SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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: Jetf 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.
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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2014.1253DRP
April 7, 2016 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 19 and 20" 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 2Y%-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 1%2 -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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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary

CASE NO. 2014.1253DRP

April 7, 2016 276 Hartford Street
BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED DR HEARING FILING TO
TYPE PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATES DATE HEARING TIME
311 April 14, 2015 54 days
30d .20 — Feb. 19, 2015 Feb 19, 2015 .
Notice ays | Jan © © April7,2016 | 413 days
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD 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 22
the street
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

SAN FRANCISCO
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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2014.1253DRP
April 7, 2016 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
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276 Hartford Street — Attachments
Block Book Map

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2014.0627D
276 Hartford Street
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Sanborn Map, ca. mid-1990s
(Subject Property is a 2-flat)
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Zoning Map (RHf3/40-X)
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Aerial Photo, looking West towards Castro St.

SUBJECT PROPERTY
(RH-3 ZONING EXTENDS TO CASTRO STREET)
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Aerial Photo, looking east towards Hartford St.

(RH-1 ZONING DIRECTLY ACROSS
FROM SUBJECT PROPERTY)

SUBJECT PROPERTY
(RH-3 ZONING EXTENDS
TO CASTRO STREET)

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2014.0627D
276 Hartford Street
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West Side of Hartford Street
(RH-3 Zoning)

SUBJECT PROPERTY
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Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2014.0627D
276 Hartford Street
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West Side of Hartford Street
(RH-3 Zoning)

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2014.0627D
276 Hartford Street

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



East Side of Hartford Street
(RH-1 directly across from Subject Property)

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2014.0627D
276 Hartford Street
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East Side of Hartford Street
(RH-3 towards 19t" St.)

Mandatory Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2014.0627D
276 Hartford Street
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
276 Hartford Street 3602/051
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.1253 2013.12.11.3907 6/5/2015
@ Addition/ _IDemolition |:|New |:|Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Proposal 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.

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
D 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
D 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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT2/13/15



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)

I I O B A A O A

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.

O]

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.

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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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.

= OO0 -dod oo

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.

L

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.

[o]

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. 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.

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

O gjogdOd

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.

SAN FRANCISCO
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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
D 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.

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

D 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

D 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.

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

Signature:

Planner Name: J Eff Horn

Project Approval Action:

Building Permit

1t Discretionary Review betore the P’lanning 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.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 276 Hartford Street Applicant: Dennis Budd, Gast Architects
Cross Street(s): 20" Street Address: 355 11" 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.

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction M Alteration

O Change of Use O Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

M Rear Addition O Side Addition M Vertical Addition

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

Number of Stories 2 + crawlspace 3

Number of Dwelling Units 1 1

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 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: 1/20/15
E-mail: eiliesh.tuffy@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 5/19/15

S 3 R &5 7B (415) 575-9010

Para informacién en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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Rear View

Rear View 2
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 « San Francisco, 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
PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: 276 Hartford Street Case No.: 2014.1253DRP
Cross Street(s): 20™ Street Building Permit: 2013.12.11.3907
Block /Lot No.: 3602/051 Applicant: Stephen Williams, attorney
Zoning District(s): RH-3/40-X Telephone: 415-292-3656
Area Plan: N/A Email: smw@stevewilliamslaw.com

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 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.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

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

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Jeff Horn Telephone: (415) 575-6925 E-Mail: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org
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Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:

sy | D0 |, [ 25D

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME-. =

Leslie Andelin

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: S ’ T e ey R

: : i ZIP-CODE: TELEPHONE:
280 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 194114 (415 )956-8100

PROPERTY.OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY. REVIEW: NAME:
Samantha Campbell Mark Christian Scheben

ADDRESS:: : ZIP CODE: g TELEPHONE;

276 - 278 Hartford Street, San Francrsco CA 94114 (415 ) 885-2946
CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: i

Same as Above [ Ryan J. Patterson, Esq / Zacks & Freedman P C

ADBRESS! e '*;ngrpfébﬁE: S TELEPHONE: T

235 Montgomery Street Smte 400 San Franasco, CA 194104 (415 ) 956-8100
E-MAIL ADDRESS! it H :

ryanp@zulpc.com

2. Location and Classification

STREET.ADDRESS OF PROJECT: . - S . | ZIR CODE:
276 - 278 Hartford Street, San Francrsco, CA 94114
CROSS BTREETSY .1 o ST : : : :

19th & 20th Streets
i ASSESSOHSB’I":OCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQFT): i ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: -,
3602 /051 22'x 125’ 2750 sq. ft. RH-3 40-X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use []  Change of Hours (]  New Construction []  Alterations X  Demolition []  Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear Front [_] Height [X¥  Side Yard [X

Present or Previous Use: Two-Family Dwelling

Proposed Use: Single- Famrly Dwellrng

2013.12.11.3907 | “ )
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: 12/11/2013

p



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? > 4

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? > 1
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 1 B¢

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.

on the adJacent propertles The Project Sponsor replied "We could have made it worse.” No changes have been
IIIGUE I.U IIIILIBGLC l.I |L=4 )JIUJE\.l ) IIII}JG\.L).

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08 07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

- GASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

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?




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 3R 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

1



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-controiled 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 approval and permission to expandthe
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

2



2)

3)

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.”

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.

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.

¢ The other informatio applications may be required.

Signature:

Date: 9/}9 /15’

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

Ryan J. Patterson, Esq.

Owner / Authorized Agent @)

10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



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 correét 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)

LIS I HENEYEN R

NOTES:

0 Required Material.

B Optional Material.

O 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:



ZACKS & FREEDMAN

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
April 8, 2015

Hon. Rodney Fong and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

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

Re:  276-278 Hartford Street — Residential Unit Merger & Envelope Expansion

Case Nos. 2014.1253D & 2014.1253DRP

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

This office represents DR Requestor Leslie Andelin, the immediate neighbor of the Project.

Enclosed with this letter are the following:

A. A letter of neighborhood opposition signed by 22 neighbors.

B. Personal attestations of 10 neighbors who “have personal knowledge and can attest that
there were two separate residential units located at 276-278 Hartford Street af the time

the [Project Sponsors] bought the building in December 2005.”

C. A former owner’s declaration confirming the property’s historic and ongoing use as
two separate residential units at least as far back as his grandmother’s ownership of the

property.

The facts of this case are simple and stark:

1. The Project Sponsors illegally removed a lawful rent-controlled housing unit without a

building permit, plumbing permit, or electrical permit, and without Planning Department

review,

2. The Project Sponsors lied to the City and to their neighbors about the lawful status of the

property. They got caught.

3. The Project would adversely affect the neighborhood by walling off the common rear-

yard open space, and by in-filling the reciprocal side-yard setback that provides light and

air to the adjacent home.

We respectfully ask the Planning Commission to require the property’s restoration to its lawful
status as two rent-controlled units, and to preserve the neighborhood’s character.

Very truly yours,

ZA@ FRﬁMAN, P.C.

Ryan J. Patterson
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Neighbor Opposition Letters: 22 Total
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January, 2015 %

President Cindy Wu and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: ILLEGAL REMOVAL OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING ,
276-278 Hartford Street - Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907
Hearing Date: pending

Dear President Wu and Commissioners:

The owners of the property at 276-278 Hartford Street recently illegally converted two rent-controlled
housing units into a single-family house, without permits or public notice. They have now applied to the
City to sanction their illegal act, along with dramatically expanding the historic c. 1892 building in a way
that is out of character with the neighborhood.

We respectfully urge the City to deny the owners’ building permit application. The City should require
the owners to restore the building to its rent-controlled two-unit condition, for the following reasons:

1) Approval of this permit would permanently remove a two bedroom unit from the housing market in
this neighborhood.

2) Rewarding people who illegally convert their houses by approving this permit for a massive
expansion, sends a message that the rules are not the same for everyone and will change the character
of this historic neighborhood.

3) The proposed construction is excessively large, blocking light and air originally designed to give these
matching Victorians room to breathe in a compact urban environment. It will dramatically increase the
size of the historic building, and it will wall off and take away green space from the shared mid-block
rear yard open space.

Name: / A &@D /\/
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January, 2015

President Cindy Wu and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: ILLEGAL REMOVAL OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
276-278 Hartford Street - Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907
Hearing Date: pending

Dear President Wu and Commissioners:

The owners of the property at 276-278 Hartford Street recently lllegally converted two rent—gontrolled
housing units into a single-family house, WIthouf permlts or pul)hc notice. They have now applted to the
City to sanction their illegal act, along with dramatically expanding the h|stor|c €. 1892 building in a way
that is out of character with the neighborhood. A . .. e

! ™, ,x\ ' R ‘ T* s vk a"‘ A. 4 i '\f:\ﬂ !
We respectfully urge the Cityte*deify the bwnefs’ building permit application. The City should require
the owners to restore the building to its rent-controllecl two-unit condition, for the following reasons:
1) Approval of this permlt wbuld permanently remove a two bedroom umt from the housmg market m
this neighborhood. : ; : oo

Y

2) Rewarding people who illegally convert their houses hy approvmg ‘this permit for a masswe
expansion, sends a message that the rules are not the same for everyone and will change the character
of this historic neighborhood.

3) The proposed construction is excessively large, blocking light and air originally designed to give these
matching Victorians room to breathe in a compact urban environment It will dramatically increase the.
size of the historic building, and it will wall off and take' a‘way“green spaee from-the shared -mid- block
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January, 2015

President Cindy Wu and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: ILLEGAL REMOVAL OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING
276-278 Hartford Street - Building Permit Application No. 2013.12.11.3907
Hearing Date: January 15, 2015

Dear President Wu and Commissioners:

The owners of the property at 276-278 Hartford Street recently illegally converted two rent-controlled
housing units into a single-family house, without permits or public notice. They have now applied to the
City to sanction their illegal act, along with dramatically expanding the historic c. 1892 building in a way
that is out of character with the neighborhood.

We respectfully urge the City to deny the owners’ building permit application. The City should require
the owners to restore the building to its two-unit condition, for the following reasons:

1) We are in a housing crisis. We cannot afford to lose two affordable, rent-controlled housing
units.

2) People who cheat and break City laws shouid not be rewarded, while people who play by the
rules lose out. If the Planning Commission approves this permit, the owners’ illegal scheme will
be rewarded.

3) The proposed construction is out of character with the neighborhood, blocking light and air to
the adjacent matching Victorians. It will dramatically increase the size of the historic building,
and it will wall off the block’s shared rear-vard open space.

Address:

o [ 4130 W% St SF g wH
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EXHIBIT B



|, the undersigned, have personal knowledge and can attest that there were two separate residential
units located at 276-278 Hartford Street at the time the present owners bought the building in
December 2005.

D 280 Hartford .

Address
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Signatyfe
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I, the undersigned, have personal knowledge and can attest that there were two separate residential
units located at 276-278 ngtford Street at the time the present owners bought the building in
Decembey 2005.
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I, the undersigned, have personal knowledge and can attest that there were two separate residential
units located at 276-278 Hartford Street at the time the present owners bought the building in
December 2005.
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EXHIBIT C



ZACKS & FREEDMAN, P.C.

