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Rodney Fong, President and
Planning Commissioners

San Francisco Planning Commission
165 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA

Re: 1430 36th Avenue--- Request for Discretionary Review

Dear President Fong and Planning Commissioners:
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We represent Ann and Chris Grimaldi, owners of the single family home at 1434 36" Avenue,
the DR requestors. The Grimaldi property is immediately adjacent and south of the proposed
renovation and addition at 1430 36" Avenue (the “Project”). As explained in more detail below,
the Grimaldi’s are seeking DR because it is evident that the property owner/Project Sponsor
intends to illegally convert the Project to a 2-unit dwelling, and that the proposed design will
facilitate an illegal conversion to create a 2-unit building in an RH-1 district, as well as
significantly expand the building footprint. This, as well as the apparent violation of the
Planning Department’s guidelines for addition of lower level rooms, represents the exceptional
and extraordinary circumstance that warrants the Commission to take DR in this case. The DR -
applicants are not opposed to increasing residential density but believe any such increase should

be done in accordance with rules.

In addition to the objections to the Project itself, the DR requesters would also like to direct the
Commission’s attention to several errors in the notice for this hearing. (See Exhibit 9.) The
mailed notice misidentified the cross-street as “Clipper”, and the proposed horizontal addition
was mis-described as including two bedrooms, when the addition in fact includes three bedrooms
(and the Project overall will result in an increase of three or four bedrooms, (since the proposed
“study” can easily be used as a bedroom.) Those errors have confused some residents about the
subject of this hearing.

Background

The Project site at 1430 36™ Avenue is zoned RH-1, as is the DR Requestor’s home, and the vast

majority of this block. A small part of the block, near Judah Street, beginning several parcels

north of the Project site; is zoned RH-3. The Project site, like the DR Requestor’s property, is -
currently developed with a single family home. The Grimaldi’s have resided here since 1994.

As renovated several years ago within the pre-existing footprint, the Grimaldi’s house has three
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bedrooms and three baths, and is occupied by Ann and Chris Grimaldi and their two teenage
children.

The current Project Sponsors purchased the Property in mid-2014. As stated in the listing
summary (see Exhibit 1), the Property was a single family home with two bedrooms and one
bath, as well as a small family room and two car garage on the lower level, with a total of
1250 square feet.

In September 2014, the Project Sponsors (Property owner, Christina Vuong, Project Sponsor
Jason Chan (the architect) and Hayden Ly) sent out a Notice of Pre-Application Meeting. The
notice states that the development proposed was:

In 1** floor, add a family room, two bedrooms, two baths, a study room, and a
kitchen. In 2™ floor: add a bath, relocate bedrooms, convert existing bedroom to
a study and a ply [play] room, remodel kitchen. (Emphasis added.)

(See Exhibit 2.)

In October, 2014, pursuant to Planning Department requirements, a pre-application meeting was
held. At that meeting, the Project Sponsor presented plans to the attendees. The plans that were
presented are similar to the application later submitted, except that those initial plans listed
“kitchen” as part of the scope of work on the first floor, and showed a kitchen (sink and cabinets)
in the proposed large “family room” on the ground level (See Exhibit 3).

Those pre-application meeting plans also included laundry facilities (marked W/D for
washer/dryer) on both the first and second level, as further indication of the intent to develop the
Property with two independent units.

At the same pre-application meeting, the Project Sponsor-architect stated that a second kitchen
would be constructed downstairs. When the neighbors attending stated that a second kitchen
would not be legal, the architect stated that the City would allow a second unit and kitchen at the
Property.

Subsequently, a gentleman who identified himself as the owner stated that he intended to
construct a second unit in the lower level and rent it out. He specifically stated “I would never
have bought this property if I could not rent out a downstairs unit.” Project Sponsor’s intent to
develop a second unit is verified by signed, sworn statements from neighbors in attendance. (See
Exhibit 4). Project Sponsor’s stated intent to develop two units should inform the Commission’s
review of this DR request.
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Following the pre-application meeting, the Project Sponsor submitted a building permit
application. The plans were very similar to those presented at the pre-app meeting, except that
the reference to the kitchen in the lower level family room, as well as a separate washer/dryer on
the lower level, were deleted. Planning Department procedure requires, along with the
application itself, that an applicant submit a copy of the pre-application notice, as well as the
plans presented at the pre-application meeting. Exhibit 5 is a copy of the pre-application notice
in the Planning Department files. Notably, the pre-application notice still includes a reference to
a “kitchen” on the first floor. However, the plans submitted with the application do not include
the kitchen fixtures (sink/counter) in the family room, or the separate washer/dryer on the lower
level.

As proposed, the Project included extensive renovations to the existing home, within the existing
structure, as well as a large two-level rear addition. As proposed, the ground level renovation
included a greatly expanded family room, a full and half bath, and a bedroom. The proposed rear
addition, which extended approximately 27 feet from the existing house, included two bedrooms
at the ground level, as well as a bedroom and study on the second level. Overall with the
proposed renovation and additions, the Project’s lower level would include three bedrooms, one
and a half baths, and a large family room.

During the Planning Department review, the Project Sponsor was directed to reduce the depth of
the addition by 10 feet, and the plans were so revised. The upper level addition was reduced in
depth by 10 feet, however the lower level addition was enlarged by several feet. As revised the
rear addition still included one bedroom and a bath on the upper level, and two bedrooms on the
lower level, and overall the lower level still included the addition of three bedrooms and one and
a half baths, and an approximately 340 square foot family room. The proposed upper level
included two full baths, two bedrooms and a study (with a closet) that had been a bedroom in the
existing house. These were the plans that were ultimately approved by the Planning staff and
which are the subjects of this DR request.

On June 30, 2015, the DR request was submitted (See Exhibit 6). The DR request raised several
issues about the proposed plans. At this time, we will focus on the chief issue, which is that the
plans as approved will greatly facilitate the Project Sponsor’s planned goal to illegally create two
separate units.

