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Discretionary Review Analysis 
Residential Demolition/New Construction  

HEARING DATE: MAY 14, 2015 
CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Date: May 4, 2015 
Case No.: 2013.1775DRM 
Project Address: 470 Edinburgh Street 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 6079/012 
Project Sponsor: Marilene Harvey 
 62 Exeter Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94124 
Staff Contact: Nancy Tran – (415) 575-9141 
 nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed. 
 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 
Demolition Case 
Number  

2013.1775DRM 
New Building Case 
Number 

2013.1775DRM 

Recommendation Do not take DR Recommendation Do not take DR 

Demolition Application 
Number 

2012.03.03.162 
New Building 
Application Number 

2012.03.03.167 

Number Of Existing 
Units 

1 Number Of New Units 1 

Existing Parking 2 New Parking 2 

Number  Of Existing 
Bedrooms 

1 
Number Of New 
Bedrooms 

5 

Existing Building Area ±1000 Sq. Ft. New Building Area ±1400 Sq. Ft. 

Public DR Also Filed? No Public DR Also Filed? No 

311 Expiration Date 10/31/14 
Date Time & Materials 
Fees Paid 

N/A 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposal is to demolish an existing 1-story over garage single-family dwelling and construct a 
2-story over garage single-family dwelling with habitable space on the ground floor.  
 

mailto:nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org
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BACKGROUND 
The project, as proposed, has been reviewed for compliance with the Planning Code and has gone 
through Neighborhood Notification per §311. 
The existing structure was significantly damaged by fire in 2002. In 2003, the project sponsor submitted a 
building permit to construct rear and side additions as well as raise the roof height for attic space. A 
public initiated Discretionary Review was requested by Amanda Matamoros, 468 Edinburgh St, adjacent 
owner/occupant located northeast of the subject property. The project sponsor and DR requestor did not 
achieve resolution nor was a Planning Commission hearing held for the proposal. The building permit 
and DR were both withdrawn on January 29, 2013. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project site is located at 470 Edinburgh Street between Persia and Brazil Avenues in the Excelsior 
neighborhood. The 2,495 SF lot has 25’ of frontage and a depth of 100’. The existing ±1,000 SF single-
family dwelling structure provides ~15’ front yard, 37’ rear yard and no side yard setbacks. The property 
slightly slopes up on a southwest to northwest grade with an elevation change of ~5’. City records 
indicate that the structure, built circa 1907, is located within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) zone 
with a 40-X height designation. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD 
The neighborhood consists primarily of single-family dwellings and is within proximity to RM-1 
(Residential, Mixed, Low Density) and RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) zoned properties located 
west along Brazil Avenue. Adjacent properties to the north and south are both single-family dwellings 
and of the same lot size (25’ x 100’). Architectural styles, building heights and front setbacks vary widely 
on Edinburgh Street at this location. 
 
HEARING NOTIFICATION 
 

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD 

Posted Notice 10 days May 4, 2015 May 4, 2015 10 days 
Mailed Notice 10 days May 4, 2015 May 1, 2015 13 days 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

 SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION 

Adjacent neighbor(s) - - - 
Other neighbors on the 
block or directly across 
the street 

- - - 

Neighborhood groups - - - 
 
The Department has not received any comments from neighbors regarding this project. 
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REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE 
The replacement structure will provide one dwelling unit with a two-car garage and would rise to ~29’-6” 
in height. The ground floor will contain a garage, family room, two bedrooms and full bathroom. It will 
also contain mechanical equipment and a laundry room. The second floor will contain a kitchen, two 
bedrooms, two full bathrooms, living, dining, and sitting rooms. The third floor will contain a bedroom, 
full bathroom, social room and two decks (front and rear). 
 
The project proposes a rear yard of ~32’, where the requirement is 25’. The overall scale, design, and 
materials of the proposed replacement structure are compatible with the block-face and are 
complementary with the residential neighborhood character. The materials for the front façade are 
traditional in style, with stucco, rustic wood siding and wood-trimmed fenestrations. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
The project has completed the Section 311 and Mandatory DR notification. No outside DR was filed on 
this project. 
 
GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE  
The project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 
 
HOUSING ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATESITES TO MEET THE 
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 
 
Policy 1.1: Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, 
especially affordable housing. 
 
