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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Hearing Date: Thursday, January 11, 2018

Time: Not before 1:00 PM

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

Case Type: Conditional Use Authorization

Hearing Body: Planning Commission

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICATION INFORMATION

Project Address: 749 27th Street Case No.: 2015-014876 CUAVAR
Cross Street(s): Douglas/Diamond Building Permit: 2016.11.14.2635, 2016.11.14.2629
Block/Lot No.: 6588/012 Applicant: Doug Shaw
Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 900-0002
Area Plan: N/A E-Mail: dshaw@designcontext.com

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is for Conditional Use authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317,
to allow the tantamount to demolition of an existing two-story detached one-unit dwelling at the front of
the property and the alteration of a detached single-family one-unit dwelling at the rear of the property.
The project also requests a variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant
to Section 132. The project site is located within a Resiential House, One-Family (RH-1) Zoning
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. This notice also meets Section 311 requirements for
public notification.

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

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

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

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

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Jeff Horn Telephone: (415) 575-6925 E-Mail: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org

X EARIEEE: 415.575.9010 | Para Informacion en Espafiol Llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

HEARING INFORMATION

You are receiving this notice because you are either a property owner or resident that is adjacent to the proposed project or
are an interested party on record with the Planning Department. You are not required to take any action. For more
information regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant or
Planner listed on this notice as soon as possible. Additionally, you may wish to discuss the project with your neighbors
and/or neighborhood association as they may already be aware of the project.

Persons who are unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding this application to the
Planner listed on the front of this notice, Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, by
5:00 pm the day before the hearing. These comments will be made a part of the official public record and will be brought to
the attention of the person or persons conducting the public hearing.

Comments that cannot be delivered by 5:00 pm the day before the hearing may be taken directly to the hearing at the
location listed on the front of this notice. Comments received at 1650 Mission Street after the deadline will be placed in the
project file, but may not be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission at the public hearing.

APPEAL INFORMATION

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application by the Planning Commission may be made to the
Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department
of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room
304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at
(415) 575-6880.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project has undergone preliminary review pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). If, as part of this
process, the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed this project to be exempt from further environmental
review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained through the Exemption Map, on-line, at
www.sfplanning.org. An appeal of the decision to exempt the proposed project from CEQA may be made to the Board of
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the project approval action identified on the determination. The procedures for
filing an appeal of an exemption determination are available from the Clerk of the Board at City Hall, Room 244, or by
calling (415) 554-5184.

Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing
on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning
Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing
process on the CEQA decision.
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582 Market Street, 17% Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104 Law Group, LLP
Office: 415-795-3579 tra
Fax: 415-276-1976

peraspera ad astra

December 29, 2017
Via E-Mail and U.S. Malil

San Francisco Planning Commission
Office of Commission Affairs

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94103
Attn: Jeffrey Horn

E: jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org

Re: January 11, 2018 Hearing Related to 749 27th Street/2015-014876CUA
Dear Esteemed Planning Commissioners:

This firm represents Vicki Heilman, the owner of 761 27th Street, in association with the
conditional use authorization related to the development of the real property located at 749 27th
Street (the “Development”). We write in order to voice Ms. Heilman’s concerns with the
Development, its certain impacts on her as an adjacent property owner, and the manner in which
the applicants and their sponsor have handled the process to date.

Dispute Related to Ms. Heilman’s Garage

As a preliminary matter, we wish to alert the Planning Commission that there remains a
serious civil dispute between Ms. Heilman, on one hand, and the applicants and their sponsor, on
the other hand, relating to the garage on Ms. Heilman’s property, which is believed to have been
constructed in or about 1937. As the Planning Commission knows, the plans submitted by the
applicants and their sponsor are premised on the destruction — or at a minimum the drastic
alteration — of Ms. Heilman’s garage. The applicants and their sponsor feel that they are entitled
to seek this harsh remedy because they have asserted that the garage crosses the boundary
between 749 27th Street and Ms. Heilman’s property at 761 27th Street, creating an
encroachment on the Development.

