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Memo to the Planning Commission 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 28, 2017 
Continued from the August 24, 2017 Hearing 

 

Date: September 21, 2017 
Case No.: 2016-001185DRPVAR 
Project Address: 711 Corbett Avenue 
Zoning: RM-1[Residential-Mixed, Low Density] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2755/017C 
Project Sponsor: Hoffman TIC Group 
 c/o Michael Hennessey Architecture 
 290 Division Street, Ste 303 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Staff Contact: Nancy Tran – (415) 575-9174 
 nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as revised 
 

BACKGROUND 
On August 24, 2017, the Planning Commission continued the project to September 28, 2017 to allow the 
project sponsor time to work with neighbors and redesign the building’s rear. 
 

CURRENT PROPOSAL 
The Project Sponsor submitted the following additional materials for Commission review: (1) Revised 
Plan Set reflecting changes following further discussion with neighbors and (2) Revised rendering. 
 
Since publication of the August 24, 2017 Commission packet, the following modifications were made: 

• Reduced massing 
o Levels 1 & 2: Rear wall cut back 6’ (now set back 22’3½” from rear property line), removing 

one parking space. 
o Level 3: Reduce deck depth to 7’6 ½” (from existing depth of 21’1”) 
o Level 4: Rear wall cut back one foot (now setback 37’ from rear property line), set deck 5’ 

back from northerly side property line and reduce area by 82 ft2 
• Improved window/glazing proportions (solid-to-void) ratio at front, rear and northerly facades 
• Provided a cornice along the front façade to provide a stronger roofline expression 
• Replace glass guardrails with metal guardrails 
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) reviewed the revised plans and found the proposal to be 
consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) and that the project does not present any 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances for the following reasons: 

• The massing and depth are appropriate as the project creates habitable space below the existing 
deck and adjacent existing firewalls; 

• New massing at the 4th and 5th floors are held back from the existing building envelope with 5’ 
minimum side and 6’ rear setbacks; 

• The apparent building height proposes a 3-story massing at the front façade with the upper floor 
set back 15 feet to be in keeping with the adjacent building height to the south; 

• Privacy concerns are within reasonable tolerances to be expected for a project located in a dense 
urban environment. The proposed windows overlook open space/rear yard area.  

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
The Commission must determine whether or not to take Discretionary Review and approve/disapprove 
the proposed alterations to 711 Corbett Avenue. 

 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
• The project will provide family-sized units and maximize the density on site (total sizes of three 

units on site: 889, 1,505 and 1,802 square feet). 
• Given the scale of the project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI. 
• The project is residential and has no impact on neighborhood-serving retail uses. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve as revised 

 
Attachments: 
Revised Plan Set dated September 11, 2017 
Revised Renderings 
Original Plan and Renderings 
Commission Packet (August 24, 2017) 
 
 
 
NHT:  I:\Cases\2016\2016-001185DRP - 711 Corbett Ave\Compiled Documents\Sep 28, 2017\1_CPC Memo 09282017.doc 
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ADD PROJECTING CORNICE

ELIMINATE LARGE PANE OF FRAMELESS 
GLAZING

PROVIDE REVEALS TO ALIGN WITH WINDOW 
MULLIONS ABOVE

ELIMINATE TWO FIXED WINDOWS

711 CORBETT AVENUE
MHA - 09.06.17
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ELIMINATED WINDOWS: 4’-0” WIDE

REDUCED WIDTH OF GUARDRAIL/DECK

ELIMINATED WINDOWS: 3’-0” WIDE

PUSHED REAR WALL OF 4TH FLOOR BACK 
1’-0” TOWARDS FRONT OF BUILDING

REDUCED WIDTH OF GUARDRAIL/DECK

ELIMINATED WINDOWS: 5’-0” WIDE

ELIMINATED FRAMELESS GLASS GUARDRAILS,
REPLACED WITH CABLE RAILING, TYP.

