49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400
Pl an Francisco San Francisco, CA 94103

annlng 628.652.7600

www.sfplanning.org

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
ABBREVIATED ANALYSIS

November 12,2020
Record No.: 2016-012745DRP-04
Project Address: 311 28" Street
Permit Applications: 2016.0906.6865
Zoning: RH-2 [Residential House, Two-Family]
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 6613 /048

Project Sponsor: Daniel Robinson
Mac Kracken Architects
479 9th Street, 2" floor
San Francisco, CA 94133
Staff Contact: David Winslow - (628) 652-7335
david.winslow@sfgov.org

Recommendation: Take DR and Approve with Modifications

Project Description

The project proposes to construct a new three-story over garage single-family residence at the front of the
property. A variance is being requested for the new building to encroach into the required rear yard (PC Section
134), and for exposure (PC Section 140) to the existing rear unit. The rear cottage is vacant and has an approved
building permit to renovate and expand the habitable space by removing the two-car parking garage at the ground
level.

Site Description and Present Use
Thesiteisa 25  wide x 114’-0” deep steeply lateral sloping lot containing an existing 2-story, one-family home
located at the rear of the lot. It is a Category ‘A’ - historic resource built in 1907 as an individual resource.

Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood

The buildings on this block of 28" Street are 2-and 3 story detached houses setback from the street with raised
entrances. The mid-block open space, including the rear cottage of the subject property, is defined by a fairly
inconsistent alignment of buildings.

P B EE Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawagsa  628.652.7550
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2016-012745DRP-04
Hearing Date: November 12,2020 31128" Street

Building Permit Notification

Type Required Notification DR File Date DR Hearing Date Filing to Hearing
Period DEICH Date

311 Notice 30 days August 17, 9.16 2020 11.12.2020 to 57 days
2020-
September 16,
2020

Hearing Notification

Type Required Required Notice Actual Notice Date Actual Period
Period Date

Posted Notice 20 days October 23,2020 October 23,2020 20 days

Mailed Notice 20 days October 23,2020 October 23,2020 20 days

Online Notice 20 days October 23,2020 October 23,2020 20 days
Public Comment

djacent neighbor(s)

Other neighbors on the block or 0 17 0
directly across the street

Neighborhood groups 0 0 0

Environmental Review

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15303 (Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences
or six dwelling units in one building.

DR Requestors

1. Mark Collins 313 28" Street, resident of the adjacent property to the west of the proposed project;
. Eric Scher of 330 28" Street resident across the street to the north of the proposed project and,;
3. Douglas Melton and Raymond Robertson of 309 28" Street, resident of the adjacent property to the east
of the proposed project and;
4. Jane Oyugi of 313A 28" Street, resident of the adjacent property to the west of the proposed project

San Francisco
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2016-012745DRP-04
Hearing Date: November 12,2020 31128" Street

DR Requestor’s Concerns and Proposed Alternatives

DR requestor 1:

Is concerned that the proposed project:

1. Will obstruct view of a historic resource and alter the relationship between the two adjacent existing
historic resources of 313 and 311 28" Street:

2. Does not fit the size and scale of the neighborhood and;

3. Removes an off-street parking space.

Proposed alternatives:

Relocate the entrance to the front;

Increase the width of the side yard to 8 for the entire length;
Deny the rear yard variance;

Remove the 4" floor;

Do not allow decks or stairs at the rear or west side and;

Remove the existing non-historic exterior stair to the rear cottage

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated September 16, 2020.

DR requestor 2:

Is concerned that the proposed project:

1. Will obstruct view of a historic resource and alter the relationship between the two adjacent existing
historic resources of 313 and 311 28th Street;

2. Does not fit the size, scale, and architecture of the neighborhood and;

3. Will shade adjacent neighbors.

Proposed alternatives

Remove the 4" floor and;
Increase the width of the side yard to 8 for the entire length

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated September 16, 2020.

DR requestor 3:

Is concerned that the proposed project:

4. Isout of scale for the neighborhood;

Impacts light, air and privacy;

Reduces on-site parking impacting parking supply;

Blocks a west facing property line window;

The request for a non-code-complying rear yard reduce light to adjacent property and;
Rear roof deck impacts privacy.

© oo~ WU
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2016-012745DRP-04
Hearing Date: November 12,2020 31128" Street

Proposed alternatives

Remove the 4" floor and roof decks;

Deny the rear yard variance;

Provide a 2’ light well for the west facing dormer window;

Require two tandem car parking spaces and;

Require an analysis and potential remediation on foundation and sub-surface streams due to foundation
excavation.

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated September 16, 2020

DR requestor 4:

Is concerned that the proposed project:

10. Lacks adequate side and rear setbacks;

11. Is out of scale and character with surrounding buildings
12. Does not retain view from public way of historic resource;
13. Impacts light air and privacy and,;

14. Excavation impacts

Proposed alternatives:

Relocate the entrance to the front;

Increase the width of the side yard to 8 for the entire length;

Deny the rear yard variance;

Remove the 4™ floor; do not allow decks or stairs at the rear or west side and;
Remove the existing non-historic exterior stair to the rear cottage

See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated September 16, 2020

Project Sponsor’s Response to DR Application

The proposed project has been designed and redesigned to balance the circumstances of the site with
consideration of the existing adjacent neighbors. No new information has been provided that has not already been
extensively reviewed and responded to with the current design. Several misrepresentations have been made by
DR filers. This home provides needed space for our growing family.

See attached Response to Discretionary Review, dated October 9, 2020

Department Review

The Planning Department’s review of this proposal confirms general support for this project as it adds a unit of
new housing and for the most part conforms to the Residential Design Guidelines. The Department’s design and
preservation staff worked extensively with the project sponsor over multiple iterations for 3-years to guide an
appropriate project that responds to the interrelated historic resources: the rear cottage and the adjacent house
at 313 28" Street. The two main objectives were to preserve the view of 313 28" (neighboring building to the
west) and the function of its side windows and to provide a view of the rear cottage, by requiring an 8’ side yard

San Francisco
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Discretionary Review - Abbreviated Analysis RECORD NO. 2016-012745DRP-04
Hearing Date: November 12,2020 31128" Street

that narrows to 5. Because the existence of the rear cottage and the prescriptive requirement of a side yard from
preservation staff, the proposed building extends past the required rear yard. Thus, a variance is requested.
Staff believes the proposal adequately preserves views of both historic resources. The existing cottage is being
renovated under a separate permit, under the guidance of preservation staff.

The building scale at the street is compatible with other surrounding buildings - the third-story is set back 23’
from the front building wall to be minimally visible to retain the appropriate scale relationship with the
predominant 2-story context at the street.

However, exceptional or extraordinary circumstance are present. The project is not compatible with the scale
and impedes the light and privacy of the adjacent buildings at the rear. Additionally, the second story extends in
the rearin a manner to block access to the mid-block open space and light.

Staff deems the building needs modifications to comply with the intent of the Residential Design Guidelines and
recommends the following modifications:

1. Reduce the height of the exterior entry gate to no higher than 3’-6” to increase the visual access to the
rear building.