Ms. Heilman contests this claim. The law in relation to encroachments by neighboring
property owners is complicated, and its application is highly variable given the facts of a
particular situation. Pertinent to any analysis of the parties’ rights in relation to the garage are
the facts that the garage has stood in its present location for eight decades; that Ms. Heilman did
not construct the garage, which stood in its present location when she purchased her property in
1987; and that it is likely that the individual who did construct the garage, who Ms. Heilman
believes was an ancestor of the applicants, owned both parcels of land (749 27th Street and 7671

Geoffrey Murry ¢ gmurry@astralegal.com ¢ 415.795.3579 ¢ www.astralegal.com



AD ASTRA LAW GROUP, LLP

San Francisco Planning Commission
December 29, 2017

Page 2

27th Street) at the time of its construction. Rachel Long, one of the Development applicants,
confirmed this in a December 26, 2017 email to counsel, wherein she wrote, “Vicky (sic) has
known that the garage which my grandfather built when he was 16 is located 1 foot on our
property.”

Putting aside the merits of either Ms. Heilman’s or the applicants’ arguments in relation
to the purported encroachment, the outcome of which will have significant impact on the future
of the Development, Ms. Heilman feels that the applicants have been engaged in a form of
extortion in relation to the garage: The message from the applicants to Ms. Heilman has been, in
effect, that she must agree to the destruction or alteration of her garage, and loss of the property
on which it sits, or else the applicants and their sponsor will design and construct the
Development in a way that jeopardizes the light and privacy that Ms. Heilman enjoys from her
adjacent single-story cottage.

At a minimum, this is a failure on the part of the applicants to engage in the good
community outreach that the Planning Commission values and encourages in the planning
process. Beyond that, though, it demonstrates a kind of ruthlessness on the part of the applicants
in seeking to squelch and stymie Ms. Heilman’s rights as a homeowner and citizen. Regardless
of which view one might take, it is clearly not behavior that should be in any way rewarded.

Impact on Light to Ms. Heilman’s Cottage

As noted above, a potential alternative design of the Development that the applicants and
their sponsor have put forward would have a significant impact on the light and privacy that Ms.
Heilman currently enjoys from her cottage at 761 27th Street. The applicants have suggested
that this alternative design would be the result of their inability to obtain the variance from the
15-foot setback requirement for the Development. The applicants have particularly threatened
this outcome should Ms. Heilman not capitulate in their demands that she surrender a portion of
the property upon which her garage sits and agree to the demands related to the integrity and size
of the garage itself.

Attached hereto as Exhibit “1” are photographs from Ms. Heilman’s cottage and her yard.
Exhibit “1” demonstrates the current light that Ms. Heilman enjoys at her property and that she
has enjoyed for the duration of her ownership thereof. Ms. Heilman is informed and believes
that a potential design put forward by the applicants and their sponsor would greatly diminish the
light that she enjoys from this perspective.

Ms. Heilman is further informed and believes that the potential design would also
diminish the privacy that she enjoys. Other photos in Exhibit “1” demonstrate the real proximity
of Ms. Heilman’s property and cottage to the planned Development. Rachel Long, one of the
applicants, confirmed the potential intrusion into Ms. Heilman’s privacy in an October 12, 2017
email to Ms. Heilman, wherein she wrote, “We can either leave things as they are now with the

Geoffrey Murry ¢ gmurry@astralegal.com ¢ 415.795.3579 ¢ www.astralegal.com
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ruled 15ft setback. This will bring the back of the house very close to you and feel like we’re on
top of you. Only the top floor needs to be set back 5 ft but the rest doesn’t change. It is basically
approved as is by the planners.” (Emphasis added.)

The Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines promulgated by the Planning
Department explicitly state that “one of the purposes of the Planning Code is to provide adequate
light, air, [and] privacy . . . to property in San Francisco.” The Design Guidelines themselves
address this specifically in relation to rear yards of structures, which is where the Development
as designed will negatively affect Ms. Heilman’s light and privacy.

The applicants and their sponsor should not be allowed to use Ms. Heilman’s light and
privacy as a bargaining chip to obtain the outcome they desire in relation to the variance to avoid
the 15-foot setback requirement. If the applicants and their sponsor cannot obtain the variance
that they seek — and if they also cannot come to an agreement with Ms. Heilman related to her
garage — they should not be then allowed to work this detriment on Ms. Heilman in relation to
her light and privacy at her property.