DECK DEPTH REDUCED BY 6’-0”

PUSHED REAR WALL OF LOWER UNIT BACK 
6’-0” TOWARDS FRONT OF BUILDING

ELIMINATED WINDOWS: 3’-0” HIGH
(PROVIDES VISUAL PRIVACY TO 
DR REQUESTER’S REAR YARD)
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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE AUGUST 24, 2017 
 

Date: August 17, 2017 
Case No.: 2016-001185DRPVAR 
Project Address: 711 Corbett Avenue 
Permit Application: 2016.05.03.6398 
Zoning: RM-1[Residential-Mixed, Low Density] 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2755/017C 
Project Sponsor: Michael Hennessey Architecture 
 290 Division Street, Ste 303 
 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Staff Contact: Nancy Tran – (415) 575-9174 
 nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Take DR and approve the project with modifications 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposal is to construct additions onto the existing two-story over basement single-family residence, 
increase the dwelling count to three units (889, 1,505 and 1,802 square feet) and increase parking from 
two to three spaces. The project proposes interior remodeling, façade alterations and infill underneath an 
existing deck with firewalls. In addition, the project requests variances from the Zoning Administrator to 
construct portions of the additions within the required front and rear yards. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project is on the eastern side of Corbett Avenue, near the intersection of Romain Street and Corbett 
Avenue, Block 2755, Lot 017C and located within the RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) Zoning 
District with 40-X height and Bulk designation. The approximately 2,600 square foot downsloping lot has 
29’ of frontage, an average lot depth of 103’-3” and is developed with an existing two-story over 
basement single-family residence on site. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The subject property is located in Twin Peaks within Supervisor District 8. Parcels within the vicinity 
consist of residential buildings ranging from single- to multi-family units of varied design and 
construction dates. Architectural styles, building heights and building depths vary within the 
neighborhood. 
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BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
NOTIFICATION 

DATES 
DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO HEARING TIME 

311 
Notice 

30 days 
Apr 19, 2017 – 
May 19, 2017 

May 3, 2017 August 24, 2017 113 days 

 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 
REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Posted Notice 20 days August 4, 2017 August 4, 2017 20 days 
Mailed Notice 20 days August 4, 2017 August 4, 2017 20 days 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) - 2 ( includes DR Requestor) - 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

1 3 - 

Neighbors from other 
blocks 

2 1  

Neighborhood groups - - - 
 
• The Project Sponsor held a pre-application meeting with neighbors prior to submitting the building 

permit application and plans. The Project Sponsor has also communicated one-on-one with neighbors 
and other interested parties to address concerns. 
 

• The Department received three (3) letters in support of the proposed project citing its compatibility 
with the neighborhood and the need for more housing. The Department also received six (6) 
comments from neighbors adjacent, within and outside the block objecting to the project’s: density, 
scale (height/depth), impacts to light/privacy and neighborhood character. 

 
 
DR REQUESTOR  
Peter Magladry & Vshal Walia, 275 Romain Street, San Francisco, CA 94131 
 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Issue #1: The project should be considered new construction and be subject to new construction codes. 
The property “is zoned R-2, yet the building is being built with 3 separate units. The building should only 
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be allowed to have 2 unites (sic) per zoning as "it is believed that the owner...will be attempting to use the 
3 units as a vacation AirBNB rental..." 
 
Issue #2: The project exceeds the required 45% rear setback. The site design with respect to rear setback is 
misleading as it uses deck firewalls as part of the existing building. 
 
Issue #3: The project is out-of-scale and out of character with its surroundings; there are no buildings 
over three stories on the block face or along Romain Street. The proposed building height “will be close to 
60 ft” at the rear “due to the contour of the land.” 
 
Issue #4: The project will impact light and privacy with its proposed massing and property line windows. 
 
Issue #5: The proposal appears to add a 6th story roof top deck presently shown as a fire escape. 
 
Issue #6: The project provides insufficient parking for the proposed three units. 
 
Alternative Proposed: The DR Requestor recommends that the variance requests be denied and that the 
project provide a 45% rear setback. The DR Requestor also suggests limiting the project to four stories 
(includes the basement), reducing the proposed number of dwelling units to two instead of three and 
prohibiting roof conversion to a deck. 
 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated May 3, 2017. 
 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE 
Issue #1: The project proposes a 3-unit building which is allowed within an RM-1 district. The owner 
intends, for the short term, to "sell the middle unit, live in the upper unit...and rent the lower unit; for the 
long term, the owner plans to sell or rent the upper unit and relocate to the ground floor.” 
 
