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REQUESTED CHANGES 16~ IOWAVQJ

1.Reduction of both 2" and 3" floors of 4 feet
each

- OR
Reduction of 2" floor by 5 feet

2.Removal of 3rd floor deck

3.Removal of north-facing windows on 2" floor

4.Reduction of 2nd floor deck by pulling railings in
5 feet from side property lines

5. Turn rooms behind garage into a small and af-
fordable second unit

6.Clarify for the record there is no attic level
deck (because while it does not show in the plans
it does in the 3D drawings the sponsor sent you)
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Russian Hill Community As&wmtlon
1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com

August 30, 2017

President Rich Hillis and

Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Re: 8/31/17 Planning Commission Agenda No. 12
Case No. 2017-002430CUA 948-950 Lombard Street & 841 Chestnut Street

Dear President Hillis and Members of the Planning Commission:

You need to read between the lines of the Executive Summary for the Conditional Use request for a lot merger
for the above project to realize that there has been a massive failure of the Planning proecess resulting in the loss of
a historic resource and potential significant negative impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.

While the history of the project is less than clearly outlined, either deliberately or inadvertently, it is worth
noting that the Executive Summary Project History identifies 12 separate applications/permits. And more are listed
on the Department of Building Inspection’s database. Also significant are the litany of errors, omissions, oversights
and lack of coordination between Planning and the Department of Building Inspection noted in the Project
History:

o “Building Permit Application No. 2011.11.04.8277 was filed and approved on November 4, 2011, to correct the record and
validate the approved permit at both legal properties.”[Project History Par. 2]

*  “Planning Department Staff approved the merger of the subject lots (Lots 10 and 17) on April 22, 2015 based upon incomplete
information contained within the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) Report of Residential Building Record (*3-R Report).
|Project History Par.5]

*  “On April 2, 2016, a complaint was filed on the property regarding work beyond the scope of permit...On June 9, 2016, building
Permit Application No. 2016.06.09.9584 was issued with an engineer’s notice and no plans...No changes to approved design
proposed.” |Project History Par. 6]

*  “OnJune 15, 2016, building Permit Application No. 2016.06.15.9992 was submitted with one sheet of plans illustrating the full -
removal of all historic material... The plans were approved by DBI without Planning Department review or approval.” [Project

History Par.6]

e “Atthe time all plans were submitted. the property had been effectively demolished; all permits were filed to correct the record.”™
[Project History Par. 6]
e OnJuly 6. 2016. a complaini was filed with the Planning Department ... citing the possible demolition of a historic resource

without Planning Department approval...Planning Department Staff conducted a site visit on November 8, 2016. where it was
determined that the building was composed of all new framing and sheathing.” [Project History. Par 7]

The Russian Hill Community Association respectfully requests that the Planning Commission consider
all of the facts and circumstances of this situation and deny the request for a lot merger.

Unfortunately, the stipulation in the settlement agreement requiring that all future permits be reviewed by the
Planning Department and that the Project Sponsor not exceed the scope of work on approved permits does not provide
the assurance that it should.

Violators of the Planning and Building Codes should not be rewarded. The requested merger of the two lots
should be denied. Alternatives for access to the properties need to be explored. This is a precedent setting case and :
should not be addressed to simply clear the calendar. Please deny the Conditional Use request to merge two lots.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Cowrtney

Chair, Housing & Zoning Committee .

Cc: Jamie Cherry, Jeftf Cheney, RHCA; Robyn Tucker, PANA; Bob Bluhm, RHN; District 2 Supervisor Mark Farrell



From: Richar rdell

To: I mmission P

Cc: Eoster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: 948-950 LOMBARD / 841 CHESTNUT -- PLANNING COMMISSION THURSDAY 08-31-2017 ITEM 12 -- #2017~
002430CUA

Date: Tuesday, August 29, 2017 4:50:49 PM

Jonas P. ionin

Commission Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

PH: (415) 558-6415 (Assistant)

PH: (415) 558-6309 (Direct)

FX: (415) 558-6409
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org

Nicholas Foster
(415) 575-9167

Nicholas.Foster@sfgov.org
RE: 2017-002430CUA

The fine levied for the egregious and unauthorized demolition of the Willis Polk structure seems way
too small, especially when considering the estimated value of the completed project; the fine is just
a relatively small, cost-of-doing-business expense.