The Effect of the Development on Neigshborhood Character

A project with the scope of the Development would benefit from the involvement of a
professional architect, who is trained to observe and respect the sensitivities of the context within
which she or he is working. The Development, as planned, lacks this professionalism, and the
design reflects an obtuseness in relation to its surroundings. This kind of “Do It Yourself”
approach may work well for a bathroom remodel or building a deck, but when the Planning
Commission is being asked to approve a design for a two-unit construction, situated in one of the
City’s most serene and desirable neighborhoods, the demand for a professional approach should
be uncompromising.

While the poor quality of the drawings submitted make any determination of the final
product very difficult, the Development, as designed, will surely disrupt the continuity of the
block and the neighborhood. The structures will be the largest buildings on the block and will
dwarf the structures on either side, including Ms. Heilman’s single-story cottage, which specific
impacts are addressed above. The creation of two separate (and likely separately deeded) units at
the property is also a novelty that will change the character of this block of 27th Street, which
appears to consist exclusively of single-family residences.

The applicants have already shown their disregard for the neighborhood and its residents.
They removed two mature trees growing at 749 27th Street, which Ms. Heilman is informed and
believes they did without benefit of permitting. Further, in disregard of city ordinance, the
applicants continue to offer the cottage on the property for short-term rental despite the
revocation by the City of San Francisco of their permit and the complaints pending before the
Office of Short Term Rentals.

Geoffrey Murry ¢ gmurry@astralegal.com ¢ 415.795.3579 ¢ www.astralegal.com
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Ms. Heilman has every reason to believe that the lack of regard for the applicants’
neighbors and the community in which they reside will continue in relation to the Development.
This includes the plan for two curb cuts for two different driveways at the Development. This
will have a significant impact on parking in the neighborhood, shifting the burden for the
increased parking at the Development on to others in the neighborhood.

Ms. Heilman’s concerns relate to her personal experience with the applicants and the
impact the Development will have on her. As noted above, the applicants have taken a
threatening tone in relation to Ms. Heilman, who has felt in the past as though the applicants and
their sponsor were railroading her into acquiescence with the Development and its impact on Ms.
Heilman’s life and her home. All the while, it is she, out of all the neighbors on the block, who
will experience the greatest disruption to her quality of life as a result of the ill-conceived (and
potentially poorly executed) plans for the Development.

But Ms. Heilman is informed and understands that there are many problems with the
Development as it is currently conceived in terms of compliance with city ordinance and design
guidelines. For example, the alteration of the existing structure appears to run afoul of Section
317 of the San Francisco Planning Code. In addition, she understands that plans, poorly drafted
as they are, reflect many inconsistencies and irregularities that — if allowed to be executed —
could result in a messy or even disastrous process and outcome, which would affect Ms.
Heilman, her neighbors, and the community as a whole.

Ms. Heilman, however, will leave the determination of the specific legal ailments
afflicting the Development to the skillful and thoughtful planning commissioners and personnel
at the Planning Department. She will limit her comments, as above, the intimate, personal
impact that the Development will have on her and her quiet, peaceful life at 761 27th Street. She
does hope that the Planning Commission will take her comments into consideration as it decides
on the conditional use authorization and variance review, and it is in that spirit that she
respectfully submits the above for the benefit of this body in its deliberations.

Very tjliy_o? /
TRA

W GROUP, LLP
Geo , Of Counsel
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APPLICATION FOR

Application for Conditional Use

CASE NUMBER:
For Statf Uso only

D015 = 019F CUA

Conditional Use Authorization

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME!
Lenore Long

PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS:

749 27th St.
San Francisco, CA 94131

_TELEPHONE:

(415

) 202-3575

EMALL:

rlovelight@gmail.com

53 Laurel Grove Ave.
Kentfield, CA 94904

| ARPLICANT'S NAME: - e
. Same as Above E
- APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: - . . - . .| TELEPHONE: R
CEMAIL .
. CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION: . _ B N o
DOUg Shaw Same as Above D
CADDRESST i i TELEPHONE: - : :

(415 ) 990-0002

CEMAILT L

dshaw@designcontext.com

COMMUNITY UAISON FOR PROJECT (PLEASE REPORT CHANGES TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR): -+ -

_ADDRESS: .. . .

( )

JELEPHONE: : . ",

Same as Above K‘

EMAL:

2. Location and Classification

_ STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: _
749 27th St.