Issue #2: The project's required rear setback was determined by averaging "neighboring buildings as 
prescribed in the Planning Code. A variance application was submitted for "proposed building massing 
beyond the rear averaging line" and requests "that the Zoning Administrator acknowledge existing 
property line walls" for the proposed lower unit. The property line walls partially enclose space 
underneath the legally permitted rear deck (constructed in 1959 with the then-required 10' minimum rear 
yard). 
 
Issue #3: The subject property is within proximity to buildings that are four stories such as: 646, 672, 674, 
675, 801, 814, 827, 829, 830, 834, 850, 851, 860, and 880 Corbett Avenue. The proposed building massing 
provides for two additional units on site and is designed to minimize impacts on neighboring properties 
by "progressively step[ping] away from the rear property line at the upper levels; the wall closest to the 
rear property line will be "approximately 16'-6" above the rear yard grade." Following staff and 
Residential Design Team review, the plans were also revised to provide a 15' setback along the front 
elevation at the top story, eliminate a stair enclosure at the top floor as well as further reduce massing 
along the building's side and rear. 
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Issue #4: The project's top floor "is set back 6'-10" from the north property line to minimize shadow 
impacts on 707 Corbett's yard, decks, and solar panels." Since 295 Romain Street "is located two 
properties away from the subject property," any light impacts on the property are likely "due to the larger 
neighboring 707 Corbett Avenue residence." The project will maintain one property line window facing 
707 Corbett Avenue; the window "has been in the existing home since 1951. The owner of 707 purchased 
his home knowing that was the case and has lived with this condition since the 1970s." In addition, the 
variance request to infill area "below an existing deck and two existing property line walls" for the lower 
living unit will not cause impacts to neighbors as it proposes to match 715 Corbett's rear wall and will 
have "no line of sight to the yard of 275 Romain." 
 
Issue #5: The project does not propose a rooftop deck; the proposed "alternating tread devise was 
required fire access to the top of the building. There is no rooftop deck; it is not allowed." 
 
Issue #6: The project will provide parking for three cars as reflected on the plans. 
 
See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated July 18, 2017. 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
The subject property at 711 Corbett Avenue is located within the RM-1 (Residential-Mixed, Low Density) 
which permits a density of up to one unit per 800 square feet of lot area (i.e. 3 dwelling units for the 
subject lot). The "R-2" referenced by the DR Requestor is the Use/Occupancy classification for the 
structure per Building Code, not Planning. While the project proposes two additional units, it is 
considered an alteration and not new construction per the Building Department. 
 
Due to existing topography, street angle and irregular lot configurations, building depths along the block 
face vary: some as shallow as 30’, others extend up to 80’ and one with two buildings with a depth 
totaling nearly 144.’ The project sponsor has requested a variance for rear yard as the project proposes 
infill below the deck and building expansion that encroach within the required average rear yard (at 
levels three and four). The project proposes to maintain the property line walls below the deck, matching 
the property to the south. 
 
The subject property is a developed downsloping mid-block lot located in an area of mixed visual 
character and scale. Residences on Corbett Avenue zoned RM-1 located north and south of the subject 
property appear to vary between one- to three-stories over garage/basement along the front elevation. 
The density on these nearby properties range one to multi-family, upwards of 40 units. Properties on 
Romain Street, zoned RH-1, are single-family dwellings and primarily one-story over garage. The project 
proposes a three-family building within the allowable 40 feet height limit as measured from the building 
centerline at the curb (per Section 260) with four stories along the front and an additional walkout 
basement level at the rear due to the downslope. The Residential Design Advisory Team has determined 
that the proposed building massing and depth to be appropriate since the project “creates habitable space 
below the existing deck and adjacent existing firewalls,” provides side and rear setbacks at the new floors 
and “is in keeping with the adjacent building height to the south” along the front façade. 
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One of two property line windows will be infilled and the opening at level three will remain. No new 
property windows are proposed and new fenestration facing 707 Corbett at level four will be located no 
closer than five feet from the shared side property line. RDT has determined that “Concerns regarding 
privacy are within reasonable tolerances to be expected for a project located in a dense urban 
environment, such as San Francisco. The proposed windows overlook open space/rear yard area.” 
 