2. Settherear deck 3’ from the east property line and remove the solid parapet at the first floor;

Remove or reduce the size of the east property line windows at the first floor;

4. Provide a 3’ side setback at the east, starting at the required rear yard line at the second floor; (project
may build to side lot line until rear yard setback); and reduce the depth at the rear by 4’;

5. Reduce the width of the rear deck at the second floor to 8 centered on the bedroom and;

Remove the third-floor roof decks,

7. Reduce the extent of the third floor so that it does not encroach into the required rear yard.

w

o

Recommendation: Take DR and Approve with Modifications

Attachments:

Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs
Context Photographs
Section 311 Notice
CEQA Determination
HRER evaluation

DR Application
Letters of opposition
Response to DR Application, dated October 9, 2020
311 plans

San Francisco


http://www.sf-planning.org/info

Exhibits

Discretionary Review Hearing
Case Number 2016-012745DRP-04
311 28th Street

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Sanborn Map*
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Aerial Photo

‘3 Pauls F'nmarw Sehool M r.

1 ‘5

DR REQUESTOR'’S SUBJECT PROPERTY
PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
6 Case Number 2016-012745DRP-04
311 28th Street

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Aerial Photo

t 'p‘éulis'_' Pimangsehooll

7 ST
L= : q

||/

DR REQUESTOR’S SUBJECT PROPERTY
PROPERTY

Discretionary Review Hearing
@ Case Number 2016-012745DRP-04
311 28th Street

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Aerial Photo
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311

On September 6, 2016, Building Permit Application No. 201609066885 was filed for work at the Project Address below.

Notice Date: August 17, 2020 Expiration Date: September 16, 2020
PROJECT INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 311 - 28th Street Applicant: Daniel Robinson
Cross Street(s): Sanchez & Noe Streets Address: 479 9th Street, 2nd Floor
Block/Lot No.: 6613 /048 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103
Zoning District(s): RH-2 /40-X Telephone: 415-487-2050
Record Number: 2016-012745PRJ Email: danielr@macarchs.com

You are receiving this notice as an owner or occupant of property 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 that the Planning Commission review
this application at a public hearing for Discretionary Review. Requests for a Discretionary Review hearing must be filed during
the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown above, 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 orin other
public documents.

PROJECT SCOPE |

O Demolition New Construction O Alteration

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

[0 Rear Addition O Side Addition O Vertical Addition
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING PROPOSED
Building Use None Single-family

Front Setback None 7 feet, 4 inches

Side Setbacks None Between 5’-0” and 8’-0” (west side)
Building Depth None 60’-7”

Rear Yard None 28’-6”

Building Height None 36’-8”

Number of Stories None Three-over-basement
Number of Dwelling Units 1 2

Number of Parking Spaces 0 1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project includes the construction of a three-story-over-basement, single-family residence at the front of the existing lot
that will include four bedrooms, four and one-half bathrooms, and one garage parking. The existing lot is developed with a
two-story, single-family building located at the rear. The rear thirteen (13) feet, five (5) inches of the new building will project
into the required rear yard. Therefore, a Variance is required. A public hearing for the Variance is scheduled for September
23, 2020. See Case No. 2016-012745VAR.

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.

To view plans or related documents, visit sf-planning.org/notices and search the Project Address listed above. Once the
property is located, click on the dot(s) to view details of the record number above, its related documents and/or plans.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:
Stephanie Cisneros, 415-575-9186, Stephanie.Cisneros@sfgov.org

X E#IRGEKE | PARA INFORMACION EN ESPANOL LLAMAR AL | PARA SA IMPORMASYON SA TAGALOG TUMAWAG SA | 415.575.9010
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GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES
DURING COVID-19 SHELTER-IN-PLACE ORDER

Reduced copies of the proposed project plans have been included in this mailing for your information. If you have
questions about the plans, please contact the project Applicant listed on the front of this notice. You may wish to
discuss the plans with your neighbors or neighborhood association, as they may already be aware of the project. If
you have specific questions about the proposed project, you should contact the planner listed on the front of this
notice. If you have general questions about the Planning Department’s review process, contact the Planning
Information Center (PIC) via email at pic@sfgov.org.

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. Contact the project Applicant to get more information and to discuss 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. 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 that 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 (“DR”). If

you believe the project warrants Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission, you must file a DR

Application prior to the Expiration Date shown on the front of this notice.

To file a DR Application, you must:
1. Create an account or be an existing registered user through our Public Portal (https://aca-
ccsf.accela.com/ccsf/Default.aspx).
2. Complete the Discretionary Review PDF application (https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application) and
email the completed PDF application to CPC.Intake@sfgov.org. You will receive follow-up instructions via
email on how to post payment for the DR Applciation through our Public Portal.

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. The Board of Appeals is accepting appeals via e-mail. 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 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 Board of Supervisors at bos.legislation@sfgov.org, 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.



mailto:pic@sfgov.org
http://www.communityboards.org/
https://sfplanning.org/resource/drp-application
mailto:CPC.Intake@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:alec.longaway@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
mailto:bos.legislation@sfgov.org

SAN FRANCISCO
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

311 - 28th Street 6613048

Case No. Permit No.

2016-012745ENV 201609066885

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.
Construction of a new three-story over garage single-family residence at the front of the property.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

The project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

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

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six 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.

O

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality.

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121




STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

|:| hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
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?

Note that a categorical exemption shall not be issued for a project located on the Cortese List

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project involve a child care facility or school with 30 or more students, or a
|:| location 1,500 sq. ft. or greater? 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? If yes, archeo review is requried (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
I:l on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography). If yes, Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Slope = or > 25%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
- than 500 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 and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
|:| greater than 500 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 and Environmental Planning must issue the exemption.

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

|:| expansion greater than 500 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 and Environmental
Planning must issue the exemption.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Don Lewis

Planning department staff archeologist cleared the project with no effects on 2/27/2020.

A preliminary geotechnical report was prepared by PG Soils, Inc. (dated 5/2106), confirming that the project site
is on a site subject to 25 percent slope. The project’s structural drawings would be reviewed by the building
department, where it would be determined if further geotechnical review and technical reports are required.

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

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

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

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|0o|co|d(od

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.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

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

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

O(O|0)0 (O

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

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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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):

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
|:| Reclassify to Category A |:| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER or PTR dated (attach HRER or PTR)

b. Other (specify):

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

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):
See updated HRER Part 2 dated 7/17/2020 for a description on how project meets the Secretary's Standards.

Preservation Planner Signature: Justin Greving

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

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Justin Greving
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 07/28/2020
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
31of 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 approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

MODIFIED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

[ | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

O |0 O

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

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | 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. In accordance
with Chapter 31, Sec 31.08j of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of this determination can be filed within 10
days of posting of this determination.

Planner Name: Date:

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Record No.: 2016-012745ENV

Project Address: 311 28 Street

Zoning: RH-2 Residential - House, Two Family Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6613/048

Staff Contact: Justin Greving — 415 - 575 - 9169

justin.greving@sfgov.org

PART Il: PROJECT EVALUATION

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Proposed Project: XI Demolition / New Construction [ Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: 2/26/2020

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed project includes the construction of a new three-story over garage single-family
house on the front of the lot towards the street.

