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ZACKS> FREEDMAN & PATTERSON 
A PROFESSIONALCORPORATION 

February 7, 2020 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

President Norman Yee 
c/o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place · 
City Hail, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal of CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
Planning Case No. 2017-014666ENV · 
743 Vermont Street, San Francisco 

Dear President Yee and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

235 Montgomery Street, Suire 400 
San Francisco, California 94104 
Telephone (415) 956-8100 . 
Facsimile (415) 288-9755 
www.zfplaw.com.. . 

This office represents the appellant Meg McKnight, the adjacent neighbor to the south of 

the proposed project at 743 Vermont Street, San Francisco (Planning Case No. Case No. 2017-

0214666ENV, the "Project"). The Project involves a horizontal and vertical addition to the 

existing house at 743 Vermont Street (the "Subject Property"). The Appellant opposes the above­

captioned Project, inter alia, on the grounds that the Planning Department's certification of a 

categorical exemption for the Project violates the,California Environmental Quality Act 

("CEQA"). The Appellant submitted written and oral comments about the Project to the Plai:ming 

Commission during its public notification period. 

On September 19, 2018, the Planning Department issued a categorical exemption for the 

Project (the "2018 CatEx," attached hereto as Exhibit A). The 2018 CatEx was approved by the 

Planiling Conimission on February 14, 2019. The Appellant filed a timely appeal of the 2018 

CatEx, but this appeal was not held because the 2018 CatEx was rescinded on.April 8, 2019, on 

the basis that "new information was presented requiring a revision: to the plans and scope of work 

ofthe 201710272504 building permit for the proposed 743 Vermont Street project." (A copy of 

the Planning Department's memorandum rescinding the 2018 CatEx is attached hereto as 

Exhibit B.) 

To wit, the Appellant provided evidence that there is an unauthorized dwelling unit 

("UDU") on the ground floor of the Property, which is not disclosed in the Project plans or 

description. Approval of the Project would result in the unit's unauthorized merger and 
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destruction. The Planning Department and DBI investigated this issue and determined· a 

bathroom and three rooms had been constructed at the ground floor without a building permit or 

Planning Department approval. The Project sponsor filed a permit application to legalize these 

rooms (BPA No. 201904037052). 

On September 5, 2019, the Planning Departmentissued a new categorical exemption for 

the Project (the "2019 CatEx," attached hereto as Exhibit C). The Planning Commission's 

CEQA approval action was taken at its January 9, 2020 hearing. (Administrative Code 

§ 3l.04(h)(l)(A).) A copy ofthe Planning Commission.'s approval action (Discretionary Review 

Action DRA-0676) is attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

The central purpose of CEQ A is to ensure that all potential environmental impacts of a 

project are disclosed and analyzed. For this to occur, a correct and complete description of a 

project, including the baseline conditions, is of utmost importance. An "accurate, stable and 

finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient". CEQA 

document. (County oflnyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199.) By contrast, 

an "unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of public input." (Id. at 

pp. 197-198.) 

If a project sponsor fails to disclose the full extent of a project, or if there is no stable 

project description, it is impossible for the public to assess its impacts. Here, the Project should 

nothave received a categorical exemption because the Project description is unstable, 

incomplete, and inaccurate. According to the 2019 CatEx, the Project description is as follows: 

The project entails the. following: demolition of the rear portion of the 
dwelling beginning approximately 25 feet from the front of the building; 
demolition of the existing gable roof beginning approximately 16 feet from 
the front of the building; and construction of a new addition to extend to 
the rear footprint 4'-11" to the east and within 1'-0" to the north (the 
proposed addition would be the same for both the second and third flo()rs). 
The proposed project includes a remodeled kitchen and bedroom on the 
second floor, and a new master bedroom and remodeled· bath on the third 
floor. There would be a new deck off the master bedroom to the north. The 
existing interior winder stairway would be removed arid replaced with a 
new stairway with landing. The extent of the addition/remodel would have 
a flat roof approximately 6 inches above the existing ridgeline. 

In addition,· the ·project includes the legalization of existing bathroom 
and 3 storage rooms at the lst level (garage) to comply with NOV 
#201928061. 
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(Emphasis added.) 

This description is inconsistent with how the Project was subsequently described by City 

staff. The Planning Commission staff report (attached hereto as Exhibit E) noted: 

The issue of the potential unauthorized dwelling unit was raised in the 
[February 14, 2019] hearing, and no change to it was being proposed. The 
project sponsor is seeking to legalize the UDU. 

(Emphasis added.) 

Similarly, prior to the Pianning Commission ht:adng the Planning Department confirmed 

that the 2018 CatEx "was rescinded and a new one was reissued to include additional scope of 

work that included legalization of an unauthorized dwelling." (Email attached hereto as 

Exhibit F; emphasis added.) At the Planning Commission hearing on January 9, 2020, the 

Planning Department representative announced that "the project sponsor is seeking to legalize 

this unauthorized dwelling unit." (See heating tape at www.sfgovtv.org; emphasis added.) That 

is, the Planning Department acknowledged that a UDU exists at the Property, and that the Project 

sponsor is legalizing it. 

However, the Planning Commission's approval decision makes no reference to the 

existence or legalization of a UDU at the Property. The Project description is therefore uncertain, 

· unstable, and inaccurate. 

In reality, according to the Planning Departme~t's own materials, there is a UDU at the 

Property that is not disclosed in the Project plans or description. Approval of the Project would 

.result in this unit being illegally removed without Conditional Use authorization, as required by 

Sa:t: Francisco Planning Code § 317. The "storage rooms" and full bathroom (including tub) on 

the ground floor are a UDU. (Planning Code§ 317(b)(13).) This space was designed to be used 

as a separate and distinct living space, and it has been used for this purpose: The "storage rooms" 

are also ip.dependent from the other residential unit at the Property. The "storage rooms" include 

·at least one, if not more, finished internal living spaces, with a standard size window at the front 

of the property that is finished with decorative trini and molding inside the living space.· There is 

no internal access to this space from the upper levels of the Property. 
. . 

The Project description is inaccurate because it does not disclose the existence of the 

unauthorized dwelling unit. To the contrary, the application describes the Property as a single 

family home. If the Project proceeds and a CFC is issued, this will result in the unit's 
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unauthorized m:erger and destruction. This Project and the 2019 CatEx cannot be approved· 

without a stable and accurate Pmject description. 

The Appellant reserves the right to submit additional written and .oral comments, bases, 

and evidence in support of this 'appeal to the City up to and including the final hearing on this 

appeal and any and all subsequent permitting proceedings or approvals for the Project. Appellant 

requests that this letter and exhibits be placed in and incorporated into the administrative record 

for Case No. 2017-0214666ENV. A copy of this letter of appeal will be concurrently submitted 

to the Environmental Review Officer 

The Appellant respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors revoke the categorical 

exemption and require further environmental review pursuant to CEQ A. 

Very truly yours, 

~E~~ON,PC 

Ryan J. Patterson 
Attorney for Meg McKnight 

cc: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
J is a. gibson(a),sfgov .org 

Encl. 

121 9 



I . I 

E HIBIT A 
1220 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

743 VERMONT ST 4074021 

Case No. Permit No.· 

2017-014666ENV 

R.ll.ddition/ Ill Demolition (requires HRE for 0New 
Alteration Category B Building) Construction 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

emolition of the rear portion of the dwelling beginning approx. 25 feet from the front face of the building. 
Demolition of the existing gable roof beginning approx. 16 feet from the front face of the building. Conslr!Jdion of 
anew addition which Yl(ill extend to the rear footprint 4'-11" to the east and to withing 1 '-0" to the north. This will 
be the same for both the second and third floors. The addition and remodel will include a remodeled kitchen, 
and bedroom on the second floor and new master bedroom and remodeled bath on the third floor. There will be 
a new deck off the master bedroom to the north. The existing interior wfnder stairway will be removed and 
replaced with a new stairway with landing. The extent of the addition/remodel will have a flat roof approx 6 
inches above the existing ridgelirie. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 

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

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

0 Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 
permitted or with a CU. 

0 Class 32 • In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions· greater than 
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below: 
(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning de.signation and regulations. 
(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened.species. 
(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air qualitY, or 
water quality. 
(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY 

0 
Class --

SAN FRANCISCO 
lflX.iW<ll~it:415.575.9o1o 

Para Informacion en Espanolllamar al: 415.575.9010 

Para sa lmpormasyon sa Tagalog tumavtag sa: 415.575.9121 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

If any box is checked below, an Envi~omne~ttai Evaluatiott Application is required. 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

D hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup. diesel generators, 
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution 
Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

D more of soil disturbance -or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box 
if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP _ArcMap > Maher layer). 
" 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 

D Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 
or the adequacy uf 11eafUy transit. pedestiian and/or bicycle fnciiitics? I 

D 
Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two 
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive 
area? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >Archeological Sensitive Area) 

D 
Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> 
Topography) 

Slope= or> 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greate( 

D than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Topography) If box is 
checked, a geotechnical report is required. 

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

D greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or 
more of soil, (3} new construction? (refer to EP _ArtMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard 
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required. 

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

D expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 
cubic yards or more of soil, (3} new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determiration Layers> 
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required. 

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch 

Per letter dated May 9th, 2018, the project anticipates using continuous spread footings and would not exc.avate 
50 cubic yards. of soil disturbance. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

<PX.ilr~ft: 415.575.9o1o 

J7ara informa~i6n en Espafiol \lamar a\: 415.575.9010 

Para sa lmpormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575,9121 
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

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

• Category B: Potential; Historical Resource (over 45 years of age)·. GO TO STEP 4 • 

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

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Repfacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidefines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage·door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

D 5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way. 

D 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 
right-of-way. 

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

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more thari 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

11. Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

D Project involves Jess than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS- ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

D · 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

D 4. Fal(ad~fstorefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

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

D 6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as hist6ric 
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
1={:1X,.{jjpp~ft: 415.575.9010 

Para Informacion en Espaiiolllamar al: 415.575.9010 

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121 PLANNiNG DEPARTMENT 
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0 

0 

0 

I 

0 

Ill. 

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right~of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

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

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

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

0 Reclassify to Category A 

a. Per HRER dated 

II Reclassify to Category C 

(attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form signed on 9/19/2018 

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

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an 

. Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6. 

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 

Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros 

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

0 Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 

(check all that. apply): 

0 Step 2 - CEQA Impacts 

0 . Step 5 -Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application . 

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

There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 

effect. 

Project Approval Action: Signature: 

Building Permit Stephanie Cisneros 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 09/20/2018 
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 
31ofthe Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be· 
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 
Please note thai other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
q:.::z.~r<\1~: 415.575.9o1o 

Para informacion en Espafiolllamaral: 4i5.575.90i0 

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawaQ sa: 4i5.575.9i2i PLAININiiNG ·DEPARTMENT 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be 
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) 8/ock/Lot(s) (If different than 
front page) 

7 43 VERMONT ST 4074/021 

Case No. Previous Building Perniit No. New Building Permit No. 

2017-014666PRJ 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action 

Building Permit 

Modified Project Description: 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project 

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

D 
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 

Sections 311 or 312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 31.7 or 19D05(f)?, 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required. 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Signature or Stamp: 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING D.EPARTMENT 

-------· 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

IZJ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

D If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by 
TimKelley Consulting (dated May 2018). 
Proposed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25ft from front of 
building and (e) gable roof beginning approx. 16ft from front of building. Construct (n) 
addition to extend rear. Will be same for both 2nd and 3rd floors. New deck off master 
bedroom. Addition/remodel will have flat roof approx 6 in. above (e) ridgeline. 

Individual 

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

Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yes (!;No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: ()Yes (!)No 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: 0Yes C!'i No 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: 0Yes (!;l No 

Period of Significance: 

Historic District/Context 

Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: · 

Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yes (!::No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: CYes (!;No 

Criterion 3- Architecture: 0Yes @No 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: 0Yes {!:1No 

Period of Significance: 

C Contributor C Non-Contributor 
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OYes ()No ., .. t (!'1 N/A 

QYes ~:No 

OYes @No 

QYes ONo 

<!)Yes QNo 

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination (dated 
May 2018) and information found in the Planning Department files, the swbject property at 
743 Vermont Street contains a one and one-half-story-over-basement, wood-frame, single­
family residence constructed in 1907 (source: Spring Valley Water Tap Record). The style of 
the residence is best described as a stripped down, late Queen Anne. Two years after initial 
construction of the residence, two identical angled bays were added to'the front facade 
(source: permit). Other permitted exterior alterations to the residence include: replacing 
the concrete steps and repairing the wood siding and door sill (1988) and an in-kind repair 
of the bottom half of the existing front wooden steps (2011). Additionally, all windows on 
the primary facade appear to have been replaced. The property was originally owned and 
developed by the Real Estate and Development Company, who also owned the entire east 
side of the street. The residence was sold to James Maloney, a paver, in 1911 and remained 
owned and occupied by the Maloney family until1985. 
No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None ofthe 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject 
building is a nondescript example of a stripped down, late Queen Anne style residence 
with minimal decoration. While the building is in good repair, it is not architecturally 
distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California Register under 
Criterion 3. Based upon review of information in the Department's records, the subject 
building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this criterion typically applies to rare 
construction types .when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an 
example of a rare construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken 

· through the Department's Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the 
scope of this review. 
The subject property is not .located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property 
is located in the Potrero Hill neighborhood on a block that exhibits a variety of 
architectural styles and construction dates ranging from 1900 to 2001. Additionally, 
although the subject property is one of a row of three similarly designed residences, 
together they do not warrant a high level of architectural design to be considered 
significant. Together, the block does not comprise a significant concentration of 
historically or aesthetically unified buildings. 
Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any 
Criteria individually or as part of a historic district. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPA.RTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

April 08, 2019 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Oevyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer 

CEQA Exemption Rescinded -743 Vermont Street, Planning 
Department Case No. 2017-014666ENV 

On March 15, 2019, Ryan Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson on behalf of Meg 
McKnight filed an appeal with the Office of the Clerk of the Boar'd of Supervisors of the 
categorical exemption determination for 743 Vermont Street project. 

CEQA Exemption Rescinded: New information was presented requiring a revision to the 
plans and scope of work of the 201710272504 building permit for the proposed 743 
Vermont Street project. The Planning Department is rescinding its original CEQA 
determination ot Categorical Exemption clearance for the 7 43 Vermont Street project (2017-
014666ENV), Therefore, the CEQA appeal for the categorical exemption determination for 
the 7 43 Vermont Street project is nullified. · 
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SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

743 VERMONT ST 4074021 

Case No. Permit No. 

2017-014666ENV 201710272504 

II Addition/ ~~~ Demolition (requires HRE for 0New 
Alteration Category B Building) · Construction 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

The project entails the following: demolition of the rear portion of the dwelling beginning approximately 25 feet 
from the front of the building; demolition of the existing gable roof beginning approximately 16 feet from the front 
of the building; and construction of a new addition to extend to the rear footprint 4'-11" to the east and within 
1'-0" to the north (the proposed addition would be the same for both the second and third floors). The proposed · 
project includes a remode,ed kitchen and bedroom on the second floor, and a new master bedroom and 
remodeled bath on the third floor. There would be a new deck off the master bedroom to the north. The existing 
interior winder. stairway would be removed and replaced with a new stairway with landing. The extent of the 
addition/remodel would have a flat roof approximately 6 inches above the existing ridgeline. 

In addition, the project includes the legalization of existing bathroom and 3 storage rooms at the 1st level 
(garage) to comply with NOV #201928061. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 

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

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

D · Class 3 -New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 
. building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 
permitted orwith a CU. 

D Class 32 - In-Fill Development New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below: 
(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable gen~ral plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations. · 
(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species. 
(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 
water quality. 
(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY 

D Class --

SAN FRANCISCO 
>P:5al!lrJJ~lt: 415.s75.so1o 

Para informacion en Espafiol !lamar al: 415.575.9010 

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalogtumawag sa: 415.575.9121 PLANNING OIEPARTMIENT 
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STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

D hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution 
Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 

D more of soil d.isturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? 

