcnght—.of— ok

Adnumstrato; Bulletin No..3: Dorer. Wmdows

7. Dormer installation that meets the requuements for exemptxon from pubhc nonﬁcahon under Zumng ‘

EJ “D‘ D D.D”D:Du

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from ; any munedxately adjacent Pubhc mght—of-way for 150 feet i each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is oénly a
single story in heighty doesnot have afootprint that is more than 50% larger thanthat of the ongmal

building; arid does not cause the renoval.of architectural sxgmﬁcant roofitg features,

Note: Pro; ect Planner must chieck box beIow hefore proceedmg

]

I’ro]ect:ls riot listed, GO TO STEP.5,

L]

Pro]ect does not conform to thie scopes of worlk. GO TO STEP 5,

il

Project involves. four.or more worke descriptions, GO.TO STEP 5.

:l'.

I’ro)ectmvolves Iess than four work descnpuons GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5 CEQA lMPACTS ADVANCED HISTORICAL REV!EW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the: pmJect.

1. Pro;ect involves a known historical resourie (CEQA Catqgory A) as detemnned by Step 3 and
_ conforms éritively to pmposed waork checklist i inStep 4.

DiD

2. Inferior alterationsto, pubhcly accessible spaces.

_existing Tistoric character, -

3. Window 'repIacement of omgmal/lustonc wmdows that-aremot “fn- kmd" but are conmstent with

4 Fagade/storefmntalter;aﬁons that do m)t remove, alter, or obbcure character—defmm g features,

5. Raising the buﬂdmg in a manner that does nof remove alter; or obscure character-deﬁmng
| Features.

6. Restorahon based upon documented ev1dence of a bmldmg s }ns[onc condition, such as hlstonc
photographs, plaris, physical evidence,-or sitilar buildings.

| f O § O ti O

7 Addition(s), mcIudmg imechanical equipiment that are minimally visible from a pubhc nght-of-way
and meet the Secrefary of the: Interior's Standards [or Rehabzlztatron o

L

8, Oher work consistént with t’he Secretury of the Luteriors fandards for the Treatmenl oinstm ic Propertzes
D . (specif y or-add éomirenfs): , '

SN FHANCISC

PLANNING PEPARTMENY

Ravisad: 411716
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i

9. Otlier work tliat would not materially impaira historic district (specify or add comments):

{ Requzres approvil by Sénior PrEservntzon Planncr/P; eservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of propexty status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservatioti PImmer/Preservatzon :
Coordinator)

’ [ Redlassify to Category A - - [¥] Redlassify to Catégory C

& Per HRER dated: . ___(attach HRER) .

b, Other (s’pgcify): Per PTR form s‘igned on June 21, 2016

No_t'e It ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

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

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

Preservation Planner and can proceed with ¢ca tegorxcal exenip hon teview. GO TO STEP 6.
Comments (optional): :

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros ”““'-‘_A::':.,# e

EOn AT oy

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRO]ECT PLANNER

D Further environinental review requ.lred Yroposed project does not meet scopes of work in elther (check
| all that apply y):

[ Step2-CEQA Impacts
[]  Steps- Advanced Historica] Review
STOP! Must file an Enmronmental Evaluation Ap plicatwn

' No further envxronmentai review is required, The project is categoncaily exempt under CEQA.

. Si nature‘
Planner Name; Stephan‘e A. ClsnerQS ; ﬂ'.‘ Digitally slgned by Stephanie
Proje(:t ApgfoVal Action: - Ste p h a gﬁ"ﬁfim, Bc—sfgov,

" de=cityplanning, *
\\ou~C|tyPlanmng ‘ou=Current

\'
ixf‘ ‘Planmng cn=Stephanie,
FA Cisneros.

Building Permit - e

1f Discretionary Review before the Plasining Commission is requsted,”
the Discretjonary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project,

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Codo, an appéal of ah exemption dckcrmmatmn cati only be filed
within 30 days of the pto;ect recefving the first appraval action,

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

‘Revised: 4/11/16
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

" TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco’ Admxmstrahve Code, when & California, Envuonmental
Quality Act {CEQA)-exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires 4 subsequent approval the
Environmental Review Officer (or his.or her designee) must determine whether the propased change constitutes
a. substantial modification. of that project, This checklist shall be used to determiine whethet the proposed

changes to the approved. pfo;ect would constitute a “substantial modification” and, Hherefore, be subject to

addifionial environmental teview. pursuant to CEQA..
PROPERTY INFORMAT[ONIPROJECT DESCRIPT]ON

PIOJect Address @t dlfferent fhan fronf page) T Block/Lot(s) (If dlfferent than
: 5 . - .front page)
Case No, ‘ | Previous Building PermitNo. - New Buﬂd'ihg-l’évrmit'Noi -
| Plans Dated  Previous Approval Acion | New Approval Action

i Mci dified: Project Description;

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to.the approved pro]ect would the modlfxed pro]ect L )
Dv B Resulti in éxpansion of the bulldmg envelope, as defined ir the PIanmng Code,

] Resulfin the thange of use that would requne pubhc nonce uinder Pla.nnmg Code -
Sections 311 or 312, '

r_] _Resul’c in demohtlon as. de,ﬁned under Planrung Code Section 317 or 19005(f)7

Isany information bemg plesented thatwas not known and could not have been known
[___I; at the time of the original determinatiory, that shows the originally-approved project: may
no longer quallfy for the.exemption?