Based on the plans, the project will provide three off-street parking spaces and does not propose a roof 
deck above the top floor. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental 
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303 (Class Three – New Construction/Conversion of 
Small Structures). 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) reviewed the project following submittal of the Request 
for Discretionary Review. It noted that while contemporary design is not discouraged, window/glazing 
proportions (solid-to-void) ratio should be improved to be more compatible with the immediate 
surrounding neighborhood character and window patterns. In addition, a stronger roofline expression 
(roof cap, cornice, etc.) at the three-story front façade should be proposed to reflect neighborhood 
patterns and character. 
 
Aside from recommended changes to window proportions and roofline expression, the RDAT found the 
proposal to be generally consistent with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) and that the project 
does not present any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances for the following reasons: 

• The massing and depth are appropriate as the project creates habitable space below the existing 
deck and adjacent existing firewalls; 

• New massing at the 4th and 5th floors are held back from the existing building envelope with 5’ 
minimum side and 6’ rear setbacks; 

• The apparent building height proposes a 3-story massing at the front façade with the upper floor 
set back 15 feet to be in keeping with the adjacent building height to the south; 

• Privacy concerns are within reasonable tolerances to be expected for a project located in a dense 
urban environment. The proposed windows overlook open space/rear yard area.  

 
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. 
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

• The project will result in a net gain of two dwelling units, maximizing the density on site (total 
sizes of three units on site: 889, 1,505 and 1,802 square feet). 

• Given the scale of the project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 
local street system or MUNI. 

• The project is residential and has no impact on neighborhood-serving retail uses. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Take DR and approve the project with RDAT recommended changes 
with respect to window proportion and roofline expression 

 
Attachments: 
Design Review Checklist 
Block Book Map 
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photograph 
Context Photo 
CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
Section 311 Notice 
DR Notice 
DR Application dated May 3, 2017 
Response to DR Application dated July 18, 2017 
Reduced Plans 
Public Comment 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined  
Mixed X 
 
 
SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21) 

                                                                 QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Topography (page 11)    
Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X   
Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to 
the placement of surrounding buildings? 

X   

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)     
Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X   
In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition 
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape? 

x   

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X   
Side Spacing (page 15)    
Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X   
Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)    
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X   
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X   
Views (page 18)    
Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?   X 
Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)    
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?   X 
Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public 
spaces? 

  X 

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

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Scale (pages 23  - 27)    

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

X   

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at 
the mid-block open space? 

X   



Discretionary Review – Full Analysis CASE NO. 2016-001185DRPVAR 
August 24, 2017 711 Corbett Avenue 

 8 

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)    
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?  X   
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding 
buildings? 

X   

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

X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
 
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41) 

                                                      QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)    
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of 
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building? 

X   

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

X   

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

X   

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

X   

Bay Windows (page 34)    
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on 
surrounding buildings? 

X   

Garages (pages 34 - 37)    
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X   
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with 
the building and the surrounding area? 

X   

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X   
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X   
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)    
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?    X 
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other 
building elements?  

  X 

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

  X 

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

X   

 
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  
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and the surrounding area? 
Windows (pages 44 - 46)    
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the 
neighborhood? 

X   

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

 X  

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s 
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood? 

X   

Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, 
especially on facades visible from the street? 

X   

Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)    
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those 
used in the surrounding area? 

X   

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that 
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings? 

X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   
 
Comments: The window/glazing proportions (solid-to-void) ratio should be improved to be more 
compatible with the immediate surrounding neighborhood character and window patterns. In addition, a 
stronger roofline expression (roof cap, cornice, etc.) at the three-story front façade should be proposed to 
reflect neighborhood patterns and character. 
 
 
NHT: I:\Cases\2016\2016-001185DRP - 711 Corbett Ave\1_DR - Full Analysis - 711 Corbett Ave.docx  
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 
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SAN FRANCfSCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

711 Corbett Avenue 2755/017C
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2016-001185ENV 201605036398 02/08/2016

Addition/

Alteration

Demolition

(requires HRER if over 45 years old)

ew

Construction

Project Modification

(GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Proposed vertical &horizontal addition to (E) 1-unit residence to create (N) 3-unit building.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is re uired.
Class 1—Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

❑ Class 3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family
residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.
Class_

--
STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: ff 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 ro'ect a licant must submit an Environmental A lication with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPAHTMENTI%1~%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 anon-archeological sensitive

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

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

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

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

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment

on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography)

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

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

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

geotechnical report is required.

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

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

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

geotechnical report is required.