While the project does not propose affordable housing, it will retain the existing residential density by removing 
and replacing one dwelling unit. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3: 
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY RENTAL 
UNITS. 
 
Policy 3.1: 
Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City’s affordable housing needs. 
 
The project will not address affordable housing needs with respect to rental units as the property had been 
owner-occupied from 1958 until the structural fire in 2002. 
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OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS LIFE 
CYCLES. 
 
Policy 4.1: 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with children. 
 
The proposal will retain the existing residential density by replacing a blighted one-bedroom dwelling unit with 
a five-bedroom single-family dwelling. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S 
NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
Policy 11.1: 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 
 
The project’s contemporary architecture respects the proportions of the neighborhood’s mixed architectural 
definition and will complement the residential character. 
 

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES 
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for 
consistency, on balance, with these policies.  The Project complies with these policies as follows:    
 
1. Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for 

resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced. 
 

The project will not affect existing retail uses as the site was previously occupied by a residential use. 
 
2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve 

the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The existing one unit building has been determined not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA and will be 
replaced with one dwelling unit. 

 
3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
 

The proposal does not remove existing affordable housing as the structure will remain owner occupied. 
 
4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 

parking. 
 

The proposal is of similar density to the surroundings and will not have impacts on MUNI. No change to the 
quantity of off-street parking is proposed. 
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5. A diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from 
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The proposal is a residential use and will not impact employment. 

 
6. The City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 

earthquake. 
 

The proposal will conform to current codes. 
 
7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 
 

The proposal has been determined not to be an historic resource for purposes of CEQA.  
 
8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development. 
 

The proposal does not border a park and the proposal conforms to height restrictions of the district. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The Project was issued a Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(1)(d)] on 
February 25, 2014. 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW 
The Residential Design Team reviewed the project. The RDT supports the Project and determined that it 
complies with the applicable quantitative standards of the Planning Code, including front setback, rear 
yard, building height and usable open space, and that its design is also consistent with the Residential 
Design Guidelines. 
 
Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the 
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.  
 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Department recommends that the demolition of the existing single-family dwelling and the 
construction of a new single-family dwelling be approved. The Project is consistent with the Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan and complies with the Residential Design Guidelines and Planning Code. 
The Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code in that: 
 

 The Project will retain the existing residential density. 
 The Project will revive the residential use that was made uninhabitable due to fire damage. 
 No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project as it is currently vacant. 
 Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI.  
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 The RH-1 Zoning District allows a maximum of one dwelling unit per and up to one unit per 
3000 SF of lot area with conditional use approval. The Project is therefore an appropriate 
development in the district with respect to surrounding properties. 

 Although the structure is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation 
resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or landmark. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Case No. 2013.1773DRM – Do not take DR, approve the demolition and new construction as proposed. 
 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
Existing Value and Soundness 

1. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and structure of 
a single-family dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing (above the 80% 
average price of single-family homes in San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal 
within six months);  

 
Project Does Not Meets Criteria 
The Project Sponsor does not claim that the property is valued at or above 80% of the median single-family 
home prices in San Francisco. As such, the property is considered relatively affordable and financially 
accessible housing for the purposes of this report and Planning Code § 317.  
 

2. Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one- and 
two-family dwellings); 

 
Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
Upon staff’s review of the Soundness Report prepared by Yon Won Kim – an independent third party for 
this project – the existing structure cannot be considered unsound housing. The report’s upgrade cost 
estimate for correcting original construction deficiencies affecting habitability does not meet the requisite 
50% threshold. The assessment also does not meet the 75% upgrade cost threshold for correcting 
habitability deficiencies due to deferred maintenance as it includes an ineligible work element (i.e., interior 
sheetrock and finishes). The Department does not concur with the Soundness Report evaluation based on 
the findings and cost summary to make the structure safe and habitable according to Housing Code. 
 

 
DEMOLITION CRITERIA 
Existing Building 

1. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not 
show any enforcement cases or notices of violation.  
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2. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition; 
 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
The structure has been vacant following extensive damages caused by a fire in 2002. 

 
3. Whether the property is a ʺhistorical resourceʺ under CEQA; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
Although the structure is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation resulted in 
a determination that it is not an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.  
 