Discussion

For many years, the Planning Department has followed policies intended to limit construction
that would facilitate the creation of illegal units. (Bulletin No 1, Developing Ground Floor
Accessory Rooms in Residential Buildings) (“Policy”) (See Exhibit 7). The approved Project is
contrary to the letter and spirit of that Policy.

AFDOCS/12699496.1
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Under that Policy, the type of rooms allowed on a ground level is based on several factors,
including

-whether building is new construction or an addition
-whether the ground level rooms have direct or indirect access to the street and
-the degree of visual and spatial connection between the levels

The Project includes a ground level with both a full bath and half bath. Under the Policy, a full
bath and half bath should be allowed only if there is only an “indirect” connection of the lower
rooms to the street, and at least a limited visual and spatial connection between the floors.

Contrary to the Planning staff’s apparent conclusion, we believe the Project is more properly
characterized as having a direct connection to the street, and essentially no visual or spatial
connection between the two levels.

Street Access: There is a door at the ground level, adjacent to the garage door. A person
entering that door from the street would cross a short open area and then go through another door
to a hallway that directly accesses the lower residential rooms. (See Exhibit 8, showing direct
access path into the lower residential rooms) While the short area crossed between the exterior
door and the door into the lower living area is connected to the garage, it would take only the
most minimal construction the seal this corridor off from the rest of the garage, providing a
completely independent entry to the lower level rooms. As compared to the situation illustrated
in the Policy, this should be considered as direct access from the street to the new residential
rooms.

Visual Spatial Connection; As shown on the plans the only connection between the ground and
second levels is a narrow stairway, which appears to have doors and doorways at its upper and
lower end. (See Exhibit 8). Closing either door provides a complete visual/spatial separation
between the two levels.

Under the Policy, a walled stairway with doors (or opening that would easily accommodate a
door at each end) is considered an example of “limited visual and spatial connection between
floors.” However, it is clear that once doors at either the upper or lower end of the stairs one
closed and locked, there is no visual or spatial connection between the floor levels of the Project,
and the existence of such an easily closed stairway in no way limits the ability to create a second,
illegal unit on the lower level.

The Policy states that the standards in the matrix will be applicable in most cases but “there may
be some unusual circumstances which warrant additional or alternate standards.” (See Exhibit 7,

AFDOCS/12699496.1
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p. 5.) This Project presents such unusual circumstances. This is not a case where the lower level
has one or two habitable rooms. Instead, as proposed the lower level (with the proposed
addition) will include three bedrooms, a bath and half bath and a large family room where a
kitchen could be accommodated. Moreover, in this case, the Project Sponsors have made clear
their intent to have two units. Thus, for this case the appropriate standard to judge the Project by
is that applicable to “No Visual Connection” between the levels.

If the direct street access and (lack of) connection between the floors is properly characterized,
then the matrix in the Policy states that a full bath on the lower level would be prohibited, and
the Project could only elect between a half bath and wet bar. Therefore, properly applied, the
Department’s Policy would at least require the elimination of the full bath on the lower level.

O TV SO SV VR
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Even if the Commission is unwilling to second-guess staff’s application of the Policy regarding
access to the street and connection between houses, the Commission has sufficient basis to take
DR and require the Project to be modified. The exceptional circumstances in this case include
elements of the proposal that so readily permit this to be converted to an illegal separate unit, the
size of the intended lower unit, and the Project Sponsor’s announced intention to create such an
illegal second unit.

As approved, the lower level would include three bedrooms one full and one half bath, and a
very large “family room”. It has direct access to 36™ Avenue, as well as access to the rear yard.
The lower level could be separated from the upper level by simply closing and locking doors at
the top and bottom of the narrow stairs. The only thing the lower level theoretically lacks to be a
full dwelling unit is a kitchen. However, the family room (where the original plans (see

Exhibit 3) showed a kitchen), can certainly accommodate a kitchen. Functional cooking
facilities could be added with a microwave and refrigerator, and a full kitchen could be added
with minimal (illegal) construction that would be difficult to detect and take enforcement against.
(Among other things, plumbing will be located immediately adjacent to the family room.) In
addition, a washer/dryer laundry unit could be added where it was shown in the pre-application
plans. Even if only limited kitchen facilities are provided, short of a full legal kitchen, in the
current housing market such a unit with a partial kitchen could easily be rented. Moreover the
upper unit, with 2-3 bedrooms and two full baths, could also easily be rented as a full unit.

Therefore, even if the construction would satisfy the Policy, it is evident that what the Project
would produce is a plan that practically begs to be converted into two separate units, in violation
of the RH-1 zoning. Moreover, from the beginning the Sponsor made clear his intent to create
two separate rental units, not a single large home for his family. Therefore, the Commission has
the basis to take DR and to require at least the following changes to prevent the creation of an
illegal unit:

AFDOCS/12699496.1
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-require the deletion of the full bath on the lower level

-require the plans be revised to open up the connection between the two floors so it
cannot be readily closed off

-substantially reduce the size of the family room to reduce the ability to add (illegal)
kitchen facilities here (space taken from the family room can be added back to the garage,
perhaps as storage accessible only from the garage)

What makes the Project so objectionable is not only the clear intent and ability to add an illegal
unit, but also the significant overall expansion of the building and the intensity of use. An
alternative modification would be to reduce the Project by removing all or most of the new
addition. If the Commission exercises DR, and directs that the lower rear addition be removed,
then even if the lower level eventually became an illegal unit, then at least the degree of violation
will be mitigated.

-even if the above physical changes are required, require the Project Sponsor to record a
notice of special restriction that would explicitly limit addition of any kitchen facilities on
the lower level, as well as explicitly limit any separate rental of the lower level, and
permit periodic inspections to assure these conditions are being adhered to. The
appropriateness of such an NSR is specifically recognized in the Planning Department’s
Policy.