My personal feeling is that the developer forfeited any consideration and, under the circumstances,
doesn't deserve the granting of any additional benefits from San Francisco's Planning Department,
such as the approval of a lot merger or a conditional use application.

Rather, the City should decide solely on the basis of what would be better for the Russian Hill
neighborhood and for the City of San Francisco and rule that way; no consideration should be given
to the developer's wishes nor any potential increased profit.

Richard Cardello
999 GREEN STREET NO. 903
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94133



Ty 4 s

16 YO ‘oosuel4 ueg
O 198415 UOIsSiA 0991
11£9-856 (SLp) ‘8uoyd

BaoaoBs@od rewy
{1 Ligyg Ssuolisany

2] JO 1517 s1ajduwion
4 [Eated §.0 UL

joalBy uawdojana(]

93 sseusng Aoeboq

WNbEY Sjaeploly
1 Bl 0} SUOISIAS Y

B U0Banng Mg

(521015 WEy)

Jo Apnys Buiuue)d

w BUDjied 8lnAsIg

SjO/UO Bg
4 10 LONRPHOSUG))

3gh pue poedg

| paumQO-Al AL

I

g BuusaH D0 T pen@y -

pooyioqybiau Bujoadsal uj aA08YS JOU S| LOIOWB( O} Junowelue] yey) oljgnd ay) uim seeaibe jusuinedsaq ey

‘ubBjsap JoLByUl 10} felualod

‘(pauinba.
Buureey uorssiuinion ou) Ajpaneqsiujwpe paaoidde aq sny) 'ploysaly} uolyjjowaq o} Juncuwieiue] ay)
Bunesw |jis sjiym Buisnoy Bugsixe su) o 8zis ay) puedxs Ajjueaiubis ueo yosfoid v suciippe Jofew Buimojny

'S}NSaJ 9S8y} UM ‘ploysaiy; ay) Jo Hoys snf Butubisep siosuods 1velosd
0}.p3| 9ABY S|0JJU0D Jualind ay] ‘sjosfosd pepuedxs Ajuedyiubis lo/pue ubisap Jouajul Ui Buynsas ‘ploysaiyy
8y} jo poys i1snf Buiubisap siosuods joefold 0} Psj BABY SJOJUOD JUSLIND BY] JBY) PUNO) SABY M ‘ISABMOH

Bale 90euns |enjoe Jo 189} aienbs ssolb ul pasinseaw se ‘Bupling Bupsixa ay} jo (epelb mojaq io je sajeid
100)} }daoxa 'saje|d Jooy [|B pue SesIE JOOI |[B SB Paulep) Sjusws|g [BJUoZUOH ay) jo Jusotad gg uey} alopy

(3o ~—pue{adojeaus Buipjing

oy} 40 slUsWSS Jayyo o} Woddns jrinjonus apiaoid Jeyl Jo ‘Bulpiing ey} JO JOLIBIXe PUE IOLISIU| BY) USsM}aq
SlalUBq [ewiay) pue Jeyieam apiaoid Jeu) S|lem Jousixa jje se paulap) siuswa|g adojoaug [ealaA aus jo
weotad g ueyy siow Buiaowal Buipjing jeluepIsa) g Jo uoness)e Jolew v

Lhah

b i 10 ‘sjlem Jolisixa [je jo Jusolad Gg uey) aiow Bunoway
Joeju0o aseald ‘Bunasw
uopeziuebio 1o pooyioqybiau
Buiwoodn ue pusye o0}
jjeis buluueid oM pinom noA i
suojjjjouiap
pue suojeiajje 10}
§s0%0.d Jed|2 Y :pjoysaiyy
| uoisuedxg jeuepisey

- ML)

mL Q© —pHE-(pauiquon) apede) Jeal pue Juol) oy} Jo

. mho.mc_:a,m_m-wm

eoiad oG uey; ajow BuiAowal ‘Buipjing (elluspisad B JO UoiRIS)E JofBW Y 4
/1€ uoioes spo) Buluuejd

00sjouBI4 Ueg 0] 198[qns pue uonjowa( 0} Junowelue] , paJepIsuo?
S| eusjLIo BuMmoj|o) 8y} o alow 1o auo sasodold jey) uoyeoydde josfoid Auy

¢, UOTIT[OWR(] 0} JUNOWRIURT,, ST JBYM






October 27, 2016
To: Planning Commission and Staff
Re: Residential Expansion Threshold Informational Hearing