If at least one of fhe above Hoxes is checked further envxronmentahev;ew i requlred

: DETERMTNATION OF: NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

E { The proposed miodification woald not result in, any of thL abOVe changes B

;:If this boxiis checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exemptunder CEQA, in ‘accordance with | pnor pro;ect
| approval and no additional environmental review s required. ‘Thiy determingtion shall bé posted on the Planhing:
Department wabsﬁe and office zmd miailed ta e applicant, City ¢ approving enhtles, and anyone:; rcquestmg wntten notu:e

Pla_nn‘er,N.amg L Sl_gnamre ox Starmp;

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING BEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING BEPARTM ENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REV,I.E,W FORM

X} Is the subject Property an ehglble hlstorlc resource?

] Ifso, are th'e proposed changesa sng‘mficanflmpac’t?

F Additional NoteS‘

201 6).

Submitted; Historic Resource Evaluatlon prepared by Richard. Brandu {dated April 29,

Proposed Prolect' Demolish exlstmg twa story smgle~famlly home and construct a four-
story buddmg containing three residences and three parking spaces

individual

Historic Distr:ict/Context

Property Is Individually eligible for §ﬁclu§lpn ina
California Register undér one or moie of the
following Criteria: -

_ Criterion 1 - Eventr : (:Yes (TiNo
Criterion 2-Persons: (iYes (GNo
Criterion 3= Architecture: (" Yes (iNo

Criterion 4~lr}fo.}Pot'en_‘t'ialr, C Yes (3No

Period of Significance: r i

Property.is in an eligible California Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the followlng Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: | (Yes CNo °
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes. (“No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (:Yes (:No

Criterioh 4 - Info, Potentiak ‘ CYes (ONo

Period. of Significance: [

(" Contributor’ (T:Non-Contributor
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“OYes | ONo | @A
OYes | ®No | -
: CiYes &iNo
i Oves | oo
'"hvés (‘No -

*1f No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA,a sTgnature from Semor Preservation. Planner or
Preservation Coordmator is feqiifed, -

| According to0 the HlStOl’IC Resource Eva!uatton prepared by Rlchard Brandl an -
found in the Planning Department files, the:subject property at 218 27th Avenue. contams
Jaone- story—over«garage, wood-ftame; single-family residence constructed in the early
1900s. No ofiginal buxldmg permit was found to determine exact date of construction,
larchitect, of builder. A water tap-record application was filed in 1904 for a one-story, 800, .
square-foot building, which was shown in the 1905 Sanboth map as located at the rearof -
tthe lot at full'width but just short of the property line, The 1913 Sanborn map shows a one-'
story ‘house with a flat facade and full width porch in the focation of the current building,

in the 1905 map). The 1950 Sanborn map shows a one-stgry-over-garage house W|th an
angled bay and a full-width rectarigular addition at the* rear of the building and no fonger
‘shows the small building at the rear. For purposes of this review, the constructlon date for
the current residence is narrowed to sometime between 1905 and 1933,

" The driginal owner of the building was Francis WA Smiley, a latndry worker, and his w1fe
Mary, The Smiley family owned and occupied the building from the tim'e of its construction
until 1938. The building has been owner-accupied for a majority of its éxistence. Knawi:
alterations to the property include; changing the front of the "old” building from a hipped
to gabled roof, adding a portion of the old front porch to the living room, and changmg
the stairs from the centét to the tight side (191 '5); and re- roofting (2008). In coiparing the
| currentbuilding to historic photos, it appears that other changes that have also occurred
Ntncludes removing original sudmg and stuccoing the extenor, replacmg w[ndows and

feplacing the garage doors;
| No knowrr historic events occurred at the sub)ect property {Criterion 1). None of the.