With these changes, the sponsor will still have a home with five bedrooms, two and a half baths
and a study and family room, able to accommodate a very large family. Such a home will be
much larger than the Grimaldi’s and most homes on this block. At the same time, these
reasonable changes will significantly reduce the ability to create an illegal unit at 1430 360
Avenue. Thus the changes will strike an appropriate balance between allowing expanded
housing for families while discouraging violations of the Planning Code.

Conclusion

Most people in this room probably recognize that San Francisco has an acute need for additional
housing. Numerous options to create more housing are being considered, including increased
density in transit corridors, as well as ability to add “accessory dwelling units” (“ADU”) under
specified circumstances.

At this time, the Property is not in an area where such an ADU is permitted. Even where such an
ADU can be constructed, such units are typically required to be developed within an existing
building envelope, and be rented at an affordable rent — neither which would be true in this case.

AFDOCS/12699496.1
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As the City seeks to expand residential opportunities, it needs to assure concerned residents that
any additional residential units that may be added comply with the applicable rules, in order to
maintain the confidence of the residents. A two-unit building at the Project site is flatly illegal.
Even if the Planning Code allowed an ADU at this location, this Project would be inconsistent
with the evolving ADU rules, because the Project is significantly expanding the building
envelope to accommodate the (likely) new unit, and the intended new lower unit would not be
subject to any affordability requirements.

Allowing the Project to proceed in its present form might create additional housing, but in a way
that does not comport with either the existing rules, or evolving housing policy. As the City
considers new rules to create new residential opportunities, it also needs to assure residents that
any rules are enforced.

Therefore we respectfully request the Planning Commission to take discretionary review and to
require the Project to be modified as proposed above.

Sincerel

gve Atkinson

cc: David Silverman, for Project Sponsor

Exhibits

AFDOCS/12699496.1



EXHIBIT 1



10/5/2014 San Francisco

Lo Property Hisloos LlStlIlg Summary @ irwmmvm Q wa“ﬂ \fmfitmn
Listing #420896 1430 36th Ave,San Francisco, CA 84122° Sold rmme pOM 47
$849.000 {L.P} Bed: 2 . . - N
$850.000 {SP) ed: Baths: 1 Sq Ft: 1250 Lot 8z: 27438
Prica/SqFt: 680 00 .o . -

SP % LP: 100.12 District ; 2 - Ceniral Sunset ¥r: 1945
.. . Remarks
- Charming 2BD/1BA in the heart of Sunset o o ) B

' District. Features a center patio and a cozy
breakfast nook. New interior paint. New

_carpet and new iinoleum floor. One room
downstairs. Large garage can fit 2 cars. High
ceiling at basement level with separate

“entrance. Spacious backyard. Walking

- distance to the Golden Gate Park,

. restaurants, shops, schools and N car line.
Property is currently vacant. A must see!

Agent Jenny Ying He  (ID: 805815) Primary:415-860-8320 Secondary:650-301-0553 Lic: 01255905
Offica Century 21 Realty Alliance Fine Homes and Estates {ID:CAFH) Phone: 415-213-1600, FAX: 415-213-9088 Office Lic.:
Property Type Single-Family Homes Property Subtype(s) Single-Family Homes
Status Soid (0713114)
DOM 47
Type Listing Excl Right to Seft
Known Short Sale No
REO No
District 2-E
Commission Selling Office Dual/Var. Rate
25 Ne
County San Francisco BIK/LYAPN 1848033
Scope of Servics Full Service
Beds 2 Baths 1
Den/Bonus Room 0
Approx Square Feet 1250* Sq Ft Source Per Tax Records Price / SgFt 680.00
Lot Sq Ft (approx) 2748 Lot Acres (approx) £.0631 Lot Size Source (Per Tax Records)
Year Buiit 1945
Map Book SFAR Map Map Coordinates SFAR, GJ45
Cross Street Judah
Listing Date 05/21414 Entry Date 0521714
On Market Date 05/21/14
Original Price 849,000
Occupant Type Vacant
Occupant Name

Directions to Property  Crosa sirget is Judah.
Agent Remarks Subject to canceliation of previous conract. Go directly. On Supra Lockbox. Calt LA for all questions at 415-860-8320.

CAMUSESEBY oo e eeee oo e e s e
Selling Information

Salling Price 850,000 Selling Date 07/3114

ht:p:llloginlax.r'apm!s.omVMenu.aspﬂhidMLs=SFAR&5ID-OeTUbdﬂ,e-ea18-4db-983f-3c7d24a0383b 12
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10/5/2014 San Francisco
Listing Price 849,000 Pending Date 07/07/14
‘8P %LP 100.12 Original Price 848,000
Financing Fixed Conveational
Comments
_ Selling Agent Veronica V Tran (802057} Selling Office Tran Reel Estate (TRRE)
SollingCo-Agent . . . ... .. ......_.SelingCoOffics e e et e e e e+ nm st e
Zoning e
. Total # of Rooms 5
- # of Parking Spacas 2
Parking Access Tandem
. Green Point Rating 0
. HERS Index 0
HOA Dues $0.06
Prabate Sale No
Foeaturss T )
. Showing Instructions Go Directly, Supra iBox, Leave Card
Possession Closa of Escrowm
- Parking Garage, Auto Door
Style Contamporary, Traditional
Exterior Stucco
Main Level 2 Bedrooms, 1 Bath, Living Room, Dining Room, Kitchen
" Lewer Levei 1 Bedroom
Kitchern Gas Range, Freestanding Range, Rsfrigerator, Dishwasher, Formica Counter, Brealdast Room, Sicplight(s)
Dining Room Formal
Living Room View
Foundation Concrete Perimeter
Construction Wood Frame
Roof Bitumen
Heating/Cooling Sys Ceniral Heating, Gas
Laundry Appliances 220 Volt Wiring, Heokups Only, In Basement
- Floors Wall to Wall Carpet, Linoleum
Fireplace 1
_ Bath Typafincludes THe, Shower and Tub
Lot Description Level
Driveway/Sidewalks Paved Driveway, Paved Sidewalks
Documents/Disclosure Disclnsure Pkg Aval
Water/Sewer Water-Public
' Transportation 1 Block
‘Shopping .. 2Blocks ... - B _
* Denotes information autofilled from tax recards.