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department or Public Health 

(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 

Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 

EP_ArcMap >Maher layer). · 

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a 

D location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? [)oes the project.have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian 
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

u I Archec!ogica! Resources: Would the projec.t re<;l Jlt in soil disfurbance/modification greater than two 
I 

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

D 
Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> 

Topography) . . If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption. 

Slope= or> 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 

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

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

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

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis 

Per letter dated May 9th, 2018, the project anticipates using continuous spread footings and would not excavate 
50 cubic yards of soil disturbance. 

The project site is underlain by serpentine bedrock. The measures required in compliance with the Construction 
Dust Control Ordinance would protect the workers and public from fugitive dust that may also contain asbestos. 
The project sponsor would be required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would 
ensure that significant exposure to naturally occurring chrysotile asbestos (NOA) would not occur. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNIING DEPARTMENT 

s:t<xl{DrJJ~'iil: 415.575.9010 

Para informacion en Espafiolllamar al: 415.575.9010 

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 4i5.575.9i2i 
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS- HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

0 Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP .S. 

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

0 1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

0 2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

0 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's ·Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

0 4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the .. Guidel[ne~ for Adding .Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

0 5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent pub.lic right-of-way. 

D 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 
right-of-way. 

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

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Pri;>ject Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

II Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS- ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

D 4. Fa!(ade/storefront alterations that do not remove, CJiter, or obscure character-defining features. 

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

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

. SAN FRANCISCO , 
Jt1X.-1!lrt11~: 415.575.eo1o 

Para informacion en Espanolllamar al: 415.575.9010 

Para sa impormasyon ·sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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0 

0 

0 

I 

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

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

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

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

0 Reclassify to Category A 

a. Per HRER or PTR dated 

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form signed on 9/19/2018 

Ill Reclassify to Category C 

(attach HRER or PTR) 

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

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

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros 

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

Ill No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA. 
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 
effect. 

Project Approval Action: Signature: 

Planning Commission Hearing Stephanie Cisneros 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 09/05/2019 
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project. 

Once signed or stamped and dated, this doc;ument constitutes a categorical ex.;,mption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 
31ofthe Administrative Code. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the approval action. 
Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
>FX.~Fo'J.1!rnt: 415.575.9010 

Para inionmacl6n en Espanol\lamar a\: 415.575.9010 

Para sa impo'rmasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575,9121 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be 
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 

front page) 

743 VERMONT ST 4074/021 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

2017-014666PRJ 201710272504 

Plans Dated · Previous ApproVal Action New Approval Action 

Planning Commission Hearing 

Modified Project Description: 

·DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

-
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project: 

D Result in expansion of the buildif!g envelope, as defined in the Planning Code; 

D 
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 

Sections 311 or 312; 

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

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required. 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning Department 
website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice. In accordance 
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08) of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 
days of posting of this determination. 

Planner Name: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by 
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018). 
Proposed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25ft from front of 
building and (e) gable roof beginning approx. 16ft from front of building. Construct (n) 
addition to extend rear. Will be same for both 2nd and 3rd floors. New deck off master 
bedroom. Addition/remodel will have flat roof approx 6 in. above (e) ridgeline. 

Individual 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more ofthe 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 -Event: 0Yes (!;No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: OYes (!!NO 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: OYes (!;No 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: 0Yes @No 

Period of Significance: 

Historic District/Context 

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

Criterion 1 - Event: 0Yes {!;:No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: OYes (!;No 

Criterion 3- Architecture: 0Yes €;No 

Criterion 4- Info. Potential: 0Yes (&:;No 

Period of Significance: 

0 Contributor C Non-Contributor 
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0Yes ONo ~;N/A 

QYes ~;No 

0Yes .@No 

QYes ()No 

(<!)Yes ()No 

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determin.ation (dated 
May 2018) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject property at 
743 Vermont Street contains a one and one-half-story-over-basement, wood-frame, single­
family residence constructed in 1907 (source: Spr.ing Valley Water Tap Record). The style of 
the residence is best described as a stripped down, late Queen Anne. Two years after initial 
construction of the residence, two identiCal ~ngled bays were added to 'the front facade 
(source: permit). Other permitted exterior alterations to the residenc_e include: replacing 
the concrete steps and repairing the wood siding and door sill-(1988) and an in-kind repair 
ofthe bottom half of the existing front wooden steps (2011 ). Additionally, all windows on 
the primary facade appear to have been replaced. The property was originally owned and 
developed by the Real Estate and Development Company, who also owned the entire east 
side of the street. The residence was sold to James Maloney, a paver, in 1911 and remained 
owned and occupied by the Maloney family until1985. 
No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1 ). None of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject 
building is a nondescript example of a stripped down, late Queen Anne style residence 
with minimal decoration. While the building is in good repair, it is not architecturally 
distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California Register under 
Criterion 3. Based upon review of information in the Department's records,the subject 
building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this criterion typically applies to rare 
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an 
example of a rare construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken 
through the Department's Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the 
scopeofthis review. 
The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property 
is located in the Potrero Hill neighborhood 'on a block that exhibits a variety of 
architectural styles and construction dates ranging from 1900 to 2001. Additionally, 
although the subject property is one of a row of three similarly designed residences, 
together they do not warrant a high level of architectural design to be considered 
significant. Together, the block does not comprise a significant concentration of 
historically or aesthetically unified buildings. 
Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any 
Criteria individually or as part of a historic district. 

• d 
1
. : Digitdly 5lgned by hlflson Y~ Vanderslice 

,' . Df~:dccotg,~![go\', dc=::ityplarmif'9,0U"Cityl'lanning. OLI"'[fl\'IIOnlfi!!Oia! A lit s 0 n K. Van e rs Ice "'""'""·'~""~"'·"'"''""'"·'m"'"""'oo.Voodoolioo€·dgw.~g 
· Dale:20IM!l.1916:53:\6·07'00' 
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SAN FRANC I SC-Q 
PLANNIN_G DEPARTMENT 

Oiscret~onary Review Act,ion DRA .. 0~676 
1650 Mission St. 
Sufte 400 

HEARING DATE: JANUARY 9; 2020 · 

Record No.: 2017-014666DRP 
Project Address: 743 Vermont Street 
Building Pennit: 2017.1027.2504 
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District 

40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: . 4074/021 
Project Spo1rsor: 

DR Requestor: 

Staff Contact: 

Simon Yip 
The Pollard Group 
12 Gough Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Meg McKnight, c/o Ryan Patterson, 
753 Vermont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 

David Winslow~ ( 415) 575-9159 
david. wl nslow@sfgov .org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO NOT TAKING DISCRETIONARY R~VIEW OF RECORD 
NO. 2017-Dl4666DRP AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 
2017.1027.2504 PROPOSING CONSTRUCTION OF A TWO-STORY HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO 
AN EXISTING 3-STORY, AND BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO 2019.0403.7052 TO 
LEGALIZE THE UNAUTHOi.UZZED DWELLING UNIT AT A ONE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AT 743 
VERMONX STREET WITHIN THE RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, TWO-FAMILY) ZONING 

· DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 

San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

f<~x. 
415,558.6409 

Planning 
lnlormation:· 
415.558.6377 

On October 27, 2017, William Walters f(led for Building Permit Application No. 2017.1027.2504 proposing 
construction of a two-story horizontal addition to an existing 3-story, one-family residence at 144 Peralta 
Avenue within the RH-2 (residentiat house, .tWo-family) zoning district and a 40-X height and bulk 
district. 

On November 15, 2018 Meg McKnight (hereinafter "Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor") filed an 
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department'') for Discretionary Review (2017-
014666DRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2017,1027:2504 and 2019.0403.7052. 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 3 categorical 
exemption. 
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DRA-0676 
January 9, 2020 

.Record No. 2017-014(?66DRP 
743 Vermont Street 

On January 9, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Disc~etionary Review .1\.pplication 2017-
014666Dltt'. . 

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 ofthe applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 

ACTION. 
the Comt:nission hereby does not take Discretionary Review requested in Reco~d No. 2017-014666DRP 
and approves Building Permit Applications 2017.1027.2504 and 2019.0403.7052. 

The reasons that the Commission took the. action described above include: 
1. There are· no extraordi.nary ot e-.:(c_::t:-pi iona1 circurcLstance.s in the case. The proposal coni plies VYith 

the Planning Code, the General Plan, and conforms with the Residential Design Guidelines. 
2. The Commission deterniiried that no modifications to the project were necessary and they 

instructed staff to approve the Project per plans, dated July 10, 2019, on file with the Planning 
Department. 

SAN ~p.MlGlSGD. . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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DRA-0676 
January 9, 2020 

RE!cord No. 2017-014666DRP 
743 Vermont Street 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building 
Permit Appli'cation to the Board of Appeals only after the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) takes 
action (issuing or disapproving) the permit. Such appeal must be made within fifteen (15) days of DBI's 
action on the permit. For further information, please contact the Board .of Appeals at (415) 415-575-6880, 
1650 Mission Street #304, San Francisco, CA, 94103-2481. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged .fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of· 
imposition of the fee shall be thedate 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, Discretioi1ary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's ·Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

I hereby certify that the· Planning Commission did not take Discretionary I{eview and approved the 
buildif >per'Jl\It as referenced in this action memo on January 9, 2020. 

)o~, ( ,J.,..:J 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Diamond,Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore 

NAYS: None 

.ABSENT: Melgar, Richards 

ADOPTED: January 9, 2020 

SA~ FAM~C!SCfi 
PLANNIN.\i i:> .. PARTIY1E;NT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 9, 2020 

Date: December 20, 2019 
Case No.: 2017-014666DRP 
Project Address: 743 Vermont Street 
Permit Application: 2017.1027.2504 
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family] 

40-X Height and J3ulk District 
Block/Lot: 4074/021 
Project Sponsor: Simon Yip 

The Pollard Group 
12 Gough Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Staff Contact: David Winslow- (415) 575-9159 
David. Winslow@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Do not take DR and Approve 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

i 650 Mission St. 
Suite 4oo 
San Francisco, 
CA 941 03-2.419 

Reception: 
415.558,6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
ln!Qtm.ation; 
415.558.6377 

The project consists of a 2- story horizontal addition to the rear and side to an existing 3-story single-family 
house that adds a total of 331 square feet. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The site is a 2S' x 100' up sloping lot with an existing 3-story, 2,366 s:f. one-family house built ih 1907. 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

This block of Vermont has a consistent building scale at the front of 3-story wood and stucco clad houses­
- some set back from the street to accommodate raised stair entries. The mid-block open space likewise has 

. a fairly consistent alignment of buildings at the rear yard that use side setbacks to mitigate the "boxing in" 
of neighboring buildings. 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 

311 
Notice 

October 16, 2018 
30 days -November 15, 

2018 
11.15. 2018 2.14.2019 93 days. 

www.sfplanning.org. 
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Discretionary Review- Abbreviated Analysis 
February 14, 2019 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

Mailed Notice 

Online Notice 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Other neighbors on the 
I. • • blocl< or directLy across 0 

the street 

Neig_hborhood groups {) 

DR REQUESTOR 

0 

0 

CASE NO. 2017-014666DRP 
743 Vermont Street 

I 0 

0 

I 

Meg McKnight, c/o Ryan Patterson, of 753 Vermont St, the adjacent neighbor to the South of the proposed 

project. 

DR REQUESTOR CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

1. Inappropriate building scale at the mid-block open space. 

2. Loss of Light and Privacy. 
Proposed·altemative: Deny the permit. 

See attached Discretionary Review Applications, dated November 15, 2018. 

PROJECT SPONSOR'S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

The sponsor has complied with the Residential Design Team (RDAT) guidelines enumerated below, in 
relation to building massing at the rear to address issues related, to scale, light and privacy. 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated Decemb.er 6, 2018. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Department l:las determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review, 

.pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One- Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e) Additions 
to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square 

feet). 

Si<N FRI<NGISGO 
PLANNiNG OEPARTM:ENT 2 
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Discretionary Review,... Abbreviated Analysis 
February 14, 2019 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

CASE NO. 2017-014666DRP 
743 Vermont Street 

1. The proposed 2-story horizontal addition-into the existing side yard to the North is against the 
neighboring building's side wall and is sculpted to reduce the mass at the upper level. 

2. The proposed 2-story horizontal addition to the rear extends 5' -6" further to the rear and is set 
back 5' from both side lots lines to preserve light, privacy, and visual access to the mid-block 
open space. 

3. The location and size of the small deck at the North side lot was not seen to pose a privacy. 
impact. 

This project was heard by the Commission on February 14, 2019 as a Discretionary Review and approved 
by a vote of 6-0. There only material changes to the project have been the removal of the side deck off the 
master bedroom. The issue of the potential unauthorized dwelling unit was raised in the hearing,, and no 
change to it was being proposed. The pJ;oject sponsor is seeking to legalize the UDU. 

I RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve 

Attachments: 
Block Book Map 
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs 
Context Photographs 
Section 311 Notice 
CEQA Determination (revised and reissued) 
DR Application 
Response to DR Application dated December 6, 2018 
Reduced Plans · 

· SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Ryan Patterson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear DR Applicant, 

Win~low, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org> 
Tuesday, December 03, 2019 5:44 PM 
Ryan Patterson 
743 Vermont- 2017-014666DRP Planning Commission hearing date 

-

The original CatEx for this project was rescinded and a new one was reissued to include additional scope of work that 
included legalization of an unauthorized dwelling. Therefore, the Discretionary Review for the Building Permit 
Application #2017.1027.2504 will be re-heard. The date for the Planning Commissio·n hearing has been set for 1.9.2020. 
Public notification will be sent 20 days prior to the hearing date. 

Thank you. 

David Winslow 
Principal Architect 
Design Review I Citywide and Current Planning 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 I San Francisco, California, 94103 
T: (415) 575-9159 . 
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DocuSign Envelop~t ID: 3029FAD6-383E-4539-B1C.8-F2CF7C4C083D 
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1 . I, Meg McKnight, declare as follows: 

2 1. I have requested discretionary review of the proposed project at 743 Vermont 

3 Street in Potrero Hill (the "Property"). Unless otherwise stated, I have personal knowledge of . 

4 .the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness, could and would testify competently thereto. 

5 2. I own and live at the adjacent property to the south of the Property, at 753 · 

6 Vermont Street. I have lived there for over 12 years. 

7 3. The Property has three floors. The ground floor is accessed from the street 

8 through the garage door. There is a staircase at the front ofthe Property tb.at leads to the second 

9 floor. 

10 ' 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

-: • • ~ • · •'I ,... • 1. T 1• ..i L 1"7 ~'1 '{ 1 .L r• 1"){\{)£' . l~or some nme aur1ng tne nrst coup1e years 1 uveu at 1 _1_.., v ennonl tin .L.vvu or · 

2007), a woman who was likely in her late 30s or 40s (brown hair, Caucasian) appeared to be 

living in the ground floor room of743 Vermont. 

5. I traveled significantly for my work during the .first several years I lived here, but 

did see her from time to time enter and exit the Prope1ty through the garage. I never saw her go 

up the front stairs to the upper levels of the Property.· 

6. I recall my neighbor and the owner oftbe.Property, Terri Pickering, telling me 

one day in front of our homes about the woman that was there. I remember being:surprised 

.because my house does not have a living space br bathroom on the garage/first level, even . 

though the front of our 1904 si~ter ~ictorian homes and structures appear very similar. ·Ms. 

Pickering mentioned that there was a room and bathroom in her garage. Neighbor families who 

have been in the neighborhood for decades have also mentioned that there have been previous 

renters in various parts of the building in the past. 

I declare under penalty of pe1jury undei· the laws of the State of C;=tlifornia that the 

foregoing is true and correct, and that this was executed on February 6, 2019. 

