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Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Continued from the February 23, 2017 Hearing 
Continued from the January 26, 2017 Hearing 

 

Date: May 25, 2017 
Case No.: 2015-007183CUA 
Project Address: 79 Cragmont Avenue 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2131A/012 
Project Sponsor: Stacy Lin 
 3943 26th Street 

 San Francisco, CA  94131 
Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 
 Todd.kennedy@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: No recommendation   

 

BACKGROUND 
On January 26, 2017, the Planning Commission took action to adopt a Motion of Intent to disapprove this 
proposal to allow the reconstruction of a dwelling unit much larger in scale to the unit that was 
demolished.  During the hearing, the Commission gave the project sponsor direction to design a structure 
more in scale with the neighborhood as was the previous structure that was demolished.   
 
Commission continued the item to February 23, 2017.  On February 23rd, the item was further continued 
to June 1, 2017 per staff’s recommendation.  This continuance allowed the project sponsor the time 
necessary to revise the plans and come back to commission with a revised proposal.  This new revised 
proposal is attached to this memo.    
 
CURRENT PROPOSAL 
The project sponsor has submitted revised plans showing a one-story single-family dwelling.  The plans 
indicate a similar footprint and overall scale to the unit that was previously demolished.  This proposed 
unit is 2,406 square feet and similar in scale to neighboring residences.  The proposal is code compliant 
and staff has not received any opposition to this project, but has received letters of support and they are 
included.     
 
REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
The Planning Commission has the option to adopt the attached motion to deny the Conditional Use, 
which is attached or rescind their original action and make a motion to approve the project based on this 
revised design in the attached plans dated April 27, 2017.  A motion of approval is attached.  
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Attachment: 
Letters of Support 
Draft Motion to Disapprove 
Draft Motion to Approve 
Revised Plans 
Previous Memo to Commission on the February 23, 2017 Hearing 
Staff Report Packet to Commission on the January 26, 2017 Hearing 



From: Tim Smith tim4thefuture@gmail.com
Subject: Welcome to Cragmont

Date: September 6, 2016 at 8:40 AM
To: stacy@arkichik.com

Dear Stacy and Matthieu,

We look forward to welcoming you to Cragmont in person.

Thanks for sharing the info about your house plans. We look forward to a new house that adds beauty to our street.

As we read one email after another from worried neighbors, we kept wondering why they were imagining bad scenarios and acting in a
passive manor when you clearly invited them ask questions.

Cheers!

Tim and Lynne Smith
15 Cragmont Ave.

mailto:Smithtim4thefuture@gmail.com
mailto:Smithtim4thefuture@gmail.com
mailto:stacy@arkichik.com


From: Alexa Waltz alexaawaltz@yahoo.com
Subject: Re: Re: [cragmontgroup] 79 Cragmont Demolition

Date: September 3, 2016 at 5:57 PM
To: stacy@arkichik.com

Hi Stacy,

We are so glad that you are joining 69 Cragmont! Please let us know if you ever need anything during your
construction process and we look forward to sidewalk playdates in the future.

Regards,
Chris, Alexa, Rayna (7) and Rowan (3) Halloran

From: "matthieu.jeanson@gmail.com [cragmontgroup]" <cragmontgroup@yahoogroups.com>
To: cragmontgroup@yahoogroups.com 
Sent: Friday, September 2, 2016 12:11 AM
Subject: [cragmontgroup] Re: 79 Cragmont Demolition

Hello Triston, Rik and all,

My name is Matthieu, and with my wife Stacy, we are the new owners of 79 Cragmont and are responsible for
the renovation. Since Stacy is also the architect for the project, it's probably best best for her to answer some
of your questions (below). Feel free to direct any questions to her or I can also forward messages from this
forum if needed.

Thank you,
Matthieu

Hi neighbors,

We are the owners of 79 Cragmont and have been for a year and a half. We are a family of four with two
young children, and we are really looking forward to calling this home. We have had some friendly welcomes
from the immediate adjacent neighbors (73, 83, 89, 80, and 90) and a few more nearby. We are also in
constant touch with these neighbors and they are updated on the permit progress and the construction
activities. The house has been neglected and vacant for 5 years prior to us, so the neighbors that we spoke
to are in general happy that it’s finally being taken care of.

I see that there are a lot of questions regarding the construction. I’d be happy to clear it up.

The project is to build a second story addition. We are also re-doing the foundation to meet the updated
seismic code and also to support the second story addition. We have had several community outreach
meetings in the past year and a half, reaching out the neighbors in the 150' radius and also neighborhood
groups for a chance to meet and greet the neighbors and to discuss any concerns and answer questions. If
you have not been notified, you are probably outside of the required 150’ radius. Nevertheless, I’d be happy
to answer any questions and meet with you.

The building permit has been in process for a little over a year and I can assure you that both planning and
building department have taken their time to thoroughly check everything against California Building Code,
Plumbing Code, Fire Code, Mechanical Code, San Francisco Building Code, San Francisco Planning Code,
etc. The project has also been through Historic Resource Evaluation and deemed non-historic. Regardless of
the rumors and myths, there is not a significant historic resource behind this property after a through research
from Planning Department and a third party architectural historian.

We’ve followed all the city requirements every step of the way. I’ll speak to the contractor about the missing
signage and follow up first thing in the morning. If you have any further questions please do not hesitate to
contact me directly.

Happy to join the Cragmont Group!

mailto:Waltzalexaawaltz@yahoo.com
mailto:Waltzalexaawaltz@yahoo.com
mailto:stacy@arkichik.com


From: Mari Davidson mariko.lane@gmail.com
Subject: Renovation

Date: September 5, 2016 at 9:40 PM
To: matthieu.jeanson@gmail.com, stacy@arkichik.com

Getting off the Cragmont Group thread to say its so good of you to be keeping a sense of humor about all this hullabaloo over your house
renovation!  My husband and our neighbor friends walked through it when it came up for sale and didn't see any way of practically living with
that courtyard-style layout and dated everything, so I'm sure whatever you have planned will be a huge improvement.  Frankly, we should all
be thanking you for upping our property values :)

Best of luck and I'm sure you'll find everyone to be good and helpful neighbors once the dust has settled.

Mari, Josh, Emiko (10 months) and Lily (Basset Hound)
120 Quintara Street 

mailto:Davidsonmariko.lane@gmail.com
mailto:Davidsonmariko.lane@gmail.com
mailto:matthieu.jeanson@gmail.com
mailto:stacy@arkichik.com


From: Robert Warnock
To: Kennedy, Todd (CPC); Stacy Lin
Subject: Support for Conditional Use Authorization, 79 Cragmont
Date: Friday, January 20, 2017 2:06:32 PM

Dear Mr. Kennedy,

This is a note to support the Conditional Use Authorization for
demolition and
reconstruction of the house at 79 Cragmont Avenue, which is up for a
public hearing on
January 26, 2017. I am the owner and long time resident of the house
directly across the
street, 86 Cragmont Avenue. The proposed new house will be the residence
of its architect
Stacy Lin and her family. Ms. Lin has a lot of experience in this kind
of project, and
appears to have done an excellent job in the design. It recalls the
appearance of the
original house to some extent, fitting in nicely with its neighbors on
either side,
while having clean contemporary lines. The second story, not present
before, actually
enhances the balance of facades of the house and its neighbors. The
layout of
rooms and the fireplace seems very appealing, and the deck in an atrium
between the
two wings is a nice feature that again recalls something of the previous
house.
The back yard should be beautiful, with some existing large trees and a
stone
outcropping in the hillside behind the lot. I am very happy to see the
solar panels,
which will be the fourth solar installation on our block, including my own.
It looks as though there will be several high quality features, such as
charred cedar siding, wood clad windows, and steel frame construction.
Jn summary,
I see no reason that the project should not be approved, since it will
be a marked
improvement over the original construction and a real asset to the
neighborhood.

