SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Abbreviated Analysis
HEARING DATE: APRIL 7, 2016

Date: March 29, 2016

Case No.: 2015-003686DRP, -02, 03

Project Address: 437 Hoffman Avenue

Permit Application: 2014.04.11.3029

Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, One-Family]
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6503/024

Project Sponsor: ~ Kelly Condon
443 Joost Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94127

Staff Contact: Nancy Tran — (415) 575-9174
Nancy.H.Tran@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed as revised
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct side, rear and vertical additions to the existing single-family dwelling. The
project includes extensive interior remodeling and exterior changes such as raising the structure six feet
for a new garage door, front porch, entry stairs and rear terrace/deck. The project does not constitute
tantamount to demolition per the thresholds outlined in Planning Code §317.

BACKGROUND

On September 25, 2008, the Planning Commission approved a Dwelling Unit Merger for property located
at 437 Hoffman Avenue. The project merged two legal dwelling units into one, resulting in a single-
family house with three bedrooms and two baths. The Commission determined that no modifications to
the projects were necessary and instructed staff to approve the project per plans as the proposal complied
with Planning Code, General Plan and conformed to the Residential Design Guidelines.

On October 28, 2013, the Department of Public Works approved an application for the removal and
replacement of one street tree adjacent to 437 Hoffman Avenue. The applicant proposed to construct a
driveway at the existing tree location leading to a new garage on the subject address.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site is on the east side of Hoffman Avenue, between 24th and 25th Streets, Lot 024 in
Assessor’s Block 6503 and is located within the RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District
with a 40-X Height and Bulk designation. The 3,375 SF downward sloping lot (from front and right side)
has 27" of frontage and a depth of 125’. On site is an existing ~780 sq. ft. (~2,500 GFA), three-story over
basement single-family dwelling with no off-street parking that was constructed circa 1905.
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Discretionary Review — Abbreviated Analysis CASE NO. 2015-003686DRP, -02, -03
April 7, 2016 437 Hoffman Avenue

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The subject property is located on the eastern side of Noe Valley and District 8. Parcels within the
immediate vicinity consist of residential single-, two- and three-family dwellings of varied design and
construction dates. Nearby dwelling styles include Marina, Craftsman, in-fill mid-century modern and
some recent eclectic constructions. Architectural styles, building heights, building depth and front
setbacks vary within the subject property neighborhood.

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED DR HEARING FILING TO
TYPE PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES DR FILE DATE DATE HEARING TIME
Dec. 14, 2015 (DR)
311 Oct. 13 — Nov. 12, 2015
Noti 30days | .o 1 Dec. 16,2015 Dec. 16,2015 (DR-02) | April 7,2016 | 113 days
otice ' S Dec. 16, 2105 (DR-03)

*The Zoning Administrator required building permit re-notification and extended the review period
beyond the original expiration due to mailing list issues and because the original notification plans did
not meet §311 drawing requirements (i.e. showing adjacent fenestration).

HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days March 28, 2016 March 25, 2016 13 days
Mailed Notice 10 days March 28, 2016 March 28, 2016 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) - 4 -
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across - 6 -
the street
Neighborhood groups 1 1 -

Support — Progress Noe Valley — Unknown address — Progress Noe Valley believes that the proposed
project meets Planning Code and expressed support for the project.

Opposed — Gene Geisler (DR Requestor) — Adjacent owner/occupant at 433 Hoffman Avenue (directly
north) — Mr. Geisler expressed concerns regarding project’s proposed scale (height/depth) as well as
impacts to privacy and neighborhood character.

Opposed — Stephen Baskerville (DR Requestor) — Adjacent owner/occupant at 439 Hoffman Avenue
(directly south) — Mr. Baskerville expressed concerns with the project’s proposed scale (height/depth),
effects to street parking, privacy and light to his property as well as street tree removal that was approved
by DPW in 2013.
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Opposed - Janet Fowler (DR Requestor) — Owner/occupant at 434 Hoffman Avenue (across the street) —
Ms. Fowler expressed concerns with respect to the project’s scale (height/depth), roofline progression,
effects to mid-block open space, privacy and light to abutters.

Opposed — Paul Lefebvre — Adjacent owner/occupant at 439 Hoffman Avenue (directly south) — Mr.
Lefebvre expressed his concerns about the project’s proposed scale (height/depth), effects to mid-block
open space, privacy and light to his property as well as street tree removal that was approved by DPW in
2013.

Opposed - Lynda Grose — Adjacent owner/occupant at 30-32 Homestead Street inquired if the project
will impact light to her property and whether construction will affect soil/foundation and underground
creek flow for properties along Homestead Street. She also expressed concerns about the projects scale,
character, impact mid-block open space, light, privacy and street tree removal that was approved by DPW
in 2013.

Opposed — Ozzie Rohm for Protect Noe’s Charm — Unknown Address — Ms. Rohm expressed concerns
with respect to project’s roofline progression, scale, side spacing, privacy and mid-block open space.

Opposed - Linas Rukas - Owner/occupant at 21 Fountain St (neighboring Block 6502) expressed
concerns with the project’s proposed scale, character as well as impacts to light and air.

Opposed — Lenore Gerard — Owner/occupant at 470 Hoffman Avenue (neighboring Block 6502)
expressed concern with the project’s proposed scale and street tree removal that was approved by DPW
in 2013.

Opposed — Russell McCall — Owner/occupant at 461 Hoffman Avenue expressed concern with the
project’s proposed scale, street tree removal, impacts to mid-block open space, light and privacy.

Opposed — Ursula Widera-Cohen - Occupant at 412 Hoffman Avenue expressed concern with the
project’s impacts to privacy and light.

Opposed — Ana Allwood — Unknown address/Fountain Street (neighboring Block 6502) expressed
concerns with the project’s proposed scale, character, street tree removal, impacts to light and privacy.

DR REQUESTORS

DR #1 - Stephen Baskerville, 439 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94114
Requestor is the abutter located directly south of the subject property.

DR #2 — R. Gene Geisler, 433 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94114
Requestor is the abutter located directly north of the subject property.

DR #3 — Janet Fowler, 434 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94114
Requestor is the abutter located across the street (west) of the subject property.
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DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

See attached Discretionary Review Applications.
DR #1 - Dated December 14, 2015
DR #2 - Dated December 16, 2015
DR #2 - Dated December 16, 2015

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated March 17, 2016.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On July 7, 2014, the Department determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of
Existing Facility, (e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an
increase of more than 10,000 square feet). Upon review of Environmental Application No. 2014.0329E,
historic preservation staff concluded that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California
Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district. Preservation staff comments
associated with the exemption are included in the attached CEQA Categorical Determination document.

The July 7, 2014 Determination was later rescinded and replaced on July 24, 2014 due to an error in the
project description (incorrect raise in height 4.5” instead of 4’5”). On May 5, 2015, the Department issued
a new CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination following review of proposed scope changes
submitted by the project sponsor. The new Determination supersedes July 24, 2014 form. (Note: The 2015
Determination’s project description incorrectly states that the building will be raised 5'4”. Further review
of plans show a 911" increase since height is measured to the highest point of a finished flat roof or
midrise of a sloped roof.)

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Team (RDT) reviewed the project following the submittal of the Request for
Discretionary Review and found that the proposed project meets the standards of the Residential Design
Guidelines (RDGs) and that the project does not present any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances
for the following reasons:

1. Neighborhood character, scale, massing, and site design: The immediate neighborhood is of
mixed architectural character, with building scale and massing ranging from 1- to 3-stories in
height on the block-face with some 4-story residences directly across the street. The site design of
the block-face has a building pattern that slopes up with the lateral topography. The project
would not be disruptive to these neighborhood patterns, as the project minimally lifts the
building to provide a garage access that is appropriately located and subordinate to the existing
building facade. The proposed main floor as viewed from the front facade will continue the
stepped pattern of building forms along the block-face. Preservation of the existing sloped roof
form (at the front fagade) is in keeping with the varied roof forms in the neighborhood.

2. Privacy, Light and Mid-Block Open Space: Privacy, light and the mid-block open space are
protected as the project’s depth and proposed rear and side setbacks appropriately responds to
the adjacent building conditions. The deeper portion of the rear addition is located against the
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deeper adjacent building to the north, and setbacks are provided in response to the building
conditions to the south. The project is within the privacy tolerances to be expected when living in
a dense, urban environment such as San Francisco.

In response to the DR requestors’ concerns with respect to massing, RDT instructed the project sponsor to
make modifications to the project. The project has been satisfactorily revised to address RDT’s additional
design requests listed below and are the official plans submitted to the Commission.

1. Remove the proposed dormers on the existing sloped roof form.

2. Cement stucco should be used in-lieu of Dryvit as an exterior finish material.

3. Provide a window detail. Vinyl windows should not be used at the front facade.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would not be referred to the
Commission as this project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as revised

Attachments:

Parcel Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Context Photographs

Planning Commission Action 0024 — Mandatory Discretionary Review for Dwelling Unit Merger
Department of Public Works Order No. 182066 — Tree Removal/Replacement
CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

Section 311 Notice & Plans

DR Notice

DR Applications dated December 14 & 16, 2015

Response to DR Application dated March 17, 2016

Revised Plans per RDT Comments

Public Comments

EW: I:\Cases\2015\2015-003686DRP - 437 Hoffman Ave\Background Documents\Compilation Files\0_DR - Abbreviated Analysis.doc
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Aerial Photo
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 0024 - MANDATORY DISCRETIONARY
REVIEW FOR DWELLING UNIT MERGER

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT DE)

DATE:  October 10, 2008 1500 Mssion St.
uite 400
. San Francisco,
TO: Interested Parties cingﬁ 8§'s{f7g
FROM: Linda Avery Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Secretary -
RE: Planning Commission Action 415.558.6400
Planning
Information:
Property Address: 437 Hoffman Avenue 415.558.6377
Building Permit Application No.: 2008.06.27.5494
Discretionary Review Case No.: 2008.0572D
Discretionary Review Action No.: 0024

On September 25, 2008, the Planning Commission conducted a Discretionary Review hearing
to consider the following project:

437 Hoffman AVENUE - east side between 24" and 25t Streets, Lots 024, in Assessor’s Block
6503 - Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, of Building
Permit Application No. 2008.06.27.5494 proposing the dwelling unit merger from two dwelling
units into one single-family home. The property is located within a RH-2 (Residential House,
Two-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

ACTION

The Commission determined that no modifications to the project were necessary and they
instructed staff to approve the project as revised per plans marked Exhibit C on file with the

Planning Department.

FINDINGS

There are no extraordinary or exceptional circumstances exist in the case. The proposal
complies with the Planning Code, the General Plan, and conforms to the Residential Design

Guidelines.

Speakers at the hearing included:

In support of the project

Dane Riley, Owner

Michelle Rile, Owner

William Pashelinsky, Architect

Ayes: Commissioners Lee and Antonini.

Memo



ntran
Text Box
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 0024 - MANDATORY DISCRETIONARY REVIEW FOR DWELLING UNIT MERGER


Nayes: Commissioners Olague and Moore.

Absent: Commissioner Moore

Case Planner: Sharon Lai, (415) 575.9087

You can appeal the Commission’s action to the Board of Appeals by appealing the issuance of
the permit. Please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880 for further information
regarding the appeals process.

cc: Linda Avery

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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DEPT OF PUBLIC WORKS ORDER ORDER NO. 182066 - TREE
REMOVAL/REPLACEMENT

City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Department of Public Works

GENERAL - DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
City Hall, Room 348
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodiett Place, S.F., CA 94102

(415) 554-6920 B www.sfdpw.org

07

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Mohammed Nuru, Director

DPW Order No: 182066

The Director of Public Works held a Public Hearing on Monday, October 28, 2013 commencing
at 5:30 PM at City Hall, Room 416, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102
The hearing was to consider Order No. 181756 To consider the removal with replacement of one
(1) street tree adjacent to the property at 437 Hoffman Avenue.

Finding:
Applicant plans to construction a driveway at the existing tree location. Department received 6
protest letters and 2 protest testimonies at the hearing.

Recommendation:

After consideration of letters from the neighbors, testimonies presented at the hearing and a field
visit, the recommendation is to approve this application with replacement location and species
(36” box min.) agreeable to Bureau of Urban Forestry, subject to approval of new garage project
from SFDBI at this address.

Appeal:
This Order may be appealed to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of December 31, 2013.

Board of Appeals

1650 Mission, Room 304

San Francisco, CA 94103

(between Van Ness and Duboce Avenues)
Phone: 415.575.6880 Fax: 415.575.6885

Regular office hours of the Board of Appeals are Monday through Friday from 8am to S5pm.
Appointments may be made for filing an appeal by calling 415-575-6880. All appeals must be
filed in person. For additional information on the San Francisco Board of Appeals and to view
the Appeal Process Overview, please visit their website at
http://www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=763

3 San Francisco Department of Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.

i
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DEPT OF PUBLIC WORKS ORDER ORDER NO. 182066 - TREE REMOVAL/REPLACEMENT


12/30/2013

X Mohammed Nuru

Nuru, Mohammed

Approver 2
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@
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San Francisco Department of Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

437 Hoffman Ave. 6503/024

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.0329E 224115
Addition/ [ |Demolition [ INew [_JProject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Interior remodel and exterior expansion of an existing two-story single-family residence. Add
two-car garage. Raise building by 5'4".

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

[

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

[]

Class__

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

[

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

[]

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 1315




Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
Maher progra, or other docuinentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

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

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

N A

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

N

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

]

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

L]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):

Project will

follow recommendations of 3/22/15 Gruen geotech letter and 1/16/14 Gruen geotech

report. Catex issued on 9/24/14 rescinded because project changed. PTR form attached.

STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O |[O/0god| OO

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

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

|

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

]

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

[l

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

L

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

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

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

OO opoQd

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

SAN FRANCISCO P
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

D 10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify):

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

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

I:l 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

I:I Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
D Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

Signature:
Planner Name: &
Digitally signed by Jean Poling

- DN: dc=org, dc=sfgov, dc=cityplanning,
Project Approval Action: Jean Polingziressmz.,
BU”ding Permlt Date: 2015.05.05 11:25:20 -07'00'
1t Discretionary Review betore the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO o ires 4
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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:

1

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 requiredCATEX FOR@‘

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[]

[ The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO o
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
I Preservation Team Meeting Date:l | Date of Form Completion I 5/16/2014 ] San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner =~ - = | Address: . - 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 437 Hoffman Avenue Fax:
; ' 415.558.64
Block/Lot: . : Cross Streets: 5 09
6503/024 24th Street Planning
— - Information:
CEQA Category: con o AR 10/1: BPA/Case No.: : 415.558.6377
B n/a 2014.0329E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: = : - PROJECT DESCRIPTION: _ .
(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 C Preliminary/PIC (¢ Alteration [ (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |1/27/2014

PROJECT ISSUES:

P4 | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

T g A T

{7 | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information Form prepared by KDI Land Use Planning (April 2,
2012).

Proposed project: to raise the existing building by 4'-5" to convert 257 sf of existing
residential space at the lower level into a one-car garage. Also included is a 1,511 sf three
story addition at the side and rear.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: . | o
Historic Resource Present : o ] (Yes No * CN/A
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: " Yes (& No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (& No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (¢ No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (¢ No
Period of Significance: } Period of Significance: ]
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor




Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C Yes (" No (¢ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment; C Yes (¢ No
Needs More Information: C Yes (* No
Requires Design Revisions: C Yes (* No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (¢ Yes (" No

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

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information Form for Historic Resource Determination
prepared by KDi Land Use Planning (dated April 2, 2012) and information found in the
Planning Department files, the subject property at 437 Hoffman Avenue contains a 1-1/2-
story-over basement; wood frame multi-family residence constructed in 1905 in the Queen
Anne architectural style with some Craftsman style elements. The original architect is
unknown, but the original owners were Neil W. Getty and Wilmot R. Getty, who were
builders/contractors and likely constructed the building. The building has undergone very
few alterations over time. Known alterations to the property include: legalization of the
second unit and installation of a fire suppression system (1970), interior seismic upgrades
(1989), reroofing and new shingles (1995).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). None of the owners or
occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject building is
a non-descript example of a Queen Anne style multi-family property. The building is not
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Noe Valley neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a great variety of architectural styles, construction dates, and subsequent
alterations that compromise historic integrity. The area surrounding the subject property
| does not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified
buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.

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

QD s237Y
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SUPERSEDED BY 5/5/15 DETERMINATION

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination 1650 Mission S
Exemption from Environmental Review Suite 400

San Francisco,
(A 94103-2479

Case No.: 2014.0329E

. o Reception:
PrOJl.ZCt Title: 437 Hoffman Avenue 415.558.6378
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential ~ House, Two-Family) District

40-X Height and Bulk District ';31"5 558.6409

Block/Lot: 6503/024 R
Lot Size: 3,375 square feet Planning

; . ; information:
Project Sponsor: A.bby Whitman , 415.558.6377
Staff Contact: Timothy Johnston — (415) 575-9035

timothy.johnston@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located on the east side of Hoffman Avenue, between 25" Street to the south and 24t
Street to the north, in the Noe Valley neighborhood. The project proposes an interior remodel and
exterior expansion of an existing two-story 2,238 sq. ft. single-family home (25 7.5” in height) built in
1905. The project seeks to raise the height of the structure by 4’ 5” inches, to add a one car garage at the
street level of Hoffman Avenue, and to add a 1,511-square foot, three-story addition on the rear (east) and
north side of the existing structure, for a total of 3,809 sq. ft. (including a 317 sq. ft. one-car garage). The
existing home does not have any off-street parking spaces.

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Class 1, Existing Facilities (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]
Guidelines Section 15301)

DETERMINATION:

[ do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

Septenda 24, 2014
Sarah B. Jones Date .
Environmental Review Officer’

cc:  Abby Whitman, Project Sponsor Virna Byrd, M.D.F.

Supervisor Scott Wiener, District 8 (via Clerk of the Board) Gretchen Hilyard, Preservation Planner
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2014.0329E
437 Hoffman Avenue

PROJECT APPROVAL

Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
Approval Action

The proposed project is subject to notification under Section 311 of the Planning Code. If Discretionary
Review before the Planning Commission is requested, the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval
Action for the project. If no Discretionary Review is requested, the issuance of a building permit by the
Department of Building Inspection is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes the
start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of
the San Francisco Administrative Code.

REMARKS:

Historical Resources

As described in the Preservation Team Review Form prepared for this project,’ the subject property contains
a 1-1/2-story-over basement, wood frame, multi-family residence and is located in the Noe Valley
neighborhood of San Francisco. It was constructed in 1905 in the Queen Anne architectural style with
some Craftsman style elements. The original architect is unknown, but the original owners were Neil W.
Getty and Wilmot R. Getty, who were builders/contractors and likely constructed the building. The
building has undergone very few alterations over time. Known alterations to the property include:
legalization of the second unit and installation of a fire suppression system (1970), interior seismic
upgrades (1989), reroofing and new shingles (1995).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). None of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject building is a non-descript example of a
Queen Anne style multi-family property. The building is not architecturally distinct such that it would
qualify individually for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic districts. The subject
property is located within the Noe Valley neighborhood on a block that exhibits a variety of architectural
styles, construction dates, and subsequent alterations that compromise historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of historically or
aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria
individually or as part of a historic district. :

1 san Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 437 Hoffman Avenue, May 16, 2014. This document is

available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2014.0329E.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2014.0329E
437 Hoffman Avenue

When evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under
CEQA, the Planning Department must determine whether the property at 437 Hoffman Avenue is an
historical resource as defined by CEQA. However, as discussed above, it is not individually eligible for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and it is not located within a potential

historic district. As a result, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on historical
resources.

Geology

According to the Planning Department’s GIS records, the project site is not located in a Landslide Hazard
Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone, but slopes over 20 percent are located on most of the lot. A
geotechnical investigation report was prepared for the proposed project, and the conclusions of that
report are summarized below.2 The geotechnical investigation report concluded that, “the site is suitable
for support of the proposed improvements.”

Per the geotechnical report prepared for this project, subsurface conditions were evaluated by way of an
engineering reconnaissance of the site and surrounding areas, a review of published geologic data
pertinent to the project area, and engineering analyses. One boring at the site encountered predominately
sand-clay soil mixtures with varying amounts of silt to the maximum depth explored of 7 feet.

The project site is approximately 5 miles northeast of the San Andreas fault. The project site is not within
an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and no known
active or potentially active faults exist on the site. Based on this, the geotechnical investigation report
concluded that the risk of fault offset at the project site from a known active fault is low. The site does not
lie within a liquefaction-potential zone. As a result, there is a low risk for damage of the proposed
improvements from seismically induced lateral spreading. Similarly, the risk of earthquake-induced
densification and settlement is considered unlikely because earth materials that are subject to seismic
densification do not exist beneath the site in sufficient thickness to adversely impact the planned
improvements. Regarding landslide risk, the geotechnical engineer did not observe evidence of active
slope instability at the site. In addition, the site is not located within an area mapped as having the
potential for earthquake-induced landsliding. Therefore, it is the opinion of the geotechnical engineer
that the potential for damage to the improvements from slope instability at the site is low, provided the
recommendations presented in the report are incorporated into the design and construction of the project.