Dear Commissioners and Staff:

Here is my proposal for new language to deal with Tantamount to a
Demolition in Section 317 and the loss of residential housing:

"If any or all sections of the front or rear facade or wall of a
structure are proposed for removal, then the project is considered
Tantamount to a Demolition and must have a Conditional Use
Authorization hearing. However, if a project is determined during
Intake and Design Review to remove any or all sections of only the
rear facade or wall of the structure for only a horizontal addition, and
this horizontal addition does not exceed the rear yard requirements
under Sections 134 and 136 of the Planning Code, this project will-
not be considered Tantamount to a Demolition, but an alteration. If a
vertical addition is proposed that adds square footage, a project will
be considered Tantamount to a Demolition and a CUA hearing will be
required. A roof deck is considered a vertical addition. Skylights or
clerestory will not trigger a CUA hearing. If any portion of the front .
facade is altered at any time during the construction of a project,
other than replacement windows per the Planning and Building Code,
a project would be considered Tantamount to a Demolition and would
be subject to penalties under the Planning Code and Building Code.

If a Project Sponsor wishes to add only a garage to a structure that
does not currently have a garage, such an addition could be
considered under the Soft Story Program and the ADU provision or a
Project Sponsor may seek a Variance from the Zoning Administrator.
If a Project Sponsor needs to repair a front or rear facade due to
deteriorating conditions, a special Building Permit must be applied
for and will be issued. This special Building Permit would require
scrutiny from both the Buiiding Department and the Enforcement
Division of the Planning Department at the time of application.”






I do not think you need to get rid of Section 317. The point of the revised
language proposed above, is to tighten up the Tantamount to a Demolition
definitions.

It has been said that the thresholds of Tantamount to a Demolition do not

work as intended. Currently they are thresholds of what can be removed. The
proposed RET is a threshold of what can be added.

What is the difference in getting to the goal of preserving existing housing if

thresholds are the problem? What threshold do you land on under a new
proposal? _GSF, FAR, a Fixed number, Neighborhood Averages, etc, etc?

Tightening up Tantamount to a Demolition as I propose above, brings
certainty to the process. If a project sponsor wants to do a project that would
trigger Tantamount to a Demolition they know from the get-go that there will
be a Conditional Use Hearing.

Also, please remove the language in Section 317 (b) (7). Itis a problem
because it adds to loss of housing and basically allows a unit merger.

On a personal note, Commissioners and Staff. I have been talking about this for
nearly three years now. Iwrote my first letter on this in January 2014. There
have been many good conversations about this and I greatly appreciate the
Staff’s work and concern as well as the Commission's concern and interest.

This needs guick attention. We need a better way to try and preserve existing
housing. Devising a new Planning Code Section and new Review Procedures
will be laborious and contentious. Please revise the definition of Tantamount
to a Demolition either as I proposed above or something very similar. There is
no reason it cannot be fairly simple.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish






L1T0Z ‘T€ 3snSny - uoissiwwo) suluueld

AD3L1VYULS NOILV.LINIWITdWI 2 NV1d

B0 Buluue|dis ewos|enuad//.diy

#@
Bujieay Dd AIS09




woawrs 1

—re

zo.?@
NIVHLTY

o \\m

[

THOLR

g

m
mﬁ

15 AWu3d

[.is Stagom

15 VT AV

m AHieg| |

Soaes
breuesy |

43)reD
BUGISOW

LS VRYEIL

suspieg
eusng equax

NCILYLS

N_MZOG._.”ZOE

LS NOSIMEVH_
i [

i I
e S Y T T

w\mzaw
uoKif

V34V NY1d

(82B4NG) LB IUNN  e————
Aemans O8N IUNA/LHYE eeem—
6102 Ul uado o) paroadxs

‘LUONONIISUOD 18pUN ABMONG [jUe) & = s

Jayoeeyd pooytoqubiau
2oueyud pue 10adsay -

sjjauaq aiqnd apinoid -
puBWap 9)ePOWWOIIY —
ASarens

Jou s.jeym Xxij

‘1ealb s jeym dosyy
Aydosorryg

pooyJioqybiau ajqeuleisns y
UOISIA

AHYIWININS NVY1d




ST1Ivi3id NVd

el vy
A3k A ayy gy



SALIS A3

L# O1dO.l