PROJECT EVALUATION

The proposed project’s conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards:

Yes [1 No [ Nn/A
X Yes [1 No L1 N/A
O ves [ No X N/A
Yes [1 No [ Nn/A
X ves [1No [ N/A

Standard 1 — Minimal Change: Yes L1 No L1 n/A
Standard 2 — Maintain Character: Yes [1 No [ n/A
Standard 3 — Avoid Conjecture: Yes [ No L1 N/A
Standard 4 — Acquired Significance: Yes [1 No L1 N/A | Standard 9 — Compatibility:
Yes [1 No L1 N/A | Standard 10 - Reversibility:

Standard 6 — Repairment:
Standard 7 — Treatments:
Standard 8 — Archeology:

Standard 5 — Building Techniques:

See Project Impact Analysis comments for additional information.

PROJECT DETERMINATION
Based on the Historic Resource Evaluation in Part I, the project’s scope of work:
[] will cause a significant adverse impact to the individual historic resource as proposed.

[] will cause a significant adverse impact to a historic district / context as proposed.

Will not cause a significant adverse impact to the individual historic resource as proposed.
[ will not cause a significant adverse impact to a historic district / context as proposed.

PROJECT IMPACT ANALYSIS

The subject property as it pertains to parcel 6613/048 includes a carriage house at the rear of the
lot that was once part of a larger property that included the Stick/Eastlake-style house located to
the west at 313 28" Street on the adjacent parcel 6613/047. The carriage house and residence
were identified in the Here Today Survey as the home of Charles C. W. Haun, owner of Haun

www.sfplanning.org



Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Part II Record No. 2016-012745ENV
311 28t Street

and Co., an artificial stone contractor. At some point in time the property was divided into two
parcels and the rear carriage house was converted into a dwelling. Although the proposed
project does not include any modifications to the building located at 313 28" Street, the
proposed project was also reviewed for impacts to the adjacent building due to the fact that the
two parcels functioned historically as one compound consisting of a main residence and rear
carriage house.

The Planning Department requested a consultant-prepared evaluation to be submitted as part
of the project and a Historic Resource Evaluation Part 2 was prepared by Carey & Co. (Carey &
Co. HRE Part 2, dated July 6, 2016), to review the project for conformance with the Secretary’s
Standards. Subsequent to submittal of the project a historic resource memorandum prepared for
a neighbor by Richard Brandi (Brandi memorandum, dated January 18, 2017) evaluated the
resource and the proposed project. The Planning Department did not request the Brandi
memorandum but it has been taken into consideration. Since its original submittal, the
proposed project has been modified to address planning department comments and ensure the
new construction is compatible with the historic resources on and adjacent to the subject
property as well as with the Residential Design Guidelines.

The subject property at 311 28t Street was identified as the rear building associated with the
neighboring property located 313 28 Street in the 1968 Junior League publication Here Today.
The description of the property is the following, “313 28 Street (1892): This Stick Style house
was built for Charles C. W. Haun, owner of Haun and Co., artificial stone contractors, whose
property included large side garden, driveway and rear building (#311). These all remain today.
The rear building served once as a stable for horses but since 1901 has been a dwelling over a
garage.”! Because this book was adopted as a local register, properties identified in the book are
considered historic resources under CEQA. However, the book does not provide additional
information on the buildings such as a statement of significance, a list of character-defining
features, or a period of significance. The Carey & Co. HRE Part 2 provided a statement of
significance, a period of significance, and a list of character defining features. The department
agrees with the findings of the Carey & Co. HRE Part 2 that finds 311 28% Street to be
individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 for its architecture as
a good example of a stable property type. Planning Department staff also find the subject
property to be eligible under Criterion 1 for its association with the early pattern of
development in Noe Valley.

The planning department finds the period of significance to date to the construction of the
stable which is estimated to be between 1886 and 1900. Although the Brandi memorandum
finds the construction of the stable and adjoining house to date to 1879, a review of Sanborn
maps from 1886 and 1900 does not indicate the rear building on the 1886 Sanborn is the same
building shown on the 1900 Sanborn map as the footprint, location, and size of the two

1 Roger R. Olmsted and T.H. Watkins, Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage (San Francisco:
Chronicle Books, 1975), 299.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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buildings is different. While the Brandi memorandum asserts there is evidence in the form of
different types of clapboard siding to demonstrate that the building was converted to a two
story building that stands today, the planning department does not find this to be sufficient
evidence given the fact that the footprint and location of the two buildings is not the same on
the two maps. Therefore, the department concludes that the stable was constructed sometime
between 1886 and 1900. The department does not dispute the finding by Brandi that the house
at 313 28" Street may have been constructed earlier than 1892 as it does appear in the 1886
Sanborn and there is evidence of an occupant on this block of 28 Street as early as 1878.2

The Brandi memo also states that the site is significant under Criterion 1 for its association with
the earliest patterns of development of Horner’s Addition in Noe Valley because it exhibits
“several of the characteristics of the early settlements, namely sheds, wells, tank houses, and a
stable.” However, the property does not in fact contain sheds, wells, or tank houses and the
only evidence of this earlier settlement pattern is the location of the carriage house at the rear of
the adjacent lot and the early appearance of the house at 313 28 Street. Regardless, Planning
Department staff find house at 313 28t Street and the carriage house at 311 28" Street may be
eligible under Criterion 1 as they do appear to date to the earlier phases of development of Noe
Valley. The Brandi memo also asserts the subject property is individually eligible under
Criterion 2 for its association with Charles C. W. Haun, the stone contractor living in the
residence at 313 28" Street. Planning Department staff do not find Brandi has provided
sufficient evidence to demonstrate that Haun was a person of individual importance as an
“artificial stone” contractor. In fact, Haun’s handiwork as a stone contractor visible in the
sidewalk and along the concrete fence posts would be eligible under Criterion 3 as an example
of his craftsmanship. However, planning department staff do not find sufficient evidence to
demonstrate that Haun is an individual important to local, California, or national history.

Planning Department preservation staff have reviewed the list of character-defining features for
311 28t Street in the HRE prepared by Carey & Co. and determined that they are the following;:

¢ Building massing and setback

e Front-gabled roof

e Symmetrical composition of the front elevation

e Multi-pane wood and glass garage doors

¢ Double-hung wood windows

¢ Horizontal wood siding

e Concrete fence posts and wrought iron fence at front of property

The proposed project has been modified to incorporate a side yard along the western edge of
the lot. The massing of the new building is set back 8 feet from the western property line and
then tapers down to a 5-foot setback further to the rear. This setback has been incorporated in
the new construction to retain a sense of the property’s historic association with the adjacent
building to the west. Planning Department preservation staff determined that the subject parcel

2 William Jagger is listed in an 1878 City Directory as living on 28t Street between Noe and Sanchez.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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as it functioned as the side yard and driveway for the residence at 313 28t Street did contribute
somewhat to the significance of the carriage house and residence as a unified compound.
However, the vacant land and driveway in front of the carriage house was not determined to be
significant as a designed landscape. A side setback from the west property line would allow for
some retention of the sense that the residence at 313 28™ Street had a side yard and
corresponding carriage house. Additionally, the side setback allows for a view towards the rear
of the property to the carriage house. This allows for the carriage house to still be visible from
the public right of way. In this unique instance, planning department staff determined that a
side setback that allowed for a sliver of a view to the carriage house was important given the
carriage house’s association with the adjacent property.

