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Discretionary Review 
Abbreviated Analysis 

HEARING DATE: APRIL 7, 2016 

 

Date: March 31, 2016 

Case No.: 2014.1253DRP 

Project Address: 276 Hartford Street 

Permit Application: 2013.12.11.3907 

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House, Three Family) 

 40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 3602/051 

Project Sponsor: Stephen M. Williams 

 1934 Divisadero Street 

 San Francisco, CA 94115 

Staff Contact: Jeff Horn – (415) 575-6925 

 jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as revised 

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The request is for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907 proposing 

to construct side, rear and vertical additions to the existing structure, designated as a two-family 

dwelling. The project proposes to convert the existing basement crawlspace into habitable space, 

rehabilitate the building interior, raise the existing front gable roof structure 1 foot in height, and increase 

the overall building depth through a 3-story rear horizontal addition. The property is currently used as a 

single family residence. 

 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

On August 15, 2014, Stephen M. Williams filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter 

"Department") for Mandatory Discretionary Review (2014.1253D) pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, 

to legalize the present single family use as part of a residential expansion at 276 Hartford Street. On 

February 19, 2015, Leslie Andelin (hereinafter "Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor") filed an 

application with the Department for Discretionary Review (2014.1253DRP) of Building Permit 

Application No. 2013.12.11.3907. 

 

On April 16, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly 

noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 

2014.1253DDRP, which included both the Mandatory Discretionary Review and Public Initiated 

Discretionary Review. 

 

mailto:jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
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CASE NO. 2014.1253DRP 

276 Hartford Street 

The Planning Commission disapproved the Mandatory Discretionary Review (2014.1253D) for the merger 

of dwelling units, but directed the project sponsor that they may return with a proposal for a two unit 

building. The commission also encouraged the Project Sponsor to obtain an updated Report of 

Residential Building Record Report (3R) reflecting the use as Two Family Dwelling. On December 9, 

2015, the Department of Building Inspection released a 3R Report stating the authorized use as a Two 

Family Dwelling. 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The subject lot is located on the west side of Hartford Street between 19th and 20th Streets, measures 

22’x125’ and is down-sloping toward the rear property line. The subject property presents to Hartford 

Street as a 1-story structure with a steep driveway to a garage partially below curb level. The down-

sloping lot results in a 2½-story building height at the rear elevation. City records indicate a building area 

of 2,124 square feet with a 930-square-foot basement. 

 

Historic water tap records, maps, city directories and building permits state that the building was 

constructed in 1891 as a two family dwelling. The last known permit acknowledging the building as a “2 

Family Dwelling” was filed in 1996, and Sanborn maps assign two addresses to the building (#276 & 

#278) through 1998. The current owners received a Report of Residential Building Record (3-R) on 

December 9, 2015 that stated the Authorized Use as a “Two Family Dwelling.” The building currently 

exists as a one-family dwelling. 

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject property is located at the convergence of several zoning districts, but falls within the RH-3 

(Residential House, Three Family) zone. The RH-3 zoning extends west beyond Castro Street and north 

towards Market Street. The east side of Hartford Street is largely RH-3 and partially zoned RH-1 

(Residential House, One Family). Blocks immediately south of the subject property are zoned RH-2 

(Residential House, Two Family).  

 

Hartford Street has 15 street-facing parcels on the west side of the 200-block, which are all zoned RH-3 

(Residential House, Three Family). The seven buildings in the middle of the block-face are the largest, 

averaging 2-3 stories in height over a raised basement. The Reports of Residential Record (3-R) for those 

buildings show typical dwelling unit counts of 3-6 dwelling units. Flanking those larger buildings, on 

either end of the block, are smaller 1½ -2 story buildings each containing 1-3 dwelling units. The subject 

property is one in a row of five smaller buildings that were constructed in the 1890s and retain their 

original building height and form as viewed from Hartford Street.  

 

The east side of the street is a mix of RH-1 and RH-3 zoning, with limited 3-R information to verify on 

accurate dwelling unit counts. 
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CASE NO. 2014.1253DRP 

276 Hartford Street 

 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATES 

DR HEARING 

DATE 

FILING TO 

HEARING TIME 

311 

Notice 
30 days Jan. 20 – Feb. 19, 2015 Feb 19, 2015  

 

April 14, 2015 

April 7, 2016 

 

54 days 

413 days 

 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 

PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days March 28, 2016 March 28, 2016 10 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days March 28, 2016 March 28, 2016 10 days 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s)  1  

Other neighbors on the 

block or directly across 

the street 

 22  

Neighborhood groups    

 

Opposed – Leslie Andelin (DR Requestor) – Owner/occupant at 280 Hartford Street (adjacent to the 

south) – Ms. Andelin expressed concerns with respect to loss of light, air and access to mid-block open 

space. 

 

Opposed – 22 owners/occupants within the project vicinity – 22 neighbors signed a letter in opposition 

dated January 15, 2015. The letter stated concerns with respect to the dwelling unit merger and the loss of 

light, air and access to mid-block open space. 