235 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUTTL: 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94104
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RYAN J. PATTERSON (SBN 277971)
MICHAEL E. PROFANT (SBN 299246)
ZACKS & FREEDMAN, P.C.

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94104

Tel: (415) 956-8100

Fax: (415) 288-9755

Attorneys for Discretionary Review Requestor,
Leslie Andelin

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION

DECLARATION OF PHILLIP MOTTINI

Discretionary Review Application
Project Address: 276-278 Hartford Street
BPA No. 2013.12.11.3907

I, Phillip Mottini, declare as follows:

1. I make this declaration based on facts personally known to me, except as to
those facts stated on information and belief, which facts I believe to be true.

2. I am informed and believe that my grandmother owned the property known as
276-278 Hartford Street at the time I was born. For as long as | remember—at least 40 years—
the property included two separate dwelling units with separate kitchens.

3. After my grandmother passed away, I inherited the property in or about 1995. 1
sold the property in or about 2001. The property remained as two dwelling units the entire time
I owned it. I occupied the upper level, and tenants occupied the lower level.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true
and correct, and that this was executed on April 7, 2015.

Phillip Mottifi

_1-
DECLARATION OF PHILLIP MOTTINI




Z ACKS, FREEDMAN & P ATTERSON 235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94104

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION Telephone (415) 956-8100
Facsimile (415) 288-9755

www.zfplaw.com

March 30, 2016
VIA EMAIL

Hon. Rodney Fong and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Jeffrey Horn@sfgov.org

Re: 276-278 Hartford Street
Case No. 2014.1253D

Dear President Fong and Commissioners:

Our office represents DR Requestor Leslie Andelin, the neighbor to the immediate south of the
Project. The Project Sponsor’s unlawful removal of a dwelling unit was taken very seriously by
this Commission at its April 16, 2015 hearing, and the Commission voted to disapprove the
application.,

Now that a revised Project application has been filed (and the Project plans sold along with the
house), we would like to reemphasize our objection to infilling the southern light-court which
benefits the DR Requestor’s property. The Project Site and the DR Requestor’s home are part of
a series of five Victorian sister-homes, with coordinated reciprocal light-courts. It is absolutely
inappropriate to block the light-court in this manner.

Likewise, we request a reasonable setback of the rear deck, parapet, and roof overhang. Given
the massing, light, and air impacts on the DR Requestor’s home, we assume this design passed
review because the Project plans misrepresent site conditions. Sheet A0.1 shows solid rear walls
in the DR Requestor’s home that do not actually exist. Rather than solid walls, there is a rear
deck and open posts which allow light and air into the DR Requestor’s art studio. (Please see
attached.) The proposed side/rear expansion would wall off the common rear-yard open space,
severely impacting the DR Requestor’s home.

As a procedural matter, we must also object to the scheduling of this DR hearing without the
issuance of a new 311 notice. The previous project application was denied. While the
Commission allowed the Project Sponsor to submit a new application without waiting for the
standard one-year bar on resubmission, this new submission is a new project and must be
separately noticed. To wit, the Project under consideration now contains two units rather than a
single-family home as originally proposed. Without a new 311 notice, other residents are denied
the right to file their own requests for Discretionary Review. We hope the Department will
reconsider this procedural decision.




Hon. Rodney Fong
March 30, 2016
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration.
Very truly yours,

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

ST

Ryan J. Patterson
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
Case No.: 2014. 1253 DD

Building Permit No.: 2013-1211-3907

Address: 276 Hartford 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
to reviewing the attached DR application.

Please see attachment.

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

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



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
ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW —276 HARTFORD STREET



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
ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW —276 HARTFORD STREET



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

4. 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 1

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

Basement levels (may include garage or windowless

storage roomMS) ......oooiiiiiiiii e 1 1
Parking spaces (Off-Street) ................................ 1 1
Bedrooms ... 3 4

Gross square footage (floor area from exterior wall to

exterior wall), not including basement and parking areas.... _ 2249 3144
Helght L 16'-8" 16'-8"
Building Depth ... 73'-4" 81'-11"
Most recent rent received (if any) ........................... 0 0
Projected rents after completion of project ............... Y 0
Current value of property .........................occoeeen $2,300,000

Projected value (sale price) after completion of project
(IFKNOWN) ot $2,800,000

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

March 27, 2015 Stephen M. Williams

Eﬁnature Date Name (please print)

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Rodney Fong, President March 25, 2016
San Francisco Planning Commission

1620 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 276 Hartford Strect: Planning Department Case No. 2004,1253DD
Discrctionary Review: 2014.1253DDRP
BPA No.: 20013.12.11.3907
Hearing Date: April 7, 2016

President Fong and Members of the Commission:
INTRODUCTION

This office, along with the team of David Gast, ATA LEED AP and Dennis Budd,
AlA, LEED AP, of Gast Architects, represents Christian *Dean” Scheben and Samantha
Campbell (husband and wife) and Samantha's father, D. Keith Campbell, the owners of
the residential building located at 276 Hartford Street located in the Delores Heights
neighborhood of San Francisco (“the Property™).

The Property Ohwners bought and lived in the house for 11 plus years believing it to
be a single family home. Since buying the property Samantha and Dean have had two
children, and decided to renovate their home to accommaodate their growing family.
However, the found that their building was technically a two-umit building. Their
application for a merger was denied but the planned renovation and small expansion was
approved by this Commission if it returned as a two-unit building
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The Owners Learned of the Status When They Sougeht to Renovale

Samantha and Dean closed escrow on the home on December 14, 2005, For the next ten
wears they used the burlding as a single family home. In December 2001 3, Samantha and
Dean, with the assistance of Gast Architects, inttiated a modest remodel/expansion
project of their home in response to their growing family, (they have two children under
the age of six). At that ime, they deamed for the first time that the building s technically
considered a two unit building. The paperwork given to them in escrow stated the
burlding was a single family home,

The property owners initially attempted to “legalize™ the existing physical layvout of the
house by applying to the Planning Department for an administrative merger of the two
units. An administrative merger requires a mandatory Discretionary Review ("DR”)
hearing. That DR was originally scheduled before the Commission on January 16, 2015,
but the neighbor 1o the south (DR Requestor) filed a last minute DR Application on the
last day to challenge the project---claiming impacts to “light and air” - which caused the
hearing on the merger application to be delayed until April 16, 2015, That additional DR
was utterly without merit. The proposed small rear extension and associated construction
to the north of the complaining neighbor cannot possibly cause exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances or unreasonable impacts to “light and air™ on the building o
the south,

The Commission Denied the Merger But Appraved the Project Envelope

The Planning Commission held the mandatory Discretionary Review on the unit merger
application on April 16, 2005, At that same hearing the Commission considered the DR
of the remode] project brought by the Appellant herein, The Planning Commission denied
the merger apphcation, The denial of the merger was based on the need to preserve all
units of housing and the affordable housing ernisis, and not based on a defect or deficiency
with the application.

Om the remodel/expansion permit, the Planning Commission determined that the
expansion of the envelope contemplated by the alteration application was acceptable and
so ruled that,

“The Project Spansor may retuen within 12 momths with a proposal for a two-unit
building. ™  Discretionary Review Action Memo dated May 29, 2015 attached hereto as
Exhibit 1.)

The Commassion dented the merger but specifically allowed the Project Sponsor to
proceed with a remodel which respected and maintained two units on the properny.

The Project Sponsors attempted to follow the Planning Commission’s instructions, and
directed their architects to devise a new remodel plan which would retain the two-unit
layoul {Plans attached as Exhibit 2). However, before the Planning Department would

[
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allow a permit to be issued for the 2-unit remodde] project, they required that the Property
Owners apply to the Department of Building Inspection for an administrative permit
documenting the official legal use and number of dwelling units in the building, The
Project Sponsors duly complied with that requirement, and after requiring the Sponsor to
jump through many hoops, the DB issued a certificate of final completion and
occupancy for a two-unit building on November 11, 2015 (a copy of the Certificate of
Final Completion and Occupancy, and accompanying job card is attached hereto as
Exhibit 3},

DR Requestor Appealed the Administrative Permit Confirming Two Units

After objection at the Commission last year of the merger request the DR Requestor the
took the exact opposition position and challenged the 1ssuance of the permit certifyving the
two-unit count of the building before the San Francisco Board of Appeals, on the basis
that the permit was “improperly issued.” The Board voted unanimously 1o deny the
appeal and uphold the permit on the grounds that the permit was properly issued (See,
Mecting Minutes of February 10, 2016 Board of Appeals attached as Exhibit 4).

Huoving lost at the Board of Appeals, Appellant is back before the Planning Commission
pursuing the same Discretionary Review request which they filed last February. Because
the Commission disposed of the unit merger question, all that remains of the DR request
15 that directed to the proposed rear expansion of the project building.

It should be noted that Appellant’s onginal challenge was primanly to the legalization of
the unit merger. The purpose of the admimistrative permit certifying the two-unit status of
the building was to settle the ambiguity regarding the legal number of units in the
building. Opposing the permit certifying the two-unit status of the building, is
diametrically opposed to the appellant’s stated “exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justily Discretionary Review of the Project™ iLe. that the removal of
dwelling units violated the City's Planning Prionty Policy # 2 (Sce appellant’s original
DR Application of February 19, 20135 attached hereto as Exhibit 5,)

Maintaiming the two-unit nature of this property is the stated reason for this Discretionary
Review in the first place. The property owners have accepted that they must mantain the
two-unit configuration of the property, However, as it stands the building lacks the
physical infrastructure (second kitchen) needed for two truly separate units.

The Property Owners have modified their plans to conform with the City"s demands o
every tum. The City demanded that the propenty owners carrect the ambiguous status of
the building found in the 3R reports. The Property Owners did just that. {Exhibit 3). The
City has demanded that the property owners maintain the two-unit configuration of the
butlding, but gave them 12 months leave to return with remoddel proposal which
maintained the two-umits. The Property owners duly complied.

Now the property owners are requesting approval of a plan to remodel the home which
will maintain the two-units and rebuild the second unit's kitchen (thus making the facts
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on the ground match the facts in the City's file). However, the Property Owners cannot
move forwand with implementing the two-unit configuration until they receive approval
to begin construction, and they cannot receive that approval while this discretionary
review 15 pending. The Commission should deny the DR request for lack of ment. There
are no unreasonable impacts or exceptional and extraordinary circumstances which
Justify delaving this project any further.

A Project Settine and Proposal

The property is a one story over garage building located on the west side of Hartford
Street between 19th and 20th Streets, in the Dolores Heights/Eureka Valley
neighborhood. The block on which it 1s located is split-zoned RH-2 and RH 3. This is a
residential neighborhood with mostly single-family buildings with some 2-unit and very
few buildings of 3-unit or more.

