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Full Analysis
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Case No.: 2016-012108DRP
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Permit Application: 2015.10.22.0473

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 1497/016E

Jeff Burris, Studio 12 Architecture
1501 Mariposa St, #319
San Francisco, CA 94107

Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact: Christopher May — (415) 575-9087
Christopher.May@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~Take DR and approve with modifications.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to construct a one-story, approximately 425 square-foot third floor vertical addition above
the existing two-story, single-family dwelling, a roof deck above the proposed new 3t floor, as well as
front and rear roof decks above the existing 27 floor.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site is located on the west side of 47th Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Anza Street in
the Outer Richmond neighborhood, Lot 016E in Assessor’s Block 1497. The property is located within the
RH-1 (Residential, House — One-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The subject
property has approximately 25 feet of frontage on 47% Avenue and is approximately 70 feet deep,
measuring a total of 1,750 square feet. The property slopes laterally along 47t Avenue and is currently
occupied by a two-story, single-family dwelling constructed circa 1939, which covers approximately 75%
of the lot. The subject property is one of twelve similarly-sized, shallower lots on its block, and abuts
along its rear lot line the side lot line of a property fronting Anza Street.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

This block of 47t Avenue slopes down fairly significantly from Geary Boulevard in the north to Anza
Street in the south. This portion of the Outer Richmond neighborhood is zoned RH-1(Residential House,
One-Family) and is characterized primarily by two-story single-family homes largely constructed from
the 1920s to the 1940s. Immediately to the south of the subject property there are two 3-story single-
family homes on the northeast and southeast corners of 47t Avenue and Anza Street.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
Hearing Date: December 7, 2017

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP
583 47" Avenue

TYPE HEE NOTIFICATION DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE
PERIOD DATES FILING TO HEARING TIME
311 May 10, 2017 - December 7, 183 d
30d 7,2017 ays
Notice Y June9, 2017 June7, 2017

HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED ACTUAL

TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days November 27, 2017 November 27, 2017 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days November 27, 2017 October 6, 2017 62 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) - 2 (Parties to the DR) -
Oth ighb th
e nelg orsonthe 2 (including one from a Party to the | 1 (former Party to
block or directly across 3
DR) the DR)

the street
Neighborhood groups 1 (DR Requestor)

As of November 27, 2017, the Department has received 4 letters in opposition to the project, including

three from neighbors formally listed as Parties to the DR, as well as three letters in support of the project.

The Department also received a letter from one neighbor who requested to withdraw their status as a

Party to the DR. Their relationships to the subject property are summarized in the table above.

DR REQUESTOR

Dan Baroni, Land Use Chair for the Planning Association for the Richmond (PAR).

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1: 4t floor roof deck. The proposed 4th floor roof deck is out of character and is an assault on

privacy. No other house on block has one. The uppermost roof deck above the proposed 3+

floor vertical addition should be removed altogether.

Issue #2:

Angled 34 floor rear wall and roof deck. The proposed 3rd floor rear deck violates the

required 25% rear yard setback and has a diagonal orientation — all other houses have east-west

orientation. The rear walls and windows on the proposed 3 floor vertical addition should be
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP
Hearing Date: December 7, 2017 583 47" Avenue

squared off so that they face towards the rear of the property and not obliquely across
neighboring properties.

Issue #3: Inaccurate plans. The 311 plans don’t reflect the true slope of street, understating the visual
impact of the vertical addition on the block. All relevant plans should be revised to reflect the
true slope of the street.

Issue #4: 3 floor massing. The bulky 3rd floor vertical addition can be seen from public right-of-way,
breaking up an otherwise cohesive block. The proposed 3t floor vertical addition, if permitted,
should be set back further from the front main wall and designed to be less conspicuous when
viewed from the street.

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated June 7, 2017.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE

Issue #1: 4% floor roof deck. The project sponsor has modified the uppermost roof deck by setting back
the northern side and the open stairwell providing access to it from the proposed 3 floor such
that it no longer requires solid fire-rated walls along the north and south side lot lines.

Issue #2: Angled 3" floor rear wall and roof deck. The project sponsor has set back the railings along
the sides of the rear roof deck above the existing 2" floor such that it no longer requires solid
fire-rated walls along the north and south side lot lines. The angled rear wall has not been
modified.

Issue #3: Inaccurate plans. Revised front elevations and renderings have been provided to more
accurately depict the steeper gradient along 47" Avenue.

Issue #4: 3rd floor massing. No modifications have been made to address this issue.

See attached Response to Discretionary Review Application, dated November 20, 2017.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Issue #1: 4% floor roof deck. The Department has reviewed the project per the Residential Design
Guidelines, the Planning Code and the General Plan, and the project was reviewed by the
Residential Design Advisory Team (RDAT) three times. Relative to the uppermost roof deck,
RDAT found that the railings added to the massing of the proposed 3 floor in a way that
detracts from the visual pattern of this portion of the block and could present potential
overlook and privacy concerns. The subject property has ample usable open space in the
existing rear yard as well as on the proposed front and rear roof decks above the existing 2nd
floor. As such, the Department recommends that the uppermost roof deck above the proposed
3 floor vertical addition be eliminated from the project.

Issue #2: Angled 3t floor rear wall and roof deck. The Department confirmed with the Zoning
Administrator that roof decks over non-complying portions of buildings may project into
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP
Hearing Date: December 7, 2017 583 47" Avenue

required rear yards provided that any railings on their perimeters be open and set back from
side lot lines such that they do not require solid fire-rated walls pursuant to the Building Code.
Department staff supports the revised rear roof deck, which has been scaled back to no longer
require solid fire-rated walls along the side lot lines. The Department does not object to the
angled rear wall and windows, finding them to be consistent with the Residential Design
Guidelines.

Issue #3: Inaccurate plans. Department staff has determined that the revised front elevations and
renderings that have been provided more accurately depict the steeper gradient along 47th
Avenue.

Issue #4: 34 floor massing. As a result of the revised elevations and renderings which more accurately
depict the steeper gradient along 47™ Avenue, the Department consulted RDAT and it was
agreed that the massing of the proposed 3 floor vertical addition appeared to be more visible
and disruptive to the pattern of massing along this portion of the block. Staff recommended to
the project sponsor several means of minimizing the bulkiness of the addition, including
lowering the 3t floor ceiling height to 8 feet or sloping the roof of the 3t floor such that it is less
visible from the street. The project sponsor has not made any modifications to address this
issue.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental
review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class 1 - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility, (e)
Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than
10,000 square feet).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

After having reviewed the revised front elevation and renderings which more accurately depict the
steeper slope of 47t Avenue than originally shown in the Section 311 plans, RDAT found that the
proposed massing of the proposed 3+ floor vertical addition, including the roof deck above, is
inconsistent with the existing neighborhood character. RDAT found that the removal of the uppermost
roof deck, as well either the lowering or sloping of the 3 floor roof, would adequately minimize the
bulkiness of the proposed vertical addition, and would meet the general intent of the Residential Design
Guidelines.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends the Planning Commission take Discretionary Review and approve the
Proposed Project with the modifications as specified by the Residential Design Advisory Team.

1. Remove the uppermost roof deck above the proposed 3 floor vertical addition.

2. Lower the ceiling height or slope the 3 floor roof such that it is less visible from the street.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP
Hearing Date: December 7, 2017 583 47" Avenue

RECOMMENDATION: Take DR and approve with modifications.

Attachments:

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Context Photos
Environmental Document
Section 311 Notice

DR Application with Exhibits
Response to DR Application dated November 20, 2017
Public Comment

311 3-D Renderings

Revised 3-D Renderings
Reduced 311 Plans

Reduced Revised Plans
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP
Hearing Date: December 7, 2017 583 47" Avenue

Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION
The visual character is: (check one)
Defined X

Mixed

Comments: This portion of the Outer Richmond neighborhood is characterized primarily by two-story
single-family homes.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Topography (page 11)

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area? X

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street? X

In areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition
between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X

Side Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing? X

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

>

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X

Views (page 18)

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces? X

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? X

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
spaces?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages? X

Comments: The surrounding context guides the manner in which additions to existing structures fit
into the streetscape. Given the lateral slope along 47t Avenue, the proposed 3 floor vertical addition
appears to increase the bulkiness of the building when viewed from the street and is out of character with
the prevailing streetscape.

SAN FRANCISCO 6
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
Hearing Date: December 7, 2017

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)

CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP

583 47" Avenue

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Scale (pages 23 -27)
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X

Comments: The height, width and depth of the proposed addition does not affect the midblock open
space as it provides an adequate rear setback. However, in light of the revised front elevations and

renderings which more accurately depict the steeper slope of 47th Avenue, the Department is of the

opinion that the proposed 3 floor vertical addition is more prominent and disruptive to the streetscape

than originally expected. Lowering the overall roof height of the proposed vertical addition or sloping

the roof such that it is less visible from the street would result in a built form that is more in keeping with

the neighborhood character.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of X
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of X
building entrances?
Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding X
buildings?
Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on X
the sidewalk?
Bay Windows (page 34)
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X
surrounding buildings?
Garages (pages 34 - 37)
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with X
the building and the surrounding area?
Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X
SAN FRANCISGO 7
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2016-012108DRP

Hearing Date: December 7, 2017 583 47" Avenue
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? X
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other X
building elements?
Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding X
buildings?
Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and X
on light to adjacent buildings?

Comments: The existing entrance is not proposed for relocation as part of the proposed project. The

garage is also remaining in its existing condition. There are no proposed bay windows or dormer
windows. The proposed glass railings along the perimeter of the uppermost roof deck add to the
bulkiness of the proposed vertical addition and would be out of character with the prevailing roof
profiles along this street. Removing the uppermost roof deck would mitigate this concern.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X
Comments: The Planning Department believes the proposed exterior materials’ finish, quality and
details are compatible and appropriately applied.
SAN FRANCISGO 8
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Parcel Map
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Height & Bulk Map
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)
583 47th Ave 1497/016E
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2016-012108PRJ 2015-10-22-0473 Jan 31, 2017

IE' Addition/ |:|Demolition |:|New D Project Modification

Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)
Project description for Planning Department approval.
One-story 425-square foot vertical addition above the existing two-story dwelling, a roof deck above the proposed new
3rd floor as well as front and rear roof decks above the 2nd floor. No changes to the front facade are proposed.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.”
E 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. 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
D generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
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)

HE NN

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.

[l

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.

O]

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)

L

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

- [O

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

N

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

O O/0gd|ifs

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.

[O]

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

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

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

=0 00o0nd

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):

SAN FRANCISCO
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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.

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

E 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

EI Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check
all that apply):

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.