 

DR REQUESTORS 

Leslie Andelin, 280 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 

Requestor is the abutter located directly south of the subject property. 

 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated February 19, 2015 
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CASE NO. 2014.1253DRP 

276 Hartford Street 

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated March 27, 2015. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 Categorical 

Exemption. 

 

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the project following the submittal of the Request for 

Discretionary Review and found that the proposed project meets the standards of the Residential Design 

Guidelines (RDGs) and that the project does not present any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances 

for the following reasons: 

 

1. Privacy, Light and Mid-Block Open Space: Privacy, light and the mid-block open space are 

protected as the project’s depth and proposed rear and side setbacks appropriately responds to 

the adjacent building conditions. The deeper portion of the rear addition is located against the 

deeper adjacent building to the north, and setbacks are provided in response to the building 

conditions to the south. The project is within the privacy tolerances to be expected when living in 

a dense, urban environment such as San Francisco.  

 

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the 

Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Do not take DR and approve project as revised 

Attachments: 

Parcel Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Aerial Photographs 

Streetscape Photographs  

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 

Section 311 Notice 

DR Notice 

DR Application 

Response to Public DR 

RDT Checklist  

RDT Review 3/18/2015 

DR Analysis for DUM 

Report of Residential Building Record Report (3R) 

RDT Review 7/22/2015 

Revised Plans per Planning Commission 

 

JH: I:\Cases\2014\2014.1253 - 276 Hartford Street\276 Hartford_DR Analysis.doc  



276 Hartford Street – Attachments                  

Block Book Map 

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



Sanborn Map, ca. mid-1990s                            

(Subject Property is a 2-flat) 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  



Zoning Map (RH-3/40-X) 

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  



Aerial Photo, looking West towards Castro St. 

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  

(RH-1 ZONING DIRECTLY ACROSS FROM SUBJECT 

PROPERTY)  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

(RH-3 ZONING EXTENDS TO CASTRO STREET)  



Aerial Photo, looking east towards Hartford St. 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

(RH-3 ZONING EXTENDS 

TO CASTRO STREET)  

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  

(RH-1 ZONING DIRECTLY ACROSS 

FROM SUBJECT PROPERTY)  



West Side of Hartford Street 

(RH-3 Zoning)  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  



West Side of Hartford Street 

(RH-3 Zoning)  

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  



East Side of Hartford Street 

(RH-1 directly across from Subject Property)  

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  



East Side of Hartford Street 

(RH-3 towards 19th St.)  

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing 
Case Number 2014.0627D 
276 Hartford Street  
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   CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

  

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

   

  Addition/ 

       Alteration 

Demolition  

     (requires HRER if over 45 years  old) 

New        

     Construction 

 Project Modification  

     (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

 

 

 

 

 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS  

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 
 

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

 

 
Class 3 – New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family 

residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; 

change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. 

 Class__  

 

 

 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

 

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

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? 

Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel 

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents 

documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and 

the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap > 

CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone) 

 

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 

hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards 

or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 

checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 
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Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of 

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the 

Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects 

would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer). 

 

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

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? 

 

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two 

(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive 

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area) 

 

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals, 

residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation 

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation 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 Determination Layers > 

Topography) 

 

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new 

construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building 

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a 

geotechnical report is required. 

 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new 

construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building 

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a 

geotechnical report is required.  

 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 

new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing 

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic 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. 

 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the 

CEQA impacts listed above. 

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): 

 

 

 

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

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

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

 
3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 

storefront window alterations. 

 
4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or 

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines. 

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

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

way. 

 
7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

 

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. 

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS – ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW 

TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER 

Check all that apply to the project. 

 
1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

existing historic character. 

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

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

features. 

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

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

 
7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 

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

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) ________________________ 

 
10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 

Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

 

a. Per HRER dated: _________________ (attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): 

 

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

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

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

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

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

Comments (optional): 

 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION  

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

apply):  

 Step 2 – CEQA Impacts 

 
 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.  

 Planner Name: 
Signature: 

 

 

Project Approval Action:  
 

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 

project. 

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

Administrative Code. 

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

days of the project receiving the first approval action.  



  

 

1650 Mission Street Suite 400   San Francisco, CA 94103  

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 311/312) 
 

On December 11, 2013, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907 with the City 
and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  
Project Address: 276 Hartford Street Applicant: Dennis Budd, Gast Architects 
Cross Street(s): 20th Street Address: 355 11th St., #300 
Block/Lot No.: 3602/051 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94103 
Zoning District(s): RH-3 / 40-X Telephone: (415) 885-2946 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required to 
take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 
Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its discretionary 
powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed 
during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if 
that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved 
by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may 
be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in 
other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition   New Construction   Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 

P RO JE CT  FE ATURES  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Former Two-Family Dwelling Legal Single Family Dwelling 
Front Setback 10 feet 7 inches (to front of bay) No Change 
Side Setbacks 0’ -- 2’9” (south); 3’ -- 5’-3”(north) 2’ (south); 0 – 3’ (north) 
Building Depth 73 feet 5 inches (from front of bay) 82 feet (to new rear building wall) 
Rear Yard 41 feet 32 feet 5 inches 
Building Height 20 feet (from curb to highest gable roof ridge) 