Although we have learned that the existing building is techmically characterized as two
umits, as set forth in the merger application, Samantha and Dean purchased the property
as a simgle-family dwelling in 2005 and relying on official eity documents including the
Assessors Report and the 3R Report from DB, both of which confirmed the building as a
single-fomily dwelling, Because of this discrepancy the Commission ordered the Propenty
owners to clanfy the unit count with the City, but specified that the current project was
acceptable if it was revised so as to retain the two-unit configuration, To comply with the
Commussion’s orders, the Property Owners have redesigned their proposed remodel such
that it mamntains the two-unit configuration (See Exhibit 5).

The existing building is approximately 2200 square feet, The lower floor has
approximately 930 square feet of hiving space and the upper floor contains 1170 square
feet of living space. (Sce Exhibit 5) Samantha and Dean purchased the building with the
help of her father Keith Campbell in December 2005 with the sole intention of making it
their family home. Since the time the purchased the home, both of their children have
been born and the need for additional space has substantially increased.

The project would ereate an approximately 2492 square foot residence that the family
will continue to occupy. The new renovated second unit would be approximately 816
square feet. The total renovation would result in a building of approximately 3208 square
feet. The proposed project is mostly interior renovations and the modest rear yord
expansion maintains the rear vand setbacks,

Appellant’s Discretionary Review is premised on their DR application No,
2104.1253DRP (Exhibit 5), which was filed February 19, 2015, This DR Application was
primarnly premised on the merger application which was pending at the time. As
descnbed above, the Property Owners have moved on from the merger application.
Therefore, the remaining complaints contained in the DR application are: 1) that the rear
expansion will wall off the mid-block open space; 2) that the proposed side expansion
will reduce the “light coun™ reducing the air and light of DR Requester: and 3) that the
hestone character of neighborhood will be effected if one of the five contemporary
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Victorian homes i a row on the subject block is allowed to be renovated. There 1s no
merit to any of these arguments, None of these remaining arguments rises to the level of
exceptional and extraordinary circumstances or unreasonable impacts which would
warrant taking Discretionary Review.,

L. The Rear Expansion Will Not Wall OIT Midblock Open Space

The proposed expansion does not “wall oft™ the mid-block open space, and mamntains the
required rear yard setbacks. The proposed rear yard expansion will maintain the 25% rear
vard sct back called for in Residential Design Guidelines. The proposed expansion also
respects the average adjacent rear yard setbacks of the two adjacent property owners.
Therefore, there are no exceptional and extrmordinary circumstances or unreasonable
impacts form the proposed project.

DR Requestors property is located to the south of the Project Sponsor's property. In San
Francisco, a property’s light is not substantially impacted by the propenties to the north.
This is the case here. The proposed modest rear yard expansion will not affect the air and
heht of DR Requester.,

1. The Small Side Yard Expansion Will Not Change the Air and Light Between the
Houses

The Proposed expansion would not have an unreasonable impact on the air and light of
DR Requester. DR Requester has complained that the expansion of the basement level of
the Project Property would block the air and light between the buildings, However, the
plans for the proposed project clearly show that on the Project Sponsor’s side of the
property line, the light court 15 already covered to light from above starting at the first
story, and ¢losed to air and light on the east side. Calling this a light court at all is
something of a stretch. It is covered o light from the top, and closed 1o air passing
between the buildings, The proposed expansion will only effect the basement level,
makmg the basement wall even with the first story wall as it currently exists.

The expansion of which DR requester complains was already approved by the
Commission during the hearing on the Merger Application. At that hearing the
Commission approved of the old proposed project. That project differed in numerous
ways, however the expansion in question was a feature that has been consistent between
the two designs (See the initial one-unit plans attached hereto as Exhibit 6.

There are no unreasonable impacts. It will not change the amount of air circulmting
between the houses and as discussed above, the existing wall of the Property and the
location of the DR Requesters property (1o the south) already prevents significant impacts
to the light of DR Requester.

n
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3. The Project Will Not Affect the Historic Character of the Block.

DR Requester acknowledges that this property has been classified as Class B “potential
historical resource™. Despite acknowledging that the histone character of the butlding has
been assessed, the DR Requester goes on to argue, “the subject property’s historic value
should be assessed betore the City considers approving [the] permit.” This argument
lacks mernit. The City has considered the historic value of the subject building and did not
choose 10 make a more restnictive historical classitication.

Furthermore, DR Requester fails to note that the renovation plans show that the fromt
fagade of the Subject Property is nearly identical to the existing site, There is no
significant change to the exterior appearance of the house from the street, There is no
unpreasonable impact 1o the lestone character of any of the other buildings on the block.

There Are No Unreasonable Impacis

There are no negative impacts on the neighbors or the properties surrounding the subject
site. As set forth in the Application, (and as determined by the Residential Design Team)
the project complies with the General Plan guidelines for design of in-fill development
and compatibility with existing neighborhoods The Depariment has reviewed and
generally approved the project. No varances of any kind are needed for the project. At
the prier heanng before the Planning Commission, during the merger request
discretionary review, the Commission encouraged Samantha and Dean to return with a
design proposal which retained the two-unit configuration but otherwise approved the
expansion of the building. This indicates that the last time it was considered: the
Commussion did not find ment to the DR Requester’s other arguments.

The merger application was opposed by the DR Requester because it would remove
housing units from the market. However, the house currently does not have the
infrastructure for two units (lacking a second kitchen). Therefore, in order to bring the
house into compliance with the two-unit requirement the property owners have fo
renovate the buslding, To do this the property owners applied for an administrative permit
to certify the unit count. The DR Requester however appealed the issuance of that
permit. Which is to say that after challenging the request to legally merge the units,
{which resulted in the requirement that the Property Owners rebuilding the second unit’s
infrastructure); the DR requester also challenged the request to legally recognize that
there are two units. The DR requester™s shifting challenges are frvolous and without
merit. These challenges are not brought to remedy legitimate grievances but rather to
harass delay and exhaust both financially and emotionally the property owners,

The current two-unit Project 15 what the Planning Commission speciffcally tald the
Property Chwners they showld de when they denied the merger application, Now the
Property Owners have complied with the Commission’s instructions, to come back with a
two-unit proposal. But the neighbor has challenged the permit and the project again, as
they at every turn. The Commission should deny this discretionary review request and
approve the Project and proposed
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B. Project Benefits.

The arguments of DR Requester are without merit. There are no exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances which should prevent the proposed renovation plan from
being approved, nor are there unreasonable impacts to the neighboring and adjocent
property owners. In addition, the following factors support approval of this proposed
renoviaton;

Mo tenant displacement. The project would maintain two dwelling units that
have been occupied by the Campbell/Scheben family since 2005, The project
affects only owner-occupied housing; it will not displace any existing tenants or
remove an otherwise available dwelling unit. No tenant has been or will be
displaced.

Increase to the City’s Supply of Family Howsing, Housing units of an
appropriate size and affordable to growing San Francisco families are in scarce
supply. As a result, many families with young children find themselves priced out
of the City. This trend is to the detriment of neighborhood diversity and
community investment. Allowing the project to go forward will ereate a home of
appropriate size for this growing family, and will not effect the current housing
stock. This will diversify the City's available housing supply by tuming a
butlding with two units which were only suitable for families without children
into o building with two units, one of which is suitable for a family with children.

In this case, the proposcd renovation will directly advance the policies of the
City's Housing Element, including Policy 4.1 to encourage the remodeling of
existing housing for families with children.

No Alfordable Dwelling Units Affected. There are no below market rale unils at
the property. Because the building is valued ot over 83 million dollars, it is
anticipated that even afier the home is divided into two units they would still
appraise for a higher amount in the current market.

The Renovation Will Provide a Complete Scismic Upgrade The remodeling
project that the Property Owners have proposed includes a complete seismic
upgrade of the building and the complete remodeling and updating of the entire
butlding. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit 2 is a reduced st of plans for the
proposed remodeling project. Earthquake preparedness is an express prionty
policy. The project also includes up-grades to all systems and other improvements
to the building

Consistency with Neighborhood Character. The project will not change the
existing building’s conformity with neighborhood character, As detailed in the
proposed plans, the renovations will respect the existing fagade and height of the
building.
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CONCLUSION

The facts in this case do not create an exceptional and extraordinary circumstance
which should prevent the approval of the proposed renovation. This family has gone to
extrordinary lengths to comply with the City"s planning and zoning requirements, The
DR requester has pone to extraordimary lengths to harass and delay the Project Sponsors
by rusing fnvolows, mentless, and contradictory appeals at every opportunity. The
Property Owners have followed the Planmng Commission’s instructions for moving
forward with their desired renovation, and have taken great care to ensure that there are
no unrcasonable impacts associated with this project, The Commission should approve
the requested renovation plans. The Commission should deny the DR Request for lack of
ment. There are no unreasonable impacts or exceptional and extrordinary circumstances
which justify delaying this project any further,

VERY TRULY YOURS,

i W
U

STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS
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TRS0 Mssicn 51
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0415 Do
HEARING DATE: APRIL 16, 2015 LA MI03-2479
e pphon.
Dhate; hlay 29 215 415550 6378
Case Mo 201412530 DRP Fax
Praject Adufress: 276-278 HARTFORD STREET 415,558 B400
Building Permut:  2013.12.11.3907
Zoning: RH-3 (Rusidential House, Three-Family) District s
40X Height and Bulk District 4155588377
BlockiLot: 3602/051

Project Sporsor,; Dean Schelbwn
Samantha Camplwell
3. Keith Campbell
276 Hartford Stneed
ban Francisco, CA 4114
DR Requestor: Leslie Andelin
2B0 Hartford Street
San Francisco, CA 24114
Stuff Combact: Dhelvin Washington - {415) 5538-6443

delvinwashingtonds=tgoyv.ong

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 HABITADLE SPACE ON TWO LOWER LEVELS,
AND RAISE THE GABLE ROOF TO ACCOMMODATE A TOP FLOOR LOFT ON AN EXISTING
TWO-S5TORY RESIDENTIAL DWELLING WITHIN THE RIL3 (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.
201312113907 proposing construction of a three-story horizontal rear addition, increase in the euisting
roof height and full interior renovation of a two-story, residential dwelling within the RH-3 {Residential,
House, Three-Family) Dhstrict 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 scok legalization of the building’s current single family use. The
dwelling unit merger review was necessary because building permits, dty directories and fire insurance
maps indicated the property was originally constructed and eccupicd  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 Leslic Andelin (hereinafter "Discretionary Review (DR) Requestor™) filed an
application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Discretionary  Review
(2014.1253DDRF) of Building Permit Application No, 2003, 12.11.3907.