- towners or.occupants have been identified as.impeértant to: history. {Critetion 2). The subject
| property Is d nondescript examiple of avernacular cottage that has been. stnpped of any.
character-defining features. The building is not architecturafly distinct such that it would

‘ quallfy individually for listing in the-California Register tinder Criterion 3. '

The subject propefty is not Igcated within the boundaties of any identified historic '
district, The subject property Is located in the Outer Richmond heighbothood ori & block
that exhibits a vatiety of vernaculararchitectural styles and construction dates ranging
- |from early 19005 fo 2000, Together, the block dees not comprisea 51gn1ﬁcant
"I concentration. of historically oraesthetically unified buildings:

Therefore; the subject property Is not eligible forlisting inthe California Regnster under
any crltena mdl\ndually oras part ofa hxstonc dlstnct

\ %l
y&ﬁrﬁaﬂg bmﬁmzm
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o CHECK NUMBER: 56742
HANSON BRIDGETT LLP , = - CHECK DATE: 11-10-17

REF.# .. . INV.# . INV;DATE . INV. AMOUNT. INV. DESCRIPTION. _ AN, PAID

418153 35114 1- 111017 - AL-10-17 1 597.00. Appea1 fee —CEQA Examp’clon - 597.00 .

’ : i ? Deterimination (35114,1) .
CHECK DATE - e :

. November 10, 2017 HANSON BRIDGETT LLP : CHECKNO. 56742
First Repubiic. Bank- 426 MARKET STREET, 26TH FLOOR #15-777-3200 Vi-5166/4210

1811 Pine Streef. - 91 - SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94105 B
an Francisoos CHECK AMOUNT

PAY  FIVE HUNDRED NINETY-SEVEN AND 00/100 Dolfar(s)

s ‘ o ' T TWO SIGHy
TOTHE San Francisco Pldiining Department o
ORDER OF 1650 Mlssmn Street Su;teaoo ) . : LS

r $ '597001

VOID AFTER, 180.DAYS |

URES B_/@UIRED IF OVER $5,000.00,
5 '  ] .v

I S P RS T R e T e s R LA AT T FL L s il bR o st s e
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Historic Resource Evaluation

218 27" Avenue
San. Francisco, CA -~

* Prepared for:

Joe Toboni
The Toboni Group:
3364 Sacramento Street
San Franeisco, CA 94118
Préparcd by:
Richard Brandi ,
Architectural Historian
125 Dorchester Way
‘San Francisco, CA.94127 .

.- April29,2016 -~ -
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HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION REPORT
1. Introduction

This HRE evaluates the building located at 218 '27“' Avenue, to determine its individual
eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources and whether it lies within the
boundaries of an eligible historic district that has not been previously identified.

Based on archival research, a site visit,-and analysis, 218.27™ Avenue is not eligible 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 conducted by Richard Brandi ‘who 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 Sani Francisco Planning Department and the California Historical Resources Information
System. In addition to researching and writing historic context statements, Mr. Brandi conducts
historic resource evaluations; architectural surveys; CEQA, NEPA. and Section 106 reviews;
HABS/HAER documeritation; National Register nominations; and project reviews using the
Secretaty of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Richard has
completed two nominations to the National Register of Historic Places, two HABS/HAER
documentations, and dozens of HREs. He has also evaluated hundreds of buildings and surveyed
thousands.of buildings and structures. He has conducted. design review using the Secrefary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in San Francisco, Chico, Pacific
Grove, Pebble Beach, and Riverside. With more than 10 years of professmnal experience in
architectural history and historic preservation, Mr. Brandi meets the requirements of a Qualified
Professional as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior.

The building at 218 27" Avenue is located oit the east.of 27" Avenue (Block/ Lot 1386/038),
'between Lake and California Streets. It is located in an RM- 1 Residential Mixed Low Density
arid 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Current Historic Status

The building at 218 27" Avenue is not Ilsted on the National Regxstex of Historic Resources or
California Register of Historical Resources, has not been rated by the California Historic
Resources Information Center, and is not designatéd under San Francisco Planning Code Articles
10 or 11 as a local landmark or within a historic conservation district. The building is not
included in Splendid Survivors and was not included in the 1976 citywide survey.

-2 Building and Property Description/Site History

The bmldmg is a rectangular-in-plan, one-story over garage, single- family residence. The house
is attached on the south SIde and partially attached on the north side. The house has an end' gable
roof clad in composition shingles.. The primary fagade on the ground story has two roll-up garage
doors 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

2
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aluminum slider windows. The landing at the top of the stairs i récessed and the ertirance is

turned 90 degiees from the stieet. An aluminum window: is located on-the landing: The. facade
has a shed roof forming the base of the end gable verge boards. The 1agade is stucco clad. The
rear of thehouse has a flat roof extension clad in asbestos srdmg There is a personnel door
accessing a small wood deck and wood stairs leading to the backyatd, There are four alumininm
slider windows on the second st01 ‘y and no fenestration on the gr ound story:

Close-up of enfrance.
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- Permit History Table -

Permit

Elissetche

Date Name on Permit | Description of Work
application | application listed '
as owner
- August 11, 64459 | F. W. Smiley “By changing fronfelevation of old
1915 building from hip to gable roof aid
- 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 27™ Avene.
September 4, | 2008040407 | Ferman Re-roofing
2008 64 ’

2513




Building Construction History

The constr uctmn history of this building is uncleal The:Assessor gives the date of consfruction

as 1917, but-this is not correct (see below): The 1900 Saubem ‘maps show no bm_ldmgs on the
site. : .