17’-6” (from curb to ridge of rear gable roof)  
21 feet (from curb to highest gable roof ridge) 
18’-6” (from curb to ridge of rear gable roof) 

Number of Stories 2 + crawlspace 3 
Number of Dwelling Units 1 1 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is to convert the existing basement crawlspace into habitable space, rehabilitate the building interior, raise the 
existing front gable roof structure 1 foot in height, and increase the overall building depth through a 3-story rear horizontal 
addition. The project requires approval through a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning Commission – 
notice for which will be mailed to adjacent owners and occupants 10 days in advance of the hearing date -- to legalize the existing 
single family use. 
 
The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a 
discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 
31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
 

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Eiliesh Tuffy 
Telephone: (415) 575-9191       Notice Date:   
E-mail:  eiliesh.tuffy@sfgov.org      Expiration Date:   

1/20/15
2/19/15

























 

 

1650 Miss ion Street ,  Sui te  400 •  San Franc isco,  CA 94103 •  Fax (415)  558-6409 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
Hearing Date: Thursday, April 7, 2016 
Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon) 
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rm 400 
Case Type: Discretionary Review 
Hearing Body: Planning Commission 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N   A P P L I C A T I O N  I N F O R M A T I O N  

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

 

The request is for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907 
proposing to construct side, rear and vertical additions to the existing two-family dwelling. The 
project proposes to convert the existing basement crawlspace into habitable space, rehabilitate the 
building interior, raise the existing front gable roof structure 1 foot in height, and increase the 
overall building depth through a 3-story rear horizontal addition.  
 
 
A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Project Address:   276 Hartford Street 
Cross Street(s):  20th Street 
Block /Lot No.:  3602/051 
Zoning District(s):  RH-3 / 40-X 
Area Plan:  N/A 
 

Case No.:  2014.1253DRP 
Building Permit:  2013.12.11.3907 
Applicant:  Stephen Williams, attorney 
Telephone:  415-292-3656 
Email:   smw@stevewilliamslaw.com 

A D D I T I O N A L  I N F O R M A T I O N  

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:  
Planner:  Jeff Horn Telephone:  (415) 575-6925 E-Mail: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org   
 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing the plans for the proposed project 
please contact the planner listed below. The plans of the proposed project will also be available 
one week prior to the hearing through the Planning Commission agenda at: http://www.sf-
planning.org 
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they 
communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, 
including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for 

               
  

 
 

mailto:jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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i Application for Discretionary Review  
CASE NUMBER 

F 	 -c1i LI 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1. Owner/Applicant Information 

DR APPLICANTS NAME 

Leslie Andelin 

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE. 

280 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 (415 	)956-8100 

PROPERTYOWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: - 

Samantha Campbell, Mark Christian Scheben 

ADDRESS. 
] 

ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE. 

276-278 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 194114 (415 
) 

885-2946 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF, PROJECT’ 	 ZIP CODE 

276-278 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 	 94114 
CROSSSTREETS 	 :.:TT 	- 	 _ 
19th & 20th Streets 

ASSESSORS ,  BLOCK/LOT. 	 I LOT DIMENSIONS: 	LOTAREA(SQFT): ZONING DISTRICT: 	 : HEIGHT/BULKDISTRICT: 

3602 /051 	22’ X 125’ 	2750 sq. ft. 	RH-3 	 40-X 

3. Project Description 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use El Change of Hours El New Construction 0 Alterations EZ Demolition LI Other LI 

Additions to Building: 	Rear 19 	Front LI 	Height E 	Side Yard E 

Present or Previous Use: 
Two-Family Dwelling 

 

Proposed Use: Single-Family Dwelling 

Building Permit Application No. 
2013.12.11.3907 	

Date Filed: 12/11/2013  

---cc 

r 

7 



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? LI 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? E8 F-I 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? El 

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 

The DR Requestor asked the Project Sponsor if she would consider amending the project to reduce its impacts 
on the adjacent properties. The Project Sponsor replied ’We could have made it worse." No changes have been 
made to mitigate the project!s  impacts. 

8 	SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT CR8072012 



Application for Discretionary Review 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

See attached. 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of 
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

See attached. 

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

0 



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION 

1) What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum 

standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that 

justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General 

Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or Residential Design Guidelines? 

276-278 Hartford Street (the "subject property") was built as a two-unit building in 1893. It was 

maintained as a two-unit building with two kitchens until 2007, when the Project Sponsor 

illegally merged the two units without permits. The second unit’s tenant - an immigrant - was 

bought out in conjunction with the Project Sponsor’s purchase of the property circa 2005. The 

proposed project would remove two rent-controlled units from the City’s housing stock, 

resulting in a large, non-rent-controlled single-family house. What was previously a naturally 

affordable housing unit will now be turned into a private library. 

