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7 ACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON . 235 Montgomety Street, Suire 400

San Francisco, California 94104
Z 5‘ Telephone (415) 956-8100 .
CARD SF PUPERuZSaes  Facsimile (415) 288-9755

f 282“0 FEB --l D u_; 's www.zfplaw.com” '.

. . AEcazoep Vg %
February 7, 2020 | . -

VIA HAND DELIVERY

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

President Norman Yee:

c/o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors

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

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  Appeal of CEQA Categorical Exemptibn Determination
Planning Case No. 2017-014666ENV '
743 Vermont Street, San F;ancisco

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

This office represents the appellant Meg McKnight, the adjacent neighbor to the south of
the proposed project at 743 Vermont Stfeei, 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, intér 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 Planning
- Commission during its public notification périod. . '

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
Planning Commission 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CatEx, but this appeal was not held because the 2018 CatEx was rescinded on.April 8, 2019, on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
of the 201710272504 building permit for the proposed 743 Vermont Street project.” (A dopy of

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

* ExhibitB)

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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President Norman Yee
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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. 201904037 052)

On September 5, 2019, the Planning Department issued 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
§ 31.04(h)(1)(A).) A copy of the Planning Commission’s approval actxon (Discretionary Review
Act1on DRA-0676) is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

The central purpose of CEQA 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. (Couniy of Inyo v. City of Los Angelés (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199.) By contrast,
an “unstable project description draws a red herring across the path of pubhc mput » (Id. at

pp. 197-198.)

If a project sponsor fails to disclose the full extent of a proj ect, or if there is no stable
project description, it is impossible for the public to assess its impacts. Here, the Project should
not have received a categorical exemption because the Project description is unstable,
incbmplete, 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 floors).
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 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 jgarage) 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 Planning Commission hearing the Planning Department contirmed
that the 2018 CatEx “was rescinded and a new one was reissued to include additional scope of
work that included legalization of an unauthorized dwellinﬁ..”' (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 hearing 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 Dcpartmeﬁt’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
San 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 independent 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 trim and molding inside the living space.” There is
no internal access to this space from the upper levels of the Property. '

The Pro;ect 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 merger and destruction. This Project and the 2019 CatBx cannot be approved '
without a stable and accurate Project 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 CEQA.

Very truly yours, -
ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

s

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
lisa.gibson(@sfgov.org

Encl.
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SAN FRANGISCO |
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

EAdditioni E | Demolition (requires HRE for [] New
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. Construction of
anew addition which will 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 winder stairway will be removed and

replaced with a new stairway with landing. The extent of the addition/remode! will have a flat roof approx 6
inches above the existing ridgeline.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Nofte: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application xs required.*

B | 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 or with a CU.

[]| Class 32~ In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units of additions greater than
10,000 sq, ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(@) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits ona project site of no more than & 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 quallty, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONNMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class

SAN FRANGISCO

HSHRIERE: 415.575.9010

v Pata Informacion en Espafiol llamar al; 415.575.8010
PLANNING DEPAHTM ENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575,9121
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
7O BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (spei:iﬁcally, schools, day care facilities,
: [:] hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential fo emit substantial poliutant concentrations (e.g., backup.diesel generators,

heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determ/nation Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of confaining
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
[C1 ] more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Depariment 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 (65 or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
D Does the project havé the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestiian andfor bicycie faciiities?

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)

: Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustmént Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
D on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer o EP, ArcMap > CEQA Catex Defermination 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 footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer fo 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
[:] 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 fobtage

[1 | expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft, outside of the existing building fcotprint, (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.

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 {(opfional): Laura Lynch

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

FIRERTE: 415.575.9010
Para informacion en Espafiol lamar al: 415.575.9010
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa: 416.575.9121

SAN FRANCGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMIENT
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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)

|

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

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

|

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department s Window Replacement Standards. Does not mclude
storefront window alterations. .

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

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

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

O|ogo|b|on

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zonlng
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
directien; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure oris 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.

: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

Project involves four or more work descr'npﬁons. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

([

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

-2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

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

OO a4

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physipal evidence, or similar buildings.

T ERAESTE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informaclén en Espafiol flamar al: 415.575.9010

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa; 415.575,9121
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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 Stantlards for the Treatment of Historic

Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

[] Reclassify to Category A

) b2 Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated ' (aftach 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 vb'elow.

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 8.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisnheros

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

O

Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that.apply): ’

[] step2- CEQA Impacts
[l 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. o ' '

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
31of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be’
fited within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval actior). )
Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals,

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

) HGRIEEE: 415.575.9010
Para informacion en Espafiol Hlamar al: 415.575.9010
Para sa fmpormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmeiital 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

Plans Dated .| Previous Approval Action New App'roval Action

Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

11 | Resultin expahsion of the building envelope, as defined in the Plannihg Code;

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

L]
[1 | Resultin demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 18005(f)?
]

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

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[1 | 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 entfities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

RGP E: 415.575.9010
Para informacion en Espafiol lamar ak 415.575.9010
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa: 415.675.9121

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St
Suite 400
SaiFrancisco,
CA.94103-2479:

Heceptioni-
115.558.6378

Stephanie Cisneros 743 Vermont Street

4074/021 ‘ 19th Street & 20th Street : Planning:
nformation:.
415.568.6377

B ' N/A - 2017-014666ENV

@;CEQAJ CArticle 10/11 1 QPreIiminary/PlQ (e} Alteration l (Ci Demo/New Construction

/23/2017 l

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

] | i so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?
Additional Notes: \

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018). ,

Proposed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25 ft from front of
building and (e) gable roof beginning approx. 16 ft 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 Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion ina Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the | Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria; - the following Criteria: -

* Criterion 1 -Event: (iYes (a1No Criterion 1 - Event: ‘ (" Yes (=:No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (iYes (e:No Criterion 2 -Persons: (iYes (&:No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (Yes (o3No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (iYes (e3No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (Yes (e:No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: iYes (=:No .
Period of Significance: r J Period of Significance: { ]

(" Contributor (T Non-Contributor

1226



| OYes | ONo @ N/A
C)Yes &No
(Yes (@No
(Yes (ONo
(3 Yes CiNo

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination (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: 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 until 1985.

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 repait, 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.

Digltally signed by Altison f.Yanderdice
fgov, d

 Allison K. Vanderslice Sttt

Date:201209.19 18:53:16 -07°00
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNENG DEPARTWIENT

DATE:  April 08,2019
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM:  Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer.

RE: 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 Board 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 of Categorical Exemption clearance for the 743 Vermont Street project (2017-

014666ENV). Therefore, the CEQA appeal for the categorical éxempﬁon determination for

the 743 Vermont Street project is nullified.
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AN FRANCISCO |
PLANRNING DEP@RTMENT

%;/,wp o~ 1//'5210:.”1;

CEQA Categorical Exemptron DetermlnatlQm FEB -1 P W I5) .o

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION /7[6[1”[/7 pr-
Project Address , - Block/Lot(s)
743 VERMONT ST : : 4074021
Case No. ‘ Permit No.
2017-014666ENV 201710272504
B Addition/ il Demolition (requires HRE for [ New
Alteration Category B Building) - Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The project entalls the following: demoalition 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 411" to the east and within
1'-0" te the north {the proposed addition would be the same for both the second and third floors). 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 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 categerically exempt under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). :

E 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 or with a CU. :

D Class 32 - In-Fili Development. New Construction of seven or more units or addmons greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations. -

{b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species. .
(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water guality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services,

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY -

D Class

SRS 415.575.9010
SAN FRANCISCO

. . ' ’ Para informacion en Espafiol lamar al; 415.575.9010
PLANRNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.576,9121
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Poliution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,

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

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

if the applicant presents documentation of enroliment 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 matenal effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a
location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

O

Archeelegical Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modifi cation greater than two
(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 fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Calex 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 of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determlnatlon Layers >
Topography). §f yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1‘) square footage expansion greater
than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, {3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Calex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

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

‘greater than 500.sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more

of soil, (3) new construction? {refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones)
If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) I box is checked, & geotechmcal report will likely be required and Env1ronmental
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 soif 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 Controt Ordinance, which would
ensure that significant exposure to naturally occurring chrysotile asbestos (NOA) would not occur.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

HGIRSERE: 415.575.9010
Para informacion en Espafiol lamar al: 415.675.3010
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.8121
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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)

O

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

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

0

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

OO0 oo|go

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

O

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note:

Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

L

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

Ol

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

L1

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.

1

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of or|glna|/h|stor|c windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent wrth
existing historic character,

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

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

Ologiold|d

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buiidings.

FERIERE: 415.575.9010

- SAN FRANCISCO - . Para informacion en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.8010
PLANN!NG DEPARTMERNT :

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa: 4156.676.9121
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] 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 Hlstor/c
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 Preservatlon

Planner/Preservation
B [] Redlassify to Category A Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated (aftach HRER or PTR)

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

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

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

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros

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

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

effect. »

Project Approval Action: . ’ Signature:
Planning Commission Hearing ’ Stephanie Cisneros
if Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, -1 09/05/2019

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categoncal exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
310f the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Adm!mstranve 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.

PREIRREE: 4155759010
Para informacion en Espafiol lamar al; 416.575.9010
Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog {umawag sa; 415.575,9121

SAN FRANGISCO
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) ~Blocleot('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 tb thé approved project, would the modified project:

11 Resultin expanéion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

Result in.demoalition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)7

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? .

OO A

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[[] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additiona} 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: ’ Date:

HSGHRERE: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO ' ) Para informacion en Espafiol lamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNlNG DEPARTM ENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 416.575.9121

1235




SAN PRANCISCO

1650 Migsion’ St
SLife"400- ’
San Fraiiciéco,

CA'94103-2479

Reception;:
55508318

Stephanie Cisneros 743 Vermont Street

Fax:

4074/021 19th Street & 20th Street

B N/A- 2017-014666ENV

(&:CEQA J (i Article 10/11 (:Preliminary/PIC (s Alteration - l QDemo/NewConstructiénT

8/23/2017 ‘

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[T |1 so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? -
Addmonal Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information for H|stonc Resource Determination prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018).

Proposed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beglnnmg approx. 25 ft from front of
building and (e) gable roof beginning approx. 16 ft 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.

ca | cs

Individual : Historic District/Context
Propert}./ is individually eligible forinclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (C:Yes (=:No Criterion 1 - Event: ' Yes (giNo
Criterion 2 —Persons:' (CiYes (a:No Criterion 2 -Persons: 0! Yes (exNo
Criterion 3 - Architecture: ‘ (i Yes (e:No Criterion 3 - Architecture: . (" Yes {ssNo
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (> Yes (s:No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (i1Yes {&:No
Period of Significance: l Period of Significance: r

s Contributor (3 Non-Contributor
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) Yes (iNo @ N/A
{OVYes (=:No
Yes . (eyNo
Yes (No
(a1 Yes iNo

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Rescurce Determination (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: 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 until 1985.