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

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

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

checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental

Evaluation Application is required unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

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

CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jea11 POfltlg ~.,~.o,o.,.,.,~ -~-~

STfP 3: PROPERTY STATUS -HISTORIC RESOURCE
Tn RF rnMPl FrFn RY PRnJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (re er to Parcel In ormation Ma )

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

✓ Cate ory B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 ears of a e). GO TO STEP 4.

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

SAN FRANCISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/131"



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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

❑

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

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

❑✓ Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

4. 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.

❑ 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13115



8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties

(specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specifij): Per PTR form signed on May 9, 2016.

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

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

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

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

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

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros' ~.~.,,p„ ,~ ~......w

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
Tn RF. CnMALETED BY PROTECT PLANNER

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

apply):

Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

Step 5 —Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

Planner Name: Stephanie A. Cisneros
Signature:

'. Dgilally signetl by Stephanie Cisneros
DN: do-0rg, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplannmg,

Stephanie Cisneros ou=CiryPlamm~g,ou CurrenlPlanning,cn=Stephanie
Cisneros,Pro~e~t ApPro~ai a~t~on•

Building Permit
email=Stephanie.Cisneros(r~sfgov.org

°a`a:2°,6.°S.,B,°:,3:,6-°'~°°~

It Discretionary Keview betore the Planning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the

project.

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

Administrative Code.

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

days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Z~1 ~T'I ~



STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the

Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes

a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed

changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification' and, therefore, be subject to

additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

front page)

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

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

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

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

Sections 311 or 312;

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

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known

at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may

no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required~CATEX FORK

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project

approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning

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

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2!1~I1.r3
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 4/26/2016

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner: Address:

Stephanie Cisneros 71 1 Corbett Avenue

alock/Lot: Cross Streets:

2755/0170 Romain Street &Hopkins Avenue

CEQA Category: Art. 10/1 1: BPA/Case No.:

B N/A 2016-001185ENV

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIP7~ON:

(: CEQA (~ Article 10/11 (~' Preliminary/PIC (. Alteration (~ Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 02/08/2016

PROJECT ISSUES:

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

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

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
Michael Hennessey (dated 02/03/2016) &Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Tim
Kelley Consulting (dated January 2016).

Proposed Project: Proposed vertical &horizontal addition to (E) 1-unit residence to
create (N) 3-unit building.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource Present ('.Yes C~No ~ ("N/A

Individual Historic District/Context

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

Criterion 1 -Event: (` Yes (: No Criterion 1 -Event: C Yes (: No

Criterion 2 -Persons: (' Yes ( No Criterion 2 -Persons: (~' Yes (: No

Criterion 3 -Architecture: C` Yes ~ No Criterion 3 -Architecture: C~ Yes (: No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential• (` Yes ~ No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential• C~ Yes f: No

Period of Significance: Period of Significance:

(̀ Contributor (' Non-Contributor

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

Reception:
415.558.6376

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11: ~ Yes (''; No (~ N/A

CEQA Material Impairment (` Yes Vii`, No

Needs More Information: (~'' Yes ( No

Requires Design Revisions: ( Yes ( No

Defer to Residential Design Team: C~ Yes (~; No

* If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or

Preservation Coordinator is required.

(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared

by Michael Hennessey (dated 02/03/2016) &Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Tim

Kelley Consulting (dated January 2016) and information found in the Planning Department

files, the subject property at 711 Corbett Avenue contains aone-story-over-basement,

wood-frame, single-family residence constructed in 1951 (source: building permit). The

residence was constructed by original owner and carpenter Laine R. Wicksten and can be

classified as a minimal) detailed Art Deco residence with details such as raised vertical

ornaments above the primary facade window and glass block sidelights. The Wicksten

family owned the building until it was sold in 2015 to the current owner. Known alterations

to the property include: constructing a balcony deck at the rear of building (1959); and

covering the rear portion of the north wall of house approximately 800 sf of wall surface

with asbestos shingles (1963).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the

owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject

property is a minimally detailed representation of the Art Deco architectural style, a style

that was mostly popular with commercial buildings. The building is not architecturally

distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California Register under

I Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.

The subject property is located in the Twin Peaks neighborhood on a block that exhibits a

variety of architectural styles and construction dates ranging from 1913 to 2000. The area

surrounding the subject property does not comprise a significant concentration of

historically or aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any

criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator: Date:
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