Conventional spread-footing type foundations, mat foundations, and drilled piers are all found to be

suitable for the planned improvements. Retaining walls should be backdrained, as described in the
geotechnical report.

The final building plans will be reviewed by the San Francisco Department of Building and Inspection
(DBI). In reviewing building plans, DBI refers to a variety of information sources to determine existing
hazards. Sources reviewed include maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and known landslide areas in

2 H. Allen Gruen, Geotechnical Engincer. Geotechnical Investigation, 437 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco, California, January 16, 2014.
This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2014.0329E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2014.0329E
437 Hoffman Avenue

San Francisco as well as the building inspectors' working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern.
To ensure compliance with all Building Code provisions regarding structure safety, when DBI reviews
the geotechnical report and building plans for a proposed project, they will determine the adequacy of
necessary engineering and design features. The above-referenced geotechnical investigation report would
be available for use by DBI during its review of building permits for the site. In addition, DBI could
require that additional site specific soils report(s) be prepared in conjunction with permit applications, as
needed. The DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application
pursuant to DBI's implementation of the Building Code would ensure that there is no damage to
structures from potential geologic hazards.

CONCLUSION:

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)(2), or Class 1, additions to existing structures up to 10,000
square feet are exempt from environmental review provided that the project is located in an area where
all public services and facilities are available and the area is not environmentally sensitive. The proposed
project would increase the existing 2,238 sq. ft. floor area of the existing home by approximately 1,571 sq.
ft. for a total of 3,806 sq. ft., which would be substantially less than that the total limitation of 10,000 sq: ft.
for a Class 1 exemption. Also, the project site does not provide habitat for any sensitive species and is
located in an urbanized area where all necessary public services and facilities are available. Therefore, the
proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under Class 1.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity
where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment
due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that
would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would have no
significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

SAN FRANCISCO : 4
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Certificate of Determination

X . . 1650 Mission St.
Exemption from Environmental Review Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA94103-2479
Case No.: 2014.0329E
. . Receplioa:
Project Title: 437 Hoffman Avenue 415.558.6378
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential - House, Two-Family) I_)istrict
40-X Height and Bulk District i?s 55,6409
Block/Lot: 6503/024 e
Lot Size: 3,375 square feet Planning
. i . Information:
Project Sponsor:  Abby Whitman 415.558.6377

Staff Contact: Timothy Johnston - {415) 575-9035
‘ timothy johnston@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located on the east side of Hoffman Avenue, between 25™ Street to the south and 24
Street to the north, in the Noe Valley neighborhood. The project proposes an interior remodel and
exterior expansion of an existing two-story 2,238 sq. ft. single-family home (25’ 7.5” in height) built in
1905. The project seeks to raise the height of the structure by 4.5 inches, to add a one car garage at the
street level of Hoffman Avenue, and to add a 1,511-square foot, three-story addition on the rear (east) and
north side of the existing structure, for a total of 3,809 sq. ft. (including a 317 sq. ft. one-car garage). The
existing home does not have any off-street parking spaces.

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Class 1, Existing Facilities (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]
Guidelines Section 15301)

DETERMINATION:

Ido hereb;}certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

»-’Afz’a,% ;é%(&d\' \ f’)t-'/ il 7’, 2/

Sarah B. Jones ( J Date
Environmental Review Officer’

cc:  Abby Whitman, Project Sponsor Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
Supervisor Scott Wiener, District 8 (via Clerk of the Board) Gretchen Hilyard, Preservation Planner
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2014.0329E
437 Hoffman Avenue

PROJECT APPROVAL

Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection.
Approval Action

The proposed project is subject to notification under Section 311 of the Planning Code. If Discretionary
Review before the Planning Commission is requested, the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval
Action for the project. If no Discretionary Review is requested, the issuance of a building permit by the
Department of Building Inspection is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes the
start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of
the San Francisco Administrative Code.

REMARKS:

Historical Resources

As described in the Preservation Team Review Form prepared for this project,’ the subject property contains
a 1-1/2-story-over basement, wood frame, multi-family residence and is located in the Noe Valley
neighborhood of San Francisco. It was constructed in 1905 in the Queen Anne architectural style with
some Craftsman style elements. The original architect is unknown, but the original owners were Neil W.
Getty and Wilmot R. Getty, who were builders/contractors and likely constructed the building. The
building has undergone very few alterations over time. Known alterations to the property include:
legalization of the second unit and installation of a fire suppression system (1970), interior seismic
upgrades (1989), reroofing and new shingles (1995).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). None of the owners or occupants have
been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject building is a non-descript example of a
Queen Anne style multi-family property. The building is not architecturally distinct such that it would
qualify individually for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic districts. The subject
property is located within the Noe Valley neighborhood on a block that exhibits a variety of architectural
styles, construction dates, and subsequent alterations that compromise historic integrity. The area
surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of historically or
aesthetically unified buildings.

Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria
individually or as part of a historic district.

! San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 437 Hoffman Avenue, May 16, 2014. This document is
available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case No. 2014.0329E.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2014.0329E
437 Hoffman Avenue

When evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under
CEQA, the Planning Department must determine whether the property at 437 Hoffman Avenue is an
historical resource as defined by CEQA. However, as discussed above, it is not individually eligible for
inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and it is not located within a potential
historic district. As a result, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact on historical
resources.

Geology

According to the Planning Department’s GIS records, the project site is not located in a Landslide Hazard
Zone or Liquefaction Hazard Zone, but slopes over 20 percent are located on most of the lot. A
geotechnical investigation report was prepared for the proposed project, and the conclusions of that
repart are summarized below.2 The geotechnical investigation report concluded that, “the site is suitable
for support of the proposed improvements.”

Per the geotechnical report prepared for this project, subsurface conditions were evaluated by way of an
engineering reconnaissance of the site and surrounding areas, a review of published geologic data
pertinent to the project area, and engineering analyses. One boring at the site encountered predominately
sand-clay soil mixtures with varying amounts of silt to the maximum depth explored of 7 feet.

The project site is approximately 5 miles northeast of the San Andreas fault. The project site is not within
an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and no known
active or potentially active faults exist on the site. Based on this, the geotechnical investigation report
concluded that the risk of fault offset at the project site from a known active fault is low. The site does not
lie within a liquefaction-potential zone. As a result, there is a low risk for damage of the proposed
improvements from seismically induced lateral spreading. Similarly, the risk of earthquake-induced
densification and settlement is considered unlikely because earth materials that are subject to seismic
densification do not exist beneath the site in sufficient thickness to adversely impact the planned
improvements. Regarding landslide risk, the geotechnical engineer did not observe evidence of active
slope instability at the site. In addition, the site is not located within an area mapped as having the
potential for earthquake-induced landsliding. Therefore, it s the vpinion of the geotechnical engineer
that the potential for damage to the improvements from slope instability at the site is low, provided the
recommendations presented in the report are incorporated into the design and construction of the project.

Conventional spread-footing type foundations, mat foundations, and drilled piers are all found to be
suitable for the planned improvements. Retaining walls should be backdrained, as described in the
geotechnical report.

The final building plans will be reviewed by the San Francisco Department of Building and Inspection
(DBI). In reviewing building plans, DBI refers to a variety of information sources to determine existing
hazards. Sources reviewed include maps of Special Geologic Study Areas and known landslide areas in

2 H. Allen Gruen, Geotechnical Engineer. Geotechnical Investigation, 437 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco, California, January 16, 2014.
This report is available for review as part of Case File No. 2014.0329E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Prancisco, CA.
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2014.0329E
437 Hoffman Avenue

San Francisco as well as the building inspectors’ working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern.
To ensure compliance with all Building Code provisions regarding structure safety, when DBI reviews
the geotechnical report and building plans for a proposed project, they will determine the adequacy of
necessary engineering and design features. The above-referenced geotechnical investigation report would
be available for use by DBI during its review of building permits for the site. In addition, DBI could
require that additional site specific soils report(s) be prepared in conjunction with permit applications, as
needed. The DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application
pursuant to DBI’s implementation of the Building Code would ensure that there is no damage to
structures from potential geologic hazards.

CONCLUSION:

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)(2), or Class 1, additions to existing structures up to 10,000
square feet are exempt from environmental review provided that the project is located in an area where
all public services and facilities are available and the area is not environmentally sensitive. The proposed
project would increase the existing 2,238 sq. ft. floor area of the existing home by approximately 1,571 sq.
ft. for a total of 3,806 sq. ft., which would be substantially less than that the total limitation of 10,000 sq. ft.
for a Class 1 exemption. Also, the project site does not provide habitat for any sensitive species and is
located irr am urbartized area where-all necessary public-services and facilities are available. Therefore, the
proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under Class 1.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity
where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment
due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that
would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would have no
significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

SAN FRANGISCO 4
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

RE-NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On April 11, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.04.11.3029 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 437 Hoffman Avenue Applicant: Kelly Condon
Cross Street(s): 24" Street Address: 443 Joost Avenue
Block/Lot No.: 6503/024 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94127
Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X Telephone: (415)240-8328

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required
to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please
contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use
its discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review
hearing must be filed during the_15-day extended review period (original expiration 11/12/2015), prior to the close of
business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If
no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the
Expiration Date. Please be aware that this is a Section 311 re-notice. The project has not changed since the original
mailing. This notice has been updated to reflect the new expiration date and project features for clarity.

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

PROJECT SCOPE

[0 Demolition O New Construction v’ Alteration

O Change of Use v' Fagade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

v" Rear Addition v Side Addition v’ Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residential Residential

Front Setback 5 feet 9 Y4 inches 5 feet 10 ¥ inches

Side Setbacks None No Change

Building Depth 59 feet 6 ¥ inches 74 feet 10 ¥ inches

Rear Yard 59 feet 8 ¥ inches 44 feet 3inches

Building Height 21 feet (to midpoint of sloped roof) 27 feet (to midpoint of sloped roof)
Number of Stories 3 + basement 3 + basement

Number of Dwelling Units 1 1

Number of Parking Spaces 0 2

The proposal is to construct side, rear and vertical additions to the existing single family dwelling. The project includes
extensive interior remodeling and exterior changes raising the structure 6 feet for a a new garage door with curbut, front
porch, entry stairs and rear terrace/deck. See attached plans.

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at
a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Nancy Tran
Telephone: (415) 575-9174 Notice Date: 12/01/15
E-mail: nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 12/16/15

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

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have questions
about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss the plans with
your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have general questions about
the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/
558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday. If you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should
contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the project, there
are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you.

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboards.org for a
facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has,
on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems without
success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you
have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers
are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally conflict with the City's General
Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This
procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning
Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice.
Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or
online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between
8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the
fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the
project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review
must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.

Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will approve
the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review.

BOARD OF APPEALS

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of Appeals within
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by 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.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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|ORIGINAL 8311 NOTICE

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On April 11, 2014, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2014.04.11.3029 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 437 Hoffman Avenue Applicant: Kelly Condon
Cross Street(s): 24" Street Address: 443 Joost Avenue
Block/Lot No.: 6503/024 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94127
Zoning District(s): RH-2 / 40-X Telephone: (415)240-8328

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of the proposed project. You are not required
to take any action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please
contact the Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use
its discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review
hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below,
or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed,
this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

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

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction v Alteration

O Change of Use v Fagade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

v Rear Addition v’ Side Addition v Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residential Residential

Front Setback 5 feet 9 Y4 inches 5 feet 10 Y4 inches

Side Setbacks None No Change

Building Depth 59 feet 6 2 inches 74 feet 10 % inches

Rear Yard 59 feet 8 V4 inches 44 feet 3 inches

Building Height 25 feet 7 inches 31 feet 7 inches

Number of Stories 3 + basement 3 + basement

Number of Dwelling Units 1 1

Number of Parking Spaces 0 2

The proposal is to construct side, rear and vertical additions to the existing single family dwelling. The project includes
extensive interior remodeling and exterior changes such as new garage door with curbut, front porch, entry stairs and rear
terrace/deck. See attached plans.

The issuance of the building permit by the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at
a discretionary review hearing would constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to
Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Nancy Tran
Telephone: (415) 5759174 Notice Date: 10/13/15
E-mail: nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 11/12/15

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

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have questions
about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to discuss the plans with
your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If you have general questions about
the Planning Department’s review process, please contact the Planning Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/
558-6377) between 8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday. If you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should
contact the planner listed on the front of this notice.

If you believe that the impact on you from the proposed project is significant and you wish to seek to change the project, there
are several procedures you may use. We strongly urge that steps 1 and 2 be taken.

1. Request a meeting with the project Applicant to get more information and to explain the project's impact on you.

2. Contact the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820, or online at www.communityboards.org for a
facilitated discussion in a safe and collaborative environment. Community Boards acts as a neutral third party and has,
on many occasions, helped reach mutually agreeable solutions.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps or other means, to address potential problems without
success, please contact the planner listed on the front of this notice to discuss your concerns.

If, after exhausting the procedures outlined above, you still believe that exceptional and extraordinary circumstances exist, you
have the option to request that the Planning Commission exercise its discretionary powers to review the project. These powers
are reserved for use in exceptional and extraordinary circumstances for projects which generally conflict with the City's General
Plan and the Priority Policies of the Planning Code; therefore the Commission exercises its discretion with utmost restraint. This
procedure is called Discretionary Review. If you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning
Commission, you must file a Discretionary Review application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice.
Discretionary Review applications are available at the Planning Information Center (PIC), 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or
online at www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application in person at the Planning Information Center (PIC) between
8:00am - 5:00pm Monday-Friday, with all required materials and a check payable to the Planning Department. To determine the
fee for a Discretionary Review, please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org. If the
project includes multiple building permits, i.e. demolition and new construction, a separate request for Discretionary Review
must be submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.

Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

If no Discretionary Review Applications have been filed within the Notification Period, the Planning Department will approve
the application and forward it to the Department of Building Inspection for its review.

BOARD OF APPEALS

An appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on a Discretionary Review case may be made to the Board of Appeals within
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by 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.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 « San Francisco, CA 94103 « Fax (415) 558-6409

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Hearing Date: Thursday, April 7, 2016

Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon)

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

Case Type: Discretionary Review

Hearing Body: Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION

Project Address: 437 Hoffman Ave Case No.: 2015-003686DRP, -02, -03
Cross Street(s): 24" & 25" Streets Building Permit:  2014.04.11.3029
Block /Lot No.: 6503/024 Applicant: Kelly Condon
Zoning District(s): RH-2/40-X Telephone: (415) 240-8328
Area Plan: N/A E-Mail: kellymcondon@gmail.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Requests are for a Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2014.04.11.3029
proposing to construct side, rear and vertical additions to the existing single family dwelling. The
project includes extensive interior remodeling and exterior changes such as raising the structure ~6
feet for a new garage door, front porch, entry stairs and rear terrace/deck. The project has three active
requests for Discretionary Review from members of the public.

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).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing the plans for the proposed project please
contact the planner listed below. The plans of the proposed project will also be available 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.

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Nancy Tran Telephone: (415) 575-9174 E-Mail: nancy.h.tran@sfgov.org

W Sz RS 5 7B (415) 575-9010

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010


mailto:kellymcondon@gmail.com
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.

W S R S 7B (415) 575-9010

Para informacion en Espanol llamar al: (415) 575-9010


http://www.sfplanning.org/

Application for Discretionary Review

== = 108 0% 3L PRP

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information

OEC 14 -

{ DR APPLICANT'S NAME: e,
Stephen Baskerville / Paul Lefebvre
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: 21P CODE: TELEPHONE:
439 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94114 (415 )238-0229
PROPERTY OWNER WHO 1S DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Counts Gold LLC
ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
45 Walnut Avenue, Mill Valley, CA 94941 N )
: CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:
Same as Above [:b(
ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
)
E-MAIL ADDRESS:
rufnikhound@gmail.com paul.lef123@gmail.com
2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
437 Hoffman Avenue, San Francisco CA 94114
CROSS STREETS: }
Between 24th and 25th streets
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQFT): | ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
6503 /024 27'x125' 3,375 RH-2 40-X

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply
Change of Use []  Change of Hours [0 New Construction Alterations Demolition 1 Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear Front X Height X Side Yard [X

) Single Family Dwelling
Present or Previous Use: ,

Proposed Use: Single Fan}w‘lly Dwelling

201404113029 -11-
Building Permit Application No. __ Date Filed: 4 Ll 2014‘
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4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action 7 YES Ne
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? x 3
Did you discuss the ;)roject with the Planning Depaﬂ%ént permit revieV\; planner? > ]
; | Dld you participaté in outside mediation on this case? ) [37 ”

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.
Very few significant changes were made as a result of discussions with the project applicant.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012




Application for Discretionary Review

)
| CASENUMBER:
| ForStaftUseonly |
{ :

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

_ The exceptional and extraordinary increase in scale of the project building both in height and depth are

completely unreasonable and justify the request for Discretionary Review of this project. The San Francisco

Residential Design Guidelines are not adequately met. See attached document.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

The unreasonable scale of development changes the character of the neighborhood for ail of our neighbors

and significantly boxes us in at the rear of our property. It also impacts us in terms of light and privacy. See

attached document for more details.

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

Decrease the height of the proposed building

Increase the side setbacks, including those at the lower two floors at 439/441 Hoffman.

Decrease the depth of the proposed building to match the depth of our residence and at a minimum, limit the

development to the average of adjacent neighboring building setbacks.

Scale back and terrace the rear of the building to fewer stories See attached document.




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature /sz Zg% Date /z/é///(

e 2. 1415

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

_Stephen Baskerville and Paul Lefebvre

<Owner ) Authorized Agent (circle one)

10 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



Application for Discretionary Review

| CASENUMBER: |
i For Stalf Use only |
L |

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column} DR APPLICATION

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable

Photocopy of this completed application

BRI R

Photographs that illustrate your concerns

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:

[3 Required Material.

8 Optional Material.

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

ol

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: ’Vw!, g Date: ﬁﬂ /l r




San Francisco Planning Department Discretionary Review Application
Stephen Baskerville & Paul Lefebvre
Re: Property Located at 437 Hoffman Ave. San Francisco, CA 94114

Additional Comments for Discretionary Review Application—437 Hoffman Avenue

The plans for the building at 437 Hoffman that propose to almost double the existing
home's size to an entire building footprint of over 5,600 SF are clearly out of scale for
the neighborhood, are not compatible with the surrounding buildings, and will
significantly impact our property—we are the adjacent neighbor at 439/441 Hoffman
Ave., just south of the 437 Hoffman property.

It is important to note that not only is the proposed development out of scale when
comparing one single family residence to another, but in this case, both buildings on
either side of 437 Hoffman are multiple family residences. This fact should be kept in

consideration when reviewing the excessive scale of the proposed plans for the single
family residence at 437 Hoffman.

Per the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines:

“The building scale is established primarily by its height and depth. It is essential for a
building’s scale to be compatible with that of surrounding buildings, in order to
preserve the neighborhood character. Poorly scaled buildings will seem
incompatible (too large or small) and inharmonious with their surroundings’

From what can be seen from the plans (the plans provided were printed extremely
small, and are very difficult to read), the following can be observed.

Excessive Building Height:

As indicated on the Proposed Southern Elevation, the proposed plans for 437 Hoffman
show the following:

The front section of the building rises to almost 12 feet higher than 439-441 Hoffman
when measured from the top of the wall at 439-441 Hoffman to the proposed top of the
front roof of 437 Hoffman.

At the rear of our home, where there was no structure, the proposed building towers to
well over 40 feet above our lower floor level at the rear of the building, and this
continues for approximately 18 feet towards the back yard. And, an additional 12 deep

pop out extends even further back. This is completely out of scale for the neighborhood
and totally boxes us in.



San Francisco Planning Department Discretionary Review Application | 2
Stephen Baskerville & Paul Lefebvre
Re: Property Located at 437 Hoffman Ave. San Francisco, CA 94114

The plans also seem to show very high ceiling heights at all levels, again demonstrating
excessive scale.

- Basement level finish floor to finish floor at 1st level is 10 11-3/4 (essentially, 11
- 1st Level finish floor to 2nd level finish floor is 10 11-3/4’ (essentially, 17)

- 2nd Level finish floor to 3rd level finish floor is 10-8' (almost 11

- 3rd Level finish floor to proposed rear top of roof is 11 7-1/2' (almost 12)

- 3rd Level finish floor to proposed top of front roof is 14" 1-1/2’ (over 14)

- Pop up space: the space below the terrace is 94

Excessive Building Depth:

Per the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines:

“‘BUILDING SCALE AT THE MID BLOCK OPEN SPACE
GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with
the existing building scale at the mid-block open space.”

From what can be seen from the plans (again, they are printed extremely small making
them difficult to read) the back wall of the proposed new building extends over 28 feet
beyond 437 Hoffman's existing back wall, and the proposed development pushes back
an additional 12 feet (to an overwhelming 40 feet) with the additional pop-out area.