Robert Warnock
86 Cragmont Avenue
415-681-4360
email: warnock@slac.stanford.edu

mailto:warnock@slac.stanford.edu
mailto:todd.kennedy@sfgov.org
mailto:stacy@arkichik.com


 
 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

  Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

  Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

  Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

 

  First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

  Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

  Other 

 
 

Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Continued from the: FEBRUARY 23, 2017 
Continued from the: JANUARY 26, 2017   

Date: May 19, 2017 
Case No.: 2015-007183CUA 
Project Address: 79 Cragmont Avenue 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) District  
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2131A/012 
Project Sponsor: Stacy Lin 
 3943 26th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94131 
Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 
 todd.kennedy@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Disapproval  

 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE DISAPPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 303, 317, AND 209.1 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO 
LEGALIZE THE UNPERMITTED DEMOLITION OF A PREVIOUSLY EXITING ONE-STORY, 
SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING AND CONSTRUCT A NEW TWO-STORY, 1-UNIT BUILDING 
WITHIN AN RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL-HOUSE, ONE FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT, AND 40-X 
HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On October 6, 2016, Stacy Lin filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Section(s) 303 and 317 and 209.1 
to legalize the unpermitted demolition of a dwelling unit and the construction of a new dwelling unit 
within an RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
 
On January 26, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2015-
007183CUA. The Commission moved an intent to disapprove the project on the basis that the demolition 

mailto:todd.kennedy@sfgov.org
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of the previous building and construction of a 2-story, one-unit replacement building was done illegally 
without necessary notification to the City and the issuance of the necessary permits. After hearing and 
closing public comment, the Commission indicated its intent to disapprove the project and continued the 
item to February 23, 2017, to allow Planning staff an opportunity to prepare a draft motion of 
disapproval. 
 
On March 6, 2015, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 and Class 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA, as described in the 
determination contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. During the CEQA review, it 
was determined that the subject building is not a historic resource. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby disapproves the Conditional Use Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2015-007183CUA, based on the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
 

2. Site Description and Present Use.  The Project is located on the west side of Cragmont Avenue, 
just north of the Quintara Street intersection, Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 2131A.  The property is 
located within the RH-1 (Residential, House – One-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and 
Bulk District.  The subject property has approximately 50 feet of frontage on Cragmont Avenue 
and is approximately 105 feet deep.  The property is mostly flat and was previously occupied by 
a one-story, single-family dwelling constructed circa 1939, which covered approximately 30% of 
the lot. This dwelling was demolished without a permit in September of 2016, and the site is 
currently vacant. 
 

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The project site is located in a residential area 
within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood and is surrounded by residential zoning.  The subject site 
is located in an RH-1 Zoning District and is surrounded primarily by single-family dwellings that 
are generally more than one story tall.  Roughly one block to the west subject property is Golden 
Heights Park, which is within a P (Public) Zoning District.  

 
4. Project Description.  The Project proposes to grant a permit to legalize retroactively the 

demolition of a one-story, single-family dwelling that previously existed on the project site, and 
which was demolished without a permit, and the construction of a two-story, 24-foot tall, one-
family residential building.  Located roughly within the same building footprint as the previous 
dwelling, the replacement single-family dwelling unit would be approximately 3,756 square feet 
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and would have three bedrooms and three bathrooms.  One independently accessible off-street 
parking space in the garage would be provided.     
 
The project is not seeking any exceptions or variances from the Planning Code. The proposal 
requires neighborhood notification, pursuant to Section 311 of the Planning Code, which was 
conducted during the plan review process. 

 
5. Public Comment.  As of January 26, 2017, the Department had received one telephone call, from 

a neighbor asking about the project.  The Department received four emails from neighbors 
expressing their support of this proposal.  
 

6. Planning Code Compliance:  The Commission makes the following findings regarding the 
Project.  It is not consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code: 

 
A. Residential Demolition – Section 317 and 209.1. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317 and 

209.1, Conditional Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to demolish a 
residential unit in an RH-1 Zoning District. This Code Section establishes criteria that 
Planning Commission shall consider in the review of applications for Residential Demolition.  
 
The previously existing dwelling was demolished without a Conditional Use Authorization or without 
a demolition permit.  During the Planning Review process, it was shown that several walls were going 
to remain and the demolition calculations all showed that this project was not intended to be a 
tantamount to demolition.  However, any remodel of additional walls would have required a demolition 
permit.  

 
7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 

reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval, and the Commission makes the following 
findings: 

 
A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

 
It was not necessary to demolish the existing building in order to achieve the increased single-family 
square footage proposed on the site.  A thoughtful alteration of the existing building would have 
allowed for a project at the contemplated size and intensity and not had resulted in the demolition of a 
sound house.  Furthermore, this site can support up two dwelling units.   

 
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  



CASE NO. 2015-007183CUA 
79 Cragmont Avenue 

 

Motion No. xxx 
Hearing Date: June 1, 2017 

 4 

The two-story massing of the replacement building at the street front is appropriate given the 
context of the immediate neighborhood and the proposed new construction is entirely within the 
buildable area as prescribed by the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines. 

 
ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 

such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  
 

There will be no change to the accessibility of the unit.  
 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

As the proposed replacement project is residential in nature, unlike commercial or industrial uses, 
the proposed residential use is not expected to produce noxious or offensive emissions.  

 
iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
 

The façade treatment and materials of the replacement building, including the angled front bay 
windows, have been appropriately selected to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  
There will be landscaping provided in the front yard. 

 
C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 
The proposed structure is in compliance with the applicable sections of the Planning Code.  However, it 
is inconsistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan as indicated below.  

 
D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose 

of the applicable Use District. 
 

The demolition eliminated a dwelling unit and is now not in conformity with the purpose of the 
applicable zoning district.  The proposed reconstruction is proposing one dwelling unit, but this Use 
District allows up to two units onsite.    

 
8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317. Section 317 of the Planning Code establishes 

criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications to demolish or 
convert Residential Buildings. On balance, the Project does not comply with said criteria in that:  
 
i. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations; 

 
A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases showed no 
enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property. However, the prior dwelling unit on 
the site--a single family home—was demolished without first receiving required City approvals, 



CASE NO. 2015-007183CUA 
79 Cragmont Avenue 

 

Motion No. xxx 
Hearing Date: June 1, 2017 

 5 

including permits from the Department of Building Inspection and Conditional Use Authorization 
from the Planning Department. 

 
ii. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;  
 

The existing dwelling appeared to be in decent, safe, and sanitary condition with no recent Code 
violations; however it was demolished without a permit. 
 

iii. Whether the property is an “historical resource” under CEQA;  
 

Although the prior building on the site was more than 50 years old, a review of supplemental 
information resulted in a determination that the property is not an historical resource.  

 
iv. Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under CEQA;  
 

The structure was not an historical resource and its removal will not have a substantial adverse impact 
under CEQA.  

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

The project sponsor currently owns the property. The replacement project proposes one owner-occupied 
unit. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance includes provisions for eviction controls, price 
controls, and other controls, and it is the purview of the Rent Board to determine which specific 
controls apply to a building or property.  
 

vi. Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 
Ordinance; 
 
The previous existing single family dwelling was owner-occupied. That dwelling unit was demolished, 
and there is no record that any rental units were removed.  
 