Although the Project Sponsor obtained an erroneous 313 for a single family home (which DBI 

later corrected), the Project Sponsor knew that the property contained two units with two 

kitchens. (See real estate listing for the property, Exhibit F: "bright single family home retains all 

of the charm and comfort of a single family home with the added bonus of a four room income 

unit. . . . Both units will be delivered vacant at close of escrow.") 

The Project Sponsor also knew that building, plumbing, and electrical permits were required for 

the removal of a second unit, even if that unit was illegal - which it was not. However, the unit 

removal and merger work was done without any permits. As cover, the Project Sponsor 

obtained a building permit for foundation work at the same time: BPA No. 200709263798. The 

foundation permit was never finaled and was expired in 2010. Tellingly, in the 2007 foundation 

permit application box labeled "number of dwelling units," the number "2" is crossed out and a 

"1" is written in next to it. 

Approval of this building permit would set a precedent rewarding the illegal removal of rental 

units by granting permission to enlarge those buildings in ways that harm surrounding (Policies 

2, 3, and 7). 

A. Impact on Existing Rent-Controlled Housing and Neighborhood Character 

Planning Priority Policy No. 2 requires that "existing housing and neighborhood character be 

conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our 

neighborhoods." (Planning Code sec. 101.1(b)(2).) The project violates this policy in two ways. 

First, by physically connecting the upper and lower dwelling units with no permits, the Project 

Sponsor tried to eliminate two rent-controlled units. This unlawful merger and unpermitted 

removal of a kitchen, plumbing, and electrical should not be sanctioned. It destroys "existing 



housing" and threatens the "economic diversity of our neighborhoods" by replacing two rent-

controlled units with one large dwelling. If landlords believe that they can physically merge 

existing multi-family housing without benefit of building permits and then obtain after-the-fact 

permission, the Commission will likely see an increase in this illicit activity. 

Second, the project violates the requirement that "existing. . . neighborhood character be 

conserved and protected." The subject property consists of a charming Victorian structure with 

a moderately sized upper unit and smaller sized lower unit. It is located in a row with four other 

structures of the same design and vintage. Allowing for the merger of two units into one large 

single-family dwelling, and at the same time allowing the substantial expansion of that merged 

building, would damage the existing neighborhood character: 

1. The proposed rear expansion will wall off the mid-block open space, affecting the 

DR Requestor’s property and the properties of surrounding neighbors. 

2. The proposed side expansion will destroy the light court which was built for the 

common benefit of each of the five matching Victorians. Removal of the light court 

will reduce the breeze and light to the DR Requestor’s home. 

B. Impact on Affordable Housing Supply 

The project also violates Planning Priority Policy No. 3, which requires that "the City’s supply of 

affordable housing be preserved and enhanced." (Planning Code § 101.1(b)(3).) As stated 

previously, the project would sanction the unlawful merger of two rent-controlled dwelling units 

into one large house. The lower unit’s tenant was bought out by the prior owner in conjunction 

with the Project Sponsor’s purchase to make the pair of flats more saleable. Property owners 

are most likely to follow this precedent in gentrifying neighborhoods that already have very little 

affordable housing left, such as the project’s neighborhood. Planning Commission approval of 

the proposed project would signal to property owners that if they get caught illegally merging 

two units, they will be rewarded with an after-the-fact approvaLanci permission to expand the 

building. 

C. Impact on Historic Buildings 

Planning Priority Policy No. 7 requires that "landmarks and historic buildings be preserved." 

(Planning Code § 101.1(b)(7).) But the subject property consists of a potential historic resource 

(Class B). This structure is one of five matching Victorians built in a row by the same builder in 

the late 1800s. As one of a group of identical structures, the subject property’s potential historic 

significance is even greater. The subject property’s historic value should be assessed before the 

City considers approving a permit to substantially expand and redesign the structure, increase 

its height, and reduce and/or eliminate existing side-yard setbacks. All of these actions could 

affect the historic value of the subject property and its contribution to the collection of 



matching Victorian buildings. Any failure to conduct such a historic resource assessment would 

be at odds with the mandate of Priority Policy No. 7 that "historic buildings be preserved." 

2) The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part 

of construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe 

your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please 

state who would be affected, and how: 

The DR Requestor’s property would suffer a number of unreasonable impacts from the 

proposed construction. First, the proposed structure would deviate from the existing, historic 

building’s footprint by eliminating and/or reducing the side yard setback along the south 

property line. This minimal setback was a design feature incorporated by the builder into each 

one of the five Victorian homes, ensuring common access to light and air. Removing this design 

feature would deprive the DR Requestor’s home of adequate access to light and air circulation. 

The rear expansion of the building would exacerbate both of these negative impacts. 

Furthermore, the substantial expansion of the project site at the rear would wall off the valuable 

mid-block open space, lessening surrounding residents’ enjoyment of that common open area. 

3) What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made 

would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse 

effects noted above in question #1? 

The Project Sponsor has made no changes to mitigate the negative impacts to the 

neighborhood. The subject property should be restored to its legal configuration as a two-unit 

rent-controlled building. The rear-yard setback should be maintained to ensure the continued 

enjoyment of the mid-block open space by neighboring properties. Lastly, the side-yard setback 

(including the light court) should be maintained to preserve the light and air reaching the DR 

Requestor’s home, as was reciprocally built into each of these five matching Victorians. 