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

On April 16, 2005, the San Francisco Manning Commission thereinafter *Commission™) conducted a duly
noticed  public hearing ot a regularly scheduled mevting on Discretionary  Review  Application
2014 1253 0D0R,

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered writhen materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other inlerested parties,

ACTION
The Commission hereby disapproves the roquest for a Dhwelling Unit Merger as part of the current
proposal submitied under Duilding Permit Application 2003,12.11.39%07, 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:

I The Department of Building Inspection, following a site visit during the Summer of 2014,

triturmesd the owner’s attorney that the property would have to be classified as a two-family,

2. The owner stated Lo a Commission member during a site visit, and during the public hearing that
the 2 kitchen was removed after they had purchased the property,
The Commission determined that the current proposal 1o expand a single-family residential use
winild be based on an inconclusive 3-R report that currently states the legal use as “Unknown™.
The Planning Commission must have dear direction based on a current and verified 3-R repont
before approving the expansion of a building and its associated use The Project Sponsor is
ercouraged 10 work with the Department of Buildings to provide the requined water tap and
confidential Assessor's records to establish a definitive 3-R neport

P
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Discretionary Review Aclion DRA-0415 Case No. 2014.1253DDRP
May 29, 2015 276-278 Hartford Street

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF ACTION: Any aggricved person may appeal this Building Permit
Application to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days alter the date the permit is issued, For
further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6881, 1650 Mission Steeet # 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 (he first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
impasition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has nat previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Manning 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 %0-day approval period.

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

Jomas % lonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Fong, W, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards
MAYS: Antonini
ABSENT: rEne

AT TELD: Aprl 1o, 2015

LR IRARLINE R 1
PLAMMING CelELRTMENT
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City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection

CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION AND OCCUPANCY

as " L N i | 3 )
~ ™S ey _, 5 . _ P e e
LOCATION; .. .y___q.._ N S N _.H__J br @ M._.. ot W i
(number) (street) (block and lot)
ation Ne: 201 5 AT LL R Lol L : T e 5 poos O
Permit Application Nog L0 D112k 25 5T Type of Construction; i Stories: Dwelling E:.ELJ,|
| s [l 4 7 . - i
Basements: . Occupancy Classification: _{~ ~ = No. of Guestrooms: ——— with cooking lacilities: e —
- |11 - ._....__ 1. O . -k - iy . ___ A ._ e Y .q| |_.|__ 1 __.“_ . _.. Joomy = ' !
Description ﬁ._.ﬁ__.._wu:.:n:a:". O™ J Wiy SATALAER TR rDyeive s Gmde VY QIS0 EA Y, iV LA 4 ] LK
I A TV e s e T A o s D S £ |
WJOC S IR ___ L Ll ..r.-....‘ = L LY .r‘___ arciA ..J__ ||# o o o Ty E _.|.._.J_I___..._ T 5 et ﬂ._ ._M__._ wy | €1
| . [ o g = .
Ol ey 4 13, 1 S PR TR e T _ Mol O o ._m.___.:-_ .,_,.I.r il ._m Ll me 5 ...,.__ Ly
! W £ & I i 4
TR Geroe Pl ¢ récar 35 N2SEST- & reea-§s  anbar. MG GAG Rulld S e
i | 1 ¥ & I
LR el W heooe Thed DYdem L.

. [
To the best of our knowledge, the construction described above has been completed and, effective as of the date the building permit appllication was filed, conforms hoth
to the Ordinances of the Clty and Coonty of San Francisco and to the Laws of the State of Callfornia. The above referenced occupancy classification s approved pursuant
to Section 109A of the San Francisco Auilding Code,

Any change in the use or occupancy of these premises--or any change to the building or premises—could cause the property (o be in violation of the Municipal Codes of the
City and County of San Francisco and, thereby, would invalidate this Certificate of Final Completion and Oceupancy. A copy of this Cerrificare shall be maintained on the
premises and shall be avallable at all times. Another copy of this Certificare should be kept with your important property documents,

Before making any changes to the structure in the Tuture, please contact the Department of Bullding Inspection, which will provide advice regarding any change that you
wish to make and will assist you in making the change in accordance with the Municipal Codes of the City and County of San Francisco.

R feoM a e - _
,_._l.wm__.,.,i:._nn.m?m__ﬁ_:.:r.___m__....f_:_........,.h.- ...___x_ ...1.r . __}_.

! _r_H, el [
- . Frd
by: |f.~._.__“- hu - ..m“u, W [«
sz i bmf. .m_WEEa_: J .r_m__‘___..__.ﬁnﬂ _.:_ﬂ..u...a::.
— A .1._ -]y
.H...-u.-..— nl ==m.- -mhm-.- nnum._a._.. hﬂ-..ﬂ.ﬂ—-.-ﬂ me —.Hﬁﬂﬁ-—.l ..rl__ £ .. ._..|. I _ __ Fu..“ 4 __ b ."
Copies: Whire (original 1o microfilm); Biug (1o peoperty awner); Yellow |10 Buskeng Inspector); Pink (o Housing Inspector) ; Printed 2..:.?

SANLE-MY-MG B, AR




City and County of San Francisco

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

JOB CARD

QFFICE HOURS: THE BUILDING INSPECTICHN IS OPEN DAILY, MONDAY THRU FRIDAY,

FROM B:00 a.m.TO 5:00 p.m. DISTRICT BUILDING INSPECTORS KEEP OFFICE HOURS DAILY,
MONDAY THRU FRIDAY, FROM 8:00 a.m. TO 8:30 a.m. AND FROM 3:00 p.m. TO 4:00 p.m.

REQUESTS FOR INSPECTIONS ARE TAKEN 24 HOLURS A DAY/TDAYS A WEEK
BY CALLING (415) 575-6955

APPLICATIONNO. AN 7 2.4 34§ ; issuey¥ 24 2085
soB aDDREss: 2z ~Z 1K /ﬁ“/ﬁf; [ Ore {__f_g})"_ﬂ rock: 20 Zior. 51

NATURE OF WORK:

WORK PERMITTED UNDER AUTHORITY OF Tl-y?‘ BU?I? ,?EEI?;‘HIT NUMBER MUST BE COMPLETED
PRIOR TO EXPIRATION DATE OF r_‘f A s

EXTENSION OF TIME TO COMPLETE WORK UNDER THIS BUILDING PEAMIT NUMBER MAY BE GRANTED UPON
WRITTEM REQUEST PRIOR TO THE DATES MOTED ARDVE

&

For informations on the Permit Process, Bullding Plans Review, Access Issues, elc., please soo page 4 of this
JOB CARD for useful and appropriale telephone numbers.

* ELECTRICAL & PLUMBING WORK MUST HAVE PERMITS SEPARATE FROM A RUILDING PERMIT. #

KEEP THIS CARD POSTEL IN A CONSPICUQUS PLACE ON THE JOR SITE AT ALL TIMES.,
PLIANS AND PERMIT DOCUMENTS SHALL BE ON THE JOR SITE
ATALL TIMES WHEN WORK IS IN PROGRESS.
AFTER COMPLETION OF WORK, RETAIN THIS CARD FOR YOUR RECORDS,
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FORM City and County of San Francisco
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
? INSPECTION RECORD

e,
APPLICATION NO. 7015 ]] Z_%fﬁ?g; 5/ ssuen  NOV 24 2015
sonsoowsss: 270 - 278 fHartad T mock D2 Lom (5]

NATURE OF WORK: :
Do Mot Pour CONCHRETE untll the following are signed i [_ ADDITHINAL WORK REQUIRING APFROVALS ]
INSPECTIDNS - Drates Inspectiors INSPECTIONS hates Inspeciors
Foundation Forms Special
Foundation Steel Special
Grounding Electrode Special B
OLK. TO POUR HIF-‘in.- P

Do Mot CONCRETE SLAI antil the follswing are signed Enerey Ondinance

INSPECTIONS Dates | Tespectors

Plumbing Underground
Elecinical Underground
Fire Service Underpround

Do Not COVER until the following are slgned FINAL INSPECTION REQUIRED

INSPECTIONS Dates Inspectors INSPECTIONS Iktes Inspectars 1
Fough Flombing Msabled Access
Shower Pan Sprinklers (PLEG)
Flu, Wents & Ducts (PLBG) Mechanical
Heating Hydrostatic Test Plumbing E
Kough Sprnnklers (PLBG) Electrical
Rough Electrical Street Use & Mapping
Rough Speinklers (FIRLD) Urban Forestry
Hydmstatic (FIRE) Fire Department
Soarm] Transiission Health Department 2
- i i i

Rouph Fram: S

ough Framing B Building 1“—5 ERE)Y \ A
[nsulation Tl i l
Envirnnmental Air, Wents, Dhices | RLIG L
Lath s

H ot CERTIFICATE OF

0.K. TO COVER FINAL COMPLETION 'l'l\LS 15 ._‘5 1

WARNING: THE PROVISIONS OF YOUR BUILIMNG INSPECTION FERMIT WILL BE NULLIFIED UNLESS ALL If MI.
INSPECTIONS ARE SIGNED OFF ABOVE BY THE AMTROPRIATE INSPECTORS,



FOR INFORMATION ON THE PERMIT PROCESS, CALL THE DEPARTMENT OF BUHDING
INSPECTION'S CUSTOMER SERVICES DIVISION AT 415-558-6088,

PLEASE CALLTHE FOLLOWING PHONE NUMBERS FOR QUESTIONS ANINOR COMPLAINTS

REIATED TO PERMITTED WORK UNDER WAY:

BUILDING INSPECTION:
CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAL:
CODE ENFORCEMENT:
PLAN REVIEW SERVICES:
DISABLED ACCESS:
ELECTRICAL INSPECTION:
FIRE INSPECTION:

FIRE PLAN CHECK:
GENERAL INFORMATION:
HEALTI INSPECTION;
HOUSING INSPECTION:

415-558-6570
415-558-6070
J15-558-6454
J15-558-6133
415-535-a6110
415-558-6570
415-558-3300
415-558-06177
415-558-0088
415-252-280M)
J15-558-6220

ENERGYMECHANICAL
PLAN CHECK:

RECORDS:

PLANNING DEPARTMENT:
PLUMBING INSPECTION:
REROQOFING INSPECTION:
SPECIAL INSPECTION:
DHPAY-BSM:

STREET USE & MAPPING AT
1155 MARKET STREET, 3RD Fl.:

BUREAL OF URBAN FORESTRY:

J15-558-6133
J15-5558-6080
415-558-6377
415-558-6570
415-558-6570
415-558-6132
41 5-558-6060

415-554-5810
J15-641-2674

A FINAL REMINDER

AFTER COMPLETION OF WORK BEING PERFORMED UNDER AUTHORITY OF YOUR
BUILDING PERMIT, RETAIN THIS JOB CARD WITH YOUR IMPORTANT BUILDMNG RECORDS,

IMPORTANT!