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

 
The previous existing dwelling unit was demolished without the necessary permits.  Therefore, a 
dwelling unit was eliminated from the City’s existing housing stock. 
 

viii. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 
and economic diversity; 
 
The previously existing dwelling unit has already been demolished without proper authorization.  
Therefore, no neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural and economic diversity can be 
conserved. 
 

ix. Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing; 
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The previously existing dwelling unit has already been demolished without proper authorization.  
Therefore, this cannot protect the relative affordability of existing housing. 
 

x. Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by 
Section 415; 
 
The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as the project proposes fewer 
than ten units. 
 

xi. Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods; 
 

Infill projects in established neighborhoods are more appropriately located on vacant, underutilized 
sites or to replace structurally unsound or otherwise substandard buildings.  The previous existing 
dwelling appeared to have been structurally sound and therefore should not have been demolished in its 
entirety.  Although, the proposed two-story house met the Planning Department’s requirements, it 
was proposed and verified that this was not to be tantamount to demolition.  If it was determined that 
the exiting walls could not have been salvaged, the project sponsor could have obtained the necessary 
permits to replace those walls in kind. 

 
xii. Whether the project increases the number of family-sized units on-site; 
 

The project-site could support two family-sized housing units; however, this proposal is only 
constructing one family-sized dwelling unit. Although the property previously contained only one 
family-sized dwelling, which was demolished without permits, this project represents a lost 
opportunity to increase the number of family-sized units on-site. 

 
xiii. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing; 

 
The Project does not create supportive housing. 

 
xiv. Whether the Project is of superb architectural and urban design, meeting all relevant design 

guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character; 
 

The overall scale, traditional design, and materials of the proposed building are consistent with the 
existing block-face.  

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

 
The Project would not increase the number of on-site dwelling units.  The proposed project only 
proposed a large dwelling with one dwelling unit.  This demolition made a situation where the 
opportunity was lost to put in two family-sized units.   

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

 
The previous existing dwelling contained two bedrooms. The proposal includes three 3-bedroom units, 
a net increase of one bedroom. 
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xvii. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and, 
 

The demolition did not maximize the density on the subject lot.  The demolition eliminated the density 
onsite completely.  The replacement project only proposed one dwelling unit and did not propose to 
maximize the dwelling units to two.   

 
xviii. If replacing a building not subject to the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance, whether the new project replaces all the existing units with new dwelling units of 
a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms. 

 
The previous existing dwelling unit had two bedrooms.  The new proposed dwelling unit will increase 
that number to three bedrooms in total.  It will be a larger unit that will increase the habitable square 
footage from 1,698 square feet to 3,756 square feet.  The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance 
includes provisions for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the purview of the 
Rent Board to determine which specific controls apply to a building or property. 

 
9. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is not consistent with the following Objectives and 

Policies of the General Plan: 
 

1. HOUSING ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 2:  
RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

 
Policy 2.1:  
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless the demolition results in a net 
increase in affordable housing. 
 
The previous existing building appeared to be structurally sound.  Newer units tend to be less affordable 
than older units of similar size. Furthermore, the existing building and property could accommodate an 
alteration that would achieve the desired density, while preserving the existing sound housing.  
Furthermore, this demolition provided a loss of one dwelling unit.  The site could accommodate up to two 
dwelling units. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3:  
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTNG HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS. 

 
Policy 3.4: 
Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units. 
 

The demolition of the existing single-family dwelling removed a “naturally affordable” housing type from 
the City’s housing stock. 

 
OBJECTIVE 11:  
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SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policy 11.1: 

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

 

Policy 11.3:  

Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

 
Growth can be accommodated by adding an additional dwelling unit to the existing building without 
adversely impacting the existing neighborhood character.  The addition of a second dwelling unit at a 
comparable square footage would better respect the existing neighborhood character than a complete 
demolition and reconstruction of a much larger single-family residence.  Furthermore, the lot is large 
enough where it can divided into two lots each having its own dwelling unit. 

 

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does not comply with said 
policies in that:  

 
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the 
proposal, as the existing building does not contain commercial uses. 

 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The demolition of the existing building, and the reconstruction of a much larger single-family residence 
when two comparatively sized units could be accommodated, would not conserve the neighborhood 
character and would not protect existing housing, which could jeopardize the economic diversity of the 
neighborhood.   

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

 
The former, older dwelling or two more modestly sized newer units would generally be considered to be 
more naturally affordable when compared with a new proposed dwelling-unit. 

 
D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking.  
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The replacement project meets the density, off-street parking requirements of the Planning Code and is 
therefore not anticipated to impede transit service or overburden our streets with neighborhood 
parking.  

 
E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The Project would not displace any service or industry establishment.  The Project would not affect 
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or 
service sector businesses would not be affected by this Project.  

 
F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 

life in an earthquake. 
 

The Project is designed and would be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety 
requirements of the City’s Building Code.  This proposal would not impact the property’s ability to 
withstand an earthquake. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 
A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. 

 
H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 

development.  
 

The Project would not adversely affect impact any existing parks and open spaces, nor their access to 
sunlight and vistas.   

 
11. California Housing Accountability Act. When a proposed housing development project 

complies with objective General Plan and zoning standards and criteria, including design review 
standards in effect at the time, local governments may not deny the housing project or impose 
conditions that reduce its density or render the project infeasible without making certain 
findings. The project does not comply with objective General Plan policies and objectives, as set 
forth above, therefore the Commission finds that the Housing Accountability Act does not apply. 
However, in the event that the Act is determined to apply, the Commission nevertheless makes 
the following additional findings that the Project would have a “specific adverse effect” on the 
public health or safety and that there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the 
adverse impact other than disapproval, as set forth below.  
 

A. Applicability. The California Housing Accountability Act applies to proposed housing 
development projects that “comply with objective General Plan and zoning standards and 
criteria”, including design review standards in effect at the time. 
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B. Public Health and Safety. The California Housing Accountability Act requires local 
governments make findings relating to “specific adverse effects” on the public health or 
safety when disapproving a housing project. The Act defines a “specific adverse impact” as a 
“significant, quantifiable, direct and unavoidable impact based on objective, identified 
written public health or safety standards, policies or conditions” that existed on the date the 
application was deemed complete. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed project 
would have the following specific adverse effects on public health and safety: 
 
i. The demolition was unpermitted, thus potentially jeopardizing public health and safety.  There 

appeared to be the lack of oversite in the demolition and by proving an incentive for other parties to 
conduct unlawful demolitions as well.  The proposed project only provides one dwelling unit in a 
larger building.  This project does not maximize the units allowed onsite by providing either two 
dwelling units or diving the existing lot in two equal lots with each one having its own dwelling 
unit.    

 

12. The Commission hereby finds that disapproval of the Conditional Use Authorization request 
would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby Denies Conditional Use Application 
No. 2014-000904CUA in general conformance with plans on file and stamped as “EXHIBIT B, which is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
xxx. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day 
period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City 
Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on February 23, 2017. 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
  
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: June 1, 2017 



 
 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

  Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

  Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

  Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

 

  First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

  Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

  Other 

 
 

Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Continued from the February 23, 2017 Hearing 
Continued from the January 26, 2017 Hearing 

 
Date: May 19, 2017 
Case No.: 2015-007183CUA 
Project Address: 79 Cragmont Avenue 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) District  
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2131A/012 
Project Sponsor: Stacy Lin  
 3943 26th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94131 
Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 
 todd.kennedy@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 303, 317, AND 209.1 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO 
PERMIT THE DEMOLITION AND RE-CONTRUCTION OF A NEW DWELLING UNIT WITHIN AN 
RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, ONE FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT, AND 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK 
DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On May 27, 2015, Stacy Lin (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed a building permit with the Department of 
Building Inspection.  On August 19, 2016, the permit was issued from the City.  City Staff was informed 
that a total demolition took place at the site.  The project sponsor was contacted immediately and was 
advised to file a Conditional Use Authorization in order to be granted a demolition permit.  
 