Meg McKnight 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, March 16, 2020 1:29 PM 
ryan@zfplaw.com; william@waltersarchitects.net; Ta, Jeffrey V. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination -
Proposed 743 Vermont Street Project- Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

Please find linked below an appeal response from the Planning Department, received by the Office of the Clerk of the 

Board regarding the appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination, for the proposed project at 743 Vermont Street. 

Y'l6-nn~ ~ 0-q>t. · . 
!4oj€lct SJ3ons-br Response- March 16, 2020 

The hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on March 24, 2020. NOTE: A 
motion may be entertained to continue this Hearing to the Board of Supervisors' meeting ofApril 21, 2020. 

1 invite you to revievv the entire matter on our Legislative Ftesearch Center by foiiovJing the link beiovJ: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 200160 

Best regards, 

Lisa Lew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I \VWW.sfbos.org 

(j 
1/fl(~ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisor~ 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 communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject ta disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
tbe 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 lie 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 ta 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. · 



DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
A TT ACHMENT(S): 

1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94103 

SFPLANNING.ORG I 415.575.9010. 

· Categ·orical Exemption Appeal 

743 VERMONT ST 

March 16, 2020 
Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer- (415) 575-9032 
Rachel Schuett, rachel.schuett@sfgov.org- (415) 575-9030 
Planning Record No. 2017-014666APL-02 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 743 VERMONT ST 
March 24, 2020 
Department of Building Inspection Notice of Violation #201928061 
Unauthorized Unit Affidavit · 

PROJECT SPONSOR: Mr. William Walters, (415) 602-1959 
APPELLANT(S):· ~.Ryan J. Patterson, Zacks, Freedman & Patterson (on behalf of Meg McKnight) 

INTRODUCTION 

'I'lri,s memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the board of 
supervisors (the board) regarding the planning department's (the department) issuance of a categorical 
exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA determination) for the proposed project 
at 743 Vermont Street (project). 

The department, pursuant to Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a categorical exemption for the 
project on September 5, 2019 finding that the proposed project is exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) as a Oass 1 categorical exemption. 

The decision before the board is whether to uphold the department's decision to issue a categorical 
exemption a:r:d deny the appeal, or to overturn the department's decision to issue a categorical exemption 
and return the project to the department staff for additional envirori+nental review. 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND EXISTING USE 

. The project site is located on the east side ~f Vermo~t Street between 19th and 20th streets, Block 4074, Lot 
021 in the Potrero Hill neighborhood. The 2,500 square foot, upward sloping lot is within the RH-2 . 
(Residentiai, House-Two Family) zoning district and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The site is occupied by 
a 3-story, approximately 2,366 square foot single-family house, built in 1904. Planning Department staff 
determined that the building is not a historic resource. 

Memo template revised 9/3/2019 
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80S Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Record No. 2017~014666APL~02 
7 43 VERMONT ST 

The proposed project includes demolition of the rear portion of the dwelling beginning approximately 25 

feet from the front of the building; demolition of the existing gable roof beginning approximately 16 feet 
from the front of the building; and constructionof a new addition to extend the rear footprint 4'-11" to the 
east and within 1'-0" to the north. The proposed addition would be the same forboth the second and third 
floors. The proposed project includes a remodeled kitchen and bedroom on the second floor, and a new 
ma·ster bedroom and remodeled bath on the third floor. There would be a new deck off the master bedroom 
to the north. The existing interior winder stairway would be· removed and replaced with a new stairway 
with landing. The extent of the addition/remodel would have a flat roof approximately 6 inches above the 
existing ridgeline. In addition, the project would include the legalization of an existing bathroom and 3 
storage rooms at the ground floor level (garage) to comply with Notice of Violation #201928061. 

BACKGROUND 

On March 30, 2018~ William Walters (hereinafter project sponsor) filed an application with the department 
for a CEQA determination. The project description at this time.did not include legalization of four ground 
floor rooms but was otherwise as described above. 

On September 20, 2.018 the department determined that the project was categorically exempt under CEQA 
Class 1- Existing Facilities, and that no further environmental review was required. 

OnApril8, 2019 the department rescinded the September 20, 2018 categorical exemption duet~ a potential 
change in the project's physical scope of work associated with the legalization of four ground floor rooms, 
including a full bathroom which was constructed without the benefit of permits. 

On July 10, 2019, the project sponsor submitted a revised plan set showing that no additional work would 
be required to legalize the ground floor rooms. 

On September 5, 2019 the department determined that the July 10, 2019 revised project was categoric<J.lly 
exempt under CEQA Class 1 -Existing Facilities, and that no further environmental review was required. 

On January 9, 2020, the Planning Commission passed a resolution to not take discretionary review, and to 
approve the building permit (#2017.1027.2504) as proposed, per the July 10, 2019 plan set, and as described 
in the September 5, 2019 categorical exemption. 

On February 7, 2020, Mr. Ryan J. Patterson, Zacks, Freedman & Patterson (on behalf of Meg McKnight) 
filed an appeal of the September 5, 2019 categorical exemption determination. 

CEQA GUIDELINES 

Categorical Exemptions 

In accordance with CEQA section 21084, CEQA Guidelines sections 15301 through 153:33 list classes of · 
projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are exempt from 
further environmental review. 

SAN FRANCISCO 2 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 

Record No. 2017 -014666APL-02 
7 43 VERMONT ST 

CEQA Guidelines section 15301 (Existing Facilities, or Class 1) consists of operation, repair, maintenance, 
perinitting, leasing, licensing, or. minor alteration of existing public. or private structures, facilities, 
mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of the existing or 
former use. 'This includes additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an 
increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of .the structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, 
whicheveris less. In urban areas, where all public.services and facilities are available, as in this case, the 
maximum addition is 10,000 square feet. The proposed project would add 331 square feet to the 2,366 
square foot house. 

In dete:t;mining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines section 
15064(£) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be 
based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA Gu.idelines section 15064(f)(5) offers 
the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. 
Substantial evidence shall include fa~ts, reasori.able assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
supported by facts." 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below. 

Response 1: The project description in the September 5, 2019 categorical exemption accurately describes 
the proposed proj~ct for the purposes of CEQA and for the Planning Commission approval of the · 
building permitfor the proposed project on January 9, 2020. 

The ground floor rooms are currently used as storage. Leg;ilization of an accessory dwelling unit at the 
ground (garage) level was never proposed ill the project application or the environmental evaluation 
application, which was submitted March 30, 2018. As such, the initial September · 2018 categorical 
exemption, which is moot because it was rescinded, did not mention the legalization of the ground floor 
rooms. 

A complaint regarding the ground floor rooms was filed anonymously with the Department of Building 
Inspection on February 12, 2019. The complaint cites the fact that the plans associated with building permit 
#2017.1027.2504 show a storage room with a full bathroom on the ground floor (garage) level. These rooms 
have no direct connection to the house above, and there is no permit on file for installation of a full 
bathroom. The Notice of Violation (#201928061) was issued and posted on March 6, 2019. The building 
permit application (#2019.0403.7052) for legalization of the ground floor rooms was routed to the 
department by the Department of Building Inspection on April 5, 2019. The department rescinded the 
September 20, 2018 categorical exemption on AprilS, 2019 because it was not clear ·whether the physical 
scope of work for the project would change due to the Project's legalization of the ground floor rooms. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING'OEPARTMENT 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 

Record No. 2017-014666APL-02 
743 VERMONT ST 

Subsequently, the project sponsor submitted a revised plan set (July 10, 2019) which showed that no 
. additional work would be required to l~galize those ro()ms. The department issued a second categorical 

exemption on September 5, 2019, which included the following language in the project description: "the 
project would include the legalization of existing bathroom and 3 storage rooms at the 1st level (garage) to 
comply with Notice of Violation #201928061." This describes what is shown on the plan set. 

Planning Department staff, both at the January 9, 2020 Planning Commission hearing, and in the staff report 
for that hearing, mischaracterized the legallzation of the ground floor rooms in response to NOV 
#201928061, as legalization of a potential unauthorized dwelling unit or UDU. The rooms are being used 
for storage, at the present time; this is confir~ed by the Building inspedor;s notes on Complaint Number 

· 201928061. In addition, the project sponsor submitted a signed affidavit on February 7, 2019 asserting that 
the groimd floor rooms do not comprise a dwelling unit, which was confirmed by a records search for 
eviction records by the Rent Board. The project sponsor has not indicated a desire to add' an accessory 
dwelling Ullit on the property. The building permit filed to legalize the ground floor rooms seeks to remedy 
the fact that no building permit was issued for work completed on that floor to comply with NOV 
#2Q1928061. The Planning Commission resolution did not mention the existence or legalization of a 
potential unauthorized dwelling unit, since no legalization of a dwelling unit was proposed: Legalization 
of a potential unauthorized dwelling would take place through a separate. process With the Planning 
Department and the Department of Building Inspection, and may not require environmental review._ 

Moreover, in this case, the legalization of the ground floor rooms to comply with NOV #201928061 would 
. not result in any physical changes to the building and; therefore, the legalization would not be considered 

a "proj-ect" under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no dii:ect or indirect 
physical change in the environment. Activities that are not considered a project do not require evaluation 
under the California Environmental Quality. Act. Therefore, the inclusion of language regarding the 
legalization of the ground floor rooms does not affect the adequacy of this categorical exemption. It is 
merely a portion of the whole project. That said~ both the July 10, 2019 plans and the September 5, 2019 
categorical exemption co~rectly reference the proposed legalization of the ground floor rooms. 

Response 2: The proposed project described in the September 5, 2019 categorical exemption accurately 
describes the existing residence as a single-family home, given that this.is its present, legalized use. 

If the ground floor rooms were proposed to become.legalized as an accessory dwelling unit, the house 
would become a two-unit building. A house with an unauthorized accessory dwelling unit is still 
considered a single-family home. This is not the case here as the project does not include adding an 
accessory unit, legal or otherwise. In addition, neither the planning department nor the department of 
building inspection has identified the presence of an unauthorized dwelling unit on the project site, 
rendering the appellant's argument moot. 

Response 3: The project does not include any changes to the ground floor rooms. Should the project 
sponsor decide to pursue creation of an accessory dwelling unit within the existing single-family home, an 
application would need to be filed with the department The legalization of such a unit would not require 
a hearing before the planning commission, unless an application for discretionary review is filed. Planning 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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80S Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: .Marco 24, 2020 

Record No. 2017-014666APL-02 
743 VERMONT ST 

code section 317 only applies when the removal of a dwelling unit is proposed (including removal of an 
unauthorized dwelling unit). 

CONCLUSION 

The department has determined that the proposed project is categorically exempt from environmental 
review under CEQA on the basis that: (1) the project meets the definition of one or more of the classes of 
projects that the Secretary of R~sources has found do not have a significant effect' on the environment, and 
(2) none of the exceptions specified in CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 prohibiting the use of a categorical 
exemption are applicable to the project. The appellant has not demoristrated that the department's 
determination is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

· ·For the reasons stated above and in the September$, 2019 CEQA catego:dcal exemption determination, the 
CEQA determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt 
from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The department therefore respectfully 
recommends that the board uphold the CEQA categorical exemption determination and deny the appeal· 
of the CEQA determination. 

SAN FRANCISCO 5 
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COMPLAINT DATA SHEET 

Complaint 
Num.ber: 201928061 

Owner/ Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED 
Owner's·Phone: --
ContactName: 
Contact Phone: 

Complainant: 

Complainant's 
Phone: 
Complaint 
Source: 
Assigned to 
Division: 

COMPLAINANT DATA 
SUPPRESSED 

TELEPHONE 

BID 

Date Filed: 
Location: 
Block: 
Lot: 

Site: 

Rating: 
Occupancy Code: 

743 VERMONT ST 
4074 
021 

Received By: Mauricio Hernandez 

Division: BID 

Description: 
At the garage/ goruud floor Pa 20i710272504. Show a storage room w/full bath. No direct 
connection of garage to house above. no pennit on file to build a full bathroom at garage. 

Instructions: 

REFFERAL INFORMATION 

COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS 
DATE TYPE DIV INSPECTOR STATUS 

02/12/19 CASE OPENED BID Gonzalez CASE 
RECEIVED 

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING CASE 
02/12/19 BID Keane 

VIOLATION UPDATE 

02/14/19 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 

BID Keane 
CASE 

VIOLATION UPDATE 

OTHER BLDG/HOUSING CASE 
02/20/19 VIOLATION 

BID Keane 
UPDATE 

OTHER.BLDG/HOUSING 
02/27/19 BID Keane CASE 

VIOLATION UPDATE 

03/0l/19 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID Keane 

CASE 
VIOLATION UPDATE 

03/06/19 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 

BID Keane FIRST NOV 
VIOLATION SENT 

03/07/19 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING INS Keane 

CASE 
VIOLATION UPDATE 

05/20/19 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING 

BID Keane CASE 
VIOLATION UPDATE 

09/20/19 
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING BID Keane 

CASE 
VIOLATION UPDATE 

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION· 

NOV(HIS): NOV(BID): 

Inspector Contact Information I 

Online Permit and ComlJiaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 

COMMENT 

Case reviewed and assigned to 
complaint investigation team per MH; 
slw 

No entry. Left contact inf?. tdk. 

Spoke with architect who is going to 
schedule an inspection with owner. 
tdk. 
Gained entry. Reinspection required , 
unable to inspect interior of storage 
room as it was full of storage boxes. 
tdk. 
Returned call to owner . Left message. 
tdk. . 

Issued and posted 1st NOV. tdk. 

1St NOV mailed per D. Keane /tt 

Pa. 201904037052 has been filed and 
routed to planning on 4/5/19. tdk. 

Routing shows still in DCP. tdk. 

03/06/19 

If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contact SFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco© 2o2o 
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COMPLIANCE WJTH ORDINANCE 208-15 ;,~~~~; PIS an Francisco annmg 
1650 ~t>SOO S1RE£T. SLHfE 400 
SAN FRANCJSCO. GA 941D3 
TB.: 415.575.9121 

. UNAUTHORIZED UNIT AFFIDAVIT 

Project Address: -1- 4 3 VEJ<.tno/tJ r S/. 9AtJ PtUWciSUJ ' C/f J tflf!ol 
J • / • 

Block/Lot (APN): ___:._lfO:r.....!-r-L..<t"-~. /c_.::O:::._PL!;..._:_LI __________ _ 

·unauthorized Unit" shall mean one or more rooms within a buik:ling that have been used, without 
. the benefit of a building ;permit, as a separate and distinct Jiving or sleeping. space independent from 
Residential Units on the same property. 

"lndependenr shall mean that (i} the space has independent aecess that does not require entering a 
Residential Unit on the property and (ii) there is no open, visual connection to a Residential Unit on 
the propertY. · 

'1. lerii -:PiO.nn ~ ci<ed '?J . do hereby declare as .follows: 

To the best of my knowledge: 

0 There is an Unauthorized Unit, as defined above, located on the subject property. 

}J There is not an Unauthorized Unit, as defined above, !ocated on the subject property. 

I decl~ue under the penalty of perjury und~r the laws of the State of_ California that 
·the foregoing.is true.and correct. 

---EXECUTEDONTHISDAY, febrya.r1 r 
v 

Signature · 

Hpfkcad./ Owner 
· 'Relationship to PrQject 

(1"'- Owne<,Atdliecl, t!lc.) 

, zo.Li. IN ~.r; ~nc.is.co , CA. 

/E;<f?.i -YtArJN P, ci<E:t<JAJG 
Name {Printed) 

Xhn CJcJ 5l@ AoL. emn 
:.Email 

Submit completed Affidavit upon request by Planning Staff or in conjunction with a UDU Screening 
Request form. 

Y, \,,11,20-Jj!, SJ>.N ffiANClSCO PU!~NfNG OEI'ARTMENT 
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·· · P~anning _Department Request for Eviction 
::_History Documentation. 