In terms of impact to our home, the proposed building extends a surprising 30+ feet
beyond the back wall of our home, when including the 12 pop out. Even without the pop
out, it extends an excessive 18 feet.

The depth of the proposed building should be decreased to match the depth of our
home and at a minimum, the average of adjacent neighboring building setbacks would
provide a more reasonable and fair limit to the development towards the back of the
property, but the plans push significantly further back beyond this point.

In addition, not only is the side setback too little at a mere 4-2' (it doesn't even meet the
56 width of the side terrace facing 437 Hoffman over the top story at 439-441 Hoffman)
but the attempt at mitigating the development with an additional setback on the upper
floors at the very rear of the proposed building falls short and does nothing to reduce
the building's scale for the lower two floors, which is the entire living space of the lower

unit where we reside. The scale of the building is clearly oppressive and will totally block
us in.



San Francisco Planning Department Discretionary Review Application | 3
Stephen Baskerville & Paul Lefebvre
Re: Property Located at 437 Hoffman Ave. San Francisco, CA 94114

Per the San Francisco Residential Guidelines:

“The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-
block open space. Even when permitted by the Planning Code, building
expansions into the rear yard may not be appropriate if they are
uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of the other buildings that
define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave
surrounding residents feeling “boxed-in” and cut-off from the mid-block open space’

In addition, we feel that the following best practices for additions extending into the rear
yard from the San Francisco Residential Guidelines are not implemented in the
proposed plans for 437 Hoffman.

1. ‘Atwo-story addition with a pitched roof lessens the impacts of the addition and is
more in scale with the rear of the adjacent buildings’
Pitched roof at rear of proposed building is not provided.

2. “This addition has been scaled back to two stories and is set in from the side
property lines to minimize its impact’”
Full height of proposed 437 Hoffman building continues to the very back of
the residence, and building is not scaled or terraced back to fewer stories.
In addition, insufficient side setbacks are provided.

3. ‘This addition extends the full width of the lot but is set back at the second floor so
the building steps down to the rear yard."
Top floors are not fully set back as demonstrated in the example and lower
two floors have no additional side setbacks (this is the entire living space
for the 439 Hoffman lower unit where we reside. Again it is important to
consider that both neighboring units are multiple family units)

4. The rear stairs are setback from the side property line and their projection into
the rear yard is minimized, in order to maintain the mid-block open space.
Insufficient setbacks are provided

Insufficient Response to Topography of the Site:

Per the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines:

‘New buildings and additions to existing buildings cannot disregard or significantly
alter the existing topography of a site. The surrounding context guides the manner in
which new structures fit into the streetscape, particularly along slopes and hills. This
can be achieved by designing the building so it follows the topography in a manner
similar to surrounding buildings.”

The proposed building rises well above both neighbors. We do not feel that the
development plans sufficiently address this issue due to the proposed building's
excessive scale and height.



San Francisco Planning Department Discretionary Review Application
Stephen Baskerville & Paul Lefebvre
Re: Property Located at 437 Hoffman Ave. San Francisco, CA 94114

Loss of mid-block green space

Per the San Francisco Residential Design Guidelines:

‘NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

*The block pattern: Most buildings are one piece of a larger block where buildings
define the main streets, leaving the center of the block open for rear yards and
open space.

Immediate Context: When considering the immediate context of a project, the concern
is how the proposed project relates to the adjacent buildings.’

Our neighborhood is fortunate to have a wonderful mid-block green space that creates a
shared, much cherished, peaceful environment and a wonderful haven for wildlife that is
threatened by the excessive development that is planned at the rear of the property.
The building of a home of this scale must clearly counter San Francisco's goal of
environmental sustainability.

Privacy and Light

The proposed building encroaches on our building's privacy due to the small, insufficient
setbacks, numerous decks and large number and size of windows that would face
our home. Even though some of these windows would be frosted, the light they would
project towards our building in the evening and at night would impact us.



KELLY CONDON DESIGN
443 JOOST AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94127

6503/24

OCCUPANT
435 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/23

LEFEBVRE & BASKERVILLE

439 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6502/07

DAVID BRUNO
51570 AVNIDA ALVARADO
LA QUINTA, CA 92253

6502/05

OCCUPANT
416 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/04

LYNDA GROSE
190 SUNSET WAY
MUIR BEACH, CA 94965

6503/06

MINNIE SELF TRS
42 HOMESTEAD AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

STEPHEN WILLIAMS

LAW OFFICE OF SMW

1934 DIVISADERO STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

COUNTSGOLD LLC &
45 WALNUT AVENUE
MILL VALLEY, CA 94941

6503/25

GENE GEISLER TRS
433 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/23

OCCUPANT
441 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6502/07

PATRICIA SIEHL
440 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6502/04

OCCUPANT
414 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/04

OCCUPANT
30 HOMESTEAD AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/25

Occupant
431A HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

GEORGIA SCHUTTISH
UPPER NOE NEIGHBORS
460 DUNCAN STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131

6503/024

OCCUPANT
437 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/25

BELLVILLE
431 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6502/06

JANET FOWLER
434 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO 94114

6502/05

ARTHUR FULTON TRS
1660 OLD AIRPORT ROAD
AUBURN, CA 95602

6503/05

ALEXANDER & JIN
38 HOMESTEAD AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/04

OCCUPANT
32 HOMESTEAD AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114

6503/09

Kester Kyrie
60 Homestead Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

6502/008A

INGRID CARAS
456 HOFFMAN AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114



DR #2

I Discretionary Review

i | 1570 03 (0 SO,

O
APPLICATION FOR

Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant informatton

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:
R. Gene Geisler

R TR S AR TN

433 Hoffman 94114 (415 ) 695-9193
| PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT DN WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: ~
Kelly Condon {Desngner!Representatwe) for Countmg Gold LLC (Owner)

| ADDRESS: e AP C0Es - - = .. | TELEPHONE: =
| 443 Joost Avenue 94127 (415 ) 240-8328
CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION: .~ 7o o e i3 e

bmmﬁbmg Stephen M Wlll:ams

SRR T e
1934 Dlvlsadero Street 94115 (415 ) 292-3656
E-MALL ADDHESS: i

smw@stevewmlamslaw com

2. Location and Classification

STREET ALIDSESS0F BROUBCT - L e S R R S N T : | aP CopE:
437 Hoffman Avenue 94121
CHOSS STREETS: SRR NI G iy 2% ; :

24th Street & 25th Street

ASSESSORS BLOCKILOT: | LOT DIMENSIONS: | | LOT AREA (SQFT). | ZONING DISTRICT: | HEIGHT/BULK DISTAICT:
6503 /024 27 X125 3,365 RH-2 40-X

3. Project Description

Pleass check all that apply

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

Additions to Building:  Rear Front[]  Height[¥  Side Yard [¥
Prasintos P U Single Family Dwelling(previous two family dwelling-—merger granted 2008)

PropOasd Usk Single Family Dwelling

Building Permit Application No, 2014.04.11.3029 Date Filed: April 11,2014
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4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action 1 - YES O
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? I X O
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? = O
- Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? l | >

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

Mo significant changes have been made to the project based on input from the neighbors. The project was
improperly merged some years ago and now, as a single family dwelling the proposal is to more than double
the size of the building. Represents everything that is wrong in the City at this time—Loss of a Unit and near

tripling size of remaining building.

TA% FRAKNCECD PLANNING DFPAKTENT ¥ 08 0F 3013



1 Discretionary Review

CASE MUMBER,
For Bt s cnly |

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

See Attachment

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

See Attachment

w
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Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

¢ The other informalion or applications may be required.

Signature: Date;.,

ber 16
= ey

2015

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

Stephen M. Williams
Owner lnude one)

54% FRAKCISTO PLANNING DERRSTWENT ¥ 08 07 2007



ition for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (piense chedk comectedfumin -~~~ |  DRAPPLICATION |

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
Photocopy of this completed application
Photographs that illustrate your concerns
Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Pla.nning Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

N/

NOTES:

[ Required Materia!

B Ontional Material

O Two sets of origina lapels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property cwnees and owners of properny across street

For Departmant Use Only S ﬁ 25!5
Application received by Planning Department: AT - . N
L GUUNTY OF SR

By: m E Cl:j'l"ﬂ.,%e : Date? T




437 Hoffman Street Attachment to Discretionary
RH-2; Block/Lot: 6503/024 Review Request

1. Overall Concerns:

DR Requester is concerned about the project’s impact, including impacts on existing housing
(blocking light and air), neighborhood character, and privacy. The project has been described to
the Planning Department as a “2 story over garage™ building. This description is wildly
inaccurate. Because of the steep down slope, the project plans clearly reveal a building with 5 -
6 floors at the rear and a height from 50-60 feet from grade.

Allowing the proposed five-six story building in this neighborhood would set a new
standard of height and massing for the immediate area, and could lead to massive changes in the
historic character of the Upper Noe neighborhood. This directly violates the General Plan
Priority Policy No. 2 which requires that “existing housing and neighborhood character be
conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our
neighborhoods.” Allowing a new building with a 5-6 floor rear addition, in a neighborhood
currently characterized by 2 and 3 floor buildings, would fundamentally change the character of
the neighborhood.

The Prior Approved Plans Were Not Code Compliant and Omitted Basic Mandatory
Information.

The plans circulated and approved by the Dept did not comply with the bare minimum
requirements of Section 311.
San Francisco Planning Code Section 311 (¢) (5) Notification Packet_clearly state what must be
included in the neighborhood notification--

“(E) 11x17 sized or equivalent drawings to scale shall be included with the Section 311 written
notice. The drawings shall illustrate the existing and proposed conditions in relationship to the
adjacent properties. All dimensions and text throughout the drawings shall be legible. The
drawings shall include a site plan, floor plans and elevations documenting dimensional changes
that correspond to the basic features included in the written notice.

(F) The existing and proposed site plan shall illustrate the project including the full lots and
structures of the directly adjacent properities.

(1) The existing and proposed elevations shall document the change in building volume: height
and depth. Dimensional changes shall be documenied, including overall building height and also
parapets, penthouses and other proposed vertical and horizontal building extensions. The front
and rear elevations shall include the full profiles of the adjacent structures including the
adjacent structures’ doors, windows and general massing. Each side elevation shall include the
Sull profile of the adjacent building in the foreground of the project, and the adjacent windows,
light-wells and general massing shall be illustrated.” (Planning Code Section 311(c)(3) (E); (F)
& (1) ).

The drawings in this case did not accurately depict the adjacent buildings and omit numerous
openings in those adjacent buildings. One can only wonder how the Dept and the Residential
Design Team determined what the impacts on the adjacent buildings would be, given that they
had no accurate depictions of the adjacent buildings (however, a review of the file show that the
RDT and Dept staff did not review this project before sending it out for neighborhood
notification---the plans were pulled back and corrected and again rubber-stamped). The most

1|t



437 Hoffman Street Attachment to Discretionary
RH-2; Block/Lot: 6503/024 Review Request

recent plans now finally show the side elevations of the adjacent building (existing and
proposed) and the previously omitted windows and doors which face the subject property. The
prior plans failed to show any of the doors and windows that face the subject property. The plans
now show the building to the south at 439-431 Hoffman (and the previously miss-labeled
windows on the building to the north at 433 Hoffman as a “light well™”) and now show the
numerous windows that are facing the lot line. The windows to be blocked are the only source of
light to the rooms in the apartment at 433 Hoffiman to the north and although they are now
depicted on the drawings, they are not adequately addressed

Because of the steeply sloped lots in the Upper Noc Valley arca and because of the steep slope in
the rear yards of these buildings the impacts on the adjacent buildings will be overwhelming.
Because of the east/west alignment of the buildings, all of the neighboring windows and doors
will be blocked. The prior plans failed to provide the most basic information---the relative
positions of the openings and windows on the neighboring adjacent structures to the Project Site.
“existing” and “proposed.” The plans now corrected and re-circulated, confirm the neighbors’
prior objections.

The Project Has Not Been Adequately Reviewed by the Dept

A review of the Planning case file in November revealed it to be shockingly devoid of
information and it appears that the case is not ready for review by the Commission at all or else
the crucial information we need is being withheld or is lost.

For example:

1. There are three Notice of Planning Dept Requirement mailings t the project sponsor
making a variety of requests for information and changes....there is no evidence of ANY
response. Not one letter or email in response back to the Dept. The Notices are dated
June 6, 2014:; May 28, 2015 and September 2, 2015....all directed to Kelly Condon and
requesting changes in the drawing and clarifications. I can find no evidence that any
replies were ever made and it should be noted that Ms. Condon is NOT a licensed
California architect (although she has been known to represent herself as such) and may
not under State law make changes to the subject plans which involves a structure more
than two stories in height. No changes are indicated on the plans by clouding or any other
note in response to the Dept requests.

o

There is no indication that the project was ever reviewed by the RDT---NONE....No
memo, no note of being scheduled, no emails from members having reviewed the project
(there are no emails or correspondence of ANY kind anywhere in the file) No decision
from the RDT....nothing at all.

3. The requisite checklist for compliance with the Residential Design Guidelines has not
been completed and the project appears to violate numerous provisions of the guidelines.
It is deeper than both adjacent neighbors AND is taller than its up-hill neighbor...a
ridiculous result for a two unit building merged into one and then made exponentially
larger than the neighboring apartment building of four units.



437 Hoffman Street Attachment to Discretionary
RH-2; Block/Lot: 6503/024 Review Request

4. Appears to be a de facto demolition virtually in the shadow of 125 Crown Terrace. At

first the Dept found it to be a demolition until Kelly (not an architect so not
qualified to do the calculations) said she will retain a portion of the
facade...somehow slipping in under the wire. The square footage is being more than
doubled...all foundation and walls replaced etc...Calculations not in file and re-
calculations not in file.

We repeatedly asked the planners for the above missing material and received no substantive
response. The mandatory material is not in the file. It appears as if a GREAT deal may have
fallen through the cracks on this case, this project cannot pass muster under the Planning Code
and Dept procedures for review of projects.

[n addition, the Residential Design Guidelines would be violated by the project due to
its large scale representing an increase of 3435 s.f. over the current structure, According to the
Assessor the current structure is 2181 s.f. and according to the plans, the proposed structure will
be 5616 sf.---nearly tripling the square footage of the building. The modern design is not within
the character of the neighborhood. As the design guidelines point out, “[a] single building out of
context with its surroundings can be disruptive to the neighborhood character and, if repeated
often enough, to the image of the City as a whole.” RDG pg. 3. DR Requester is concerned that
the stark modern design of the proposed project, in contrast to the more classical character of the
vast majority of homes in the neighborhood, will cause just the type of disruption that the
Residential Design Guidelines are meant to prevent.

DR Requester is also concerned that the de facto demolition of an existing building is not
a green building practice. The Planning Department should review the project and recommend
a method in which the project sponsor could proceed without demolishing the existing building--
-further, the addition of such a large building should require the addition of a new unit. This
building represents nearly everything that is wrong in unaffordable San Francisco, the removal of
a rent-controlled affordable unit from a building and then nearly tripling its size as a single
family unit!?

2. As noted above, although the Project Sponsor has represented the proposed project as
merely a *3 story rear addition” or a ““addition to single family home”, the fact remains that the
plans very clearly reveal a 5-6 story building at the rear at 55°-60" feet in height from grade. The
inclusion of these additional floors would give the project building the greatest height of any
building in the neighborhood, and would change the overall character of the Upper Noe
neighborhood This building is out of character with the neighborhood.

DR requester is concerned that the proposed 5-6 floor addition at the rear will loom over
all other residences in the neighborhood. This would negatively affect the privacy of every
neighbor, since the rear addition is to be constructed with massive windows in all directions and
large out-of-character decks. Finally, the construction of a building, which is a full story taller
than any other buildings in the neighborhood (and a full story taller than the adjacent neighbors)
would have a negative impact on the long standing character of the neighborhood. The proposed
project does not respect the neighborhood or the topography of the area. It will completely block
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437 Hoffman Street Attachment to Discretionary
RH-2; Block/Lot: 6503/024 Review Request

in and box out both adjacent neighbors. Such a result is not reasonable under the Code and the
RDG’s.

3. DR Requester would like to see the character of the neighborhood respected by removing
the top floor and reducing the rear yard extension of the proposed building. This would maintain
the existing height character of the neighborhood. More importantly,( the removal of the
uncharacteristically high features of the proposed building will respect the privacy of nearby
houses, including DR Requester’s which will be negatively impacted by the proposed upper floor
and proposed 5-6 floor rear addition which will loom over the other buildings in the
neighborhood and whose massive windows will look down on and into neighbors’ residences,
including DR Requester’s residence.

DR Requester further requests that the Department require that the building’s overall
height be reduced to minimize the scale and massing of the proposed building. This would keep
it more in line with all nearby structures. Even without the upper floor, the plans reveal that the
proposed building would still have a larger footprint and volume and be of a much larger scale
than the current structure---nearly tripling the square footage of the building. In addition, since
the plans call for the excavation and re-grading of the lot, the DR Requester asks that the
Department require that the excavation proceed to a further depth and back into the hillside in
order to reduce the scale and height of the proposed building. This would also be more in
keeping with the character of the neighborhood.

Furthermore, the plans reveal that the proposed building’s floors are of a greater height
than most equivalent buildings. DR requester asks that the Department review the plans and if
structurally sound, require that the height of the floors be reduced to further reduce the scaling
and mass of the building to keep it more in line with the character of the neighborhood.

Finally, the DR Requester would like the proposed building to be redesigned to be in
closer harmony with the aesthetic character of the neighborhood. The Upper Noe Neighborhood
is not characterized by stark modern buildings and the addition of such a building would stand
out dramatically.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jﬂm/%%;_

Stephen M. Williams
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Gene Giesler
433 Hoffman Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94114

December 16, 2015
To Whom It May Concern:

This will confirm that I have retained the Law Office of STEPHEN M. WILLIAMS to
represent my interests in a Discretionary Review Application matter before the Planning
Department/Commission concerning the proposed project at 437 Hoffman Avenue, San
Francisco, CA. I hereby authorize STEPHEN WILLIAMS to pursuc and complete said
DR application opposing the proposed project.

Sincerely,

[ S At

A= -
Géné Giester




DR #3

Application for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER:

For Stwif Yse only QD l 5:. Oo’j‘)(o i

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Owner/Applicant Information
DR APPLICANT'S NAME:
Janet Fowler

DR APPLICANT'S ADCRESS ZiP CODE
434 Hoffman Avenue 94114

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISGRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

ADDRESS: AP COOE.!
437 Hoffman Avenue 94114

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION

Samea as ADove x
ADDRESS 2ZIP CODE

E-MAIL ADDRESS!

L - Al Claacificatien
2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT.
437 Hoffman Avenue

CROSS STREETS:
Between 24th and 25th Streets

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT, LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT:
6503 /024 27'x 125" 3,375 RH-2

A Bemtemd DYmeremsis
o] roject Lescrpion

Flease check alt that apply
Change of Use |_!

Change of Hours | New Construction X Alterations (%

Additions to Building:  Rear ™ Front X Height (X Side Yard X
R3 1 Family Dwelling

Present or Previous Use:

Bioposed ias: R3 1 Family Dwelling

201404113029

v
3
Building Permit Application No. Date Filed: 4-11-2014 l

DEL-03

TELEPHONE: ’
(415 )648-8780

TELEPHONE
( )
b
TELEPHONE:
( )
{
ZIP CODE #
94114

HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT.

40-X

Demolition X Other []


ntran
Text Box
DR #3


4. Actions Prior to a Discre

Prior Action YES
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? >
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Depariment permit review planner? ™=
Did you participate in outside medialion on this case? O
5. Changes Made to the Project as a Resul! ol Medialion

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.

O



Application for'Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extracrdinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines. !

Please see attached pages.

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. [t you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

Please see attached pages.

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

Please see attached pages.



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct Lo the best of my knowledge.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

Slﬁnnhlrr‘%w Date: /iﬂ/é =* /g_

I'rint name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Janelt Fewoler, owner”

feircle ana)

., e

g

-

- alhe. o



Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

REQLLAED MATERIALS (plaase check camact colima)
Application, with all blanks completed
Address labels (original), if applicable
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
Photocopy of this completed application
Photographs that illustrate your concerns
Convenant or Deed Restrictions
Check payable to Planning Dept.
Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

MNOTES
[ Reguired Matanal
B Optonal Material.

Application for Discretionary Review

CASE MUMEER
Fer St Use anly

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

DR APPLICATION

Ng

B ONEERQE

{2 Twe sets of ariginal 1abels and one cogy o aodresses of adjacen! propery owners and owners of propery acress siree!,

For Dopanment Lise Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: M. CO(‘(‘(’}A'Q/ _ D.\Ie:

e

~E

i



Discretionary Review Request-Janet Fowler 1

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the
minimum standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflict
with the City’'s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or Residential Design

Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

The size of the project will negatively impact neighbors on all sides and negatively impact the
character of this quaint neighborhood. Itis out of scale with neighboring homes, it impacts the
mid-block open space with its excessive dimensions, and it encroaches on neighbors' privacy.