On October 6, 2016, Stacy Lin filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Section(s) 303 and 317 and 209.1 

mailto:todd.kennedy@sfgov.org
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to allow the demolition of a previous dwelling unit and the reconstruction of a new dwelling unit within 
an RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
On January 26, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing of a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2015-
007183CUA. 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical 
exemption and has been classified as a Non Historic Resource (Class C).   
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2015-007183CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, 
based on the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
 

2. Site Description and Present Use.  The project is located on a residential lot near the intersection 
of Irving Street.  The subject lot faces Cragmont Avenue, Block 2131A, Lot 012. The property is 
located within the RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and the 40-X Height 
and Bulk District.  The site was previously occupied by a one-story single family dwelling unit. 

 
3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The subject site is located in a residential area 

within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood and surrounded by residential by residential uses.  The 
uses are mostly single-family dwelling units that are generally more than one story tall.  The site 
is located to the east of Golden Gate Heights Park.   

     
4. Project Description.  The applicant proposes to construct a new two-story single-family dwelling 

unit onsite per issuance of Building Permit #2015-0527-7247.  That building permit was issued as 
an alteration permit by the City, but the existing dwelling unit was entirely demolished without 
City Authorization.  A demolition requires a Conditional Use Authorization in order to proceed.   
 

5. Public Comment.  To date, the Department has not received any public comment on this project.  
 

6. Planning Code Compliance:  The Commission finds that the Project  is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 
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A. Signage.  Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the Planning 
Department.  Any proposed signage shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
Planning Department.     

B. Planning Review.  Currently, there are no active building permit applications on file with 
the Planning Department. 

   
Previously, there was a building permit application reviewed by the Planning Department per 
Permit#2015.05.27.7247.  That permit was for a proposed alteration to an existing one-story dwelling 
unit, but during construction, the unit was completely removed.  The project sponsor has subsequently 
filed for a demolition permit and new construction. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 

reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval.  On balance, the project does comply with 
said criteria in that: 

 
A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 
 
The proposed dwelling is compatible with the neighboring and surrounding dwellings in terms of 
height and size.  The new dwelling is in compliance with the Planning Department’s zoning codes and 
Residential Design Guidelines.  

 
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  
 

The proposed use of a new two-story dwelling unit constructed in the same building footprint of a 
previous dwelling unit will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of persons 
residing or working in the vicinity.   
 

ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  

 
There will be no change to the accessibility of the unit.  

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

This new dwelling is designed so it will not have impacts to the surrounding dwellings, including 
noise, glare, dust, or odor.   
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iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
There will be landscaping provided in the front yard. 

 
C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 

The proposed dwelling unit will comply with the applicable provisions of Planning Code Section 
303(c) and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. 

 
8. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 

and Policies of the General Plan: 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE 

Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT. 

 
Policy 1.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences.  Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 
 
Policy 1.2: 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards. 
 
Policy 1.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2: 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 
 
Policy 2.1: 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
City. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3: 
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PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

 
Policy 3.1: 
Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which 
provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers. 

 
OBJECTIVE 6: 
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY 
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. 
 
Policy 6.1: 
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in 
the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts.   
 
No commercial tenant would be displaced and the project would not prevent the district from achieving 
optimal diversity in the types of goods and services available in the neighborhood.  

 
9. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 

of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that:  

 
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

The request for demolition is for re-construction of the same single-family dwelling unit.  There is no 
change to dwelling unit count.   

 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The request for demolition is for re-construction of a residential single-family dwelling unit.  The 
proposed dwelling unit will be in compliance with Residential Design Guidelines.  The proposed height 
will match the adjacent units and the design will be compatible with the surrounding units.  The 
proposed upper floor setback in the rear will reduce the need for a firewall.       

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

 
The project will have no effect on affordable housing.  This is a privately owned residence.  The 
permitted expansion was in reasonable scale to similar structures in this neighborhood. 

 
D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking.  
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As part of this proposal, a parking garage is provided per the approved plans.  There will be no impact 
on street parking. 

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
This new dwelling unit will have no negative impact on industrial or service sectors.   
 

F. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

 
As part of this proposal, a seismic upgrade to the walls and foundation will take place.  This will make 
the new dwelling unit structurally sound in the event of an earthquake. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 
The site has been classified as a Non-Historic Resource (Class C).  There are no landmarks or historic 
buildings located onsite.   
 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  

 
The Project will have no effect on parks or open space, or their access to sunlight and views.   

 
10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

 
11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2015-007183CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in 
general conformance with plans on file and stamped as “EXHIBIT B, which is incorporated herein by 
reference as though fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
xxx. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day 
period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City 
Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 26, 2017. 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
  
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: June 1, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 
This authorization is for a conditional use to grant the request of a demolition to construct a new two-
story dwelling unit located at 79 Cragmont Avenue, Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 2131A pursuant to 
Planning Code Section(s) 303, 317, and 209.1 within the Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) Zoning 
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated January 9, 2017, 
included in the docket for Case No. 2015-007183CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and 
approved by the Commission on January 26, 2017 under Motion No xxxx.  This authorization and the 
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 
RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 26, 2017 under Motion No xxxx. 
 
PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. xxx shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.    
 
SEVERABILITY 
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
 
CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS   
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from 

the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building 
Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-
year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period 

has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for 
an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the 
project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission 
shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the 
Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the 
Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 

within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently 
to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the 
approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the 

Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal 
or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge 
has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement 

shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time 
of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 
6. Enforcement.  Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this 

Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the 
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city 
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org  

 
7. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in 

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved 
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific 
conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
OPERATION 
8. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers shall 

be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being 
serviced by the disposal company.  Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and 
recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.  
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at 
415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org  

 
9. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all 

sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the 
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.   
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org    

 
10. Community Liaison.  Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement 

the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the 
issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.  The Project Sponsor shall provide 
the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and telephone number 
of the community liaison.  Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator shall be 
made aware of such change.  The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what 
issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project 
Sponsor.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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Memo to the Planning Commission 
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 23, 2017 

Continued from the January 26, 2017 Hearing 
 

Date: February 10, 2017 
Case No.: 2015-007183CUA 
Project Address: 79 Cragmont Avenue 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2131A/012 
Project Sponsor: Stacy Lin 
 3943 26th Street 

 San Francisco, CA  94131 
Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 
 Todd.kennedy@sfgov.org 
Recommendation: Continue Indefinitely  

 

BACKGROUND 
On January 26, 2017, the Planning Commission took action to adopt a Motion of Intent to disapprove this 
proposal and allow the reconstruction of a dwelling unit similar in scale to the unit that was demolished. 
Commission continued the item to February 23, 2017. 
 
CURRENT PROPOSAL 
The project sponsor has submitted a schematic floor plan redesigning the proposal into a two-unit 
building.  This proposal is allowed by a Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) per Table 209.1 of the 
Zoning Code where one unit per 3,000 square feet of lot area is allowed.  This lot is 5,248 square feet and 
based on calculations, 1.75 units, are allowed.  That number can be rounded up to two units.  Using the 
CUA process, two similarly sized units of 1800 square feet can increase both unit size and number.  Both 
units would be slightly larger than the previously demolished unit.        
 
REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
The Commission has two options either to adopt the attached motion to deny the Conditional Use or 
continue the Conditional Use indefinitely and direct the Project Sponsor to consider with the two unit 
option, which would be readvertised and returned to the Planning Commission with complete plans for a 
decision. 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Continue indefinitely 

Attachment: 
Draft Motion to Disapprove 
Revised Plans 
Staff Report Packet 
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Executive Summary 

Conditional Use Authorization 
HEARING DATE: JANAURY 26, 2017 

 

Date: January 13, 2016 

Case No.: 2015-007183CUA 

Project Address: 79 Cragmont Avenue 

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) 

 40-X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot: 2131A/012 

Project Sponsor: Stacy Lin 

 3943 26th Street 

 San Francisco, CA 94131 

Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 

 todd.kennedy@sfgov.org 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposal is to permit the demolition and re-construction of a new 3,756 square foot two-story 

dwelling unit within the same building footprint as the previous 1,698 square foot one-story dwelling 

unit. The previous dwelling unit was demolished accidently during construction after Building Permit 

#2015.05.27.7247 was approved by the City.      

 
SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The subject site is located in the RH-1 Zoning district and was previously occupied by a one-story 

residential dwelling unit.   

 

In January of 2015, the Project Sponsor filed a Project Review Meeting with Planning Staff.  At that 

meeting, a proposal to add a vertical alteration was presented.  There were no major planning issues, but 

the immediate requirements including zoning standards and residential design requirements applied.  

The Project Sponsor had no intention to demolish the site, but to do an alteration.   

 

On May 27, 2015, a building permit was filed with the Department of Building Inspection.  The plans 

were reviewed by the Planning Department and the neighborhood notification process (Zoning Code 

Section 311) was completed.  The 30-day period expired and no Discretionary Reviews were filed.  On 

March 1, 2016, planning Staff signed off on the alteration permit application.  On August 19, 2016, the 

permit was issued from the City.   

 

On September 6, 2016, it was brought staff’s attention that a total demolition took place at the site.  It was 

investigated by both the Planning and Building Inspection Departments confirming that the site was 

completely demolished.  The project sponsor was contacted immediately and was advised to file a 

Conditional Use Authorization in order to be granted a demolition permit.  On October 6, 2016, A CUA 

was filed.       
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The subject site is located in the Inner Sunset Neighborhood and is surrounded by residential uses.  

Mostly, they are single-family dwelling units with more than one story.  Golden Gate Heights Park is 

nearby and is located to the west of the subject site.   

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical 

exemption.  The project was reclassified from a Potential Historic Resource (Class B) to a Non-Historic 

Resource (Class C) during Historic Preservation review.  This reclassification took place as part of Case 

#2015-001029ENV and the case was closed on March 12, 2015.  The project description in this case, is 

“One-story vertical addition to existing one-story single-family residence.  Horizontal rear addition at 

first floor.  Reconfigure front façade.”   

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION  

TYPE 
REQUIRED 

PERIOD 

REQUIRED 
NOTICE DATE  

ACTUAL  

NOTICE DATE  

ACTUAL 

PERIOD 

Classified News Ad 

Posted Notice 

Mailed Notice 

20 days 

20 days 

10 days 

January 6, 2017 

January 6, 2017 

  January 16, 2017 

January 4, 2016 

January 5, 2017 

January 6, 2016 

22 days 

21 days 

20 days 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT/COMMUNITY OUTREACH 

 As of January 9, 2017 the Department has received no inquiries regarding this project. 

 
ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

 Conditional Use Authorization: The proposal requires Conditional Use Authorization from the 

Planning Commission, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 209.1 to demolish a 

residential dwelling unit located in the RH-1, Residential-House, One Family District and a 40-X 

Height and Bulk District.   

 The subject site has gone through the building permit process.  During the process, it was 

reviewed as an alteration.  Based on the plan review, vertical, horizontal and interior alterations 

were proposed.  The front façade was to be reconfigured.  Several of the vertical walls were going 

to remain, but others were proposed to be removed.  There was no Tantamount to Demolition 

determined during the plan review process.   

During the construction process, it was determined onsite that the remaining walls were not able 

to be salvaged and used in the construction.  As a result it was determined onsite to demolish 

those remaining walls and construct the site with new walls and building materials.  This 

demolition was discovered by the Department of Building Inspection Field Inspector and a Stop 

Work Order was issued.  Issuance of a demolition permit was required in order to proceed with 

construction.  This had to go back to Planning Review since this project now was a demolition. 

 There was an option for the project sponsor to consider prior to complete demolition.  The option 

was to make the determination about the condition of the remaining walls to the Department of 

Building Inspection Field Inspector while they were still remaining.  This would have been to 
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notify the Planning Department and obtain the necessary approvals to remove and replace those 

walls In-Kind as part of the construction process.  By using that option, the CU process would 

have not been necessary.     

 
REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use authorization to allow 

the demolition of the previous 1,698 square foot residential dwelling located in the RH-1 Residential-

House, One Family Zoning District pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303, 209.1, 317 of the Zoning 

Code.  

 
BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The proposed alteration was previously approved by the Planning Department and meets the 

Department requirements.  It was reviewed as an alteration and the project was not determined to be 

a Tantamount to Demolition.     

 There has been no neighborhood opposition to this proposal. 

 The proposed alteration will be of similar height of the neighboring dwellings and will not be 

obstructive to the neighboring properties. 

 No Discretionary Review was filed by any neighbors during the initial 311 notification process. 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval 

Attachments: 

Draft Motion 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 

CU Application 

Parcel Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Aerial Photograph 

Site Photos 

Plans 
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Attachment Checklist 

 

 

 Executive Summary   Project sponsor submittal 

 Draft Motion    Drawings: Existing Conditions  

 Environmental Determination    Check for legibility 

 Zoning District Map   Drawings: Proposed Project    

  Height & Bulk Map    Check for legibility 

 Parcel Map   3-D Renderings (new construction or 

significant addition) 

 Sanborn Map     Check for legibility 

 Aerial Photo   Wireless Telecommunications Materials 

 Context Photos     Health Dept. review of RF levels 

 Site Photos     RF Report 

      Community Meeting Notice 

    Housing Documents 

      Inclusionary Affordable Housing 

Program:  Affidavit for Compliance 

     

 

 

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet             TK  _______    

 Planner's Initials 

 

 

 

LA:  G:\Cases\2015-007183CUA - 79 Cragmont\PC packet\Executive Summary.doc 



 
 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

  Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

  Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

  Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

 

  First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

  Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

  Other 

 
 

Planning Commission Motion No. xxxx 
HEARING DATE: JANUARY 26, 2017 

 
Date: January 13, 2017 
Case No.: 2015-007183CUA 
Project Address: 79 Cragmont Avenue 
Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One Family) District  
 40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 2131A/012 
Project Sponsor: Stacy Lin  
 3943 26th Street 
 San Francisco, CA 94131 
Staff Contact: Todd Kennedy – (415) 575-9125 
 todd.kennedy@sfgov.org  
Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 303, 317, AND 209.1 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO 
PERMIT THE DEMOLITION AND RE-CONTRUCTION OF A NEW DWELLING UNIT WITHIN AN 
RH-1 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, ONE FAMILY) ZONING DISTRICT, AND 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK 
DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On May 27, 2015, Stacy Lin (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed a building permit with the Department of 
Building Inspection.  On August 19, 2016, the permit was issued from the City.  City Staff was informed 
that a total demolition took place at the site.  The project sponsor was contacted immediately and was 
advised to file a Conditional Use Authorization in order to be granted a demolition permit.  
 