Planner Name: Christopher May Signature:
Project Approval Action:

Select One

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.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Revised: 4/11/16




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;

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

L] 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
L] 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.”ATEX FORN

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

Revised: 4/11/16



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311/312)

On October 22, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.10.22.0473 with the City and
County of San Francisco.

PROJECT INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION

Project Address: 583 47" Avenue Applicant: Jeff Burris, Studio 12 Architecture
Cross Streets: Anza Street Address: 1501 Mariposa St, #319

Block/Lot No.: 1497/016E City, State: San Francisco, CA 94107

Zoning District(s): RH-1/40-X Telephone: (415) 503-0212

Record No.: 2016-012108PRJ Email: jeff@studiol2arch.com

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

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

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction = Alteration

O Change of Use O Facade Alteration(s) O Front Addition

O Rear Addition O Side Addition [E Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Residential No Change

Front Setback 3 feet No Change

Side Setbacks None No Change

Building Depth 52 feet No Change

Rear Yard 15 feet No Change

Building Height 23 feet 29 feet

Number of Stories 2 3

Number of Dwelling Units 1 No Change

Number of Parking Spaces 1 No Change

The proposal is to construct a one-story 425-square foot vertical addition above the existing two-story dwelling, a roof deck
above the proposed new 3" floor as well as front and rear roof decks above the 2" floor. No changes to the front facade
are proposed. See attached plans.

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

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Christopher May
Telephone: (415) 575-9087 Notice Date: 5/10/2017
E-mail: christopher.may@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 6/09/2017

X EIREEE: 415.575.9010 | Para Informacion en Espaiiol Llamar al: 415.575.9010 | Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa: 415.575.9121



GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

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

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

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

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

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

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

Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

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

BOARD OF APPEALS

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

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

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



http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/

ation for Discretionary Review

CASENLMBER. |
For Sl U by |

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review

1. Ownerprphcant lnformation

& e S oo s
Piannmg ASSOC!atIOI‘I for the ichrnond :
DRAPPLICANT'S ADDRESS: i | ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:

5758 Geary Boulevard, Box #356, San Francrsco CA 921 (415)541-5652

" PROPERTY OWNER WHO 1S DOING THE PROJECT ON WHIGH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME: ™
- Richard E. Radez and Bonny S Radez

| kDDRESS S ST T et =

e TR
583 47th Avenue, SF CA 94121 (203) 255.6514 |
e e — e,
' sameasasove ] Dan Baroni

| ADCRESS: ZIP CODE: | TELEPHONE:

5758 Geary Boulevard, Box #356, San Francisco, CA 94121 (415 ) 541-5652
E-MAIL ADDRESS!

- dan_baroni@gensler.com

2. Location and Clas smcanon

TN R L e R i
1583 47th Avenue, SF CA 94121
"CROSS STREETS: i

; Anza

T s e S T —

1497 ; 016E J:1‘10)‘25 1750 RH-1 40-X

3. Project Description

Please check alf that apply
Change of Use [} Change of Hours ]  New Construction []  Alterations Demolition []  Other [

Additions to Building:  Rear (]  Front[]  Height (¥  Side Yard []
Present or Previous Use:
Proposed Use: 3rd floor lmng space 3rd floor from deck Srd floor rear deck 4th ﬂoor deck

Building Permit Application No. 201 5.10.22. 04?3 o Date Filed: 10"'22’(20.1__6_ .



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? x

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? =

MO 0O |8

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case?

O

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

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

SAN FRAMNCISCO Fli‘NNING CEPARTMENT VOB o7 20'7
-




w1 Discreticnary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

RDG Neighborhood Character. See attached DR App. for details, including previous Planning Dept. decisions. 3

1) 4th floor deck out of character, no other house on block has a 4th floor deck. Also a privacy assault.

2) 3rd floor deck violates the 25% setback and has a diagonal orientation (all other houses have east-west

orientation. 3) Front setback - bulky addition can be seen from public right of way, breaking up the otherwise

very cohesive block. 4) Plans submitted don't reflect the true slope of the street, understating impact on block

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

This is a very short 70 foot lot /14 foot backyard that is uphill and overlooks multiple neighboring homes. See

affidavits for impacted families) There are 3 privacy assaulting upper decks. See attached DR App. for details.

4th Floor roof deck extends up to or near neighboring property lines.

On 10/20/16, Planning Commission required removal of 1 of 3 privacy intruding upper decks for 567 47th (4

houses up) and that was on a 120 foot deep lot and therefore further away from neighbors.

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

1) Remove 4th floor roof deck - privacy assaulting, not within neighborhood character, visible massing

_2) 3rd floor - Respect the 25% rear yard setback requirement for privacy and character

3) 3rd floor deck, no diagonal. See RDT comments on 567 47th Avenue of 12/9/2015 about consistency .

4) Further setback at front so that 3rd story not be visible from public right of way, maintaining pristine design

See attached DR App. for details




FOUR ISSUES ARE INCOMPATIBLE WITH NEIGHBORHHOD

1. Three privacy assaulting upper decks (third floor front, third floor rear,
fourth floor roof). Remove the 4 Floor roof deck.

e This project is on a very short undersized substandard 70-foot lot, with only a 14-
foot backyard that is uphill and looks down over multiple neighboring homes.
(See attached Exhibit A and B and H showing proximity of project to many of the
DR Applicant Anza Street and 48" Avenue, and Exhibit C showing the view of the
neighboring bedroom areas in rear of project from the property one house
further from the neighbors.)

e On October 20, 2016, for house 4 blocks up street at 567 — 47" Avenue Case No
2015-007103DRP, Planning Commission by 7-0 vote and RDT Staff by unanimous
vote required removal of one of three privacy intruding upper story decks. That
house at 567 47" was on a full sized mid-block 120-foot-deep lot and therefore
further away from neighbors. This lot only 70 feet deep is located near the end of
the block and looks right over many neighbors on Anza Street and 48" Avenue so
it requires more restrictions.

e Roof deck going right up to or near property line on north and south sides
dictates a fire wall and walls on north side and south side add massing to the 4
floor.

e No house on the block has a built roof deck. This house is particularly
inappropriate for roof deck given lot substandard size and key lot location.

» CEQA Exemption relies on addition being “minimally invasive from public right of

1

way”.

e Please note that the architectural plans and 3D renderings that were the basis of
the project exemption from further CEQA review do not accurately represent the
actual slope of the street. The street is in fact steeper, and the vertical addition
will be much more visible from the public right of way than presented and not at
all minimally invasive. (See Exhibits D and E).

DR Application 6.7.17 1



2. 3™ floor visible from 47" Avenue. Require 3™ floor at front to be set back
minimum of three additional feet to match respectful project at 530 - 48"
Avenue.

e House is in a group of NINE pristine C.0. Claussen (noted architect) designed
homes from 1939 in a row on 47" Avenue. Important that third story not be
visible from public right of way to maintain the pristine architecturally cohesive
design of the NINE painted ladies of 47" Avenue (See attached Exhibits F and G
showing the integrity of the block).

3. On 3" Floor in rear, respect the 25% rear yard setback requirement.
Important for neighborhood privacy and precedent.

e 3" floor deck is OK but require no deck or railings on the final 35 inches over
second floor which is within the 25% setback, to give the houses on Anza street
and 48" Avenue some privacy. This is a short undersized 70-foot lot and the
25% setback must be respected to maintain the standard of privacy established
in this block. Important precedent for block that additions not violate the 25%
rear yard setback requirement (see Exhibits A, C).

4. To confirm to neighborhood, orient the house east/west, not diagonally.

e ALL other houses on the block are oriented east — west, and a southwest
orientation violates that standard in the neighborhood.

e RDT comments from 12/9/2015 on house 4 houses up the Avenue at 567 47"
Avenue prohibited any diagonal orientation unless it was five feet off the lot line.
See RDT comments on 567 47" Avenue of 12/9/2015. Consistency requires no
diagonal orientation. (see Exhibits A, C and G).

DR Application 6.7.17 2



PRISTINE, SIGNATURE CORE BLOCK IN SUTRO HEIGHTS
IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO SUTRO HEIGHT PARK

e From the Staff report dated October 13, 2016 for October 20, 2016 Case No 2015-
007103DRP:

“The surrounding neighborhood is residential in character and comprised primarily of one-
story-over garage single-family residences that were constructed between 1931 and 1940 in
historic revival styles; therefore it is very cohesive in design, material and massing.”

e 38 of the 54 houses on the block are identical designed by same architect CO Claussen,
and built by Herman Christensen (See attached Exhibit G and H for aerial view of Block
showing cohesive layout and shortness of 583 47" Avenue lot)

e Almost 100% owner occupied, unusual for the Richmond

e Planted front yards

e Rare underground utility wiring

e Most beautiful and architecturally cohesive block in the Richmond. Great ocean views.
Very desirable premium neighborhood.

DR Application 6.7.17



NEAR UNANIOMOUS NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROJECT
AND SUPPORT FOR DR

1. Planning Association for the Richmond (“PAR”) www.sfpar.org
2. Neighbors as Parties to DR

Lisa K Large Dr. Patricia Yong Paula Yue

579 — 47" Avenue 587 — 47" Avenue 580 — 47™ Avenue
Roberta Chee Christian Halberstadt Ada Luong

5618 Anza Street 5624 Anza Street 5630 Anza Street
Dr. James Romano Vince Rodrigues Dr BrucePray/Richard Baltz
5636 Anza Street 582 — 48" Avenue 586 — 48™ Avenue
Fred K. Baldwin Mary Lynn Shimeck Lily Zhang

580 47th Avenue 562 — 48" Avenue 574 — 48" Avenue
Allen K. Wong Stefanie Nickel-Rather Manching Wong
576 47th Avenue 595 — 47th Avenue 575 47" Avenue

Supporting Individuals in Neighborhood

e Petition Signed by 65 residents in the 500 blocks of 47" Avenue & 48™ Avenue regarding
similar issues at 567 47" Avenue. (see attached Exhibit 1)

DR Application 6.7.17 4



CONCLUSIONS

We have reviewed this project as presented in the 311 Notice against the Planning Design
Review Checklist. We note:

Neighborhood character (pages 7-10) is DEFINED.

SITE DESIGN:

Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street?

NO. This house is one of nine pristine CO Claussen designed homes on 47" Avenue. This
addition can be seen from public right of way, and it breaks up the Nine pristine
historical homes. Further setback required.

SITE DESIGN:

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties?

No. This is an undersized substandard short 70-foot lot. Need to remove one of three
upper privacy assaulting decks to be consistent with Planning Commission 7-0 Decision
of October 20, 2016. This is even a much shorter lot than the lot considered on October
20 so a more restrictive position is certainly appropriate. Need to respect the 25% rear
yard requirement and remove railing from last 35 inches on third floor.at rear.