% .
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o
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1900 Sa_nb(_)rn. Arrow marks éppmx_imajte future 1logaﬁo,n 0f 218 27" Avenue.
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The 1905 Sanborn shows a small dwelling located at the rear of the lot but short of the property
line. It is shown as taking the full width of the lot.

1905 Sanborn map.

The Spring Valley Water Company records indicate that water service application for 218 27"

Avenue was taken out on May 4, 1904 by Mrs. Smiley. The application gives the size of the one
story biiilding as 880 square feet. Therefore, building in the rear may have been built sometime
between 1900 and 1904, :

The 1913 Sanborn shows a one-story house with & flat fagade and full-width porch in the present. '

location of the current house but otherwise the shape of the body of the house looks like the
current house. The 1913 Sanborn map also shows a small building at the rear of the lot against
the rear property line.

2515
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- 1913 Sanborn map.
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1950 Sanborn map.
The. 1950 Sanborn map. shows the [iouse with an 2n gular b@y*an a full-width rectangular shaped '

section added to the rear of the building (extalit) wherea partial width section foimerly stood.
The tear building is gone. : '
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Only two building permits. were uncovered. by the Department of Building Inspectior. The
earliest one, dated 1915, says that an existing “old building” was being modified: the roof was
being changed from hip to gable, a portion of the old. porch was being added to the living room,
and the center stairs were being relocated to the right-hand side of the house. An original
building constryction permit was not found by- DBI and it appears that the 1915 permnit refers to
the building shown on the 1913 Sanborn.

It is not known how the original house with hip roof and front porch came to be constructed on
the site. It could have been newly built sometime after 1905 and.before 1913 without a
construction permit, ot the per mit could have been lost. Or a house froni another location could
have been moved to 218 27" Avenue between 1905 and 1913, If so, this could explain the
description of the house as an “old building.” If the house was built between 1905 and 1913, it
would not make sense to refer to it as.an old house on the permit aPplicatio'n Itis virtually
impossible o determine how the house came fo be sited at 218 17% Avenue. Based on the 1913
Sanborn map, a date of constl uction of 1913 is assigned to the house.

The Assessor’s Property: Data Card has an undated photo of the house before it was clad in
stucco. The lower level of the house was clad in horizontal wood siding, and the second story
-was clad in clapboard siding. The windows were wood, double-hung with wood trim. The door
entrance on the second story was framed in flat wood casings with a cross beam supported by
wood supports. Wood brackets supported the shed toof: There wis one, swing-out g garage door
and a-wood window where the second garage door is now located, While the photo is undated, it
probably was takeri in 1938 when the data card was apparently written. It is unknown whether
the.house appeared this way as a result of the 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 1938. Soutce Assessor’s Property Data Card.

8
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Photo dated 1975. By 1975, the house appeared much as it does today The garage doors have
been replaced with roll up doors, Source Assessor’s Property Data Card. ‘

3. Focused Nelghbmhood Context

The Richimond District was once & windswept expanse of sand dunes with a sparse coveritig of
chaparral.. It June 1846, the last Mexican governor, Pio Pico, granted the Rancho Punta de los
Lobos—encompassmg the Richmond—to Benito Diaz. Diaz left his lands unimproved, and few
claims-were made on the area. The area was not thei pait of the Clty of Sar Francisco and a
number of ranches and dairy farms dotted the area. I 1866 and 1868 the board of supervisors,
passed the Clemerit and Outside Lands Ordinarices as fmieans fo settle land claims and facilitate
developirient, Thie legislation set aside public [ands for parks, including Golden Gate Park,
schools, fire stations, and a city cemetery (now Lincoln Park).

In 1881, Adolph Sutro> the successful engineerand eVentual mayor of San Francisco, purchased
the CIiff House and built arailroad to provide access. He also bonght up much of the Richmond:
and becaie ane of its major.boosters. Street railway franchises were granted to several -
companies with the primary routes following Geary (in 1877) and California Street (in 1878):
These lines were operated with horse cars, which were later replaced by steain. trains and then
electric stxeetcals in the. early 20th century.

One of the most 1mp01 tant tasks for building was the grading of streets, which in the fate
nineteenth century was the responsibility of'local landowners. In 1889, Geary and Arguello were -
the first streets in the district to be paved. Neighiborhood iniprovemeiit. clubs weie espécially’

crucial to overseeing these iinprovements. Nonetheless, residernitial development was slow until

9

2518



1906, and development was clustered along the principal tr ansportatlon lines: California Street,
Gealy Street, Fulton Street, and several nmth—south cross streets. Much of the building along
these corridors was the result of speculative development undertaken by local
builders/developers.