This project came into existence through a set of exceptional and extraordinary circumstances
that have resulted in an excessively different outcome than what the Planning Commission
intended when they approved the unit merger of this home from 2 units to a single-family
residence. The Mandatory Discretionary Review for the merger is attached, and it details the
conflict with the City’s General Plan and Priority policies.

The loss of the existing home represents the loss of affordable housing while the
proposed structure perpetuates a pattern of excessive remodeling and flipping of market-
rate homes into very extraordinarily unaffordable homes.

TAKING ADVANTAGE OF THE SYSTEM

437 Hoffman Avenue is a modest 1905 home. It was the first home built on the east side of
the block. It stood through the earthquake and became a temporary home for as many as 17
earthquake refugees, and a place for many to get water. No one was turned away by the
Getty family, the shipbuilders who built and lived in this home -see Exhibit 1 & 2.

1. Irregularities of the unit merger and unintended consequences

In September 2008, the Planning Commission approved a permit for the Riley family to merge
two units into a single-family home - see Exhibits 3 and 3a. The permission to merge was
based on that family's situation and plans. The Planning Department recommended against
the merger, and there was great concern about potential loss of affordable housing -see
Exhibit 3. The DR Action stipulated no expansion and no right-of-way for a garage -see
Exhibit 4.

In July 2010, Rileys sold the house to the Mittels) without having merged the units. In 2011,
the Mittels “retained Toby Long Designs to explore the addition of a garage and rear addition
to [the] existing structure.”

On April 3, 2012, the Mittels reviewed the expansion and garage design with SF Planner,
Michael Smith, who entered into discussions with them on how to proceed with the scope of
the new project -- garage and rear addition -- relative to the unit merger permit that stipulated
no expansion and no garage -see Exhibit 5.




Discretionary Review Request-Janet Fowler 2

On April 19, 2012, the Mittels invited neighbors to a pre-Application meeting where they
presented a massive rear addition. The proposed project would also remove a large street
tree, raise the height of the structure, add a garage, and eliminate some street parking. A
second pre-Application meeting showed the proposed project moving from 3,460 sf to 3,809 sf
—see Exhibit 7. A Notice of Planning Department Requirements required the completion of
the merger before the expansion plans could be approved — unable to attach Exhibit at this
time.

On May 16, 2013, the Mittels filed plans to complete the unit merger — see Exhibit6. A
complaint was filed stating that the merger was exceeding the scope of the permit; the
neighbors knew, of course, that the goal was not a unit merger, but a large rear addition and a
garage —see Exhibit 6a.

2. Lack of transparency

On May 11, 2014, the Mittels submitted their plans for a $900,000 “triage” expansion —see
Exhibit 6. The neighbors heard nothing except that 437 Hoffman was being sold off-market.
We did not know that the Mittel's expansion plans had been submitted and approved.

In October 2014, 437 Hoffman was bought by Counts Gold LLC, which seems to be an
investment group that includes a developer, a builder, the project sponsor, and others.

In February 2015, we were invited to the first pre-Application meeting, where we were shown
different plans of a “remodel” that the project sponsor said was a demolition. She showed a
contemporary facade that was very out-of-character and scale for the neighborhood and an
even more massive rear addition and structure that was totaled over 6000 sf. The developer
said that he wanted something to showcase his portfolio, and the project sponsor said that she
couldn’t provide three bedrooms on the top floar without adding additional height. We all
objected to the excessive ceiling height of all the floors. At the second pre-Application
meeting, we were presented a less boxy-looking fagade, and a very minor setback was
presented to mitigate loss of privacy to the neighbors to the south —see Exhibit 7.

On March 10, 2015, the project sponsor then submitted the new plans to the Planning
Department, and it was assigned case #201503100426. Soon afterward, however, it was
reassigned under the Mittel's case # 201404113029

-see Exhibit 6.

Re-emerging plans: The Mittel's plans and the Counts Gold LLC plans were merged in terms
of approval. The project sponsor, Ms. Condon, adds a handwritten note on the Mittel's April 5,
2012 pre-Application notice that states, “These records are for the meetings held by the
previous building owner. We took these neighbor comments into account with our first design.
So in essence - our permit submittal is a fourth attempt to address the neighbor’s issues —
THAT SAID — the previous owner enlarged their proposal at their 2’ meeting. — Kelly Condon
3/9/15." On the Mittel's 2™ Pre-Application Notice (Feb 12, 2014), there is a note that that the
Mittels “had the building extending all the way to the 45% line on all stories. We scaled back
against the south side in response to neighbor’s concerns w/ that approach” —see Exhibit 7.
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The Counts Gold proposed project, however, was 6053 sf at the 1°' pre-Application meeting
and 6,029 sf at the 2" pre-Application meeting.

Blind-sided: On October 14 or 15, 2015, we received the 311-Notice. The neighborhood was
blind-sided by the contradiction between what was shown to the neighbors in the pre-app
meetings and what was finally approved by the Planning Department. The plans were different
and too dinky to decipher. The project sponsor sent us the plan set electronically, and we also
asked for her to meet with us to walk us through them, which she did. She explained that she
was keeping the facade “so as not to trigger a demo permit” ~see Exhibit 8. The demo
statistics were not included in the electronic set. The plans also had many inaccuracies,
including not showing windows of neighboring homes and the relative positions of the
openings and windows on the neighboring homes to the Project Site. Ms. Condon states
(Exhlblt 8) that the plans are the same except they're keeping the fagade and how the
driveway comes into the house. There are
many unanswered questions, but it is clear
: | that the proposed project is still massive and
i1 doesn't retain the character of the existing
'] house.

Is this really 3 stories?

Missing Case Files: | tried to look at all the
e M 3| case files pertaining to the project. Some of
S A ~— '+ the files were archived, and when | finally got

them, they did not include the missing
Residential Design Team review. | wanted to see all the emails and memos pertaining to the
case, but Michael Smith's computer had been disabled after leaving the Department. In spite
of repeated requests, | never got them. | especially wanted to know if my email would have
been included since | never got a response the Planner.

3. Contradictions in what was presented to the Preservation Team
and in the HRE and the absence of Residential Design Team Review

a. The Categorical Exemption related to the Mittel's plans was reissued for the Counts Gold
LLC revised plans without comment or review of the new plans. The proposed project
referred to in the Categorical Exemption and the Preservation Team Comments is not the
same project as the current project. Both the Preservation Team's Comments and the
HRE cite that the house is being raised 4’5", but the current plans are raising the house by
6'. All stories have 9' or 10’ ceilings, and the house will rise a full story higher than the
neighboring adjacent homes. It will stick up from the others -see Exhibit 9.

b. No RDT review was done for the project and instead, a sole planner took it upon himself to
deem the project compliant with the RDG —see Exhibit 10.
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4. Neighborhood/Historical Preservation or Historic Neighborhood
Character

The loss of the existing home represents the loss of affordable housing while the proposed structure
perpetuates an emerging pattern of remodeling newly acquired hillside homes to extraordinarily massive
and unaffordable homes.

Retention of the existing home is consistent with Section 101.1 Priority Policy 2: “That existing housing
and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic
diversity of our neighborhoods.

5. Lack of Compliance with Residential Design Guidelines

Topography of the Hill and the Block’s Roofline Progression, page 11

The two houses adjacent to this project are considerably lower in height than the proposed
construction and as such, this building will not be in line with the block'’s roofline

progression. The final height of the proposed building is over 12" higher than 431-433 Hoffman
and over 10’ higher than 439-441 Hoffman when measured to the proposed top of the front
roof. This is a significant interruption of the block’s roofline progression and should not be
allowed. The RDG clearly states that the height of a new building or addition CANNOT
disregard or significantly alter the existing topography of a site (p11). Being a full story taller
than its adjacent buildings, the proposed project ignores this guideline and therefore, it should
be sent back for re-design. (Roofline photo to be submitted later.)

Side Spacing Between Buildings; Breezeway, p15

There is a strong side spacing pattern present at the adjacent houses on this side of the
block. The proposed project should respect this existing pattern as stated in the RDG (p15)
instead of abolishing it altogether. This breezeway is source of the treasured sunshine for the
elderly professor who lives in the home on the north side — see Exhibit 11.

Encroaching on Neighbors’ Privacy p16-p17

Regardless of frosted glass, the number of windows proposed for both Northern and Southern
elevations pose a huge privacy issue for the adjacent neighbors. The problem is even worse
for the back neighbors on Homestead Street due to the numerous windows proposed for the
Eastern elevation. The proposed project ignores the RDG principle that calls for minimizing
the impact on light and privacy to adjacent properties (p16-p17). They should therefore reduce
the number of proposed windows and the glass to solid ratio.

Articulate the building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties. The
height and depth of the proposed project is excessive. The property to the north 431-433
Hoffman will lose all its sunshine. The property to the south 439-441 Hoffman is all walled in
and there are large windows that excessively impact privacy. In addition, the decks appear to
have glass railings, which further increase the loss of privacy. There is a small side set back,
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but it does almost nothing to minimize the impact the project will have on the neighbor to the
south.

Building Scale, p23 - p26

The proposed construction is out of scale in both overall mass and its specific

dimensions. The RDG specifically calls for the “scale of the building to be compatible with the
height and depth of its surrounding buildings,” (p23) but the proposed project is a far cry from
the houses in its immediate periphery with regards to scale.

Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the existing building scale at
the street. Though the buildings within the surrounding area of this project appear to vary in
scale, the proposed scale at the street level is stratospheric by comparison. —see Exhibit 12

The height and depth of the proposed expansion adversely impact the mid-block open

space. Although one of the adjacent properties (431-433 Hoffman) extends well into this open
space, this is only a two-story structure that is vastly smaller than the 3-story proposed
project. The proposed expansion will not only box in the adjacent neighbors, but it will also
negatively impact the mid-block community amenity shared by all residents of the block. This
type of expansion is precisely what the RDG refers to as inappropriate since it leaves the
surrounding residents feeling “boxed-in and cut-off from the mid-block open space.” (p26)

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected
as part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If
you believe your property, the property of other or the neighborhood would be adversely

| affected, please state who would be affected, and how.

The proposed project is unreasonably large for this quaint old neighborhood. The proposed
project adds more than a full story of height to the front of the building, and that is
unreasonably out of scale with the neighborhood and is disturbing to the scale of the existing
roofline on the east side of the block. It sticks up higher than another other roof on the east
side of the block. On the northern side at 431-433 Hoffman, there will be an unreasonably
negative sunlight impact created for Professor Geisler, an exceptional and extraordinary
elderly neighbor, who wants only to live out his last years in the sunlight that floods into the
back portion of his unit.

The loss of the existing home represents the loss of affordable housing while the proposed
structure perpetuates an emerging pattern of remodeling newly acquired hillside homes to
extraordinarily massive and unaffordable homes.

And the losses will continue because each development that is overdone and sells for about a
million over asking brings another remodel or demolition and the increase of more homes that
a even more unaffordable — astronomically unaffordable! Our block is now a very precarious
path because families who want a relatively modest home will not be able to compete with the
investors and developers who have no qualms about tearing down a beautiful home to build
something extravagant.
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3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already
made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the
adverse effects noted above in question #17?

Keep the breezeway to the north, keep the existing home with no garage and no additional
vertical height, restrict the additional depth, including decks, at upper level to just enough to
accommodate a third bedroom on the top floor with terraced lower stories terraces that have
side set backs on the south side. And restore the second unit.

If you do decide to allow the garage, scale back the project and preserve the original 1905
home. Here’s an example of a home at 105 Hoffman, where a garage was added with very
little impact to the fagade. -see Exhibit 13




Exhibit /, 0./ Emails from 2006 seller to buyer regarding history of
437 Hoffman

From: Alison Appel <alisona@maubi.net>
To: Janet Fowler <jfowlers@aol.com>
Subject: Fwd: 435-437 Hoffman
Date: Wed, Mar 4, 2015 6:19 pm

Janet this is the only info | could find about who built the house and those photos. |
looked everywhere | could think of tonight and can not find them except in my mind

1) Sorry. | never heard from our realtor again after we dropped the keys and have no
idea what happened to the photos or “Alyce’s” information that was with them.

The only other information | can add, is when “Alyce” the granddaughter visited
the house, she said confirmed it was built and moved into in 1905. Her
grandfather and dad or maybe uncle built it and they were German shipbuilders
and built it like a ship. When the Earthquake hit in 1906 it was one of the few
houses around that withstood the quake. Her family attributed it to that fact that
the house was built like a ship. For about a year after the quake about 17 people
lived in the house and her grandparents let anyone who lost their home stay.

-alison
Begin forwarded message:

Date: June 7, 2006 at 6:46:37 PM PDT

Subject: Re: 435-437 Hoffman

From: Dane Riley <dane@apple.com>

To: Alison Appel <alisona@maubi.net>

Cc: Michelle Jacobi <michellejacobi1@yahoo.com>, Chris Waterson
<waterson@maubi net>

I'm so glad to hear from you. We didn't want to bother you as you prepared to move out.
| remember that it can be a stressful time based on a bad experience my mother had
when moving out of one of my childhood homes. We hadn't heard that you had tried to
contact us.

Thank you for collecting our mail. | don't know why we're receiving packages there as
neither of us have started forwarding our mail. We will definitely keep any mail we get
and put it in a larger envelop and forward it on once

the larger envelop gets full.

We're very excited to see those architectural plans and we love the picture from
when the house was being built that was on the BJ Droubi web site. We would

settled in a little bit. We'll work with Paul to get those pictures too.

Also, if | recall correctly, there's an alarm in the kitchen. How will we know how to
enable it? Are there instructions anywhere for that system?



Exhibit : Emails from 2006 seller to buyer regarding history of
437 Hoffman

If you need to get ahold of us for any reason you know where we'll be. My contact info is
listed below.

Thank you,

Dane Riley

System Engineer

Apple Education - West
Email: dane@apple.com
Cell: 650 245-1167

Fax: 208 248-4815

On 6/7/06 6:20 PM, "Alison Appel" <aliscna@maubi.net> wrote:

Dane,

I'm Alison Appel, from whom you purchased 435-437 Hoffman. We've made several
attempts to get in contact with you via our realtor to your realtor since the house

closed. Not sure if the messages went through. (I googled your names and found your
email address.)

Anyway, there is a large pile of mail here for you and Michelle including a FEDEX from
GAP that arrived today. We will leave it on the washing machine when we leave. We
are leaving Wed (6/14) afternoon/evening and will drop the keys off at the BJ Droubi
office on the way out.

house being built and the address of the granddaughter of the man who built it,
R.W. Getty. He signed his name on the back of the basement door. Alyce, the
granddaughter can fill you in on the first 62 years of the history of the house if
you are interested. Paul Christopher, our realtor, has two additional pictures that

you can ask him for.

Here is our forwarding information in case any mail slips through:

Appel/Waterson
955 Kekin Street
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Enjoy the house! We loved living here.
-Alison



Exhibit ) Socketsite 437 Hoffman during construction photo; narrative on
page 3 refers to KDI HRE

A Historic Look At 437 Hoffman (Before Noe
Was All Builts Up)

June 17. 2009




Exhibit Q f -Z Socketsite 437 Hoffman during construction photo; narrative on

page 3 refers to KDI HRE

Who could resist a historic look at 427 Hoffman atop Noe Valley circa 1905, versus as it looks today after
all those damn density hounds had their way with the neighborhood.




Exhibitoz > Socketsite 437 Hoffman during construction photo; narrative on
page 3 refers to KDI HRE

According to the Supplemental Information Form for Historic Resource Determination
prepared by KDI Land Use Planning (dated April 2, 2012) and information found in the
Planning Department files, the subject property at 437 Hoffman Avenue contains a 1-
1/2-story-over basement; wood frame multi-family residence constructed in 1905 in the
Queen Anne architectural style with some Craftsman style elements. The original
architect is unknown, but the original owners were Neil W. Getty and Wilmot R. Getty,
who were builders/contractors and likely constructed the building. The building has
undergone very few alterations over time. Known alterations to the property include:
legalization of the second unit and installation of a fire suppression system (1970),
interior seismic upgrades (1989), reroofing and new shingles (1995).

No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1). None of the owners or
occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject building
is a non-descript example of a Queen Anne style multi-family property. The building is
not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
districts. The subject property is located within the Noe Valley neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a great variety of architectural styles, construction dates, and subsequent
alterations that compromise historic integrity. The area surrounding the subject property
does not contain a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified
buildings. Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California
Register under any criteria individually or as part of a historic district.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review Analysis ok
San Francisco,
Dwelling Unit Merger CA 04103-2479
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 25, 2008 Reception:
415.558.6378
Date: September 16, 2008 Fax:
Case No.: 2008.0572 D R
Project Address: 437 Hoffman Avenue Planning
Zoning’: RH-2 (Residential, Mixed, Moderate Density) I:gr;aﬁl;;r% sy
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 6503/024
Project Sponsor:  William Pashelinsky
1937 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94117
Staff Contact: Sharon Lai — (415) 575-9087

sharon.jai@sfgov.org

Recommendation: — Take Discretionary Review and Disapprove

EXISTING BUILDING PROPOSED BUILDING
Building Permit 2008.06.27.5494
Application Number
Nu.mber Sribsing 2 Number Of New Units 1
Units
Existing Parking 0 New Parking 0
Number Of Existing Number Of New
3 ! 3
Bedrooms { Bedrooms
|
Existing Building Area +2,1055q. Ft. | New Building Area +2,1058q. Ft.
Public DR Also Filed? | No i
Date Ti i
311 Expiration Date 9/18/08 S It ain i Lo
Fees Paid
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project is located on a downward sloping lot, where the sidewalk grade is located at the second floor
level, in a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) District. The lot contains two dwelling-units within a
three-story building, which was constructed circa 1905. The lower unit occupies the first floor and the
upper unit occupies the second and third floors. The Building Permit Application proposes to reduce the
number of legal dwelling units from two-dwelling units into a single-family house by constructing a new
interior staircase, removing the lower level kitchen, and replacing the lower unit front door with a
window (not visible from the street). The resulting single-family house will be a 3-bedroom and 2-bath
dwelling unit.



Cxhiof 3 p. 2.
Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2008.0572 D
September 25, 2008 437 Hoffman Avenue

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The property at 437 Hoffman Avenue is located on the east side of Hoffman Avenue between 24t and 25t
Streets. The Property has approximately 27’-0” of lot frontage along Hoffman Avenue with a lot depth of
125’-0”. The downward sloping lot from the southwest corner (downward sloping from the front and
right side) contains a three-story, two-family dwelling of approximately 2,115 gross square-feet, with no

existing parking.

This modified Queen Ann-style dwelling is setback approximately 6 feet from the front property line, and
contains a side yard setback along the north side (left side) property line of approximately 3-feet. The
property is within an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District with a 40-X Height and
Bulk designation.

There are no available building permit records for the original construction of the subject property
however it appears that the residence was constructed as a single-family dwelling. The existing lower
unit was legalized in 1970 and is located at the partially sub-grade first floor, with a short set of stairs
leading from the private entrance to Hoffman Avenue. The lower unit contains 1 bedroom, a three-
quarters bath, a full kitchen, a family room, a den, a private deck and access to the rear yard, and
measures approximately 715 square feet in habitable space, The upper dwelling unit located at the second
and third floor, with a slightly raised front entrance from Hoffman Avenue on the second floor. The
upper unit contains 2 bedrooms, 1 full bath, a full kitchen, a dining room, a living room, a private deck
and access o the rear yard, and measures approximately 1,400 square-feet.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD

The Subject Property is located in the Noe Valley neighborhood, on the east side of Hoffman Avenue,
between 24t and 25% Streets. The Subject Property is located within the RH-2 Zoning District in a
residential district of one-and two-family dwellings that include Marina style buildings, Craftsman style
buildings, a few in-fill mid-century modern buildings, and some recent eclectic constructions.
Architectural styles, building heights, building depth and front setbacks vary along at the subject
neighborhood.

The surrounding neighborhood consists of a mix of one- to three-story buildings, containing mostly one
or two residential dwelling-units. The residential neighborhood contains dwellings of varying heights
and depths. The adjacent property to the north is a two-unit building, measuzing approximately 28-6”
wide by 66'-0” deep. The adjacent building to the south is on a lot narrower than the Subject Property,
25'-0” by 125'-0”, with a two-story two-family dwelling measuring approximately 24'-0” by 46/-0".

HEARING NOTIFICATION

[ REQUIRED | ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days September 15, 2008 September 15,2008 | 10 days
| Mailed Notice 10 days September 15, 2008 September 15, 2008 .! 10 days J
SAN FRANCISCO 2

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2008.0572 D
September 25, 2008 437 Hoffman Avenue
PUBLIC COMMENT

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 0 0 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 0 0 0
the street n
Neighborhood groups 0 0 | 0
PROJECT ANALYSIS

DWELLING UNIT MERGER CRITERIA
Below are the five criteria to be considered by the Planning Commission in evaluating dwelling unit
mergers, per Planning Code Section 317, adopted on May 18, 2008:

il

™

Removal of the unit(s) would only eliminate owner occupied housing.