On October 6, 2016, Stacy Lin filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter 
“Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Section(s) 303 and 317 and 209.1 
to allow the demolition of a previous dwelling unit and the reconstruction of a new dwelling unit within 
an RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

mailto:todd.kennedy@sfgov.org
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On January 26, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing of a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2015-
007183CUA. 
 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 categorical 
exemption and has been classified as a Non Historic Resource (Class C).   
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use Authorization requested in 
Application No. 2015-007183CUA, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, 
based on the following findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
 

2. Site Description and Present Use.  The project is located on a residential lot near the intersection 
of Irving Street.  The subject lot faces Cragmont Avenue, Block 2131A, Lot 012. The property is 
located within the RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and the 40-X Height 
and Bulk District.  The site was previously occupied by a one-story single family dwelling unit. 

 
3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The subject site is located in a residential area 

within the Inner Sunset Neighborhood and surrounded by residential by residential uses.  The 
uses are mostly single-family dwelling units that are generally more than one story tall.  The site 
is located to the east of Golden Gate Heights Park.   

     
4. Project Description.  The applicant proposes to construct a new two-story single-family dwelling 

unit onsite per issuance of Building Permit #2015-0527-7247.  That building permit was issued as 
an alteration permit by the City, but the existing dwelling unit was entirely demolished without 
City Authorization.  A demolition requires a Conditional Use Authorization in order to proceed.   
 

5. Public Comment.  To date, the Department has not received any public comment on this project.  
 

6. Planning Code Compliance:  The Commission finds that the Project  is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

 
A. Signage.  Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the Planning 

Department.  Any proposed signage shall be subject to the review and approval of the 
Planning Department.     
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B. Planning Review.  Currently, there are no active building permit applications on file with 
the Planning Department. 

   
Previously, there was a building permit application reviewed by the Planning Department per 
Permit#2015.05.27.7247.  That permit was for a proposed alteration to an existing one-story dwelling 
unit, but during construction, the unit was completely removed.  The project sponsor has subsequently 
filed for a demolition permit and new construction. 

 
7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 

reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval.  On balance, the project does comply with 
said criteria in that: 

 
A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 
 
The proposed dwelling is compatible with the neighboring and surrounding dwellings in terms of 
height and size.  The new dwelling is in compliance with the Planning Department’s zoning codes and 
Residential Design Guidelines.  

 
B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  
 

The proposed use of a new two-story dwelling unit constructed in the same building footprint of a 
previous dwelling unit will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of persons 
residing or working in the vicinity.   
 

ii. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of 
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;  

 
There will be no change to the accessibility of the unit.  

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

This new dwelling is designed so it will not have impacts to the surrounding dwellings, including 
noise, glare, dust, or odor.   

 
iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
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There will be landscaping provided in the front yard. 
 

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 
and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 

 
The proposed dwelling unit will comply with the applicable provisions of Planning Code Section 
303(c) and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. 

 
8. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 

and Policies of the General Plan: 
 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE 

Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKINIG ENVIRONMENT. 

 
Policy 1.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences.  Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 
 
Policy 1.2: 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards. 
 
Policy 1.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2: 
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL 
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 
 
Policy 2.1: 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the 
City. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3: 
PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

 
Policy 3.1: 
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Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which 
provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers. 

 
OBJECTIVE 6: 
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY 
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. 
 
Policy 6.1: 
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in 
the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts.   
 
No commercial tenant would be displaced and the project would not prevent the district from achieving 
optimal diversity in the types of goods and services available in the neighborhood.  

 
9. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 

of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that:  

 
A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  
 

The request for demolition is for re-construction of the same single-family dwelling unit.  There is no 
change to dwelling unit count.   

 
B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The request for demolition is for re-construction of a residential single-family dwelling unit.  The 
proposed dwelling unit will be in compliance with Residential Design Guidelines.  The proposed height 
will match the adjacent units and the design will be compatible with the surrounding units.  The 
proposed upper floor setback in the rear will reduce the need for a firewall.       

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

 
The project will have no effect on affordable housing.  This is a privately owned residence.  The 
permitted expansion was in reasonable scale to similar structures in this neighborhood. 

 
D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 

neighborhood parking.  
 

As part of this proposal, a parking garage is provided per the approved plans.  There will be no impact 
on street parking. 
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E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
This new dwelling unit will have no negative impact on industrial or service sectors.   
 

F. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

 
As part of this proposal, a seismic upgrade to the walls and foundation will take place.  This will make 
the new dwelling unit structurally sound in the event of an earthquake. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 
The site has been classified as a Non-Historic Resource (Class C).  There are no landmarks or historic 
buildings located onsite.   
 

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development.  

 
The Project will have no effect on parks or open space, or their access to sunlight and views.   

 
10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

 
11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2015-007183CUA subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in 
general conformance with plans on file and stamped as “EXHIBIT B, which is incorporated herein by 
reference as though fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
xxx. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day 
period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City 
Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on January 26, 2017. 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
  
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: January 26, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 
This authorization is for a conditional use to grant the request of a demolition to construct a new two-
story dwelling unit located at 79 Cragmont Avenue, Lot 012 in Assessor’s Block 2131A pursuant to 
Planning Code Section(s) 303, 317, and 209.1 within the Residential-House, One Family (RH-1) Zoning 
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated January 9, 2017, 
included in the docket for Case No. 2015-007183CUA and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and 
approved by the Commission on January 26, 2017 under Motion No xxxx.  This authorization and the 
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator. 
 
RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 26, 2017 under Motion No xxxx. 
 
PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. xxx shall be 
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit 
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.    
 
SEVERABILITY 
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
 
CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS   
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization.  
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years from 

the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a Building 
Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within this three-
year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year period 

has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an application for 
an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for Authorization. Should the 
project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit application, the Commission 
shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of the Authorization. Should the 
Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of the public hearing, the 
Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 

within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently 
to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider revoking the 
approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of the 

Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an appeal 
or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or challenge 
has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other entitlement 

shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in effect at the time 
of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 
6. Enforcement.  Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this 

Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the 
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city 
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org  

 
7. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in 

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved 
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific 
conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 
OPERATION 
8. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers shall 

be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when being 
serviced by the disposal company.  Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and 
recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.  
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works at 
415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org  

 
9. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building and all 

sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the 
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.   
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org    

 
10. Community Liaison.  Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and implement 

the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal with the 
issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.  The Project Sponsor shall provide 
the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business address, and telephone number 
of the community liaison.  Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator shall be 
made aware of such change.  The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator what 
issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the Project 
Sponsor.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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   CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Project Address  Block/Lot(s) 

   

Case No.  Permit No.  Plans Dated 

     

  Addition/ 

       Alteration 

Demolition  

     (requires HRER if over 45 years  old) 

New        

     Construction 

 Project Modification  

     (GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

 

 

 

 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS  
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 
 

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

 

 
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. 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 

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 
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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) 

 

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

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

 

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater 

than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of 

soil, (3) new construction? (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 any of the following: (1) square footage expansion 

greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or 

more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard 

Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.  

 

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage 

expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (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): 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

  Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 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. 

 
 
 

Erussell
Typewritten Text

Erussell
Typewritten Text

Erussell
Typewritten Text

Erussell
Typewritten Text



  

Revised: 4/11/16 
3 

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. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.  
  Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.  
 Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5. 
 Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6. 

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

Check all that apply to the project. 

 
1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and 

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4. 