... (Date) 2(6/2019 

ATTN: Van Lam . 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Boaro. 
25 Van Nes~·A~enue, Suite 320 
San Francisco, CA 94102-6033 

RE~. Address of Permit Work: 743 Vermont.st 
A.ssessor's Block/Lot: 407 4/021 
BPA#/Case#: 

20171 0272504/2017·0f466 
p·roJect Type 

~ Merger- Planning Code Section 317 

0 Enlargemer~V Alteration I Reconstruction- Planning Code Section 181 

0 Legalization;6tExisting Dwelling U~it- Planning Code Section z.07:3· 
0 Accessory Dwelling Unit Planning- Planning Code Section 207(c)(4) 

Pursuant to the Planning Code serition indicated above, please proyide i~formation from the Rent 
Board's records regarding possi!lie evictions at the above referenced unit(s) on or after: 

00 12110/13: for proj~cts subject to Planning code 317(e)4 or 181(c)3 
(Search records for eviction notices urtder 37.9(a)(8) through (14) 

0 3113/14: for projects subject to Planning Code Section 207.3 
(Search records for evictions notices under 37,9(a)(8) through (14) 

0 10 years prior to the following date: ---~--
(Search records for eviGtion notices under 37.9(a)(9) through {14) (10 years) and under 
37 .9{a}{8) (5 years} · · 

Sincerely, Cathleen 

Planner Campbell 

cc: Jennifer Rakowski~ Rent Board Supervisor 

v..rww.sfp!anning.org 
1266 

165ll Mission Sl 
Sulte4!10 
San ffaliclsco, 
CA 94103--Z-1'79. 

Reception: .. 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Pia MillO 
lo"!orrnatloo: 
4.j5.55B.6377 
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Rent Board Response to Request from Planning 
Department for Eviction History Documentation-

This confirms that the undersigned employee of the San Francisco Rent Board has reviewed its. 
records pertaining to the above-referenced unit(s) to determine whether. there is· any evidence of 
evictions on or after the date specified. All searches are based upon the sfreet addresses 
provided. · 

No related eviction notices Were filed at the Rent Board after: · 
. 0"12110113 

D 63113114 

0 10 years prior to the following date: ------

Yes, an eviction notice was filed at the Rent Board aftt!r: 

0 . 12110/13 . 

0 03113114. 

0 .10 years prior to the fOllowing date;-----­
o See attached documents. 

Th~ are no other Rent Board rec:orQs evidencing an evfction after: 
q 12110/13 

0 03113/14' 

D 10 years ptior to the following date: ------

Yes, there are other Rent Board records evidencing a an eviction after: 

D 12110113 
D 03/13114 
0 10 years prior to the following date: _ _,__ ___ _ 

o see attached documents. 

Slgned: Dated: 

Van Lam 
Citizens Complaint Officer 

The Rent Board is the originating custodian of these records; the applicability of thes\:l records to 
Planning pennit declsions resides wlth the Planning Department 
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lew, lisa (BOS) 

BOS. Legislation, (BOS) .om: 
sent:· 
To: 

Friday, March 13, 2020 2:54 PM 
ryan@zfplaw.com; william@waltersarchitects.net; Ta, Jeffrey V. 

Subject: PROJECTSPONSOR RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - Proposed 
743 Vermont Street Project- Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

Categories: 200160 

Good afternoon, 

Please find linked below an appeal response from Jeffrey V. Ta, of Ropers Majeski Kahn Bently, on behalf of the project 

sponsors, received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board regarding the CEQA Exemption Determination, for the 

proposed project at 743 Vermont Street. 

Project Sponsor. Response- March 13,2020 

I he hearing for this matter is scheduied for· d 3;00 p.iYi. special order before the Board on !'!1arch :z-4, 2020~ r~OTF: A 

motion may be entertained to continue this Hearing to the Board of Supervisors' meeting of April 21, 2020. 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 200160 

Best regards, 
Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

ili) 
lfl(). Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Cus.tomer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Bbard of Supervisors 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 California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to .the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Of/ice does not 
redact any information from these submissions. 1Ns means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects td submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board ofSupervisors' website or in other public r:focuments that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
Boston 

Las Vegas 
Los Angeles 

Miami 
New York 

Paris 
Redwood City 

San Jose 
Seattle 

ISO $pear Street 
Suite 8SO 
San Francisco,. CA 941 OS 
Telephone (41S) 543-4800 · 
Facsimile (415) 972-630 I 
www.rnikb.com 

Jeffrey V. Ta 
{4151 972-6387 

Via Electronic Mail & Hand Delivery 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk ofthe Board 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
Room224 
San Francisco, California 94102 

. Re: File No. 200160 

March 13,2020 

Appeal of the CEQA Categorical Exemption Deteri:nination 

LAWYERS 

F<MI<B 
ROPl:RS MAJESKI X:DHN BENTLEY 

jeffrey.ta®ropers.com 

743 Vermont Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 4074, Lot No. 021 

Dear President Yee and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

Our finn represents John Cassingham and Terri Pickering, the project sponsor, regarding 
a long-delayed project at 743 Vermont Street. The endless appeals filed on this simple 
construction project, similar to the one completed by appellant in 2012, need to end and this 

. Board needs to ensure that it does once and for all. This is the response to the letter of appeal to 
the Board of Supetvisors (the board) regarding the issuance of a categorical exception under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA determination) for the proposed project at 743 
Vermont Street. 

The department pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a categorical 
exemption for the project on September 5, 2019, finding that the proposed project is exempt 
fro.m the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) a Class 1 (Existing Facilities) 
categorical exemption. The decision before the board is whether to uphold the department's 
determination to issue a categorical exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the 
department's determination to issue a categorical. exemption and return the projecdo the 
department staff for additional en:vironmental review. We urge the board to uphold the CEQA 
Categorical Exemption Determination. · 

Site Description and Existing Use 

7 4 3 Vermont Street is a single family residence owned and occupied by John 
Cassingham & Terri Pickering. 

4849-0907-1287 .I 
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L A .W Y E R 5 

I~M.I<B 
ROPERS MAJESKI KOHN ~ENTLEY 

Match 13, 2020 Page2 

Project Description 

The project proposes the·followittg: 

111 Demolition of the rear portion of the dwellittg beginning approximately 25 feet 
from the front face ofbuilding. 

111 Demolition of the existing gable roof heginni11g appr.oximately 16 ;feet from. the 
face of the building. · . 

o Construction of a new addition which will extend to the rear footprint 4'-11' to 
the east and within 1' -0" to the north (the proposed addition would be the same 
.C..... ..... i... ....... +'"t.-.. +hr.. r~a,...,..,, .... ;f n't"\~ +k~,.:.,-1 -FlnA-rc-\ 
J.Ul UVU.J. Ul.U .:>VVVllU.. U..I..LU. \..Ll..J..LY.. .J...J,.'\ .. FV.1.~j.· 

• The proposed proj(1ct includes a remodeled kitchen and bedroom on the second 
floor, and a new master bedroom and remodeled bath on the third floor. · · 

o The existing mterior stairway would be removed and replaced with a new stair 
way with landing. 

e· The extent of the l;ldditiori!remodel would have a flat roof approximately 6 inches 
above the existingridgeline. 

• · In addition, the project includes the legalization of the existing bathroom a:b.d 3 
storage rooms at the pt level (garage) to comply With NOV #20192806i. 

Contrary to Appellant's claim, no changes are proposed to the first level of the residence. The. 
project does not expand the footprint ofthe residence to the south, i.e. Closer to Appellanfs 
residence. · 

Background 

As a prel.imitiary matter, it should be noted that appellant Meg McKnight, who resides at 
753 Vermont Str.eet, completed a similar if not identical project to her property. (See Build.ing 
Permits attached as Exhibit A and Phqtographs of appellant's addition attached as Exhibit R) 

On September 19,2018, u\ePlanning Departt:nent issued the first CEQA Categorical 
Exemption Determination. (Exhibit C) Subsequently, the appellant filed her first Discretionary 
Review (DR) of the project which was set for.hearing on February 14, 2019. Just prior to the 
D:R hearing, appellant filed a complaint with the Department Building Inspection (DB I) due to 
an e;dsting, albeit unpermitted bailiroom and three storage rooms built 50 years ago in the project 
sponsor's garage level. At the DR hearing, plaintiff argued unsuccessfully that discretionary 
review should be taken because the project sponsor was removing an unauthorized dwelling 'QUit 
(''UDU"). The project description and plans indicated at that time that no alterations and/or 
additions were proposed to the garage leveL The Board unanimously decided in favor of the 
project sponsor and· did. not take discretionary review. 

4849-0907-1287 .l 
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L A W Y E R ·s 

F</\1\I<B 
ROPeRS MAJESJCI KOHN BENTLEY 

March 13, 2020 . Page 3 

As a result of appellant's complaint to DBI, onMarc:b. 6, 2019, DBI issued a Notice of 
Violation for the unpermitted bathroom. and three sto~age rooms in the garage level of the 
residence. The project sp9nsor appUed for a permit to legalize the bathroom and storage rooms 
but were informed that thyy were required to resubmit the plans for the renovation together with 
a perrri.it application for the storage rooms and bathroom in a single _package. Pursuant to the 
department's request, the project sponsorrevised their plans to include legalization of the 
existing bathroom and 3 storage rooms on the frrst floor of the property. 

· Subsequently, on March 15, 2019 appellant filed her first Appeal. of CEQA Categorical 
Exemption Determination. QnApril8, 2019, the department rescinded the September 19,2018 
CEQA determination because new information (legalization oHhe first floor bathroom and 
storage. plaris) was presented requiring a revision of the plans and scope of work for the proposed 
project. (Exhibit D) This nullified the appellant's March 15, 2.019 CEQA appeal. 

On September 5, 2019 '·the department issueq its second categorical exemption for the 
project, finding thatthe proposed project is exe!Ilpt from the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) a Class 1 (Existing Facilities) categorical exemption . .(Exhibit E.)Like clockwork,. 
Appellant filed her 2nd discretionary review of the project. The same arguments were made from 
~he firs~ DR r({VieW hyrn;ing (Appellant agaln. cll;limed that the project was removing a UDU.) 
The Board again unanimously deni~d I)Rreview and <:lpproved the project. Now, Appellant 
appeals the CEQA Exemption. · · · · 

Project Sponsor's Response 

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requires that the CEQA 
Guidelines identify a list of classes of projects that have been detennined.not to have a 
significant effect ori the environment a:nd are exempt from further environmental review. The 
~tate Secretary of Resources determined that certain classes of projects, which are listed in 
CEQA Guidelines Secti.ons 1530i through 15333, do not have a significant impact on the 
environment, and therefore are C!ltegorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of 
further enVironm~ntal review. CEQA Guidelines section 15301 provi4es ' 

Class 1 consists of the operation, repair, maintenance~ permitting, leasing, 
licensing, 9r minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, 
mechl;lllical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no 
expansion of existing or former USE<• The types of "exi~ting facilities" itemized. 
below are not intended to be all~inclusive of the types of projects whiGh might fall 
within Class ·1. The key .consideration is whether the project involves negligible 
or no expansion of use. 

4849-0907-1287.1 
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LA WYERS 

F<N\I<B 
kOPER.S MAJESKI KOHli BJ1NTL~Y 

March 13,2020 

Examples include but are not limited to: 
(a) Intenor or exterior alterations involving such things as interior" partitions, 
plumbing, and electric.al conveyanct:(s; 
(b) Existing facilities of both investor and publicly-owned tJ.t:iJities· used to provide 
electric power, natural gas,_sewerage, or other public utility services; · 

Page4 

(c) Existing highways and streets, sidewalks, gutters, bicycle and pedestrian trails, 
and similar facilities (this mcludes road grading for the purpose of public safety,. 
and other· alterations such as. the addition of bicycle facilities,. inCluding but not 

. limited to bicycle parking, bicycle-shar~ facilit~es and bicycle ianes, transit 
improvements such as bus lanes, pedestrian crossings, street trees, and other similar 
alterations that do not create additional automobile lanes). 
(r'f\ "R f=:u='+r--r'='+i~n n-r ,..Ph!:thill+~tlnn nf.rlP:iP.ri~·lf:::ih~c-1 nr £1Rmavef1 Sti"UCtU.LC::i f3_cilitieS Of 
,...._..) ..I..'O.....,Ul..V.&.'-4.;".1..'-'~.0. ......... .._....,.._..__"-:",.... .... ..._.,.~.,....,...,........,. ...., ...... ------------ -· _ _ (....> , • • • • •-; ' 

mechanical.eqnipment to meet current standards of public health and safety, unless 
· it is determined that the damage was substantial and r~sulted from an environmental 

hazard such as earthquake, landslide,_ or flood; 
(e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result 
in an increase of more th~n: 
(1) 50 percent of the floor. area of the structures before the addition,. or 2,500 
square feet; whichever is less.;· or 
(2) 10,000 sq:uare feet if:. 
(A) The project is in an atea where all puhliesetvices and facilities are available to 
allow for maxirrmm development permissible in the General Plan and 
(B) The area in which the project is located is not environmentally sensitive. 

Here, the project proposes an addition to the exist:illg structure that will not result in an­
increase of more than 10,000 square feet, and~ the project in an area where all pubHc 13ervices and 
facilities are available, and the project location is not environmentally sensitive. 

Furthe:r, the project does :o.ot f!lil into an exceptions for categorical exemption. Section 
·15300.2 provides for the· following exceptions to the class exemptions: 

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the 
project is to be located -a. project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact oh the 
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore1 

these classes are considered to apply jn all instances, except where the project may 
ii1:lpact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where 
designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, 
state, or local agencies. 

·(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over 
time is significant. 

4849-9907-1287.1 
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LAWYERS 

I~MI<B 
kOPERS M ... HSKI KOHN PENTLEY 

March 13, 2020 

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity 
where there is a reasonablt< possibility that the activity will have a significant effect·. 

· on the environment due to unusual circumstances. 
(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially 
designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to. improvements which 
are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR. 
(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
located on a site which is included on any list compiled purs~ant to Section 659625 
of the Government Code. 

None of the exceptions apply to this project. 

Page 5 

Appellant makes no argument on why the project is not categorically exempt, or why any 
exceptions apply to the class 1 exemption. Instead, Appellant again argues that the project 
should be delayed because it removes a UDU. As shown·on the plans, the project proposes no 
changes, removal or otherwise to the garage level of the residence. (Exhibit E, compare A-3 
Existing Floor Plan, and A-4 Proposed Floor Plan.) Appellant's reliance on County of Jnyo v. 
City of Los Angeles, (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185 is misplaced. This case involved an 
environmental impact report covering extraction of subsurface water. The court only held that 
the report did not provide an accurate, stable and finite project description in accordance .with the 
court's prior decision. Here, there is no environmental impact report involved, nor is one . 
required, as the project is categorically exempt. Moreover, there has been no court order 
requiring an environmental impact report. The project description required by the County of 
Inyo case is unique to that project, and does not apply to CEQA Exemption determinations. 

The Board should deny the appeal for all the reasons set forth above. 

Very truly yours, 

o-4~-
. Jeffrey V. Ta 

Enclosures 

IRS CIRCULAR230 NOTrCE: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the Internal Revenue Service, 
we inform you that any U.S. tax advice contained in this communication (or in any attachment) is not intended or 
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or 
(ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed in this 
comrtmnication (or in any attachment), · · 

4849-0907-1287.1 
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Permit ;Details Repo.rt 

Re.PortDate: 

l\pplication N)llllber: 
Form Number: 
Addr;,s(es):· 

Department of Building lhspec.tion 

201012176901 . 
s 
4074/020 I 0753 VERMONT ST 

Description; ~~~=~=g~=s:r~~i~~'Q;oii~g~~:~~~~~~· 
SKYLIGIITS l).T ~TING ROOK TOTAL INCREASElN HABITABLE SPACE =324 SQFr. 
EXCAVATIONANDNEWPATIOANDRET.AII\TINGWALLSATREARYARD. 

ca~t: $115",400.00 . 
Occupancy Cqde: R-3 
Building Use: 27-1FAMILYDWELLING. 