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 Archeolog:cal Rewew 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.

ally signed by Altson . Vandersce

Allison K. Vandersllce Bl dnfon o vt

Oaté: zom« 191353 160700

1237






SAN FRANGISEO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St

mscretlonary Review Action DRA-0676 o

San Francisco,
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 9 2020 CA94103-2479 -
v ‘ Reception:
Record No.: © 2017-014666DRP . 415.558.6378
Project Address: 743 Vermont Street i
Building Permik: 2017.1027.25‘04 401 ;.5‘558.6409
Zoning: " RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District .
’ 40-X Height and Bulk District . planting
Information:
. BloekiLot: 4074021 : 4155586377
Project Sponsor: ~ SimonYip ‘ ‘
The Pollard Group
12 Gough Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

DR Reguestor: Meg McKnight, ¢/o Ryan Pattérjson,
753 Vermont Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

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

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO NOT TAKING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF RECORD

NO, 2017-014666DRP AND THE APPROVAL OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.

2017.1027.2504 PROPOSING CONSTRUCTION OF A TWO-5TORY HORIZONTAL ADDITION TO

AN EXISTING 3-STORY, AND BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO 2019.0403.7052 TO

LEGALIZE THE UNAUTHORIZZED DWELLING UNIT AT A ONE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AT 743

VERMONT STREET WITHIN THE RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, TWO-FAMILY) ZONING
" DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT,

PREAMBLE 4

On October 27, 2017, William Walters filed for Building Permit Application No. 2017.1027.2504 proposing
construction of a two-story horizontal dddition to an existing 3-story, one-family residence at 144 Peralta
Avenue within the RH-2 (resuienhal 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 Planninig 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 cateéorical
exemption. )

.451“;“«\1
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DRA-0676 . Record No. 2017-014666 DRP
January 9, 2020 ‘ ‘ . 743 Vermont Street

On January 9, 2020, the San Francisco Planning Comn{ission (hereinafter ”Commission") Qonducted a
duly noticéd public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Diséretiona;y Review Application 2017-
014666DRP.

. The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testxmony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other 1nterested parties.

ACTION'
The Commission hereby does not take Dlscretxonary Review requested in Record 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:

< R

1. There areno m@;yagrqlnarv Or exe PU\IUlldI circumstances in the case. The pIopo osal comiplies with
_ the Planning Code, the Gernteral Plan, and conforms with the Residential Design Guidelines.

2. The Commission determined 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. ‘

CAN FRANGIEGO
PLANNING DEPAHTMENT R
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 DRA-0676 - © Record No, 2017-014666DRP
January 9, 2020 743 Vermont Street
ty

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person wmay appeal this Building
Permit Application 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 the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject

developmént,

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

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission did not take Discretionary Review and approved the
buildift v-peripit as referenced in this action memo on January 9, 2020,

Comm ission %ecretary

AYES: . Diamond Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore
NAYS: None .
" ABSENT: Melgar, Richards

ADOPTED:  January 9, 2020

SagFRANOISCE )
PLANNING DEBARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review | 1650 Mission .,
Abbreviated Analysis | Sednd
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 9, 2020 ‘  CA94103-2479
V ‘ Reception;
Date: December 20, 2019 : ' 415.558.6378
© Case No.: 2017-014666DRP ' Fax:
Project Address: 743 Vermont Street : ‘ -+ 415.558.6404
Permit Application: 2017.1027.2504 Planning
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family] Infofmation;
. 415.558.6377
40-X Height and Bulk 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

. A David.Winslow@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and Approve

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of a 2- story horizontal addition t6 the rear and side to an existing 3-story singie-famﬂy
house that adds a total of 331 square feet.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The site is a 25’ x 100’ up sloping lot with an existing 3-story, 2,366 s:f. one—farmly house builtin 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 NOTIFICAT!ON

311 October 16, 2018
) 30 days | —November15, | 11.15.2018 2.14.2019 93 days
Notice 2018

www.sfplanning.org
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis - CASE NO. 2017-014666DRP
February 14, 2019 ‘ 743 Vermont Street

HEARING NOTIFICATION

Posted Notice, | 20 days ' January 25,2019 January 25, 2019 20 days

Mailed Notice 20 days January 25, 2019 January 25, 2019 20 days

Online Notice 20 days January 25, 2019 January 25, 2019 20 days
PUBLIC COMMENT

Adjacent neighboz(s) 0 0 1 0

Other neighbors on the ‘

block or directly across 0 0 0

the street : .

Neighborhood groups 0 0 , , « 0
DR REQUESTOR

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. Imappropriate building scale at the mid-block open space. -
2. Loss of Light and Privacy. '
Proposed alternative: Deny the permit.

See attached Discretioﬁary 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 December 6, 2018,

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, () Additions
to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than 10,000 square
feet).

SAN FRANGISCO 5
PLAMNING DEPARTNENT .
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis : CASE NO. 2017-014666DRP
February 14, 2019 : 743 Vermont Street

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

1. The proposed 2-story horizonital 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 project sponsor is seeking to legalize the UDU.

l RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve

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

- SAN FRANCISCO . . : 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . .
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Ryan Patterson

From: . Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, December 03, 2019 5:44 PM

To: ‘ Ryan Patterson

Subject: . 743 Vermont 2017-014666DRP Planning Commission hearlng date

Dear DR Applicant,

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 Commission 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 | Citywide and Current Planning

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, California, 94103
T: (415) 575-9159
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ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC
235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUTTE 400

" SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104
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. I, Meg McKnight, declare as follows:

1. I have requested discretionafy review of the proposed project at 743 Vermont
Street in Potrero Hill (the “Property™). Uﬁless otherwise stated, I have personal knowledge of .
the facts stated herein and, if called as a witness, could and would testify competently thereto,

2. 1 own and live at the adjacent property to the south of the Property, at 753
Vermont Street. Thave lived there for over 12 years. . A o

3. The Property hés three floors. The ground floor is accessed ffom thé street
through the garage door. There is a staircése at the front of the Property that leads to the second
floor,

. .
‘OF Some e g

=
3
]
e
=3
(€]
)
@
p£t
(4]
g
3
(4
%
[y
o]
=1

4.
2007), a woman who was likely in her late 30s or 40s (bgowh hair', Caucasian) éppeared to be
living in the ground floor room of 743 Vermont. '
3. I'traveled signiﬁcanﬂy for my work during the first several years 1 lived here, but
did see her from time to time enter and exit the Property through the garage. I never saw her go
up the front stairs to the upper levels of the Propetty.’ _
. 6. I recall my neighbor aﬂd the owner of the Property; Tefri Pickering, telling me .

one day in front of our homes about the woman that was there. Iremember Being;surprised

because my house does not have a living space or bathroom on the gafage/ﬁrst level, even

though the front of our 1904 sister Victorian homes and structures appear very similar. ‘Ms. ‘
Pickering rheﬁtioned that there was a room and bathroom in her garage. Neighbor families who
have been in the neighborhobd for decades have also mentioped that there have been pfevious
renters in various parts of the building in the past. .

I declare under penalty of pérjury under the laws of the State of California that the |

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

OocuSlgned by:
M"O th\’)\«

2404

Meg McKnight
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

om: . BOS Le‘gislatioh, (BOS)

Sent: ' Monday, March 16, 2020 1:29 PM
To: ' ryan@zfplaw.com; willlam@waltersarchitects.net; Ta, Jeffrey V. ’
Subject: PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSE: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination -

Proposed 743 Vermont Street Project - Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020

Good afternoon, ' : P

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 Yermont Street.

Y)l&nm
llpg@et—sg@eﬁ?oﬁesponse I\/Iarch 16,2020

The heari'ng 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 of April 21, 2020.

AAAAAAAAAAAA [P R 1TV P N

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 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

&% 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. Alf written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the

Clerk's Office regarding pending législation 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 publlc 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 /nspect or copy.
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1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94103
SFPLANNING.ORG / 415.575.9010

San Francisco

'Categ'oricél Exemption Appeal

743 VERMONT ST
DATE: March 16, 2020
T0: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9032
- Rachel Schuett, rachel. schuett@sfgov.org - (415) 575-9030
RE: : Planning Record No. 2017-014666 APL-02

~ Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 743 VERMONT ST
HEARING DATE: -~ March 24,2020
ATTACHMENT(S): Department of Building Inspection Notice of Violation #201928061
Unauthorized Unit Affidavit

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

INTRODUCTION

This. 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 Quah’cy Act (CEQA determination) for the prop osed 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 projectis exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 1 categorical exemption.

The decision before the board is whether to uphold the department’s decision to issue a categorical
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the department’s decision to issue a categorical exemp’aon
and return the project to the department staff for additional envirorimental review. '

SITE DESCRIPTION AND EXISTING USE

.The project site is located on the east side of Vermont 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.

* (Residential, 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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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal , Record No. 2017-014666APL-02
‘Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 743 VERMONT ST

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes demohtlon of the rear portion of ’rhe dwelhng beginning approxnnately 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 the rear footprin{ 411" to the
east and within 10" to the north. The proposed addition would be the same for both the second and third
floors. 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 masterbedroom
to the north. The existing interior winder stairway would be removed and replaced with a new stairway
with landing, The extent of the addition/remiodel 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 mdude legalization of four ground
floor rooms but was otherwise as described above. .

On September 20, 2018 the department determined that the project was categorically exempt under CEQA
Class 1 - Existing Facilities, and that no further environmental review was required.

On April 8, 2019 the department rescinded the September 20, 2018 categorical exemption due toa potential
change in the project’s physical scope of work associated with the legalization of four ground ﬂoor rooms,
including a full bathroom Wthh was constructed without the benefit of permits. .

© OnJuly 10, 2019, the pro]ect sponsor submitted a revised plan set showing fhat no additional work would -
be required to legahze the ground ﬂoor rooms.

© On September 5, 2019 the department determined that the July 10, 2019 revised project was categorically
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 dlscretlonary 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, M. 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 15333 list classes of °

projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are exempt from
~ further envuonmental review.