BUILDING SCALE:

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

No, no house on this block has a built roof deck. zoning rules require 25% setback in rear
at 3" floor and neighborhood wants no violation of that standard.

BUILDING FORM:

Are the buildings proportions compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?
No, not a single house on this block has a roof deck, and this is a particularly small lot so
development is even more privacy intrusive on this particular lot.

BUILDING FORM:

Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?
No, the third-floor addition sets a new straight roof line that is jarring when looking at
the nine pristine Claussen homes, so very important this 3™ floor addition in front be
moved back a minimum of three feet to minimize view from public right of way and
preserve the nine houses.

DR Application 6.7.17 5



Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

............ ey g : ot
Application, with all blanks completed N}/
Addréss Iat;oe[s (originél). if applicable . W T

. Address labels (copy of thé above-). if applicable \6/’

: P.I.'notocop; of this ;:.:cmpleteld application . \@’
Photographsmtha.t iiiustraté Qour concems : \@’ |
Convenant or Deed Restrictions e
Check payable to Planning Dept. \'{f
Letter of authorization for agent \i}

(vac)

Giner. Seciun Fian, Deiai drawings (1L.e. windows, door entiies, ininj,
Speciiications (ior cieaning, repaur, elc.) and/or Proauct cut sheets for new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:

[ Required Material,

1 Optional Material,

© Two sets of original labels and one coyy of addresses of adjacant property owners and owners of property across sireet

M. Comeldre

RECEIVED

N 07 201

e - ~
NTY OF S.F
v ARTMENT
For Depaniment Uise Only
Applicatiqn received by Planning Department:
By: ] R e Date: 06.06.2017

o 2 e T o L .



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢: The other information or applications may be required.

Date: _ 06.26.17

ether owner, or authorized agent:

_Daniel M. Baroni, PAR Land Use Chair

Owrnes | Authorized Agent (circle one)

Print name, and ind

AN FRANSIACD Poannle DEORTRES T TOR 8T 0D



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

e TP

Signature:

Print name, and indica hether owner, or authorized agent: ~ PLF‘H{_(\&NQ}
o T@ELS,  DIRECTR v EVE T hmand,
Owner ; Authorized Agent crdie ane} F‘(‘f)g (Xﬁ"-ig.—q SR T %

o v BEANLE o THE f L—’“”"‘fg"ﬁ’_a
Alfs<g BTTo~ &P ~ug eTe hmodY
TR AR T T T

527 47th Avenue

A AL SLARIENG L RN R s e



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

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

sé A Loy

Owner Agenl fcrcie one)

579 47D dend




Applicant's Aﬁidav_it

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢ The-other information or applications may be required.

Signature: @O«.“th M Date: 5—/1?/3‘0/7

Pﬁntnme,andhdicanmﬂmomnwauﬂwﬁudagmk

PATRIC (A Yﬂﬁ&‘+owv&£

Cuner / Authorined Agent [circia o)

 587 — 47th Avenue

bk BAMGTIEOT PLANNING DYPIRTUENT T3 27 1



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

smmgz‘fé’& %L Date: ﬂ < 7'// i

Print g’lsindicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

e 3. ([ue

Owner { Authorized Agent (crcse froe)

5o +7rZave

( diwtTl, athom et

580 47th Avenue

b Bak FANGTIICS BLANGR SEPLEIMENT CEA 5T s



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

€ The other information or applications may be required,

sowne e th | Clee

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

Rodenth Caot [ dusti diﬁwf)

56ls M
SE ot Qv

5618 Anza



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the fouomngdedanhms are made:

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

< The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: &PL/J"-/_ Date: 6"3"' ,—4

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

CheisTan Halb LrﬂMT o nes

Ousmec{ Authorizad Agant (circie one)

5624 Anza Street




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of pesjury the following declarations are made:

a: The i 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.

< Theother information or applications may be required.

Signature: M/ Date: f-bf-/?

Print name, and h\dicaiewhﬂaa owner, or autherized agent:
Ly [/ o

Owner f Authorized Agant (cibie cne)

5630 Anza Street

24 Bau FRAUCIEST B3N MR TWENS YRS 2T 03



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following deciarations are made:

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

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

e CJ]2017

Signature:

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

Owner | Auharized Agent (orcie ove) (ﬂw/ﬂ@

5636 Anza Street

Sh PRAMILGLT ARt TRV T



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

s Qi ow Gfefi7

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

NINCENT ROBRsES
Crwrer

Agent (circle one)
(@




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following dedlarations are made:

a Them\detsigmdisﬂwmorauﬂmﬁmdagmtolhmofﬂﬁspmpmy.
b: m&\fomnﬁmpmudismmmmﬂwbﬁtdmyhnwkdg&

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: M 2. 630%/ Date: Jorne 3, 2007

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

Lrerar> B, BarTz, swrer
Ownar | Authortzed Agant (circe one) £

586 — 48th Avenue

10 AN FRAMCISED Py Anea O DEAWATIENT ¥ 84072011



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a ﬂem\dusigned'ﬁﬂ:emerwauﬂmimdmtof&emof&ﬁspmpeny.
b: ﬂuhfomﬁmp:umhdismuﬂmmm&zh&ofmymkdge

3 ﬂnoﬁmnﬁfomaﬂmorapphahaumaybemqmnd

w%mq_? 7?‘"'\/1 Date:_/pune 3, 2017

Pxintname,mdindiaumﬂwomormﬂwﬁmdagmt
EFEruces = FPEA;/(, o nER

Owmer [ Authartzad Agent (cirche one)

586 — 48th Avenue

10 LAN FRANCISCO PLAMMING QEAMATUENT v/68.07 3013



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

: The is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
< The other information or applications may be required.

— é@{ // Pl o S/zzf/zam

Print name, mdmdmcuw ther owner, or au

Fed K. Pardwr sl one——

&m?mﬁqﬂ[ﬂm

Sse YTM Ale

< o Mw\(wco CA 9912/

580 47th Avenue
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Applicant’'s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

Date: \5 =M ~ e O\

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

SNy A T S\napa e
W@zrﬂly‘-ltﬂc

562 48th Ave_nue



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following dedarations are made:

a: memidasigmdisthemoraut}mﬁmdagmtdﬂmmof&ﬁs

b: The information presented is true and correct o the best of my knowledge.
& The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: ij_qt)éL‘ Date: é/?//?

Pﬁntname’,mdindic:hewhﬂm-mouuﬁwﬁndagmt

Ly 2Hhwb / SVney )

Owner | Muthorized Agend {circis one)

574 48th Ave

10 san PLANSNG. w0R.07 Jurz




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 thus property
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge

¢ The other mformation or applications may be requered.

oae: =& - 2017

Print name. and indicate whether owTer, &7 authorized agent:

_AUEN K. Loone  puamn
AXDvess | 8§76 ~4T" 4ue
SF. CA. LA




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

¢ The other information or applications may be required.

i (91 labs = iy

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

595 47th Avenue

TAn PEALTHN b b Sy e AT L



Applicant's Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The i istheownernrauﬂ\orizedagentofﬁ\emofﬁﬁspmpeny.
b: T}whfummimpml;dismmdmmmﬁmbmmfmyhmwkdge.

g ﬂuo&mrh!formaﬁmorapp:limﬁmmaybemquimd.

Signature: TN Sy Ry TR e ) Date: £

Z

—

Print name, and indicamw}w&leromr,orau&toﬁudagmt

I AN N G Wen &g
Owner | Authorized Agent (croie ooe)

—
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Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

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

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correct column)
Application, with all blanks completed
. Addressnlabels (original), if applicable
. Addres; ial;‘;wels [cbpy of the aﬁove}, if applicable
Pﬁotocop} ;lf. lhuis oo.mpleted application
Photographs mat illustrate your concerns
Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept.

3
D%%RQQQ@%

Letter of authorization for agent

Jiner. Secion Fian, Detan urawings (e, winuows, Jooi eninss, i),
Speciiicaucns (for ciearing, repair, €1c.) andyor Product cut sheets ior new
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:

] Required Material,

22 Optional Material.

© Two sets of original labels and one copy of addreases of sAacant propary owners And owners of property across street.

For Depanment Use Only
Applicatig received by Planning Department:

S Date: 06.062017




Exhibit A

This subject property is on an small 70-foot lot.
Expansion has a marked impact on privacy,

especially it overlooks all neighboring
bedrooms.

583 47t Avenue 583 47t Avenue
Subject Property Smaller (70’) lot

Exhibits for DR Application 6.7.17



Exhibit B

5618 Anza Street proximity to
home of one of the DR
applicants.




Exhibit C

View from 2" floor on 587 47t Avenue.
* 1 house downhill from the subjects house

Neighbors have used landscaping to create privacy, but this extends only to the 2"
floor. Neighborhood privacy is greatly impacted by building beyond the 2" |evel.




Exhibit D

The slope in the 583 plans
Is less pronounced than
the actual scope:

Photos of the street and
architectural plans for a
neighboring house are:

1) identical and;

2) steeper

0] ©® .

st ahm AVEL 3 -
71008 m_ o
H ‘fa

W- —_

1 587 Roof top in n_m_,_.n.l,w_u“ _._.., @
pr=rrren L re— eI TE
587 Actual roaf top 1w.l_,._.. -~ 4 —
¥

1 387 Roof line in plans
87 Actual roof line it
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o g Irmnlcmﬂmdoum ( as seen in photo and 567 plans)

587 actual roof top

587 actual roof line

Slope in 583 plans

Actual slope ( as seen in photo and 567 plans)
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Exhibit E

The roofline of 587 is actually
lower than shown in the plans
and the 3™ floor addition and
4t floor deck will be more
visible than shown.

SF Planning Dept. approved
the 3" floor expansion and 4t"
floor deck based upon plans
that are inaccurate and
understate what will be visible
from the public right of way.

583 Plans

@
)

O
A=
(e
o
0
LN

587 Roof top in plans

587 Actuatfodf top

~" /587 Roofline in plans
_\\ “f

-.!I.!III.III!JIIII

587 Actual roof line

Slope in 583 plans

1L

-_—
— - —
-
-

il Actual slope ( as seen in photo and 567 plans)

587 actual roof top

587 actual roof line

Actual slope ( as seen in photo and 567 plans)




Exhibit F

The subject property
(v<) isin a group of 9
pristine C.0O. Claussen
(noted architect)
designed homes from
1939, all in a row on
47™ Avenue.