ZIP CODE: _
94131

CROSS STREETS: T
Diamond and Douglass

ASSESSORS BLOCKILOT:
6588 / 012

- LOT DIMENSIONS:_:;

50'x114'

LOT AREA (SQ FT);. |
5,700

ZONINGDISTRICT:_ _ _

RH1

40/x

< 'HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT: * .~ "




[oe]

3. Project Description

: PRESENT OR PREVIOUS USE:" - F.
( Please check all that apply ) ADDITIONS TO BUILDING: T
] Change of Use ] Rear Single family home
[J Change of Hours ] Front " PROPOSED USE: _ - N N
[] New Construction [] Height Single family home
Alterations [] Side Yard
D Demolition _BUILDING APPLICATION,PERMIT NO.: L _DATE_FIL@:»__ R _
D Other Please clarify:

4. Project Summary Table

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

EXISTING USES: EXISTING USES NET NEW CONSTRUCTION

TO BE RETAINED: AND/OR ADDITION: PROJECT TOTALS:
S 7 PROJECT FEATURES : )
" Dwelling-Units |2 > ) b..
o _‘ijlro;t_el Rooms :
4; Pagki_'r'\g:'Spaces 2 2 1 B
o l._oadring Spaces T
- Number-of Buildings |2 2 D SR
 Height of Building(s) |20 20 20 a0
- _‘iNumbe’rofStorig‘s 12 2 2 d :

Bi6y¢le Spaces

' GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE (GSF) . L
Residential | 1,448 1,106 3,475 J1,58f1._ﬁ-;

" Retail

Office .
" Industrial/PDR -

Pr_oduct}‘on, Distribution, & Repair ot R e

" Parking
. ©  Other (Specify Use) - -
- TOTALGSF | 1448 - ... = "1,006. .. ... - BA75 . ... “458F -

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

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08,07.2012



Application for Conditional Use

CASE NUMBER:
For Staif Usc only

5. Action(8) Requested (Include Planning Code Section which authorizes action)

_Planning Code Section #317. In order for the owner to alter their home to meet their plans, the required

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 below
and 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 in

the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not limited to the following:

(a) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and arrangement of
structures;

(b) 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;

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

(d) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, parking and loading
areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and

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

Qe wrrhwers




749 27 Street

1. The proposed remodel/addition/demolition will make the existing residence more desirable and
compatible with the neighborhood and community for the following reasons:

a. The existing siting of the two residences on the large lot are inconsistent with the typical
siting found in the neighborhood and community. Front home is currently 30'wide and
5’ from the property line. Back home (cottage) is non-conforming at rear portion of lot
and is 40’ wide and wraps around the backside of the front ome. '

b. The proposed project will remodel the front home to be 25’ wide at the front western
portion of the existing 50" wide lot and close to the property line. Since the typical lotin
the neighborhood and throughout the City is 25’ wide, the remodel will bring the
property into conformity with the character of the neighborhood.

c. This remodel will make it feasible for the owner’s heirs to eventually rebuild the cottage
on the 25’ section of the lot on the east side, so, in essence this proposed project will set

~ the stage for further conformity and consistency in the future. -

d. The proposed remodel of the front home falls within all the required setbacks, and is
well within what is allowed: it will be 58 from the front property line whereas 85.5' is
allowed 67.8% of the allowable square footage. It is also considerably smaller than
what the code allows as the front home could be built to 50’ in width and at four stories
could be 16,600 sf (12,825 sf on three stories and 3,775 sf on the fourth). The proposed
home will be 4,581 sf or 25% of the allowable size.

2. The proposed project will be consistent with the neighborhood and cannot be detrimental to
persons residing or working in the vicinity.

a. The size of the proposed site remains the same. The proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures is consistent and without harm to community.

b. There is no change to accessibility or traffic patterns. Proposed off-street parking and
loading are unaffected.

c. Noise, glare, dust and odor will only be a consideration during construction and will be
either of minimal effect or mitigated.

d. Landscaping and open space will be developed and maintained in conformity with the
RH1 zoning which is consistent and in keeping with the neighborhood without negative
effect. :

3. All aspects of the proposed project fully conform with RH1 zoning and the Master Plan.
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Priority General Plan Policies Findings

Proposition M was 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 Planning
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 GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY 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,;

There is no retail that exists or is proposed.