Applicant’s Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other informatio 	applications may be required. 

Signature. 4 	Date: 0 

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent: 

Ryan J. Patterson, Esg.  
Owner I Authorized Agent ircie one 
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Application for Discretionary Review 
CASE NUMBER: 

For Staff Use only 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required 
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column) DR APPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 

Convenant or Deed Restrictions 

Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES’ 
E Required Material. � Optional Material. 
0 Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street. 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department 

’By: 	Date:  





 
 
 
 
 

 
EXHIBIT A 















 
 
 
 
 

 
EXHIBIT B 









 
 
 
 
 

 
EXHIBIT C 



RYAN J PATTERSON SBN 277971
1 MICHAEL E PROFANT SBN 299246

ZACKS FREEDMAN PC
2 235 Montgomery Street Suite 400

San Francisco CA 94104
3 Tel 415 9568100

4
Fax 415 2889755

Attorneys for Discretionary Review Requestor
5 Leslie Andelin

6

7

8
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

9

10
DECLARATION OF PHILLIP MOTTINI

Discretionary Review Application
11 Project Address 276278 Hartford Street

v
12

BPA No 201312113907

z z 13
I Phillip Mottini declare as follows

W 14

w U 15 1 I make this declaration based on facts personally known to me except as to
J

z 16 those facts stated on information and belief which facts I believe to be true
U C

N v 17 2 1 am informed and believe that my grandmother owned the property known as
N

18
276278 Hartford Street at the time I was born For as long as I rememberat least 40 years

19

20
the property included two separate dwelling units with separate kitchens

21 3 After my grandmother passed away I inherited the property in or about 1995 I

22 sold the property in or about 2001 The property remained as two dwelling units the entire time

23
I owned it I occupied the upper level and tenants occupied the lower level

24
1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true

25

26
and correct and that this was executed on April 7 2015

27

28
Phillip Mottini

1
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

Case No.: 2014. 1253 DP

Building Permit No.: 2013-1211-3907

Address: 276 irtford Street

Project Sponsor's Name: Samantha Campbell & Dean Scheben

Telephone No.: (415) 292-3656 (for Planning Department to contact)

1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do you
feel your proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the
issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition
tofeviewing the attached DR application.

Please see attachment.

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

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377

What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in
order to address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?
If you have already changed the project to meet neighborhood concerns, please
explain those changes. Indicate whether the changes were made before filing
your application with the City or after filing the application.

Please see attachment.

If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives,
please state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on
the surrounding properties. Please explain your needs for space or other
personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes requested by
the DR requester.

Please see attachment.

www.sfplanning.org



March 27, 2015:

ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW (DR)

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 276 Hartford Street
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.: Block 3602, Lot 051
ZONING DISTRICT: RH-3/40-X
PERMIT APPLICATION NO.: 2013-1211-3907

1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why do
you feel your proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of
concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition to reviewing the
attached DR application.)

The proposed remodel of the existing building at 276 Hartford Street is a relatively
modest, and entirely code compliant remodel and addition. The DR requester's building is
located to the south of the subject property, and therefore DR requestor will not suffer any loss of
direct light nor any shadowing or other alleged impacts from the proposed addition. The DR
requester's objections to the proposed project are exaggerated. The claims of being "walled off
border on the absurd. The proposed new rear yard extension is setback from the property line at
the upper floor, and extends only a few feet past the DR requester's building into the rear yard.

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make
in order to address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties? If you
have already changed the project to meet neighborhood concerns, please explain those
changes. Indicate whether the changes were made before filing your application with the
City or after filing the application.

With the guidance of the planning staff, the project sponsor has incorporated a substantial
setback at the second floor of the proposed addition which is 3 feet wide and more than 20 feet in
length. This was incorporated into the design to allow additional indirect light to reach the north
side of the DR requester's building. The project sponsor has also reduced the overall depth of
the rear yard extension to an average between the adjacent buildings.

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project, or pursue other
alternatives, please state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect
on the surrounding properties. Please explain your needs for space or other personal
requirements that prevent you from making the changes requested by the DR requester.

1
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When the project sponsors purchased the subject building as a single family home more
than 10 years ago they had no children. In the interim their family has expanded; and they now
have two small children and a need for additional space. The proposed project came about solely
in response to the needs of this family. The project does not have any adverse effect on the DR
requester's building as it is located to the south of the subject property, and will not be shadowed
or impacted by the addition in any way whatsoever. The DR requestor's only response to the
project has been to demand the elimination of any rear yard extension or any expansion of the
subject building.

2
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4.

If you have any additional information that is not covered by this application,
please feel free to attach additional sheets to this form.

Please supply the following information about the proposed project and the
existing improvements on the property.