It is important that 3™
and 4" additions not
be visible from public
right of way to
maintain the pristine
architecturally
cohesive design of
the NINE painted
ladies of 47t Avenue

View of 583 47t" Ave. from downhill




Exhibit G

From the Staff report dated
October 13, 2016 for
October 20, 2016 Case No
2015-007103DRP:

“The surrounding
neighborhood is residential
in character and comprised
primarily of one-story-over
garage single-family
residences that were
constructed between 1931
and 1940 in historic revival
styles; therefore it is very
cohesive in design,
material and massing.

n

Subject property (¥

Sm.s_no,n 583 47t Ave

. from downhill




Exhibit H

@ DR Applicants Y Subject Property




Exhibit H

C.0. Claussen homes




Richard E. Radez

Bonny S. Radez

583 47" Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Lisa K. Large
579 47" Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

Patricia Yong
587 47™ Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

Virginia R. Lee
5618 Anza Street
San Francisco, CA 94121

Yue Baldwin Trust
580 47™ Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

Mei San Wong

Allen K. Wong

576 47™ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

James Sancimino Living Trust
584 47™ Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

Paul J. Cannon

Megumi O. Cannon

588 47™ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Shauna Kathleen Oboyle
572 47™ Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

Fong Fong Ga

Liang Zhi Rong

568 47™ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Manching Wong Trust
575 47" Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

John Andrew Anzur Trust
571 47" Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

" Christian L. Halberstadt

Catherine Halberstadt
5624 Anza Street
San Francisco, CA 94121

Ada Luong
5630 Anza Street
San Francisco, CA 94121



Impression antibourrage et a séchage rapide
Utilisez le gabarit 5162®

James J. Romano Trust
5636 Anza Street

San Francisco, CA 94121

Berit A. Pedersen
Rodrigues V. Pedersen
582 48" Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Jeff Burris

Studio 12 Architecture
1501 Mariposa Street #319
San Francisco, CA 94107

Jason Jungreis

Planning Association of the Richmond
5758 Geary Boulevard

Box 356

San Francisco, CA 94121

o7alc - ANMZIAW &\ d AAAY 05008}

_ www.avery.com - WVERY® 5162
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Richard B. Baltz

Bruce R. Pray

586 48™ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Bruce H. Hinze

Mary O. Chan

578 48™ Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121

Jason Jungreis '
Planning Association of the Richmond
5758 Geary Boulevard

Box 356

San Francisco, CA 94121

Jeff Burris

Studio 12 Architecture
1501 Mariposa Street #319
San Francisco, CA 94107
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Exp T L

NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47™ AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled {and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS | EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) canstruction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
acy Lyan Slaaena= SUD UR e O<ve e Sanenedl o8, o s
VileAe Sanchez 506 Y§BAve. Vi IejOl@M‘ Como
Daatel Munes g 2248% 4ue. A V5 @ e . Cont
WhosrouShushr _S38-Afth Bve  phshushter @ diutoo.com
Kathloen Shushtar_ 538- 4844 e b 4
Ay e SO finiza 57
(Kot a(tRyel  8253/Szany Bivp,

Done Jehnsgy, S0 UgH e

5
=7

3)-BENQERING / PHOTO MONTAGE




NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and hew) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled {and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED RENOVATION OF 567 47" AVENUE

The undersigned neighbors object to this development because it is completely inappropriate for the
neighborhood. The scale and architecture of the new house do not fit with the surrounding houses. The
fourth floor glass room and deck, the extension of the house and deck in the rear to the south lot line,
the southwest diagonal siting, and the sheer mass of the house in back and front are blatantly
inconsistent with the San Francisco Residential Guidelines for remodeled (and new) construction. The
proposed renovation increases the square footage to @ 3,600 and substantially degrades the privacy,
light, and air of neighbors. We ask the Planning Department to reject the building permit application.

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL/TELEPHONE
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We have two concerns and SF Planning RDAT
Staff has agreed that our concerns are valid

We just want the project sponsors to accept the RDAT Staff
recommendations

Continued Project Concerns RDAT Comments:
(per the DR)

4th floor roof deck is out of character— Remove the roof deck above the
no other house on block has one (and proposed 3™ floor
also an assault on privacy)

Bulky addition can be seen from public  Reduce the 3™ floor floor-to-ceiling
right-of-way, breaking up otherwise height to 8 feet ... minimizing the
cohesive block vertical addition

Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17 1



First, a little bit about the location ®  CO. Claussen homes

38 of the 54 homes on the block are the same, ~ *~ *™tFoPe™
all designed by CO Claussen and built by Herman Christiansen

Featuring center patio and skylights (bathroom, kitchen and stairway)

Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17

Exhibit H



Per SF Planning: “The surrounding neighborhood is residential
in character and comprised primarily of one-story-over garage
single-family residences that were constructed between 1931
and 1940 in historic revival styles; therefore it is very cohesive
in design, material and massing.”

From the Staff report dated October 13, 2016 for October 20, 2016 Case No 2015-007103DRP:
View of 583 47th Ave. from downhill

Exhibit G Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17



View of 583 47th Ave. from downbhill

The subject
property (¥%)isin =
a group of

9 pristine

C.O. Claussen
(noted architect)
desighed homes
from 1939, all in a
row on 47t
Avenue.

It is important that
additions are minimally
visible from public right
of way to maintain the
pristine architecturally
cohesive design of the
NINE painted ladies of
47t Avenue

Exhibit F



The most recent plans for 583 47t show

considerable massing
...even with the changes to the 4t floor deck

The plans originally present to SF Planning had an inaccurate slope,
understating the amount of visible massing

Initially presented to planning for approval Updated 583 Plan
(but slope of hill incorrect/understated) (with corrected slope)

" Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17 5
Exhibit J °



The proposed 3™ and 4" |evel expansion also
have a marked impact on privacy

This subject property is on an small 70-foot lot and overlooks
many neighboring bedrooms

583 47th Avenue 583 47th Avenue
Subject Property 70 lot

Exhibit A Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17



These houses are

very close to each
other

Proximity of subject
property (583 47t") to
home of one of the DR
applicants at 5618 Anza

Exhibit B Exhibits for 58




The subject property plans includes three
upper decks (privacy intruding)

Two directly overlooking neighboring yards and bedrooms

g —
e —

Exhibit K Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17



Neighbors have used landscaping to create privacy, but this
extends only to the 2" floor. Neighborhood privacy is
greatly impacted by building beyond the 2" level

View from 2"9 floor on 587 47t Avenue
One house south from the subjects house

Exhlblt;for 583 47th Ave‘ DR Meetlng 12 . L‘
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Per the October 16" RDAT Staff meeting,
please remove the 4 floor roof deck and
reduce the visibility of the 3™ floor

* we continue to request the roof deck above the proposed

3rd floor be removed altogether.

... front and rear roof decks above the existing 2" floor provide
sufficient usable open space without adding more massing to the
building.

* Secondly, since the renderings have been revised to more

accurately depict the slope of the street, the 3™ floor
appears more visible than it did before.
* As such, we are recommending that the floor-to-ceiling height be

reduced to 8 feet, which should have the effect of minimizing the
vertical addition.



Who we are:

- T g - | 5
@ DR Applicants Y Subject Property

Exhibit | Exhibits for 583 47th Ave. DR Meeting 12.7.17 11



Appendix

Contains exhibits that were included in the original
DR application that are out of date



Exhibit D
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587 Roof top in plans

Exhibit E

The roofline of 587 is actually
lower than shown in the plans
and the 3™ floor addition and
4t floor deck will be more
visible than shown.

583 Plans

Slope in 583 plans —L—
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SF Planning Dept. approved
the 3 floor expansion and 4t
floor deck based upon plans
that are inaccurate and
understate what will be visible
from the public right of way.
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Actual slope ( as seen in photo and 567 plans)
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE ..»

November 20, 2017

Delivered Via Email (Christopher.may@sfgov.org)

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94013

Re: 583 47" Avenue
Brief in Support of Project and Opposition to DR Request
Planning Department Case No. 2016-012108DRP
Our File No.: 10773.01

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

Our office represents Bonny and Richard Radez, the owners of the home at 583 47
Avenue (“Property”). Bonny and Richard propose a minor 425 square foot 3™ story addition to
their home with decks to live out their retirement (“Project”). The DR request should be denied
and the Project should be approved because:

1. The Project is Code compliant and contextual, consistent with or betters Residential
Design Guidelines, and does not have exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that are
necessary in a DR case. Perspectives are attached as Exhibit A.

2. The Project allows the owners to add indoor and outdoor space on a substandard size lot
without intruding into the mid-block open space. It has a deep 23’ 6” setback of the upper
floor addition in front and 3’ 7” in back, subordinating it to the existing building. The
Planning Department supported the proposal for the 3™ floor and roof deck, and since the
DR was filed continues to support the size of the 3" floor addition and decks as proposed,
but recommends removing the roof deck. The Planning Commission approved the
addition of a larger roof deck four lots to the north less than a year before the Project
proposal.

3. To address massing concerns, and consistent but not exactly in line with Department staff
recommendation, the Project has been modified to eliminate fire-rated walls on the roof
without removing the roof deck. The small 198 square foot roof deck provides additional
livable open space, supplementing a very limited rear yard.

4. A number of neighbors support the Project, and most neighbors do not oppose it.*

L A comprehensive response to each point raised in the DR request is enclosed as Exhibit M.
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A. Project Background and Rationale for Project

Bonny and Richard purchased the house as their retirement home in October 2014,
moving from the East Coast. They have always loved the ocean, and were charmed with the
architecturally eclectic neighborhood and its proximity to the ocean since being first introduced
to it in the 1960s. As proud new owners of a property in the Sutro Heights community, they have
no intention to disrespect its neighborhood character.

They were delighted to find that the Planning Code would allow the addition of a modest
3" floor sun room/family room, along with decks to supplement the small and uncomfortable
rear yard, enhancing livability and increasing the quality of open space at the Property without
requiring any intervention into the established mid-block open space. They hope that the Project
can enhance their retirement living, and be a space that they can enjoy, along with family and
friends. To this end, they have already implemented City approved seismic upgrade, installed
energy efficient furnace and on-demand water heater, added insulation where feasible, and intend
to continue these environmentally friendly practices in the addition.

B. 3rd Floor Addition Minor and Contextual

The Project’s proposed third story addition and corresponding decks are sensitive to
neighborhood character, in the near and broader context. Currently, from the second story of the
existing house, it is impossible without binoculars to see the movement of neighbors across the
mid-block open space. The Project will result in a view plane farther away from the sightlines to
the neighbors, considering that the 3" story addition is: (1) set back from the rear of the existing
structure by 3’ 77, (2) set back progressively more, diagonally to 13’ 10” on its southern side,
responding to the sloping topography of the block, and (3) articulated so the 3™ story rear wall
fronting the mid-block open space is minimized. It provides a transition that responds to the
topography of the block and is respectful of the downhill neighbor. The rear deck does not
project into the mid-block open space—unlike the project approved at 567 47" Avenue.