4. If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a 
substantial adverse impact under CEQA; 

 
Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
The property is not a historical resource. 

 
Rental Protection 

5. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy; 
 

Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
The existing unit is currently vacant and thus not rental housing. 
 

6. Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance; 

 
Criteria Not Applicable to Project 
According to the Project Sponsor, the building is not subject to rent control because it is a single-family 
dwelling that is currently vacant and had been previously been owner-occupied since 1958. 

 
Priority Policies 

7. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood 
diversity; 

 
Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The Project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling will be demolished.  Nonetheless, the 
Project preserves the quantity of housing. One family-sized unit will replace a single-family dwelling that 
contained only one bedroom. The creation of this family-sized unit will preserve the cultural and economic 
diversity within the neighborhood. 
 

8. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and 
economic diversity; 

 
Project Meets Criteria 
The Project will conserve the neighborhood character by constructing a replacement building that is 
compatible with regard to materials, massing, glazing pattern, and roofline with the dwellings in the 
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surrounding neighborhood. By creating a compatible new building in a neighborhood defined by one- 
family units, the neighborhood’s cultural and economic diversity will be preserved. 

 
9. Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
Although the existing dwelling proposed for demolition is not above the 80% average price of a single-
family home and thus considered “relatively affordable and financially accessible” housing, the dwelling is 
not defined as an “affordable dwelling-unit” by the Mayor’s Office of Housing. By creating new dwelling-
unit where one dwelling used to exist, the relative affordability of existing housing is being preserved. 

 
10. Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by Section 

415;  
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The Project does not include any permanently affordable unit, as the removal of and replacement with one 
dwelling unit construction does not trigger § 415 review. 

 
Replacement Structure 

11. Whether the Project located in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
 
Project Meets Criteria 

 
The Project proposes to remove and replace one single-family dwelling unit in a neighborhood characterized 
by primarily by one- family dwellings. 

 
12. Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The Project will replace one single-family dwelling unit with new quality, family housing. 

 
13. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
The Project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined 
in the Housing Element. 

 
14. Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing 

neighborhood character; 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The Project is in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and constructed of high-quality materials. 

 
15. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units; 
 

Project Does Not Meet Criteria 
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The Project will not increase the number of dwelling units on the site as it proposes to remove and replace 
one single-family dwelling. 

 
16. Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms. 
 

Project Meets Criteria 
The Project increases the number of bedrooms on the site from one to five. 

 
 

Attachments: 
Design Review Checklist for replacement building 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Zoning Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Section 311 Notice 
Residential Demolition Application 
Prop M findings 
Environmental Evaluation / Historic Resources Information 
Soundness Report 
Reduced Plans 
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Design Review Checklist 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) 

QUESTION 
The visual character is: (check one)  
Defined  
Mixed X 
 
Comments:  The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mixture of one-, two-, and three-story 
buildings, containing one residential unit. Architectural styles, building heights, depths and front 
setbacks vary widely on Edinburgh Street at this location. 
 
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 
 
Comments: The overall project scale respects the established mid-block open space and is consistent 
with the neighborhood character. The new building provides a side setback along the southern property 
line and proposes minimal directed glazing to provide privacy toward adjacent properties. 
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30) 

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

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

  X 

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

  X 

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

X   

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

X   

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X   
 
Comments: The replacement building is compatible with the established building scale and front 
setback at the street. The height and depth of the building are compatible with the existing mid-block 
open space, as most adjacent buildings provide the 25% required rear yard. The building’s form, façade 
width, proportions, and roofline are compatible with the mixed neighborhood context. 
 
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 
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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 

 
Comments:   The location of the entrance is consistent with the varied pattern of ground and elevated 
entrances found along Edinburgh Street. The rectangular bay window along the front façade is 
compatible with the vertical proportion found throughout the neighborhood. The garage door is recessed 
from the front façade and limited to a width of 10 feet. 
 
BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)    
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building 
and the surrounding area? 

X   

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

X   

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

  X 

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

X   

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

X   

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

X   

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

X   

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X   
 
Comments: The wood-trimmed fenestrations, placement of architectural details and stucco wall 
finish are compatible with the existing mixed residential character of this neighborhood. 
 
SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR 
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 – 54) 

QUESTION YES NO N/A 
Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of 
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?  

   X 

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

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

  X 

Are the character-defining windows of the historic building maintained?   X 
Are the character-defining garages of the historic building maintained?   X 
 
Comments: The Project is not an alteration, and the dwelling that will be demolished has been 
determined not to be an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 
 
* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines 
 



 
 

 

Block Book Map 
 

  
 

 

  
SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 
 

 

Sanborn Map 
 

 

  
 
 

  
  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 
 

 

 

Zoning Map 
 

 
  

  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 
 

Aerial Photo 
facing east 

 

 
  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 
 

Aerial Photo 
facing west 

 
  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 
 

Aerial Photo 
facing north 

 

 
  

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 
 

Aerial Photo 
facing south 

 

 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



 

 

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
Hearing Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 

Time: 12:00 PM (noon) 

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400 

Case Type: Mandatory Discretionary Review 

Hearing Body: Planning Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

 

The request is for a Mandatory Discretionary Review of Building Permit Applications No. 
2012.03.03.162 and 2012.03.03.167. The project proposes demolition of an existing 1-story over 
garage single-family dwelling and construction of a 2-story over garage single-family dwelling with 
habitable space on the ground floor. 

 

A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the 
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Project Address:   470 Edinburgh Street 

Cross Street(s):  Persia Ave  

Block /Lot No.:  6079/012 

Zoning District(s):  RH-1 / 40-X 

Area Plan:  N/A 
 

Case No.:  2013.1775DRM 
Building Permits:  2012.03.03.162 & 2012.03.03.167 
Applicant:  Marilene Harvey 
Telephone:  (415) 468-8258 
E-Mail:  harvey94124@sbcglobal.net 
 
 

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

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:  

Planner:  Nancy Tran Telephone:  (415) 575-9174 E-Mail: nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org 
 

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

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

 
 

mailto:nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/


GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HEARING INFORMATION 

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project or 

are an interested party on record with the Planning Department.  You are not required to take any action.  For more 

information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or 

Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible.  Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors 

and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project. 

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the 

Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by 

5:00 pm the day before the hearing.  These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought to 

the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing. 

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the 

location listed on the front of this notice.  Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in the 

project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.   

APPEAL INFORMATION 

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application by the Planning Commission may be made to the 

Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department 

of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 

304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at 

(415) 575-6880. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of this 

process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further environmental 

review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption Map, on-line, at 

www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to the Board of 

Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the determination. The procedures for 

filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by 

calling (415) 554-5184.     

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing 

on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning 

Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing 

process on the CEQA decision. 

 

http://www.sfplanning.org/


















SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

470 Edinburg St 6079/012 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2013.1775E 09/25/12 

Addition! 
Alteration 

171Demolition 
(requires HRER if over 50 years old) 

LiNew 
Construction 

Project Modification 
(GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

Demo existing structure and construct new single family dwelling 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 
Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change 
of use if principally permitted or with a CU. 
Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three (3) new single-family residences or six (6) dwelling units 
in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions. 
Class_ 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

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

El 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? 

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 hot 
spot? (refer to EP ..ArcMap> CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution Hot Spots) 

Hazardous Materials: Any project site that 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 soil disturbance of any amount or a change of use from industrial to 
commercial/residential? If yes, should the applicant present documentation of a completed Maher 
Application that has been submitted to the San Francisc6 Department of Public Health (DPH), this 
box doe not need to be checked, but such documentation must be appended to this form. In all 
other circumstances, this box must be checked and the project applicant must submit an 
Environmental Application with a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and/or file a Maher 
Application with DPH. (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer.) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 
than two (2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non- 
archeological sensitive area? (refer to EP_ArcMap> CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive 
Area) 

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

0  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 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, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 

El on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, 
grading �including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 

El General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the 
site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_A reMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard 

Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or higher level CEQA document 

required 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, 
square footage expansion greater than 1000 sq ft, shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or 
grading on a lot in a liquefaction zone? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously 
developed portion of the site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_A reMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required 

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine 

El rock? Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to 
EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers> Serpentine) 

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Monica Pereira: - ’ 

Per GIS database, the only CEQA review that requires additional review is Historic Preservation. 