Disposition I Stage: 

<iction Date Stage Comriients· 
12/17/2010 TRIAGE 
12/17/2010 FILIN.(} 
12/17/2010 FILE!? 
7/t/2011 PLAN CHECK 
7/1/2011 !APPROVED 
7/t/2011 ISSUED 

. 3/26/2012 COMPLETE CF.Clssued 

COntact Details: 

Contracl;or Det!!ils: 

Lkeuse :tiw."nber: 799639, 
Name: BILL DOHRMANN 
Company Name: DOHRMANN CONSTRUCU:ONINC. 

Address: 

:Phone: 

2694 39THAY • S.AN FRANCISCO CA94116-. 
qooo 
986s266' 

Addenda Detailsr 

D S E escnptiom IT 

Step Station Arrive. 

1. CPB 12/11/10 
2. BLDG 6/28/11 

2 BLD'G 1'2(.23/W 

2 
DPW-
!BsM 12/23/10 

2 DFCU 12/23(10 

2 CP-ZOC 12/23(10 

2 SFPUC 12/23j1o 

3 PPC 12/23/:).0 

4 CP-NP 4/28/11 

5 CPB 6/30/11 

Start In 
Rold 

12/17/10 
6/28/lL 

12/28/10 6/28/11. 

1/12/J.1 

6(3o/H 

3/2/11 3/2/11 

1/20/11 

12/23/10 

4/28/11 

7/1/11 

Out Fu;ish CheCked.By Hold 
12/17/10 SHEKKATHY 
6/28/n DANG DENNis 

6/28/n 
GUNNELL 
MICHAEL 

6/27/11 TANG ELEANOR 

6[30/11 
BLACKSHEAR 
JOHN 

6/6/11 6/6/11 FUBEN 

1}20/11 TOM BILL 

6/a.o/11 FUNGSERENA. 

5{28/11. FUBEN 

7/1/11 AN BRENDA 

Hold J?es.ctiptiqn 

6/24/11: Re-AssignfromMichaelGunnell to 
Dennis Dang. 
6/27/11 Silbj to au ~on!! of 11MSE-oo4o; ·BSJ:i1; 
sign off on Job Card required. BSM ~S R)'ADY 

0 SIGN OFF SITE l'LANWaiting for final. 
set of plans and origj.n;ll applicationforilie 
approval processz 53 Vermont St (11MSE7 
0040) DPW/BSMshallnotrelease 
construction addenda until complete 
application and plan~· for Minor Side)valk 
Encroachnient (¥SE) are submitted and 
approv~d. MSE,i.s for. step(~) :Please submit: 
application with nll (MSE) requirements at 
875 Stevenson Street, RJYI. 460, and Tel. No. 
(415)~554-.5810. Your construction addenda 
will be on hold, until ali necessaty DPW /BSM 
permits are completed, or the receiving llSM 
plan che,cker-recommending sign off 

RDT·review··s/9/11, comments ready 3/23, 
phon~ call to arcl).itecf and sent Notice of 
Requirements 3/st/11. · · 
NOT APPLICABLE- Legalizing rooms. ReaP,y 
for FINAL ST:IIMl' OUT. RetnrnDFU site.' 
submittal to l'PC 1/20/11. 
6-30-11: Route to Cl'B. sjf 6-29-11:.PUC r!/a, 
Hold pending DFCU to log out. sjf 6-24-11: to 

· BSM for sign off 6/7/11: :Planning sets to. 
BLDG • .1-21-11: rec'd SF.PUC set; placed in PPC 
HOLD BJN 1/12/n;;BSM set in HOLD BIN •. 
12/23/to: REC~D 6 SETS OF PLANS FROM 
CPB. ROUTE 2 SETS TO'DCP, 1 SET EACH 
frO EL!JG, BSM, l'UC AND DFCU. RZ 
Section 311 Mailed 4/28j11; E>tpire<is/z8/11 
[Nora) · · 
7/1/il: APl'ROVBYBYAN. .. 

This permtthas been ISs)Jed.Fonnfo.rm~tion perta.uungto this pernut, please call415-558-6og6 • 

. Appointments: 

IAppointmentDateiAppointment AM/PMjAppointme.D.t CodejAppointment TypejDescription\T'noe Slots\ 

Inspections; 

https:f/dbiweb.sfgov,org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=Permitoetails 112 
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Department of Building lnspectio.n 

ROUGH FRAME ROUGH FRAME 

Spedallnsp'ections: 

Addenda Completed Inspected By Inspection Description Remarks No. Date Code 

1 . 12/21/2011 ATLAU 4 
REINFORCJ1:1'G SI:EELAND reh)i'orcing steel only(J driye) 
PRETRESSINGT~NJ:)ONS 

1 12/27/201i ATLAU 20 'HOi.DOWNS 
SHEAR WAI;LSAND FLOOR 

1 12/27/2011 ATLAU 19 SYSTEMS USED AS sHEAR 
DIAPHRAGMS 

1 12/27/2011 ATLAU 18A BOLTS lNSTALU,:D IN 
EXISTING CONCRETE 

For information;orto schedule an inspection, <;allss8-6s7o l;letween 8:30 am and s:oo pro. 

Online Permit and ComplalntTrll.cklng home page, 

Technical Support;for Online Services · 

lfyou need help or haye a question about this sei'vice, please visit our FAQ area. 

Contacts'F'Gqv Accessibility Polfcies 
Ci1;y and County of SariJirancisco e 2020 

https:/!dblweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitD~tails 1276 2/2 
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Permit Details Report 

ReportDate; 

Appllcati.on Number; 

Form Number' 
Address(es): 

Department of Building Inspection 

20111Q2(/7634 
8 
4074/020 / o 753 VERMONT ST 

Description: 

REVISIONTOAPP#2oio12176901 FOR THE FOLLOWING CHA:tjGES: 1) INTERIOR 
REMODELING AT 2ND FLOOR Tb EXPAND BATH lAND RECONFIGURE THE ADJACENT 
BEDROOM.l WALKIN CLOSET, 2) REMOVAL OF THE FIREPL(I.CE/HEATER FROM· 
BEDROOM 1AND TO CHANGE .DOOR #6 TO T,HE ROOM,3) CHAN!JE THE DOOR AND 
WINDOW CONFIGURATION AT. THE 

Cost: $1.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 . 
Building Use: 27-1F.AMILYDWELLING · 

Disposition l Stage: 

· Action Date Stage Comments 
10/26/l!bll TRIAGE 
10/26/2011· FlUNG 
10/26/2011 FILED 

11/9/2011 APPROVED 
11/9/2011 ISSU:ED 
3/26/2012 COMPLETE Fioal Inspection/Approved 

Contact Details: 

Contractor Details: 

LicenseNmnber: 799639 
Nan1e: BILL DO~ 
Company Name: DOHRMANN CONSTRUCTION INC. 

Address: 2694 39'I'H.AV* SAN FRANCISCO CA94116· 
oooo 

Phone: 9865266 · 

AddendaDetaiis: 

D escr1ption: 

Step Station Arrive Start In .Out Finish Ch~ckedBy 
Hold ·Hold 

1 INTAKE 10/26/11 10/26/11 10/26/11 
SHAWL 
HAREGGEWAIN 

2 BLDG 10/26/11 10(26/11 lb/26/11 CHE])fMIN 

3 IME8H 10/26/11 10(26/il 10/26/11 LIANG TONY 

4 CPB 11/9/11 11/9/11 ll/9/11 GALIZADELIA 

Hold Description 

iA.PPROVED; OTC .. 

.. 
This penmt has been 1ssued. For mformation pertaunngto th1s per~t, please·call415-~58-6og6. 

Appointments: 

IAPpointmentiiate!Appointment AM/PM!Appointment Code!AppointmentTypejDescriptionlTime Slots I 

Inspections: 

!Activity Datejinspcctorji;,sp':ction Descriptionjh1spection Status! 

Speci.il Inspecr;ions: 

!Addenda No.jCompleted Datejinspected·:syjinspection CodejDesciiptionjRemarksl 

. . 
For informatioq, or to schedule an inspection, callssB-6p70 between 8:30 am and 3:oopm. 

··- . -··- .,. ....... ··'--·-·· .............................. ····· ... I 
. Station COde Descriptions and Phone Numbers 

Online Peunit and ComplalntTracking home page. 

Technical Supporl;for Online Services 

Ifyou need help.or have a question about this seivice, please visit our FAQ. area. 

ContactsFGov Accessibility Policies 
City and County of San Francisco" zozb 

https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/defau!t.aspx?page=PermitDetails 1277 1/1 
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SAN FRANCISCO· 
PLANN.ING DEPARTMENT . . 

CEQA Categorical Exemption D.etermination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Proj~ct Addres1:1 Block/Lpt(s) 
74\3 VERMONT ST 407402·1 

Case No. Permit No.· 

2.017•014666ENV 

II Adctition/ r~~ Demolition {requires HRE for 0New 
·Alteration · Category B Building) Cqnstruction 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 
emolition of the rear portion. of the dwelling be,ginhing approx. 25 feet from the front face of the building. 
Demolitien of the existi.ng gable reof beginriing approx. 16 feet from .the front faee of the building. Construction of 
anew additiol) which wilt extend to the rear footprint 4'-11" to the east and to withing 1'-ci" to the nQrth. This will 
be the sal'(le for both the second and third floors. The addition and remodel will inciude a remodeled kitchen, 
and bedroom on the second floor and new master bedroom and remodeled. bath on the third floor. There will be 
a new dec~ off the )naster bed mom to thenorth, The existing if)terior winder stairway will be remoVed and 
replaced with a new staiiway with landing. The. extent of the addition/remodel wilf have a flat roof approx .6 
inches above the existing ridgeline. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 

. *Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation fl.pp/ic:ation is required.* 

II <;:lass 1 -Existing Facilities. Interior- and exterior-alterations; additions under 10·,000 sq. ft. 

D Class·a ·New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dWelling units in one 
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of u.se under 1 0!000 sq. ft., if princip.ally 
permi.tted o~with a CU. 

D Class 32. In-Fill Development. New·construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below: 
(a) The project is consistent wi\h the applicable generi=!l plan designation and· all applicable genera! plan 
policies ·as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulatk>ns. . 
(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits: on a project site of no more than 5 acres · 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. 

' 
(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threateneq species. 
(d) Approval of the· project would not result in any significant effects relatlhg to traffic, noise, air qualitY, or 
water quality. 
(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public serJices, 

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY 

D Class --
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STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANN!=R 

If any box is cheCked below, an Envirmtmetttal 'Evalu.atiolt Applicntioll :iB required. 

0 

0 

n --- . 

D 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive. receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care. facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 
project have the potential to .emit substantial pollutant. concentrations (e.g., bac.kup diesel generators, 
heavy-industry, diesel irucks, etc.).? (refer. to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex DetermTnation Layers> Air Pollution 

. Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maner map or is suspected of containing 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as.gas station, auto repair; dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards m 
more of soil disturbance -or a change of .use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 
·checked and the projec;t applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase l 
Environmental Sjte Assessmenl Exceptions: do not check box 
if the _applicant preseQfs documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from . 
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be Jess than significant (refer to 
EP_ArcMap-> Maher layer). _ · 

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more n.et riew parking spaces or res\d~ritial units? 
Does the project have the potential to adversely aff~ct transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safelY (hazards) 
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian -and! or blcycie. taciii~ies? 

Archeological Resources: Would the projec~ result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two 
(2) feet beloW g_rqde in an archeplogical sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive 
area? (refer to E.P _ArcMap > CE.QA Catex Determination Layers> Archeological Sensitive Area) 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot-line adjustment 
on a lot with a slope ·average of20% or more? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Galax Determination Layers> 
Topography) 

Slope= or·> 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprjnt, (2) ·excavation ofqO cubiq yards or more of 
soil,. (3) new .construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex DE! termination Layers.> Topography) lf box Is 
checked, a Qt;lotechnlcal report Is required. 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: D.oes the project Involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 
gr_eaterthan 1,000 sq. ft. outside ofthe existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or 
mor.E\ of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layer;;> .Seismic Hr;r;:ard 
Zones) lf box is che.cked, a geotechnical report is required. 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zon!': Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage · 
expansion gr!=Jater than 1,000 sq. ft .. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 
cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Delermil)alion Layers> 
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box Is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required. 

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more bo)<es are checked above, an 
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Envirqnmental Ptanner •. 

Comments and Planner Signature {opti.ona!}: Laura Lynch 

Per letter dated May 9th,. 2018, the project anticipates using continuous spread footings and wouid not excavate 
50 cubic yar.ds of soil dist\.lrbance. 

' 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -·HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED .BY PROJ.ECT PLANNER 

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

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

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

D Category c: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (ut1der 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 

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

Check all that apply to the proJect. 

D 1. Change of IJSe a11d new construction. T~nant improvements not inc;luded. 

D 2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. 

D 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's .Window Replacement Standard{i. Does not Include 
storefront window alterations. 

D 4. Garage work. A new opening that met?ti3 \he Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 
·replacement of a garage·door in an existing opening that meets the Residential besignGuidelines. 

ro 
5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visfbie fi·orri :any irornediately aojacent public right-of~way. LJ 

D 6. Mechanical equipmeridnstallation that Is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 
right-of-way. 

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

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet In .each 

D dirl'!ction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single sfory in heigl"\t; does not have a footprint that is more.thari 50% larger than that-o.fthe original 
building; and does hot cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. · 

Note: Project Planner must.check box below before p-roceeding. 

g Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

D Project involves less than four wori< descriptions. Gb TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS" ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource {CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 
conforms entir~ly to propo.sE>d work checklist in Step 4. 

D 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessi.ble spaces. 

D 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "in-kind" but are c·onsistent with 
existing historic: character. 

D 4. Fa~ade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure ch·aracter-defining features. 

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

D 6. Restoration balled upon documented evidence of a building's historic condition, such as historic 
photographs, plans, physi.cal evidence, pr similar buildings. 

.SAN FRANCISCO 
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0 

0 

D 

D 

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipmenfthat ar~ minimally visible frorn a pub\.ic right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. . 

· 8. Other work consistent with the Secreiary of the Interior Stantlards for the Treatment of Histone 
Properties (specify or' add comment~): 

9. Other work thatwo~ld not materially impair a historic qfstrict (specify or add co~ments): 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 
Planner/Preservaffon · · 

0 ReclassifY \0 CategoJY A 

a. Per HRER dated 

II Reclassify to Category C 

(attach HR~R) 

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form signed on 911912018 

Note: lfANY box in STEP 5 above is cllecked~ a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below. 

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

Project·can proceed witb categorical exemption review. The project has been rE:Jyiewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proce.ed with categorical exemption review. GO lO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros 

.. 

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

0 further envlrom'nental .review required. Proposed project does n·ot meet scopes bf work.in either · 
(check all that.applyt 
0 Step 2- CEQA Impacts 

tJ Step 5- Advanced Historical. Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

E No further environmental review.is required. The project is categorically ~xempt under CEQA. 
There are no ·unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 
effect. 

Project Approval Action: Signature: 

Building Permit Stephanie Cisneros 

If Discretionary Review before the Pianning Commission is requested, 09120/2018 
the Discretionary. R.~vlew hearing Is the AP.provai Action for the project. 

Once signed or stamped arid dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines arid Chapter 
31 of the Administrative Cocte. 
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 
filed within 30 days of lhe project receiving the first approval action. 
Please nQ!!" !hat' other approval actions may be required for !he project Please coniact the assigned planner for the~e approvais. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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STEP 7: MObiFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT 

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
QualitY Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 
constitutes a substantial modification of that project This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" ~nd, therefore, be 
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

· PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front page) BlocklLot(s) (If different than 
front page) 

743 VERMONT ST 4074/021 

Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No. 

2017-014666PRJ 

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action NewApproval Action 

Building Permit 

Modified Project Description.: 

DETERMINATION IFPROJECTCONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

Compared to .the approved project, would the modified project 

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

D Result in the change of use that would require· public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning· Code Section 31,7 or 19005(f)?, 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required. 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The propo~ed ·modification ~ould not result in any of the above changes. 