Project Meets Criteria.
The current owners purchased the property in 2006 and have been occupying the units since.

Removal of the unit(s) and the merger with another is intended for owner occupancy.
Project Meets Criteria.

Removal of the unit(s) will bring the building closer into conformance with the prevailing density
in its immediate area and the same zoning.

Project Does Not Meet Criteria.

The properties in the immediate area within 150 feet of the subject property, between 24% and 25% Streets
are zoned RH-2. Of the 42 properties surveyed in the immediate area, including the subject property, 40%
(17) of the lots are multi-family dwellings. The average density for these 42 properties is approximately 1.5
units per lot. Therefore, the densily resulting from this merger will not be in keeping with the prevailing
density pattern of the immediate area.

Removal of the unit(s) will bring the building closer into conformance with prescribed zoning.

Project Does Not Meet Criteria

The subject property’s current density is in conformance with the prescribed RH-2 zoning, in that there are
two existing legal units. The proposed unit removal will not bring the building closer into conformance
with the prescribed zoning, which permits two-units.

Removal of the unit(s) is necessary to correct design or functional deficiencies that cannot be
corrected through interior alterations.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Discret

September 25, 2008 437 Hoffman Avenue

Project Does Not Meet Criteria

The lower unit has one bedroom, a Sfull bath, a full kitchen, direct access to the rear deck and yard, and its
own separate entry, which does not adversely impact the function or flow of the upper unit. Although the
lower unit only contains one bedroom, the proposed merger and alterations are not necessary to correct
design or functional deficiencies in the existing building.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE:
The Department’s Recommendation is consistent with the following relevant objectives and policies of

the Housing Element of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1: RETAIN THE EXISTING SUPPLY OF HOUSING.

The existing housing stock is the City's major source of relatively affordable housing. It is very
difficult to replace given the cost of new construction and the size of public budgets to support
housing construction. Priority should be given to the retention of existing units as a primary
means to provide affordable housing.

Policy 2.2:
Control the merger of residential units to retain existing housing.

Consistent: The proposed dwelling unit merger was reviewed against and deemed inconsistent
with- a majority of the Department’s dwelling unit merger criteria. Therefore, the existing
dwelling units should be retained.

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for

consiste
policies

ncy, on balance, with these policies. The Department's recommendation is consistent with these
as follows:

That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

Consistent. Disapproving the merger will preserve fwo existing dwelling units and thereby maintain a
diversity of housing options for the City's residents. The elimination of two smaller, comparatively more
affordable dwelling-units to create one larger, comparatively more expensive single-family home is
inconsistent with the policy’s intent to preserve economic diversity.

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Discretionary Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2008.0572 D
September 25, 2008 437 Hoffman Avenue
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project was issued an Administrative Categorical Exemption, Classes 1, Category B, Guidelines
Section 15301(1)(1) and 15303(b)] on September 8, 2008.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the dwelling-unit merger from two-dwelling units to a single-family
dwelling to be disapproved. The Department’s recommendation is consistent with the Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan and does not meet the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 and 317 of the
Planning Code in that:

= The Project will result in a net loss of one dwelling-unit.

= The Project will eliminate two existing sound, smaller dwelling-units to create one larger, less
affordable home.

s The RH-2 Zoning District allows a maximum of two dwelling-units on this lot. This District is
intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists, and several of the
surrounding properties reflect this ability to accommodate the maximum density. The Project is
therefore an inappropriate development per the General Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:

Take DR and disapprove the merger.

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Site Photo

Section 311 Notice
Discretionary Review Application
Response to DUM Criteria
Historic Resource Review Form
Reduced Plans

Context Photos

SAN FRANCISCO D
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Parcel Map
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Sanborn Map*
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“The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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Dwelling Unit Merger
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Aerial Photo

View from West
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Exhibit: | Partial Transcript of DR Hearing to merge two units and
make 437 Hoffman a Single-Family Home.

DR Hearing September 25, 2008
Case #2008.0572 D for 437 Hoffman Avenue

Sharon Lai: ... The project before you is a mandatory discretionary review of a building
application to merge 2 dwelling units into a single-family home. Planning code §317
requires a Discretionary Review Hearing for building permit applications resulting in the
loss of a legal dwelling unit. The Department recommends taking DR and
disapproving the project as proposed.

The proposal to merge the two units is by adding an interior staircase connecting the
second and first levels, converting the first floor kitchen into a den and replacing the
lower unit’s front entrance with a window. The subject property is located at 437
Hoffman Avenue between 24" and 25" Streets within the RH2 zoning district
(residential 2 family per lot) in the Noe Valley neighborhood. The existing 2-unit building
was constructed in 1905 and has been legalized as a 2-unit dwelling since 1970. The
current owner, Mr. Riley, purchased and resides at both the units since 2006. The
Department finds the merger to be unnecessary and undesirable in that the project is
inconsistent with the City’'s general plan policies and only meets 2 of the 5 criteria stated
in Planning Code §317 E for reviewing dwelling unit mergers. The general plan
emphasis is on the retention of the existing supply of housing and the]
preservation of economic diversity in neighborhoods. The proposed merger will
negatively impact the existing housing stock by eliminating a relatively|
affordable, sound existing unit, which would be contrary to the housing elements’|
igoals in §101.1’s priority policies. The proposed absorption of the smaller and|
relatively more affordable dwelling unit into an already family-sized two-story unit
will not yield the benefit of increasing the number of family-sized units in the|
neighborhood. Additionally, the subject property presents a number of opportunities to
add square footage as permitted by the Planning Code and the Residential Design
Guidelines without resorting to the elimination of a housing unit. Hence, the disapproval
of the project will be consistent with the City’s general plan policies. The Department
has received no additional comments from the public. This concludes my presentation.
I'm available for questions. Thank you.

Project Sponsor: Hello. My name is Dane Riley and, as mentioned, I'm the owner of
437 Hoffman. I'm here with my family — my wife, Michelle, my daughter, Mackenzie,
and my son, Aden. Aden’s only a month and a half old. The reason that we're here to
appeal to you is partly because we love the neighborhood that we live in. We love Noe
Valley. There's a big reason that we chose it. When we moved into the house, my
daughter wasn't just yet born, and a month later she joined us in enjoying our house.
When we first started looking for houses, we fell in love with Noe Valley because it's
very — the parks are great, it's beneficial to families with dogs. The house that we
moved into is great because of the yard. And, at the time, it was the perfect dwelling for
us. There's two bedrooms in the main house. It was also perfect because my wife's
family is in Michigan, and they were able to come out and stay with us sine the
apartment that's downstairs is part of the house. Obviously, our family has grown in



Exhibit: 3 p,‘_Z_ Partial Transcript of DR Hearing to merge two units and
make 437 Hoffman a Single-Family Home.

that time frame, and Aden has joined us, and it's less than ideal to have a house with
two children of the opposite sex sharing a room together. And so, our in applying for
this is join the houses and one house so that we can have access to 3 bedrooms and
continue to enjoy Noe Valley, which we've fallen in love with.

Bill Pashlinsky, architect: I'm going to take exception to a few things that were said
by the planning staff. Number one: | do feel that the house as a single-family is
meeting the prevailing density requirement. | did a study that was presented to
Planning ...

Number two: In regard to the possibility of building additional space 1. the reason the
Danes are doing this is right now there are two bedrooms; the idea is to create three
bedrooms. When they bought the house, they just had the one child. | know that's a
question that comes up quite a bit here, is why didn’t you buy a single-family house to
start with. And | believe in this case one of the children wasn't present nor was it
planned to be present at the time they purchased the house. This is part of life, and
additional children, as you can see, show up. And there is indeed a need for an
additional bedroom as part of a two-child family. You could build on. A couple
things...the back of the house is something like 40 feet high right now. You clearly
cannot build out in front because of preservation laws among other things on the street
front. Building out in the rear would be a massive massive undertaking. We're talking
about hundreds of thousands of dollars. Number 2 is, while Planning can say we're in
buildable areas, the reality is there are neighbors back there who have windows and
light. [So any type of building project, even if it were affordable to the Danes, really|
could have a severely negative impact on the neighbors. | don’t think it was the
intent of the owners in this case from either an economic viewpoint or in case of]
disturbing neighbors to really do an addition.

Michelle Riley speaks...
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Permit Details Report
Report Date: 5/18/2012 3:05118 PM
Application Number: 200806275404
Form Number: Ll
Address(es): 6503 024 /O 437 HOFIMAN AV
MERGE 2 UNFTS INTO 1 UNIT. REMOVE KITCHEN @ 1ST FLOOR. CONSTRUCT
Deseription: STAIRS BETWEEN 1ST & 2ND FLOOR. EXISTING DECK TO COMPLY LATERALLY
10 SFBC "zo10 CODE.
Cost: $10,000.00
Ocrupancy Code: R-3
Building Use: 27 - 1 FAMILY DWELLING
Disposition / Stage: -
ction . - .
'Dﬂ: Stage Comments
6/27/2008 [TRIAGE
6/27/2008  [FILING
{6/27/2008 _[FILED S s e
Conltact Details:
Contracior Details:
License Number:  UND
Name: UNDECIDED UNDECIDED
Company Name:  UNDECIDED
Address: UNDECIDED * UNDECIDED CA 00000-0000
Phone:
Addenda Details:
= 5 in Qut . P
Su-;ﬁhtnm |ArTive ktnrk Hold  |Hold Finish ‘Chedml By |Phone Hold Description
1 |cPB 6/27/086/27/08 6/27/08|DANG DENNIS|415-558-6070]
8-18-11: Route to
CP-Zoe. sif 6/8/11: Plans
in HOLD BIN. 4-33-11: |
| |Applicant submit !
2 PPC 6/27/0816/27/08 FUNG SERENAl415-558-61233 {Revision 1 to
-Zioe/ Sharon Lai. sif
6-27-08: Per Bill, add
SFPUC for review. Route
1o CP-Zoc, sif . -Lr
i g = - o oo IDwelling unit merger S(Jg :
a  |CP-¥OC (iaﬂnﬂ .f_r;‘;jn!oﬁl ; s/26/11 [LAISHARON j415-558-6477 approved per DRA-024 i e :
1 z Sec 1 iled 8/19/08
4  |[UP-NP B/1g/o8(8/19/08 EB!H}!OB' 5/26/11 |LAL SHARON  |415-558-6477 e:; ::‘::}1& /19 +7 l;ﬁ
5 __|BLDG 5/27/1n |6/2/1 W6/2/n 18/18/11 IDANG DENNIS|415-558-6133 %9
NO ALTERATION OR o C'b
GAIME CONSTRUCTION OF ﬂ .
s |pPw-BSMl6/2/1 l6/6/11 6/6/1 |pppraNE  [415°558-6060/CITY RIGHT OF WAY L~
* INDER THIS PERMIT. u)
No Street space!
" Capacity charge not
5 lSFPUC 6/7/u 6/7/10 b/7/11 Sz mnmmqts—s:s—ﬁm; applicable. Route to PPC . o
MONICA A
- 06/07/11. ‘19 011
6  |cP-zoC |84f 18/11 (B/24/11 8/24/11 [LAI SHARON  |415-558-6377 Lﬁlmmmimmmmw @’ y,(jg
9 _|CPB | o | 415-558-6070 #
Appointinents
|’,' pok Appoint ¥ rr'i‘"’;’" e tment l
{pate et forae Jaeee [peseription(Zi
Inspections:
Em\fh}' D 1 I ) n 2ot iy m ey |
Special Inspections:

5/18/2012 3:06 PM
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437 HOFFMAM AVENUE - PROPOSED PROJECT HISTORY

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Property was sold to current owner with unit merger approval based on case #200806275494 and #2008.0572 D . Current
owner retained Toby Long Design to explore the addition of a garage and rear addition to existing structure.

PROJECT TIMELINE SUMMARY

May 27, 2011 - Toby Long Design submitted additional materials to finalize unit merger site permit on behalf of previous
architect, William Pashelinsky.

August 24, 2011 - Site permit approved by SF Planner Sharon Lai.

April 3, 2012 - Pre-Project meeting with San Francisco Planner, Michael Smith, to review schematic design and discuss how
to proceed with new scope relative to unit merger approval. Smith reviews documents and concludes that he will need to
verify sequence with Zoning Administrator.

April 19, 2012 - Presented Preliminary Conceptual Design to Adjacent Neighbors. Attendee list attached. The following
comments were received:
1. Rear addition at south property line to block light at 441 and 439 Hoffman Avenue.
2, Height of rear deck at lowest floor too high.
3. Wrap-around deck on upper level would erode privacy at existing roof deck 441 and 439 Hoffman.
4. Lower deck extended too far
5. Rear addition blocks light at 433 Hoffman
6. Tree removal for new garage is unacceptable.
7. Discretionary review hearing and subsequent unit merger approval only addresses reduction  of unit, not
addition or creation of parking.
8. Neighbors asked for specific dimensions regarding height.
June 6, 2012 - E-mail message from Michael Smith stating that the building must first be designated as a single family unit

prior to the application for any new scope of work. The final step in completing the approved unit merger is to apply to
permit for an interior stair connecting the existing top floor to the former lower unit.

September 18, 2012 - Building Permit application and plans for interior connecting stair submitted.
January 09, 2013 - Building Permit approved.

May 30, 2013 - Surveyor retained and survey issued of subject property and adjacent properties.
July 12, 2013 - Final inspection and approval issued for construction of interior stair.

October 15, 2013 - Application for Tree Removal denied by SF Bureau of Urban Forestry, appeal request filed and hearing
scheduled.

October 28, 2013 - Tree Removal Hearing, adjacent neighbors present.

December 30, 2013 - Approval to remove street tree pending planning approval for garage and rear addition, issued by
Mohammed Nuru.

January 1 - March 5, 2014 - Design revisions made according to neighbor from 2012 meeting with accurate survey
information:

1. Rear addition at south property line to block light at 441 and 439 Hoffman Avenue.
Light coming from south, no light blocked from North. Lightwell added on south property line to mirror
profile of roof deck at 439 and 441 Hoffman Avenue.

6114 LA SALLE AVENUE #552 OAKLAND, CA 94611 P:415.905.9030 WWW.TOBYLONGDESIGN.COM
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Permit.

Form:

Filag:
Addrass:
Parcal
Exsting:
Proposed
Exigting Unas:

Proposea Units:

Status:
Status Date:
Descripton:
Cost

Permit:
Ferm:

Fliag:
Agdrass
Parcal:
Exisung:
Proposed
Exsting Unis
Propesac Units
Status:
Status Date:
Descriptan:
Cost:

Parmit:

Form

Filea:
Agdress:
Pareal:
Exsbing:
Proposed:
Ex'sting Units:
Proposea Units
Status:

Staws Date:
Descripton:
Cest:

Permit:
Form:

Fileg:
Address:
Parcel:
Exsting:
Propesec
Existing Units:

Proposed Units:

Status:
Statug Date:
Descripbon

201503100426

3 - Alterations With Plans
3102015

437 HOFFMAN AV
6503,024

1 FAMILY DWEL_ING

1 FAMILY DWEL_ING

1

1

WITHDRAWN

4/10r2015 3:28:05 M
REMODEL SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE, 3-5TORIES CVER BASEMENT. ADD GARAGE & DRIVEWAY, 5 BZDROCMS, § /2 BATHS, (NI FOUNDATION. F/RE SPRINKLERS

$75C,000.00

201404113029
3 - Akrerations With Plars
41172014
437 HOFFMAN AV
6503:02¢
1 FAMILY DWELLING {
T FAMILY DVWELLING

g Oc
FILED, FI.ING, TRIAGE

4112014 110115 AM

ADDITION TC SINGLE FAM DWG, 3 STCRY REAR ADDITION TC INCLUDE (N} FAM RM {GROUND] (N) KITCHEN (FIRST). (N) BEDAMS & BATH (2ND}
$900.000.00

201305167162

8 - Aleraticns Without Plan
5162013

437 HOFFMAN AV
5031024

2 FAMILY OWELLING

1 FAMILY DWELLING

2

COMPLETE

741272013 12:38:43 20

REVISION TC ASPL #2008 06 27 5304 - KEEP EXISITNG DOOR (EXTERIOR) AT LOWER LEVEL. NC ADDITOINAL WORK BEYOND WHAT WAS ORIG. APPROVED.
$1.00

201209079183

8 - Alterations Without Plans
a0z

437 HOFFMAN AV
8503:024

2 FAMILY DWELLING

1 FAMILY DWELLING

2

P

WITHDRAWN

@17/2012 2:30:16 PM

REV. TO ARPROVED BLOG PAS200806275434 EXISTING DECK TO BE VOLUNTARY STRENGTHENED, MERGE 2 UNITS INTO 1 UN'T REMOVE KITCHEN @ 1/F, CONBTRUCT STAIR SETWEEN 1F & 2F
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Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking

System!
COMPLAINT DATA SHEET
Complaint s0r310751
. OWNER DATA 1
Owner/Agent:  gppppssEn Date Filed:
Owner's Phone: - Location: 437 HOFFMAN AV
Contact Name: Block: 6503
Contact Phone: — Lot: 024
Complainant: COMPLAINANT DATA Site:
Piaimant: - gupPRISSED :
Rating:
Oceupancy Code:
Received By: Gregory Slocum
Complainant's Division: INS
Phone:
Complaint o i
SeioiEs [ELEPHONE
Assigned to BID
Division:
Description: Exceeding scope of permit 201305167162 -- prior plans did not eall for expansion of building
RACOIPHEn: footprint however expansion is taking place.
Instructions:
INSPECTOR INFORMATION
DIVISION[INSPECTOR o [DISTRICT ___|PRIORITY |
BID ICLANCY |6240 li7
REFFERAL INFORMATION
COMPLAINT STATUS AND COMMENTS
[PATE  |TYPE [D1V [INSPECTOR[STATUS __|[COMMENT
P - "ASE
07/03/13 |CASE OPENED |BID (Clancy E{ECEIVED
OTHER BLDG/HOUSING § = e
o7/11/13 VIOLATION |BII'} laney NO ENTRY  |Left contael info
SR = z 5 " Site visit per Inspection Request, no
07/12/13 (Jlfélkﬁb%.h?bfﬂol.sm{: BID [Clancy gAISgFD expansion has taken place. Case abated
! = h:_\' Fergal Clancy.

COMPLAINT ACTION BY DIVISION
NOV (HIS): NOV (BID):

Inspector Contact Information |

Technieal Support for Online Services
1f you tieed help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area.

Contact SFGov Accessibility  Policies
City and County of San Francisco ©2000-2009

lof 2 12/15/15 9:05 PM
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Notice of Pre-Application Meeting fuie peeposal & fhéie 2d Mee 7

APRIL 5, 2012 .
Dale |
Dear Neighbor:

You are invited fto a neighborhood Pre-Application meeting to review and discuss the development
proposal at A37HOFEMAN AVEMUIE cross  street(s) ___ 24lH SiEEE] ____  (Block/Lot#:
. 6503/24 _; Zoning: ._RH-2 ____), in accordance with the San Francisco

Planning Department’s Pre-Application procedures. The Pre-Application meeting is intended as a way for the Project
Sponsor(s) todiscuss the projectand 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 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 result 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-Application meeting is required because this project includes (check all that apply):
[1 New Construction; ,
{1 Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more;
1% Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more;
1% Decks over 10 feet above grade or within the required rear yard; |
[1 All Formula Retail uses subject to a Conditional Use Authorization.
e de ment pro

1is to: amesrs s oAl S poniiiioo
Remodel the exis ngpr%sgdlesnge which includes an addition at the rear and the modification of the |
lawer level ta create a single car garage. i !

Existing # of dwelling units: ___1 Proposed: —___ 1 Permitted: .. 2 i
Existing bldg square footage: _2230SF _ Proposed: _ 3460SE___ Permitted: 6075 SF (F.A.R. max). - {
Existing # of stories: 3. Proposed: 3 Permitted: . 3 |
Existing bldg height: . 24'fro Proposed; _ 30'front  Permitted: ~ 30'front |'
Existing bldg depth: 33.7" Proposed: 540" Permitted:  61-3" ;

MEETING INFORMATION:

Property Owner(s) name(s): _¥ivek and Pooja Mittal - P Vroks—0 e mslﬁ” !

Project Sponsor(s): _tobylongdesign - Toby Long, AIA_~
Contact information (email/phone): toby@tobylongdesign.com /415.905.9030

Meeting Address*; 437 HOFFMAN AVENUE .
Date of meeting: _Thursday, APRIL19.2012 e S
Time of meeting™: O FM. R

*The meeting should be conducted at the project site or within a one-mile radius, unless the Project Sponsor has requested a
Eﬂgpmﬁnl g;‘lt taA::Ellrilat,teﬂ:lc"l;’}ra-;l\ppllcati(m Meeting, in which case the meeling will be held at the Planning Department offices, at 1650
ission Sireel, Suite 400.