Number of Existing Proposed

Dwelling units (only one kitchen per unit -additional

kitchens count as additional units) 1 i

Occupied stones (all levels with habitable rooms) ... 2 3 (loft)

Basement levels (may include garage or windowless

storage rooms) 1 1

Parking spaces (Off-Street) i i

Bedrooms _3 4

Gross square footage (floor area from exterior wall to

exterior wall), not including basement and parking areas.... 2249 3144

Height i6 ' -8" i6 ' -8"

Building Depth 7 3 ' - 4 " si'-ii"

Most recent rent received (if any) o o

Projected rents after completion of project _o o

Current value of property $2 ,300 ,000

Projected value (sale price) after completion of project

(if known) $2 ,800 ,000

I attest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge.

March 27, 2015 Stephen M. Williams

Date Name (please print)

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Design Review Checklist 
 

Checklist completed for the proposed expansion of the building at 276 Hartford Street, per plans  

labeled “Site Permit Rev. 3”.   

 

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 

The visual character is: (check one)  

Defined  

Mixed X 

  

 

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Topography (page 11)    

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X   

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 

the placement of surrounding buildings? 
X   

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)     

Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X   

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 

between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 
  X 

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X   

Side Spacing (page 15)    

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X   

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)    

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X   

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X   

Views (page 18)    

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?   X 

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)    

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?   X 

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 

spaces? 
  X 

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?   X 
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 

the street? 
X   

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 

the mid-block open space? 
X   

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   

Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 

buildings? 
X   

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding 

buildings? 
X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   

 

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33) No changes to entrance are proposed    

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 

the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 
  X 

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of 

building entrances? 
  X 

Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding 

buildings? 
  X 

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on 

the sidewalk?  
  X 

Bay Windows (page 34)    

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 

surrounding buildings? 
X   

Garages (pages 34 - 37)  No changes to garage are proposed    

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage?   X 

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 

the building and the surrounding area? 
  X 

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?   X 

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking?   X 

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)  Not applicable    

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?    X 

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 

building elements?  
  X 

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding 

buildings?  
  X 

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and   X 
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on light to adjacent buildings? 

 

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)    

Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 

and the surrounding area? 
X   

Windows (pages 44 - 46)    

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 

neighborhood? 
X   

Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in 

the neighborhood? 
X   

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 

architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 
X   

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 

especially on facades visible from the street? 
X   

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 

used in the surrounding area? 
X   

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 

are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 
X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   

 

 

SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 – 54) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 

Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of 

Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?  
X    

Are the character-defining features of the historic building maintained?  X   

Are the character-defining building form and materials of the historic building 

maintained? 
X   

Are the character-defining building components of the historic building 

maintained? 
X   

Are the character-defining windows of the historic building maintained? X   

Are the character-defining garages of the historic building maintained?   X 
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 

 

DATE: 3/18/15 RDT MEETING DATE: 3/18/15 3/18/15 

  

PROJECT INFORMATION: 
 Planner: Eiliesh Tuffy 

 Address: 276 Hartford Street 

 Cross Streets: Btwn. 19th and 20th Streets 

 Block/Lot: 3602/051 

 Zoning/Height Districts: RH-3/40-X 

 BPA/Case No. 201312113907 / 2014.1253DD 

 Project Status  Initial Review  Post NOPDR  DR Filed 

 Amount of Time Req.  5 min (consent)     15 minutes 

 30 minutes (required for new const.) 
 

 

Project Description: 

The proposal is to  

- convert the existing basement crawlspace into habitable space,  

- rehabilitate the building interior,  

- raise the existing front gable roof structure 1 foot in height, and  

- increase the overall building depth through a 3-story rear horizontal addition to the 

average rear yard setback.  

The project requires approval through a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the 

Planning Commission to legalize the existing single family use. Historic maps, permit records, 

and the real estate listing at the time of the 2006 sale indicate 2 dwelling units. The 2nd unit was 

never legally removed. 

 

Project Concerns (If DR is filed, list each concern.): 

General Plan concerns 

- Illegal removal of a rent-controlled dwelling unit (former tenant is believed to have been 

bought out in 2005, at the time of the last sale) Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(3) 

- Impact to neighborhood character. Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(2) 

- Impact on historic buildings (proposal meets the checklist for CatEx-Historical Review). 

Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(7) 

- DR filer supports restoring 2 rent-controlled dwelling units. 

RDG concerns 

- Reduction of the south elevation side setback (which is repeated in the row of historic 

Italianates) as part of the rear expansion, and the resulting loss of common access to light 

and air. DR filer supports maintaining the side setback & light court on the south 

elevation to preserve common access to light and air and maintain the pattern found on 

the adjacent buildings. 
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- Walling off of the DR filer’s access to the mid-block open space. DR filer supports 

maintaining the existing rear yard setback to protect access to mid-block open space. 

 

RDT Comments: 

 

- General Plan concerns are to be addressed through the Mandatory Discretionary Review 

scheduled before the Planning Commission, and are not the purview of the Residential 

Design Team. 

- The proposed project largely maintains the existing 3-foot side setback from the south 

property line on the upper floor of the building (RDG, pg. 16). The only exception being 

the firewall at the top floor’s rear deck.  