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

The proposed remodel will improve the character in terms of footprint and setbacks consistent with RH1 zoning

for a 25" wide lot. The architectural design is consistent with the character of Noe Valley and 27th Street.

The cultural and economic diversity will be unaffected since the proposed rgglden(cglgzinemg altered to continue
Sind

to provide housing for the same family that has occupied the property feradorgtermm. The deteriorating home is

owner occupied and wili continue to be as this is the most economical way for the owners to stay.

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The proposed alteration work is the most affordable option for the owners who have lived at this location for a

lengthy time yet are frustrated by the cramped and poor condition of the current home. The project does not

change the supply of affordable housin§ as it will continue to provide housing for the same family.

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;

The proposed project does not change the number of residents or vehicles using the property.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012



Application for Conditional Use

CASENUMBER:
For Staff Use only

5. That a diverse economic base be maintaine.d 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 is not an industrial project.

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

The proposed project will conform to the current seismic engineering design standards.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

The existing residence is not a landmark or historic.

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

There are no parks or open space in proximity to the proposed project.




Estimated Construction Costs

_TYPEOF AF‘PLICATION - SR T S . S S e A A
Alteration and addmon toa smgle famlly home
. OCCUPANCYCLASSIFICATION: o R 3; B
R-3
CBUIWDINGTYPE: = - o " e A el ]
\Y
 TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET.OF CONSTRUCTION: " . - . | .BYPROPOSED USES: S S i
Demolitions and addltlon
 ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION GOST: _ ot i — L . M
$550,000
ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: e i i . e e e it e e sil - S
- Owner
CFEEESTABUSHED: - - = L LS L L ol el i

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Date:

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

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

12
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Application for Conditional Use

CASE:NUMBER:
For Staff Usg pnly

Application Submittal Checklist

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

------ . - APPLICATIONMATERIALS. © - - - i ~cHeckU'sf* |
Application, with all blanks completed O
300-foot radius map, if applicable O
Address labels (original), if applicable |
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable |
Site Plan O
Floor Plan O
Elevations O
Section 303 Requirements O
Prop. M Findings |
e . . NOTES:
Historic photographs (if possible), and current photographs |
[ Required Material. Write “N/A" if you believe
Check payab[e to P[annlng Dept. D the item is not applicable, (e.q. letter of
authorization is not required if application is
Original Application signed by owner or agent O signed by property owner.)
. . B Typically would not apply. Nevertheless, in a
Letter of authorization for agent W specific case, staff may require the item.
Other: O Two sets of original labels and one copy of
Section Plan, Detail drawings (ie. windows, door entries, trim), Specifications (for cleaning, D addresses of adjacent property owners and
repalr, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new elements (ie. windows, doors) owners of property across street.

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

Some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material
needed for Planning review of a building permit. The “Application Packet” for Building Permit Applications lists
those materials.

No application will be accepted by the Department unless the appropriate column on this form is completed. Receipt

- of this checklist, the accompanying application, and required materials by the Department serves to open a Planning
file for the proposed project. After the file is established it will be assigned to a planner. At that time, the planner
assigned will review the application to determine whether it is complete or whether additional information is
required in order for the Department to make a decision on the proposal.

For Department Use Only .

' Application'received by Planning Départment . BT R R

“By: _. L L L -’:3-53”Da_te:,
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Application fcr Variance

CASE MEER: |
Fov Staff Uss oy

APPLICATION FOR
Variance from the Planning Code

1. Owner/Applicant Information

PROPERTY CWNER'S NAME:
Ledorie Lema
PROFERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
149 217 sT Qe ) 2o 3515
Sad FrRANUSCO | CA Qe JEMAL:
I‘(ou'eluah‘f'@ JmaE{ Can
APPLICANT'S NAME:
Smnuumaveg
APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
( )
EMAIL:
CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:
‘DOUG\ SHAW _ Sama a3 Above _J
ADDAESS: TELEPHONE:
53 LAURE L C—'\Tlo\lk-? ANE - (45 ) 990 . voo2-
KENTRIE D, A quqout SR

cfsl\qw@ cleslan codﬁ[‘,(‘om

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 21P CODE:
749 271TH ST. SOREY
CROSS STREETS:

DIAMOND AND Doy LASS

ASSESSORS BLOCKAOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: ' LOT AREA (SO FT): | ZONING DISTRICT HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
588 /012 So'v (4 S Too 2y | 40

3. Project Description

PHESENT OR PREVIOUS USE:
(Please chock all that apply } ADDITIONS TO BUILDING: |
" [ Change of Use < Rear SINALE FAMILY FEQD&NCG’
[J Change of Hours B Front PROPOSED USE:
[ New Construction B Height SINGLE FAMILY fel|DENCE
Bd Alterations K side Yard -
] Demolition BUILDING APPLICATION PERMIT NO.: DATE FILED:

(] Other Please clarty:

=



4. Project Summary Table

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

E s T e e e on e ey ToraLs:
PROJECT FEATURES
Dwelling Units il | o ‘ }
Hotel Rooms —
Parking Spaces 2 y o L Z—
Loading Spaces
Number of Buildings | [ fo) I |
Height of Building(s) 20 2 0 5 =25 :
Number of Stories 2 ya 2_ 4—
Bicycle Spaces
GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE {GSF)
Residential 144 Hop Za1y | 4c@l
Retail .
Office
BB OF
Parking
Other (Specify Use)
 ToTALGSF | b4 110 b Z2A1H | HS5R

Please describs what the variance is for and include any additional project features that are not included in this

table. Please state which section(s) of the Planning Code from which you are requesting a variance.
| Atach a separate shest if more spacoe Is needod

AN FRAMCIACO PLANNING DEPARTMENT VOA D7 2012



Application for Variance

For Stafl Uss only

Variance Findings

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 305(c), before approving a variance application, the Zoning Administrator needs
to find that the facts presented are such to establish the findings stated below. In the space below and on separate
paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to establish each finding.

1

That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property involved or to the
intended use of the property that do not apply generally to other propetty or uses in the same class
of district;

That owing to such exceptional or extraordinary circumstances the literal enforcement of specified
provisions of this Code would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship not created by or
attributable to the applicant or the owner of the property;

That such variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the
subject property, possessed by other property in the same class of district;

That the granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or materially
injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity; and

That the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this Code and
will not adversely affect the Master Plan.



749 27" Street

Variance for front yard setback. Sec. 132.e

The proposed residence front yard setback is required to be at the maximum aliowable of 15’ due to the
averaging of the 739 27* St, the house at the property to the east which is at 3’ from the front property
line, and 761 27'" St., the house at the property to the west which is 67°-3" from the front property line.

The variance requests that the front yard setback for the proposed construction at 749 27'" Street shall
be 4’-4" from the front property line. This represents the same location of the existing house.

Finding 1 Exceptional circumstances

1) There are only two such properties on either side of 27*" Street that are significantly setback
from the front property boundary. Virtually all the other houses in the area are at or very close
to their front property line. The extreme setback of 761 27*" Street has a detrimental effect on
the owner of 749 27* St.

2) The proposed, re-designed home will be two stories over the garage level, consistent with many
of the houses on the street. The remodeled home will be just 3°-9” taller than the existing
house at the front facade. In order to comply Sec. 132.e, the upper level will have to be setback
15’ because the 761 27" Street house is significantly far from the street.

3) To comply with Sec. 132.e would force more demolition of the existing home.

Finding 2 Practical difficulty
In order to comply with Sec. 132.e and move the home back 15’, the Owner will have to:

1) Demolish more of the home

2) excavate more earth

3) build higher retaining walls

4) diminish rear windows

5} sacrifice more of their back yard.

Finding 3 Preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right

Most of the owners on this block can enjoy a substantial rear yard that corresponds with the green belt
as envisioned many years ago by City Planners. Others do not have to build with large retaining walls.

Finding 4 Not materially detrimental

To allow 3'-9” in additional height above the existing height of the existing home at its existing location
is a modest change to the streetscape. This will have a minor effect on all property owners.

Not only will a reduction of the front yard setback not harm other property owners, it will substantially
improve the welfare of the Owner at 761 27'" Street. By keeping the front of the proposed home at the
same location as the existing home, there will be 7°-9’ of open space between the rear of the proposed
home to the home at 761 27 Street, which will allow the Owner at 761 27" St. to enjoy views from her
windows over the backyard of 749 27" Street to the east as she currently enjoys. To comply with 132.e,



the proposed home will be setback resulting in an overlap of 2’ past 761 27 Street. This will block a
property line window at 761 27* Street.