Furthermore, the front setback also keeps the strong existing roofline unchanged,
maintaining pedestrian scale and experience on 47" Avenue. The over 23-foot front setback—
which far exceeds the Residential Design Guidelines’ recommended 15-foot front setback—
allows the Project to be minimally visible from the pedestrian level along 47" Avenue. The
existing cornice and the existing original hipped roof over the second floor will remain the

San Francisco Office
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dominant roof line that continues along the block face. It will not be visually disruptive. The
Project’s visual impact will be minimal.?

The Guidelines recognize that a building can be taller than its neighbors and still
compatible with the neighborhood, by using features such as facade articulations in addition to
upper story setbacks. Behind the hipped roof and the setback, the use of transparent guard rails
and by limiting applied ornamentation, the addition is subordinate to the existing primary facade
and the existing building, keeping the addition in scale with the neighborhood.

DR requestors suggest the 3 floor addition be set back an additional three feet. This
modification cannot be accommodated, however, without disrupting the continuity of the
stairwell. The Project proposes to extend the existing stairwell connecting the first and second
stories into the third. Moving the addition would make that impossible.

One stated concern of the DR request is that it will allow the Radezs to look into their
Anza Street neighbors’ homes. The opposite is true. Because the Property is near the corner of
47" Avenue and Anza Street, the viewing angle from the Property to homes along Anza Street is
narrow. The Property is also distant from its rear neighbors across the mid-block open space.
Pictures showing these perspectives are attached as Exhibit B. The proposed addition elevates
this view position by about nine feet directly above the existing condition, and at more of a
vertical angle. This would take the new space created by the Project further away from the
existing condition.

While a rear extension into the mid-block open space would bring its occupants closer to
the neighbors in every direction, the vertical addition that does not protrude into the mid-block
open space will move occupants farther away from rear neighbors on 48" Avenue, and side
neighbors on Anza Street, than they currently are in the existing structure. The proposed setbacks
further lessen the sight line to these neighbors. Photographs into the mid-block open space from
the second floor of the current building are enclosed as Exhibit C.

Finally, the DR request demands that no “diagonal” orientation in the addition should be
allowed because all other houses have east-west orientation. The southwest facing glass door of
the 3" floor addition is proposed to be sheltered by a trellis fronted with a fascia facing due west,
continuing the existing orientation of the existing two floors below. The trellis creates filtered

2 The DR requestors are expected to claim that the plans originally submitted with the building permit did not reflect
the true slope of the street. The architects used slope data from official Department of Public Works records; when
compared with private survey data from a neighbor, there was a minor difference in grade. This project opponent
then wanted the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition web site be used instead, which had a steeper grade. The
rendering’s slope was revised to show a grade closely matched to photographs taken. Even with this modified grade,
the Project is minimally visible from the street.
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light and shadow, adding visual interest. The Project does not project beyond the existing
structure or intrude into the mid-block open space. While providing decent indoor and outdoor
deck square footage for the owners, at the same time, it provides other benefits: this set back
serves to reduce the frontal impact to the mid-block open space by reducing the width of the rear
wall; creates a buffer zone from the addition to the downhill building; subordinating it to the
existing 2" floor roofline. The deck is recessed and not "bumped out" into the rear yard. The
addition is made to look smaller by this rear facade articulation and set back. Angles and bay
windows are common throughout the neighborhood; see Exhibit D.

C. Roof Deck Necessary for Livable Open Space

The fact that this is a standard size building on a substandard lot supports the need for
additional open space supplementing the near unusable rear yard. The rear yard on a standard lot
provides approximately 1,400 to 1,600 square feet of open space, depending on if any portion of
the building extends into the rear yard. In contrast, the Property’s substandard 70-foot deep lot
leaves only approximately 360 square feet of rear yard. The small rear yard, together with all
three proposed decks, totals about 34% to 43% less than the square footage of a rear yard on a
standard size lot.

Expansion options are limited on substandard lots. Any addition to the rear of the
structure would require a variance, making a vertical addition the common-sense option. Despite
the substandard lot, the Property’s rear extends no further into the mid-block open space than its
neighbors. The fact that the Property is on a 70-foot deep lot does not affect how far it is from its
rear neighbors whose homes front 48" Avenue.

Using a flat roof on the addition is not out of character in this neighborhood. Some of
these flat roofs are fronted with decorative hipped or slanted parapets, varying in height, width,
style and material. The "non-flat" portion of the roofs are functional for some buildings or only
decorative for others.

Additionally, the massing of the originally proposed stair accessing the roof deck is as
unobtrusive as possible. A stair with straight run would have required a fire rated parapet of
double the length. The most recent proposal includes a further modification, a less
straightforward design, to access the roof deck by ascending over the bathroom, eliminating the
need for the short fire rated wall along the south lot line. To the North, the 42" high fire rated
parapet could have been more than double the proposed length. Given the front set back is
significantly in excess of Residential Design Guidelines suggestions, the resulting shorter parapet
is expected to be only minimally visible from the street due to the hipped roof and topography of
the block. And yet, the most recent proposal includes a geometry that balances the south
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perimeter which results in more than the required set back to eliminate the fire rated wall, and a
set back to the west perimeter that further reduces its visibility to the rear neighbors.

D. Mixed Neighborhood Context

The Residential Design Guidelines advise that new buildings or additions should have
unified character, but does not mandate specific architectural styles nor encourage direct
imitation of the past. In this neighborhood, building forms and architectural treatments are
somewhat varied; the Guidelines call for buildings themselves to express a unified character in
this setting.

The section of 47" Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Anza Street is a mix of
revivalist and vernacular single-family residences. Some of the buildings across the street along
47" Avenue were constructed in a Spanish colonial revival style. Some make reference to Art
Deco elements. The block faces have carried decorative treatments of different size balconies,
shutters, and windows, sometimes mixed from unrelated periods and styles. The common theme
is homes two to three-stories high with flat roofs, some fronted with slanted parapets or hipped
roofs.

The DR request references potential historic aspects of the neighborhood. Although the
Radezs certainly agree that the neighborhood has a lot of charm and are proud to be new owners,
the DR overstates the degree to which this neighborhood is “historic.” It refers to the “nine
painted ladies of 47" Avenue”, with no attributed source, seemingly trying to link a row of
buildings along 47" Avenue to the Victorian houses on Steiner Street across from Alamo Square.
The DR requestors claim that the building’s architectural style—historic revival—implies
preservation merit. In fact, a recent preservation study authored by Tim Kelley Consulting
(Exhibit E) concluded that the row of houses in this area constructed between 1931-1952 range
in height from one to three stories, and more importantly found that there is not a potential
historic district that the Property and these other homes could contribute to.

Regarding mid-block open space, many of the houses in the vicinity of the Property have
originally designed sun rooms or extensions added at a later date. (see group Exhibit F).
Amenities in this space are quite varied. Some lots have added detached cottages, some have
stair access to the rear yard, some have projecting rear decks at varying levels and depths, and
some have bay windows protruding into the open space. By count from Google Maps, there
appear to be at least 11 buildings in the neighborhood that have a 3" floor, some of which have
no front or rear set back. Exhibit F identifies these buildings. Five are on substandard lots.
Additionally, there are some turrets and towers reaching the height of a 3" floor fitted with
windows or doors that are not counted as 3" floors.
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E. Changes Made to Project

Working with Planning Department staff, Bonny and Richard have made a number of
substantive changes to the Project since it was first proposed. Those changes include:

e Roof deck railing. The roof deck railing has been set back approximately 3’ 11” further
from 47" Street than initially proposed. The street facing railing material was changed
from open with metal to transparent, although an open railing is easier to keep clean, does
not produce glare, is friendly to birds, and is less wind resistant. Since submitted with the
DR permit set, the roof deck railing on the north side has been set back eliminating the
need for a 42" high fire rated wall. The roof deck railing on the west has been shortened
and set back reducing the visual impact to the rear neighbors.

e Staircase to roof deck. A straight run staircase to the roof deck outside of the third story
addition was replaced with a spiral staircase. This also allowed the firewall by the south
lot line to be reduced. This small firewall is now eliminated in the latest modification by
ascending over and cutting into the 3" floor bath's ceiling.

e Eliminate fire-rated parapet wall. At the sides of the rear deck, two proposed 43-inch
long fire rated parapet walls along the north and south lot lines were eliminated.

In addition, the Project could have been significantly larger than what was originally
proposed and what is before the Commission. It could have included a near-complete 3™ floor
addition set back 15 feet from the front property line with a high rising roof on top, consistent
with the Residential Design Guidelines, and used that as a starting point to negotiate against with
neighbors. But Bonny and Richard did not want to play games and have proposed a very modest
addition that meets their needs for a comfortable family room, without asking for an unnecessary
amount of space.

F. Certain Neighbors’ Opposition and Project Support

The DR request for the Project was filed by the Planning Association for the Richmond
(“PAR”) and some individual neighbors. The petition enclosed with the DR application that has
65 signatures on it was for an entirely different project on the block, at 567 47" Avenue. This
Commission approved that project, with modifications requested by staff, in October of 2016
(see DR Action Memo, 567 47" Avenue, attached as Exhibit G).
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The DR was requested by PAR and signed by Jason Jungreis, a PAR director. Daniel
Baroni is listed as the point of contact for the individual neighbors and for PAR. Mr. Baroni did
not attend the Project’s community meeting on May 17, 2017 and neither did many of the
individual signatories. In fact, one party to the DR admitted that he had no issue with the project
and signed the DR only because he was asked to by another neighbor; that DR requestor recently
withdrew his DR request (email attached as Exhibit H).

In June of 2017, after the DR requests were filed, Richard asked the president of PAR for
any written documentation showing how PAR came to its decision to oppose the project. The
President of PAR promised to raise the request with the PAR Board of Directors in August
(Email exchange attached as Exhibit 1). Richard and Bonny have not received any information
about how PAR came to the decision to formally oppose the Project. It is unclear if the Project
was actually presented to the full PAR board or to its land use committee. Richard and Bonny
have not received any report—written or oral—about the content of any PAR discussion on the
Project. On September 18, 2017, this office emailed Mr. Baroni and the President of PAR
following up, and did not receive a response (Exhibit J). It is curious that after decades of
apparently not filing Discretionary Review requests for residential expansions, PAR filed two
within approximately nine months of each other, 4 houses apart and on the block where Jason
Jungreis, Robert Fries—another PAR Director—and John Anzur live.