The earthquake and fire of 1906 destroyed most of downtown San Francisco, and many people
decided to settle.in the Richmond. Parcels were subdivided and houses began.to pop up all over
the district. New 1esxdent1al development occurr ed at arapid pace, and the district was far o6y
built out by the late 1920s."

Sanborn maps in 1900 showing area from Cement Street (bottom) to Lake Street and 29
Avenite (left) to21% Avenue. Lirge arrow points to approximate location of 218 27
Avenue.

10
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In, 1900 the at ¢4, it the’ vicinity of 218 27" Avenue was sparsely settled Vegetable galdens were
located from: 27lh to 29ul Avenues with water tanks and a: windmill. These streets were “not: -
opened,” meaning they had been patted buf had riof been graded. The lar ge bmldmg shown m the
lower left compusad a stable stotage ared, and bocce ball alley:

Sanborn maps in 1913-1915 showmvr a dense concentratxon of. bu1ldmgs runnmg as far
west as 27" Avenue. The area farthier tothe west was still sparsely settled, and 28" and 29"
Avenues were still not opened. Arrow pomts to218 17® AVenue. . , -

4 Owner/OCcupant Hlstoxy

The original owner of the liouse was Fi aricis W. Smiley, Smlley lived at 1511 Bllis Street until
1905 when he moved to & $mall bujlding at the rear of the lot with the address 218 27" Avenue,
This simall one-story building is s_how_n on the 1905 Sanborn map as the only structure on the lot,

11
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Firmin Elissetche resided from at least 1953 to 1982, He died May 7, 201'4; in.San Francisco, at
age 88. He was born April 11,1926, in Uhart Cize, France. His wife, Marguerite Elissetche, died
before him,-He was survived by his daughter Marie Huertas and sons John, Francis, and Phillip

(Julie). Firmin was a landscape gardener for 63 years in San Francisco.

‘Owner

Dates A . Name OWl'le’I‘(S) Occupation
December 28, 1910 F. Smiley and Mary Smiley Laundry worker
Januvary 23, 1917 Mary S. Smiley Wife of F, Smiley

September 25,1931

Robert S. Smiley

Unknown. There were two
Robert S, Smileys, neither
living at 218.27" Avenue

August 1, 1938

Sydney E'. and Florence M.
Smith

"Clerk, VP Sullivan. Didn’t

reside at 218 27“‘ Avenue -

‘September 7, 1944

Cal Pacific title Co.

years old when he moved in.

October 5, 1944 George W. and Florence Not listed -
Wilson ’ : A
-| August 29, 1946 Jean Pierre Etchebarron and Not listed
‘ Marguerite L. Arnarez ,
August 16, 1993 Firmin Elissetche _ Landscaper
August 6, 2015 218 27™ Avenue LLC
* Map book Richmond, page724
Occupants
Dates ' Name Occapants Occupation
1913-1923 FErancis W. Smiley Laundry worker, then
‘ | lithographer, then finally
carpenter.
1923-1952% Unknown, property owners
did not live at 218 27th
Avenue,
1953—1982%* Firmin Elissetche. He was 27 | Landscaper

“*Reverse directories start in 1953. Elissetche is not listed as living at 218 27

" Averive before

1953, when he was 27 years old. **Last city directory was in 1982,

12
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5. Architect/Builder

The designer and builder of the original bu11dn1g are unknown. F, W, Smiley is named as the
builder on the 1915 permit for the alterations.

6. Eligibility for the Ca-liforni'a Register of Hisforical Resources
The date of construction is circa 1913, This year is also used as the period of significance.
California Register of Historical Resources

“The California Register of Historical Resources (CRIIR) evaluates a resource’s historic
significance based on the following four criteria:

Criterion 1 (Evént): Resources associated with ¢vents that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or-regional history, or the cultural
heritage of California or the Unifed States.

Criterion 2 (Peison); Resourcés associated with the l1ves of persons, important to
local, California, or natiopal history.

Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive
characteristics of'a type, period, region, or method of constructioi, or that represent
the work of @ master or possess high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Inforniation Potential); Resources that have yielded or have the
potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area,
California, or the nation.

In addition to ieeting one of the four criteria, a resource must be more than 50 years old, unless
it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand the building’s historical
importance. The estimated age of the building 1s 103 years, makmg it potentially eligible for
listing.

Under Criterion 1 (Evetit), the subject bmldmo wag constructed eirca 1913 during the
development: of the Richmond after the 1906 Barthquake and Fire, but it was one of
thousands of buildings: erected at the time and.is not slgmﬁcantly associated with the
rebuilding period.