In addition the proposed home, even though well within the required rear yard setback, when located
15’ back from the front property line will be at 3 stories immediately adjacent to the 761 27' Street
home.

Finding 5 In harmony

The general purpose and intent of the Code is to encourage a consistent neighborhood character -
which is to maintain a similar front fagade relationship to the street — and to maintain a greenbelt core
in the center of the block. There are many homes that are closer to their front yard property line than
what currently exists at 749 27" Street.

Keeping the front facade of the proposed remodel at the same locations with just a 3'-9” increase in
height is thoroughly in keeping with the character of the street.

The redesigned home will be 25’ wide which is also in keeping with the character of the street.

Prepared by Doug Shaw on behalf of Lenore Long

10/24/17



Priority General Plan Policies Findings

Proposition M was 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 Planning
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 GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY 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;

Mo RETA\W

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protacted in order to preserve the cultural
and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;
THE Sivale FAMLY HomE REMANS THE fams . TuE ppcritecTues
o F TTRE PROFOTED HIME (S GASISTENT T H TS NE GHPalHeoD
CHAACTER ~JERMNAW uxal MODCZN | MoV TEAY 4 PoYT MoPEan, Tac PROPOSED
DESie N DAAXNE on THESE mANY | NFLVENCES TG PRESERVE re CulTuaA—

’p.\re,ﬂ-ﬁtT-{LTHb HoMic (5 pw™MER 0CcuPIED AND WLl ConTINUG "[: Do So
AS THUS 1§ THE MOST €CodomicAL wWAY forn THIE DWNERS 1o RemAIN AT
THE PROTERT — wWilicr 1S5 1IN BAD CodDTioN -

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

THE PROPOFED WoRf witl actow T Family Te Remain
oN THE PROPERTT WHERE Thene HAS pE=N
MEMBERS ofF Tre FAMILY RESIDING Fop- MmuLT Pl
GEN EATONS,

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;

THRRE | S Mo (HANGE.

0 SAN FRANCHCO FLANNING DEPAATMENT V 0@ OF 2012



Application for Variance

For Staft Use only

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacement

due to commercial office development, and that fulure opportunities for resident employment and ownarship in
these sectors be enhanced;

Mo INDIUST RIAC

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

TH= ’PTLoPOSED wod kK  WwWiLlL o T\ To THE
CULRENT  LATellpe DESIGN CoDES

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

tHe PRoOfERTY.  has peen DEleRmiyEd To NoT o A
LavD NARK oo HisTomic .

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

THe AT Afg No PARKS o ofed SPACE oo Txis  Block



Estimated Construction Costs

TYPE OF APPLICATION:
AODITIioN 4+ ALTe @A Tion
OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION:
.-
BUILDING TYPE:
SINGLE FAMILY DweNe
TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION: 8Y PROPOSED USES:
-1
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COST:
5So 200
ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:
FEE ESTABLISHED:

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signamre:é‘ C'-V Date: | { / / / 17

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

’_Dodé-:\ Swaw | ACe T

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLAMNING DEPAATMENT V04 0F 2012



Application for Variance

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

Application Submittal Checklist

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

APPLICATION MATERIALS CHECKUST
Application, with all blanks complated &
300-foot radius map, if applicable [l
Address labels (original}, if applicable ]
Address labels {copy of the above), if applicable O
Site Plan =
Floor Plan g
Elevations &
Section 303 Requirements |
Prop. M Findings =g

NOTES:
Historic photographs (if possible), and current pholographs =g

O Required Material. Writa "N/A” I you believe
Check payable to Planning Dept. O the tem Is not npplicabla, (a.g. lstter of

authorization is not required if application is

Original Application signed by owner or agent  ~ = Slgned by property ownar}

m . aieas,
Letter of authorization for agent 0 mw:;,wﬂ xfy m;f.?::?. ;::, ne
Other: O Two sets of ariginal labals and one copy of
Section Plan, Detail drawings (i¢. windows. door entries. trim], Specifications {tor cleaning [j addressas of adjrcont property owners and
repair, atc.} and/or Product cut sheats for new elements [ie. windows, doors) owners of properfty across streat.