“*Weeknight meetings shall occur between 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Weekend ings shall be between 10:00 a.m. - 9:00 p.m, |
unless the Project Sponsor has selected a Department Facilitated Pre-Application tﬁeeting. |

If you have any questions about the San Francisco Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines, or general development process
in'the City, please call the Public Information Center at 415-558-6378, or contact the Planning Department via email al pic@slgov.
org. You may also find information about the San Francisco Planning Depariment and on-going planning efforts at www.sfplanning.
org.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V03 23 2002
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Notice ofIPr_e:A_pp_Iioatign Meeting

FEBRUARY 12, 2014

Date

Dear Neighbor:

You are invited to a neighborhood Pre-Application meeting to review and discuss the development

pl’cposal at 1‘!;2‘_? MR AR ‘gggguc Cross Stme‘t(s) AN SiRER] {Blﬂck}]_ﬂt#
6503/24  ; Zoning: . RH-2 ), in accordance with the San Francisco

Planning Department’s Pre-Application procedures. The Pre-Application meeting is intended as a way for the Project
Sponsor(s) todiscuss the project and review the proposed plans with adjacentneighbors 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 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 result 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-Application meeting is required because this project includes (check all that apply):
[J New Construction; * The dﬂ-ﬂ""‘ g hawn @ 4\41:5 I‘Nd"ﬂ& L‘*"l
[l Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more; -[fhg, bui HI n &MJ "'\6 Al ‘H’"— "\ffj "'0
® Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more; M 4s7, sotbnde. U ALl stokics .
{3 Decks over 10 feet above grade or within the required rear yard; [{fe- § oﬂ-Lﬂo( bﬁ'd" Zm nst
r-

[ All Formula Retail uses subject to a Conditional Use Authorization. T"‘é Sm-h" s;da-’ 1
fhe peiahems Gmieans w

deyel t is to: s Saabiind oL il Ty
e?nof:lvﬁ (23 Eﬁ?tiﬁaare%ﬁleﬁce which includes an addition at the rear and the modification of t ft_ﬁe ﬂﬂm‘n .

Iower level ta create a sinale car garage.

Existing # of dwelling units: .1 Proposed: 1. Permitted: ________ e SRR e
Existing bldg square footage: 2238 SF __ Proposed: __ 38095F Permitted: _6075 SF (F.AR.max) _
Existing # ofstories:. 3 Proposed:_ 3 Permitted: — 3
Existing bldg height: 25'-7"front ___ Proposed: 30-Q"front  Permitted:  35'front
Existing bldg depth: 337" Proposed: . 57-3" __ Permitted: 613"
MEETING INFORMATION: -

Property Owner(s) name(s): Vivek and Pooja Mittal

|
Project Sponsor(s): tobylongdesign - Toby Long, AR~ PREVIOAS Oy NEX_ + PREVIIAS bES'f N TER™

Contact information (emai]fphone];'Pby@tobyk’"gd”'gn-com /415.905.9030
Meeting Address*: 437 HOFEMAN AVENUE S S
Date of meeting: - Thursday. Marche 2014 . g = o

Time of meeting™: 6 FPM - —

*The mealing should be conducted at the project site or within a one-mile radius, unless the Project Sponsor has requested a
Department Facilitated Pre-Application Meeting, in which case the mesting will be held al the Planning Department offices, at 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400.

**Wagknight meetings shall occur between 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Weekend meetings shall be betwesn 10:00 a.m. - 9:00 p.m,
unless the Project Sponsor has selecled a Depariment Facilitated Pre-Application Meeting.

1l you have any questions aboul the San Francisco Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines, or general developmenl process
in'the City, please call the Public Information Center at 41 5-%5&33?8. or contact the Planning Department via email at pic@sfgov.
org. You may also find information about tha San Francisco Planning Department and on-going planning efforts at www.siplanning.

SAN FRANGISCO SLANNING DEPARTMENT V02 #2.2013
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ARCHITECTURE

tobylongdesign

437 HOFFMAN AVENUE - PROPOSED PROJECT HISTORY

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Property was sold to current owner with unit merger approval based on case #200806275494 and #2008.0572 D . Current
owner retained Toby Long Design to explore the addition of a garage and rear addition to existing structure.

PROJECT TIMELINE SUMMARY

May 27.2011 - Taby Long Design submitted additional materials to finalize unit merger site permit on behalf of nrevious
arciitect, wiiliam Pashelinsky.

August 24, 2011 - Site permit approved by 5F Planner Sharon Lai.

April 3, 2012 - Pre-Project meeting with San Francisco Planner, Michael Smith, to review schematic design and discuss how
to proceed with new scope relative to unit merger approval. Smith reviews documents and concludes that he will need to
verify seauence with Taning Administrator.

April 19, 2012 - Presented Preliminary Conceptual Design to Adjacent Neighbors. Attendee list attached. The following
comments were received:

1. Rear addition at south property line to block light at 441 and 439 Hoffman Avenue.

2. Height of rear deck at lowest floor too high.
. Wrap-around deck on upper level would erode privacy at existing roof deck 441 and 439 Hoffman.

L

. Lower dech extended too far

. Rear addition blocks light at 433 Hoffman

. Tree removal for new garage is unacceptable.

. Discretionary review hearing and subsequent unit merger approval only addresses reduction of unit, not
addition or creation of parking.

8. Neighbors asked for specific dimensions regarding height.

=~ oo da

liimm £ AT € mmnail maresas frame inkhaal Crmith cbating that tha bpril Aimes macink firet o Aacismatad ar 5 sinola famil
June £ 2092 E mail MESSASC ITOMT AuTiaGls Siivnd Seauiiip Wit UL Wlanaas iy braldat A DO GOGERATICT 35 4 JINED Yoan

prior to the application for any new scope of work. The final step in completing the approved unit merger is to apply to
permit for an interior stair connecting the existing top floor to the former lower unit.

September 18, 2012 - Building Permit application and plans for interior connecting stair submitted.
January 09, 2013 - Building Permit approved.

May 30, 2013 - Surveyor retained and survey issued of subject property and adjacent properties.
July 12, 2013 - Final inspection and approval issued for construction of interior stair.

October 15, 2013 - Application for Tree Removal denied by SF Bureau of Urban Forestry, appeal request filed and hearing
scheduled.

October 26, 2013 - Tree fkemovai rearing, adjacent neignoors present.

December 30, 2013 - Approval to remove street tree pending planning approval for garage and rear addition, issued by
Mohammed Nuru.

January 1- March 5, 2014 - Design revisions made according to neighbor from 2012 meeting with accurate survey
infarmation:

1. Rear addition at south property line to block light at 441 and 439 Hoffman Avenue.
Light coming from south, no light blocked from North. Lightwell added on south property line to mirror
profile of roof deck at 439 and 441 Hoffman Avenue.

6114 LA SALLE AVENUE #552 OAKLAND, CA 94611 P:415.905.8030 WWW.TOBYLONGDESIGN.COM



ARCHITECTURE

tobylongdesign -

2. Height of rear deck at lowest floor too high.
Floor at rear of lowest level lowered 4-10" to achieve a lower exterior deck elevation,

3. Wiaumatound dech un upper tevel would eiude wiivacy at existing ool deck 441 and 437 Holfian,
wrap around deck at upper floor removed. First floor lightwell created to maximize privacy and light.

4. Lower deck extended too far.
Per section 136 of zoning code configuration and extension of deck permitted within this zone.

5. Rear addition blocks light at 433 Hoffman.
Mirior of fehiwedi provided ol nor i side of subiect proper (v (ud ubuis 433 HofTinun. coisisieni wiil 5F
Residential Design Guidelines. The lightwell at 433 Hoffman has been illegally enclosed with glazing at
zero clearance to property line.

6. Tree removal for new garage is unacceptable.
Tree removal has been approved for removal by SF Public Works pending Planning approval for scope of
work. See above for details.

7. Discretionary review hearing and subsequent unit merder approval only addresses reduction of unit, not addition
or creation of parking. Unit merger completed with final inspection of interior stair. Property is now
considered Single Family Dwelling and eligible for proposed scope of work.

8. Neighbors asked for specific dimensions regarding height.

Survey information provided for existing property by American Land Survey and extrapolated on proposed
arrhitertural ploms,

January 27, 2014 - Submittal for Environmental Evaluation with supplemental Historic Resource Evaluation application

March 6, 2014 - Second Meeting with adjacent neighbors to present updated plans. Attendee list is attached. The following
comments were received and addressed as follows:

1. Rear addition at south property line to bieck light at 43% and 441 iHoiiman Avenue.
Light coming from south, no light blocked from North. Lightwell added on south property line  to mirror
profile of roof deck at 439 and 441 Hoffman Avenue.

2.South lightwell to conflict with privacy on roof deck at 439 and 441 Hoffman.
Proposed lightwell mirrors profile of existing roof deck at 439 and 441 Hoffman as recommended in
SF Residential Desion Guidelines.

3, Rear addition blocks light at 433 Hoffman.
Mirror of lightwell provided at north side of subject property that abuts 433 Hoffman, consistent with SF
Residential Design Guidelines. The lightwell at 433 Hoffman has been illegally enclosed with glazing at
zero clearance to property line.

4. Lawer deck exceeds rear sethack.
Lower deck configuration permitted per Section 136 of 5F Zoning Lode.

5. Sidewalk is obstructed by proposed driveway.

Driveway design in accordance with SF DPW Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping "Typical Drawings fora
Warped Driveway’. This diagram includes minimum sidewalk clearance requirements.

6114 LA SALLE AVENUE #552, OAKLAND, CA 84611 P:415.9059030 WWW.TOBYLONGDESIGN.COM
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January 14, 2015
Dale

Dear Neighbor:

You are invited to a nemqhbo:hond Pre-Application meeting to_review and discuss the development
Pro I at 437 HOFFMAN AVE : cross  street(s) BETWEEN 24TH & 25THST (Block/Lot#:
6503 . . ; Zoning: 024 ), in accordance with the San Trancisco
Planning Department’s Pre-Application procedures. The Pre-Application meeting is intended as a way for the Project
Sponsor(s) to discuss the projectand 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
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 www.stgov.org/dbi.

Py "miﬁﬁﬁlﬁm&?ﬁﬁmﬁﬁiﬁwpimﬁﬁﬁfﬂm&mg Cade Séction 3T or 5TZ NolfRaton, i "
serves as the first step in the process prior to building permit application or entitlement submittal. Those contacted as
a result of the Pre-Application process will also receive a formal entitiement notice or 311 or 312 notification when the
project is submitted and reviewed by Planning Department staff.

A Pre-Application meeting is required because this project includes (check all that apply):

 New Construction;

3 Any vertical addition of 7 feet or mare;

® Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more;

17} Decks over 10 feet above grade or within the required rear yard;

3 All Formula Retail uses subject to a Conditional Use Authorization.
The development proposal is to; demalish existing building. new frr.:nt wall moves forward to line of average of
adjacent neighbors @ north side & steps back / extends less @ south side. new building extends to 45% rear yard

setback at north side & to average of adjacent neighboring building depths at top 2 stories on south side + sets in 50"
away frem southern neighbor starting at line of neighbor's adjacent top story indent. - )

Existing # of dwelling units: 1 Proposed: 1. . _ . Permitted: 1
Existing bldg square footage: 2992 s.f. ____ Proposed: 6053 sf. Permitted: 2992 s.f.
_Existing # of stories: 3+ basement_. . Proposed: 3+ basement Permitted: 3 + basement
Existing bldg height: 25'-7" (curbto peak)  Proposed:30-11" (to.curb)Permitted: 40 Wax . .
Existing bldg depth: 455" from frontP.L.. . Proposed: 80-9"frontPL  Permitted: 52€ ‘existing’
52-9" (front P.L. to deck) to bsmt/ 68-9"
MEETING INFORMATION: at higher stories

Property Owner(s) name(s): .Hoffman TIC Group

Project Sponsor(s): KELLY CONDON = —
Contact information (email/phone): 415-240-8328 / KELLYMCONDON@GMAIL.COM
Meeting Address*: PHILZ COFFEE @ 4298 24th St, San Francisco, CA 94114

Date of mgin‘g; JANUARY 30, 2015 (FRIDAY)

Time of meeting**: 6PM

*The meeling should be conducted at the project site or within a one-mile radius, unless the Project Sponsor has requested a
Department Facilitated Pre-Application Meeting, in which case the meeting will be held at the Planning Department olfices, at 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400.

**Waaknight mestings shall occur between 6:00 p.m. - 9:00 p.m. Weekand mestings shall be betwsan 10:00 am. - 9:00 p.m,
unless the Project Sponsor has selected a Department Facilitated Pre-Application Mesting.

If you have any questions about the San Francisco Plamin% Code, Residential Design Guidelines, or general development process
in the City, please call the Public Information Genter at 415-558-6378, or contact the |anning} Dapartment via email at pic@sigov.
org. You may also find informatian about the San Francisco Planning Depariment and on-going planning efforts at www.sfplanning.
org.
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Notice of Pre-Applicatidn Meeting

February 16, 2015
Date

Dear Neighbor:

You are invited to a ne)iﬁ?borhmd Pre-Application meeting to review and discuss the development

proposal at 437 HOFFMAN AVE cross  strect(s) BETWEEN 24TH & 25TH ST (Block/Lotk:

_6583_... ; Zoning: 024 . ), in accordance with the San Francisco
Planning Department’s Pre-Application procedures. The Pre-Application meeting is intended as a way for the Project
Sponsor(s) todiscuss the projectand 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 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 result 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-Application meeting is required because this project includes (check all that apply):

8 New Construction;

¥ Any vertical addition of 7 feet or more;

® Any horizontal addition of 10 feet or more;

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

L1 All Formula Retail uses subject to a Conditional Use Authorization,
The develo!::ment proposal is to: SECOND NEIGHBOR MEETING: demolish existing building. new front wall moves
forward to line of average of adjacent neighbors @ north side & steps back / extends less @ south side. new building

extends to 45% rear yard setback at north side & to average of adjacent neighboring building depths at top 2 storles
on south side + sets in 50" away from southern neighbor starting at line of neighbor's adjacent top story indent.

Existing # of dwelling units: 1 Proposed: 1 Permitted: 1
Existing bldg square footage: 2992 s.f. Proposed: 6029 s.f. Permitted: 2992 s.f, (existing)..
Existing-# of stories: 3 + basement - Proposed: 3 + basement Permitted: 3 + basement _

Existing bldg height: 25'-7" (curb to peak)  Proposed:30™-11" (to curb)Permitted: 40' max

Existing bldg depth: 455" from frontP.L._ Proposed: 809" frontP.L  Permitted: S€€ ‘existing'
529" (front P.L. to deck) to bsmt /689"

MEETING INFORMATION: at higher stories

Property Owner(s) name(s): Hoffman TIC Group

Project Sponsor(s): - KELLY CONDON . -

Contact information (email/phone): 415-240-8328 / KELLYMCONDON@GMAIL.COM

Meeting Address*; UMPQUA BANK - 3938 24th St (between Noe & Sanchez St).

Date of meeting: February 25,2015 (WEDNESDAY)

Time of meeting**: 6PM .

*The meating should be conducled al the project site or wilhin a one-mile radius, unless the Project Sponsor has requested a
Depariment Facilitated Pre-Application Maeting, in which case the meeting will be held at the Planning Department offices, at 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, .

**Weeknight meelings shall occur between 6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. Weekand meetings shall be between 10:00 a.m. - 9:00 p.m,
unless the Project Sponsor has selected a Depariment Facilitated Pre-Application Meeting.

if you have any questions about the San Francisce Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines, or general development process
in'the City, please call the Public Information Center at 415-558-6378, or contact the Planning Department via email at pic@sfgov.
org. You may also find information about the San Francisco Planning Department and cn-geoing planning elforts at www.sfplanning.
arg. !



EXHIBIT 8 Email -Keeping front fagcade so as not to trigger a
demo permit

From: Kelly Condon <kellymcondon@gmail.com>
To: Janet Fowler <jfowlers@aol.com>

Cc: Alek Juretic <alek@citidev.com>; Jason Lindley <jason@citidev.com>;
PAUL KRAAIJVANGER <paulusk12@gmail.com=>

Subject: Re: Plan set as submitted with 311 Notice
Date: Mon, Oct 19, 2015 9:32 am
Attachments: 437 HOFFMAN - NOTICED SITE PERMIT .pdf (6276K)

Janet -

Here is a copy of the site permit as submitted to Planning in a final draft.

Our case planner resigned & moved on to become the head of planning in another town
- so we have a new case planner.

We redesigned the house to keep the front facade details (ie. to NOT trigger the a demo
permit) to save time since we have been waiting for a response from Planning since
March.

The rest of the plans did not change. Just the front facade & how the driveway comes
into the house.

Square footages are on sheet A1 (like before).

Kelly Condon
415-240-8328

On Oct 18, 2015, at 11:55 PM, Janet Fowler wrote:
Dear Kelly,

We are wondering if you could provide us with a full-sized or close to full-sized copy of
the plans you submitted to Planning and we received with the 311 Notice? The plans
that you submitted appear different from the plans you supplied to us. We would like to
review the same plans that were submitted to Planning. The plan set that was attached
with the 311 Notice from Planning is very puny and not very helpful.

Do you have any explanations that you would like to provide to us? We see that the
facade is different. What else is different? What is the square footage of the plans that
you submitted to Planning?

Thank you,
Janet Fowler



AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

10’)

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
437 Hoffman Ave. 6503/024
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2014.0329E 2124115
@ Addition/ DDemolition E]New DPrcject Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Interior remodel and exterior expansion of an existing two-story single-family residence. Add
two-car garage. Raise building by 5'4".

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

O

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
D manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 141
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Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, @ DPH waiver from the
Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

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

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care fadilities, hospitals,
residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation
area? (refer to EP_AreMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Arca)

O|0(40(d

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Delermination Layers >
Topography)

N

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) 1f box is checked, a

geotechnical report is required.

[

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building
footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 1f box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

[l

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,
new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing
building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):

Project will follow recommendations of 3/22/15 Gruen geotech letter and 1/16/14 Gruen geotech
report. Catex issued on 9/24/14 rescinded because project changed. PTR form attached.

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.

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

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2'17315
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O (O0]0g0|ogd

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

D Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. )
:I Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

5. Raising the building in 2 manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining
features.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building's historic ci;;.dition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

Ooooono

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 Relabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCC - '
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 21315
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8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Trealment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

D 10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
Planner!/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: B (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify):

Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.
D Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.
l:] 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 DETERMINATICN
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
I:] Step 2 - CEQA Impacts

[[] step5- Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

! Planner Name: Signature:
' ' PRI - i oy’ r NN
Project Approval Action: J ean P OI in g e e Y
BUI'dII"Ig Permit Date: 2015.05 05 11,2520 0700

1t Lhscretionary Keview betore the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the
project.

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO sy i
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2:13/1%



Exhibit 9 P5

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 Environunental
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:
D 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
D Sections 311 or 312;

[0 | 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
D 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 require_dEA'i‘_Ex'FéRNi

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

] | The proposed madification would not result in any of the above changes.

1f this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice,

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO ia
PLANNING DEPARTMENT /1315

L

o
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My comments are in the right margin, next to highlighted areas. (Janet Fowler)

3

SAN FRANCISCO :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT :
PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM _
1650 Mission St.
=, Sure 400
| Preservation Team Meeting Date: | l Date of Form Completion [ 5/16/2014 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
planner: ! T 5w e Address: ) £ 415.558.6378
Gretchen Hilyard 437 Hoffman Avenue Fax:
41 :
Block/Lot: : : Cross Streets: - A58
6£503/024 241h Street Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Lot AR 1011 BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B n/a 2014.0329E
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: - : PROJECT DESCRIPTION: i o)
3 CEQA | € Article 10/11 | € Preliminary/PIC | @ Alteration | " Demoy/New Construction
[DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: | 1/27/2014 |
PROJECT ISSUES: AR e
B4 | 1s the subject Property an eligible historic resource?
[] {1fso, are the proposed changes a significant impact? i

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information Form prepared by KDI Land Use Planning (April 2,
2012).

This refers to a different
lan.

New plan would have to
be four stories in height.

Proposed project: to raise the existing building by 4-5" ta convert 257 sf of existing
residential space at the lower level into a one-car garage. Also included is a 1,511 sf three
story addition at the side and rear,,

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: ; ; _ : R '
Historic Resource Present ' * ] Yes | GNo * | CN/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:

e e

Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (3 No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (3 No H
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (® No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¥ No ,
Criterion 3 - Architecture; ( Yes (8 Ne | Criterion 3 - Architecture:  Yes (¢ Nao b
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (s No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:  Yes (s No I

Period of Significance: | Period of Significance: L |

(" Contributor  (~ Non-Contributor




Exhibit [E 2 No RDT Review for this project.