SAN FRANGISCO . 2
‘'PLANNING DEPARTMENT X
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BOS C'ategoric'al Exemption Appeal Record No. 2017-014666APL-02
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 ' o ‘ 743 VERMONT ST

CEQA Guidelines section 156301 (Existing Facilities, or Class 1) consists of operation, repair, maintenance,
permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities,
mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving neghglble 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 squazre feet,
whichever is 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 d’eter,nﬁm’ng the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines section
15064(f) 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 Gujidelines 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 facts, reasoriable assumphon 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 'descripﬁon in the September 5, 2019 categorical exemption accurately describes
the proposed project for the purposes of CEQA and for the Planning Commission approval of the '
building permit for the proposed project on ]anuary 9, 2020,

The ground floor rooms are currently used as storage. Lega]ization of an accessory dwelling unit at the .
ground (garage) level was never proposed in 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 legahzatlon 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 April 8, 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 . 3
PLANNING DEPARTVIENT
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal - - Record No. 2017-014666APL-02
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 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 legalize those rooms. 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 exdsting 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 legalization 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 confirmed by the Building Inspector s notes on Complaint Number .
*201928061. In addition, the project sponsor submitted a signed affidavit on February 7, 2019 asserting that
the ground floor rooms do not comprise a dwelling unit, which was confirmed by a records search for
_evicton records by the Rent Board. The project sponsor has not indicated a desire to add’'an accessory
dwelling unit 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
#201928061. The Planning Commission resolution did not mention the existence or legalization of a
potential unauthorized dwelling unit, since no legalization of a dWe]ling 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 Inspecﬁoh, 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 légalization would not be considered
a “project” under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378 because there is no direct 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 correctly reference the proposed legalization of the ground floor rooms.

Response 2: The proposed project described in the September 5, 2019 categorical exenipﬁon 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 ds 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 FRANGISCO o © 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . ’
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal ‘ Record No. 2017-014666APL-02
Hearing Date: March 24, 2020 ' : ' 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 Resources 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 demonstrated that the department’s
determination is not supported by substantial evidence in the record.

“For the reasons stated above and in the September 5, 2019 CEQA categorical 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 respeétf\ﬂly
" recommends that the board uphold the CEQA categorical exemptlon determination and deny the appeal -
of the CEQA determmatton 4

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENMT
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COMPLAINT DATA SHEET

Complaint
Number: - 201928061
Owner/Agent: OWNER DATA SUPPRESSED Date Filed: :
Owner's-Phone: -- Location: 743 VERMONT ST
Contact Name: : Block: 4074
Contact Phone: -- B Lot: 021
Complainant: SI(J)FPN{’PRIEASI SED DATA Site:
Rating:
Occupancy Code:
Received By: Mauricio Hernandez
Complainant's ) cee o
Phone: Division: ’ BID )
Complaint g EPHONE
ource:
Assigned to
Division: BID .
Deserintion: At the garage/ gorund floor Pa 201710272504. Show a storage room w/full bath. No direct
prion: connection of garage to house above. no permit on file to build a full bathroom at garage.
Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION .
DIVISION INSPECTOR|ID |DISTRICT|PRIORITY]
BID KEANE 16288 )
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS ) .
DATE TYPE DIV [INSPECTOR|STATUS COMMENT
CASE
02/12/19 |CASE OPENED BID |Gonzalez RECEIVED
: Case reviewed and assigned to
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING CASE oo L
02/12/19 VIOLATION / ) BID Keane UPDATE ;:i)vfrnplamt investigation team per MH;
02/14/19 gggz{r%g G/HOUSING 511y Ikeane 8%%13@}3 No entry. Left contact info. tdk.
.. Spoke with architect who is going to
02/20/19 %ﬁ%ﬁg}? G/ HOUSING BID [Keane %%%IZTE schedule an inspection with owner.
: - jdk :
' - Gained entry. Reinspection required ,
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING ’ CASE _ [unable to inspect interior of storage
02/27/19 VIOLATION BID {Keane UPDATE . jroom as it was full of storage boxes.
tdk.
03/01/19 %&EAI'{T?(%.I\I?G/ HOUSING BID Keaﬁe %%‘%iTE the;‘u;ned call to owner . Leﬁ message.
03/06/19 3;5&%%3 G/HOUSING BID Keane g%RI\?IF‘.F Nov Issued and posted 15t NOV. tdk.
03/07/19 gﬁ%ﬁé‘g G/HOUSING INS [Keane %%’%iTE 15t NOV mailed per D. Keane /it
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING CASE Pa. 201904037052 has been filed and
05/20/19 IVIOLATION BID Kéane - [UPDATE routed to planning on 4/5/19. tdk.
00/20/19 %T(%EA%%I\?G/ HOUSING |p11y igeane S%%iTE Routing shows still in DCP. tdk.
COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION-
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID): 03/06/19

Inspector Contact Information l

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page.

Techmical Supi)or't for Online Services
If youneed help orhave a quesﬁon about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies
City and County of San Francisco e 2020
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PlEhRing
CGMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE 208-15 SN
TR 4165759121

UNAUTHORIZED UNIT AFFIDAVET

Project Address: 7 43 VERMONT ST, Y FRANCISCO | (1, 7‘//0?
Block/Lot (APN): "?0 7Y / gR /

“Unauthorized Unit” shall mean one or mare rooms within a building that have heen used, without
. the benefit of a building.permit, as a separate and distinct living or sleeping space mdependent from
Residential Units on the same property. :

“Independent” shall mean that (i} the space has independent access that does not require entering a
Residential Unit on the property and (ji) there is no open, visual connection fo a Residential Unit on

the Pfopeﬂy A
1, /@f 1 = Prann /9/ Cxet) /}34 : , do hereby declare as follows:
To the best of my knoWledge:

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

\ﬁ There is not an Unauthorized Unit, as defined above, located on the subject property.

. 1declare under the penalty of per;ury under the laws of the State of Cahforma that
-the foregoing is true-and correct.

e ' - .
EXECUTED ON THIS DAY, f&émaf@* ?’ 20! ? IN -§1ﬂ 7rancisco , CA.
v .

mé ‘ Jerri ~7/ANN /Q/CKEKINQ

Sigmmre - : ) Name (Printed)

ﬁfp/fcarﬂf/OWﬁer Q/s ) é051~/‘/’59 Ja/m C1952® Ao - 60»7

" Relatinnship to Project : - Phone Ermail
(Lewnarwd;d.m) ol

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

PAGL L | ANRRHG APPUC&TM*WHOMED DNIT SCREEHRG FORM A0 AFFIDANET . Yo 31012018 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNRKS DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANG!SCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

- Planmng Department Request for Ewctlon :

History Documentatlon

7 (Date) 2/6/2019

ATTN: Van Lam .

Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board. - -
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 320

San Francisco, CA 94102-6033

743 Vermont st

RE:  Address of Permit Work:
Assessor's Block/Lot:  4074/021
BPA#/Case# - ‘ L o
. - 201710272504/2017-01466
P’fo]ect Type o :

B Merger - Planning Code Section 317

O En]argement / Alteration / Reconstructlon Planning Code Section 181
| Legahzanon of Existing Dwelling Unit - Planning Code Section 207 3
l:l Accessory Dwelling Unit Plannlng — Planning Code Section 207(c)(4)

Pursuant to the Planning Code Section indicated above, please provide mformahon from the Rent

Board's records regarding possible evictions at the above referenced unit(s) on or after:

[l 12/10113: for projécts subject to Planning code 317(e}4 or 181(c)3
(Search records for eviction notices under 37.9(a)(8) through (14)

[:1 313/14: for projects subject to Planning Code Section 207.3
{Search records for evictions riotices under 37,9(a)(8) through (14)

£l 10 years prior to the followmg date:

(Search records for eviction notices under 37 9(3)(9} through (14) (10 years) and under

37. g(a)(s) (5 years)
Soerel. Cathleen  gnamietoe,
. :v-a-w&mm el b

Campbell e

Planner

ce: Jennifer RakoWskL Rent Board Supervisor

www.sfplanning.org
1266

1650 Mission St
Sulte 400

" San Francisco,

CA 941D3~2479

Reception: o
415.5508.6378

Fa .
415.558.6409

- Planniag

Intormation:

4155686377

© e LA | b b s



Rent Board Response to Request from Planning
Department for Eviction History Documentation

Re:

This confinms that the undersigned employee of the San Francisco.Rent Board has reviewed its.

recards periaining to the above-referenced unit{s) to defermine whether- there is any evidence of
evictions on or after the date specified. Al searches are hased upan the street addresses
provided '

No related eviction ncmoes were filed at the Rent Board after; -
121013
[ oanana
10 years prior o the following date;

Yes, an eviction notice was filed at the Rent Board after:
U 12ron3
(1 oanar4

O 10 years prior o the following date; '
: o See attached dosuments.

Thare are no other Rent Board reouxds evidencing an eviclion after
1 12r0m3 :
O osrarns ‘
[ 10 years prior to the following date:

Yes, there are other Rent Board records ewdencmg a an eviction afler:
1 121013
L[] o313114

D 10 years prior ta the following date:
. c See attached documents

© Signed: - v ' o Dated:

Van Lam
Citizens Complaint Officer

The Rent Board is the originating custodian of these records; the applicability of these records to
Planning permlt decisions resndes with the Planning Department,

Shu FRANLICDH
PLAPSAIRES mmmmwmﬂ
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

.om: BOS. Legislation, (BOS)
" Sent:- Friday, March 13, 2020 2:54 PM
To: - ryan@zfplaw.com; william@waltersarchitects.net; Ta Jeffrey V.
Subject: PROJECT SPONSOR ‘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 anappeal response from Jéffrey V.Ta, of Ropers Majeskj Kohn 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 matier is scheduied for a 3:00 p.iv. special order before the Bo i 123, §
motion may be entertained to continue this Hearing to the Board of Supervisors’ meeting of Aprll , 2020.

| 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 | F: 415.554.5163
1ocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www.sfhos.org

&% 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 informationthat 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 legisiation or hearings will he 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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SAN FRANCISCO | 150 Spear Street . L A W Y E R S
Boston | Suite 850 : '
Las Vegas | San Francisco, CA 94105 : ‘ l? /\/\ l< '
Los Angeles | Telephone {415] 543-4800 - ) © ROPERS MAJESKI KOHN BENTLEY
. Miami | Facsimile (415) 972-6301
New York | www.rmkb.com ‘ ‘ ’
Paris ooy V. T
Redwood Ci efirey v. 14 T
Y o Jostz 1415) 972-6387 o . ) Jeffrey.ta@ropers.com
Seattle ' ‘
March 13, 2020

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

Angela Calvillo
. Clerk of the Board
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
‘Room 224

San Francisco, California 94102

- Re: File No. 200160
Appeal of the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
743 Vermont Street, Assessor s Parcel Block No. 4074, Lot No. 021

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

Our firm replesents John Cassmgham 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 Supervisors (the board) regarding the issuance of a categorical exceptlon under the

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA determination) for the proposed proj ect 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
from 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 project to the
department staff for additional environmental review. We urge the board to uphold the CEQA
Cateooncal Exemptlon Determination. :

Site Descrlptlon and Existing Use

743 Vermont Street is.a single family residence owned and occupied by John
Cassmgham & Terri Plckermg

4849-0807-1287.1
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Project Description

The project proposes the following:

e Demolition of the rear portion of the dwelling beginning approximately 25 feet
from the front face of building.
o - Demolition of the existing gable roof begmmng approxnnately 16 feet from the
~ face of the building.
o Construction of a new addition Wthh 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

~and and $hind
,LUL UU LJ.J. Luu 58Cond and nua I}CCIS,‘

o 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.

o The existing interior stairway Would be removed and replaoed with a new stair
way with landing.

o The extent of the additiori/remodel would have a flat roof approximately 6 inches
above the existing ridgeline.