All data NOT VERIFIED. Subject to ERRORS, OMISSIONS, or REVISIONS. Prospective Buyers URGED TO INVESTIGATE. - Copyright: 2014 by
San Francisco Assoc of REALTORS.
Copyright ©2014 Rapattoni jon. All rights reserved.
U.S. Patent 6,510,045
Generated: 10/04/14 11:10pm

RapattonML

hup-Jnoginlax.rapmis.comIMenu.aspx‘?hidM.S=SFAR&SlD=0370bd4e—e81&4cﬂ>—983i—3¢7d24a0383b
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Afficawt for Pre-Application Meeting

Notice of Pre-Application Meeting

09/17/2014 :
Date ;
Dear Neighbor:

You are invited to a neighborhood Pre-Application meeting io review and discuss the development
Ero sal at 143036thAve cross  street(s) JudahSt (Block/Lot#:
818/033 ; Zoning: RH-1 ), in accordance with the San Francisco

Planning Department’s Pre-Application procedures. The Pre-Application meeting is intended as a way fer the Project
Sponsor(s) ta discuss the project and review the proposed plans with adjacent neighbors and neighborhood organizations
before the submittal of an application to the City. This provides neighbors an opportunity to raise questions and discuss
any concerns about the impacts of the project before it is submitted for the Planning Department’s review. Once a
Building Permit has been submitted to the City, you may track its status at wwwsfgov.erg/dbi.

The Pre-Application process is only required for projects subject to Planning Code Section 311 or 312 Notification. It
serves as the first step in the process prior to building permit application or entitlement submittal. Those contacted as
2 tresult of the Pre-Application process will also receive a formal entitlement notice or 311 or 312 notificadon when the
project is submitted and reviewed by Plarming Department staff.
A Pre-Application meeting is required because this project includes (check all that apply):

T New Construction;

=3 Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more;

3 Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more;

[J Decks over 10 feet above grade or within the required rear yard;

[ All Formula Retail uses subject to a Conditional Use Authorization.

The development proposal is to: :
In G5t floorr a0d 3 Ean’ﬁly room, two bedrooms, two baths, a study room.{and a kitchen, ¥ 2nd floor '

add a hath relacate bedrooms, convert.existing bedrnomtoa study an

Existing # of dwelling units: One __ Proposed: Dna . Permitted: Two
Existing bidg square footage24405f— Proposed: 3241 5 £ Permitted: S000 s.f

Existing # of stories: Two Proposed: Two. . Permitted: Eaur

Existing bldg height20.feet Proposed: 20feet  Permitted:40feet . .,
Existing bidg depth: 5010 Proposed; 2787 Permitted: 90’=0" |
MEETING INFORMATION:

Property Owner(s) name(s): Christina Yuong |
Project Sponsor(s): _Jason Chan, Hayden Ly i 3
Contact information (emag,lf?hone):haydenly@gmasl.com 925-437-9069

Meeting Address*: 1430 36th ave, san francisco, ca 94197

Date of meeting: Qciober 4th, 2014 )

Time of meeting*™:5:00 pm

*The meeting should he conducted at the project site or within & one-mile radius, unless the Project Sponsor nas requested a

Department Facilitated Pre-Application Weeting, in which case the meeting will be held at the Planning Department offices, at 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, .

*#\yeeknight meetings shall occur between 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Weekend meetings shall be batween 10:00 a.m. - $:00 g.m,
unless the Praject Sponsor has selectad a Department Facilitated Pre-Application Meeting.

If you have arly questions abaut the San Francisco Planning Cede, Residential Design Guidelines, or general development process
in the City, please call the Public Information Center at 415-558-6378, or contact the Plannin% Department via email at pic@sfgov.

arg. You may aiso find information about the San Frencisco Planning Department and on-going pianning efforts at www.sfplanning.
L E
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DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36" AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

1. |, Lee p((“)\?qulﬁ reside at /4 2.& P 36144, ¢ San Francisco,

California. | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called
as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36™ Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would allow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. A gentleman, who identified himself as the owner (I believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the home and that he intended to rent that second unit. He



specifically stated, “l would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executedon /1// 8 / /%4 2015 in San Francisco, California.

/ ,/
/"’%—“

" Name: _Lee H()Pklk\\)s




DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36™ AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

1. |, &g&AEL PA\—-\, reside at I<¥\?L—~3g,"“‘ M & -, San Francisco,

California. | have persdunal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called

as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36" Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would allow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. A gentleman, who identified himself as the owner {l believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the home and that he intended to rent that second unit. He




specifically stated, “! would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on '\LDJ . ‘({ 34’)\\,/2015 in San Francisco, California.

Q!-Kér-\ R
Name: /‘) /)ﬂ ‘

A




DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36™ AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

1., r-_;WﬁC'I{ 74// _resideat_ /4% B T P , San Francisco,
California. | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called
as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36" Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would allow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. A gentleman, who identified himself as the owner (I believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the home and that he intended to rent that second unit. He

bt AP b it cEade bt



specifically stated, “I would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on // /" // S // A", 2015 in San Francisco, California.

Nan;@i"‘ji %ff(_\ %ﬂ\
| 1




DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36™ AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

1. 1, J<ev i Hqgki n)3, reside at IL/Q. 6 36“’1'4"?—, San Francisco,

California. | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called

as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36" Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would allow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. A gentleman, who identified himself as the owner (i believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the home and that he intended to rent that second unit. He




specifically stated, “I would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on // / / 8/ /% 2015 in San Francisco, California.