Under Criterion 2 (Person), the building is not associated with the lives of persons
important to local, Cahfomla, or national history. None of the people who owned or lived
in the house appea1 to be historically important.

Under Criteriori 3 l(DeSgﬂ/CODSU‘UCth'h)_,- the style and design of‘thgoriginal_ house- is not
know. It was sighificantly altered in 1915 and then again at'an unkiown date when the

house was clad in‘stuceo and an additional garage door was added. A Jarge addition was.
made to the rear of the house at an.unknewn date. The house does not resefable any

i3
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recognized 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. The appearance of the
house does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method
of construction, Therefore, the house does not qualify under criterion 3.

_ This repoﬁi does not address archeology under Criterion 4 (Information Potential).

Based on archival research, a site. visit, and analysis, 218 27m Avenue is not ehglble for listing on

the California Register of Historical Resources.”

Histqric District Analysis

Google arth 2016.

The house is located east of the. Sea Cliff neighborliood boundary and south arid west of West
Clay Park boundary, both éaily': 20™ centur P/ residence parks and potential historic districts, The
closest HRERs were conducted on 156 27" avenue which is rated “C,” not a historic resource,
and 126 27" Averiue; which is rated “A,” a historic.resource. (This is the Alfred G. Hanson
residence and San annmsco Landmark #196.)

The buildings on theé 200 block of 27" Aventie are gener a1ly two-sfory-over garage flats with
some three-story over garage buildings. The ages of the bu11dmgs range from the 1920s through
the 1960s, The buildings are attached and roofs are uniformly flat, The adjacent streets on Lake
and Californja contain similar mix of attached one and two. stories over gaiage residential
buildings.

14
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"'Avenu, looking right.

27™ Avenue across the street from 218 1
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Same side of 27" ‘ “Avenue as 2] 827 Avenue lookmg Ieﬁ
t0 218 27" Avenue,
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Intersection of 27" Avenue and Lake Street looking west. Sea CIiff is

at end of street.
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Intersection of 27 Avenue and Lake Street loo
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South side of Lake Street 2500 block aj ound the corner from
218 27" Avenue.

Intersectlon of 27" AvenUe and. Califor nla, lookmg east..
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Noxth side of 6400 block of California Street, around the corner from
218 27 Avenue, '

The dlverse types of bu1ldmos and the widetime span during which the buﬂdmos were
constructed do not present a:concentration of historic resources. Therefore, the area does not
have “a slgmﬁcant concentration, linkage, or continuity of'sites, bmldmgs structures, or objects
united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development” necessary to be considered
an historic distinct.”

7. Integrity

The evaluation of historic significance-is a two-step process. First, the historic significance of the
property must be established. If the property appears to possess-histofic significance, then a
determinatioii is.made of its physical integrify: that is; ‘its authenticity as evidenced by the
survival of characteristics that existed during the resounrce’s period of significance, There are-
seven aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. The house doés- not appear to possess historic 31gn1ﬁcance therefore, it is not
necessary to assess its. historic integrity.

8. Character-defining Features

‘ Not-applicable.
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9. Bibliography of Works Cited and Archives Consulted.

The sources used for the HRE are:

Online Resources

San Francisco City Directories. .

San Francisco Publie Library, San Francisco. History: Center Photographic Collection.
San Francisco Public Library, Historic Sanborn maps. - S
San Fraficisco Planniing Departinent, wébsite.

National Patk Service website, “How to Apply the'National Register Criteria for Evaluation.”

Other Resoiirces _

City and County of San Francisco:
‘Depattment of Buildiiig Ingpection
Office of the Assessor-Recorder

Assessor Property Data Card
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Appén_.dix

Building Permits

1 «Social and Architectural Histoty of the Richimond District,” by Christopher VerPlanck,
‘Western Neighborhoeds Project Website, http://www.outsidelands.org/richmond_arch.php;
accessed April 26, 2016. . ‘ v

% National Park Service Website, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,”
www.nps.gov/ni/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf; accessed September 2, 2014,
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9545 Lake St - Google Maps. Pagelof2 .

 Google Maps 2545 Lake St
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233 . .1 Ave--Google Maps Zelof2

Google Maps 233 26th Ave

image capture: Aug 2014 ©2017 Google

San Francisco, California .
Google; Inc.

Street View - Aug 2014
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

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. 5545227

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:
A Time:

Location:

Subject:

Tuesday, December 12, 2017
3:00 p.m.

Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA

File No. 171222, Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to
the determination of exemption from environmental review under
the California 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: Robia Crisp of Hanson

" Bridgett, LLP, on behalf of Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett)

(Filed November 13, 2017)

File 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 218-27th 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) 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)

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
Page 2

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable
. 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 maiters 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,
December 8, 2017. ‘

=2 Culidds
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED/MAILED/POSTED: November 28, 2017
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From: | BOS Leqislation, (BOS)

To: rcrisp@hansonbridgett,com; alex@kingfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmail.com; IDick@fbm.com;
SVettel@fbm.com :

Ce: Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scotk (CPC); Gibson,
Lisa (CPCY); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron {CPC); Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Ajello, Laura {CPC); Ionin, Jonas
{CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Ledgislation,

(BOS); Poling, Jeanie (CPC)

Subject: HEARING NOTICE - Appeal of Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use - Proposed 218-27th Avenue
Project - Appeal Hearing on December 12, 2017

Date: Tuesday, November 28, 2017 8:46:48 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Greetings,

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—2'7th Avenue.
Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter.
tice - Nove 0

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

jsors Fi vo
Board of Supervisors File No. 171226

Regards,

Lisa Lew

Board of Supemsors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa lew@sfgov.org | www.sfhos.org

]
B Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998,

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in comm unications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
Calfifornia 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 identifving information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its
committees. All written or oral communications that memabers of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or
hearings will be made avaifable 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 Supetvisors'
website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
. Tel No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163 -
TDD/TTY No, 544-5227
PROOF OF MAILING
~ Legislative File No. 171226

Description of Items: Public Hearing Notices - Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use .
Authorization - Proposed Project at 218-27th Avenue - 160 Notices Mailed

[, Lisalew : ., an employee of the Clty and
County of San Francisco, mailed the above descnbed document(s) by depositing the
sealed items with the United States Postal ‘Service (USPS) WIth the postage fully
prepald as follows: .

Date: - | November 28, 2017
Time: 8:15 a.m.
USPS Location: " Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244)

Mailbox/Mailslot Piek—Up Times (if applieable): - N/A

Signature:

Instructions: Upon eompletion, original must be filed in the above refereneed‘ file.
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City Hall
1 Dy, Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
_ TDD/YTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

November 20, 2017

- File Nos. 171222-’171225‘ 171226-171229
Planning Case No.-2016- 003258ENV CUA

Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk’s Office two
checks, in the amount of Five Hundred Ninety Seven Doillars
($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 Conditional Use Authorization for the proposed prOJect at
218-27th Avenue

Planning Department
By:

K//Zéf/@* ANON~ |

' Print Name

7/)0/7

Slgnature and %e/ Y
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From: BOS Legislation, (B

To: rcrisp@hansonbridgett.com; alex@kingfisherinvestment.com; sdaccarett@gmail.com; IDick@fbm.com;
Svettel (o]

Cc: Givaer, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson,
Lisa (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC); Ionin, Jonas
(CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-{ eqislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Leqislation,
(BOS)

Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemption and Conditional Use - Proposed 218-27th Avenue - Appeal Hearing on
December 12, 2017

Date: Monday, November 20, 2017 9:29:28 AM

Attachments: mage01.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 weli as direct links to the Planning

Department’s determination of timeliness for the appeal, and an informational letter from the Clerk
of the Board.

Jetermination of Exemption Appeal Letter - November 13, 2017

itio thorizati etter - eri13, 2017

lic Works Memo - November 17, 2017

Clerk of the Board Letter - November 17, 2017

linvite you to review the entlre matter on our Legislative Research Center by followmg the link
below:

Board of Supervisors File No. 171222

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 partles to us in spreadsheet format
by 12:00 p.m., Wednesday, November 22, 2017.

Thank you,

Brent Jalipa

Board of Sypervisors - Clerk's Office

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

{415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

brent.jalipa@sfgov.org | www.sfhos.org
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% 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 requiréd 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 legisiation 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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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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

Novernber 17, 2017

Robia Crisp

Hanson Bridgett, LLP

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

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 infoimed 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
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218- 27th Avenue Pro;ect

Is~ Determmatlon &f Exémptlon -Coriditional, Uses
Detiéniber ‘121 2017
Page 2

Please provide to the Clerk’s Office by noon::
20 days prior to the hedring:  nares and addresses of inferested parties to be |
" ' nofified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and

11 days prior to the hearing: any documentation: which you may want available to
' ‘ theBoard miembers prior'to the hearing:.

bos. ]eqxs]atlon@sfqov orq) and fivo copxes of the dooumenta’uon Tor d;stnbutmn

NOTE: If electronic versions of the-documentation are not available, please submit 18
hard ‘copies-of the materials to the Clerk’s. Office for distribution. If you are unableto make:

the deadlines: prescribed ‘above; itis 'your responsublhty ’[o ensure that all parties receive
copiés of the materials;,

w

‘Ifyoui have: any questlons please feel free to contact. Lﬂg}siatlve Clerks Brent Jalipa at
(415).554-7712, .or Lisa Lew-at (415) 554-7718:.