Planning department staff reviewed the proposed project’s design for combability not only with
the subject property at 311 28 Street but also the adjacent building at 313 28t Street. Planning
department staff did not find the side yard to be significant such that development in the area
in front of the carriage house at 311 28t Street would have a significant impact on 311 28 Street
or 313 28t Street. The carriage house will not be relocated or altered under the proposed project
and will therefore retain its historic association with the adjacent building.

The design of the new building in front of the carriage house has also been reviewed to ensure it
is compatible with the character of the neighborhood and with the adjacent historic building at
313 28t Street. Although contemporary in design, the new building is compatible with the
character of the neighborhood in terms of massing, materials, and fenestration pattern. The
massing of the new building features a set back from the adjacent property at 313 28t Street as
mentioned above. The height and massing has also been determined to be compatible with the
character of the historic resource and with the adjacent buildings. The material palette of the
new construction is a contemporary but compatible horizontal stained wood siding in two
different colors. The majority of the homes up and down the block feature a simple horizontal
wood siding and the new building will fit in the neighborhood as a contemporary but
compatible insertion within the block. The fenestration pattern features a rhythm of punched
vertically oriented openings with a ratio of glazing to solid that is similar to other properties on
the block. The new construction presents a compatible design that is sensitive not only to the
character of the historic resource on the property but also to the adjacent buildings on the block.

Therefore, planning department staff found that the proposed project would not have an impact
on the subject property or the adjacent resource at 313 28t Street.

PART IIl: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

N |
Signature: 4QI'5‘”\ \A‘c‘\ c‘l\_z\ | Date: __7/17/2020

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division

CC:  Stephanie Cisneros, Senior Current Planner

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC (DRP)

APPLICATION PACKET

FAURA

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 311, the Planning Commission may exercise its power of Discretionary

Review over a building permit application.

For questions, you can call the Planning counter at 628.652.7300 or email pic@sfgov.org where planners are

able to assist you.

Please read the Discretionary Review Informational Packet carefully before the application form is completed.

WHAT TO SUBMIT:

0 Two (2) complete applications signed.

O A Letter of Authorization from the DR requestor
giving you permission to communicate with
the Planning Department on their behalf, if
applicable.

0 Photographs or plans that illustrate your
concerns.

00 Related covenants or deed restrictions (if any).

O Adigital copy (CD or USB drive) of the above
materials (optional).

0 Payment via check, money order or debit/credit

for the total fee amount for this application. (See_

Fee Schedule).

PAGE] | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC

HOW TO SUBMIT:

To file your Discretionary Review Public application,
please email the completed application to

cpc.intake@sfgov.org,

Espaiiol: Si desea ayuda sobre coémo llenar esta solicitud
en espafiol, por favor llame al 628.652.7550. Tenga en
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificacion requerira
al menos un dia habil para responder.

P MREFLESERPXIES S RERNE
Bh. FEEE628.652.7550, EFE. HBBMAEEEL
_{IEI{,EEHE@EO

Filipino: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto

ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang
628.652.7550. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang
Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw
na pantrabaho para makasagot.

V. 08.28.2020 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC (DRP)

Discretionary Review Requestor’s Information
Mark L Collins

Name:

Email Address: Marklcollins@gmail.com

313 28th Street, San Francisco, CA 94131

Address: 415-317-7286

Telephone:

Information on the Owner of the Property Being Developed

Name: Daniel Beckerley Fingal-Surma and Laura Lyndsey Fingal-Surma

Company/Organization:

502 7th Street, #935V, San Francico, CA 94103 Email Address:
Address: (415) 309-7098

Telephone:

Property Information and Related Applications

Project Address: 311 28th Street, San Francisco, CA 94131

Block/Lot(s): 6613/048

ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

PRIOR ACTION YES NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? l
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? lZl
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? (including Community Boards) IZI

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 that were made to the proposed project.

see appendix letter

PAGE 2 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC V. 08.28.2020 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

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

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

see appendix letter

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

see appendix letter

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would
respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in
question #17?

‘ see appendix letter

PAGE 3 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC V.0B.28.2020 SANFRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT



DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUESTOR'S AFFIDAVIT

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the DR requestor or their authorized representation.

%:/ { 4%\ Mark L Collins

Signature Name (Printed)
self 415-317-7286 marklcollins@gmail.com
Relationship to Requestor Phone Email

(Le. Attorney, Architect, etc.)

For Department Use Dnly
Application received by Planning Department:

By: Date:

PAGE 4 | PLANNING APPLICATION - DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PUBLIC V.08.28.2020 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT



APPENDIX LETTER
ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

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 that were made to the proposed project.

I have had no contact with the applicant since the original pre-application
meeting on the site. In an email to Chris Townes dated 2-14-2019, Daniel
Robinson, the Project Sponsor, wrote: "As the design has changed
significantly, we want to be sure we can present the new design to the
neighbors before distributing documents as requested.” There was no
effort from the developers or the project sponsors to contact myself. |
have to wonder if the refusal to give consent to release PDF copies of the
project plans was an effort to conceal the developer 's plans for as long as
possible from a very concerned neighborhood coalition.

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1 - What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the
standards of the Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines. 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.

a. This project will obstruct the view of an existing Category A historic
resource in the City. There will only be a view of the existing non-historic
exterior staircase on the west side of the property if the project is built as
proposed. This is not a substantial viewing corridor for the viewing
enjoyment of the general public. The new structure will also change the
historical nature of the adjacent building at 313 28th St. The two existing
buildings were one lot until 1971 and together are part of one of the original
farm homesteads in Noe Valley. (RDG pages 49-54)

b. The front open space was altered by removing mature trees (Holly tree,
Avocado tree and Lemon tree) and vegetation in November 2015 without
consideration of the impact on the surrounding environment.

c. The carriage house is one of the few last remaining such structures in Noe
Valley.



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

a. The proposed development would have an adverse impact on two historic
properties by altering the relationship between the two properties (311 and
313 28th St.

b.  In addition to the historical issues, this project is not in keeping with the
existing housing and neighborhood characteristics in size and scale. It is
much larger in square footage and number of floors when compared to
other housing units on the block.

c. The project would remove at least one off-street parking spot from the
neighborhood. The existing structure is able to fit a minimum of 2 cars and
up to 4 if the cars are parked tandem in front of the garage doors.



3 - What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if an V)
already made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and
reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #17?

a.

Remodel and update the existing historic home to maintain the original
nature and feel of the overall historic site, i.e. 313 and 311. This site and
front yard of 311 is one of few original farm homesteads left in Noe Valley.
This is the way Noe Valley looked in the early 1900’s. This new modern
structure which will completely block the historic resource and is out of
place in the neighborhood.

If maintaining the existing historic site is not a path the Planning
Commission is willing to approve, the following changes would reduce the

adverse effects:

- Move the entrance for the new structure to the front of the building like
every other house on the block and most of the homes in Noe Valley.

- Increase the width of the viewing corridor to a minimum of 8’ for the
entire length of the new structure allowing for some of the existing
historic resource to be reviewed from the street.

- Do not allow for the rear yard variance.

- Do not allow any decks or stairs to be constructed at the rear or west
side of the new structure.

- Remove the 4" story from the new structure.
- Remove the non-historic exterior staircase from the west side of the

existing historic resource. This staircase would be a duplicate staircase
to a new one plan for the existing home.