P '7/%"‘:
Name: /<eu[ W #Opk }\3\_) S




DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36™ AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

11, Pﬂm C}\% reside at 1327 SS‘“ &Q , San Francisco,

California. | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called

as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36" Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would allow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. A gentleman, who identified himself as the owner (I believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the home and that he intended to rent that second unit. He



specifically stated, “l would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on N DV- l% , 2015 in San Francisco, California.

/gmi«//

Name :WIbﬂ"l‘{ Cj"weﬁ.




DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36™ AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

1. |, Chey Grim o E",', reside at )Ll 3"\ 14 )—"\ y}"’(,San Francisco,

California. | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called
as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36™ Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would allow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. A gentleman, who identified himself as the owner (I believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the hame and that he intended to rent that second unit. He




specifically stated, “l would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

~
Executed on WVev | gi, 21> 2015 in San Francisco, California.

V Yo

‘/)"f’( Gr. vl

i B b ot Hoc



DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

1430 36" AVE., SAN FRANCISCO

1.1, ﬁgg‘(ﬂﬁmw) , reside at H%Lk'sbﬂ‘/&'f -, San Francisco,

California. | have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called

as a witness and sworn, | could competently testify thereto.

2. On or about October 4, 2014, | attended a meeting at 1430 36™ Ave.
regarding a proposed construction project at that property. The property owner
and family members were at the meeting, as well as the owner’s architect and
other neighbors.

3. At the meeting, the architect showed us the project plans and said
that a second kitchen would be constructed downstairs. Many neighbors,
including me, informed the architect, the owner, and the owner’s family
members, that constructing a second kitchen would not be legal. The architect
stated that was not true and that the City of San Francisco would aliow the
construction of a second kitchen as part of a second unit at the property.

4. Agentleman, who identified himself as the owner (| believe he is the
owner’s husband), stated that he intended to construct a second unit at the street

level location of the home and that he intended to rent that second unit. He



specifically stated, “Il would never have bought this property if | could not rent out

a downstairs unit.”

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on NN . (B , 2015 in San Francisco, California.

}441,»»« Qi

Name: ﬁm‘) ('J\ﬁtwAU)l
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Alintavl 1o Pre-Appiicstive wa o

Notice of Pre—Appﬁca‘tion Meeting

09/17/2014

Ome

Dear Neighbor:

You are invited to a neighborhood Pre-Application megting to review and discuss the developrent’
?roposal at 1430 36th Ave, cross  street(s) Judah St. (Block/Lots:
818/033 ; Zoming: RH-1 ), In accordance with the San Francisco

Planning Department’s Pre-Application procedures, The Pre-Application meeting is intended as a way for the Project
Sponsur(s} to discuss the project and review the proposed plans withadjacent neighbors and neighborhood organizations
before the submittal of an application to the City, This provides neighbors an opportunity to raise questions and discuss
anv concerns about the impacts of the project before it is submitted for the Planning Department’s review. Once a
Building Permit has been submitted to the City, you may track ils status at www.sfgov.org/dbi.

The Pre-Application process is only required for projects subject to Planning Code Section 311 or 312 Notification. It
serves as the first step in the process prior to building permit application or entitlement submittal. Those contacted as

a resuit of the Pre-Application process will also receive a formal entitlement notice or 311 or 312 notification when the
project is submitted and reviewed by Planning Department staff.

A Pre-Appiication meeting is required because this project includes (check all that apply):
=i New Construction;
" Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more; ,
X Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more;
= Decks over 10 feet abova grade or within the required rear yard;

Z All Formulja Retail uses subject to a Conditional Use Authorization,

The Jdevelopment proposal is to: _
In 1st ?Igor:palgcp El arrﬁly room, two bedrooms, two baths, a study room, §nd a kitcher? In 2nd flaor:

adda WW&WMMWW&LME&_

Existing # of dwelling units: Qne_.____ Proposed: One . Permitted: Twa

Existing bldg square footage2440.sf __ Proposed: 32415f__ __ Permitted: S000.5f _ ————
Existing # of stories: Two Proposed: Twa _____ Permitted: Eour
Cristing bidg height20 feat. — Proposed: 20feet  _ Permitted: 40 feer

Existing bldg depth: 30%-10°___ . Proposed:27-8" ____ _ Permitted: a0'0"_

MEETING INFORMATION:
Property Owner(s) name(s). Christina Vuong
Project Sponsor(s); .Jason Chan, Hayden Ly
+ Comact information (email/phone):Navdenly@gmail.com, 925-437-9069
Meeting Address™ i
Date of meeting: October 4th, 2014
Time of meeting*:500pm
*The meeting should be conducted at the project site or within a one-mile radius, unless the Project Sponsor has requestad a
Bl?sps?g:\;gte : ta%lsﬁteego gre-Apphcauon Meeting, in which case the meeting will be held at the Planning Department offices, at 1850

**Weeknight meetings shall accur between 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Waekend meetings shall be betwsen 10:00 a.m. - 9:00 p.m,
uniess the Project Sponsor has selectsd a Deparimant Facilitated Pra-Application Meeting.

If you have any questions about the San Francisco Planning Code, Residentiaf Design Guidalines, or general development procass
in the City. please cali the Public Intormation Center at 415-556-8378, or contact the Planning Department via email at pic@sfgov.
org. You may also find information about the San Francisco Planning Department and on-going planning efforts at www.sfplanning.
org.

A BARE LOT B anWNG 1 8aT0T L L



Atlidavit for Pre-Application Meeling

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and

* Project Addmss

Affidavit of Conducting a Pre-Application Meeting,
Sign-in Sheet and Issues/Responses submittal

L “A‘ M\&&w\_ (/\‘/ . . do hereby declare as follows:

L I have conducted a Pre-Application Meeting for the proposed new construction or alteration prior ;
to submitting any entitlement (Building Permit, Vana.nce, Conditional Use, etc.) in accordance w;th i

Planning Commission Pre-Application Policy.