¢ In addition, the project includes the legalization of the existing bathrooni and 3
storage rooms at the 1% leyel (garage) to comply with NOV #201928061.

Contrary to Appellant’s claim, no changes are proposed to the first level of the residence. The,

project does not expand the footpririt of the residence to the south, i.e. closer to Appellant’s
residence. '

Backgroun und

As a prelimiriary matter, it should be noted that appeﬂant Meg Mcnght who resides at
753 Vermont Street, completed a similar if not identical project to her propeérty. (See Building
Permits attached as Exhibit A and Photo graphs of appellant’s addition attached as Exhibit B.)

On September 19, 2018, the Planmng Department issued the first CEQA Ca’cegoncal
Exemption Determination. (Exhibit C) Subsequently, the appellant filed her first Dlscretlonary

~ Review (DR) of the project which was set for hearing on February 14, 2019. Just prior to the

DR hearing, appellant filed a complaint with the Department Building Inspection (DBI) dueto

an existing, albeit unpermitted bathroom 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 wnit

(“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 dec1ded in favor of the

project sponsor and did not take d1scret1onary review.

4849-0907-1287.1
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As a result of appellant’s complaint to DBI, on March 6, 2019, DBI issued a Notice of
Violation for the unpermitted bathroom. and three storage rooms in the garage level of the
residence. The project sponsor applied for a permit to legalize the bathroom and storage rooms
but were informed that they were required to resubmit the plans for the renovation together with
a permit application for the storage rooms and bathroom in a single package. Pursuant to the
department’s request, the project sponsor revised their plans to include legalization of the
existing bathroom and 3 storage rooms on the first floor of the property.

' Sub,sequeﬁﬂy, on March 15, 2019 appellant filed her first Appeal of CEQA. Categorical
~ Exemption Determination. On April 8,2019, the department réscinded the September 19,2018
CEQA determination because new mjgnp_aflgn (legalization of the first floor bathroom and

storage plans) 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, 2019 CEQA. appeal.

On September 5, 2019, the department issued its second categorical exemption for the
project, finding that the proposed project is exempt from the California Envitonmental Quality
Act (CEQA) a Class 1 (Existing Facilities) categorical exemption. (Exhibit E.)Like clockwork,
Appellant filed her- 2™ discretionary review of the project. The same argnmehts were made frond
the first DR review hearing (Appellant again claimed that the project was removing a UDU.)
The Board again unanimously denied DR review and approved 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 determined not to have a
significant effect on the environment and are exempt from further environmental review. The
State Secretary of Resources determined that certain classes of projects, which are listed in.
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a significant impact on the ‘
environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the prepara‘aon of
further environmental review. CEQA Guidelines section 15301 prov1des

Class 1 consists of the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing,
licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities,
mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no
expansion of existing or former use. The types of “existing facilities itemized.
below are not intended to be all-inclusive of the types of projects which 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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Examples include but are not limited to:

(2) Interior or exterior alterations involving such things as interior partitions,

plumbing, and electrical conveyances;

(b) Existing facilities of both investor and publicly-owned utilities used to provide

electric power, natural gas, sewerage, or other public utility services; '

(c) Existing highways and streets, sidewalks, gutters, bicycle and pedestrian trails,

and similar facilities (this ircludes 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-share facilities and bicycle lanes, transit -

improvements such as bus lanes, pedestrian crossings, street trees, and other similar

alterations that do not create additional automobile lanes).

I\d) KSStCIﬁth“ or rnhqmnmﬂnn of anTunmm or uamam—d s uuLu.‘{Cq Tacilt 1E85. or

mechanical equipment to meet current standards of pubho health and safety, unless
* it is determiried that the damage was substantial and resulted 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 than:
(1) 50 percent of the.floox area of the structures before the addmon, or 2,500
square feet, whichever is less; or
(2) 10,000 square feet if:
- (A) The pro;ect is in an atea where all public services and facilities are available to
allow for maximum 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 ex1st1ng structure that wﬂl not result in an-
increase of more than 10,000 square feet, and, the project in an area where all public services and
facilities are available, and the project location is not environmentally sensitive.

Further, the proj ect does not fall info 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 on the
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore,
these classes are considered to apply in all instances, except where the project may
impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where
designated, preclsely mapped, and ofﬁmally adopted pursuant to law by federal,
state, or local agencies.

'(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemphons forthese classes are mapphcable when the

cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type iri the same place, over
time is significant.

4849-0907-1287.1
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(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity
_ where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect
“on the environment due to unusual circumstances. o
(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 resoutces, 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 1nc1uded on any list compiled pu1suant to Sectmn 65902.5
of the Government Code.

None of the exceptions apply to this project.

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 tlie plans, the project proposes no
changes, removal or otherwise to the.garage level of the residence. (Exhibit E, compare A-3

- Bxisting Floor Plan, and A-4 Proposed Floor Plan.) Appellant’s reliance on County of Inyo 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 proj ect, and does not apply to CEQA Exemption determinations.

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

‘Very truly yours,

o . Jeffrey V. Ta
Enclosures

IRS CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: 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
wriften to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the Internal Revenue Code or

(if) promoting, marketing or recommendmg to another party any transactlon or matter addressed in this
comthunication (or in any attachment): - ,

4849-0907-1287.1
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3/9/2020

Permit Details Report

Department of Building Inspection

. bl
Report Date: 3/9/2020 3:50:20 PM :
Application Number: 201012176901
Form Number; 3
Address(es): 4074 Jo020/06753 VERMONT ST
REAR. ADDITION WITH ONE AND TWO STORY PORTIONS AND REPLACEMENTBATH
Description: INTERIOR REMODELING AT EXISTING SECOND FLOOR REAR BEDROOM, FIVE NEW -
pHon: SKYLIGHTS AT EXISTING ROOF. TOTAL INCREASE IN HABITABLE SPACE =: =324 SQFT,
EXCAVATION AND NEW PATIO AND RETAININ G'WALLS AT REAR YARD,
Cost: $i15,400.00
Oceupancy Code: R-3 .
Building Use: 27 ~1 FAMILY DWELLING .
Disposition / Stage:
lAcion Date |Stage Commirents’
12/17/2010 TRIAGE R
12/17/2010 FILING
12/17/2010 FILED
7/1/2011 PLANCHECK]
7/1/2011 |APPROVED
7/1/2011 ISSUED
3/26/2012 COMPLETE [CFCYssued
- Contact Details:
Contractor Détails:
License Muwmben: 755655
Name: BILL DOHRMANN .
Company Name; DOHRMANN CONSTRUCITION INC,
Address: 2694 39TH AV * SAN FR.ANCISCO CA 94116~
Q000
Phone; 9865266
Addenda Detailss
Description:SITE . .
StepiStation|Arrive. |start [ |0 IFinish lC]méked By  |Hold Desciiption
1. [CPB  |12/17/10 12/17/10 12/17/10{SHEK KATHY
2 IBLDG |6/28/11 16/28/11 6/28/11 [DANG DENNIS
- o . GUNNELL 6/24/11: Re-Assign from Michael Gunmell t
2 |BLDG h2/23f10(12/28/10|6/28/11. 6/28/11 MICHAEL D/e 2;;45 Da:g‘ Sign trom Michael e to

DPW-

— 12/23/10{1/12/11

6/27/11 Sitbj to all cond of uMSE-0040; BSM
signt off on Job Card required. BSM IS READY
[TO SIGN OFF SITE PLAN Waiting for final.
set of plans and oxiginal application for the
approval processy 53 Vermont St (11MSE-
0040) DPW/BSM shall not release

. construction agdenda antil comp]e;e

; . application and plans-for Minor Sidewalk
6/27/11 |TANG EMOR E%I;roachment (I;JISE) are submitted and
approved. MSE is for step(s) Please submit:
application with all (MSE) requirements at
875 Stevenson Street, RM. 460, and Tel. No.
(415):554-5810. Your constiuction addenda
will be on hold, until all necessary DPW/BSM
peomits are completed, or the receiving BSM
Iplan checker-recommending sign off

2 [DFCU [12/23/10(6/30/11

BLACKSHEAR
6/30/11 JoRN

2 |CP-ZOC|12/23/10l3

RDTreview:3/g/11, comments ready 3/23,
phone call to architect and sent Notlce of

/211 16/6/11 6/6/11 |FUBEN
ik Requirements 3/31/11,

2 |SFPUC |12/23/10}1/20/11

NOT APPLICABLE - Legalizing rooms, Ready
for FINAL STAMP OUT. Retwn DFU site.”

1/20/11 [TOM BILL ’
: submittal to PPC 1/20/11.

3 PPC

12/23/1012/23/10

6-30-11: Route to CPB. sjf 6-29-11:PUC n/a,
Hold pending DFCU to log out. sjf 6~24-11: to
BSM for sign off 6/7/11 Planning sets é(o

BLDG, 1-21-11: rec'd SFEUC set; placed in PPC
6/30/x1 [FUNG SERENA. {7 15 BIN 1/12/117BSM setin HOLD BIN,
12/23/10: REC'D 6 SET'S OF PLANS FROM
.|CPB. ROUTE 2 SETS TO'DCF, 1 SET EACH
ITO BLDG, BSM, PUC AND DFCU. RZ

4 [CP-NP |4/28/11 4/28/11

Section 311 Mailed 4/28/11; Expired 5/28/11

. [5/28/11. [FUBEN Nora)

5 |CPB

6/30/11 {7/1/11

7/i/11 [YANBRENDA  |7/1/11: APPROV BY BYAN.

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096.