From: Tran, Nancy (CPC) [mailto:Nancy.H. Tran@sfgov.org]

Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2015 12:35 PM

To: Stephen M. Williams

Cc: geneg@sfsu.edu; rufnikhnound@gmail.com; paul lef123@gmail.com; 'Janet Fowler’;
Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Washington, Delvin (CPC)

Subject: RE: 437 Hoffman Project----Plans Fail to Meet Minimum Standards of Section
311

Mr. Williams:

The Zoning Administrator determined that the plans will need to be revised and re-
noticed for an additional 15 days (this does not include the time required for support
staff/reproduction). The additional notification will go out to the required organizations
and neighbors, including those that were missed in the original mailing. | have informed
the project architect of this.

In response to your voicemail following your review of the file last week - | understood
your November 9" email inquiry: “Also, may | please review the files? Please let me
know when they can be made available for review and copying” as a request to only see
the building permit plans and file. Please be aware that not all emails between the
project sponsor, interested parties and Planning Department are printed out. If you
would like to see all cormmunication, you will need to submit an official Sunshine
Records Request. The Department would have to check with all planners involved with
the project and access Michael Smith’s disabled email account since there may have
been emails exchanged prior to it being reassigned to me.

With respect to file notes/scheduling — please be aware that not all projects are
required to be scheduled for RDT review. Mr. Smith, who was a representative on
RDT, reviewed the project against the RDGs and determined that the scope of
work did not trigger formal RDT review and that it met the guidelines. If your client
submits a Discretionary Review application, the project will be brought to RDT for final
determination before it appears before the Planning Commission.

Regards,

Nancy Tran
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Exhibit 12. RDG Guidelines — out of scale with surroundings
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Exhibit: 13

Here's an example of a home at 105 Hoffman, where a garage was added with very little
impact to the fagade. | know it is not what the 437 Hoffman developers want, but these
were actual homeowners.

sing_the roof.himl

Spaueng of “anarume o

S v s o e, e Buyey 5418 1,170 845ty fo0t tue-DEArSom Nouse ol 105
Hoffman tver is Seeking PerTieion e (aine e Nop Visiay property w fest and bubd an al-new fist foor with grane
s,




RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION

Before the
San Francisco Planning Commission

PROJECT SPONSOR’S SUBMITTAL IN OPPOSITION TO

APPLICATIONS FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REGARDING
SINGLE FAMILY HOME ADDITION

437 Hoffman Avenue
Project Sponsors:

Paul Kraaijvanger and Kelly Condon

Building Permit Application 2014.04.11.3029

Hearing Date: April 7, 2016

Attorneys for Project Sponsors:

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, ..

One Bush Street, Suite 600, San Francisco, CA 94104
t] 415 567 9000 f] 415 399 9480
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A. INTRODUCTION

Paul Kraaijvanger and Kelly Condon (“Project Sponsors™) propose to alter a single family
home (“Project”) at 437 Hoffman Avenue ("Project Site") to add a rear addition of 15 ft., 10 in.
beyond the existing decks, or 28 ft. from the rear wall. The alterations will also include a vertical
addition of 6 ft., to a height of 27 feet (to the midpoint of the sloped roof) in a 40 ft. height district.
The Project Sponsors will maintain a side setback for 34 ft. of the home’s 74 foot, 10 inch depth.
The proposed addition is in context with the other homes on the block, and is permitted as of right
by the Planning Code.

Most of the contiguous homes have substantially the same height and similar or larger
massing as the proposal. In a contiguous row of 13 buildings, the existing building stands out as
being the smallest in depth (34°8” plus 12°6” deck) on the block. The DR Applicant’s building at
439 Hoffman (Baskerviller and Lefebvre) exceeds the depth of the existing building by
approximately 10 feet, beyond which they have a 9°7” deep deck.

The addition will bring the Project Sponsors’ home to a similar depth as most other homes
on the block, and only 6 inches deeper than the adjacent 431 Hoffman (DR Requester Geisler).
The building that is two doors to the north of 431 Hoffman at 425 Hoffiman is only a few feet shy of
being a lot line to lot line building without a rear yard. Similarly, many of the houses to the north,
such as 404-406 Hoffman, 410 Hoffman, 412-414 Hoffman, and 416 Hoffman, are 3-4 stories at
the curb, are all substantially taller than the proposal.

But for the DR Applicant's application for discretionary review, this addition would
have been administratively approved. The Residential Design Team (“RDT”) has reviewed
and approved the proposed Project. RDT has characterized the proposed addition as
"modest' and indicated that it finds the DR requests to be uniformly without merit.

DR Applicants Lefebvre and Baskerville are located adjacent and to the south. DR
Applicant Geisler, located adjacent and to the north, has a substantially larger home, and has
enclosed a 15 fi. lightwell along the property line shared with the Project Sponsors without
permits.

B. SITE INFORMATION

Street Address: 437 Hoffman Avenue

Cross Streets: 24™ Street

Assessor's Block/Lot: 6503/024

Zoning District: RH-2 (Residential — two-family)

Height and Bulk District: 40-X

Proposed Addition: Vertical addition of 6 feet to midpoint of sloping roof,

reaching 27 feet in height from the curb (29°1” will be the
overall building height); horizontal addition of 15’107
beyond the existing decks or 28’ in building depth from the
rear wall; setbacks will be provided on the top 2 floors as

I
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follows: The top two stories are setback 9°3” on the southern
side and recessed away from the southern lot line by 12°4”;
the ground level popout is limited in width to 12’ and
recessed away from the southern lot line 6°0” and from the
northern lot line 5°0”.

C. THE DR APPLICANT HAS FAILED TO SATISFY THE MINIMUM STANDARD

OF REVIEW - THERE ARE NO EXCEPTIONAL OR_ EXTRAORDINARY
CIRCUMSTANCES THAT JUSTIFY DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

The Planning Commission's authority to review permits on a case-by-case basis under
“Discretionary Review” (Municipal Code of the City and County of San Francisco, Part III,
Section 26(a)' must be carefully exercised. In 1943, the California Supreme Court held that the
San Francisco Board of Permit Appeals, pursuant to the above-referenced Section 26(a), had the
authority to exercise its “sound discretion” in granting or denying building permits (See Lindell
Co. v. Board of Permit Appeals (1943) 23 Cal.2d 303). In 1954, then San Francisco City Attorney
Dion R. Holm issued Opinion No. 845, in which he opined that the Planning Commission has
similar discretion to grant or deny building permits. However, the City Attorney cautioned the
Planning Commission with respect to the judicious exercise of this discretion. In his opinion, the
City Attorney stated as follows:

“l think it is entirely plain, on the authority of the above-enunciated general
principles, that the reservation of authority in the present ordinances to deal in a
special manner with exceptional cases is unassailable upon constitutional grounds .
. . this is, however, a sensitive discretion and one which must be exercised with the
utmost restraint.” (City Attorney Opinion No. 845, p. 8, emphasis in original).

The discretionary review handout provided to the public by the Planning Department
reiterates this underlying foundation of the discretionary review power. That publication provides
that “discretionary review is a special power of the Commission, outside the normal building
permit application approval process. It is supposed to be used only when there are exceptional and
extraordinary circumstances associated with a proposed project. The Commission has been
advised by the City Attorney that the Commission's discretion is sensitive and must be exercised
with utmost constraint.” In this case, the Planning Commission should exercise such constraint by
approving the Project.

There are no exceptional and extraordinary circumstances in this case that would justify the
Planning Commission's exercise of its discretionary review powers. Each of the issues raised by
the DR Applicant is meritless. The professional planning staff (Residential Design Team or
“RDT”) has approved the project twice.

I Section 26(a) provides that "[I]n the granting or denying of any permit, or the revoking or the refusing to revoke any
permit, the granting or revoking power may take into consideration the effect of the proposed business or calling upon
surrounding property and upon its residents and inhabitants thereof, and in granting or denying said permit, or
revoking or refusing to revoke a permit, may exercise its sound discretion as to whether said permit should be granted,
transferred, denied or revoked."

2
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D. THE PROJECT SPONSOR HAS UNDERTAKEN EXTENSIVE
NEIGHBORHOOD OUTREACH

The Project Sponsors have conducted intensive neighborhood outreach meetings (5
meetings in all (including 2 held by the previous homeowner)) that began more than 15 months
ago, and have offered significant good-neighbor gestures in an attempt to accommodate neighbor
concerns. Unfortunately, an agreement was not reached with the DR Applicants. The DR
applications do not identify any project details that would constitute an exceptional or
extraordinary circumstance.

E. PROJECT SPONSORS’ GOOD NEIGHBOR GESTURES

The Project Sponsors have made the following good neighbor gestures for the benefit of
the DR Requesters:

Changes Made Per Neighbor Requests

1. Per review of the neighbor comments from the previous homeowner's neighbor meetings,
reduced massing at southern side on all stories as follows:

o Basement & Ground Levels: portion extending beyond neighbor’s rear wall was
recessed by 4°-2” (with a 12° pop out recessed 5° away on both sides)

. Second Level: portion extending beyond neighbor’s rear wall was recessed by
4°-2” up to the line of averaged adjacent neighboring building setbacks. After that
line of averages — the massing was further reduced to 13’-3 2" away from the
shared southern lot line

. Third Level: portion extending beyond neighbor’s rear wall was recessed by 4°-2”
up to the line of averaged adjacent neighboring building setbacks. After that line of
averages — the massing was further reduced to 12’-3” away from the shared
southern lot line

2, Per review of the neighbor comments from the Project Sponsors’ first neighbor meeting,
the following changes were made:

. Basement & Ground Levels: 12’ pop out was reduced in height by 1 story &
recessed 1° further away from southern neighbor. Second level of previously
proposed 12’ pop out was reduced to a floating / cantilevered balcony — 6’ away
from southern neighbor & 6° deep instead of 12°. Pop out remained recessed 5°
away from northern neighbor.

3. Per review of the neighbor comments from the Project Sponsors’ first neighbor meeting,
the following additional changes were made:

L\R&AVQ15101\Submittal 437 Hoffman Avenue 3.17.16.docx



. Front Facade: ecntire front fagade was redesigned in order to eliminate the
squareness of the front wall & to reduce height against neighboring buildings. The
new front wall & roof over top story was designed to be sloped 4 3/4": 1’-0” at both
sides.

4. Per review of additional neighbor comments regarding the proposed modern front fagade,
the following changes were made:

. Front Facade: Preserve existing front facade. Project Sponsors have withdrawn
their proposal for a modern fagade.

Changes Made per Planning Dept. NOPDRs

1. NOPDRs 1 and 2 were sent to the previous homeowner with regard to their design — which
was superseded by the Project Sponsors design. NOPDR 2 was a repeat send of NOPDR |
so that we would have the associated comments given to the previous homeowner.

This repeated NOPDR contained only comments requesting standard graphic elements on
the drawing set (i.e. dimensions, show the setback lines, show adjacent buildings, show a
site plan). In essence this was a request for missing information that is typically required
for plan check.

Project Sponsors’ drawings superseded the previous drawings and had all of this
information from the start.

2. NOPDR 3 was a request to add dimensions, add an existing section, and change the
registration point of dimensions on the drawings.

This NOPDR had no comments regarding the design of the building

3. NOPDR 4 was a request made after Project Sponsors’ 311 notification was completed and
after the DR requests were filed.

This NOPDR required Project Sponsors to remove the proposed dormers, which Project
Sponsors have done.

F. RESPONSE TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICANTS’ CONCERNS

The proposed Project is sensitively designed, and will significantly improve the living
space, the interior design, and the structural integrity of the home. No variances have been
requested. The proposed Project is consistent with the policies and objectives of the General Plan
and the Planning Code. The Project will upgrade the home to comply with current Building Code
standards, and add livable space.

The proposed Project meets the standards of the Residential Design Guidelines, per
Planning Department RDT Review. Project Sponsors will keep the front fagade. Nothing in the

4
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proposed Project is extraordinary or has an extraordinary impact on anyone. There is nothing out
of scale about the proposed Project, and there is no material impact to the DR Requesters.

DR Requesters allege that the proposed addition will block light and air to their property.
However, the Project Site is located in a dense urban environment, where modest impacts are to be
expected as a result of any infill development. The Project’s rear yard and rear fagade aligns with
the adjacent home at 431-433 Hoffman (Gene Geisler). Partial side setbacks on both sides of the
Project maintain light and air for the adjacent homes.

An additional non-required 9°3” x 12°4” setback is provided at the second and third levels
on the southern side, in line with the average of adjacent building depths. The Project Sponsor has
also provided a lightwell to match that of the building to the north (Geisler).

The proposed Project exemplifies smart, infill development that preserves the front facade
and sloped roof, and will not result in the sort of exceptional or extraordinary impacts that DR is
intended to address and which are required before DR can be taken.

Additional detailed responses to each of the DR Requesters’ concerns are set forth in
attachment D.

G. CONCLUSION

DR Requesters failed to meet their burden of proof, namely establishing the existence of
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances. DR Requesters have failed to make the requisite
showing to warrant the exercise of the Commission’s discretionary review authority.

The Project Sponsors’ proposed alterations are allowed as a matter of right by the Planning
Code, are appropriately sized, are in context with the block, and will improve the design and
functionality of the home. The Project will upgrade the home to comply with current Building
Code standards, and to add livable space at the top and rear of the home. But for the applications
for discretionary review, the Project would have been approved administratively. The front fagade
of the home will be preserved as is. The proposal is simply not the sort that DR is intended to
address.

The DR Applicants have failed to demonstrate any exceptional or extraordinary
circumstances that would justify discretionary review. The additions will bring the Project
Sponsors’ home to approximately the same height as the adjacent homes. The massing of the
Project Sponsors’ home will be substantially smaller than most of those homes. There will not be
any material impact to the DR Applicants.

Accordingly, the Project Sponsor respectfully requests that the Planning Commission
reject the requests for discretionary review for all of the reasons cited above.

L\R& AV 015101\Submittal 437 Hoffiman Avenue 3.17.16.doex



Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully Submitted,

REUBEN JUNIUS & ROS/];/LLP/\

Dated: March I? , 2016 By /%

Pf/md Silverman, fAttorneys for Project Sponsors
ul Kraaijvanger and Kelly Condon

L\R&A\I015101\Submittal_437 Hoffman Avenue 3.17.16.docx



Exhibit List

A. Project Plans and Renderings
B. Photographs of Existing Structure
C. Context Photos
D. Detailed Responses to DR Applicants’ Concerns With
Illustrative Photos
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EXHIBIT B



HOFFMAN STREET CONTEXT PHOTOS




EXHIBIT C



433, 4334;.445.
HOFFMAN




PAUL LEFEBVRE &
STEPHEN BASKERVILLE’S YARD
439 HOFFMAN
(photo taken at 2:20 on January 31)
NOTE SHADOW ON 431 HOFFMAN

431 HOFFMAN @ 11AM October 6
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EXHIBIT D



Responses to all DR Filers

PROJECT INFORMATION

Permit Application #: 2014-0411-3029
Record #: 2015-003686DRP-1, 2 & 3
Job Address: 437 Hoffman Ave

CONTACT INFORMATION:

Kelly Condon Design:
415-240-8328
kellymcondon@gmail.com

1. Given the Concerns of the DR Requester and other concerned parties, why do you feel your proposed project
should be approved? (If you are not aware of the issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR
requester in addition to reviewing the attached DR application).

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make in order to address the
concerns of the DR requester & other concerned parties? If you have already change the project to meet
neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before or after
filing your application with the city.

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, please state why you feel
that your project would not have any adverse affect on the surrounding properties. Include an explanation of
your needs for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes required by the
DR filer.

For the sake of brevity — | have compiled all comments by all DR filers into one document. If desired — 1 can
provide a version of this information that addresses the 3 DR filings separately. | have also separated the key
arguments by topic — so the direct responses to each topic are listed below under headings.

TOPIC 1: BUILDING DEPTH, HEIGHT & MASSING

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) feel that our building depth is excessive.

If you look at our site plan — which shows 10 neighboring buildings within our block to the sides & rear of the project site -—
the average depth of the 10 buildings shown on our block is 67’-7"— which is comparable to most of the buildings on
standard 100’ deep lots in San Francisco. This average includes ALL features that would require a permit (ie. decks
higher than 3’ above grade at rear yards & all buildings).

All of our lots are also 125’ deep (ie. deeper than standard).

The DR filer lives in a building that is sub-standard in depth on an extra deep lot (125’ deep).

Due to lot slope - their deck & our proposed deck & balcony are below centerline of curb as measured at each property.
Their deck floor is 7’-11” above grade at our shared lot line. Our deck floor is 2’-10” lower than theirs.

I include these decks in the measurement of all buildings.

If we INCLUDE decks & overhangs of roofs in the measurement of our proposed building & the DR filer’s building — their
building is 53’-8” long (at basement level end of deck) & our proposed building is then 74’-11” long at basement level (to
end of deck).

At the first level of our proposed building — we show a balcony. The floor level of that balcony is 4-0” below centerline of
curb. The glass railings of that balcony are also below centerline of curb. Our building depth at this level INCLUDING that
balcony is 68-8".

Our rearmost walls at levels above that floor line (ie. all stories above centerline of curb) = 62’-8” including roof overhang.



Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) feel we are not recessed far enough away from their
building.

Our plans recess more than we are required to recess per Planning Department standards.

We recessed the portion of our building that extends beyond their building by 4’-2” at the shared lot line.

Our basement level deck is recessed 6’ away from our shared lot line.

Our first level balcony is also recessed 6’ away from our shared lot line.

At our top 2 stories —the last 9’-4” of the proposed building sets back from the shared lot line by12’-4”.

We had originally proposed a 12’ pop out beyond our 45% setback line. This was a one story pop out with deck on top &
it was recessed 5’ away on both sides since, due to steep slope, the floor level of the deck was higher than 10’ above
grade.

In response to this DR filer's concern about building depth — we removed that 12’ deep portion of conditioned space &
replaced it with a much smaller floating balcony at first level & at the basement level our proposed 12’ pop out is how just
a deck over a crawl space. The area under this basement level deck is enclosed against the steep slope of the site.

The floor of this deck is 15’ BELOW the centerline of curb at the front of the house.

The floor level & top of glass railings at our first story balcony is also lower than centerline of curb.

We also opted to recess these features 6’ away from the shared lot line instead of 5’.

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) say our square footage is excessive.

If we do not claim the stories below grade at the centerline of curb on this very steeply sloped lot — we would simply be
building a house on stilts without conditioned space underneath.

The conditioned square footage of the stories under centerline of curb comprise 2141 s.f.

The top 2 stories of the proposed house are of reasonable depth (ie. under the average of the 10 neighboring building
depths on this block).

We feel the top 2 stories of our building are essential to the flow of the house & are designed well within reason.

The lower stories are existing & they exist because of the steep slope of the hill.

The DR filer claims that our building design is 5600 s.f. & claims that this is out of scale with the neighborhood.

The number they are using to indicate the square footage of the proposed building is the size of the ENTIRE building —
including garage, crawl space & rooms used for storage (ie. NON-conditioned spaces).

Since the only info we have for legally assessed square footage of neighboring buildings excludes NON-conditioned
spaces — we should measure the proposed building using the same standard — in which case — our square footage is
4620 s.f. (a number provided to the DR filer in advance of their statement).

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims our addition increases the building size vs. the existing by 3435 s.f.

This is a heavily manipulated number.

Despite being given both building envelope & conditioned space tables on sheet A1 of the drawing set - the DR requester
& his lawyer opt instead to subtract the assessed square footage of the building (conditioned space only from the
assessor’s office) from the entire proposed building envelope (a number which includes NON-conditioned space —
crawlspace under the house, garage & storage space).

We have discussed this improper way of calculating square footage with all 3 DR filers multiple times & they choose to
continue to manipulate the numbers anyway.

The actual increase to building envelope per sheet A1 of the drawing set — is 2624 s.f.

The conditioned space per sheet A1 increases by 2115 s.f.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) says that the building description & height are ‘wildly inaccurate’. He & his
laywer claim the building is 60’ above grade & 6 stories tall.

This claim is obviously false. The legal definition of building height is number of stories above grade.

This proposal is 3 stories over a basement & there is a crawl space under the basement against the steep topography.
Dimensions are VERY clear on the plans, elevations & building section.

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) say the building is too tall.

The highest point of the low slope roof at rear of building is 29’-1” tall as measured above centerline of curb.
The mid point of the front roof is even lower — at 27’ above centerline of curb.

The height limit is 35’ for the entire building (since the building sets back more than 10’ from front lot line.

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) claim that our ceilings are too high.
The ceilings on the basement & first levels are what they are because the building has to be raised to add the garage.



The existing basement floor level remains at it’s existing elevation below grade for the front half of the building & then (as
proposed) steps down specifically in order to reduce the floor level of the rear deck (something we did in response to this
DR filer’s concern about scale of the building).

The space between basement floor level & the second floor level (which was raised to add a garage) is simply split
between the stories below the raised portion of the building.

We kept the building as low as we could by using a Minor Sidewalk Encroachment to slope down, by steeply sloping the
driveway, & we crunched the 2" floor as low as we possibly could in order to fit a garage door & a garage door motor /
track under the second level of the house.

The second level ceiling height is an existing condition.