2. Tke was conducted at ‘ L(’;O ; (’ 9?' (€} (location/address)
cml date) from
3. I have indudecl the mailing list, meeting initiation, sign-in sheet, issue/response summary, and

reduced plans with the entitlement Application. [ understand that Iam responmble for the accuracy
of this information and that erroneous information ray lead to suspension ox revocation
of the permit.

4, T have prepared these materials in good faith and to the best of my ability.

correct.

T
EXECUTED ON THIS DAY, 0 (/l 4 20 l L’{ IN SAN FRANCISCO.

\

Ll Ly

Nlm'{er'WPﬂﬂ‘)

| \>‘\l 9\’)041\;

Relationship to Project (s.g. Ownar, Agen?)
fi Agent, give business nam-&pmhllbn) \

140 17(9 A St (A

BAR FAARCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V¥ 00.23.7012



Pre-Application Meeting Sign-in Sheet

Alidlovil 1 Pre-Application Meeting

Meeting Date:

Meeting Time:
Meeting Address:

Project Address:

Property Owner Name:

Project Sponsor/Representative;

Please print your name below, state your address and/ce affiliation with a neighborhood group, and provide
your phone number. Providing your name balow does not represent support or opposition to the project; it

1 for documentation purposes only.

Nfl‘sME/O CANIZATION ADDRESS - ?HONE: EMAWL SEND PLANS
1R DS Sl o v AT
2 L3
3 0
4. (i
5. 0
3 O
7. (]
8. O
9. ]
10. o
n O
12, g
13, o
. 0
15, [
16, O
17, tJ
18. [l

SaH FAANCISEO MLAwNOrG DEPARTUENT V B3 13 7002

Maeddnn
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EXHIBIT 6




tionary Review
FV K

JUN 30 2012

APPLICATION FOR
i ; . GITY & COUNTY OF S .
Discretionary Review oo

1. Owner/Applicant Information

hris Grimaldi |
DR APPLUIGANT'S ADORESS: 2P COPE: TTBLEFHONE: M
[1434 36th Ave., San Francisco, CA 94122 ' (650 )225-0630 :

kDRAPPLICAN- ANT'S NAME: - B "'—‘

[ PROPERTY OWNER WHO 18 DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIGNARY REVIEW NAME:

:Christina Yuong

" ADORESS: o 2P CODE: TELEPHONE:
; 2005 Mahua Way, Antioch, CA 94509 ( ) unknown

[ GONTAGT FOR OR APPLICATION:

Samre as Above D(
ADDRESS: [ 2P GODE: [ TeLePHOnE:

E-MAIL ADDRESS:
:grim@gene.com

2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ) ' o 2P CODE:
11430 36th Ave,, San Francisco, CA 94122

CROSS STREETS:
Judah and Kirkham

! ASSESSORS BLOCKAOT [LOT DIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (3Q FT): [ ZoNma DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRCT:
{1818 /033 BSX10 2748 ! RH-1 40-X
| S . PO | - B . s J O

3 Project Description

Please check all tat sppty
Change of Use 3  Change of Hours (] New Construction [1 Alterations @ DemolitionJ  Other

Additions to Building: Rear 3  Front]  Height(]  Side Yard U]

Single family
Present or Previous Use:

Multi-family

Proposed Use:

Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: October 17,2014

20\, 1010 QLI Q\,

D ORIGINAL




4 Achons Prior to a Discretionary Review Reguest

Prios Action Yes ]

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

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit raview plannéf? = O
O =

Did you participate in autside mediation on this case?

% Changes Made to the Project as a Resuy 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.
We discussed the project with planning staff and minor changes were made, e.g., the mailed 311 Notice was

revised to delete a reference to a spiral staircase at the rear of the building (the posted 311 Notice still contains

that reference). The scope of the project remained the same.

SAN FRAVCISCS FLENNING OEFARTNEN " ¥8 37 2312

YRR T O TR



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 exceptionai and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Flan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

At October 4, 2014 pre-application meeting, both Gwner and architect disclosed their abjective to convert this

RH-1 zoned property into a multi-unit building for rental. Owner stated that he would never have purchased

the subject property if he could not convert to multi-untt rental building. Original plans showed a second

kitchen to be installed on first floor. 311 Notice posted on property as of June 29, 2015 states that rear staircase

will be built for egress from each floor, further suggesting conversion to unit bullding.  (cont. on Attachment)

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 praperty, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

Proposed plans show that substantial sof! excavation is required. Owner has provided no documentation about

the credentials and experience of contractors to undertake the soil excavation and about how the proposed soll

excavation will be undertaken <o as to not adversely affect adjacent properties. The proposed alteration will

substantially reduce light and impair privacy for adjacent properties. No other building on this block has been

extended to this level. (cont. on Attachment)

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

Multiple neighbors are concerned about the adverse impact of the proposed project. The project must be

scaled back, avoid light and privacy impacts and adhere to overall neighborhood design . Owner must assure

the Commission that property will not be converted to multi-family building. Owner must provide engineering

documentation regarding the significant soil excavation to be undertaken, to assure that there will be no

adverse impact to adjacent properties. Rear yard setback must be consistent with neighborhood.

Apphcation lor Discretionary Review



Appheant's Affidavit

Canler penalty of perury the following declarations are madc:

& o uidersdgned is the mvner ar authorized agent of the awner of this property.
B U ivformation presented §8 Lrue and correct (e the best of my knowledge.
infurmation nr applications may be required.

Date:  June 29, 2015

“T'he following neighbor also joins in this DR Application:

fee Hopkins )9,24 /F‘f/\——
1426 Asth Al
Sag lrancisen, CA

1] ¢
atal: Ium)‘ ., 2015

Harry Pali
1412 36th Ave.