If this box Is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under GEQA, in accordance with prior project 
· approval and no additional environmental review ls required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning 

Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entitles, and anyone requesting written notice. 

Planner Name: 

SAN FRANC.ISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

. Signature or Stamp: 
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·SAN FRANGI8CO 
PLANNiiNlGl Ql;PA.RTMENT 

·PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

0 lf so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

AdditionaJ Notes: 

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by 
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018). 
Proposed Project: Demo r.ear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25ft from front of 
building and (e) gable roof beginning approx. 16ft from front of building. Construct (n) 

· itlon to extend rear. Will be same for both 2nd arid 3rd floors. New deck off master· 
bedroom. Addition/remodel will have flat roof approx 6 in. above (e) ridgeline. 

Individual 

Property is Individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California. Register under one or more of the 
followh1g Criteria: 

Criterion 1 -Event: 

Criterion 2 -Persons: 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potentjal: 

Period of Significance: 

0Yes (~)No 

OYes @No 

QYes (!)No 

0Yes @';No 

Historic District/Context 

Property is In an eligible California Register · 
Historic District/Context under one or. more of 
the following Crit~ria: 

Criterion 1 -Event: QYes @No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: QYes @No 

Criterion 3- Architecture: OYes @No 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: QYes @No. 

Period of Significance; 1 1 
L-. -~------"-'~ • 

0 Contributor 0 Non-Contributor 
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QYes QNo ·@iN/A 

0Yes .@No 

0Yf2s @No 

QYes 0No 

(!)Yes 
•• c QNo 

According to the Supplemental. Information for Historic Resource Determination {dated 
May 2018) and information found ih the Planning Department. files, the. subject property at 
743 Vermont Street contains a one and one-half-story-over-basement, wood-framei single­
family residence .constructed in 1907 (source: Spring Valley WaterTap Reco.rd). The style of 
the residence is best described as a stripped down, late Queen Anne. Two years after initial 
construction of the residence, two identjcal angled bays were C\dded tolhe front facade 
(source: permit). Otherpermitted exterior'alterationsto the residence include: replacing 
the concrete steps and repairing the wood .Siding and door sill (1988} and an in-kind repair 
of the bottom halfofthe existi,ng front wooden steps (2011). Additionally, all windows on 
the prirnaryfacade appear to have been replaced. The property was originally owned ahd 
developed by the Real Estate and Development Company, who also owned the entire east 
side ofthe street.The residence was sold to James Maloney, a paver, in 1911 and remained 
owned and occupied by the Maloney family untii198S; 
No known historic events occurred C\tthe subject property (Criterion 1). None of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as importa,ntto history (Criterion 2). The subject 

. building is a nondescript example of a stripped down, late Queen Anne style residence 
with minimal decoration. While the building is in good repair, it is not architecturally 
distinct such that it would qualify ind'iv,idually·for listing in ~he California Register under 
Criterion 3. Based upon review of int'orrnation in the Department's records/ the subject 
building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this criterion typically applies to rare 
construction types When involving the built environme;nt. The subject building is not an 
example of a rare construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken 
through the Department's Preliminary Archeological Review process· and is outside the 
scope of this review.. · · 
The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries. of any identified-historic district, The subject property 
is located in the Potr~r.o Hill neighborhood on a block that. exhibits a variety of 
architectural styles and construction dates ranging from 1900 to 2001. Additionally, 
although the subject property is one of a row of thre·e similarly designed residences~ 
together they do not warrant a high level.of architectural design to be considered 
significant. Together, the block does .hot comprise a si'gnificant concentration of 
historically or aesthetica.lly unified buildings .. 
Therefore, the subJect property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any 
Criteria individually or as part of a historic district. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT . ., . ' .. . . 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

April 08, 2019 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Devyani j ain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer 

CEQA Exemption Rescinded -743 Vermont Street, Plapning 
Departnlent Case No. 2017-.0146.66ENV 

On March 15, 20~9, Ryan Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson on. behalf of Meg 
McK.night filed an appeal with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Sup¢rvisors of the 
categorjca~ exemption qeterntination for 743 Vermont Street project. 

CEQA Exempti.o:Q. Resc.4td.ed; New-: irtformation was p.reserLted reqt1ir.u1g·a re\.ri.sion to the 
plans and scope of work of the 201710272504 building permit for the proposed 743 
Vermont Street project. The Planning· Departm~t is rescin.ding its original CEQA 
deter:rrllnation'of Categm;ical Exemption clearance for the 743 Vermont Street project (2017-
014666ENV). Therefore1 the CEQA appeal for the categorical exemption determination for 
the 7 43 Vermont Street project is nullifled. ' 
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SAN 'FRANCISCO 
PLANN.ING .DEPARTMENT 

. . ' · ~/j/if) t?/" fur"v-Ptr.t.jMJ . 
CEQA Categotical Exemption DeterminatiQft6,f.iH8 -1 p llt ttft =;~ 

PROPERTYINFORMATION/PROJECTDESCRIPTION. . : :AJiv~P".:tP&"P J?f-,#, 
Project Address Bl6ck/Lot(s) 
743 VERMONT ST 4074021 

Case N.o. .. Permit No. 

2017-Q:14666ENV 20171027-2504 

II Addition/ 1 Jl Demolition (requires HRE for 0New 
Alteration C~te!)ory 8 Building) · Con~truction 

Project description for Planjiing Department approval. 
The project entails the following: demolition of the rear portion of the dwelling beginning approximately 25 fe!'t 
from the front of the building; demolition of the existing gable roof beginning approximately 16 feet from the front 
of the building; and construction of a new add.itil;>n to extend to the rearfoptpriht4'-11" to ·the east and within 
1'-0" to the notth (the proposed addition would oethe· same for both the second and third floors). The proposed · 
project includes a reniodeied kitChen and bedroom on the second floor, and a new master bedroom and 
remodeied bath an the third floor. There would be a nevv deck off-the ma~ter bedroom tc tl}e nqrth~ The existing 
in!erior wi[lder.stairway would be removed and replace~ with a new stairway w_ith landing. The extent of the · 
addition/remodel wo.uld have a flat r9ofapproximately 6 inches above the existing ridge!ine. · 

In addition, the project includes the legalization of ex_isting bathroom and 3 storage rooms at-the 1st level 
(garage) to ?om ply with NOV #201928061. 

: 

STEP 1: EX~MPTION CLASS· 

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

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

0 ' Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new slngle~family residence9 or six dwelling L!nits in one 
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions~ change of use under 1 0,000 sq. ft. if principally 
permitted or with a GU. 

0 Class 32 -In-Fill D.evelopment, New Construction of-seven or"more units or additions greater th·an 
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below: 
(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicablt1 gen!3ral plan 
policies as well as with applicai;Jle zoning designation and regul(:ltions. 
{b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 
substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
(c) The project s!te has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened spE!cies. 
(d) Approval of tne project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 
water quality. · · 
(e) The site can be adequately served. ~y all required utilities and public services. 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY 

0 Class 
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STEP2:CEQAIMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

D 

0 

0 

D 

D 
' 

0 

D 

D 

· Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-car.e facilities within an Air p·ollution Exposure Zone.? Does· the 
project have the potential to emit.st.ibstantiFJI pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup.diesei generators, 
hea\ly indust!)', diesel truck~, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap >. CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Air Pollution 
Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of eontaining 
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas.station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 
more of soil disturbance- ora change of use from industrial to residential? 

if the applicant presents documentation of enrolfment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver fro.r:n the Maher program, or other documentation from 
Environmental Planning staf{th?t hazardous material effects Would be less than significant (refeOo 
EP_ArcMap >Maher layer). · 

Transportatio11: ·Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more stllpents, or a 
location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? poes the project.have the potential to adversely affecttransit, pedestrian . 
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of n·earby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? · 

Archeologic.al Resources: 'iJouid the project result in so.H disturtancelmodificat:cr: grootcr t~sn i!No 
(2) feet beloW grade in an archeologicai sensitive area or elght (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive 
area? If. yes, archeo review is requried (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination. Layers> 
Archeological Sensitive Aroa) 

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustqient: Does the projectsite involv~ a subdivision or lot line adjustm·ent 
on a lotwlth a slope average of 20% or more? ·(refer to EP_ArcMap·> CEQA Catex Determinatiqn Layers? 
Topography)Jfyes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption. 

Slope= or> 25%: Does the projecUnvolve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 
than 500 sq. It: outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 
soil, (3) new construction? (rofer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box Is 
checked, a geqtechnlcal report ts· required and Environmerifal Planning must issue the exempllon. 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 
greater than 500 sq. ft .. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of !?0 cubic yards or more 
of soil, (3) new construction?. (rofer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA CatexDetermination Layers> Seismic Hazard Zones) 
If box Is checked,. a. geotechnical report Is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption. 

Seismic: Uquefacfio·n Zone: Does·the project involve any ofthe following: (1.) square footage 
expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside ofthe existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 5o cubic 
yards or more of sciil, {3) new construction? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA. Catex Determination Layers > 
Seismic Hazard· Zones) if b-ox is cf1ecked, a· geotechnical report will likely be.required an.d Environmental 
Planning must issue the exemption. 

Comments and Planner sl.gnature (optional): Don lewis 

Per letter pated May 9th, 2018, the project anticipates using continuous spread footings and would not excf!vate 
50 cubic yards of soil disturbance. 

The project site is underlain by serpentine bedrock The m~asures required in compliance with the Copstruction 
Dust Control Ordinance wou.ict protect the wqrkers and public from fugitive dust th.at may also contain asbestos. 
The project sponsor would be required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would 
ensure that signifieant exposure to naturally occurring chrysotile asbestos (NOA) would not occur~ 

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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (referto property Information Map) 

0 Category A: Known Historical Resourc.e .. GO TO STEP ·5. 

It Categ0ry 8: Potential Historic.al Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

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

STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST· 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

0 1,. Change of use. and new construction. Tenant improvements not included. 

D 2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to b~ilding. · 

0 3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does 11ot include 
stor.efrcint:window alterations. 

D 4: Garage work. A new opening thal'll)e_ets the, Guidel[ne~ forAdding.Garages and Curb cuts, ahd/or 
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

r-1. 
5. Deck, terrace .c~nstruction, or fences not visibie from any immediately adjacent publlo iight-of-way . . u 

D · e: Mechanical equipmeht installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 
right-of-way. 

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

8. Addition(s) that are nofvisible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for150 feet in eaeh 

D direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in ~eight; does not have a footprint that Is more than 5o%' larger thaT) that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural signifiqant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box. below before proceeding. 

II Project Is not listed. GO TO STEP.5. 

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

0 Project involves fqur or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 

D Project involve;:; less than four worts: descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

STEP 5: c·EQA IMPACTS.- ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Check all thatapplyto the proj~ct. · 

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

0 · 2·. lnteriqr alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

D · 3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not "In-kind~ but are consistent With 
existing historic character. 

D 4. F'al{ade/storefront alterations that· do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features. 

0 5 .. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining 
features. 

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

-· 
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0 

0 

0 

7, Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimalfy visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

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

9 .. other work that would not materially impair-a historjc district (~pecify or add comments): 

(Requires approval by Senior PreseNa.tion Planner/PreseNatlon Coordinator) 

10. Reclassification of property statUs. (Requires approval by Senior PreserVation 
P/anner/PreseNation 

· 0 Reclassify to Category A 

a. Per HRER br PTR dated· 

b. Othcl~ (~i.Jocifyj: Per PTR form s!gried on 9/19/2018 

Ill Reclassify to Category C 

(attach HRER or PTR) 

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above.i.s checked, a Preservation Planne-r MUST sign below. 

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

Comments( optional): 

preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros 

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

ll No further environmental review is required. The project is categorica·IIY. exempt under CEQA. 

There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 
effect 

Project Approval Action: Signature: 

Pl9nning Commil:\s\on Hearing Stephanie Cisneros 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission Is requested, 09/0$}2019 
the Discretionary Review heating is the Approvai.Actlon for· the project. 

Once signed or stamped and qated; this doqument-constl\utes a eategot1cai exemption pursuant to CEOA Guidelines and Chapter 
31of the Administrative Code. 
In a_ccordimce with ·chapter.31 of !he San Fraiiclsco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption ·detennination can only be 
filed within 30 days oft.he project receiving the approval action. 
Please nola that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals. 
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'! STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJI;CT 

TO BE CO!I/IPLETEO BY PROJECT PLANNER 

In accordance with Chapter 31 ofthe SC~n Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental 
Quality Act ( C EQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the 
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposeq chang~;> 
constitutes a substantia,! modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 
proposed changes to the appmved project would constitute·a "substantial modification'' and, therefore, be 
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address (If different than front pag13) BlockJLot(s) {Ifdifferent than 
front page) 

743 VERMONT ST 4074/021 

Case .No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.· 

2017-014666PR~ 201710272504 

Plans Dated · . ' 
PreviousAppro'val Action New Approval Action 

Ph:innlng Commission Hearing 

Modified Project Oesqiption: 

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
-

Compared to the ~pproved project, would the modified project: 

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

0 
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

D Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 1900!J(f)? 

D 
Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known 
at the time bf the. original detennination;' that shows the originally approved project may 
no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the ~hove boxes is checked, further environmental review is· required. 

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 

D I The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes. 

If this box is. che'*ed, the proposed moditiCiltions are categorica:lly exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determinatron shall be posted on the Planning Department 
Website. and office and mailed to the .applicant, 8ity approving entities, an.d anyone requesting written n9tice. In accordance 
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08) of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10 
days of posting of this determination. · 

Planner Name: Date: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLA.f~r~lt"JG DEPAR.Ti'w'IENT 
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'SAN P:RA N CJl.S:_@·Q' 
~~A.-~--~1~~~~-;~g~~~RC(,... ~:~;J.rf. ........ -__ ..... ~ ... -.. -··--

PREseRvAtioN TEAM REVIE'!'f FORM 

lf.so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Supplementallriforma~ion for Hf~toric Resource Determination prepared by 
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018). · 
Proposed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25ft from front of 

uilding aQd (e) gable roof beginnjng approx. 16ft from front of building. Construct {n) 
addition to extend rear. Will be same· for bc;:>th 2nd and 3rd floors. New deck off master 
bedroom. Addition/remodel will haveflat roof.approx 6 in. above (e) ridgeline. 