If this permit was applied for to clear a NOTICE OF VIOLATION issued by HOUSING INSPECTION
SERVICES, you must take o copy of the completed JOB CARD and mail it to the attention of the
HOUSING INSPECTOR who wrote the NOTICE at the following:

san Francisco Department of Building Inspection
Housing Inspection Services
L6l Mission Streel, 6th Floor

San Franclsco, California 94103-24214
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CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

H?;Erﬂ APPROYED: D.F;TE:—M 2 d 1-:,
REASON:

O o proceds

BLILDING INSPECTOR, DEFT. OF BLOG. INSR HOTIFIED MAL E}.ﬂ‘gfrﬁr

APPROYED: DATE:
RAEASON:

DEPAATMENT OF PLANNING HOTIFIED MAL
APPROYED: DATE:
REASCHN:

BURLAU OF FIRE PREVENTECN & PUDLIC BAFETY NHOTIFIED MA.

REASDM:

BECHANICAL ENCINEER, DEPL OF BLDO. INSPECTION HOTIFIED MA.
APPROVED: g

il ENCIMEER, BEFT, OF BUBE BAPESTION HOTIFIED MA.
APPROVED: DATE:
AEASON:

DUALAL OF ENGINEDRING HOTIFIED MR

DATE:
AEASOM:

APPROVED:

DEFAATMENT OF FUSLIC HEALTH HOTIFIED MAL

DHISSI 0 DHIHMND OIALL08 EMNOSHID TTV 40 S2INYN ONY 53470 DLON - NOLLDTIS 010M

APPROVED: DATE:
REASON:

n T AGENGY HOTIFIED MAL

REASOM:

O]

HOUSRG INSPTCTION DRYERIDN H’DHFIE_H MA.

1 agree b0 comply W pll conditions or stipulstions of the various beresus or depariments noted on Pes appleaton, snd pitsched slalemens
o o slin are herebry made a part of this sppicetion,

L TE T Lt T D

OWKERS AUTHORIZED ASENT
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BOARD OF APPEALS

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

MEETING MINUTES - WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 2016

5:00 P.M., CITY HALL, ROOM 416, ONE DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE

FRESENT: President Darryl Honda, Vice President Frank Fung, Commissioner Ann Lazarus and
Commissioner Rick Swig.

ABSENT: Commissioner Bobbie Wilson,

Robert Bryan, Deputy City Attorney, Office of the City Attorney (OCA):; Corey Teague, Assistant
Zoning Administrator (ZA); Joseph Duffy, Senior Building Inspector, Department of Building
Inspection (DBI); Mark Walls, Senior Building Inspeclor, DBI: Chris Buck, Acling Urban Foresler,
San Francisco Public Works, Bureau of Urban Forestry (SFPW); Cynthia Goldstein, Executive
Direclor; Gary Canlara, Legal Assistant.

(1) PUBLIC COMMENT

Al this time, members of the public may address the Board on items of interest to the public that
are within the subject malter jurisdiction of the Board except agenda items. With respect to
agenda items, your opportunity to address the Board will be afforded when the item is reached in
the meeting with one exception. When the agenda item has already been reviewed in a public
hearing at which members of the public were allowed to testify and the Board has closed the
public hearing, your opportunity to address the Board muslt be exercised during the Public
Comment portion of the calendar. Each member of the public may address the Board for up to
three minutes. If it is demonstraled that comments by the public will exceed 15 minutes, the
President may continue Public Comment to another time during the meeling.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

(2) COMMISSIONER COMMENTS & QUESTIONS

SPEAKERS: President Honda wished everyone health, happiness and prosperity in the Chinese
Lunar New Year.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Mone.

(3) ADOPTION OF MINUTES
| Discussion and possible adoption of the January 27, 2016 minules, ' i

ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Swig, the Board voted 3-0-2 (Vice President Fung and
Commissioner Wilson absent) to adopt the Ja nuary 27, 2016 minules.

SPEAKERS: None.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.,
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(4) APPEAL NO. 15-197

RALF BENDUSKI, Appellant(s)
Vs,

DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS
BUREAU OF URBAN FORESTRY, Respondent

1-136 Yerba Buena Avenue,

Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 07,
2015, o St Francis Wood Homeowners
Associalion, of a Tree Removal Permit {allow
eleven trees to be removed and replaced).
ORDER NO. 184334,

FOR HEARING TODAY.

ACTION: Upon motion by Vice President Fung, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson
absent) to deny the appeal and uphold the permit on the basis that the lree removals will allow the

renewal of the existing vegelation.

SPEAKERS: Ralf Benduski, appellant; Brian Mulry, attorney for permil holder; Steven Ormond,

agent for permit holder; Chris Buck, SFPW.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Kevin Kosewi spoke in support of the permit holder. Sylvia Johnson

addressed the Board,

ITEMS (SA} & (SB) SHALL BE HEARD TOGETHER:

(5A) APPEAL NO. 15-142

LEEANN NAPOLITANA, Appellant(s)
VS,

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent
PLANNING DEPT. APPROWVAL

8 Palm Avenue.

Protesting the ISSUANCE on October 08,
2014, 1o Joshua Baker, of an Alleration Permit
(revision to BPA Nos. 2014/11/21/2271 and
2015/01/28/6904; south breezeway 1o remain
at exisling grade; entrance lo Unit 2 revised (o
rear of building, rear yard retaining wall
madifications).

APPLICATION NO. 2015/10/07/9127.

FOR HEARING TODAY.

MNote: this matter was continued to allow
time for the permit holders to prepare
revised plans that show an alternate
design with no entrance in the rear; no

additional briefing is allowed.
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(5B) APPEAL NO. 15-145

FRANCES JUDNICK LIVING TRUST,
Appellant(s)

V5.

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL

8 Palm Avenue.

Protesting the ISSUANCE on October 08,
2014, to Joshua Baker, of an Alteration Permit
(revision to BPA Nos. 2014/11/21/2271 and
2015/01/28/6904; south breezeway to remain
at existing grade; entrance to Unit 2 revised to
rear of building; rear yard retaining wall
modifications).

APPLICATION NO. 2015M10/07/9127.

FOR HEARING TODAY,

SEE NOTE ABOVE IN APPEAL NO. 15-142,

ACTION: Upon motion by Commissioner Lazarus, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson
absenl) te continue the appeals to February 24, 2016, to allow more time for the parties to discuss
a resolution, with a list of conditions to be submitled by all parties, and revised plans if needed, no

later than the Thursday prior to hearing.

SPEAKERS: Leeann Napolitana, appellant; Elizabeth Bader, attorney for appellant; John Kevlin,
attorney for permit holder; Joshua Baker, permit holder; Joseph Duffy, DBI; Mark Walls, DBI; Corey

Teague, AZA,
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

ITEMS (6A) & (6B) SHALL BE HEARD TOGETHER:

(BA) APPEAL NO. 14-101

MARIA MARANGHI, Appellani(s)
Vs

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent

1000 Filbert Street.

Prolesting the ISSUANCE on May 08, 2014,
lo Xelan Prop 1 LLC, of an Alteration Permit
(three kitchen and four bathroom remodel;
units 1008, 1002, 1006 and 1000: no
struclural work).

APPLICATION NO. 2014/05/07/5172,

Note: On Nov. 05, 2014, the Board voled
3-0 to conlinue this appeal to the Call of
the Chair to allow time for the outstanding
MNotices of Violation to be resolved. The
appeal was returned to the Board's active
calendar with tho agreement of the parties.

(6B) APPEAL NO. 14-104

MARIA MARANGHI, Appellant(s)
V5,

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent

1000 Filbert Streetl.

Protesling the ISSUANCE on May 19, 2014,
to Xelan Prop 1 LLC, of a Plumbing Permit
(install forced air furnace).

APPLICATION NO. PM2014/05/19/847.

SEE NOTE ABOVE IN APPEAL NO. 14-101,

ACTION: Withdrawn prior to the hearing.
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(7) APPEAL NO. 15-111

KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI, Appellant 16, 16A and 18 Iris Avenue,

VS, Pratesting the ISSUANCE on July 30, 2015,
to James and Anna Marie Murray, of an
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent | Alteration Permit (16A Iris: ground floor
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL horizontal addition at rear year; 16 Iris:
remodel of second fleor kitchen, bathroom
and bedrooms, new second floor deck at rear
yard; three dwelling units to remain).
APPLICATION NO, 2014/04/16/33875.
REHEARING GRANTED JANUARY 13,
2016,

FOR REHEARING TODAY.

Note: on December 09, 2015, the Board
upheld this permit on the basis that it is
Code compliant, and on January 13, 2016,
the Board granted the appellant’s
rehearing request and scheduled the

- rehearing for February 10, 2016.

ACTION: Upon meotion by Commissioner Swig, the Board voled 3-1-1 (Vice President Fung
dissented and Commissioner Wilson absent) to grant the appeal and uphold the permit on the
condition that the disputed wall be removed from Lhe plans. Lacking the four votes needed to pass,
the motion failed, With no further motion made, the permit was upheld by operalion of law.

—

SPEAKERS: Kathryn Devincenzi, appeliant; James Murray, permit holder; Yakuh Askew, agent for
permit holder; Joseph Duffy, DBI, Corey Teague, AZA.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Hiroshi Fukuda spoke in support of the appellant. Sylvia Johnson addressed
the Board.

(8) APPEAL NO. 15-195

LESLIE ANDELIN, Appellant(s) 276-278 Hartford Streel.
V5. Prolesting the ISSUANCE on Movember 24,
2015, to Samantha Campbell, of an Alferation
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Permit (for administrative purposes only lo
Respondenl document the legal use and occupancy of this

building as a two story and a basemenl with
two  reswential dwelling units. This
delermination is based on a review of City
records including Water Department records,
Assessor Records, Sanborn Map and building
permit history. Mo work on this permit).
APPLICATION NO.: 2015/11/24/3484,

FOR HEARING TODAY.

ACTION: Upon motion by Vice President Fung, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson
absent) to deny lhe appeal and uphold the permit on the basis that it was properly issued.
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SPEAKERS: Ryan Patterson, attorney for appellant; Leslie Andelin, appellant; Patrick Buscovich,
agent for appellant; Slephen Williams, attorney for permit holder; Joseph Duffy, DBI, Corey
Teague, AZA.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Sylvia Johnson addressed the Board.

(9) APPEAL NO. 15-198

STEPHEN MCDONAGH, Appellant(s) 4400-4402 Pacheco Streel.

Vs, Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 07,
2015, o Huai Zhong Li, of an Aleration
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent | Permit  (comply with complaint  No.
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL 201571402; revision lo approved BPA MNo.
2015/08/25/5206; exisling floor plans fto
reflect exisling condilion, remove and infill
interior stairway between second and third
floor, add non-bearing pardition walls
between living room and dining room at
second and third floor, add roof deck to
provide usable open space for Unit 4402).
APPLICATION NO. 2015/12/01/3882.
FOR HEARING TODAY.

ACTION: Upon motion by Vice President Fung, the Board voled 4-0-1 {Commissioner Wilson
absent) lo grant Lthe appeal and upheld the permit on the condition that the 2™ and 3™ floor living
room and dining room plans revert to the existing condition as shown on sheet A1 of the approved
plan set, on the basis that some of the work has been performed without a permit.