NOVEMBER 3, 2020

SUBJECT: Discretionary Review - 311 28th Street
Building Permit Application No. 201609066885

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners:
THE HISTORIC IMPACT

[ live directly west of the subject property, 311 28th Street, at 313 28th Street. [ purchased 313 28t Street in 2007
from the estate of Pauline Gallagher’s sister. Pauline was the previous owner of 311 28th St. Prior to 1971, the two
properties were a single lot. The lot was split between Pauline and her sister in their father’s will. Before and after
the lot split the property was treated as one site. There were steps on the northeast corner of my building leading
to a cellar under my home. These steps were on the 311 28t Street property. There is no water meter for the
carriage house at 311 28t Street. The water for the building has always come from the same meter that serves my
building. The gas meter for 311 28th Street is on my property at 313 28t Street.

[ bring up these facts to demonstrate how intertwined these two properties are and the historic nature of the two
lots together. This historic nature of these two properties cannot be evaluated separately. These two addresses
are listed in the book “Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage” as one property. The proposed
construction of a 4-story building will forever change the nature of this historic resource. In 1968, the Junior
League conducted a survey of buildings that represented the San Francisco of the past. From that list a selected
number of sites ended up in the book “Here Today: San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage”. 1 imagine they hoped
that the selected sites would remain as they were and visible for the public to enjoy into the future.

It is my understanding that additions to known historic resources must meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties and any applicable requirement outlined in
Article 10 of the Planning Code. One of the criteria used to evaluate a vertical additions to historic resources in
Article 10 is “The structure respects the general size, shape, and scale of the features associated with the property and
the district and the structure is connected to the property in a manner that does not alter, change, obscure,
damage, or destroy any of the character-defining features of the property and the district.” In the Residential
Design Team Review meeting dated 3/16/17 and the NOPDR #2 published on 3/21/17, the RDT Members
concluded that:

“The subject property is noted on page 299 of the Here Today Survey and is considered a structure of
historic and architectural merit. Construction of a new building at the front of the property will
obscure and affect the overall setting of the existing cottage as viewed from the street. Provide
visibility to the rear cottage by incorporating a substantial view corridor through the new building
at the street. Be sure to adjust the siting of the new building in relationship to the existing grade to ensure
maximum exposure to the rear cottage. Additionally, preserve the existing character-defining features and
decorative details including wrought iron fencing, concrete block pillars, and landscape curbs at the front of
the property (RDG, pages 49-53).”

The sidewalk view of the existing historic resource will be but a sliver of what it is today if the site is developed as
currently planned. This is clearly presented in the sponsor’s plan documents on drawing A9.0. The current review
is represented on drawing A0.1. If the proposed 4-story building, or any building for that matter, is built in front of
the carriage house and someone decides to relive the Junior League survey, they would be extremely disappointed
in what they would find at 311-313 28t Street. This project will completely obscure the historic resource at 311
28t Street and forever change the resource at 313 28t Street. Obviously, the best way to preserve an unobscured
view of the existing historic cottage is to build nothing in front and renovate the existing structure. If maintaining
the existing historic site is not the direction the Planning Commission is interested in taking the following changes
would reduce the adverse effects and increase the viewing angle of the existing historic cottage:



Do not allow for the rear yard variance. This would shorten the length of the building allowing
for more of the cottage to be seen from the sidewalk.

Increase the width of the viewing corridor to a minimum of 8’ for the entire length of the new
structure. Again, this would allow for more of the existing historic resource to be viewed from
the street.

Do not allow any decks or stairs to be constructed at the rear of the new structure. This helps by
shortening the obstruction to the viewing corridor.

In the Historic Resource Evaluation Response dated 3/24/2020, one of the conclusions reached by planning staff
was “The vacant land and driveway in front of the carriage house was not determined to be significant as a designed
landscape.” Sadly, this is true today. There were 3 very large old trees in the side garden when the developers
purchased the property. These can be seen on their plan drawing A0.2. The trees included a holly tree, an avocado
tree and a lemon tree. The holly and avocado trees were both taller than the eave line of 313 28th St. There was a
substantial canopy on all three of these trees that can be seen in this picture:
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It is my belief these trees were removed as fast as possible in order to avoid any opposition from the neighborhood
or the planning department of the new development. The developers stated at the pre-application meeting on
March 22, 2016 that the trees were removed so quickly to expediate the building process. Given the size for the
trees, they were definitely mature.




DEVELOPER INTENTIONS

In the developer’s Project and Variance Applications they refer to an intention to construct a home for their family
at 311 28t Street. This seems somewhat suspect. They currently live at 1146 Castro St. In September 2011,
Daniel Fingal purchased the property as an unmarried man according to the grant deed. It was a 2-unit building
with a tenant occupying one of the units. In February 2012, he started an Ellis Act procedure in order to evict the
long-term tenant, Colin Hutton. We have spoken with Colin. He verified that the developers used the same
consideration of building their family home when they Ellis Act evicted him from his unit. After the Ellis Act
eviction, the developers began the process of merging the two units into a single-family home in December 2012.
[t is worth noting that in the Discretionary Review Analysis for the unit merger of 1144-1146 (Case No:
2012.0927D 11/29/12, Appendix) the Project’s Sponsor, Daniel Robinson from MacCracken Architects, states “the
subject two-unit building was purchased by two owners in October 2011. Since that time, the unit at 1146 Castro has
been owner-occupied. The unit at 1144 Castro Street was legally removed from the rental housing market in May
2012 and has been owner-occupied since. Therefore, the proposed unit merger will only remove one owner-occupied
unit.” However, according to the grant deed documents, the two-unit building was purchased by one owner, Daniel
Fingal in September 2011. The building was solely owned by Daniel Fingal. Dan and Laura Fingal-Surma were
married in April 2013. There is a grant deed dated July 15, 2013 adding Laura to the property ownership, at which
point there were two owners. The statement that the building was purchased by two owners in 2011 in the
Discretionary Review (Case No: 2012.0927D “Project Analysis” section, Appendix) is clearly not true and was to
misleading the SF Planning Department. The document also states that by merging the units “it would allow the
property owner to remodel and expand their current unit to become family-sized housing for their growing family.”
The same agreement used to build this subject project. The total floor area their Castro property is approximately
2,715 square foot. This is almost the same size as the building they propose to build at 311 28t Street.

They also refer to the need to add housing to the City’s housing stock as a reason to allow them to develop the site
as they see fit. This is curious as they had no problem taking housing off the market when it suited them. They also
have let a historic resource lay fallow for over 5 years with no attempt to renovate or maintain the building. The
rear building could have been remodeled and added to the housing stock for a number of years if adding housing
was a real concern of the developers. It seems the adding of housing and the growing family pretenses are just a
means to maximize the profit from the development.

LACK OF OUTREACH

The developers of the subject property and their architect had a Pre-Application Meeting on March 22, 2016.
There were over 30 people in attendance. Other than the owners and their architect, all at the meeting were
vehemently opposed to the development as it was presented. The passion of the neighborhood opposition has not
waned a bit since the original Pre-Application Meeting as demonstrated by the large number of opposition letters
the Planning Commission has received regarding this development. Some of the concerns brought were:

1. The proposed new building is massive, too tall and quite out of character for this block of 28t Street. Part of
what makes Noe Valley so desirable is the small scale of the houses, which promotes a neighborly village
feeling. This will be damaged by the mass of the large structure planned.