Individual 

Pro!)erty is individually eligible for Inclusion in a 
California Register u'nder one or more ofthe 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Ev~nt: 

Criterion ~ -Pe.rsons: 

Criterion 3 - Architectwre: 

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: 

Peribd of Significance: 

OYes €1No 

OYes (~)No 

0Yes (!)No 

OYes @'rNa 

Historic DisVict/Context 

. Property is inan eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: QYes @No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: QYes @No 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: QYes @No 

Criterton 4-lnfo. Potential: QYes @No 

Period of Significance: ~.-I __ 

0 Co11tributor 0 Non-Contributor 
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0Yes ONo @N/A 

0Yes @No 

· OYes @No 

0Yes 0No 

(!JYes QNo 

According to the Supple;mentallnformation for Historic Resource Determination (dated 
May 2018) and information found in the.Pianning Department files, the subject property at 
743 Vermont Street.mntains a one and one-half-story-over~basement_ wo"od-frame, single­
family residence constmcte.d in 1907 (source: Spring_ Valley Water Tap Record). The style of 
the residence is best described as a stripped ·down, late Queen Anne. Two year$ after in'itial 
construction of the residence, two identfcal ~ngled bays were added to .the front facade . 
(source: permit). Other permitted exterior alterations to the residenc!'= include: replacing 
the concrete steps-and repairing the. wood siding and door si!!-(1988) and an in-kind repair. 
ofthe bottom half ofthe existing front wooden steps (2011). Additiona.lfy, all windows on 

. the primary facade appear to have been replaced. The property was originaHy owned and 
developed bythe Rea.! Estate and Development Company, who-also owned the entire east 
side of the street. The residence was sold to James Maloney, a.paverr in 1911 and remained 
owned and occupied by the Maloney familyuntil1985. 
No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the 
owtiers or occupants have been identifiedas importa·nt to history (Criterion 2). The subject 
building is a nondescript example. of a stripped down, late Queen An he style residence 
with minimal dec9ration. While the building is in good repair, it is notarchitecturarly 
distinct such that it wpuld qualify individually for listing in the California Register ynder 
Cri.~erion 3. 8C)sed upon review of informqtion in the Department's records, the supject 
building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this c~iterion typically applies to· rare 
construction types when involving the built envirorime·nt. The· subje.cthuilding is not an . 
example of a rare construction type. Assessment of archeolog'ical sensitivity is undertaken 
through the Department's Preliminary Ar~he.ologica.l Review process and· is outside the 
scope of this review. · 
The subject prop.erty is not located adjacent to any known historic reso.urces (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries. of any 1dentifled historic district. The subject property 
is located -in the Potrero Hill neighborhood on a block that exhibits a variety of 
architectural styles and construction dates ranging from 1900 to 2001. Additionally, 
although the subject property is one of a row of three similarly designed residences, 
together they do not warrant a high level of architectural design to be considered 
significant. Together, the block does not comprise a significant concentration of 
historically or aesthetically unified buildings, 
Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any 
Criteria individually or as part of a historic district. 
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GENERAL NOTES 
1, OI~IENSIOrJSONDR.\~W!GS DO!lOTSCAlETtiEDRAWI~. USE:W!<ITTEUD!Ma'ISIOOS.!F 
CONFtiCTS El\JST NOTIFY TilE MCHfTECT BEFOiiEPROCEEDlliGW!lHniEWORJ:: 01\lEl'lSIQtG 
AAE TO TliE:FACE Of FI~ISH lillt.ESS OlHER\MSEJJOTEJ 

, 2 COOflOlliATlWO:WCtu(:. THECCffiRAClOR IS REI'CHSIBL£~ lHECOORD!NATicttCf 
ll!!iJIICR \\OM MO TJ IA.T CF N.l£U[l..CONTRACTOOS. VERIFY AND COORO!Wo.'fl! N.l RctiT!NG 
0:: MECHN J1C\L El.ECTRIC\1... AND PUIMB!t/GJTEJ.IS, ROUG+!ri O!MENSIOOS NID REOOJ({ED 
ctr:AIWICES Of UTILITIES;Af'F'Uio..'iCES. MiD OUJS\ 11El.\SASSOCIA1E01MTH1l!la PROJECT 
WDRY. SUCfl T!V\l CONFliCTS 00 !lOT CCCUit iiOTIF'l' MCHllECf a:: PROB..EMA;llC 
CONDITIONS 

!1. COflf-UCTSJ!I OO::Im8'1T!i' NOTIFY MCUlECTTMI.iB'ltATa't FmCLMIFICo\TJOHSiiOULD · 
• ANYCOIIFLJCTIN friFORI.IATION FOUND IN 1UE ElOCUIAENrAT!ON!lE'OJSCOJEREO. 

4 cunma MJO PATCJ.nNO \'v'HEREWOOK REQ..IIRE.S Cllllll"lG JI./IOORDISRIJPn® or-
81.1Sllt10 COOSTnUCII0'-1, IHG:ccmTMCTMlSRESPO~IBI.E.FORPATOIINGANOREPA!R!tJG 
!lOTH TliE AREI\ a' WI.">Ah M'ID tTs AOJACENTl;URI'A..."ES TO MATCI1 AD.w:EiTEX!SllNG 
tl'Rf/..CE"S PATCI-I!r/0 INCLUOF.SANISHPMt.ll!NG Cf-Ail£,\ OIS:IUJPreJ 

5 T8lPCroJ1V stlOI'I!t!G ANn UUDdFU'I!IHIOO IF REOJIRED. IHfrCCfrtJW:TOA SHfiU.SE 
RfSPCt/SJBlE FOA lHI: StiOAI~JGANO !li!AC!IfGC*'BOTH EXIST!I'IGAI'IONEW'MJRKAS 
REOUtnED TO SfA[lfUztiTilE Wot1X #10 TO MliJIMl2E RISK OF PRO'ERTY DNMCE OR \f.UURY 
iJU SITE OOTOI\OJACENT I'RCfERTIES. SHOOtNGNiD\Jf~D8U'!WliNG~ IS lOBE 
f'EI<FOflhiED UNPER SEPMA.lEPEFWir OOTf<lliED BY TilE GENEIW. COOTRACTOA. 

a. ,o;GEN~ W.SP!;CilctiS MOUTit.!f(CCOIUliiV.T!OU lHEcctf{RACTORlSruiSf'a.G!BlE 
FORCOCf<ll!IIAlii/Gt'\l.LREQI.IJREOCITYAGEHCY ffiSPEC1l0tlS. IHADOmotl, 1HE 

·coHTAACTOO.IS TO COOI\011/ATEVIOOK'MTH Al.l UTiliTY CO!Jf'NIIES (GI.S, QE'CTRICm', 
WATER. P!IOrJES. ETC }SUCH l!IAT SER\1CE101HE SITE IS EJltERTAAlm.aJHED Cfl PROV!OftJ 
IN A 11MELY ~!R INi!RlO THE COt.IA..ETIC/'1 Cf 1!-IEWORl(, COORDINATE llEW SERVICE 
tOCAilONS MD CctlfJGUMllONS WllH tHE N'P/l0l'RIA1E FROVIOI!f\ 11-IE CWNERANOTHE 
MCHITECT. 

1 . . sPCCW..IIt~PfCil.:JNSAl'lOTES11NG JFREOOII<ED 8'tlllE'GOr.-1:RNINGAGa/CIES.1HE 
0\r,.l"JER IS.lO Prt0\110f.FIEC\.11REO SPECU:l. !»S.PECTIOI'$Ar101'ES1'!NG'Y!AlillHER THE' 
SlRtJCTUIW..EI,'3l/JEEROf\AtlCBISEOTHifiD.f'AATYTESllNG~. lfECENEitAl. 
CONTRAClOO IS TOCOOil.DiflATE.AJ.( 1\'00K IJ/0 OVETt£ NlOJITEC-T.STRUCTURAl E»G!NEE!t 
ftOO OWNER A t.UtJIFAUJ,f F~ DAY N011ACA110f'l otiCE1HE.\I.'Cfl.K IS. READY FCRJflSPfCTJON 
ICEEPI\U.fiEPORTSfOO.SUarJJITIJ. TOAI.ITHq;JilES/\TfUIALINSF'fCT!CH. 

ft SrTE t.munr,s: iHEcqml..Q.CTORIS TO CAREFULLY REVIEW NffEX/SntKJ UllLITIES tJ.IO 
ltJEUTifY TI~E U!A.T 1\EQ!J.flEI'B.OCATICN \\1»1 RC-GMD TO THE PROPOSED SCOPECf 
WOFlK COI/llV.ClOOIS TOtOE!lni'YWt-IEnffinUFGMIJES MEitECIJinl:tiTOMEST1HE11tE 

~~=~~~~A~!~;:%~~;.~1~:o~~~=El.NIO 
ll. PAOTECTictJ ~ P'noffiR.lY· l"f!OTECT lH£..-\D.I.l.CENTPRa'SlnES AtlD J1!!'RO\IedENTS 
fRCf.IIU lliSlURIWICES N/0 DA.IMGE. DOJIOTlR!:SPASS ONI/BGHI!CRINGPf!OPERlY, IF 
REQUIRED, SUD. \!IT VrrunEN 1\EOUESTTO HEGH!IOR{S} WllH CCPY10 CYHHERI\NDAACHITECT 
AT lEt\ST Ia DAYS Pfi!OR TO NEEDED DhlE OF TRESPASS. IF Nff DA.W.G!!OROISTlJ!UW.ICE 
CCOJRS TO tlEIGin:::RIHG I'ROf'ERTJES. RESTOOETO PR!MOUS'EXISTINGCONDffiON.Al NO 
,1110\TICiiAI.COSTTOCWNffi. 

lCI. otmER'S PRCi'rnrt. tFCWI~SFURl!SHIW:;s, OECOAATIOO.CROTHE!tf'fnSCNAl 
I'ROPEnlYAAE!UlHEWA'fOf'TliENE'WI'l~,COIXOiti.\TE\'IlntTUECI>'/tiEnFOOtHElR 
SAfE f>FtOTEC!ICN, RElCCATIOtf, OR REl.!CNN..FRot.llHEXliJSllEPRIM 70 lHESTARTCf TI!E 
WOOl<. 