SPEAKERS: Stephen McDonagh. appellant; Eric Li, agent for permit holder: Joseph Duffy, DB,
Corey Teague, AZA.

PUBLIC COMMENT: Paul Brady, Hugh Wayham, Tom Tichy, Patrick Wasley, Harry McGuire and
Peter Young spoke in suppert of the appellant. Sylvia Johnson addressed the Board.

(10) APPEAL NO. 15-199

THOMAS NOURSE AND SARAH BACON, 407A 30™ Street.
Appellant(s) Protesting the ISSUANCE on December 14,
VS, 2015, to Michael Kramer, of an Alteration

Permit {proposed front stairs relocation and
DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent | yard landscaping; add 6' x 4’ shed not to
PLANNING DEPT. APPROVAL exceed B' in height).

APPLICATION NO. 2015/12/04/4195.

FOR HEARING TODAY.

ACTION: Dismissed prior to the hearing.
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(11) APPEAL NO. 15-200

BEN AND LORRAINE FREELAND, Appellant(s)
Y5,

DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION, Respondent

152 Collins Street.

Protesting the DENIAL on December 18,
2015, of an Alleralion Permit (lo comply with
Complaint Mo. 20150508576, to legalize
change of use of atlic space lo habitable
space. Altlic completed ariginally under BPA
No. 8306840 and finalized on Movember 1,
1983. No construction work).
APPLICATION NO. 2015/11/13/2548,

FOR HEARING TODAY,

ACTION: Upon motion by Vice President Fung, the Board voted 4-0-1 (Commissioner Wilson
absent) to grant the appeal, overtum the denial by Department of Building Inspection, and issue
the permit on the basis that the work performed to the atlic space is legal,

SPEAKERS: Ben Freeland, appellant; Frederick Preyer, agent for appellant; Tim Logan, agent for

appellant; Joseph Duffy, DBI; Mark Walls, DBI,
PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

ADJOURNMENT.,

There being no further business, President Honda adjoumed the meeting at 9:35 p.m.
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Appbeation for Discrationary Review

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

O S FLICAT S MAME. S ’ =
Leslie Andelin
£ ATPLICANTT ADDRERT: F A T T o 1
280 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 {415 J956-B100
mm.aﬁuumu:mmm-nqmumﬁuumﬁﬁm = i
Samantha Campbell, Mark Christlan Schebon
| ADO¥EES; - o TOLEF it
276 - 278 Hartford Street, San Francisco, CA 114 ‘ {415 ) BBS-F946
CONTACT FOH O AFPLCA TR -
Barw ws itenes ] RYAN ), Patterson, Esq, / Zacks & Freedman, P.C,
| wonRETE oo TIPS e el
235 Montgomery Street, Sulte £00, San Francisco, CA o310 (415 ) 956-8100
EMMLioomTs : ) ]
ryanpizulpe.com
2. Location and Classification
{'lifurmcrﬁnm. ooxe |
I76 - 278 Hartford Street, San Franclsco, CA 94114
CFCHE B ThEETS:
1%th & 20th Strects
ASEIIIE] FLOCRAOT T DT onarsices | DT A Fa Fr) | S DETRRCE T e DT
3602 051 2 w128 2750 sq.ft. | AH-3 a0-X

3. Project Description

Plasns prevds il Bud appiy i )
Change of Use [1  Change of Hours ] New Construction [1° Alterations [ Demalition 1 Other [

Additions ta Building:  Rear [8 Fromi [[] Height [R Side Yard [5
I'resent o Previous Ulse; T'I'I"'DTF-"lmII]r .D'l'l"ﬂlﬂng

Proposed Lise: Single-Famibly Cwelling

13.12,11.3907 ' R '
Muilding Permit Application Mo, * 0 o 2113907 Date Filed; 12/11/2013

RECEIVED
FEB 19 2015
CITY & COUNTY OF S F !

F'l.'n.‘dh‘l.l.llfli!_;LP;-riT!.'q:m
=



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prie Rk

Have i discusgad this projoct with the permi eoplcand?

Dt you s the projact weth tha PFlamiryg Department permit review planrar?

D you paricipate In cutslde mediabion on this cosa

0|6 |6 |8
Hi0O(0|l=

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

1 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 1o reduce its impacts

on the adjacent propertles. The Project Sponsar replied "We could have made it wore.” Mo changes have been
made ta mitigate the projects impacts, ———e—




A~pplicaton for Discretionary Review

[m_

P Bl L iy

Discretionary Review Request

In the =pace below and on separate paper, H necessary, pleaso present facls sulicient fo answer each queslion,

L. What are the reasons for requesting Discoetionary Review? The project meets the minimum standands of the
PManning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary dircumstances that pustify Dhscretionary Keview of
the project? How does the project coniflict with the City's General Plan or the Flanning Code’s Priority Folicies or
Risidential Design Guidelines? Please be spedific and site specific sections of the Resddential Dresign Caldelines

See altached,

L The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts o be reasonable and enpected as part of construction,

Fleaze explain how this projoct would cause enreasonable tmpacts. If you believe your property, the property of
uthers or the neighborbood would be ad versdy affected, please stato who would be affected, and o

see attached,

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed profect, beyond the changeos {if any} already made would respond 1o

the excepiional and astraording iy arcumstanoes ard rediace the ad vitse effects noted above in question 217

-Ses altached,



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 extroordinary circumstances that
[ustify Discretionory Review of the profect? How does the project conflict with the City's General
Flan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or Residential Design Guidelines ?

276-278 Hartfard 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 Spoensor's purchase of the property circa 2005, The
proposed project would remove two rent-centrolled units fram the City"s hausing stock,
resulting in a large, non-rent-controlled single-family house, What was previausly a naturally
affordable housing unit will now be turned into a private library.

Although the Project Sponsor obtained an erroneous 3R far a single family home [which DBI
later corrected), the Project Spansor 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
af the charm and comfart of a single family home with the added banus 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 Sponsar
abtained a building permit for foundation wark 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* {s crossed out and a
“17 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 Neighbarhood Character

Planning Priority Policy No. 2 requires that "existing housing and nelghborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and cConomic diversity of our
neighborhoods." (Planning Code sec, 101,1{b}{2].) The praject violates this policy in two ways,

First, by physically connecting the upper and lower dwelling units with no peomits, the Project
Spansor tried to eliminate two rent-controlled units. This unlawlul merger and unpermitted
removal of a kitchen, plumbing, and electrical should not be sa netioned. It destroys “existing



hausing® and threatens the "ecg nomic diversity of our neighbarhoods™ by replacing two rent-
controlled units with one large dwelling. If landlords beliove that they can physically merpe
existing multi-family housing without benefit of building permits and then abtain after-the-fact
permission, the Commission will likely see an increase in this illicit achivity.

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 mederately 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 far 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 Requestar's property and the properties of su rrounding neighbars,

2, The proposed side ox pansion will destroy the light court which was built far the
commaon benefit of each of the five matching Victorians, Removal of the light court
will reduce the breeze and light to the DR Requestar's hame,

B. Impact on Affordable Housing Supply

The project also violates Planning Priarity Policy Mo, 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 maerger of two rent-controlled d welllng units
into ane large house. The lower unit’s tenant was bought out by the prior awner in conjunction
with the Project Sponsar's purchase to make the pair of flats more salea ble. Property owners
are most likely to follow this precedent in gentrifying nelghborhoods that already have very little
affordable housing left, such as the project’s neighborhood. Planning Commissian approval of
the proposed project would signal to property owners that IT th ey get caught illegally merging
two units, they will be rewarded with an after-the-fact approval and permissian to expand the
building.

C. Impact on Historic Builldings

Manning Priarity Policy No. 7 requires that “landmarks and histaric buildings be prosenved *
{Planning Code § 101.1{b}[?}.) But the subject property consists of a potential historic resouree
[Class B). This structure is one of five matching Victarians 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 sy bject property’s historic value should be assested before the
City cansiders Approving a permit to substantially expand and redesign the structure, increase
its height, and reduce and/for eliminate existing side-yard setbacks. All of these actions could
alfect the histaric value of the subject property and its contribution to the collection of

F



2)

3)

matching Victarian buildings, Any failure to conduct such a historic resource assessment would
be at odds with the mandate of Priority Palicy No. 7 that “histaric build ings be preserved.”

The Residential Design Guidelines aisume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part
of construction. Please explain how this project would couse unreasonable impoacts, If you believe
your property, the property of others or the reighborhood would be adversely affected, platse
state who would be affected, ond how:

The DR Requestor’s proparty would suffer a number of unreasonahble impacts from the
proposed construction, First, the proposed structure would deviate from the existing, historic
building's footprint by eliminating and/or red ueing the side yard setback along the south
property line, This minimal setback was a design feature incorporated by the builder inta each
one af the five Victorian homes, ensuring common access to light and air. Removing this desipn
feature would deprive the DR Requestor's home of adequate access 1o light and air clrculation,
The rear expansion of the building would exacerbate both of these negative impacts.

Furthermare, the substantial expansion af the project site at the rear would wall off the valuable
mid-block open space, lessening surrounding residents’ enjoyment of that comman open area.

What alternatives or changes to the propased project, beyond the changes fif any) already made
would respond to the exceptional ond cxtraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse
effects noted above in Gquestion 812

The Project Spansor has made no changes to mitigate the negative impacts to the
neighborhood. The subject property should be resta red 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 sethack
(including the light court) should be maintained to preserve the light and air reaching the DR
Requestor's home, as was recip rocally bullt into each of these five matching Victarians.



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury (he fellowing declarations are mades

' The undersigned is the awner or authorized agent of the owner of this property,
b The information presented is true and correct 1o the best of my knowledge,

© The other Informmati applications may be required,

Signalure: %— Dhate ?‘/I"? /.'5_

v

Print narne, and indicale whether owner, or authorized agenl:

_Byan ) Patterson, Esg.
Chavrwns | Ao Sagears
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~pphcation for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submiltal Checklist

Applications subemited to the Flanning Department st be accomnpanied by this checklist and all requiread
matertals. The checklist is bo be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agenl

IRECIFED) A TTFRALS u—.:r-n s il el D AP TION
Appleation, with all blanks complated

m;ldmss labeta [original), if appdicakhs

Addre=s labels {copy of the abave), if applicabls g;
[ |
| |

Protocopy of this completad appfication

Photographs that ifustrate your eonoerna
Comvenant ar Deed Resirictions
Check payabke ta Planning Dept.
Letter of autharization for agant H’
|

Cither: Section Plan, Detnil drawings ﬂ.e.'wln:bm, &c-nr nn:rim: trirm),
Specificatons (for cleaning, repair, ein.) andior Product cut sheets far new
|_E_Inn1:n1: il.e. windowa, doors)

WOTES

1 iy Wi

W il b

%] 'I--u-r-l:-'-;uuum.-ﬂmmdmm-uqqmpmmnunﬂﬁmmuﬂm

Frsl Clgmrivseal L ey
Application received by Manning Drepartinent:

By: [ase
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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)

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

QUESTION

YES

NO

N/A

Topography (page 11)

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

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

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

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?