- The proposed rear yard dimension, which is based on the average rear yard depth of the 

two adjacent neighboring buildings, is not uncharacteristically deep for this block, is 

compatible with the surrounding context, and would have little impact on the mid-block 

open space. (RDG, pg. 16, pgs. 25-26) 

- No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. 
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Discretionary Review Action DRA-0415 
HEARING DATE: APRIL 16, 2015 

Date: May 29, 2015 

Case No.: 2014.1253DDRP 
Project Address: 276-278 HARTFORD STREET 

Building Permit: 2013.12.11.3907 
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) District 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 3602/051 
Project Sponsor: Dean Scheben 

Samantha Campbell 
D. Keith Campbell 
276 Hartford Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

DR Requestor: Leslie Andelin 
280 Hartford Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Staff Contact: Delviri Washington - (415) 558-6443 
delvin.washington@sfgov.org  

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 941032479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information:, 
415.558-6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE MANDATORY DISCRETIONARY REVIEW OF CASE 
NO. 2014.1253DDRP AND DISAPPROVAL OF THE REQUEST FOR A DWELLING UNIT MERGER. 
THE REQUEST WAS PART OF A PROJECT PROPOSAL TO CONSTRUCT A THREE-STORY 
HORIZONTAL REAR ADDITION, CREATE NEW HABITABLE SPACE ON TWO LOWER LEVELS, 
AND RAISE THE GABLE ROOF TO ACCOMMODATE A TOP FLOOR LOFT ON AN EXISTING 

TWO-STORY RESIDENTIAL DWELLING WITHIN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, THREE-
FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT AND 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 

PREAMBLE 
On December 11, 2013, Samantha Campbell and Dean Scheben filed for Building Permit Application No. 
2013.12.11.3907 proposing construction of a three-story horizontal rear addition, increase in the existing 
roof height and full interior renovation of a two-story, residential dwelling within the RH-3 (Residential, 
House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. During the Planning Department’s 
review of the proposal, it was determined that a Dwelling Unit Merger application and Mandatory 
Discretionary Review were required to seek legalization of the building’s current single family use. The 
dwelling unit merger review was necessary because building permits, city directories and fire insurance 
maps indicated the property was originally constructed and occupied historically as a two-family 

dwelling. 

Memo 



Discretionary Review Action DRA-0415 	 Case No. 2014.1253DDRP 

May 29, 2015 	 276-278 Hartford Street 

On February 19, 2015 Leslie Andelin (hereinafter "Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor") filed an 
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for Discretionary Review 

(2014.1253DDRP) of Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907. 

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 1 categorical 

exemption. 

On April 16, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Discretionary Review Application 

2014.1253DDRP. 

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

staff, and other interested parties. 

ACTION 
The Commission hereby disapproves the request for a Dwelling Unit Merger as part of the current 
proposal submitted under Building Permit Application 2013.12.11.3907, with the following conditions: 

1. The Project Sponsor may return within 12 months with a proposal for a two-unit building. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The reasons that the Commission took the action described above include: 

1. The Department of Building Inspection, following a site visit during the Summer of 2014, 
informed the owner’s attorney that the property would have to be classified as a two-family. 

2. The owner stated to a Commission member during a site visit, and during the public hearing that 

the 2nd  kitchen was removed after they had purchased the property. 
2. The Commission determined that the current proposal to expand a single-family residential use 

would be based on an inconclusive 3-R report that currently states the legal use as "Unknown". 
The Planning Commission must have clear direction based on a current and verified 3-R report 
before approving the expansion of a building and its associated use. The Project Sponsor is 
encouraged to work with the Department of Buildings to provide the required water tap and 

confidential Assessor’s records to establish a definitive 3-R report. 

SAN FRMACSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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May 29, 2015 	 276-278 Hartford Street 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Building Permit 

Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date the permit is issued. For 
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 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 

development. 

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

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission did not take Discretionary Review and approved the 
building permit as reference in this action memo on September 8, 2011. 

Jonas P. lonin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: 	Fong, Wu, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NAYS: 	Antonini 

ABSENT: 	none 

ADOPTED: 	April 16, 2015 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 





                                                                            Records Management Division
                                                                  1660 Mission Street - San Francisco CA 94103
                                                        Office (415) 558-6080 - FAX (415) 558-6402 - www.sfdbi.org

3602Block 051LotAddress of Building 276  HARTFORD ST

Other Addresses

1. A. Present authorized Occupancy or use: TWO FAMILY DWELLING

UNKNOWN

1

Application #

6.  Original Occupancy or Use:

89435

9602909

9605242

9717974

200709263798

201511243484

Permit # Issue Date

83265

788248

790584

717974

1133907

1376450

3.  Building Code Occupancy Classification:

Jun 12, 1946

Feb 22, 1996

Mar 28, 1996

Mar 15, 1998

Sep 26, 2007

Nov 24, 2015

UNKNOWN

Type of Work Done

5.  Building Construction Date (Completed Date):

REPLACE STUDDINGS, FOUNDATION WORK   -   CFC

REMODEL EXISTING KITCHEN AND BATHROOM, WORK IN LOWER UNIT
ONLY

CAP FOUNDATION ON NORTH WALL IN BATHROOM, RENEW BATHROOM
FLOOR FRAMING

REROOFING

REPLACE EXISTING BRICK FOUNDATION WITH NEW REINFORCED
CONCRETE FOUNDATION

FOR ADMINISTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY TO DOCUMENT THE LEGAL USE
AND OCCUPANCY OF THIS BUILDING AS A TWO STORY AND A BASEMENT
WITH TWO RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS.  THIS DETERMINATION  IS
BASED ON A REVIEW OF CITY RECORDS INCLUDING WATER DEPARTMENT
RECORDS, ASSESSORS RECORDS SANBORN MAP &  BUILDING PERMIT (CFC
2FD)

Status

Report of Residential Building Record (3R)

If Yes, what date?