It Wr!POrwtf IIA/lRlERS; PROV\flF.lEIIIPOOAAf UAMII!ftS TO PP.On:cl !lOTI! EX!SllNG 

~~~?F~6i~=~~~J=:.~~~·:~~~~~~:ATNO 
COSIIO'niEaMl£R 

1:! O:EBRISilEMCVN. J..WiiTAINPREM!SESN<IOPIJilliCPROPERT!ESF'REEFROM 
ACCUMutAllON OF WASTE. OE!JRJS NIO Rl.lllOISH CAUSED ny OFERAncn,o; 1.£\~-nffi JOOSirE 
cum MD SE'Ct!REATTltEEtlO OF J:/IC!Iw::litKI/10 DAY. 

13 Flt!Al ClEN!ING: 1tlEWOAX. INClUDES AN.atC!..EANit~GATniSSITEitlClUOING TllE 
UULD!I/GlNlEfllOR. EXlERIOR 00 SllE. W!Pt: 0CWN NID DUST U.LStlRFJ.CES, W.CUUM OR 
i.\QPJU flc:!CRS. W,\SHM/0 POO!:HCI.A!i.S, fiEMM.Nh' #101\U.PMNTSPOTS cti.E)IJ>OSE 
SURFJiCES #ID REJJOVEPU. DI31!1SNl0 iii.MH. 

F.f ~/ol.I,WORKPERF®lED/STC1nEGI..IIIMHTEEOAGMNSTD6'EC1S!tt 
WITE!l!N..SANO ~\tmKM.I.!..ISHIPFOO..\f'Eil.ltll CFCUi:YEA!lFROfJlHt:OA1ECfSIJ!lS.TAWAI. 
CC.\!f'\.E'!tDN, EX~PTWUERElONGERPEfUOOS AA1! t:..M:N BrPROOUCTM..ViUFI\GTURBtS CR 
ELSE\\liEIU::lNTilE CC«STII.UCl!OO DOCUMeiTS. t!Bhll'r' AAM~.ALI.PROOUCT 
\VMAAHI!ES, USER MfflVAL.'i A."'I OntERPERnliENTM-\1ENAI.SJ.NO PfUMOETIIEMiOTHE 
®lEI\ AT f!NA!. COI.\I'tE[IOO OF WORK 

l!i -f}C!OOS»IDI'IlNflOI.'IS: tH£CCN1AACTORISRESPCt1Sl!llff~1HEFCUIJ.VlJ.ro:~A'10 
WlfJDOt'ICCO:Ul!IIATia.' • 

AJREYI!:WALLI\OUOIIOI"allfJOS!ZES}J'lOlOCI.TIO!'ltoWffi!MallTECrMOV0.1HOCW 
SUPPIJERAT SITE P!UCR TO Tiff CCf.WENCe.!EHTOFWORK ctl nom nleFOUNO/I..l!C«S JJolD 
l!U::ROOGI FAAMING i,w.!EO!A.ffiY NOTIFY AACHlTECTOf N«OISCREI'M'CT£S BETM:Eii 
Of'SIIINGS SHOMI otllliE./IRCHrTI:Crui'!Al DAA'MNGS AND lliOSEATlliEFG\IrillhT!O«SAND 
FP.N.IING!IS OESCRmED U·J n!ES1RLC1UN. ORNoVINGS. 

a)AT COMI'IDIOO a: ROUGH FAA\IING, REiiiEW OPENINGS WllHMCH:TECT AND WINDON 
SlWI.IER SUBMIT CCPY OFV.u.IOC:W ORDER TO AAO!I1£Cf Fcn REVIEW I'RIOitlO 
J'ROC'EED!r\GWilHOitOER 

C,}va\IF'I'WtntSt!PFUER 1HI.TW!NilOWS10GIOUSEL\FmE~ f'lR1'0SESU£ETTIIE­
/II!fllfJtJU ftEO.!UlEMEUTS SET FORTH JtflH!: Bll1LOIOO CODE. ffiD'.1tlE ARE RATINGSN/0 
1EIREI<ED G.AZJUO AS 1\.EOO!tED f1( lHE flRAWIIlGs Cfl ,v;sET FCmH 1W 1HEEIUILDINGCOOE: 

0.) C001011UiTEINSTAtlt\TlON OF /Ill EXTER!O."\ DOOAANIJ WINDON ASSedDlli:S 10 
!USUREA WEATHEIVOGifCONOmCtl. 

lli ~ THEc:oomACtoRlSTO PROVIOEDESI!:tl.QUILOSERV.CES FeRTilE 
PlOM!I!IIGANO ME"C!WficALSCOf'E cmtJ!IEOnilliGDMI'I'ItiGS. COIPl.'r'wmilti. 
N'!'I..ICNli.E.COO£l;:NlO TITI.E24 EtlsmtCOt.ll'l.li\NCE .:;(oCIJitEmo PAYFOR!Jl.REOUIAED 
PEI'IMHS. REVICWDIWYINGS."I!JOCOOflO!MlEPAn1WAYSS0CHTWIT1HEYAR£HIOOat 
fnC(.t VISV. IFPAtt-hV,<,YSCMlNOTJ;EOO'/CEh:.EOi'lffilflllHE\VAU.S, SOFAJSANO CSUNG 
I'ROAlES. AS SJ"IO!\'N Cll nit: O!lAl.\'!riGS, COORDI/l.l.TE~TfRNAiE:lo::ATia.S'tt'lnt 
AAC!41ltCT CN SITE: PRIOR TO PROCEEUING\'61HTHE 'IJOI:IK. 
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Lew. Lisa (BOS) 

From: Low, Jen (BOS) 
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 4:07 PM 
To: · 

Cc: 
BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Burch, Percy (BOS); Gee, Natalie (BOS) 

Subject: RE: Rescheduling Spec;ial Order on 3/24: CEQA File. No's. 200160-200163 

Categories: 200160 

~hank you. Let's move forward with April 21, 2020. 

Jen 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Sent:'Thursday, March 05, 2020 3:37PM 
To: Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org>; Gee, Natalie (BOS) 
<natalie.gee@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160-200163 

Hi Jen, 

With the potential rescheduling of the 743 Vermont Street CEQA appeal, kindly confirm the continuance date for this 
appeal. We will need to send out noticing next Tuesday and would like to add a blurb stating a motion may be 
entertained to continue the hearing to said date. 

Thank you. 

Lisa Lew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554~7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

II 
r!ll''\? 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 communications tiJ the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The .Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees__:_ may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the pubfic may inspect or copy. 

From: Gee, Natalie (BOS) <natalie.gee@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 2:10 PM 
To: 80S Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) 
<jen.low@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela· (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org> 

1~.09 



Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200i60-200163 

1ank you Brent. 

Tuesday/ April 21st will work. 

Natalie Gee *Wtibr Chief of Staff 

Office of District 10 Supervisor Shamann. Walton 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pt San Francisco I Room 282 
Direct: 415.554.76721 Office: 415.554.7670 
Sign up for Supervisor Walton Is monthlv newsletter! 
Follow Supervisor Walton on Facebook. 

From: BOS Legislation1 (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
·Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2020.2:02 PM . .. .. 
To: Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Gee, Natalie (BOS) 
<natalie.gee@sfgov .. org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bosJegislation@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch(aJsfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's,.,200160-200163 

Confirming that the initial hearing has not been noticed as of this writing; we are preparing its distribution for Tuesday, 
March 10. We can add a blurb communicating the anticipated Motion to continue on the notice if we can agree on a 
iate by close of business Monday. 

The proposed continuance date of Tuesday, April 21 keeps us within the 30-day window from the initial hearing in which 
the Board shall act on the appeal, per Admin Code, Section 31.16(b)(7). 

Brent Jalipa 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors- Clerk's Office 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco1 CA 94102 
(415} 554-7712 I Fax: (415} 554-5163 

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

From: Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 1:18PM 
To: Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; Gee, Natalie (BOS) <natalie.gee@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160-200163 

Leg Clerks ... can you please provide the status of noticing for this appeal? I don't believe we've sent out the official 
notice just yet. 

A~S~cv 

Legislative Deputy Director 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 



1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
Sari Francisco, CA 94102 
415.554.7711 direct I 415.554.5163 fax 
alisa.somera@sfgov.org 

l.i 
. ~€'(.)Click HERE to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form . 

. The Legislative Research Ceriter provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to th,e Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk:s Office 
regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's 
Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone 
numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may 
appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low(a)sfgov.org> . 

Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2020 E?:40 PM 
To: Gee, Natalie {BOS} <natalie.gee@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela {BOS} <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa {BOS} 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, {BOS} <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Burch, Percy {BOS} <percy.burch@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160-200163 

Thanks Natalie; I will defer to the Clerk's office to advise on noticing and time limits for this specific item. 

The next date that could possibly work in April 14th {though there is·already another Special Order scheduled} or April 
21, 2020, which is currently·wide open. 

From: Gee, Natalie {BOS} <natalie.gee@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2020 1:57PM 
To: Calvillo, Angela {BOS} <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa {BOS} <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, 
{BOS} <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen {BOS} <jen.low@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Burch, Percy {BOS} <percy.burch@sfgov.org>; Low, Jeh {BOS} <jen.low@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160-200163 

Good afternoon Madam Clerk, Alisa, BOS Legislation Team and Jen, 

The appellant Ms. Meg McKnight has informed us that she is unable to attend the March 24, 2020 special order 
for File No's 200160-200163. Ms. McKnight has a work travel commitment that she is unable to change. 

What is the process of rescheduling the special order to a·later date~ 

. Thank you, 

Natalie Gee :$K~ib, Chief of Staff 
Office of District 10 Supervisor Shamann Walton 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI, San Francisco J Room 282 
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Direct: 415.554.7672 I Office: 415.554.7670 
Sign up for Supervisor Walton's monthlv newsletter! 
r::allow Supervisor Walton on Facebook. 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 9:14AM . 
To: ryan@zfplaw.com; william@waltersarchitects.net 
Subject: HEARING NOTICE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - Proposed 743 Vermont 

Street Project -Appeal Hearing on March, 24, 2020 · 

Categories: 200160 

Good morning, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled a hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors on March 
24, 2020, at 3:00 p.m., to hear an appeal of a CEQA Exemption Determination, for the proposed 743 Vermont Street 
project. 

NOTE: A motion may be entertained to continue this Hearing to the Board of Supervisors' meeting of April 21, 2020. 

Please find the following link to the hearing notice for the matter. 

Public Hearing Notice - March 10, 2020 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 200160 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

•• ... 0 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 communications to the Board of Supervis~rs 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 o{the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public 'elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may' appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

. CityHall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax :No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors ofthe City and 
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following appeal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may 
attend and be heard: 

NOTE: A motion may be entertained to continue this Hearing to the 
Board·of Supervisors' meeting of April 21, 2020. 

Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2020 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 200160. 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 January .9, 2020, for the 
proposed project at 7 43 Vermont Street, Assessor's Parcef Block No. · 
407 4, Lot No. 021; to demolish the rear portion and existing gable 
roof; construct a new additiqn to extend to the rear footprint 
approximately five-feet to the east and within one-foot to the north on 
both the second and third floors; and legalizing an unauthorized 
dwelling unit at a one-family residence within the RH-2 (Residential, 
House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. (District 1 0) (Appellant: Ryan Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & 
Patterson, PC, ali behalf of Meg McKnight) (Filed February 7, 2020) 

DATED/MAl LED/POSTED: March 10, 2020 1314 



Hearing Notice - Exemption Determination Appeal 
743 Vermont Street 
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 
Page 2 · 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record­
in this matter, 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. 
Carl~on B.-Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. Information relating to 
this matter can be found in the Legislativ~ Research Center at . 
sfgov.legrstar.com/legislation. Meeting agenda information relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on Friday, March 20, 2020. 

\ 

. ·~~~ 
· . ~ Angela Calvillo 

{ Clerk of the Bpard 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. · 200160 

City Hall 
1 l)r. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax Nfl. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Description· . of Items: Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From 
Environmental Review- 743 Vermont Street- 3 Notices Mailed 

I, Lisa Lew , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described docurnent(s) by depositing the 
t>ec:tied items vvith the. United States Postal 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: March 10, 2020 

Time: 8:35am 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mails lot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): _N'-"/'-'--A..:.___ ____ -----, ______ _ 

Signature: 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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lew, lisa (BOS) 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, February 19, 2020 3:08 PM 
Ko, Yvonne (CPC) 

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS); 80S-Operations 
Subject: APPEAL CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination- Proposed 743 

Vermont Street Project- Appeal Hearing on March 24; 2020 · 

Categories: 200160 

Hi Yvonne,· 

A check for the appeal filing fee for the CEQA Exemption Determination appeal of the proposed project at 743 Vermont 
Street is ready to be picked up here in the Clerk's Office weekdays from 8:00a.m. through 5:00p.m. A fee waiver was 

·not filed for this appeal. 

Thank you. 

Lisa Lew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 . 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

" lf!l.O 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 199~. · 

Disclosures: Personal informat(on 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 identifyin.g 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. AI! written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
.Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made evailable 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 commlttet:s-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public .documents that members · 
of the public may inspect or copy. · · 

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2020 2:46PM 
To: ryan@zfplaw.torrt; william@waltersarchitects.net 
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>; JENSEN, 
KRISTEN (CAT) <l<risten.Jensen@sfcityatty.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) 
<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Sanchez, Scott (CPC} <scott.sanchez@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; Jain, Devyani (CPC) <devyani.jairi@sfgov.org>~ Navarrete, Joy (CPC) 
<joy.navarrete@sfgov.org>; Lewis, Don (CPC) .<don.lewis@sfgov.org>; Varat, Adam (CPC) <adam.varat@sfgov.org>; · 
Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) 
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC) <st~phanie.cisneros@sfgov.org>; Win$1ow, David (CPC) 
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Schuett, Rachel (CPC) <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA) 
<julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Sullivan, l<aty (BOA) <katy.sullivan@sfgov.org>; Longaway, Alec (BOA) 
<alec.longaway@sfgov.org>; BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos­
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera; Alisa (BOS) 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bosJegislation@sfgov.org> 
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Subject: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination- Proposed 743 Vermont Street Project- Appeal Hearing on March 
24,2020 

.-eetings, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors 
on March 24, 2020, at 3:00p.m. Please find linked below the letter of appeal fii'ed for the proposed project at 743 
Vermont Street, as well as direct links to the Planning Department's timely filing determination, and an informational 
letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Appeal letter- February 7, 2020 

Planning Department Memo- February 13, 2020 

Clerk ofthe Board Letter- February 19, 2020 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 200160 

Regards, 

Lisa Lew 
. San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
, 415-554-:7718 I F 415-554-5163 

. 1isa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org · 

~ 
ifft't.l 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. 

Disc/osur.es: 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 nat be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to.the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members ofthe public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does nat 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal infarmatian~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 Boord of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARD of SUP.ERVISORS 

Februar)i 19, 2020. 

l?ile Nos. 200160-200163 
Planning Case No. 2017-014666ENV · 

City Hall 
1 Dr. ·carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 

· Fax No. 554-5163 
TDP/TTY No. 554-5227 

·.Received from the Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office. one check 
payment in the amount of Six Hundred Forty Dollars ($640), 
representing the filing fee paid by Ryan Patterson of Zacks, 
Freedman & Patterson, PC, ori behalf of Meg McKnight for the 
appeal of the Categorical Exemption under CEQA for the 
proposed 7 43 Vermont Street Project: 

Planning Department · 
By:. 

1319 



lew, lisa (BOS) 

;om: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, February 19, 2020 2:46 PM 
ryan@zfplaw.com; william@waltersarchitects.net 

Subject: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination- Proposed 743 Vermont Street Project­
Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020 

Categories: 200160 

Greetings, 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has scheduled an appeal hearing for Special Order before the Board of Supervisors 
on March 24, 2020, at3:00 p.m. Please find linked below the letter of appeal filed for the proposed project at 743 
Vermont Street, as well as direct links to the Planning Department's timely filing determination, and an infon:national 
letter from the Clerk of the Board. 

Appeal Letter- February 7, 2020 

. Planning Department Memo- February 13, 2020 

Clerk of the Board Letter- February 19, 2020 . 

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

Board of Supervisors File No. 200160 

Regards, 

Li~aLew 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
T 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

(lib 

fitfl 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 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 a/! 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 simi/or information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARD· of SUPERVISORS 

February 19, 2020 

Ryan J. Patterson . 
Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC 
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

City Hall 
1 :pr. Carlton B:'Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Subject:· File No. 200160- Appeal of CEQA Categorical' Exemption 
Deten:nination -Proposed Project at 743 Vermont Street 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board was in receipt of a memorandum dated 
February 13, 2020, from the Planning Department regarding their determination on the. 
timely filing for appeal of the ·categorical Exemption D'etermination issued by the·. 
Planning· Department under CEQA fOr the proposed project at 7 43 Vermont Street.· 

The Planning Department' has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely mariner 
(copy attached). · · · 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Sedion.31.16, a hearing ·date has been scheduled for 
Tuesday, March 24, 2020, at :3:00 p.m.,. at the Board ·of Supervisors meeting to be held 
in City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamb.er, Room 250, San · 
Francisco, CA 94102. 

. . 
Please provide to ·the Clerk's Office by noon: 

20 days prior to the .hearing: name·s and a·ddresses of interested parties to be 
·notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

11 days prior to the hearing: any documentation whichyou may want available to 
the Board members prior to the hearing . 

.For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic· file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentatio'n for distribution. 
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743 Vermont Street 
Determination of Categorical Exemption 

·Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 
Page 2 

NOTE: If electronic versions of the d·ocumentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to 
mak~the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties 
receive copies of the materials." · 

. . 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at 
(415) 554 7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718,or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-:7702: 

Very truly yours, 

\ 

.Jj_ _._ Q ~v ~ 
f1 "~Calvillo · 

{ Cierk of the Board 

c: William Walters, Project Sponsor 
Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney · 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 

·John Rahaim, Planning Director 
·Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Actil}g Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department · 
Don Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Departm!"nt 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Stephanie Cisneros, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
David Winslow, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Rachel Schuett, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Boc;tr.d of Appeals 
Alec Long away, Legal Process Clerk, .Board of Appeals · 
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1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94103 

SFPLANN!Nfi.ORG I 415.575.9010 

Categorical Exemption Appeal Timeliness 
Determinatron 

DATE: February 13,2020 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: . Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer- (415) 575-9032 

RE: . Appeal Timeliness Determination -743 Vermont Street 
Categorical Exemption; Planning Department Case No; 2017-
014666ENV 

On February 7, 2020, Ryan Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson on behalf of Meg 
McKnight filed an appeal with the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the 
categorical exemption determination for 743 Vermont Street project. A~ explained below,· 
the appeal is timely .. 

Date of 30 Days after Approval 
Appeal Deadline 

Date of Appeal 
Approval Action Action 

(Must Be Day Clerk of 
Filing 

Timely? 
Board's Office Is Open) 

·Thursday, Saturday, 
Monday, February 10, 2020 

Friday, February 
Yes 

January 9,2020 February 8, 2020 7,2020 

Approval Action: On September 5, 2019, the Planning Department issued a Categorical 
Exemption for the proposed project. The Approval Action for the project was the 
issuance of a building pertnit or the discretionary review hearing before the planning 
commission if discretionary review is requested. The Planning Commission heid a 
discretionary review hearing and approved the project which occurred on January 9, 
2020 (Date of the Approval Action). 

Appeal Deadline: Sections 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
-state that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination to the Board of 
Supervisors during the time period beginning with . the date of the exemption 
determination and ending 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action. The 30th day 
after the Date of the Approval Action was Saturday, February 8, 2020. The next day when 
the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors was open was Monday, February 10, 
2020 (Appeal Deadline). 

Memo 
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Appeal Filing and Timeliness: The Appellant filed the appeal of the exemption 
. determination on Friday, February 7, 2020, prior to the ~ppeal dea4line. Therefore, the 
appeal is considered timely. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

·From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, Director Rahaim; 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, Februar-Y 10, 2020 2:41 PM 
Rahaim, John (CPC) 
PEARSON, ANNE (CAD; STACY, KATE (CAD; JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAD; Teague, Corey 
(CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Gibson, Lisa (CPC); Jain, Devyani (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); 
Lewis, Don (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); lonin, Jonas 
(CPC); Cisneros, Stephanie (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan, 
Katy (BOA); Long away, Alec (BOA); 80S-Supervisors; 80S-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, 
Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - Proposed Project- 743 Vermont Street 

Appeal Ltr 020720.pdf; COB Ltr 021 020.pdf. 

200160 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of the CEQA Cat~gorica! Exemption for the proposed 
project at 743 Vermont Street. The appeal was filed by Ryan J. Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, on behalf of 

. Meg McKnight. 

Please find the attached letter of appeal and timely filing determination request letter from the Clerk of the Board. 
Kindly review for timely filing determination. Thank you. · 

Best regards, 
Jocelyn Wong 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T: 415.554.7702 I F: 415.554.5163 
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org I www.sfbos·.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

To: 

From: 

JohnRahaim 
Plimning Director 

February 10; 2020 

• £l Q.hgela Calvillo . · 
W" Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors 

Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Subject: Appeal of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Determination of 
Exemption from Environmental Review- 743 Vermont Street 

An appeal of the CEQA Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review fo~ the 
proposed ptoj ect at 7 4 3 Vermont Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on 
February 7, 2020, by Ryan J. Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, on behalf of Meg 
McKnight. . · 

Pursuant to Administrative Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely 
manner. The Plannirig Department's determination should be made within three (3) working 
·days of receipt of this request. 

Ifyou have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Clerks Brent Jalipa at (415) 
· 554~7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702. . · 

c: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney 
Corey :Teague, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
·Scott Sanchez, Acting Deputy Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Joy Navarette, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Dqn Lewis, Environmental Planning, Planning Department 
Adam Varat, Acting Director of Citywide Planning, Planning Department 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary, Planning Department 
Stephanie Cisneros, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
David Winslow, Staff Contact, Planning Department 
Julie Rosenberg, Executive Director, Board of Appeals 
Katy Sullivan, Legal Assistant, Board of Appeals 
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals 
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Print .Form 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

0 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without.Reference to Committee. 

[{] 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

0 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries" 
~----------------------------------~ 

0 5. City Attorney Request. 

0 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

0 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 
0 9. Reactivate File No. 

~--------------------~~ 

0 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance befor~ the BOSon 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The propo~ed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

0 Small Business Commission 

0Planning Commission 

D Youth Commission . 0 Ethics Commission 

0 Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

!clerk of the Board 

Subject: 

Hearing- Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Environmental R~view- (43 Vermont Street 

The text is listed: 

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 Ex~mption by the Planning Department on January 9, 
2020, for the proposed project at 743 Vermont Street, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 4074~ Lot No. 021; to demolish 
the rear portion and existing gable roof; construct a new addition to extend to the rear footprint approximately five­
feet to the east and within one-foot to the north on both the second and third floors; and legalizing an unauthorized 
dweliing unit at a one-family residence within the RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a 40-
X Height and Bulk District. (District 1 0) (Appellant: Ryan Patterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC, on behalf 
of Meg McKnight) (Filed February 7, 2020) ..... /1 

I' / 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: I ~ AAi~~ 

For Clerk's Use Only f 
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