Side Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

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

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

Views (page 18)

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
spaces?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages?

www.sfplanning.org



Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2014.1253DDRP
Hearing Date: April 16, 2015 276 Hartford Street

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 X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
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 X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
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?

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

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

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

Bay Windows (page 34)

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

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

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

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with
the building and the surrounding area?

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?

XX X X

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

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41) Not applicable

b

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

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other
building elements?

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding
buildings?

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and X

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2014.1253DDRP
Hearing Date: April 16, 2015 276 Hartford Street

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 X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
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 X

Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?

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

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

maintained?

Are the character-defining building components of the historic building X

maintained?

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

Are the character-defining garages of the historic building maintained? X
SAN FRANCISCO 3

PLANNING DEPARTMENT




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW Sutgdtn

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

DATE: 3/18/15 RDT MEETING DATE: 3/18/15 Reception:
415.558.6378
PROJECT INFORMATION: Fax:
Planner: Eiliesh Tuffy 415.558.6409
Address: 276 Hartford Street '
Cross Streets: Btwn. 19t and 20t Streets ;:form;%on:
Block/Lot: 3602/051 415.558.6377
Zoning/Height Districts: RH-3/40-X
BPA/Case No. 201312113907 / 2014.1253DD
Project Status X Initial Review [ ] Post NOPDR  [X] DR Filed
Amount of Time Regq. X 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 27 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.

www.sfplanning.org



- 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.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
Discretionary Review Action DRA-0415 Sutedon
HEARING DATE: APRIL 16, 2015 ‘ CA 94103-2479
Reception:
Date: May 29, 2015 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2014.1253DDRP Fac
Project Address:  276-278 HARTFORD STREET 415.558.6408
Building Permit:  2013.12.11.3907 .
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) District !F:fa; frr‘rlr[;?ion:,
40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6377
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: Delvin Washington — (415) 558-6443
delvin.washington@sfgov.org

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 dwe]]jng 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 categbrical
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 2 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 FRANCISGD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review Action DRA-0415 Case No. 2014.1253DDRP
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. Ionin
Comimission Secretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards
NAYS: Antonini
ABSENT: none

ADOPTED: April 16, 2015

SAM FRANCISCO 3
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City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building I nspection

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Tom C. Hui, SEE., C.B.O., Director

Report of Residential Building Record (3R)
(Housing Code Section 351(a))

BEWARE: Thisreport describesthe current legal use of this property as compiled from records of City Departments. There has
been no physical examination of the property itself. Thisrecord contains no history of any plumbing or electrical permits. The
report makes no representation that the property isin 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. Errorsor omissionsin thisreport 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 thisreport shall not impose any liability on the City for any errorsor omissions contained in said report, nor shall
the City bear any liability not otherwiseimposed by law.

Addressof Building 276 HARTFORD ST Block 3602 Lot 051
Other Addresses

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

B. Isthisbuilding classified as aresidential condominium? Yes No v/
C. Does this building contain any Residential Hotel Guest Rooms as defined in Chap. 41, S.F. Admin. Code? Yes No v/
2. Zoning district in which located: RH-3 3. Building Code Occupancy Classification: R3
4. Do Records of the Planning Department reveal an expiration date for any non-conforming use of this property?  Yes No v/
If Yes, what date? The zoning for this property may have changed. Call Planning Department, (415) 558-6377, for the current status.

5. Building Construction Date (Completed Date): UNKNOWN
6. Original Occupancy or Use:  UNKNOWN

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

Application # Permit# |IssueDate  Typeof Work Done Status

89435 83265 Jun 12, 1946 REPLACE STUDDINGS, FOUNDATION WORK - CFC C

9602909 788248 Feb 22, 1996 REMODEL EXISTING KITCHEN AND BATHROOM, WORK IN LOWER UNIT C
ONLY

9605242 790584 Mar 28,1996  CAPFOUNDATION ON NORTH WALL IN BATHROOM, RENEW BATHROOM C
FLOOR FRAMING

9717974 717974 Mar 15, 1998 REROOFING X

200709263798 1133907  Sep 26, 2007 REPLACE EXISTING BRICK FOUNDATION WITH NEW REINFORCED X
CONCRETE FOUNDATION

201511243484 1376450  Nov 24,2015 FORADMINISTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY TO DOCUMENT THE LEGAL USE C

AND OCCUPANCY OF THISBUILDING ASA 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)
8. A. Isthere an active Franchise Tax Board Referral on file? Yes No v/
B. Isthis property currently under abatement proceedings for code violations? Yes No v/
9. Number of residential structures on property? 1
10. A. Has an energy inspection been completed? Yes v No B. If yes, has aproof of compliance been issued? Yesv"  No
11. A. Isthe building in the Mandatory Earthquake Retrofit of Wood-Frame Building Program? Yes No v
B. If yes, has the required upgrade work been completed? Yes No

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



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

Page 2

Addressof Building 276 HARTFORD ST Block 3602 Lot 051

Other Addresses

Date of Issuance: (09 DEC 2015
Date of Expiration. (09 DEC 2016
By: ROCHELLE GARRETT Patty Herrera, M anager

Report No: 201512074531 Recor ds M anagement Division

THISREPORT ISVALID 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)

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



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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. 19t 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  [X] DR Filed
Amount of Time Regq. X 5 min (consent) [ ] 15 minutes

(130 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

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Tuesday, March 01,2016 4:12 PM

BIM Server: GAZKBBIM - BIM Server 19/Active/Campbel-Scheben

PLAN CHECK SUMMARY

C

BLOCK ¢LOT: 3602/051
LOT SIZE: 22'0 X 125'0= 2,750 SQ.FT.
ZONING: RH-3

REAR YARD: AVERAGE BTAN. ADJ. BUILDING REAR WALLS = 32'-5"

EXISTING OCCUPANCY: TWO FAMILY DWELLING
ILX DNELLIN,

PRQPQSED OCCUPANCY: T,
ONSTRUCTIONTY

PN

VY VTV Y OV VY OV T Y OV Y OV Y OV Y OV Y OV Y

>

PROJECT GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS

VICINITY MAP

EXISTING UPPER UNIT 1,315 SF Q'
LOWER UNIT 935 SF S
TOTAL GSF 2,250 SF e
PROPOSED UPPER UNIT 2,492 SF - 9% MORE THAN (E) 1,315 GSF 3
LOWER UNIT 816 SF - 13% LESS THAN (E) 935 GSF
RESIDENTIAL TOTAL GSF 3,308 SF [ *
EXISTING PARKING 304 SF 3 < e o NORTH
DECKS/BALCONY O sF
PROPOSED PARKING 304 SF
DECKS/BALCONY 156 SF il ]
AAAANAAAA_AAAA_AACAA_AAAA_NAAAA_AAAA_AAAA_AAAL
REFERENCE SYMBOLS ELECTRICAL/MECHANICAL SYMBOLS ° AT ) NEW
@ CENTERLINE NIC. NOT IN CONTRACT
DEMO WALL DUPLEX OUTLET ¢ DIAMETER NO. NUMBER
NOM. NOMINAL
FOURPLEX OUTLET ABY ABOVE NT.S NOT TO SCALE
AD. AREA DRAIN oc. ON CENTER
== EXISTING WALL ELECTRICAL OUTLET, HALF-SWITCHED ADL. ADJUSTABLE
ELECTRICAL OUTLET. FULLY SAITCHED AFF. ABOVE FINISH FLOOR OH. OVERHANG
g APPROX APPROXIMATE OFNG. OPENING
zzza NEN WALL ARCH. ARCHITECTURAL oPP. OPPOSITE
240V ELECTRICAL OUTLET ASPH, ASPHALT oy OVER
-— = HIDDEN EDGE, ABOVE OR BEYOND
FLUSH FLOOR MOUNTED OUTLET 3 PROPERTY LINE
_— HIDDEN EDGE, BELOW OR BEHIND BLDG. BUILDING PL. PLATE
GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPT BLKG. BLOCKING PLAM. PLASTIC LAMINATE
@ ARG FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPT BUR BUILT-UP ROOFING PLYWD. PLYWOOD
PT. PRESSURE TREATED
DOOR SYMBOL . CONTROL JOINT PTD. PAINTED
JUNCTION BOX CLR. CLEAR
@ HINDON S¥MEOL CONT. CONTINUOUS = RELOCATED
SMOKE DETECTOR CTR. CENTER R. RISE, RISER
@ SRYHEHT SYMBOL MULTI-FUNCTION SMOKE § CO DETECTOR D. DRYER :é? ::;;T:E;‘ETOR
DBL. DOUBLE REG. REGISTER
.—2 DET. DETALL REINF. REINFORCED
. WALL TYPE HEAT DETECTOR DF. DOUGLAS FIR REG. REQUIRED
DIA. DIAMETER RM. ROOM
Tv (1) RG6 QUAD DIM. DIMENSION R.O. ROUGH OPENING
DISP. DISPOSER RDWD. REDNOOD
GRID OR REFERENCE LINE LJCAT-6 (1) 24/4 PAR CAT-6 DN, DONN
DR. DOOR s SOUTH
MM (2) CAT-6 ¢(2) RG6 QUAD DS, DOWN SPOUT sc. SOLID CORE
(2 ) DA DISHNASHER sD. SMOKE DETECTOR
Zuv\LEzréi;i ISQLL SECTION NO. LIMM2 (1) CAT-6 4(1)RGE QUAD DG, DRANING SECT. SECTION
N2 - DR DRANER SHT. SHEET
HJHoMi DM SHEATHG SHEATHING
E EAST oiM, SIMILAR
A Z\E/';;‘LE:;T o B (1) 24/4 PAIR CAT-3 (E) EXISTING SPEC. SPECIFICATION
\»12/ . EA. EACH sa. SQUARE
o DOOR BELL BUTTON EL. ELEVATION ssD. SEE STRUCT. DNGS.
ELEC. ELECTRICAL STD. STANDARD
oc DOOR CHIME EQ. EQUAL STL. STEEL
Zb?:;@;sib EXT. EXTERIOR STOR. STORAGE
Tep GARAGE DOOR OPENER SWITCH STRUCT. STRUCTURAL
FD. FLOOR DRAIN SUSP. SUSPENDED
ROOM NO. O INTERCOM STATION FDN. :OUSNDAT\ON S, SYMBOL
OVER SHEET NO. N FTC‘)OHR TREAD
ke ALARM KEYPAD ;Lo FACE OF T TOWEL BAR
0. TB.
LEVEL LINE OR DATUM
v MOTION DETECTOR FOF FACE OF FINISH Tie TONGUE AND GROOVE
1000  SPOTELEVATION(N) FoS. FACE OF STUD To. TOP OF
P ’ Ter SPEAKER OUTLET TOoC. TOP OF cURB
FOMF FLEXIBLE SHEET ToP. TOP OF PLATE
MEMBRANE FLASHING TON. TOP OF WALL
SCENE CONTROL MASTER UNIT
PROPERTY LINE sc ENE L B TPH TOILET PAPER HOLDER
SCENE CONTROL REMOTE WALL STATION FT. FEET TRSM. TRANSOM
45— NEWORFINISHED CONTOURS On ENE EMOTE FTG. FOOTING TV, TELEVISION
TYPICAL
EXISTING CONTOURS Qsu STEAM UNIT CONTROL PANEL on oaver TYP.
— =45 GALV. GALVANIZED UON UNLESS OTHERWISE
=Q= PLUG MOLD GYP.BD. GYPSUM BOARD NOTED
ELECTRICAL/ MECHANICAL SYMBOLS —+c COLD WATER CONNECTION H. HIGH v. VENT
— HB. HOSE BIB VERT. VERTICAL
H HOT WATER CONNECTION HDR. HEADER VI VERIFY IN FIELD
-@» SURFACE CEILING LIGHT FIXTURE HDAR. HARDWARE ve. VERTICAL GRAIN
@ @ CENTRAL VACUUM HORIZ. HORIZONTAL
RECESSED DIRECTIONAL LIGHT FIXTURE HT. HEIGHT . WNEST
—+c GAS OUTLET W WNASHING MACHINE
{J RECESSED CEILING LIGHT FIXTURE 1D. INSIDE DIAMETER Wy WITH
—+uB HOSE BIB & INSULATED GLASS ne. WATER CLOSET(TOILET)
l'd} INALL MOUNTED LIGHT FIXTURE INSUL. INSULATION WD, nooo
INT. INTERIOR NH, WNATER HEATER
'-C}MD MOTION DETECTOR ¢ PHOTOCONTROL Orp FLOOR DRAIN o WITHOUT
LIGHT FIXTURE ONNSFOUT aT. JOINT WP NATERPROOF, NORK
|::| RECESSED WALL LIGHT FIXTURE S POINT
LAV. LAVATORY AR. WNATER RESISTANT
[FLuor] EXPOSED STRIP LIGHT FIXTURE THERMOSTAT LT. LIGHT
YD. YARD
— CONCEALED STRIP LIGHT FIXTURE SUPFLY AIR REGISTER AT WALL OR TOE SPACE M. MASTER
MAX. MAXIMUM
SEi i TRACK AND STRIP LIGHT FIXTURES SUPPLY AIR REGISTER AT FLOOR MECH. MECHANICAL
MFR. MANUFACTURER
ELECTRICAL SAITCH SUPPLY AIR REGISTER AT CEILING N MINIMUM
MisC. MISCELLANEOUS