2. The proposed new building violates the privacy of the surrounding neighbors.

3. The existing property on the back lot has had two parking spots in the garage since the early 1900s. The
proposed plans show only one parking garage and two dwellings on the property. It is reasonable to expect
that there could be a minimum of three cars, which would mean two will be on the street causing more
parking issues for the neighbors.



[ have had no contact with the applicants since this original pre-application meeting on the site. In an email to
Chris Townes dated 2-14-2019, Daniel Robinson, the Project Sponsor, wrote: "As the design has changed
significantly, we want to be sure we can present the new design to the neighbors before distributing documents as
requested.” There was no effort from the developers or the project sponsor to contact myself or any other
neighbors that [ know of. I have to wonder if the refusal to give consent to release PDF copies of the project plans
was an effort to conceal the developer's plans for as long as possible from a very concerned neighborhood
coalition.

After the DRs were submitted, David Winslow initiated a mediation. This meeting took place on October 19, 2020.
We offer some items of compromise, but in the end the mediation was not successful. David Winslow did ask for a
3D model to better understand the impact on the neighboring properties. Two weeks later on 11/2, we did receive
an email from Daniel Robinson asked for access to our rear yards. The access was requested “in order to show
how it accurately affects the adjacent properties, we need to verify adjacent property dimensions. Currently
the model makes assumptions based on photos but we feel it is not accurate enough to present the actual
conditions.” 1f the applicants were truly interested in resolving neighborhood issue, this type of 3D
modeling and gathering of accurate dimensions would have been done sometime ago, not less than 10
days before the DR hearing on the project.

PRIVACY

This development of a 4-story building will be out of place and tower over the neighborhood. The multiple decks
off the back of the building will provide clear views into neighboring backyards. Also, the “front” door to the
development enters from the west side of the building versus the street like most other front doors on the block.
The sidewalk and front door to the building will face the windows of my home at 313 28t Street. These windows
open into bedrooms, a bathroom and a kitchen. There will be a tremendous amount of privacy lost by having the
front door on the side of the building versus entering off the sidewalk. The following changes to the design would
help minimize the impact of our privacy:

1. Eliminate any decks off the back of the building at 311 28t St.
2. Move the front door to the street side of the building versus the side.



CONCLUSION

[ have strong concerns about this project and do not support the proposed plans for the new building. Some
solutions I would offer to the Commission include:

a. Remodel and update the existing historic carriage house to maintain the original nature and feel of
the overall historic site, i.e. 313 and 311. This site and front yard of 311 is one of few original farm
homesteads left in Noe Valley. This is the way Noe Valley looked in the early 1900’s. This new
modern structure which will completely block the historic resource and is out of place in the
neighborhood.

b. If maintaining the existing historic site is not a path the Planning Commission is willing to approve,
the following changes would reduce the adverse effects:

1.
2.

No e

Sincerely,

Do not allow for the rear yard variance.

Move the entrance for the new structure to the front of the building like every other house on
the block and most of the homes in Noe Valley.

Increase the width of the viewing corridor to a minimum of 8’ for the entire length of the new
structure allowing for some of the existing historic resource to be reviewed from the street.

Do not allow any decks or stairs to be constructed at the rear or west side of the new structure.
Include a lightwell for the current dormer on 309 28t St.

Remove the 4t story from the new structure.

Complete restoration of the historic cottage before construction is started on the new building.

AT S

Mark L Collins
313 28th Street
415-317-7286
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Discretionary Review Analysis
Dwelling Unit Merger

HEARING DATE DECEMBER 6™, 2012
Date: November 29th, 2012
Case No.: 2012.0927D
Project Address: ~ 1144-1146 CASTRO STREET
Permit Application: 2012.07.19.5186

Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 2804/006

Project Sponsor: Daniel Robinson
MacCracken Architects

479 Ninth Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Staff Contact: Tom Wang- (415) 558-6335
thomas.wang@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve as proposed.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is to merge two dwelling units into one unit, changing the existing two-family dwelling to a
single-family dwelling. The project also includes the construction of a one-story rear horizontal addition
with a roof deck above and various interior alterations. Upon completion of the project, the proposed
single-family dwelling would contain a total floor area of approximately two thousand seven hundred
fifteen square feet.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The subject lot is located on the west side of Castro Street between Elizabeth and 23 streets in the Noe
Valley neighborhood and measures approximately 21 feet wide and 80 feet deep, totaling 1,698 square
feet. It is developed with a two-story over garage, two-family dwelling constructed circa 1900 according
to the City Assessor’s Office records. The subject property is in an RH-2 Zoning District and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District.

The existing building is comprised of a one-car garage; a one-bedroom unit, occupying a rear portion of

the ground floor and the entire second floor with a total floor area of approximately 1,444 square feet; and
a two-bedroom unit, occupying the third floor with a total floor area of approximately 978 square feet.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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Discretionar%/ Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2012.0927D
December 6", 2012 1144-1146 Castro Street

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The subject property is in the Noe Valley neighborhood. The surrounding residential neighborhood
consists of a combination of two-, three-, and four-story buildings with a range of architectural styles and
forms. Buildings along the subject block-face and the opposite block-face are mainly occupied by single-
and two-family homes. Both of the immediately adjacent lots measure approximately twenty one feet
wide and eighty feet deep. The adjacent lot to the south is developed with a three-story, two-family
dwelling. The adjacent lot to the north is developed with a three-story, three-family dwelling. The subject
block-face along Castro Street contains a lateral down slope from north (23 Street) toward south
(Elizabeth Street).

HEARING NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED ACTUAL

TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days November 26, 2012 | November 21¢, 2012 15 days
Mailed Notice 10 days November 26", 2012 | November 21%, 2012 15 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

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

Department staff has received no responses from the neighborhood either in support of or in opposition
to the project.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

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

1. Removal of the unit(s) would eliminate only owner occupied housing, and if so, for how long the
unit(s) proposed to be removed have been owner occupied;

Project Meets Criterion

Based upon the Project Sponsor’s statement, the subject two-unit building was purchased by two owners in
October 2011. Since that time, the unit at 1146 Castro Street has been owner-occupied. The unit at 1144
Castro Street was legally removed from rental housing market in May 2012and has been owner-occupied
since. Therefore, the proposed unit merger will only remove one owner-occupied unit.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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Discretionar%/ Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2012.0927D
December 6", 2012 1144-1146 Castro Street

2. Removal of the unit(s) and the merger with another is intended for owner occupancy;

Project Meets Criterion
According to the Project Sponsor’s application, the single-family dwelling created by the proposed unit
merger would be occupied by the current property owner.

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

Project Meets Criterion

Department staff performed a survey of 40 lots within 150 feet from the subject lot within the same RH-2
Zoning District. The survey revealed that 16 of the surveyed properties had two or more dwelling units per
lot while the remaining 24 properties had one dwelling unit per lot as the project proposes. The prevailing
density in the immediate area is one unit per lot, accounting for 60 percent of the total lots surveyed and
two or more units per lot, accounting for 40 percent of the total lots surveyed.