    B. Is this building classified as a residential condominium?

(Housing Code Section 351(a))

Yes

C

C

C

X

X

C

BEWARE: This report describes the current legal use of this property as compiled from records of City Departments. There has
been no physical examination of the property itself. This record contains no history of any plumbing or electrical permits. The
report makes no representation that the property is in compliance with the law. Any occupancy or use of the property other than
that listed as authorized in this report may be illegal and subject to removal or abatement, and should be reviewed with the
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection.  Errors or omissions in this report shall not bind or stop the
City from enforcing any and all building and zoning codes against the seller, buyer and any subsequent owner.  The preparation
or delivery of this report shall not impose any liability on the City for any errors or omissions contained in said report, nor shall
the City bear any liability not otherwise imposed by law.

No

    C. Does this building contain any Residential Hotel Guest Rooms as defined in Chap. 41, S.F. Admin. Code? Yes No

2.  Zoning district in which located:

����

4.  Do Records of the Planning Department reveal an expiration date for any non-conforming use of this property? Yes No

7.  Construction, conversion or alteration permits issued, if any:

The zoning for this property may have changed. Call Planning Department, (415) 558-6377, for the current status.

����

RH-3

����

8. A. Is there an active Franchise Tax Board Referral on file?
    B. Is this property currently under abatement proceedings for code violations?

9. Number of residential structures on property?

10. A. Has an energy inspection been completed? B. If yes, has a proof of compliance been issued?

Yes ����No
Yes ����No

����Yes No ����Yes No

R3

City and County of San Francisco                                                                                                                Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Department of Building Inspection                                                                                                Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director

11. A. Is the building in the Mandatory Earthquake Retrofit of Wood-Frame Building Program?    Yes
B. If yes, has the required upgrade work been completed?    Yes

No
No

����



                                                                            Records Management Division
                                                                  1660 Mission Street - San Francisco CA 94103
                                                        Office (415) 558-6080 - FAX (415) 558-6402 - www.sfdbi.org

3602Block 051LotAddress of Building 276  HARTFORD ST

THIS REPORT IS VALID FOR ONE YEAR ONLY. The law requires that, prior to the consummation of the sale or exchange of
this property, the seller must deliver this report to the buyer and the buyer
must sign it.

(For Explanation of terminology, see attached)

Other Addresses

201512074531

Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street - San Francisco CA 94103 - (415) 558-6080
Report of Residential Record (3R)

Report No:

ROCHELLE GARRETTBy:

Date of Issuance: 09 DEC 2015

09 DEC 2016Date of Expiration:

Patty Herrera, Manager 
Records Management Division
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
 
DATE: 7/21/15 RDT MEETING DATE:  7/22/15 
  
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
 Planner: Jeff Horn 
 Address: 276 Hartford Street 
 Cross Streets: Btwn. 19th and 20th Streets 
 Block/Lot: 3602/051 
 Zoning/Height Districts: RH-3/40-X 
 BPA/Case No. 201312113907 / 2014.1253DRP 
 Project Status  Initial Review  Post NOPDR  DR Filed 
 Amount of Time Req.  5 min (consent)     15 minutes 

 30 minutes (required for new const.) 
 

 
Project Description: 
The proposal is to  

- convert the existing basement crawlspace into habitable space,  
- rehabilitate the building interior,  
- raise the existing front gable roof structure 1 foot in height, and  
- increase the overall building depth through a 3-story rear horizontal addition.  

The project requires rehearing as a 2 unit building per DR Action Memo. Project Design was not 
discussed at the DR hearing. 
 
Project Concerns (If DR is filed, list each concern.): 
General Plan concerns by DR: 

- Impact to neighborhood character. Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(2) 
- Impact on historic buildings (proposal meets the checklist for CatEx-Historical Review). 

Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(7) 
RDG concerns 

- Reduction of the south elevation side setback (which is repeated in the row of historic 
Italianates) as part of the rear expansion, and the resulting loss of common access to light 
and air. DR filer supports maintaining the side setback & light court on the south 
elevation to preserve common access to light and air and maintain the pattern found on 
the adjacent buildings. 

- Walling off of the DR filer’s access to the mid-block open space. DR filer supports 
maintaining the existing rear yard setback to protect access to mid-block open space. 
 

RDT Comments: 
-No new comments 
-No exceptional or extraordinary circumstances 
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