3-WAY SWITCH

DIMMER SWITCH
PULL SINITCH

$

$5

$4 4-NAY SNITCH
)

$

$

MANUAL-ON OCCUPANCY SENSOR
SWITCH

a e [k kIl o

RETURN AIR GRILL AT WALL

RETURN AIR GRILL AT FLOOR

RETURN AIR GRILL AT CEILING

EXHAUST FAN

EXHAUST FAN/ LIGHT UNIT

CEILING FAN

DIRECTORY

CLIENT

Samantha Campbell ¢ Dean Scheben
276 Hartford Street
San Francisco,CA 94114

ARCHITECT

Gast Architects
355 1 1th Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94 103

Phone: (415) 885-2946
Fax: (415) 885-2808

David ©. Gast, AlA, Principal
Dennis Budd, AlA, Pro ject Architect

Email: DéasteGastArchitects.com
Email: DBuddeGastArchitects.com
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COVER SHEET /A
RENDERINGS
SITE PLAN

FIRST FLOOR PLANS

SECOND FLOOR PLANS

ROOF PLANS

EXISTING EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

PROPQOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS )A

PROPOSED EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS ¢ CROSS SECTION
PROPOSED LONG|TUDINAL SECTIONS )A

S

CAST ARCHITECTS

355 11th Street, Suite 300
San Francisco
CA 94103

Tel 415.885.2946
Fax 415.885.2808

276 Hartford Street

Campbell-Scheben Residence
San Francisco, CA 94114

GENERAL NOTES

1. CODES: ALL WORK SHALL MEET OR EXCEED THE REQUIREMENTS OF CURRENT
APPLICABLE SAN FRANCISCO AND CALIFORNIA CODES, AND ALL OTHER APPLICABLE
CODES, ORDINANCES AND REGULATIONS. SEE CODE EDITIONS ON THIS SHEET.

2. EXISTING CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS: CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY EXISTING
CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS ON SITE. CALLED-OFF DIMENSIONS SHALL TAKE
PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED-OFF DIMENSIONS. DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF FINISH OR
CONCRETE WALLS, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. DIMENSIONS IN SECTIONS AND
ELEVATIONS ARE TO FINISH FLOOR UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

3. PLANS ¢ SPECIFICATIONS: THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SUPPLEMENT EACH OTHER.
CONTRACTOR TO IMMEDIATELY REPORT ANY ERRORS, OMISSIONS, AMBIGUITIES OR
CONFLICTS IN THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS TO THE ARCHITECT, AND UNTIL THEY ARE
RESOLVED, SHALL NOT PROCEED WITH THE AFFECTED WORK.

4. DETAILS: DETAILS SHONWN ARE TYPICAL. SIMILAR DETAILS SHALL APPLY IN SIMILAR
CONDITIONS.

5. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY: THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE
MEANS, METHODS, TECHNIQUES AND SEQUENCES OF CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL SAFETY PROGRAMS AND PROCEDURES DURING
CONSTRUCTION, AND SHALL MAINTAIN THE SHORING AND BRACING UNTIL THE NEA
PERMANENT STRUCTURE CAN PROVIDE ADEQUATE VERTICAL AND LATERAL SUPPORT.

6. INSTALLATION: ALL MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT SHALL BE INSTALLED INSTRICT
ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURER'S PRINTED INSTRUCTIONS OR RECOMMENDATIONS,
UNLESS AGREED TO OTHERWISE BY THE ARCHITECTS.

APPLICABLE CODPES

2010 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE

2010 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE

2010 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE

2010 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE

2010 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING, ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL,
PLANNING AND PLUMBING CODE AMENDMENTS

SCOPE OF NORK

2-STORY OVER BASEMENT HORIZONTAL ADDITION AT THE REAR

REAR YARD PATIO EXCAVATED BELOW EXISTING GRADE

INTERIOR RENOVATION AND RE-PARTITIONING AT (3) FLOORS

UPGRADED PLUMBING, ELECTRICAL AND MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

NEW FIXTURES, FINISHES AND FITTINGS THROUGHOUT

VY Y YYD Y VY O Y Y VY

RELOCATE EXISTING LONER LEVEL 2ND RESIDENTIAL UNIT FROM fi}
15T FLOOR TO BASEMENT LEVEL

\NANANAAANAAANAANAANANANAANAANC

(© 2015 GAST ARCHITECTS
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Tuesday, March 01,2016 4:12PM

BIM Server: GAZKBBIM - BIM Server 19/Active/Campbell-Scheben

DOOR SIZE DETAIL UNIT SIZE
D TYPE HDAR SET # NOTES D TYPE NOTES
W H THK HEAD | JAMB | SILL WIDTH HEIGHT
o 2-3" o-8" |0-11/4 o 19" 3-0"
) 2-8" | 5-10" |0-1%" | = | - | = | - - - o 2-0" 3-0"
o |z-8 -8 |1.75" c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED o 2-0" 5-0"
o |z2-8'| &-111 |0-1%m — | | - | - - - o 20" RERRICS
o 3-0" o-8" |o0-11/4 o 2-2" 4-0"
oo | 2-& e-8" |0-13/4 c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED o 2-6" 4-0"
o1 | 2-e 8" |o0-1%/% c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED o 2-p1/2 =111/
oe | 2-e e-a" |o-11# o 3-0" 5-6"
o4q 2-8" e-1" o'-1374" (%3 INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED o 3-10" -2"
10 | 2-4" 64" |o-13/4 c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED o 4-0" -o"
10 | T-a 70" |o-11/# o 5-0" 5-0"
11 2-8" 65" |o-11# o 54374 611172
12 | 2-8" o-8" |O0-13/4 o 10-0" 5-0"
13 | 2-7" 6-5" |o-13/4 c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 10 3-2" 511172
13 | -8 o-8" |o-1% 11 56172 6-21/2"
14 | 2-e" 66" |0-1%1 | e | - | - - —— 19 20" RERRIC
19 | 2-4" | 5-2v4 |o-11e 20 2-0" 7112
22 | 2-4" 8" |o-13/4 c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 30 26172 e-111/2
22 | 2-&" 8" |o-1%/% c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 31 54374 =111/
23 | 2-8" e |o-134 c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 32 26172 611172
24 2-91 e'-8" o'-1374" < INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 33 3-51/2" 1-61/2"
25 | 2-6" 8" |o-13/4 c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 34 q-31/2" 3-5"
26 | 2-2" 8" |o-1%/% c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 36 3-6" 4-0"
27 | 2-2" 68" |o-1%/% c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 37 36" 4-0"
29 | 2-7 68" |0-171 | o | o | - | - - - EE 3-10" 3-2"
30 | 2-8" e-8" |o-1174 40 2-37/5" 2=
31 2-8" 8" |o-1%/% c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 41 53172 4-5"
31 o-a"  |o-117# 42 3-0" 5-0"
32 | 2-e' o-8" |0-1172 42 3-4" 1-61/2"
34 | 2-3" 60" |o-117# 42 5-61/2" 5-0"
34 | 3-0" | 5-10" |0-13/# c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 43 2-11172 1-101/2"
35 | 30" 58" |o-1%/4 INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 44 20" 3-1012
31 | 3-0' o-8" |0-1174 44 20" g2
41 6-0" | 5-10" [0-1%" | = | —— | — | - - - 45 2-0" 4-0"
A 2-6" 8" |o-1%/% c INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 45 2-0" 712
A 2-6" 68" |o-1%/% B CUSTOM INT STILE/RAIL BI-FOLD POCKET DR, STAINED 45 2-q1/2 6412
A 5'-0" e'-8" o'-1374" (%3 INT STILE/RAIL FLAT PANEL DR, STAINED 46 2-0" =112
A 5-0" o-8" |o0-13/4 B CUSTOM INT STILE/RAIL BI-FOLD POCKET DR, STAINED 47 1-0" 2-0"
47 19" 3-0"
47 2-0" 3-0"
47 2-0" =112
48 2-0" 3-0"
449 2-0" 3-0"
49 33" 3-6"
50 3-3" 3-6"
51 &-q" 3-11"
A 2-6" 4-0" MARVIN CLAD ULTIMATE DOUBLE HUNG COTTAGE STYLE UNITS W/ CLEAR INSULATING GLAZING
A 3-0" 4-0" MARVIN CLAD ULTIMATE DOUBLE HUNG COTTAGE STYLE UNITS W/ CLEAR INSULATING GLAZING
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