Appointments:

[Appointment Date]Appointment AM/ PM|Appointment Code[Appointment TyptﬂD&scription[Time Slots|

Inspections;

[ActivitvDate  [Tnenector

hitps://dbiweb.sfgov. org/dblptsldefault aspx”page*PermltDetaxls

[tnenectinn Nesevintion  [Thenection Statne . 1

112



3/8/2020

frannacan g movanas

Department of Building Inspection

[ e

B Ty s

e e T 1

ki

li/9/2012 [Steve Hajnal |[ROUGH FRAME {ROUGH FRAME ]
Spedcial Inspections:
AddendalCompleted . [Inspecti ..
N oflen . sztx;p €€l nspected By Cx:)sdpeec on Description [Remaxks

. . FINFORCING STEEL e .
1 12/27/2011 |ATLAU 4 I%RL}ZI:II‘II:ZESSIINNG 'EENDO%D reinforeing steel only{J driye}
1 12/27/2011 [ATLAT 20 JHOLDOWNS )

. . SHEAR WALLS AND FLOOR
1 12/27/2011 [ATLAU 19 SYSTEMS USED AS SHEAR
. . DIAPHRAGMS
v BOLTS INSTALLED IN

1 12/27/2011 [ATLAU 18A FXISTING CONGRETE

_ Station Cofe Descriptions and Phone Numbers.

Online Permit and Com'plajnt Tracking bome page,

Technical Support for Online Services -
If you need help or have a question about this sefvice, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Access'lbﬂity‘ Policies

City and County of Saz. Francisco e 2020

https://dbiweb.sfgbv.org/dbiptsldefault.aspx?page-:PermitDetails

1276

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 betveen 8:30 am and 3:00 pri.
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Department of Building Inspection

Permit Details Report .

ReportDate; 8/9/2020 g:50:56 BM
Appiication Number; zoi11q267634

Form Nuntber: 8

Address{es): 4074 [ 020 / 0753 VERMONT 8T

REVISION TO APP#201012176901 FOR THE FOLLOWING CHANGES: 1) INTERIOR
‘ REMODELING AT 29D FLOOR TO EXPAND BATH 1 AND RECONFIGURE THE ADJACENT
Description: BEDROOM 1 WALKIN CLOSET, 2) REMOVAL OF THE FIREPLACE/HEATER FROM"
L BEDROOM 1 AND TO CHANGE DOOR #6 TO THE ROOM,3) CHANGE THE DOOR AND
. WINDOW CONFIGURATION ATTHE
Cost: : i $1.00

Occupancy Code: . Rs
Building Use; 27 -1 FAMILY DWELL]NG
Disposition / Stage:

-|Action Date |Stage Comments

10/26/2011  [TRIAGE
10/26/2011.  |FILING
10/26/2011  |[FILED
11/9/2011 APPROVED
11/5/2011 ISSUED .
3/26/2012  [COMPLETE[Final Inspection/Approved

Contact Details; .

Contractor Details:

License Mumber: 799639

Name: BILL DOHRMANN

Company Name: DOHRMANN CONSTRUCI‘ION INC.

Address: ﬁg%t 39TH AV * SAN FRANCISCO CA 94116~

Phone; 9865266 -

Addenda Details: [

Descripion:

Step|Station|Arrive |Start gu} a :g‘;{ 1 [Einish [CheckedBy  {Hold Description :
o SHAWL

1 [INTAKE[10/26/11)10/26/11 10/26/11] HAREGGEWAIN

2 IBLDG [io/26/11{10/26/11 10/26/11|CHEN MIN

3 [MECH l|io/26/1ul10/26/11 10/26/11|LIANG TONY IAPPROVED; OTC.,

4 [CPB u/g/11 [1/o/n1 11/9/11 |GALIZA DELIA

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining ta this permit, please-call 415-558-6056.

App ointmeints:
[Appointment Date]Appointment AM/PM]Appointment Code[Appointment Type[Description|Time Slots]

Inspections:

lActivityDate[Inspector]Iixspecﬁon Description[Inspection Status|

Specml Inspections:

|addenda No.[Completed Date !Inspected By[Inspectmn Coade[Descrip tmn[Remar_]

For information, or to schedule an inspection, call 558-6570 betwveen 8:30 am and 3:00 pm.

. Station Code Descriptions and Phone Nirmbers |

Online Permit and Cgmi:la.intm&ng flome page.

Technical Support for Online Services
Ifyou need help.or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility — Policies
City and County of San Francisco e 2020

https://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=PermitDetails ' 1 2717 . ' . 11
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SAN FRANCISGO-
PLANRNING DEPARTIVIENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIP_ROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address BlockiLot(s)
743 VERMONT ST 4074021
Case No, Permit No.-
2017-014666ENV ,
B8 Addition/ B Demolition {requires HRE for ] New
-Alteration - - Gategory B Building) Construction

Projéct description for Planning Department approval.

emofition of the rear portion, of the dweliing 'bqginhing approx. 25 feet from the front face of the building. Co
Demolition of the existing gable roof beginning approx, 16 fest from the front face of the building. Construction of
anew addition which wilt extend to the rear footprint 411" 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 remode! will include a remodeled kitchen,

and bedroom on the second floor and new master bedroom and remodeled bath on the third flaor. There will be

a new deck off the master bedreom to the: north, The existing interior winder stairway will be removed and

replaced with & new stairway with landing. The.extent of the addltlon/remode! will have & ﬂat roof approx.6
inches above the existing ndgelme

STEP 1; EXEMPTION CLASS

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

E Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interjor and exterior alterations; additlon; under 10,000 sq. ft.

] Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in ane

. building; commercial/office sfructures; utility extensxons change of use under 10,000 89. ft, if principally
permitted or with a CU.

]| Class32-In-Fill Development. New' Construction of seven o more units or addmons greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(&) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zening designation and regulations.

(b) The pmposed 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 quahty, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services,

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class

' ‘ : W SCHRIRAE: 415.575.9010 -
SAN FRANGISCO ‘ : o Para Informaclon en Espafiol lamar al; 415.575.8010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sd Impormasyen sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.675.9121
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STEP 2: GEQA IMPAGTS
TO BE'COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

1£ any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required,

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors ‘(spei:iﬁcally. schools; da_y care facilities,
1 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, dieselrucks, etc.)? (referto EP ArcMap > CEQA Calex Detennfnaﬂon Layers > Air Pollution
. Exposure Zong)

Hazardous Materials: If the prejest 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 undergroiind storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
[:] more of soll disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box mustbe -

' checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentatiofi 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 pmJect credite six (6) or more net riew parking spaces or resideritial units?
! 11 Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby fransit, pedestrian and/or bicycle faciiities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soll disturbance/maodification greater than two
D (2) feet below grade in an archeelogical sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Defermination Layers > Archealogical Sensitive Area)

O Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or letline adjustment

on a let with a slope -average of 20% or more? (refer fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Calex Delermination Layers > '
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the 4fonowing: (1) square footage expansion greater
[:] than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 80 cubic yards ormore of

soil; (3) new eonstruction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catéx Determination Layers=> Topography) \f box Is
~ checked, a geotechnical report Is required,

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
1| greaterthan 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 Calex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
. Zones) If hox is checked, a geotechnical report Is required.

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

[] 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 fo EP_ArcMap > CEQA Cafex Determ/nat:on Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box Is checked, a geotechnical report will hkely be required.

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): _aura Lynch

Per lgtter dated May 9th, 2018, the project anticipates usmg continuous spread footmgs and would not excavate
50 cubic yards of sonl dlsturbance

HEERERE: 415.575.9010
Para Informaclan en Espafiof llamar al: 415.575.9010
Para sa Impormasyon sa Tadalog fumawag sa: 415.575,9121

SAN FRANGISCO
F!Lﬁbg?éﬁﬂﬁ EBEP R’“‘R‘JEEE&T
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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)

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Change of use and new construction. T,e,hant improvements not included.

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Depariment's W/ndow Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations. .

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines forAdding Garagés atnd Curb Cuts, andfor
‘replacement of a garage door In an existing operiing that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacen public right-ofway

6. Mechamcal equipmerit installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public
right-of-way. '

OO0 o) Oy od

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exerption 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
al directiory; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure oris only a

single story in height; does nothave a footprint that is more.than 50% larger than that.of the original
building; and does nof causé the remmoval of architectural significant roofing features.

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

B | Project s notlisted. GO TO STEP 5.

11 | Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP &.

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

[[1 ] Project involves less than four work descripfions, GO TO STEP 6.

STEP 5: CEQA IMPAGCTS - ADVANGED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE CONMPLETED BY PROJEGT PLANNER
Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Projectinvolves a known historical resource {CEQA Gategory A) as determined by Step 3 and ‘
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alteratnons to publicly accessible spaces.

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

4, Fagadelstorefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-def‘ ining features.

5. Raising the building in amanner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-deﬁnmg
features. .

olololo|olf

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

HISCIRISATE: 415.675.9010
Para Informaclan.en Espafio} llamar al: 415.575.9010
" Para sa linpormasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa: 415575.9121
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanica! equipment that afe rnmimally visible from a public right-ofway
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Reliabilitation.

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

9. Other work that would ot materially impair a historic district (specify or add comiments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassxflcatjon of property status. (Requires apprava[ by Senior Preservation

Planner/Preservaion _
B D Reclassify fo Category A » @ Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated 4 (atfach HRER)

b. Other (specify):  Per PTR form signed on 91191201

Note: IFANY box in STEP & above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.

O Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 8,

@ Project can proceed with categorical exemption review, The project has bevén reviswed 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 PROJEGT PLANNER

1| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does riot meet scopes of work'in exther
(check all that-apply):

[l sStep2-CEQA Impacts
[ step 5- Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

_ effect.
Project Appraval Actioni: : . i Signature:
Building -Permit ‘ Stephanie Cisneros
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, - 05/20/2018
the Discretionary. Revlew hearing is the Approval Action for the project,

Once signed or starhped and dated, this document cons’ulules a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
31of the Adminlstrative Cods.

in accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Franclsco Admlnlstraﬁve Code, an appeal of an exemption delermmat:on can only be
filed within 30 days of the project recelving the first approvat action.

{ Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals
) I RERIERE: 415.675.9010
SAN FRANC]SCO Para Informacién en Espaiiol.lamar al; 415.675.9010

PLANNING ”EP&H‘!‘M ERNT Para sa Impormasyon sa Tegalog tumawag sa; 415.575.9121
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a Cahforma Envnronmental
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 checldist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional envirenmental review pursuant to CEQA.

" PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than. front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
4 . ‘ - front page)
743 VERMONT ST : : ‘ - | 4074021
CaseNo. ‘ * | Previous Building Permit No. *| New Building Permit No.
2017-014866PRJ
Plans Dated . | Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
' Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF. PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MOD]FICATION

Compared to the approved project would the modlf ed project:

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

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

[l
[1 | Resultin demolition as defined Under Planning Code Section 317 or 190(.)5(1‘)?‘
Ll

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 origihally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

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

‘D‘ETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

]| The propoéed‘modiﬁcaﬁon Would not result in any of the abovephanges.

If this box Is checked, the propased modifications are categorically exempt under GEQA, in accardance with pror broject
*iapproval and no additional environmental review Is required. This detaermination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and oﬁ' ce and malled to the applicant, Gity approving entities, and anyone requestmg writlen notice.

Planner Name: , ) | Signature or Stamp:

i YRR 415.575.9010

SAN FRANGISCO - ' ' Para informacign en Espafiol lamar 21: 415.575.9010

PLANNING DEPARTMENT : Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa; 416.575.9121
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- SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

‘PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mnsslon st
Suité 400

Sail fra\negscb;_

0A94103-2478.

Receptioni-
MEBEBEITE

RS s
SRASAE ,Q" z Q@‘&’f =

743 Vermont Street FaX‘

A5 EE8Eane

Planning.
lnfor[natron. :
a &558 6377

ls the sub}ect Property an ehglble historic resource7

[] | if s, are the proposed changes a significantimpact?
Additional Notes: '

Submitted: Supplemental lnformatlon for Historic Resource Determma’uon prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018).

Proposed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25 ft from front of
building and () gable roof beginning approx. 16 ft 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 (g) ridgeline.

Individual " Historic District/Context
Property is Individually eligible forincluslonina | property is in an eligible California Register
Californfa Register under one or more of the Historlc District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: ' the following Criteria:
Critetlon 1 -Event: CiYes (siNo - Criterion 1- Event: (3Yes @ No
Critetion 2 -Persons:  OYes @No Criterion 2-Persons; (OYes &No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: O Yes {(@iNo Criterion 3 - Architecture: (%Yes (s No
Criterion 4 - Info, Poténtial: (3 Yes (a3No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (i Yes (s3No |
Period of Significance: I } Perlod of Significance; [ - }

(‘\ Contnbutor (" Non-Contributor
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| OYes | ONo @IN/A .

(o Yes @ No
() Yes ®No
QOYes: | QNo

(& Yes (ONo

Accordmg to the Supplemental Informatnon for Hxstonc Resource Determmatlon (dated
May 2018) and informiation found in the Planning Department files, the subject property at
743 Vermont Street contains a one and one-half-story-over-basement, wood-frame, si'ng‘lg_
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 |
consttuction of the residence, two identicdl 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 thé street. The residence was sold to James Maloney, a paver, in 191 Tand remamed
owned and occupied by the Maloney family until 1985. '
No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
oowneérs 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 individuallyfor 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 isnot an
example of a rare construction type. Assessment of atcheological sensitivity is undertaken
through the Department's Preliminary Archeologlcal 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. Togethet, the block does not comprise a sngmﬂcant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings. . ~
Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Reglster under any
Criteria individually-oras part of a historic district.

Dignly stgaed by MuonKVmAmkt y
Alllson K. Vandershce Bl i b ot
&> Dll:lo)ﬂﬂﬂ )Qllﬁl YG-DM
0 ARRE neparermene
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SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

" DATE:  Apil08,209
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Devyam Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer

RE: - CEQA Exemphon Rescinded — 743 Vermont Street, Plannmg
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 Board of Supervisors of the
categorical exemption determiination 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 of Categorical Exemption clearance for the 743 Vermont Street project (2017-
014666ENV). Therefore, the CEQA appeal for the categdrical exemption determination for
the 743 Vermont Street project is nullified.

1291

1650 Mission St.
Stifle 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-24/8

Reception:

© 4155886978

Fax:

415.558.6409

. Planning

Inférmation;
415.658,6377
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CO

AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING @EP@@?MEN‘?

Zo/,wp oF f PERUZSOAS

CEQA Categorical Exempﬁon De‘termmat@m FEB -1 P W gsz

PROPERTY lNFORMATlONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION - /?[ FEERCED /;'/ -
Project Address . Bloskl/Lot{s)
| 743 VERMONT 8T : : ' 4074021
Gase No. Permit No.
2017-014666ENV ' . 201710272504
A Addition/ - | Demolition {requires HRE for : [] New
Alteration Category B Building) - Congtruction

Project description for Plan,n'ing Departfrment approval.

The project entails the following: demolifion of the rear portion of the dwelling beginnirig approximately 25 fegt
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 addjtion to extend fo the rear feotprint 4-11" to the east and within
10" to the north (the proposed addition would be the same for both the second and third floors). The proposed -
prolect includes a remodeled kitchen and bedroom on the second floor, and a new master bedréom and
remodeled bath on the third floor, There would be a new deck off the master bedroom to the north, The existing
inferior 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 iriches above the exisfing ridgeline.

In addition, the project includes the legalization of existing bathroom and 3 storage rooms atthe 1st level
(garage) to comply w1th NOV #201928061.

' STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorlcally exempt under the Cahforma Environmental Quality-
Act (CEQA).

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

D ‘Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one’

buillding; commercialloffice structures utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if pnnc:pally
permltted or with a GU.

[:] Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Gonstruction of severt or more units or addmons greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is.consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan

policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

" (b) The proposed development eccurs within city Timits on a project site of no more than & acres

substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(e) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not resuit 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 Glass

4 HHSHRIERTE: 416.576.9010

SAN FRANC(SCO o - Para {nformaclon en Espafiol llammar af; 415575.9010

LANNING DERPARTMIENT . Para sa Impormasyen sa Tagalog fumatag sa: 415,575,9121
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

1

- Air Quality: Would the project add new sensiiive receptors (specifically, schools, de{y care facilities,

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zonie? 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 Calex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Expostre 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 stafion, auto repalr, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, er a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of SDll disturbance - or a change of use from mdus‘mal fo residential?

if the applicant presents documentation of enroiment 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 (referto
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

“Transportation: Does the project invelve a child care facility or school With 30-or more students, or a

Tocation 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? Does the projecthave the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian -
and/or bicycle safety (hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Py o~ e om ’\r\r e e ey
l—\lbllbc‘luglbdi Resoirces: Would the project resull in sGil disturbance/modification greater &t than two

(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 fo EP. >_ArcMap > CEQA Calex Determination.Layers>
Archeological Sensifive Area)

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

Slope = or » 25%: Does the project invalve any of the fellowing: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 500 sq. ft. eutslde of the existing building footprint, (2) eéxcavation of 50 ecublic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (referio EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Defermination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a géotechnical report is required and Environmerital Planning must issue the 'exempnon.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) équare footage expansion
greater than 500 sq. ft..outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards er more
of soll, {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.

t

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Doesthe project involve ahy of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 500 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic
yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Selsmic Hazard Zones) I biox Is checked, & geotechmcaﬂ repart will likely be required and Environmental
Planning must Issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

Per letter dated May oth, 20118, the project anticipates usmg contlnuous spread foolings 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 Confrol Ordinance would protect the warkers and public from fugitive dust that may also contain asbestos.
The project sponsor wotild be required to comply with the Construction Dust Gontrel Ordinance, which would
ensure that significant exposure to naturally occuning chrysotile asbestos (NOA) would not occur,

SAN FRANGISCO

PLAMNNING DEPARTMENT

HITHRIRR: 415.575.9010
Fara Informaclon en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
sa {mpormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sar 415.576.9121

1294




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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (fefar fo Property Information Map)

O

Category A: Known Histarical Resouree. GO TO STEP 5.

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

O

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

STEP 4: P_RQPOSED WORK CHECKLIST -
_TO BE GOMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

|Check all that apply to the praject.

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

2, Regular mai'ntnnance or repair {0 correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building. -

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

4, Garage work. A new opening that méets the. Guidelines forAdd/ng Garages and Curb Cuts, andfor
replacement of a garage door in an eXIstmg opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

5, Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visibie from any immediately adjacent public fight-of-way.

- 6. Mechanical equlpment installation that is not visible from any 1mmedxately adjacent public
right-of-way.

-D,Dl‘:;tt] o o|o

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemptton 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
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure oris only a
single story in helght; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the ongmal
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant rouﬁng features.

: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project Is not listed. GO TO STEP.5.

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

Project ihvolves four or more work despripﬁons. GO TO STEP 5.

Project involves Iess than four work descriptiops. GO TO STEP 6.

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

Gheck all that apply to the project.”

M

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Gategory A) as determmed by Step 3 and -
conforms-entirely to proposed work checklistin Step 4

- 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessnble spaces.

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

4. Fagadelstorefront alterations thatda not remove, alter, or ohscure character-defining features.

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

0| @O .1:1 “;:

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

IR 416.675.9010
Para Informactan en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
"Parasa imychnasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sat 416,575.9121

1295




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 Secrefary of the Interfor Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properiies (specn‘y or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Sepior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property statis, (Reqwres approval by Senior Preservation
Planner/Preservation

[ Reclassify to Category A 2] Reclassify to Category C
" a.Per HRER or PTR dated’ (attach HRER or PTR)

£ Ottt fedineifisl-
D. UGich {OPOGIY).

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

&

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

Comments {optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisnieros

STEP 6: CATEGORIGAL EXEMPT!ON DETERMINAT!ON
__TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

| &

No further environmental review is required. The projectis categoncally exempt under CEQA.

There are no unusual circumstances that would resulf in a reasonable possibility of a significdnt
effect. |

Project Approval Action: ) 4 Signature:
Planning Commission Hearing Stephanie Cisneros
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Gommission Is requested, 09/05/2049

the Discretionary Revlew hearing is the Approval Action forthe project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this dogument-constilutes a categorical exe}npﬁor’) pursuant to GEQA Guldelines and Chapter
310of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter.31 of the San Fraficlsco Administrative Code, an appeal of an éxemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the prcject receiving the approval action,
Please nole that other approval actions may be required for the project, Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

SAN FRANGISGO
PLARNMING DEPARTMENT

R ERIEE R 415675.9010
Para Informacitn en Espafiol llamar al: 4156.575.8010
Para sa Impormasyon sa Tadalog mawag sa; 415 575.8121

ag €8,
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STEP 7: M{ODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXENIPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER )
In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Frandisco 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 medification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the appraved 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: dlfferent than
o front page)
743 VERMONT ST e o 40741021
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. | New Building Permit No.-
2017-014666PRJ . 201710272504 |
Plans Dated - . : | Previous Appraval Actien | New Approval_Actfqn
Planning Commission Hearing

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

€ompared to the approved project, wodld the modified project:

1 | Resultin expansion of the building env'elope‘ as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

Is any information being présented 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? :

OOy H

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

DETERNMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[1 ] The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

"[ifthis box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under GEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the PlanningDepattment
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 Adminisirative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10-
days of posting of this determifiation, .