Very trulyyours;

: ngela Calvillo:
Clerk of the Board:

el llcne Dick: Farella, Braun, ahdMarfel, LLP,-Project Sporsor
Steven Vettel Farella B _and Martel, LEP, PmJect Sponsor

Laura. Aj IIo Staff Contact‘ Planmng Department
Jonas lonin, Plannmg Commissioh Secretary
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Edwin M. Lee
Mayor

Mohammed Nury
Director

Bruce B 5torrs BLE,
City and County Surveyor

Bureau of Street Use & Mapping
1155 Market St., 3rd floor

San Francisco, CA g4103

tel (415) 554-5827
Subdivision.Mapping@sfdpw.org

sfoublicwiorkaorg
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: 218-27" 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
Department to check the sufficiency of the signatures with respect to the
above referenced appeal. Please be advised that per our calculations the
appellants’ signatures represent 29.83% of area, which is greater than 20% of
the area involved and is therefore sufficient for appeal.

S,il}cerely, /‘) g;
/o UF
Bruce R. Storrs, P.LS."

City & County Surveyor
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From: islation, (BOS

To: Bri DP

Cc: Sanguinetti, Jerry (DPW); Rivera, Javi er(DEW) Bergin, Steven (DPW); Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT);
Jensen, Kristen (CAT); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPQ); Starr,

- Aaron (CPC); Ajello, Laura (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aldes; Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa

(BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) :

Subject: Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - Proposed Project at 218-27th Avenue - Verification of Signatures

Date: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 3:36:38 PM

Attachments: i

image001.png
Appeal 1tr 111317.pdf
COB Ltr 111417.pdf

Hello Mr. Storrs:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the Conditional Use Authorization for

the proposed project at 218-27™ 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 ﬁlivng packet, and a letter requesting verification of signatures
submitted with the appeal filing.

Kindly review for verification of signatures. Thank on.
Regards,

Lisa Lew

Board of Supervisors

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

P 415-554-7718 | F 415-554-5163
lisa. lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

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

Disclosures; Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the
Catifornia 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
commiittees. 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'
wehsite or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
‘San Francisco 94102- 4639
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
‘TDD/TTY No..544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

November 14, 2017

Bruce R. Storfs’

City and County Surveyor, Public Works
1155 Market Street, 3™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Planning Case No. 2016-003258CUA ,
'218-27th Avenue - Conditional Use Authorization Appeal

Dear Mr. ‘Storfs:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Robia Crisp of Hanson Bridgett,
LLP, representing Alex Bernstein and Sonia Daccarett, from the decision of the Planning Commiission
‘on-October 12, 2017, relating to.the approval of a.Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 2016-
003258CUA) pursuant to Planning Code, Sections 303 and 317, to demolish an existing two-story,,
'single-family dwelling and construct & new four-story, three-unit building within the RM-1 (residential;
mixed, low: densny) district and a 40-X height and bulk district, for a proposed project located at;

218-27th Avenue; Assessor’s Parcel Block:No 1386, Lot No. 038

-:By copy of this letter, the City and County Surveyor Is requested to detnrmme the sufficiency of the
signatures in regard to'the percentage of the area.represented by the appellant. Please submit a
report not later than 5:00.p.m.:on Fnday, November 17, 2017,

Sincerely,

:AY - ;‘ x«ﬁ >
Angela Calvxllo
| Clerk of the Board!

¢ Jerry Sanguinetti, Public Works-Buresu of Street Use ahd Mapping.
<Javier Rivera, Public Works
Steve Bergin, Public Works
-Jon Givner; Députy, City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Kristeny Jensen, Deputy City Attorney
Lisa Gibson, Planmng Department
.Joy Navarette, Pianning Department
Scott Sanchez, Planining Department
Dan Sider, Planning Department,
.Aaron Starr, Planning Department
‘Laura Ajelio, 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 neeting dato
O 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, ot Chafter Amendment)
0 2 Request for next prinfed agenda Without Reference to Committee.
3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.
[0 4.Request for letter beginning "Supervisor ‘ ‘ inquires"
[0 5. City Attorney request.
[ 6. Call File No. [ : ' ] from Committee.
[0  7.Budget Analyst request (attéch written motion).
[1 8. Substitute Legislation File No.
0 9. Reactivate File No.
L1 10 Que;stion(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on |

Please-check the approbriatc boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[1 Small Business Commission . [] Youth Commission [1 Ethics Commission
[l Planning Commission O Bﬁilding Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

|Clerk of the Board

lS'l.lbject:

Hearing - Appeal of Conditional Use 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 Authorxzatlon pursuant to
Planning Code, Sections 303 and 317, for a proposed project located at 21 8-27th 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) 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) -

17234
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Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: . OM/’«Q'@?W/
. - : 7“%4.

- For Clerk's Use Only:
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