To our knowledge, the two individuals most actively opposing the Project are John Anzur
and Berit Pedersen, neither of whom signed the DR (others are copied on emails but not
participating in the discussion) (email exchange attached as Exhibit K). It is our understanding
Mr. Anzur and Ms. Pedersen told Department staff that they actually authored the DR request.

Despite demands for modification in the DR request, it appears the intent of some
opponents is to prohibit any addition to the property, and not really ask for reasonable changes.
Mr. Anzur stated his intent is to prohibit the Project in its entirety at the May 17, 2017
community meeting. He also continues to mislead the Commission by implying that there are 65
neighbors objecting to the Project. In fact, 65 neighbors objected to the project at 567 47"
Avenue—which is next door to his home, and for which he did sign a DR request. This is the
third project on this block that Mr. Anzur has aggressively opposed. Bonny and Richard have
been told that others in the neighborhood are hesitant to do projects on their own homes out of
fear that certain neighbors will vociferously oppose it, costing time, money, and emotional
distress.

Despite what DR requestors imply, reception to the Project in the neighborhood has been
mixed. While certain neighbors oppose it—or at least felt compelled to sign a DR—others
actively support it. To date, three neighbors have submitted letters of support for the Project.
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Also, one initial DR requestor actually withdrew his request, explaining that he signed it only
because his neighbor asked him to. (see group Exhibit L).

G. Prior Approved Project at 567 47t Avenue

As mentioned above, this Commission recently approved a 3" story addition with
decks—including a roof deck—four lots up the street from the Property, in October 2016 (see the
DR Action memo for 567 47", attached as Exhibit G). DR requestors refer multiple times to this
Commission’s approval of that project, misleadingly implying that the Commission denied it.
They also attempt to use the Commission’s design changes as precedent to make this minor 425
square foot 3" story addition all but infeasible.

The 567 47" Avenue project is informative for a few different reasons, both in the ways
that proposal differed from the current Project and what the Commission approved:

e The Project is smaller and objections were different. The 567 47" project proposed an
increase to 567 47" Street that would make it approximately 3,600 square feet in size. In
contrast, the Project would add 425 square feet to an approximately 2,000 square foot
home. With the Project, the house on the Property will be approximately 30% smaller
than the 567 47" Avenue project this Commission approved.

Four of the five issues raised in the DR for that project are not applicable here: a five-foot
side setback on a proposed extension into the rear yard; eliminating three lot-line
windows for neighbor privacy; a cantilevering rear roof deck off of the 3™ floor; and
driveway location. Neighbors also objected to a front deck set back 7.5 feet from the
front lot line, which this Commission approved. (A completely new facade and roof were
proposed for the 2 story building making this small set back possible). In contrast, the
Project’s front deck is proposed to be set back 16.5 feet from the front lot line—
significantly further than the deck approved at 567 47" Avenue.

e The Project proposes fewer decks that do not intrude into mid-block open space.
This Commission eliminated one of four decks proposed in the 567 47" project,
specifically one that cantilevered over the rear yard, proposing a new intrusion into the
mid-block open space. The Project only proposes three decks: a front and rear deck, and a
roof deck on top of the 3" story addition. It does not propose a new deck or balcony
extending into the mid-block open space. Indeed, the fact the existing structure is a
standard-sized building on a substandard lot (regarding depth) should support the need
for additional open space supplementing the very limited rear yard.
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e The Commission actually approved a roof deck. The 567 47" also proposed a roof
deck—at over 400 square feet, it is significantly larger than the roof deck proposed in the
Project (now 198 square feet). The Commission did not eliminate the roof deck as part of
modifying the 567 47" Project. A smaller roof deck set further back from the front
property line in the Project should be allowed to remain.

H. Conclusion

This modest addition is respectful of existing architectural patterns, does not impact the
quality or pattern of mid-block open space, and is necessary to provide usable, functional, and
comfortable open space on a substandard lot. We respectfully request this Commission approve
the Project as proposed.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP
G

Mark Loper

Exhibits enclosed
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Exhibit List
Front and rear perspectives of project

Photographs showing view angles of homes along Anza Street, opposite mid-
block open space

Views into mid-block open space from existing 2" story at Property

Examples of angled structures and bay windows in the neighborhood

567 47" Avenue Historic Resource Evaluation, Tim Kelley Consulting (7-2015)
Map Showing Block and 3™ Story Additions, Extensions, Turrets, Towers

567 47" Street, DR Action Memo, SF Planning Commission

Email from Allen Wong to Chris May, November 4, 2017

Email Exchange between Richard Radez and Planning Association of the
Richmond

Email to Planning Association of the Richmond, September 18, 2017
Email Exchange between Planning Department, Berit Pedersen, and John Anzur
Letters of Support; Letter Withdrawing Discretionary Review Request

Detailed Response to Discretionary Review Request, 583 47" Avenue
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Exhibit B




574 48th Av

Due to the shallow rear yard on this substandard lot, the fence around the yard is only 14 ft. 7 in. from the
existing rear wall of the building. In perspective from the rear downhill neighbor on 48th Avenue (this
fence currently lower than allowed) screens out most of the existing first floor of this building. (The
enormous tree mentioned earlier, rising above the existing 2nd floor, covers 1/2 of the rear facade
vertically). The expanded building is in scale in the rear. The perspective from a house an 48th Avenue
may see across the open space, the height of the 47th Avenue buildings bounded by a fence as far away as
50 to 65 ft. from their uphill neighbors' sun room or main rear wall.

(Unfortunately, | can only get a perspective from the roofs of the 48th Av houses and not from the ground
or 2nd floor.)
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Exhibit B-1



582 48th Av |
\

-

N
N -
. - Ny . /
' L= 5636 A
596 48th Av ) \ i

Google

583 47th Av
Exhibit B-2




S
A P ALAN
g f{p = 46
pl 3 Xk

“5,’,_; .‘/“{}‘";(";_(//'-'

: , of A “ R it 4 o L ,a.:".-a:t‘«-‘ e nf.‘--_.n e f1t o 8K Bl 1 S A g - ‘ pt 4 RS A ﬂ.&mv,“
A" i ) 8 LDl Wl ) MO F e L LN A2 4d ' : ' : .

4V ARy 8 U ST 4 Fag DY R L AT : ' i wd L et W

Exhibit B-3



S
,,,,&%%f;’wﬂ”’
;'%%,
7 Ill .I'
’IIIII

Anza neighbors

O7/18720011 15:24

e <l
. ‘l‘- P 1y
*;’) t’:'.'*" fa’.%*

Looking south west toward Anza neighbors and the ocean.

(at corner of proposed 3rd. floor patio. Will see less of neighbor at proposed set back window wall). Exibit B-4



Exhibit C




Taken from right edge of left window. Exhibit C-1
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Taken from middle of Left window. Exhibit C-2



Taken from left edge of left wind Exhibit C-3




aken from left edge of right window. Exhibit C-4
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Taken from middle of right window. Exhibit C-5
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Exhibit D
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No rear set back




549 47th Av

Addition including extension into mid block open space

no side lot line set back

angled rear wall Exhibit D-3




566 48th Av

No front set back

No rear set back

No facade articulation Exhibit D-4




Angled window/walls on existing patio and bay windows

protruding into mid block open space:

- against discussion on privacy concerns;

- against discussion as objectionable geometry. Exhibit D-5




659 48th Av (at Sutro Heights)
Angled window/walls on existing patio and bay windows -
against discussion as objectionable geometry. Exhibit D-6
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567 47" AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

"anv—h‘,_

(',( >

(s
NG

TiM KELLEY CONSULTING, LLOC
HISTORICAL RESODURCES

2912 DIAMOND STREET #330

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
415.337-5824

TIM@TIMKELLEYCONSULTING.COM



HisTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 567 47" AVENUE SAN FRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

TABLE OF CONTENTS

L I OTUCTION . e 2
LS T [ 1 = U 2
1. CUrrent HISTONC STATUS coovieiee e 2
ALHEIE TOUAY i 2

B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey...........ccccccoiiiiiin. 2

C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage ... 3

D. California Historical Resource Status Code ... 3

Y I3 =Yo7 ] 0 KT ] o P 3
A S 3

e > 1 4

V. HISTONC CONIEXE i 5
AL NEIGNDOINOO . 5

B. ProjeCt St HistOry . oo 7

C. Construction CRIONOIOGY ... .o 9

D Permit R COT 10

B ATCRITECIUIrAl STy I 10
F.OWners and OCCUPANTS ... e 11

VI. Evaluation of HISTONC STATUS ...ueiiiiiieiie et a e e e 11
AL Individual ENGIDITITY ..o 12

LI O 41 1=T g o] o B B (V=T ot o) PR 12

I O 1= g o) a2 (T oo a1 PP 12

I 0101 1=1 gl AR I N fo 11 (=To1 (0T =) T PP 12

o  Criterion 4 (Information POIENTIA).....ccuui it 13
15 T 13

RV 1 1= | 1 15
VI CONCIUSION ettt 16
DO = 110 110 T =1 01 AR 17
DO Y o] o 2= T T 1) USSR PPRTRRUPPINS 18
JurLy, 2015 TiM KELLEY CONSULTING



HisTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 567 47" AVENUE SAN FRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

|. INTRODUCTION

Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC) was engaged to conduct a Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE)
for 567 47" Avenue, a wood-frame single-family residence built in 1938 in the Outer Richmond
neighborhood. A scoping discussion via email with Gretchen Hilyard, Planner, on July 9, 2015
identified an area to be visually examined in the vicinity of the subject property, specifically on
47" Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Anza Street. This report investigates whether the
subiject building is eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources

and whether it is located in a potential historic district.

[l. SUMMARY
TKC has determined that 567 47" Avenue is not eligible for individual listing in the California

Register, nor is it located within a potential historic district.

[1l. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS
TKC searched the San Francisco Planning Department database to determine whether the
property has been identified in any recognized register of historical resources. The specific

registers included are listed below.
A. Here Today

Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage is one of San Francisco’s first architectural
surveys. Undertaken by the Junior League of San Francisco and published in 1968, the survey
did not assign ratings to buildings. However, the survey does provide brief historical and
biographical information for what the authors believed to be significant buildings. The San
Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the survey in 1970. The survey files, available in the
San Francisco Public Library’s San Francisco History Room, contain information on

approximately 2,500 properties. This property is not included in the published book.

B. Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey

The Department of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey, or 1976 Survey, was a
reconnaissance survey that examined the entire City of San Francisco to identify and rate
architecturally significant buildings and structures on a scale of “0” (contextual) to “5”

(extraordinary). No historic research was performed and the potential historical significance of
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a resource was not considered when assigning ratings. According to the authors, the 10,000
rated buildings comprise only around 10 percent of the city’s building stock. Due to its age and
its lack of historical documentation, the 1976 Survey has not been officially recognized by the
city of San Francisco as a valid local register of historic resources for CEQA purposes,

although it is still used on a consultative basis. This property is not included in the 1976 Survey.