San Francisco, CA p
Dated: June 22015 (t&({b{% T AA

1

\



Application for Discretionary Review

| casEnumen; |
“L'uwu--iv [ i

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

FEOURED VATEAAS (lesse ceck o el DA APPUCATION
. Application, with all blanks completed m\
Address labels (onginal), i applicable ) P o®
| Address lat;els (copy of the above), if ;a;blicable SZ
" Protocopy of this completad application o

| Photographs that illustrate your concems

'

l%?giidumi

Convenant or Deed Rastrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.
Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Sect‘iégwblan, Detail drawings (i.e. wi.r'{dbws‘ door ehtrles, irim}, '
Specifications {for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new !
- elemants (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:

C Requirec Materlal.

R Optional Maerial.

C Two nats of original latets and cne copy of ackiresses of adjacent prapetty owners and owners of proparty ecross suee’.

For Deparrnent Usa Orly
Application received by Planning Department:

o ﬂ%%//mﬁk—_ e BIINE




PROJECT ADDRESS: .1430 36" Ave.

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION - ATTACHMENT
Chris Grimaldi —DR Applicant and Owner of 1434 36™ Ave.

CONTINUATION OF QUESTION 1:

More recent proposed plans show how easy conversion to muiti-unit building would be after
construction is completed, whether or not the property is rezoned for such purpose.

The Notice of Pre-Application meeting also reveals numerous inconsistencies supporting
the conclusion that Owner intends to build an unlawful multi-unit rental building, including:

o Pre-Application meeting materials state that existing square footage is 2440 and
that up to 5000 square feet of building is permitted. Real estate listing, pursuant
to which Owner purchased the property, shows square footage at 1250 square
feet. San Francisco Property Information Map also shows 1250 square feet for
existing building (http://ec2-50-17-237-182.compute-1.amazonaws.com/Ple).

Dimensions stated in mailed 311 Notice is inconsistent with actual lot size and the plans,
raising concerns about what precisely is being proposed.

Most recent plans also show alterations that do not conform to the neighborhood
character, will intrude on privacy in adjacent properties and will impair light on adjacent
properties. Further, the proposed rear extension will make it impossible for this DR Applicant
to maintain that side of his home, since it will prevent access to that portion of his property.

In addition, this DR Applicant has a chicken coop located more than 20 feet from any
door or window of buildings used for human habitation. The proposed project will require the
DR Applicant to move the chicken coop at considerable expense in order to meet City
requirements.

Proposed plans show 2 off-street parking spaces. However, the large number of
bedrooms shown in the proposed plans, even if a rental building is not constructed, suggest
several adults, presumably each with his own vehicle, will take up numerous off-street parking
spaces.

Page 12 of DR Application

Attachment - Page 1 of 2



PROJECT ADDRESS: 1430 36™ Ave.

CONTINUATION OF QUESTION #2:

The look and feel of the propased construction is significantly different than other
homes in this neighborhood, disrupting the neighborhood'’s character.

The proposed plans are not detailed enough to evaluate the potential environmental
impact of the proposed construction. For example, the proposed first floor bedroom appears
to be located well below grade, creating concerns about mold intrusion. This property already
has been the subject of a lawsuit by prior tenants regarding mold growth.

Page 13 of DR Application

Attachment - Page 2 of 2




EXHIBIT 7




e A ] T R e A Ty s



SAN FRANCISCD
PLANNING
CEPARTMENT

Section 307 of the
Planning Code mandates
the Zoning Administrator
to isgue and adopt such
rules, regulations and
Interpretations as are in
the Zoning Administrator’'s
opinlon, necessary to
administer and enforce
the provisions of the
Planning Code. [Seciion
7.502 of the San Francisco
Charter charges the
Zoning Administrator

with the responsibility

of administering and
enforcing the Planning
Code.}

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

BULLETIN NO. 1

Developing Ground Floor Accessory
Rooms In Residential Buildings

Date: Retevant Code Sections

JUNE 1993

102.7 {the Definition of Dwelling Unit)

— 174 (Compliance with Conditions)

OCTOBER 2009

Formerly known g Zoning Administrator Butletin No. (95301

RULING.

In order to allow property owners to efficiently and cost-effectively add livable space
to their homes, but to hinder the creation of illegal residential units, proposals to
develop ground-floor rooms in Tesidential buildings shall be reviewed according to a
set of standards summarized in the Matrix below. These standards take into account
1) whether the building is proposed for new construction or is existing and proposed
for alteration; 2) the type of access from the proposed rooms to the street and 3) the
type of visual and spatial connection proposed between the ground floor rooms and
rooms o the main floor of the unit (usually the floor above the ground floor). Terms
used in the matrix are defined on Pages 2, 3, and 4 with graphic examples and a brief
explanation or how to use the matrix is found on Pages 5.

Matrix for NEW BUILDING ALTERATION
« lierior Comeationfo oo 0 Accessibiitty 1o Stras) | Accessibility to Strast
Developing Maln Foor Gooupancy DIRECT  INDIFECT | DIRECT  INDIRECY
S‘oomg on the PN vieual Ty
Grouna Floor mu:; Sg;l;erscﬂon Halt Bath
Wt bar
. taundry Sink
[ UMITED Visusi Full Bath
Permitied B enoton  Half Bath
Wet ber
Laundry Sink
Choose 1 of 2 Options TOTAL LACK Visual  Full Bath |
Spatiel Connecion - !
batween Floors Halt Bath |
1 Wet bar ‘
Not Permitted

: Laundry Sink




FONING AUMINIS TRATOR
BULLETIN NO. 4

Matrix Definitions

in addition to the types of room uses
tisted in the matrix which are all served by
plumbing. non-habitable storage rooms
and habitable living areas not served by
plumbing fines are also allowed.