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

Project Does Not Meet Criterion

The subject property is in an RH-2 Zoning District, which permits two dwelling units per lot on an as-of-
right basis. The project would reduce the total number of units on the subject lot from two to one, therefore,
bringing the subject lot less into conformance with the prescribed zoning.

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

Project Does Not Meet Criterion
The proposed removal of one unit is not necessarily related to correct design or functional deficiencies in the
subject building due to the current Building or Housing Code requirements.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE:
The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 2.2:
Retain existing housing by controlling the merger of residential units, except where a merger clearly
creates new family housing.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Discretionar%/ Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2012.0927D
December 6", 2012 1144-1146 Castro Street

OBJECTIVE 4:
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES.

Policy 4.1:
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with children.

Although this proposal would remove one dwelling unit, it would allow the property owner to remodel and expand

their current unit to become family-sized housing for their growing family. The proposed single-family dwelling

would contain a family room on the ground floor; living and dining areas and kitchen on the second floor; and three
bedrooms on the third floor.

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

consistency, on balance, with these policies. The Project complies with these policies as follows:

1.

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

This is not applicable because the subject property is a residential use.

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

The project would not affect existing housing and neighborhood character. Neither of the two existing units is
family-sized housing. The proposed unit merger would create a family-sized single-family dwelling and would
bring the building closer into conformance with the prevailing density, which is single-family dwelling, in its
immediate survey areq.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
The project will not remove any family-sized unit from the City’s housing stock.

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

The project will not impede MUNI service or overburden streets or neighborhood parking. Public transit lines
are available nearby on Castro Street.

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

This is not applicable since the property is a residential use.
SAN FRANGISCO 4
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Discretionar%/ Review Analysis Summary CASE NO. 2012.0927D
December 6", 2012 1144-1146 Castro Street

6. The City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake.
The project will comply with the City’s applicable Building Code standards.

7. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
The existing building is not a landmark nor is it identified in any surveys.
8. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

The project will not affect any existing parks or open spaces.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The project is categorically exempt from the environmental review process under Section 15061(b)(3) of
the State CEQA Guidelines, pursuant to Title 14 of the California Administrative Code.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

* The project meets a majority of the dwelling unit merger criteria.

* The project is in an area of mixed densities and will bring the building closer into conformance
with the prevailing density (single-family dwelling) in its immediate area and in the same RH-2
Zoning District.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve as proposed

Attachments:

Parcel Map

Sanborn

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs
Dwelling Density Map
Section 311Notice

Project Sponsor’s Submittal:

Cover Letter

Application for Dwelling Unit Merger
Site and Building Interior Photographs
Reduced Plans

TCW: G:\DOCUMENTS\2012\DRs\2012.0927D\ 1144-1146 Castro Street_DR Analysis for DUM.doc
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Sanborn Map*
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.

. Planning Commission Hearing
Q - Case Number 2012.0927D
 1144-1146 Castro Street

SAN FRANCISCO L
PLANNING DEPARTMENT &



Zoning Map
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Aerial Photo

Pictometry
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1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On July 19%, 2012, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2012.07.19.5186 (Alteration) with
the City and County of San Francisco.

CONTACT INFORMATION

Applicant: MacCracken Architects
Address: 479 Ninth Street, Second Floor
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103
Telephone: (415) 487-2050

PROJECT SITE INFORMATION

Project Address: 1144-1146 Castro Street

Cross Streets: Between 23™ and Elizabeth streets
Assessor's Block /Lot No.: 2804/-006

Zoning Districts: RH-2/40-X

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can 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 alegal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will
be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

[ 1 DEMOLITION and/or [ 1 NEW CONSTRUCTION or [ X] ALTERATION

[ ] VERTICAL EXTENSION [ X]JCHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [ ] FACADE ALTERATION(S)

[ ] HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ X] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDIT|ON
BUILDING USE ........ccoooieeeee e, Two-family dwelling...................... Single-family dwelling
FRONT SETBACK ... 3feet10inches........c.cccoeeeel. No Change

SIDE SETBACKS ... None........oooiiii L No Change

BUILDING DEPTH ... 49 feet2inches........ccocvvveneen.., 58 feet

REAR YARD........ooiiiiiiiiiiie e, 30feet5inches......ccoeeviieeenn.. 21 feet 7 inches

HEIGHT OF BUILDING ............ocoooiiiee e 33 feet6inches......c.ccoeoeeeeen.. No Change

NUMBER OF STORIES ...........c..oooioe e, Two-story over garage................. No Change

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ..., TWOL .o One

NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ............. ONE.iee e No Change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property currently contains a two-story over garage, two-family dwelling. The proposed work includes the
merger of the existing two units into one unit and the construction of a one-story rear addition.

The proposed dwelling unit merger will be subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning
Commission pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code. The notice of such Discretionary Review hearing will be mailed
separately.

PLANNER'S NAME: - Tom Wang

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6335 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: [U-7-1

9.
L
EMAIL: Thomas.wang@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: i [ — / — f&




NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES

Reduced copies of the site plan and elevations (exterior walls), and floor plans (where applicable) of the proposed project,
including the position of any adjacent buildings, exterior dimensions, and finishes, and a graphic reference scale, have been
included in this mailing for your information. Please discuss any questions with the project Applicant listed on the reverse. You
may wish to discuss the plans with your neighbors and neighborhood association or improvement club, as they may already be
aware of the project. Immediate neighbors to the project, in particular, are likely to be familiar with it.

Any general questions concerning this application review process may be answered by the Planning Information Center at 1660
Mission Street, 1st Floor (415/ 558-6377) between 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Please phone the Planner listed on the reverse of this sheet
with questions specific to this project.

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

1. Seek a meeting with the project sponsor and the architect to get more information, and to explain the project’s impact on you
and to seek changes in the plans.

2. Call the nonprofit organization Community Boards at (415) 920-3820. They are specialists in conflict resolution through
mediation and can often help resolve substantial disagreement in the permitting process so that no further action is necessary.

3. Where you have attempted, through the use of the above steps, or other means, to address potential problems without
success, call the assigned project planner whose name and phone number are shown at the lower left corner on the reverse
side of this notice, to review 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
over the permit application, you must make such request within 30 days of this notice, prior to the Expiration Date shown on the
reverse side, by completing an application (available at the Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor, or on-line at
www.sfplanning.org). You must submit the application to the Planning Information Center (PIC) during the hours between 8:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., with all required materials, and a check, for each Discretionary Review request 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 or at the PIC located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the Fee
Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558-6377. If the project includes multi 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 approval (or denial) of the permit application by the Planning Department or Planning Commission may be made
to the Board of Appeals within 15 days after the permit is issued (or denied) by the Superintendent of the Department of Building
Inspection. Submit an application form 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 their current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.



November 7, 2012
M E M O R A N D U M

Distribution:

Thomas Wang
San Francisco Planning Dept.
thomas.wang @sfgov.org

PROJECT: 1144-1146 Castro Street — Building Permit Application 2012.07.19.5186
MESSAGE:

Mr. Wang -~ Enclosed is an overview statement of the proposed project at 1144 - 1146 Castro Street for
your review as requested:

A. Project Overview:

The property at 1144 — 1146 Castro Street was bought in October 2011 by Daniel Fingal and is his and his
partner Laura Surma’s primary residence. The project site is located within an RH-2 Zoning District which
allows for single family as well as multi-family buildings. The current Project is a two unit building and the
owner would like to merge the units into a single family residence and add a one story horizontal extension of
the ground floor into the existing rear garden, while retaining the 25% rear set back limitation per SF Planning
code 136.