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

Some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material
needed for Planning review of a building permit. The “Application Packet” for Building Permit Applications lists
those materials.

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

For Departmeant Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:

[
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AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
749 - 27th Street 6588/012
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2015-014876ENV 12/7/2015
Addition/ I:lDemolition DNew I:'Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Interior remode! and additions to two single-family residences on one lot. (1) Add two stories and a horizontal
rear addition to two-story main house at the front of lot. (2) Remove two bedrooms that are up a half a level,
remove a greenhouse, and build two new bedrooms at the front of the cottage at the rear of the iot.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

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

Class__

]

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
I:I 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
I:l manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO i
PLANNING DEPARTMENTZ/ 13/ €5



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

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

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

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

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, new
construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a
geotechnical report is required.

O (0 u|o;t

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

L

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

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

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

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Jean Poling = &S

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

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

L] 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.

SAN FRANCISCO i in g
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15



STEP 4. PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O OoCco|ogd

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.

L]

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

[l

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

Ll

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

STEP §: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW

TO

BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

5. Raising the building in 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.

OO0 00d. 4

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 e
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/173/15




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

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status to Category C. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation
. .
Planner/Preservation Coordinator)
a. Per HRER dated: sne. 2013 (attach HRER)
b. Other (specify):

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

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

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 Greving EigEErems—

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

D Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that
apply):
I___l Step 2 — CEQA Impacts
I___l Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

. . Signature:
Planner Name: Justin A Greving & o
Digitally signed by Justin Greving
4 4 DN: de=org, de=sfgov, dc=cityplanning,
Project Approval Action: Justin Greving s o
H H H Date: 2016.05.16 15:49:44 -0700"
Building Permit ate

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

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

days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO L P
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2/13/15

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30




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;

D 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:

SAN FRANCISCO PP
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Z/13/1%
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Diamond and Douglass streets Planning

— Information:
415.558.6377
2015-01487ENV

(¢ Alteration (:Demo/New Construction

B3 | Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?
Additional Notes:
Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Tim Kelley (dated June, 2013)

Proposed Project: Interior remodel and additions to two single-family residences on one
lot. (1) Add two stories and a horizontal rear addition to two-story main house at the
front of lot. (2) Remove two bedrooms that are up a half a level, remove a greenhouse,
and build two new bedrooms at the front of the cottage at the rear of the lot.

Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (s No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (s No
Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (& No Criterion 2 -Persons: " Yes (¢ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: " Yes (¢ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: C Yes (& No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (¢ No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: C Yes (o No
Period of Significance: {L/a Period of Significance: |/, l

(" Contributor (" Non-Contributor




C Yes C:No ®:N/A
C Yes (&:No
C Yes (& No
C:Yes (& No
(@ Yes C:No

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

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Tim Kelley (dated June, 2013)
and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject property at 749 27th
Street contains a two-story wood-frame single-family residence constructed in 1937
(source: building permit). Additional outbuildings are located towards the rear of the
property however there do not appear to be building permits associated with these
buildings which were added sometime after 1950. The original owner was Elfryn A. James
who designed the simple vernacular structure that features some elements of the Second
Bay Tradition but has no associated architect. James emigrated from Wales and was
employed as an electrician and chief engineer at the China AirCraft Corp. The house
remains in the James family. Known exterior alterations to the property include relocation
of an existing greenhouse (1968) and reroofing (1990). Upon visual inspection and from
historic photographs a number of windows have been replaced with fixed windows.

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). As a single-family
residence constructed in Noe Valley in 1937 the property does not stand out or have any
direct association with San Francisco history. None of the owners or occupants have been
identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The building is not architecturally distinct
such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.
While the building may have elements that link it to the Second Bay Tradition architectural
style, its simple features were more a function of economy rather than being tied to a
specific architectural tradition. While it is not infeasible that a non-architect designed
home could be constructed in the Second Bay Tradition, the building would have to have
some identified association with the movement or be an excellent example of the style.
While the Second Bay Tradition emphasized use of simple materials the designs were often
complex manipulations of the site that involved careful coordination of indoor and
outdoor spaces and attention to detail.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Noe Valley neighborhood on a block developed
during the mid-twentieth century. The block has seen a number of insensitive alterations
and does not exhibit a consistent architectural style or uniform pattern of development.

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

Irne QO F-7-20/ &
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