  2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

existing historic character. 

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

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

features. 

 
6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic 

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings. 

 
7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right‐of‐way 

and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

 

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
(specify or add comments): 
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9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments): 

 

 

 

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator) ________________________ 

 

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation 

Coordinator) 

        Reclassify to Category A       Reclassify to Category C 

 

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. 

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

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

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

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

Comments (optional): 

 

 

Preservation Planner Signature: 

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

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

all that apply):  

 Step 2 – CEQA Impacts 

 
 Step 5 – Advanced Historical Review  

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

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

 Planner Name:  Signature: 

 

 

Project Approval Action:  
 

 

 

 

If Discretionary Review before 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.  
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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: 

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

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

Sections 311 or 312; 

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

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

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

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.   

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION 
 The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.  

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project 

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

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

Planner Name:  Signature or Stamp: 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Address Block/Lot(s) 

79 Cragmont Ave. 2131N012 
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated 

2015.001029ENV 1/13/15 

[] Addition! 
Alteration 

[I]Demolition 
(requires HRER if over 45 years old) 

LiNew 
Construction 

flProject Modification 
(GO TO STEP 7) 

Project description for Planning Department approval. 

One-story vertical addition to existing one-story single-family residence. Horizontal rear addition 
at first floor. Reconfigure front facade. 

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

*Note:  If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.* 

[j] 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. 

LII Class_ 

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS 
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER 

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

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

El Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety 
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? 

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 

LI Does 
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? 

have the project 	the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel 
heavy industry, diesel trucks, 	 EP generators, 	 etc.)? (refer to 	_ArcMap> CEQA Catex Deten,zi,iation Layri> 

Air Pollution Exposure Zone) 

Hazardous Materials: H 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 
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of 
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health MPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects 
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer). 

Soil Disturbance/Modification: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater 

[II] 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, 

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

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

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

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

Slope = or> 20%:: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, square 
footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft., shoring, underpinning, retaining wall work, or grading 
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a 
previously developed portion of site, stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex 
Determination Layers> Topography) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required and a Certificate or 
higher level CEQA document required 

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

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

L] grading �including excavation and fill on a landslide zone - as identified in the San Francisco 

General Plan? Exceptions: do not check box for work performed on a previously developed portion of the site, 

stairs, patio, deck, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap> CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) 

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

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

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

Serpentine Rock: Does the project involve any excavation on a property containing serpentine rock? 
Exceptions: do not check box for stairs, patio, deck, retaining walls, or fence work. (refer to EP_ArcMap> 
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Serpentine) 

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

Evaluation Application is required, 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): Lana Russell-Hurd 

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

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

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

fl 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. 

LI 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. 

- 

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

does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a 
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original 
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features. 

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding. 

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5. 

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

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

LI 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. 

El 2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces. 

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

LI 4. Façade/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. 

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

fl 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 
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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): 

L] 

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

E 
(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)  

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

Planner/Preservation Coordinator) 

a. Per HRER dated: 	(attach HRER) 

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form dated 3/6/2015. 

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

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

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: 	Justin Greying 

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

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

all that apply): 

Step 2- CEQA Impacts 

fl Step 5- Advanced Historical Review 

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application. 

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

Planner Name: Justin  A G revi ng 
Signature: 

Digitally signed by Justin Greying 
ON: dC=org, dc=sfgov. dc=cityplenning. ou=CityPlanning, Justin  	rev i n g ::revmfb Project Approval Action: 

Building Permit Date : 20150309 09:4843 -0700 

’It 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. 
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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: 

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

E 
Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code 
Sections 311 or 312; 

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

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

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

no longer qualify for the exemption? 

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required jCATEX 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 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 
1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 

Preservation Team Meeting Date 	 Date of Form Completion 3/3/2015 	 San Francisco 
CA 94103-2479 

PROJECT INFORMATION  y. 

Planner . 	.. 	. �. 	 . Address: 	�... 	. 	. 	. 	. 	.’. 	.. . . EM .  

Justin Greying 	 79 Cragmont Avenue 

	

�.. 	. 	 .. 	: 

2131A/012 	 Quintara Street and Oriole Way 

CEQACate: 	 . 	t...: 	. 	� flJ 

b 	 n/a 	 2015-001029ENV 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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

,:..... 

Z I Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by 
Stacy [in (dated 3/1/2015) 

Proposed Project: One-story vertical addition to existing one-story single-family 

residence. Horizontal rear addition at first floor. Reconfigure front facade. 

Individual 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: C Yes ( 	 No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (’ No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (1 No 

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes ( 	 No 

(’Yes 	I  (No * 
	

(’N/A 

Historic District/Context 

Property is in an eligible California Register 

the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: 	 C Yes (*- No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: 	 C Yes (’ No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: 	(’Yes (’ No 

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

Period of Significance: In/a 	 I Period of Significance: In/a 

C Contributor (’Non-Contributor 



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

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared 

by Stacy Lin (dated 3/1/2015) and information found in the Planning Department files, the 

subject property at 79 Cragmont Avenue contains a 1-story wood-frame single-family 

residence constructed in 1939 (source: building permit). The subject property was 

designed by Christopher M. Cook and is a pared-down version of the American Colonial 
Revival architectural style. Cook designed a number of residences in the Bay Area in a 

variety of revival architectural styles. 79 Cragmont was originally owned by Frank Lessek, a 

manager for YMCA, and his wife Alma but was sold in 1943 to Walther B. and Dorothea 

Hodgkinson. Known exterior alterations to the property include a garage door 

replacement (1961), reroofing (1998), and replacement of 3 windows (2 on the primary 

façade and 1 on the rear elevation), with vinyl windows (1999). 

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

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

the building was designed by Christopher M. Cook it is not the best example of Cook’s 
work nor is it an outstanding example of the American Colonial Revival style. 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 district. 

The subject property is located in the Inner Sunset neighborhood directly east of Golden 
Gate Heights Park. The subject block was developed over the years with the earliest 

buildings constructed in the late 1930s in the American Colonial Revival style, although the 

majority of the development was postwar and featured minimal traditional and contractor 
modern single family residences. Although there are some individual houses that are good 
examples of the American Colonial Revival architectural style, altogether the 
neighborhood does not represent a strong pattern of development or a collection of 
buildings that are remarkable for their architectural style. 

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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CgSE NUMBER: -- ` ~°`~~/ /' 
For Sfafl Us oNy ~~ h ~U ~/ Q~ C.~~" l.`~

APPLICATION FOR _ _ _ _ - -- __ _ ___

Conditional Use Authorization
1. Owner/Applicant Information

',. PROPERT'OWNEB'S NAME... -.

Matthieu Jeanson
PROPERTYOWNEA'SADDRESS: ~ TELEPHONE:

(415 ) 601-473579 Cragmont Ave. __._ --- -____.. -----
EMAIL:San Francisco, CA 94131
matthieu jeanson@gmail.com

_ .

': APPLICANT'S NAME:._ _ _ _ _ _
StdCy L'Itl

same asnbove
~i ̀ . APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: '.TELEPHONE:

(415 ) 613-18593943 26th St.
San Francisco, CA 94131 EMAi~:

Stacy@arkich ik.com
_ __

~ ~. CDNTACTfOR PROJECT INFORMATION:

Sarre as Above
-.ADDRESS - TELEPHONE:. .