Planner Name:; - { Date:
FRRATE: 4155759010
SAN FRANCISCO : . Para Informaclsn en Espafiol llamar al; 415.575.3010
nm NING DEPARTMENT . "Para sa Impomaasyon sa Tagalog fumawag sa: 418.575.9121
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1650 Migstor St

Slite400-
Ban Frdfici§eo,

Réceplions: ,
4155585378

Fag
415.558.540%

Plaiing:

415 b58: 37'1’

=

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

Ol

If sq, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submiitted: Supplementai Information for Historic Resource Determmatnon prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting (dated May 2018).
Propqsed Project: Demo rear portion of dwelling beginning approx. 25 ft from front of
building and (e) gable roof beginning approx. 16 ft 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 haveflat roof approx 6in.above (e) ridgeline.

individual

Historic Distfict/Context

Pr

California Register under one or more ofthe
followmg Criteria:

operty is individually eligible for Incluslon ina

. Propertyisinan eligibiéCa’lifornia Register
Historic District/Context under one or more of
the following Criteria:
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. OYes (3; No
“(OYes (eyNo
OYes | ONo
. (@) Yes Q No

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination (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: Spring Valley Water Tap Record). The style of -
"|the residerice is best described as a stripped-down, late Queen Anne. Two years after initial
construction of the résidence, two identical angled bays were added to the front facade
(source: permit). Othef permitted exterior alterations to the residence include: replacing
the concrete steps and repalring the woed siding and door sill (1 QRR\ and an in-kind repair
of the bottom half of the existing front wooden steps (2011). Additionally, all windows on
Ithe primary facade appear to have been replaced. The property was originally cwned and
developed by the Real Estate and Development Com pany, who also owned the entire east
side of the street. Theresidence was sold to James Maloney, a.paver, in 1911 and remainied
owned and occupied by the Maloney family-until 1985.

No known historic events occurred at the subject property {Criterion 1). None of the
owriers or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject
building is a nondescript example.of a stripped down, late Queen Anhe style residence
with minimal decoration, While the building is in good repair, it is notarchitecturally
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
bumﬁnglsnotmgnﬁmantunderCrﬁenon¢1mncethwcxﬁenontypma”yapphestoxare
constriction types when involving the built enviroriment. The subject building is not dn .
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 architecturaf design to be considered

| significant. Together, the block does not comprise a significant concentration of
histerically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for hstmg in the Cahforma Reglster under any
Criteria mdxvndually oras part of a historic district.

" Digialy slgnad by Alson K Vindeniie

AHi‘son K. Vanderslice Bt et iy

D2iE201805.14 1853:16 0700
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GENERAL NOTES

LoglL

1, DIIENSIONS ONDRAWINGS, DO HOT SCALE i
TONFLICTS EXST NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEIING WITH THEEWDRK  DIMENSIONS
ASIE TO THE FACE OF FINISH UNLESS GTHERWISE HOTED

" 2 COORDIMATION P WORK: 1S REPONSIBLE FOR,

HIEAICRWORNK AND 11 IAT GF ALL SUB-CONTRACTORS, VERIFY AND COORDIHATE ALL RUTING
OF MECHAHCAL ELECTRICAL AND PLUMBING ITEMS, ROUGH-IN DIMENSIONS AND RECUIRED
CUEARANCES OF UTITIES, APFUANCES, AND OTHER ITEMS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ROUECT
WORK SUCH THAT CONFLIGTS N0 HIOT CCCUR, HOTIFY ARCHITECT OF FROBLEMATIC
CONDITIONS
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4 CUTTING AHO PATCHNG
NS CONSTROUCTICA,
EOTHTHE AREA OF YAORK ATiD [T5 AQSACENT SURFACES TO MATGH ADJAGENT EXSTING
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(PORATTY SHOMUYS AND UNDERTINING F RECUIRED, THECCHTRACTOR SHALL BE
nsspormslz FOR THE SHORINGAND. BRACHIG OF BUTH EXISTING AND NEWWORK AS
REQUIRED TO STABIUZE THE WORK AND 70 WINIMZE RISH OF PROPERTY | ﬂlOMCE DR INIURY
O} SITE OR TO ADJACENT

. ACENCY, INSPECTIONS AND UTHITY COORDINATION THE CONTRAGTOR 1S RESPONSIBLE.
FORCOCAGHATING I\LLREQUIREUCITVAEHCV THSPECTIONS, mADDmeLTHE
ALUTLITY

WIATER MIQUES, ETG } SUCH IW\YSER\!CETOTNE SIEIS ammwrmm m PflOVADEB
N ATIMELY RIRHINETUTD THE CONPLETICH UF THE WORK, CODRDINATE HEW SEA)

LOCATIONS ANDG COHPIGURATIONS WITH THE APPROPRIXTE FROVIDER, THE ONNB'(I\ND"INE
ARCHS

7. SPECIA) INSPECTIONS AN TESTING IF REGUIRED BV‘HIEGOVERN\NG@KXES. THE

CASSINGHAM-PICKERING

RESIDENCE

REMODEL AND ADDITION

743 VERMONT STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA-94107 .

PROJECT DATA

1 PROJCTNAME CASSINGHAM-PICKERING RESIDENCE

2 PROJCT DESCRIPTION: DEMOLITION OF THE REAR PORTION OF THE
DWELLING BECINING APPROXIMATELY 2.2 FAGH THE FRONT OF THE FACE OF THE
SULDING.

X 17 FEET FROM

BEGHINNG AP

‘THE FRONT FACE OF THE BULDING,

A EXTEND THE REAR FOOTPRINT
451" TO'THE EAST AND TO WATRIN §:0' TO THEKORTH. THIS WILL DE THESAHE FOR.
BOTH THE SECOND AND THIRD FLOORS. THE REAR 186* WILL BEWITHIN 8-0*
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‘THE ADDITION AND REMCDEL WILL INCLUDIE A REMOOELED KITCQHEN, A0 REDROCH
oK FLOOR AN A

HE

ANG REPLACED WITH A NEW STAIRWAY WITH LANDING,
THE EXTENT OF THE, WILL RAVE AFL
INCHES ABOVE THE EXISTING RIDGELINE.

3 PROJKCT ADDRESS
TFa5VERHONT STREET
SANFRANCIECO, CAS4107

ROO Ya

4 BLOCK NG, 4W4  LOT 02§

S IOUNG A2

g OCCUPANGY: R

7. CONSTAUCTICN CLASSIFIGATION: {E} Vit

o . GOMRNNGCODES
ALLWOHA SHALL BEIN ACCORDANCE WITHALL STATE

l

CWTIER I3 10 PROVIDE RECUIRED SPECIAL INGPECTIONS AT YESTING VIAEITHER THE
ALCEISED THRD-LARTY Y, A e . AHDLOCNL CODES, INCLUDING THE FOLLOWNG
ARD ONINER 206 cAL ooz CASSINGHAM-
KEEP ALLREPORTS Fmsuemrmmwm ITIES AT FIAL INSPECT N FOUIABULLING
s TS AT AL DSPECTCK = curTM AT PICKERING
. 10 CAUFORNA MECHANICAL GOOE
B SITE UTIITES: TH Ay AND
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rcwna TS O TECCDE VIUFY T SXST)IG ELECTRCAL SETVCE SANPAIE. D
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9. PAGTEGTIOH OF PROTEATY: PROTECT THEADACENT PROPERTIES AD A movaaans . - BsTRG ADDITION
FROMALL DS TURBARCES AD DAMAGE. DO HOT TRESPASS ON HEIGHICRING PR . SROUND FLOGR: wisE 743 Vermont Street,
AEQUIRED, SUBST WRITTEN REQUEST TO NEIGHBOR(S) WITH COPY 10 mvnsnmnmmnscr SECOND FLOOR SEOSF San Francisco,
ATISKSTIoDAYS PR 0 EGHED DN F THEATASS WY UGS GRUSTUTMANGE : THRO ALOGR B79SF. CA 94107
DCCURS TO I£5. RESTORE" o
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

From: . Low, Jen (BOS)
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 4:07 PM
To: B BOS Legislation, (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
- Cc . . ‘ Somera, Alisa (BOS); Burch, Percy (BOS); Gee, Natalie (BOS)
Subject: ‘ RE: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160-200163
Categories: C 200160

T_Hank you. Let’s move forward with April 21, 2020.

Jen

From BOS Leglslatton (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2020 3:37 PM

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, Natahe (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

Hilen,

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 motlon may be
entertained to continue the hearmg 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 | F 415-554-5163
lisalew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

)

&%  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 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: Gee, Natalie (BOS) <natalie.gee@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, March 5,20202:10 PM

To: BOS 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>
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Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org>-
Subject RE: Reschedulmg Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160- 200163

1‘ank you Brent.
Tuesday, April 215 will work.

Natalie Gee 2:gl&l, Chief of Staff .

Office of District 10 Supervisor Shamann Walton

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pi, San Francisco | Room 282
Direct: 415.554.7672 | Office: 415.554.7670 -

Sign up for Supervisor Walton's monthly newsletter!

Follow Supervisor Walton on Facebook. '

- From: BOS Legislation, {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, Natalle (BOS)
<natalie.gee@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BOS Leglslatlon (BOS) '

<hos.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

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

~ The proposed continuance date of Tuesday, April 21 keeps us w1th|n the 30- -day window from the initial hearmg in which
the Board shall act on the appeal per Admin Code, Sectlon 31.16(b)(7).

Brent Jalipa

Legislative Clerk

" Board of Supervisors - Clerk's Office

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

(415) 554-7712 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
.brent.jalipa@sfeov.org | www.sfbosﬂg

From Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa. somera@sfgov org>

Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 1:18 PM 4 :
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. Ieglslatlon@sfgov org>

Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: Reschedulmg Special Order on 3/24: CEQA Flle No's. 200160-200163

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

Alisa Somero

Legislative Deputy Director
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102 '
415.554.7711 direct | 415.554.5163 fa.X
alisa.somera@sfgov.org :

&
_ T8 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.