OPEN VISUAL AND SPATIAL
CONNECTION BETWEEN
FLOORS - refers to a stair or

other opening that allows an open,
unobstructed view from habitable
areas on the principal floor of
occupancy to habitable rooms of the
ground-level. There are no doors

at either floor of the opening, nor
could doors be easily added. A
stairway with a completely open
railing from top to bottom is a
typical example. See illustrations to
the right.

LIMITED VISUAL AND SPATIAL
CONNECTION BETWEEN
FLOORS - refers to a stair or other
opening that provides direct access
between the principal floor of
accupancy and habitable areas of
the ground floor but not necessarily
an open view between these floors.
Walled stairways with doors ot
with openings which could easily
accommodate a door at one or

both ends is a typical example. See
illustrations to the right.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNIKG OEPARTMENT

Figure 1
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TOTAL LACK OF VISUAL

AND SPATIAL CONNECTION
BETWEEN FLOORS - refers to

a situation where there is neither
direct access nor open, unobstructed
view between habitable areas of the
principal floor of occupancy and
habitable areas of the ground floor.
Examples include stairways that
lead from the principal floor to non-
habitable areas such as the garage.
See illustrations to the right.

ACCESSIBILITY TO THE STREET
- refers to how one exits and enters
the ground floor rooms in order

to get outside the building. Access
is classified as either DIRECT or
INDIRECT, defined below.

DIRECT ACCESS - refers to doors
which lead directly from habitable
areas of the ground floor to the front
yard or to the street or to rear yards
or side yards when those rear yards
or side yards lead directly to the
street. See illustration to the right.

Figure 3
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ZOPMRGE ATIMINE LRAT R
BULLETIN B0, 1

INDIRECT ACCESS ~ refers

to doors which only lead from
habitable areas of the ground floor
to the garage or to other interior
common areas (such as laundry
rooms which serve one or more
upper floor units) or to outdoor
areas which do not lead directly
to the street. See illustration to the

right.

*NOTE — when there is no access from
habitable ground floor rooms which lead
either directly or indirectly to the streef,
ground floor rooms can include all types
of rooms listed in the Matrix

HALF BATH - refers to a bathroom
that does not have a shower or a
bathtub and which is not larger than
25 square feet in area,

WET BAR - a sink not exceeding 12
inches in width and length, allowed
with a counter top not exceeding
three feet in length.
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How to Use the Matrix
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If the rooms are part of a new building proposed for construction (i.e,, the entire
building has not been constructed yet), use the two columns of the matrix labeled
“NEW BUILDING". If the rooms are proposed for an existing building, use the
two columns of the matrix labeled “ALTERATION”.

Next determine the type of interior connection between the ground and upper
floor that exists (or is proposed) - “OPEN”, “LIMITED” OR “TOTAL LACK™
- and use the rows to the right where you will see four features listed.

Finally, determine whether the access from the ground floor rooms is “DIRECT"
or “INDIRECT” and look down that column.

Example

Your existing house has no stairway between the
ground floor and the floor above. The access from the
ground floor to the sireet is indirect (i.e, the only way
to get from these rooms to the street is through the
garage). Using the columns labeled “ALTERATION”
and “INDIRECT” (access) and the rows labeled
“TOTAL LACK of visual/spatial connection between
fioors”, you see that you can have either a full bath or a
wet bar and a half bathroom and laundry room. If you
want to have both a full bath and a wet bar you could
find portions of the matrix where they are permitted
(such as in the “OPEN visual and spatial connection”
row) and propose to add the required features (such as
an open stairway).

I

Note that the standards in the matrix will be applicable in most cases; however,
there may be some unusual circumstances which warrant additional or alternate
Standards, Code section 307 authorizes the Zoning Administrator to make such
determinations. Additionally, the Zoning Administrator may require
owners to record a Nol ial Restriction on the property title in order to
3551st in enforcement of code requirements and to clarify the legal use of ground
floor rooms for current and future property owners.

The Rooms Down Matrix tells us what features are permitted in instances

where there is direct and indirect access. Both types of access are generally
defined. However, there is a common type of situation which the definitions do
not address. This situation is where there is a common area (other than a non-
habitable area such as a garage) between the rooms and the upper story. See
illustration above. Some planners see this situation as direct access and others see
it as indirect. After due consultation and consideration, I have determined that
in single-family buildings such a situation for now shall be deemed indirect
access and in two or more unit buildings this situation shall be deemed direct
access.
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sy Department

Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415 558-6409
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6377

Planning staff ara svafledie by phone end at the PIC counter
No appointment fs necessary.
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SAN FRANCISGO _
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1850 Mission Street, Suite 400 « San Francisco, CA 94103 » Fax (415) §58-6409

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Hearing Date: Thursday, December 3, 2015

Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon) | .
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type:  Discretionary Review
Hearing Body: Planning Commission
PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION
Project Address: .~ 36" Ave. Case No.. 2014-001088DRP
Cross Street(s): { Clipper Street ' Building Permit: 2014.10.10.8615
Block /Lot No.: 818/0 Applicant: Steve Atkinson
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 805-7971
Area Plan: N/A E-Mail: steve.atkinson@arentfox.com

];’RO]ECT DESCRIPTION

The Request is for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.10.10.8615
proposing to construct a ho ftien.of a single family dwelling unit. This alteration will
include the rear adgition plus an internal remodel. The s to'be included on the rear addition will
include a family rofm, 2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, & study, and ;«er’t some other rooms.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing the plans for the proposed project bvlease
contact the planner listed below. The plans of the proposed project wilt also be available one week’
prior to the hearing through the Planning Commission agenda at: http:/mww.sf-planning.org

Members of the pub'lic,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 fo the public for inspection and
copying upon request and may appear on the Department's website or in other public documents.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Todd Kennedy Telephone: -(415) 575-91256 E-Mail: todd.kennedy@sfqov.org

rh <7 3 [ 3% % (415) 575-9010
Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: {415) 575-9010