C. San Francisco Architectural Heritage

San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) is the city’s oldest not-for-profit organization
dedicated to the preservation of San Francisco’s unique architectural heritage. Heritage has
completed several major architectural surveys in San Francisco, including Downtown, South of
Market, Richmond District, Chinatown, Van Ness Corridor, Northeast Waterfront, and
Dogpatch. Heritage ratings range from “A” (highest importance) to “D” {(minor or no
importance) and are based on both architectural and historical significance. San Francisco

Architectural Heritage has not surveyed this property.

D. California Historical Resource Status Code

Properties listed in the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) or under
review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) are assigned status codes of “1”
to “7,” establishing a baseline record of historical significance. Properties with a status code of
“1” are listed in the California or National Register. Properties with a status code of “2” have
been formally determined eligible for listing in the California or National Register. Properties
with a status code of “3” or “4” appear to be eligible for listing in either register through survey
evaluation. Properties with a status code of “5” are typically locally significant or of contextual
importance. Status codes of “6” indicate that the property has been found ineligible for listing
in any register and a status code of “7” indicates that the property has not yet been evaluated.

This property has not been rated.

IV. DESCRIPTION
A. Site

567 47" Avenue is located on the west side of 47" Avenue between Anza Street and Geary
Blvd. This section of the 47" Avenue slopes up to the north, and the subject parcel follows the

slope of the street. The building abuts both neighbors and is set back from the front lot line; the
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neighboring buildings have similar setbacks. A concrete driveway accesses a garage on the
right side and a concrete walkway accesses a gated entryway left of center. At the far left a low
stucco wall is surmounted by a metal screen and encloses an open stairway rising to the
primary entrance on the first floor. Planter boxes, enclosed with short concrete walls, flank the

concrete walkway (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Planter boxes and entry of 567 47" Avenue.

B. Exterior

567 47" Avenue is a one-story -over basement, single-family frame residence clad in stucco
and topped with a flat roof with a hipped parapet. The plan is rectangular with a cutout left front
that contains the primary entrance and terrazzo stairs. There is a recessed segmented garage
door with two small narrow windows on the right side of the basement level. On the left is the
security gate leading to the enclosed entryway. There is a pedestrian door at the rear wall of
the entryway. To the left of the door, guarter turn terrazzo steps rise to the primary entrance on
the first story. The primary entrance is recessed and features a wooden door with a scored

diamond pattern (Figure 2). The first story features three multi-pane casement windows on the
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left and four lite French doors with a metal balconette on the right. A stuccoed chimney rises
above the roofline on the far right. The building terminates with a straight cornice and hipped

parapet.

Figure 2: Detail of primary entrance

V. HISTORIC CONTEXT
A. Neighborhood

The Richmond District is located in the northwest quadrant of San Francisco. Interspersed
throughout the district are several hundred nineteenth-century cottages mixed with commercial
corridors and rows of spec-built Edwardian-era and mid-century flats and single-family

dwellings.

For most of its early recorded history, what is now the Richmond District remained in a natural
state of rolling sand dunes and chaparral. In 1866 and 1868, respectively, the Board of
Supervisors passed the Clement and Outside Lands Ordinances. This legislation affected
nearly all unsurveyed lands within the corporate boundaries of the City and County of San

Francisco. In 1870, the “Official Map of the Outside Lands” was published, extending Jasper
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O’Farrell’s grid into what is now the Richmond, with minor adjustments made to align with the

boundaries of the U.S. Army’s Presidio Reservation.

Prior to the Outside Lands Ordinances, the Richmond District had already attracted a small
number of ranches and dairy farms. In the 1860s, several local dairymen built the Point Lobos
and San Francisco Toll Road from the city line to Point Lobos. This road, which eventually
became Geary Boulevard, allowed farmers to transport their products to market while
simultaneously allowing day-trippers to travel to Point Lobos and Ocean Beach. Early maps of
the area depict a landscape of rolling sand dunes and isolated farmsteads consisting of a

house, windmill, tankhouse, and assorted stables and outbuildings.

At the ocean, a seaside holiday economy grew up, with the Cliff House restaurant, hotel and
gardens (established in 1863) being the principal attraction. In 1881, Adolph Sutro, the
successful engineer, real estate speculator, and eventual mayor of San Francisco, purchased
the Cliff House and built a railroad to provide access to this attraction, which he soon
enhanced with a sculpture garden and his famous Sutro Baths. Meanwhile, he bought up

much of the Richmond and became one of the district’'s major boosters.

Street railway franchises were granted to several different companies in a generally
unsystematic fashion, with the primary routes following Geary Boulevard (franchise granted to
the Park and Ocean Railroad Company in 1877) and California Street (franchise issued to the
California Street Railroad Company in 1878). At first, these lines were operated with horse cars,
which were later replaced by steam trains and then electric streetcars in the early 20th century.
The growing popularity of Golden Gate Park and the Bay District Race Track in the latter part of

the 19th century led to the creation of several cross-district lines running north-south.

The existing 19th century development clustered along the principal transportation lines:
California Street, Geary Boulevard, Fulton Street (along the northern edge of Golden Gate
Park); and several north-south cross streets. Following the earthquake and fire of 1906 new
residential development commenced at a rapid pace, and the Richmond district was largely

built out by the late 1920s. The increasing popularity of the automobile minimized the
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perceived distance between downtown and the Richmond, encouraging more people to build
flats and single-family homes, frequently with garages beneath. Geary Boulevard and Clement
Street were developed as automobile-scaled commercial corridors in the 1910s and 1920s,
and major cultural and religious institutions such as St. John’s Presbyterian Church and
Temple Emanu-El relocated from downtown and the Western Addition to serve the various

ethnic groups now living in the Richmond.
B. Project Site History

The first Sanborn map for this area was published in 1913, showing the subject block

undeveloped (Figure 3). The subject parcel was vacant.
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Figure 3: 1913 Sanborn Map showing the approximate location of 567 47" Ave noted with arrow.

The 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph shows most of the subject block containing a row
of similar buildings (Figure 4). The subject property is one of a group of nine that was

constructed beginning in 1938.
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Figure 4: 1938 aerial photo showing 567 47" Ave noted with arrow.

The 1950 Sanborn Map shows the entire subject block was developed with groups of similar

residential buildings (Figure 5). The subject property has a one-story over basement single-

family building.
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Figure 5: 1950 Sanborn Map showing 567 47" Ave noted with arrow.
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C. Construction Chronology

According to the original building permit, this building was constructed in 1938 by owner and
local contractor, Herman Christensen and designed by C.O. Clausen'. Christensen also
constructed 8 adjacent buildings (563 — 595 47" Avenue) in 1938.2 It is not known if Clausen
also designed these buildings as he was not listed on the building announcements. This

building has sustained no alterations to the primary fagade.

C.0O. Clausen

Charles Oliver Clausen (1886-1973) was born and raised in California and started his career as
a draftsman with the architectural firm Meyer & O’Brien. He began his career designing
apartment buildings, flats, and single family homes primarily in the Mission Revival style.
Examples include 2853-57 Clay in Pacific Heights (1910), 3600 Jackson in Presidio Heights
(1918), and 1457 Jones on Russian Hill (1913). He partnered with F. Frederick Amandes from
1927-19383. In 1933, he reestablished his own practice, designing single family homes,
including 50 San Rafael Way in St. Francis Woods (1935). Clausen is also the only master

architect to be associated with residential tract designs in the Sunset Neighborhood.®
Herman Christensen

Herman Christensen was born on December 4, 1892 in Sweden and immigrated to the United
States in 1913. Christensen first lived in Queens, New York, where he worked as a carpenter
with his older brother Edward. By 1929, Christensen had moved to San Francisco, where he
initially resided in the Mission District and was employed as a builder. From 1929 until 1955
Christensen was an active builder in both San Francisco and San Mateo County. He worked

from his home at 1422 27th Avenue in the Sunset District from 1930 to 1939 and, later, from his

! Permit Application #35398, May 26, 1938

2 pacific Constructor, “Permits and Contracts San Francisco County,” June 4, 1938 page4

% “Sunset District, Residential Builders, 1925-1950, Historic Context,” Prepared by Mary Brown for San Francisco City
and County Planning Department, April 3, 2013, 104.
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apartment at 1399 21st Avenue. Christensen is known to have engaged the services of

architects. In June 1977, at the age of 85, Christensen passed away in Menlo Park California.*

D. Permit Record

The following permits were found in Department of Building Inspection files for the subject

property:

o Permit #35398, May 26, 1938 — To build one-story and basement wood-frame single-
family building.

o Permit #520423, August 31, 1984 — Apply Alcoa siding to rear of home

o Permit #555866, October 14, 1986 - Repair front siding stucco

o Permit #201401226814, January 22, 2014 — Reroof (Permit not available for copy; job

card included)

Copies of these permits are in the Appendix to this report.
E. Architectural Style

The subject property can be best described as a style recently defined in the Sunset Historic
Context Statement: Mixed / Eclectic / Transitional. The Sunset Context statement describes this
architectural style as the following:

Although not a style unto itself, there are scattered examples of buildings in the
Sunset District that display a mixed fusion of unrelated styles. Such examples
may incorporate glass brick, portholes, or speedlines—design elements
associated with Streamline Moderne styles—uwith features more typically
associated with Mediterranean or Colonial Revival styles. A fusion of the
Streamline Moderne style with traditional design elements such as a hipped roof
and shutters may reflect a builder’s desire to incorporate emerging Modern
design without alienating potential house buyers with too radical a style.®

4 Biography credited to “Sunset District, Residential Builders, 1925-1950, Historic Context,” Prepared by Mary Brown
for San Francisco City and County Planning Department, April 3, 2013.

® “Sunset District, Residential Builders, 1925-1950, Historic Context,” Prepared by Mary Brown for San Francisco City
and County Planning Department, April 3, 2013, 100.
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F. Owners and Occupants

Herman Christensen, a local contractor, constructed this building in 1938. The first owners to
reside at the property were Steve and |da Jancovich in 1939. Steve Jancovich was a
salesman. Lloyd and Lucille Starr purchased the property in 1943. Lloyd was an officer in the
U.S. Army. The Starrs sold the property in March 1947 to Gordon and Carol Ann Cameron; they
immediately sold it to G. Robert and Milan Campbell in October 1947. Robert Campbell was a
musician. Judson and Ada Glen purchased the property in 1951. Judson Glen was employed
as a secretary. Andrew and Dorothy Wong purchased it in 1964. The subject property was sold
to Wing Mon and Susan Mark in 1983. Felix and Vera Braynin purchased the property in 1988,
and James Mitchell purchased it in 1989. Timothy Kurlya and Nancy Powel purchased the
property in 2008. The current owners purchased the property in 2014.