LUV PV S

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 requ:red to provide personal identifying mformat/on 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, len (BO“ <jen.low@sfeov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2020 6:40 PM

To: Gee, Natalie (BOS) <natalie.gee @sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela caIVIIIo@sfgov org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <hos.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.” | 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 14% (though there is‘already another Special Order scheduled) or April
21, 2020, which is currently wide open. : :

Fromlz Gee, Nata!ie (BOS) <natalie.gee@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2020 1:57 PM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa. somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Leglslatlon
(BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>

Cc: Burch, Percy (BOS) <percy.burch@sfgov.org>; Low, Jeri (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>

Subject: Rescheduling Special Order on 3/24: CEQA File No's. 200160-200163

Good afternoon Madam Clérk, 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 £ 815), Chief of Staff

Office of District 10 Superviser Shamann Walton

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl, San Francisco | Room 282
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Direct: 415.554.7672 | Office: 415.554.7670
Sign up for Supervisor Walton'’s monthly newsletter!
Follow Supervisor Walton on Facebook.
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
_Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 9:14 AM
To: : ' ryan@zfplaw.com; willlam@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 rﬁotion may be entertained to continue this Hearing to the Board of Supervisors’ meeting of April 21,2020.
Please find the foiiqwing link to the hearing notice for the matter.

" public Hearing Notice - March 10, 2020

| invite y'ou’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 | F 415-554-5163
lisalew@sfgov.org | www.stbos.org

B . .
% Click here to complete a'Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form ] .

Y

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1598.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisbrs 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 simifar 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

" City Hall
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 1S 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 Hé", Room 250
1 Dr. Caljlton B. Goodlett, Place, San Francisco, CA 94102
Subject: File No. 200160. Hearing of persons inferested 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, forthe
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 10) (Appeliant: Ryan Patterson.of Zacks, Freedman &

Patterson, PC, on behalf of Meg McKnight) (Filed February 7, 2020)

DATED/MAILED/POSTED:  March 10, 2020 1314



Hearing Notice - Exemption Determination Appeal
743 VVermont 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.
Carlton B.-Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA, 94102. lnformatlon relating to
this ratter can be found in the Legislative Research Center at
sfgov.legistar.com/legislation. Meeting agenda information relating to this matter will be
avallable for public review on Friday, March 20, 2020.

. *
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

1315
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. City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
o Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
PROOF OF MAILING
Legislative File No." 200160

Description” of ltems: Hearmg - Appeal of Determma’uon of Exemptlon From
Environmental Review - 743 Vermont Street - 3 Notices Mailed

[, Lisalew : | , an employee of the City and
County of San Francisco, maile above described document(s) by depositing the

[ BTl

sealed items with the United Sta o3 Posial Service "'\U\; with tha ﬂ'munﬂ ---Hu

U Wa T Uowdi WJTi
prepaid as follows:

Date: " March 10, 2020

Time: ' 8:35 am
USPS Location: Rejgfo Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244)

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A

Signature: ' WW

Instructions: Upon complétion, original must be filed in the abo've referenced file.
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

From: o BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2020 3:08 PM

To: . " Ko, Yvonne (CPC)

Cc: ' BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Operations

‘Subject: . APPEAL CHECK PICKUP: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determlnatlon Proposed 743

Vermont Street Project - Appeal Hearing on March 24, 2020

Categories: ' l 200160

Hi Yvonne,’

A check for the appeal filing fee for the CEQA Exemption Determination appeal of the proposed project at 743 Vefmont
Street is ready to be picked up here in the Clerk’s Office weekdays from 8:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. A fee waiver was
-not ﬁ!ed 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 | F 415-554-5163
lisa.lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

&

&5 Clickhere 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 legisiation or hearings will be made available to alf members of the-public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not

* redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members

of the public may inspect or copy. :

From: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2020 2:46 PM ‘

To: ryan@zfplaw.com; willlam@waltersarchitects.net

Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT) <Anne.Pearson@sfcityatty.org>; STACY KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy @sfcityatty. org>; JENSEN,
KRISTEN (CAT) <Kristen.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.jain@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) <stephanie.cisneros @sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Schuett, Rachel (CPC) <rachel.schuett@sfgov.org>; Rosenberg, Julie (BOA)

- <julie.rosenberg@sfgov.org>; Sullivan, Katy (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, Ahsa (BOS)
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; BOS Leglslatlon (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov. .org>
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Subject: Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determlnatlon Proposed 743 Vermont Street Project - Appeal Hearing on March
24,2020

reetinlgs,
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 3:00 p.m. Please find linked below the letter of appeal filed for the proposed project at 743
Vermont Street, as well as direct finks to the Planning Department’s timely filing determination, and an mformatxonal

letter from the Clerk of the Board.

Appeal Letter - February 7, 2020

" Planning Departmént Memo - February 13, 2020

Clerk of the Board Letter - February 19, 2020

- linvite 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 | F 415-554-5163
dsalew@sfgov.org | www.stbos.org

-~ &8 Click hereto complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisars 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 jts 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 numes, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a
member of the public elects to submit to.the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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City Hall -
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
: San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
- Fax No. 554-5163
~+ TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

February 19, 2020

File Nos. 200160-200163 ;
Planning Case No. 2017-014666ENV

‘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, on behalf of Meg McKnight for the
appeal of the Categorlcal Exemption under CEQA for the
proposed 743 Vermont Street PrOJeot

Planning Department
By:

Oy, YEUW%
Print Name '

L oo/

/tg{atu m[)bte
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

“om: ' BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: : ‘ " Wednesday, February 19, 2020 2:46 PM
To: ' 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

G reetings,

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'3:00 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 determmatlon and aninformational
letter from the Clerk of the Board.

Appeal Letter - February 7, 2020

- Planning Debartment 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 Ffle 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 | F 415-554-5163
lisa lew@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

@ : :
&9 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 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 o
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees—may appear on the Board of Superwsors website or /n other publ/c documents that members
of the public may inspect or copy.
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Franc:lsco, CA 94102-4689 -
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

February 19, 2020

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

 Subject:’ | File No. 200160 ~ Appeal of CEQA Categorlcal Exemption
: ' Determination - Proposed :Pl‘OjeCt 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 détermination on the .

timely filing for appeal of the Categorical Exemption Determination issued by the-
Planning Department under CEQA for the proposed pro;ect at 743 Vermont Street

The Planning Department has determmed that the appeal was filed in a tlmely manner
(Copy attached). ,

Pursuant to Admrnrstrative Code, Section.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 Chamber Room 250, San
Francisco, CA 94102

Please provide to the Clerk's Office by noon:

20 days prior to the hearing: names and addresses of interested parties to be
‘ ‘notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and

i1 days prior to the hearing: an ny documentation which you may want available to
: ’ the Board members prior to the hearlng

. For the above, the Clerk’s office requests one electronic file (sentto

bos. legislation@sfgov.org) and two copies of the documentation 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 documentation are not available, please submit 18
hard copies of the materials to the Clerk’s Office for distribution. If you are unableto
make the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties
receive copies of the materials. '

lf you'have any questions, pleasé feél free to contact Législétive Clerks Brent Jalipa at
(415) 554 7712, Lisa Lew at (415) 554-7718, or Jocelyn Wong at (415) 554-7702.

Very fruly yours,
\

- Angela Calvillo

' l Clerk of the Board

c:  William Walters, Project Sponsor
: Anne Pearson, Deputy City Atforney
_ Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney ’

Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attorney
-John Rahaim, Planning Director
‘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 '
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 Department
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, Board of Appeals
Alec Longaway, Legal Process Clerk, Board of Appeals -
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1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
SEPLANNINGORG / 415.575.9010

Categorical Exemptlon Appeal Tlmelmess
Determlnatlon

DATE: February 13, 2020

TO: Angela Calv1110, Clerk of the Board of Supemsors

FROM: . Lisa G1bson, Enmronmental Review Officer — (415) 575- 9032

RE: Appeal Timeliness Determmahon ~743 Vermont Street

' Categoncal Exemption; Planmng 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. As explained below,”

the appeal is timely. .
Appeal Deadline : )
A Dai:ioAf " 30 Days Zf:te;:Pvaal (Must Be Day Clerk of DateF(;fjﬁppeal Timely?
pprovat Acton . Board’s Office Is Open) ' ]
" Thursday, Saturday, - . Friday, February
; day, Feb A <
January 9, 2020 February 8, 2020 Monday, February 10, 2020 72020 Yes

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 permit or the discretionary review hearing before the planning
- commission if discretionary review is requested. The Planning Commission held a

discretionary review hearing and approved the project which occurred on ]anuary 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 Appellént filed the appeal of the exemption
.determination on Friday, February 7, 2020, prior to the appeal deadline. Therefore, the
appeal is considered timely. '

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Lew, Lisa (BOS)

. From: | BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: : Monday, February 10, 2020 2:41 PM
To: ) .- Rahaim, John (CPC) .
Cc: PEARSON, ANNE (CAT); STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); 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); Cisheros, Stephanie (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Rosenberg, Julie (BOA); Sullivan,
Katy (BOA); Longaway, Alec (BOA); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo,
Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Subject: : Appeal of CEQA Exemption Determination - Proposed Project - 743 Vermont Street
Attachments: ~ Appeal Ltr 020720.pdf; COB Ltr 021020.pdf |
Categories: ' 200160

Good éfternoon, Director Rahaim,

! Exemption for the propose

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal of
project at-743 Vermont Street. The a peal was filed by Ryan .
~ Meg McKnight.

t d
L L)
Pa tterson of Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, on behalf of

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 | F: 415.554.5163
jocelyn.wong@sfgov.org | www,sthos.org
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City Hall
' : 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No.554-5163 A
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
February 10; 2020
To: John Rahaim

Plénning Director

From: Q gela Calvillo '
Clerk of the Boa:rd of Superv1sors

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 for the
proposed ptoject at 743 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 Planning Department's determmatlon should be made W1th1n three (3) working
‘days of receipt of this request

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. ‘

¢: . Anne Pearson, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Kristen Jensen, Deputy City Attomey
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 '
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 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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r Print Form

,‘ ~ Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

Time stamp
or meeting date

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

[ 1 1.For reference to Committee. {An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).
[ ] 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

[ ] 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor . ‘ inquii:ies"

[ ]5.City Attofney Request.

[] 6. Call File No. | - | from Cofmittee.
[ ] 7.Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).
D 8. Substitute LCgLS}d 1 File No.

[]9. Reactivate File No.

L1 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[ ] Small Business Commission [ 1 Youth Commission - [ ]Ethics Commission
DPlanning Commission [ |Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.

~ Sponsor(s):

Clerk of tﬁe Board

A Subject:

Hearing - Appeal of Determination of Exemption From Env1ronmenta1 Rev1ew 743 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 Exemption by the Planning Department on Jahuary 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
dwellmg 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 10) (Appellant: Ryan Patterson of Zacks, F reedman & Patterson, PC on behalf
of Meg Monght) (Filed F ebruary 7,2020) :

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor:

For Clerk's Use Only + |
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