The third story ceiling heights are existing for the front of the building (under the existing sloped roof) & they are 9°-0”
everywhere else except for at the master bedroom — which abuts the opposite neighbor’s building & is set 12’-4” away
from the DR filer’s house. The master bedroom has 10’ ceilings & is under the highest point of the low slope roof.
Typically — 30” tall fire rated parapets are required by code. We opted instead to fire rate the entire roof so that we could
keep our parapet heights lower on the south side. Note that we are required to have 30” tall parapets at the north side
lightwell area in order to protect the skylight opening.

TOPIC 2: LIGHT, AIR & PRIVACY

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) say we will block their light.

Their house is to the south of our building. We conducted over sun studies from sunrise to sunset on the 21 day of
March, June, September & December - showing our building & neighboring buildings in order to illustrate the impact to
light for multiple neighbors.

The only time of year we cast a shadow on the DR filer is at 6am in May, 6am in June, 6am in July.

The shadow we cast would touch a corner of their wall & part of their roof — but would not affect any of their windows or
doors. By 7am we no longer affect their light.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that the design will ‘box out’ his building.
Our building projects 6” past the rear fagade of the DR filer’s building.
At the front facade — the DR filer’s building projects 5’-4” past our building.

Our footprint is smaller.
We do propose a taller building — but we also have layered our vertical mass away from our shallower neighbor.
The DR filer’s building is built all the way to the 45% setback line with zero reduction of mass against neighbors.

| have conducted many sun study renderings from different angles from sunrise to sunset.
One set of these studies was done directly above our lightwell & Gene’s lightwell to show exactly light is affected there.

There are certainly impacts to direct sunlight exposure — since the existing condition is our building ending in the mid span
of his lightwell & recessing 3’ away — but we have been able to show that as proposed:

In April the DR filer would experience varying degrees of direct sunlight in their lightwell for 11 hours of the day.

In May the DR filer would experience varying degrees of direct sunlight in their lightwell for 12 hours of the day.

In June the DR filer would experience varying degrees of direct sunlight in their lightwell for 12 hours of the day.

In July the DR filer would experience varying degrees of direct sunlight in their lightwell for 12 hours of the day.

In August the DR filer would experience varying degrees of direct sunlight in their lightwell for 12 hours of the day.

Note that the existing conditions of light to the DR filer’s lightwell in the winter months are as follows:

In October as an existing condition - the DR filer’s direct exposure to sunlight at lightwell is fully blocked by 4pm

In November as an existing condition — the DR Filer’s direct exposure to sunlight at lightwell is fully blocked by 1pm

In December as an existing condition — the DR filer’s direct exposure to sunlight at lightwell is fully blocked by 12:45pm
In January as an existing condition - the Dr Filer’s direct exposure to sunlight at lightwell is fully blocked by 2pm (see
attached photo taken January 31, 2015).

In February as an existing condition — the DR filer’s direct exposure to sunlight at lightwell is fully blocked by 4pm

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) say we will harm their privacy because of our south
facing windows.

All windows facing their building are noted as ‘frosted’ on our elevation drawing - except for windows on the top stories in
areas that are set 12’-4” away from the shared lot line.



At our neighbor meetings - the DR filer expressed concern that the owner of the project house will stand on their deck &
look at his house.

The DR filer has 2 decks of their own - one on their basement level & one on their second level. Our decks as proposed
would all set off of the property line — but theirs abut the property line directly.

Janet Fowler (434 Hoffman — directly across the street from the project site) claims that there is a privacy issue
for neighbors on Homestead due to our windows.

There is a VERY heavy tree line between us & our neighbors to the rear. See attached photos & renderings.

We also plan to plant trees along our rear fence as is shown on our basement level floor plan.

TOPIC 3: MID BLOCK OPEN SPACE

Mid block open space is another issue brought up by all 3 DR filers.

All of the lots that abut us & that abut neighbors that abut us are 125’ deep (deeper than standard).

There is a heavy treeline between us & our rear neighbors (see attached photos & aerial view outlines of building profiles
& central shared rear lot lines).

Portions of the proposed building that extend above centerline of curb are set back 56’-6” from our rear lot line.

Mid block open space should not be an issue here.

TOPIC 4: NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER & DIVERSITY

All 3 DR filers say that the neighborhood is that the building would change neighborhood character & would be
out of scale. There were also comments about the building being historic.

There are several houses on this block of Hoffman Ave that are very similar in design at front facade to what we propose.
See attached photos.

410 Hoffman, 450 Hoffman, & 456 Hoffman are all VERY similar to what we propose.

416 Hoffman, 412-414 Hoffman, & 404-406 Hoffman are actually even taller than what we propose.

465-467 Hoffman — which has a very modern 3 story front fagade went through a mandatory DR in 2005 & was approved /
construction finalized in 2009.

According to our CATEX 2014.0329E — “The subject property is located within the Noe Valley Neighborhood on a block
that exhibits a variety of architectural styles, construction dates, & subsequent alterations that compromise historic
integrity. The area surrounding the subject property does not contain a significant concentration of historically or
aesthetically unified buildings.”

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that neighborhood is culturally & economically diverse & that this house
does not support that.

We purchased this house for $1,850,000 despite the fact that the existing basement & first stories do not have code
compliant heights for habitable space — which means we purchased 1560 s.f. of conditioned area for $1186 / s.f.

According to Zillow.com - The median home value in the 94114 zip code is $1,665,300.
The affordable housing threshold in San Francisco is $1,506,000.

According to http://www.areavibes.com/san+francisco-ca/noe+valley/livability/ Noe Valley is 81% white & the average
household contains 2 people.

The people who sold us the building bought it in 2010. They were a family of 4 & of South Asian descent. This family
started this permit process with their own version of layout. They went through a hearing to remove the tree that would
impede access to the proposed driveway & were contested by neighbors. They went through full building design with an
architect, submitted plans to the city for the project, went through historical & environmental analysis procedures (got a
CATEX) & then decided to sell the building in the middle of the permit review process.

The cultural & economic diversity status of the existing building, of the proposed building & of this neighborhood will not
change as a result of this remodel / addition project.




Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) say the pattern of the neighborhood is 2 unit buildings &
that as a single family home — our design is too large & should not be allowed to extend to the standard setback.
Most of the buildings behind ours are single family. And the building 2 doors down from the DR filer’s building is single
family. Most of the buildings across the street from us on Hoffman are single family. The number of units in the
neighborhood is mixed.

Janet Fowler (434 Hoffman — directly across the street from the project site) claims that there is a strong side
spacing pattern on the block.

There are some buildings with side setbacks & some without. This is not a pattern.

Janet claims in defense of Gene Geisler (DR filer #2) that he has a side setback.

He does not. That is our setback. Gene Geisler’s match to that setback (his lightwell) has been illegally enclosed.

MISCELLENOUS STATEMENTS MADE BY DR FILERS:

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that | did not accurately depict his building.

What he means by this — is that on my side elevation — where neighbor’s windows & doors are shown as dashed for
reference — | showed his actual legal windows & doors — which occur inside of an illegal glass enclosure of his entire
Ightwell. A roof with skylights also illegally covers this lightwell.

The DR filer wants this illegal enclosure to read as a giant 21’ tall x 15’-2” wide ‘window’ which is very misleading.

| researched all permits for this property at the Microfilm Records Department.

There are no permits on file for this enclosure — which is to be expected.

The Planning Department would never have approved it since the existing building on our project site is recessed 3’-0”
away from the shared lot line & that condition would have to be matched.

The Building Department would never have approved a glass lightwell enclosure because there is no fire-separation.

This is NOT an original building feature. The building was built in 1926.

See the final pages of this response letter for a photo of this lightwell enclosure — taken from our existing top story deck &
to see an historic aerial photo from 1938 before the lightwell was enclosed. | can't tell exactly when it was enclosed
because all the other available satellite photos are far to blurry to tell.

All the same — we re-noticed the project showing this enclosure as a ‘giant window’.

Note that this enclosure was always shown in plan, & on the site plans, in photos provided to the Planning Department at
the time of submittal & in all of the 3D renderings | provided to the neighbors & to the planning department to show the
impact to light at neighboring properties.

| did in fact miss 2 windows that were recessed at the top story of the opposite neighboring property (439-441 Hoffman).
These windows are located on their top story & are recessed away by a roof deck with solid guardrails. It’s unfortunate
that these were overlooked.

The project was re-noticed partly to correct this mistake.

Note also that the proposed building has always been shown as recessed away from both neighbors at these areas & the
windows facing those neighbors were always noted to be frosted — which is exactly the provision that should be taken in
cases where the neighbors have building recesses &/or windows facing the subject lot.

We also show a large skylight & very large window at the top story of our building specifically to allow more sunlight to
come through our roof then through our window & into the neighbor’s lightwell when the sun is at a lower angle on the
south side.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that the building was referred to as ‘2 stories over garage’.
This never occurred. Every single set of plans, our permit application, & BOTH of our 311 notice poster all indicate a
building that is 3 stories over basement.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims there was an ‘improper unit merger’ to this building.

Not true.

There was a unit merger application filed by someone who owned the building prior to the person who sold us the building
back in 2008. There was a mandatory hearing & the merger was approved.



Note that the basement level of the project building does not meet code height for conditioned space (or even for storage
space) & that the first level of the existing building also does not meet code height for conditioned / living space (while it
does meet height for storage. The unit contained on these lower stories was not code compliant while it existed.

Janet Fowler (434 Hoffman — directly across the street from the project site) states that there was a DR provision
in the previously approved unit merger that no right of way or garage should be allowed to be built & that no
expansion would be allowed on site.

She provides an ‘exhibit 4’ to back this up. Exhibit 4 is a building permit Inquiry page from the Building Department’s web
site & her point of proof is a log in from the Bureau of Streets & Mapping saying that there is no work to the right of way &
no expansion of the building (which is their determinant factor for requiring work to the sidewalk).

This point of the routing has nothing to do with restrictions on the building. This is just BSM noting that the scope of work
does not include sidewalk work & does not require street space.

Janet Fowler (434 Hoffman — directly across the street from the project site) states that at our first meeting we
proposed ‘an even more massive rear addition & structure’ than what had previously been submitted by the
previous building owner. She also claims the proposed building is 6000 s.f.

This is not true on either count.

The massing of the building we proposed was far smaller than what the previous owner proposed.

The difference in square footage (as she has been told numerous times) is because the previous owner was not going to
condition the space under the house. So they didn’t count that square footage.

Despite being given both building envelope & conditioned space tables on sheet A1 of our drawing set - the DR requester
opts to instead to compare the previous owners conditioned space calculation to a number she has fabricated that is 384
s.f. larger than our calculation of the entire proposed building envelope (includes NON-conditioned space — crawlspace
under the house, garage & storage space). Why make the number up? We can all see the actual numbers. She has a
digital copy of the entire drawing set & has access to a full size drawing set | left with neighbors at our 3" meeting.

We have discussed this improper way of calculating square footage with all 3 DR filers multiple times & they continue to
manipulate the numbers anyway.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that we ‘slipped under the wire’ by providing demolition diagrams.
We met the standards.

The DR requester suggests that we should remove the top story — which would qualify as demolition.

The DR requester suggests that we reduce height on existing stories — which also qualifies as demolition.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims the remodel is not Green.

The state of California has Green Building Standards & Energy Standards that far exceed standards applied in the rest of
the nation. This project is required to meet Green Building Standards & required to have either a Green Rater or LEED
certified professional.

In fact — the DR filer states in their letter a request that we excavate further into the geology of the site — which is not a
hallmark of green building practice.

We are excavating in some areas — but note that our existing basement floor is at the level of our proposed basement
floor. After the center of the house — we step down in order to lower the level of our rear deck — but at the point of these
steps — the building is up in the air due to the topography of the site.

Excavating further would do nothing to change the height of the building.

The floor of the garage is as low as it can possibly go for the driveway to work.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that they were not given adequate drawings.

Paul Lefebvre & Stephen Baskerville (439-441 Hoffman) claim that the drawings are too small to read.

After our first neighborhood meeting (which followed 2 neighbor meetings held by the previous owner) | hand delivered
printed drawings at 1/8” = 1’-0” scale to all neighbors in attendance of the meeting.

| also emailed digital copies of the same to all neighbors. They were given 8 printed sets of plans & this DR filer received
one printed plan set.

After our second neighbor meeting — | did the same. This time they were given 5 printed sets of plans — one of which was
delivered to the DR filer. Everyone who attended that meeting (including the DR filer) plus people from the first meeting
who couldn’t make the second meeting was emailed drawings.



At our third neighbor meeting (which this DR filer did not attend) — | left a full sized (1/4” = 1’-0”) drawing set for the
neighbors to share — along with photos & 3D renderings of sun studies taken from several different angles (including
renderings of sunrise to sunset directly above the DR filer’s enclosed lightwell). Drawings were also emailed to the
neighbors after this meeting.

The DR filer has had emailed PDFs of the entire drawing set at 1/4” = 1°-0” throughout the process & has either been hand
delivered printed drawing sets or had access to a full size drawing set held by the neighbors after our final neighbor
meeting.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) claims that 3 NOPDRs were sent to me & that | never responded to any of them.
This claim is false.

The DR filer claims there was an NOPDR sent to me on June 6, 2014. We didn’t even own the building at that time.

| didn’t meet this filer until January 30" 2015 (our first neighbor meeting) & our plans were not submitted until March 2015.
The June 6, 2014 NOPDR #1 was given to the previous building owner & their architect in response to their project —
which was superseded by massive changes we made after we purchased the building from them.

NOPDR #2 was a repeat send of NOPDR #1 in case the previous building owner had not given it to us.
In fact — all of the comments on NOPDR #2 had already been addressed in our first submittal.

NOPDR #3 was addressed by me in drawing revisions that are on file at the Planning Department — all of which are
drawings the neighbors have seen & have either printed or digital copies.

Gene Geisler (431-433 Hoffman) & his lawyer state that | am not a licensed architect & claim that | have ‘been
known to represent [my]self as such’.
This is actually libel. | have never represented myself as a licensed architect.

The requirement for buildings over 2 stories is that a licensed professional architect &/or engineer stamp the plans — which
has been done here.

Feel free to contact Michael Hom — Civil Engineer — license #71450 phone number 415-713-8087 to confirm his
involvement in this project as he is the stamping professional here.

Janet Fowler (434 Hoffman — directly across the street from the project site) states that “the project sponsor said
she couldn’t provide 3 bedrooms on the top floor without adding additional height.”
This is 100% false. Nothing remotely like this was ever said.

Janet Fowler (434 Hoffman — directly across the street from the project site) seems to think the CATEX was not
updated per project changes.

It was. Jeanie Poling redid the Environmental Evaluation. The historic evaluation stays the same because it is an
evaluation of the existing building.

CASE HISTORY, REVISIONS PER NEIGHBOR COMMENTS, ARGUMENTS IN
FAVOR OF BUILDING AS CURRENTLY DESIGNED

In all there were 5 neighbor meetings held regarding this project.

The family who sold the building to us had 2 neighbor meetings & went through a hearing to remove the tree where the
proposed driveway would be installed. They went through the CEQA review process & applied for a site permit to do this
project, but after their plans were assigned to a case planner — they decided to sell the building.

The drawings the previous building owners proposed for their home were similar in design but were more expansive than
any of the versions we have proposed in that they planned to build all the way out to the 45% setback for the full lot width
& to have a 12’ pop out with no building recesses against the DR filer’s building.

They were going to leave the space under the first level empty / as a very tall crawl space (ie. house on stilts) - so their
conditioned square footage was less but their building envelope was bigger than what we propose.

We read through the neighbor comments from the 2 neighbor meetings held by the previous owner & their architect.
We opted to scale the building WAY back against the shallower depth neighbor as an immediate response before we
even met the neighbors in person.



After our first neighbor meeting - we scaled back even more.

At our 1% (3" meeting counting meetings held by previous homeowner) we proposed building demo & a new modern
building with a squared front wall / low slope roof.

The neighbors contested that design saying that the square roof shape would be oppressively tall at the building front. So
we changed to a sloped roof but still proposed a modern building.

At the 2™ neighbor meeting 4" meeting counting those held by the previous homeowner)— we presented that version of
the design. The new design also reduced our 1 story rear pop out with deck on top to just a deck over crawl space with
balcony at first floor & we pulled these extensions further away from the lot line shared with this DR filer.

At this meeting the neighbors said the modern style would be unacceptable & said that the reductions in scale were of no
value to them.

We submitted that version to the Planning Department — but during plan check (after the neighbor meetings) - we decided
to nix the modern fagade design & to instead maintain as much as possible of the original facade. We thought that doing
so might help our case with the neighbors who were concerned about the modern style.

We held a 3" neighbor meeting (5th meeting counting those held by the previous homeowner) with the neighbors during
the 311 notification process to show them this change & at this meeting gave them a full sized set of drawings showing
the revised facade design, as well as printed out revised 3d renderings & site photos for them to keep & share.

| also emailed those drawings & renderings to the neighbors including neighbors who did not attend.

After our second 311 notification was over — the project was taken to the RDT & they required us to remove the dormers
we had proposed on the front fagade in order to reduce scale at the street face. We removed the dormers.

All neighbors have been given digital & printed copies of the drawings of each revision to the project at easily readable
scales. We gave them printed drawing sets after each neighbor meeting & have provided digital copies of everything
repeatedly.

We have made many changes for the neighbors to date & when asked what we can do to avoid a hearing — the answers
have been:

‘Do not raise the building’.

‘You don’t need a garage’.

‘Do not extend the rear of the building’

We feel strongly that the design of this building is well within standard requirements.

The design is well within the average of building depths for 10 adjacent lots — all of whom were noticed by this 311.

The DR filer’s building (not counting their deck) happens to be substandard in depth. And we have scaled back against
their lot.

All the abutting lots to sides & rear have the same proportions as our lot.

The central open space of the block is abundant.



REAR YARD AT 439-441 HOFFMAN
LOOKING TOWARD PROJECT LOT - NOTE SHADOW ON SOUTHERN
FACING WALL AT 431-443 HOFFMAN AT 2:20PM JANUARY 31, 2015
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GENE GEISLER’S LIGHTWELL ENCLOSURE - NOTE ORIGINAL
EXTERIOR WALL WITH DOORS & WINDOWS BEYOND THE ILLEGAL
GLASS ENCLOSURE




GENE GEISLER’S LIGHTWELL — NOT ENCLOSED DATED 1938
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EXISTING PHOTO & PROPOSED STREET FACE RENDERING
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PHOTOS — HOFFMAN AVENUE NEIGHBOR CONTEXT
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PHOTOS — HOFFMAN AVENUE NEIGHBOR CONTEXT
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MID BLOCK OPEN SPACE & TREE LINE

JASON ALLEN &
MAIA JIN
38 HOMESTEAD

ANJU GURNANI & LYNDA GROSE
K FOUZIEYHA TOWGHI  30-32 HOMESTEAD
122:24 HOMESTEAD
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FROM 38 HOMESTEAD (DIRECTLY BEHIND US)

PHOTO -

Existing View - 38 Homestead
to Shared Rear Lot Line
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PHOTO & RENDERING FROM 439-441 HOFFMAN — PAUL
LEFEBVRE & STEPHEN BASKERVILLE’S PROPERTY
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PHOTO & RENDERING FROM 30-32 HOMESTEAD — LYNDA
GROSE’S PROPERTY (BEHIND GENE GEISLER’S BUILDING)
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SUBJECT PROPERTY LINE
ADJOINER PROPERTY LINE
WOOD FENCE

WIRE FENCE

BUILDING LINE
CONCRETE

BACK OF CURB
ELEVATION

FACE OF CURB

FLOW LINE

FINISH FLOOR

GAS VALVE

GAS METER

MA]

NHOLE
OVERHEAD ELECTRIC
POWER POLE
WATER METER
WATER VALVE
L DESCRIPTION
111.96” ELEVATION

BASIS OF SURVEY

THIS BASIS OF MEASUREMENTS FOR THIS SURVEY FROM FOUND MONUMENT
MARKS ALONG HOFFMAN ST AT THE INTERSECTION OF 23RD ST AND

24TH ST PER MONUMENT MAP NO. 231 FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ENGINEER.

GENERAL NOTES

1) REFERENCED MAPS PER COUNTY RECORDER.

2) ALL ANGLES ARE 90°00'UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.
3) DISTANCES SHOWN IN FEET AND DECIMALS THEREOF.

UTILITY NOTE

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN WERE PLOTTED FROM A COMBINATION OF
OBSERVED SURFACE EVIDENCE (CONDITIONS PERMITTING) AND RECORD
INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM THE RESPECTIVE UTILITY COMPANIES,

AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT THEIR ACTUAL LOCATIONS. THUS
ALL UTILITIES MUST BE VERIFIED WITH RESPECT TO SIZES, HORIZONTAL
AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS BY THE OWNER AND/OR CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO
DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION. NO RESPONSIBILITY IS ASSUMED BY THE
SURVEYOR FOR THE LOCATION AN CAPACITY OF SAID UTILITIES.

BENCHMARK NOTE

ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON WERE OBTAINED FROM A CITY AND COUNTY
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