VI. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS

The subject property was evaluated to determine if it is eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, either individually or as a contributor to a historic district. The
California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and
historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible
properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed.
Properties can also be nominated to the California Register by local governments, private
organizations or citizens. This includes properties identified in historical resource surveys with
Status Codes of 1 to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county
ordinance. The evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are
closely based on those developed for use by the National Park Service for the National
Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be

demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of

California or the United States.
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Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons important to

local, California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master, or possess

high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential
to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the

nation.

The following section examines the eligibility of the subject property for listing in the California

Register under those criteria.
A. Individual Eligibility
e Criterion 1 (Events)

567 47™ Avenue does not appear to be eligible for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 1. The building was constructed along with several similar single-family buildings
during the pre-war development period in the Outer Richmond neighborhood. This building did
not make a significant contribution to that building pattern. The building is not associated with
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional
history or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. Therefore it is not individually

eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1.
e Criterion 2 (Persons)

This building does not appear to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion
2. None of the other occupants were listed in the San Francisco Biography Collection or
newspaper indexes or otherwise indicated to be important to the history of San Francisco or
the State of California. Thus the property is not individually eligible for listing in the California

Register under Criterion 2.

e Criterion 3 (Architecture)
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This property is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.

The building was constructed by Herman Christensen and designed by C.O. Clausen. C.O.
Clausen is considered a master architect, but this building is a formulaic vernacular design not
representative of his best work. Herman Christensen is not considered a master builder. The
building does not embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or possess high artistic values. Thus the property is not individually eligible for

listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.
e  (Criterion 4 (Information Potential)

This criterion ordinarily refers to potential archeological value. A full analysis of archeological
value is beyond the scope of this report. The property does not appear eligible for individual

listing on the California Register under Criterion 4.
B. District

A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor to a
historic district. Guidelines define a district as an area that “possesses a significant
concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically
or aesthetically by plan or physical development”.® To be listed on the California Register, the
district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentation of the
district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying each as a contributor or non-
contributor. The district itself, as well as each of its contributors, then become historical

resources.

The block in which the subject property is located is not formally identified at present as a
historic district. To investigate whether a historic district potentially exists in the area, TKC
conducted a search of nearby HRERs and visually examined the surrounding buildings. Based
on the scoping discussion of July 9, 2015 with the Planning Department, the examined area

includes 47" Avenue between Geary Blvd and Anza Street.

The area contains 45 properties constructed between 1931 and 1952 and ranging in height

from one to three stories (contextual photographs are available in the Appendix). The majority

® Office of Historic Preservation, 1995.
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of this area was constructed between 1938 and 1940. Currently, there are three HRERs in the
near vicinity. The following table lists the property address, parcel number, construction date
(per the Assessor’s Office) and use. The subject property is in italics.

Table 2: Buildings on the 567 47" Avenue Subject Block

Address Parcel Construction Building Use
Date
501 47" Ave 1497/001 1931 Single-family
507 47" Ave 1497/002 | 1931 Single-family
511 47" Ave 1497/003 | 1931 Single-family
515 47" Ave 1497/004 | 1931 Single-family
519 47" Ave 1497/005 | 1931 Single-family
525 47" Ave 1497/006 | 1931 Single-family
527 47" Ave 1497/007 | 1939 Single-family
531 47" Ave 1497/008 | 1939 Single-family
535 47" Ave 1497/009 | 1939 Single-family
539 47" Ave 1497/010 | 1939 Single-family
545 47" Ave 1497/011 1939 Single-family
549 47" Ave 1497/012 | 1935 Single-family
555 47" Ave 1497/013 | 1938 Single-family
559 47" Ave 1497/014 | 1952 Single-family
563 47" Ave 1497/016 | 1939 Single-family
567 47" Ave 1497/016A | 1938 Single-family
571 47" Ave 1497/016B | 1938 Single-family
575 47" Ave 1497/016C | 1939 Single-family
579 47" Ave 1497/016D | 1939 Single-family
583 47" Ave 1497/016E | 1939 Single-family
587 47" Ave 1497/016F | 1939 Single-family
591 47" Ave 1497/016G | 1939 Single-family
595 47" Ave 1497/016H | 1939 Single-family
8245 Geary 1498/050 1940 Single-family
506 47" Ave 1498/049 | 1932 Single-family
510 47" Ave 1498/048 1933 Single-family
514 47" Ave 1498/047 1940 Single-family
518 47" Ave 1498/046 1933 Single-family
522 47" Ave 1498/045 1933 Single-family
526 47" Ave 1498/044 | 1933 Single-family
530 47" Ave 1498/043 1933 Single-family
534 47" Ave 1498/042 | 1940 Single-family
538 47" Ave 1498/041 1937 Single-family
542 47" Ave 1498/039 | 1937 Single-family
548 47" Ave 1498/038 | 1938 Single-family

JuLy, 2015 TiMm KELLEY CONSULTING



HisTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION 567 47" AVENUE SAN FRaNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

552 47" Ave 1498/037 | 1939 Single-family
560 47" Ave 1498/035 | 1940 Single-family
564 47" Ave 1498/034 | 1940 Single-family
568 47" Ave 1498/033 1940 Single-family
572 47" Ave 1498/032 | 1940 Single-family
576 47" Ave 1498/031 1940 Single-family
580 47" Ave 1498/029 1940 Single-family
584 47" Ave 1498/028 | 1940 Single-family
588 47" Ave 1498/027A | 1940 Single-family
5546 Anza 1498/027 | 1936 Single-family

A search of HRERs in the area found the following results:
e 8200 Geary, 1489/008, September 15, 2010 — This property is not a historic resource.
The report is not available.
e 5440 Anza, 1499/016, March 18, 2015 — This property is not a historic resource. The
report is not available.
e 5435 Anza, 1588/001L, January 31, 2014 — This property is not a historic resource;

there is no potential historic district.

The section of 47" Avenue between Geary Blvd and Anza Streets is a mix of Revivalist and
vernacular/eclectic single-family residences. Some of the buildings on the east side of 47"
Avenue were designed in a Spanish Colonial Revival style similar to the style used by the
Rousseau brothers in nearby neighborhoods (there are two significant Rousseau Historic
Districts in the Sunset neighborhood).” However, a majority of the buildings in the examined
area are mundane tract homes constructed prior to World War I, Although this area is
stylistically cohesive and representative of a prevalent building pattern in the Outer Richmond
neighborhood, the buildings are unremarkable and did not make a significant contribution to

this broad development pattern.

VII. INTEGRITY
In addition to being determined eligible under at least one of the four California Register

criteria, a property deemed to be significant must also retain sufficient historical integrity. The

7 “Sunset Picturesque Period Revival Tracts Historic Districts,” San Francisco City and County Planning Department,
July 2013.
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concept of integrity is essential to identifying the important physical characteristics of histerical
resources and hence, evaluating adverse change. For the purposes of the California Register,
integrity is defined as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced
by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance”
(California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven
variables or aspects that together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely
on the National Register, are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association. National Register Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for

Evaluation defines these seven characteristics:

e [ ocation is the place where the historic property was constructed.

e Designis the combination of elements that create the form, plans, space,
structure and style of the property.

o Setting addresses the physical environment of the historic property inclusive of
the landscape and spatial relationships of the building/s.

o Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during
a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the
historic property.

e Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or
people during any given period in history.

o Feeling is the property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a
particular periocd of time.

e Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and
a historic property.

This building is not a historical resource, therefore no period of significance exists and integrity

cannot be determined.

VIII. CONCLUSION
567 47™ Avenue is not individually eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical

Resources. The property is not located in a potential historic district.
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X. APPENDIX

West Side of 47" Ave Between Geary Blvd and Anza Street
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(arrow indicates subject building)
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East Side of 47" Ave Between Geary Blvd and Anza Street
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HIsTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION

Permits for 567 47" Ave
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HIsTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION

567 47 AVENUE

SAN FrRaANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

BLDG. FORM

2

FRAME BUILDING

. O S G T )

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works"of the City and Cmmtz of San
F‘nmc(u:o for venm-ion to build in accordance wizh the nghgn nmz lpat.muﬁona stbmitted
after set forth
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QZAN FRANCISCO

o Y \ | - R

2 o e .
SDEP/‘.I?TME!\.IT‘:;)F o P
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2 Write n Ink—File Two Coples
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CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU

(1) Location of Lot Yesok  Side of»z!q___lé'»%s..’:_.‘_‘_ e SkreER
FECIE S S, SOy /) se. Mo Block o,

(2) Number of Steriea S — v - {-W(% Besement,
(3) Total Cost LS00 ?‘ e

(4) Purpose of Occupan:y.@?.’—:é(:.—:;’w..ﬂm of raoms._ é e Np, 0f familics,. B2 A
(5) Sizaoflot " Ft Front > Ft.Rear.l2-© ____ Ft.Dsep. . _

(6) Any other building on lot at present 2—2
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demxiify and keep harmless and County of San Francisco all 1 , judgments,
and“ which mAy in &nywﬁe aeerue mlm; said chilky n;il e?;* in conseg uu::le; o]f the
; nnﬁnx permit, e use or occupancy of any sidewalk, s or sub-sidew
s gy virtue thereof, and wlll in dl things strictly comply with the conditions of this ;um 5 pidced
(9 rchiecr_ L~ € Khovser, PR
CortificateNo._ . Yicense e
State of California City snd County of San Fravcisco
Address Q4 {- 6~ /#“'W__._... et e
(10) Bogineer_ e
extificate No.. SR 71 T S =
te of California City and Cuunty ‘of San Prancisco
Addresa — —
(11)

Plans and fications ared b
Other than Avchitect or Bogineer.

t-*—- Address- B e e
i az2) T Livaide i N
Licanse No.. _Lﬁ 0 3 /{ £ 5" et

i ] State of Callforuin B C!W and Connw of Francisco

‘ > Address. [Fol- 4 / =
i (18) Owner. ﬂuvvvw-\r jj\/uvmﬁwv\/ I
> Addi 1 £01- J‘M—w-u L e M
ks B i e U
;L Side Sewer®n (] NotIn [ Owner’s Authorized Agent,
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2 m'r.;fgn TCATE ¢ olrmonc&u?bxcv MUST BE OBTAINED ON COMPLEVION OF BUILDING, PUNSUANT T0

=
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SAN FrRaANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

567 47 AVENUE

HIsTORICAL RESOURCE EVALUATION
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