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 
PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map) 

Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5. 
Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 4. 

El I Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 50 years of age). GO TO STEP 6. 
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 

(specify or add comments): 

1’i 

FRI  9. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 

Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dated: 	(attach HRER) 

b. Other 	 cfy): 	
c 	2,1I1 12t(-d,- 

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

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

L&1 
Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the 
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6. 

Comments (optional): 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

all that apply): 

Step 2� CEQA Impacts 

fl 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. 

.i. Planner Name: A 	x 
Signature or Stamp: 

Proj ect Approval Action: 
Select On 	70PA 
1f Discretionary Review before the Planning 

Commission is requested, the Discretionary 
Review hearing is the Approval Action for the 

2cT 2.c3 project. 2. 	(4- 

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

and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. 

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination 
can only be filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action. 
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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. 

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

E 4. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include 
storefront window alterations. 

5. 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. 

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

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

o 8. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. 

Ei direction; 
9. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each 

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. 

E1 I Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

jProject 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. 

LI 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. 

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

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

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

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

E 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way 
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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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 INFORMATION/PROJECT 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- 

Fj 
 

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 J 

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: 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT 09 16 2013 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

Preservation Team Meeting Date: 2/19/2014 	 Date of Form Completion 2/19/2014 

PROJECT INFORMATION: 

Planner: Address: 

Alexandra Kirby 470 Edinburgh Street 

Block/Lot: Cross Streets: 

6070/012 Persia and Brazil Streets 

CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 

B N/A 2013. 1710E 

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

(’CEQA C Article 10/11 C Preliminary/PlC C Alteration (’ Demo/New Construction 

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 11/12/2013 

PROJECT ISSUES: 

- fl Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

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

Additional Notes: 

- Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Johanna Street, October 18, 2013. 

The proposal is to demolish the existing structure and construct a new single-family 

residence. 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: 

Historic Resource Present (- Yes (’No 
* C 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: 	 C Yes 	(’ No Criterion 1 - Event: 	 ( Yes 	(’ No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: 	 C Yes 	( 	No Criterion 2 -Persons: 	 C Yes 	( 	No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: 	C Yes 	(’ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: 	C Yes 	(’ No 

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: 	C Yes 	(’ No Criterion 4- Info. Potential: 	C Yes 	( 	No 

Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 	P 
C Contributor 	C’ Non-Contributor 

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

Reception: 

415.558.6378 

Fax: 

415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 

415.558.6377 



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

470 Edinburgh Street was constructed by an unknown builder or architect circa 1907, 
according to the Assessor’s records. The actual date of construction is unknown, as there is 
no original permit or water record. However, the property was first occupied by George H. 
and Elizabeth Thompson, who purchased it from the Bernhard Getz, a local realtor, in 1907 

possibly indicating the completion date of the existing property. The Thompsons 
remained at the property through 1923, and it remained a working-class residence 
through its history. 

The subject property is a one-story-over-garage, wood frame, single-family residence 
located on the west side of Edinburgh Street in the Excelsior neighborhood. The building 
features asbestos shingle cladding at the primary facade, a gable roof, and a projecting bay 

above the below-grade garage. The windows have been boarded up due to fire damage, 
although they appear to have previously been aluminum sash. The building retains little 

integrity due to fire damage sustained in 2002 and prior alterations. 

Based on historic research conducted by Johanna Street and preservation planning staff, 
470 Edinburgh Street does not appear to be individually eligible for the California Register 

under Criteria 1 (Events), 2 (Persons), or 3 (Architecture). 470 Edinburgh Street is not 
associated with any historic trends or events in the area or at the subject property; none of 
the owners or occupants appear to have been significant to our local, regional or national 
past; and the subject property does not appear to be the work of a master architect or 
builder, nor does its architecture possess high artistic value. 

The surrounding neighborhood is entirely residential and eclectic in style and period of 

construction. Construction dates range from pre-1 900 to 1975 on the subject block, and 
architectural styles vary from Craftsman to Marina Style with many vernacular designs. 

Furthermore, a majority of neighboring properties appear to have been significantly 
altered. Overall, 470 Edinburgh Street does not appear to be within a potential historic 
district. 
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