At some point in time, the lower unit (1146 Castro) was expanded without permits into the ground floor
space with a connecting stair. The requested changes above would correct this condition.

The property was sold with 1146 Castro vacant and 1144 Castro was tenant occupied. 1144 Castro has
been owner-occupied since it was legally removed from rental housing use in May 2012,

B. Site Information:
Street Address: 1144 - 1146 Castro Street
Cross Streets: Elizabeth Street & 23" Street
_ Assessor’s Block/Lot: v 2804/006
MACCRACKEN ’
ARCHITECTS

479 NINTH STREET
SECOND FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO
CALIF¥FORNIA
9 4 ! 0 3
tel 415.487.2050
fx 415.487.2051

www.macarchs.com
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November 7, 2012

Zoning District: RH-2

Height & Bulk District: 40-X

Existing / Proposed Use: Two unit dwelling / single family dwelling

Lot Dimensions: 21'-3" x 80'-0”

Proposed Additions 7'-6" ground floor horizontal expansion into garden area.

C. 311 Notification & Discretionary Review Comments:

The Project was submitted to the Planning Department for 311 notification on 07/19/12 and was approved
for Section 311 Public Notification on 9/14/12. The 311 notification period started on 10/1/12 and
terminated on 11/1/12 during which time the required material was posted at the project site. At this time no
negative responses were received by the Planning Department.

The project is currently proceeding to a 12/6/12 hearing before the Planning Commission.

Sincerely,

Daniel Robinson AIA - LEED AP
Principal

MacCracken Architects

479 Ninth Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

ph: 415.487.2050 ext 104

Page 2 of 2
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Application for

Dwelling Unit Removal

CASE NUMBER: }
For Statf Use only i ‘
i

APPLICATION FOR

Dwelling Unit Removal
Merger, Conversion, or Demolition

1. Owner/Applicant Information

! PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME:
Daniel B. Fingal
PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
¢15 ) 309-7098
1146 Castro Street, San Francisco, CA 94114 EMAIL:
fingal.surma@gmail.com
APPLICANT'S NAME:

MacCracken Architects (as agent of the Owners) Same as Above [_]

APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:
@15 ) 487-2050, ext. 104
479 9th. Street, 2nd. Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 EMAIL:
daniel@macarchs.com

CONTACT FOR PROJECT INFORMATION:

Daniel Robinson Same as Above

ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:

( )

EMAIL:

COMMUNITY LIAISON FOR PROJECT (PLEASE REPORT CHANGES TO THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR):

Khatchatour Mouradian Same as Above

ADDRESS: TELEPHONE:

( )

EMAIL:

2. Location and Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: : : ZIP CODE:”
1144-1146 Castro Street, San Francisco, CA 94114
CROSS STREETS:

between 23rd. Street and Elizabeth Street

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQ FT): | ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
2804 / 006 21.25'x80.00' 1,700 sq. ft. RH-2 ' '







PROJECT INFORMATION EXISTING PROPOSED NET CHANGE

1 | Total number of units 2 1 -1
2 : Total number of parking spaces 1 1 0
3 Total gross habitable square footage 1,960 2,715 755
4 Total number of bedrooms 2 3 1
5 | Date of property purchase October 7th., 2011
6 Total nu;nber of rental units 0 0 0
7 Numbervof bedrooms rented 0 0 0
8 | Number of units subject to rent control 0 0 o
9 | Number of bedrooms subject to rent control 0 0 0
10 : Number of units currently vacant 0 0 0
11 Was the building subject to the Ellis Act | yes

within the last decade?
12 . Number of owner-occcupied units 2 1 -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.

c: The other information or applications may be required.

#

Date: _be

Print name, and indicate' whether owner, or authorized agent:
Daniel Robinson, MacCracken Architects

P e
Owneq/ Authorized Agent (Jrcle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.10.21 2011 .






Application for

Dwelling Unit Removal

CASE NUMBER:
Far Staff Use only |
1
H

Loss of Dwelling Units Through Merger

(FORM B — COMPLETE IF APPLICABLE)

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(e), the merger of residential dwelling-units not otherwise subject to a
Conditional Use Authorization shall be either subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing or will qualify for
administrative approval. Administrative review criteria only apply to those Residential Units proposed for Merger
that are (1) not affordable or financially accessible housing are exempt from Mandatory DR (valued by a credible
appraisal within the past six months to be greater than 80% of combined land and structure value of single-family
homes in San Francisco); or (2) meet a supermajority of the merger criteria listed below. Please see website under
Publications for Loss of Dwelling Units Numerical Values.

Please state how the project meets or does not meet the following criteria:

1. Does the removal of the unit(s) eliminate only owner-occupied housing, and if so, for how long was the
unit(s) proposed to be removed owner-occupied?

Yes, only owner-occupied units are impacted. Unit 1146 has been owner-occupied since the building was
purchased in October 2011, and unit 1144 has been owner-occupied since it was legally removed from rental
housing use in May 2012,

2. Isthe removal of the unit(s) and the merger with another intended for owner occupancy?

Yes it is. This will be the owner's primary residence.

3. Wil the removal of the unit(s) bring the building closer into conformance with the prevailing density in its
immediate area and in the same zoning district?

Per the attached density map, the prevailing density in the immediate area is single family dwellings, and the
merger will bring the subject property closer into conformance with that density.

4. Will the removal of the unit(s) bring the building closer into conformance with the prescribed zoning?

Not applicable - single family dwellings are allowed by the RH-2 zoning regulations.

5. Is the removal of the unit(s) necessary to correct design or functional deficiencies that cannot be corrected
through interior alterations?
No.







Application for
Dwelling Unit Removal

CASE NUMBER:
For Staff Use only

Priority General Plan Policies — Planning Code Section 101.1
(APPLICABLE TO ALL PROJECTS SUBJECT TO THIS APPLICATION)

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed
alterations and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning Code.
These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the Project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy. Each
statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a
response. If a given policy does not apply to your project, explain why it is not applicable.

Please respond to each policy; if it's not applicable explain why:

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

Not applicable - not retail uses currently exist in the building.

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

Minimal exterior alterations are proposed for the street facade: two existing entry doors will be replaced with
one of a similar appearance. No vertical addition is proposed. The building will remain exclusively residential.

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

As a matter of state law, this building is not residential rental housing and should not be considered as such
since it cannot legally be used as rental housing under the Ellis Act. Merger will result in creation of new
affordable housing for a family in a single unit home.

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

The two units are presently owner-occupied as would be the proposed single family residence, so there would
be no change in commuter traffic or neighborhood parking.







Please respond to each policy; if it's not applicable explain why:

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

No industrial or service uses will be replaced, no commercial office development is proposed.

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

The building will be upgraded to meet all building code and SF DBI requirements.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

Minimal exterior alterations are proposed for the street facade: two existing entry doors will be replaced with
one of a similar appearance. No vertical addition is proposed.

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

The proposed project will not affect parks and open space and their access to sunlight: no vertical addition or
lot line adjustments are proposed for the building.

16 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT v.10.21.2011
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