EMAIL'

'. . COAAMUNITV lJAI50N FOA PROJECT (PLEASE REPORT CHANGES TO THE ZONINGADMINISTRATOR):

Same as Above
I ADDRE55...~

TELEPHONE:

EMAIL

2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: - - ZIP CODE:.-

79 Cragmont Ave., San Francisco, CA 94116
:':CROSS STREEfSi: . 

'
Quintara

'~. ASSESS6RS BLOCIt/LOT. LOT QIMENSIONS; 'LOT AREA (SO Fn: ;~ ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT,
2131A / 012 105'x50' 5,284 RH-1 40-X



3. Project Description

(Please check all that apply )

'; ❑ Change of Use

❑ Change of Hours

', ❑New Construction
❑ Alterations

~ Demolition

❑ Other Please clarify:

~: PRESEMDR PREVIOUS USE: -
ADDRIONS TO BUILDING: _ _ _ _ . . . . .

❑ Rear 'Residential Single Family

ront raoPosen usE:
❑ Height ,; Residential Single Family
❑ Side Yard

BUILDING APPgCATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED;

2015-0527-7247 5/27/2015

PROJECT FEATURES

Dwelling Units 1 1 0 1

Hotel Rooms

Parking Spaces:

Loading Spaces

Number of Builtlings ~ ~ 0 1

Height of Bui~ding(s)_ _
Number of Stories .. ._ ~ ~ ~

Bicycle Spaces

EROS& SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF~

- Residential 1,471 1,471. 1,695 3,166

Retail

Qffice

IndustrialfPDR __
Protluction, OisGibwon. &Repair

Parking 227 1227 i 363 ;590

Other (Specify Use)

TOTAL GSF 1,698 ----- !1,698 ', 2,058 !3,756

Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table:(Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

V SAN FP.4NC15:.0 PL~n'N:NG CEPARTMEYT 'v 9B.0i.291^_

4. Project Summary Table

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.



CASE NUMBER: I j
For Stall Use Holy .

5. Actions} Requested (Include Planning Cade Section which authorizes action)

Conditional Use Findings

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303(c), before approving a conditional use authorization, the Planning
Commission needs to find that the facts presented are such to establish the findings stated below. In the space belowand on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to establish each finding.

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed location, will provide
a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community; and _ __ ___

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare
of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or potential development inthe vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not limited to the following:

(a) I11e nature of the proposed site, including its sue and shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement ofstructures;

(b) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such traffic, and theadequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

(c) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensi~~e emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor;

(d) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screenuig, open spaces, pazking and loadingareas, service areas, lighting and signs; and

3. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with d1e applicable provisions of this Code and will not
adversely affect the Master Plan.

The demolition of the existing structure is for re-construction of a new dwelling unit within the similar existing
buildingfootprintwith aseismic structural upgrade of foundation and structural support of the second floor _
addition for approved Building Permit #2015-0527_7247 __ ___ ____

Approved permit #2015-0527-7247 includes a partial demolition permit. The remaining existing walls which
were composed of 2x4 studs, lath and plaster deteriorated sidings were not able to be re-used. New structural
design re wires 2x6 studs on the_~erimeter walls. Existi_ng_studs tyere 8'_lon~c while new walls re wires 9' lon4_____
studs. There is no change to exterior appearance per ap  proved Building Permit #2015-0527-7247.



Priority General Plan Policies Findings

Proposition M vas adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed
projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the City Plannuig
Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy.
Each statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have
a response. IF A GNEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WH1' IT DOES NOT.

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future opportunities for resident
employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The request fordemolition isfor re-construction of the same single family dwelling unit. There is no changeto
dwelling unit count.

_ _

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

The request for demolition isfor re-construction of an approved replacement residential single family dwelling
unit per Building Permit #2015-0527-7247

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
There is no reduction or addition to dwelling unit count per approved Building Permit #2015-0527-7247

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;
The request for demolition isfor re-construction of an approved replacement residential single family dwelling
unit per Building Permit #2015-0527-7247. Parking garage is provided per approved plans. No impact to street
parking.

9NN fPANCI5C0 PLAk N:NG DEPgfl'MENT J.Otl 6).2012
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Application for Conditional Use

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement
due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in
these sectors be enhanced;

N/A

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

The request for demolition is to replace existing walls and foundations with seismic upgrade. Existing perimeter

2x4 walls are to be replace with 2x6 with shear properties; existing lath and plaster are to be replaced with

drywalls; existing deteriorated sidings are to be replace with new sidings; lack of existing foundation is to be

replaced with new drilled pier and grade beam foundations (Approved Building Permit #2015-0527-7247)

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

The property is non-historic (Category C)

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

N/A

X b'd~~79 0>~4tf9



Estimated Construction Costs

'' TYPE OF APPLICATION:. .

Demolition Permit

i QCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION:.. __ _. . .

RH-1 
_ _ ,,

'.BUILDINGTYPE:

i V-B

TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: - BY PROPOSEDLSES:

1,698 square feet of demolition 

-fSTIMATE~C6NSiAUCTION COST: 
~'

$19,000

~ .ESTIMATEPREPARE~BY:
., _. .

Soruco Structures (Contractor)

FEEESTABLISHED:

Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: Tie 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: Date: 10/6/2016

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

Owner /Authorized Agent (circle one)

1 ~ jF!J fgAN~ISCO PLANNIMG CEPAfl'F1ENT V.Otl.G) 2912
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Application fog Conditional Use

Application Submittal Checklist

Applicarions listed below suUmitted 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 and a
department staff person.

APPLJCATION.MATERIALS ~ CHECKLIST

Application, with all blanks completed

300-foot radius map, if applicable

Address labels (original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable

f Site Plan

Floor Plan
_ _

Elevations
~...._ _. _. .

Section 303 Requirements ~'

Prop. M Findings
_.

Historic photographs (if possible), and current photographs

Check payable to Planning Dept. ~'

Original Application signed by owner or agent x]~

Letter of authorization for agent ❑

Other:
I Section Plan, Detail d2wings (ie. windows, door envies, trim), Specifications (for cleaning, '.

repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new elements (e. windows, doors)

~~ ~~

NOTES

❑ Requiretl Material. Write "WA if you believe
the item is not applicable, (e.g. letter of
auNorizalion is not required if applicatlon is
signed by property owner.)

Typically would not apply. Nevertheless, in a
specific case, staff may requirethe item.

Q Two sets of original labels and one copy of
addresses o1 adjacent property owners and
owners of property across sVeet.

After your case is assigned to a planner, you will be contacted and asked to provide an electronic version of thisapplication including associated photos and drawings.

Some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include materialneeded for Plaiuung review of a building permit. The 'Application Packet" for Building Permit Applications liststhose materials.

No application will be accepted by the Department unless the appropriate column on this form is completed. Receiptof this checklist, the accompanying application, and required materials by the Department serves to open a Planningfile for the proposed project. After the file is established it will be assigned to a planner. At that time, the plannerassigned will review the application to determine whether it is complete or whether additional information isrequired in order for the Department to make a decision on the proposal.

For Department Use Only

Application re 'ved by P , " g a

B e Date:y _ __ ___ -- - - - - - _ _ _ _ ___ ___ - -~01__~ __~ ___

_1~$a uax ~ ~~~f~



Parcel Map 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2015-007183CUA 
79 Cragmont Avenue 

SUBJECT PARCEL 



Sanborn Map* 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2015-007183CUA 
79 Cragmont Avenue 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



Zoning Map 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2015-007183CUA 
79 Cragmont Avenue 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 



Aerial Photo 

Conditional Use Hearing 
Case Number 2015-007183CUA 
79 Cragmont Avenue 

SUBJECT SITE 



Site Photos 



Site Photos 
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