SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Full Analysis
HEARING DATE: JUNE 22, 2017

Date: June 15, 2017

Case No.: 2016-015049DRP

Project Address: ~ 645-647 Valencia Street

Permit Application: 2016.11.14.2504

Zoning: Valencia St NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District
55-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3576/062

Project Sponsor: Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects
139 Noe Street

San Francisco, CA 94114

Staff Contact: Richard Sucre - (415) 575-9108
Richard.Sucre@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do Not Take DR & Approve the Project As Proposed.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal includes a change in use from a bar (dba Elbo Room) to commercial/residential, as well as
facade alterations and a three-story vertical addition to the existing two-story commercial building. The
project would establish seven dwelling units with four off-street parking spaces and a 517 sq ft ground
floor commercial space.

Since publication of the 311 notification, the Project Sponsor has updated the design of the proposed
project at 645-647 Valencia Street. The Project Sponsor has modified the east fagade of the proposed
vertical addition by: 1) specifying a light-colored paint for the stucco exterior; 2) adding privacy screens
with translucent glass at roof deck on the third, fourth and fifth floors; and, 3) reducing the number, size
and translucency of the windows along the east property line.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

Currently, the subject lot is occupied by a two-story commercial building measuring approximately 5,250
gross square feet. The subject lot has 35-ft of frontage along Valencia Street and 80-ft of frontage along
Sycamore Street. The two-story commercial building is occupied by a bar (dba Elbo Room).

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Valencia and Sycamore Streets in San Francisco’s
Mission neighborhood. The surrounding neighborhood is mixed in character with light industrial,
residential, commercial and a civic building (Mission Police Station). Adjacent to the project site to the
south is a one-story commercial building, while to the east of the project site is a four-story residential
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building (occupied by the DR Requestors). Around the project site, the zoning is primarily RTO-M
(Residential, Transit-Oriented-Mission) or Mission St NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit).

ISSUES & CONSIDERATIONS

e Variances: On December 7, 2016, the Zoning Administrator considered and took under
advisement a rear yard, open space and street frontage variance pending neighborhood
notification and a shadow study. The project requires a variance from rear yard (Planning Code
Section 134), open space (Planning Code Section 135), and street frontage (Planning Code Section
145.1), since the project includes construction within the required rear yard, the project provides
private open space for only three of the seven dwelling units, and the project includes off-street
parking within 25-feet of the street frontage along Sycamore Street.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

TYPE | REQUIRED DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO
PERIOD NOTIFICATION DATES HEARING TIME
311 January 31 to 3 months &
h 1, 2017 22,2017
Notice 30 days March 2, 2017 March 1,20 June 22,20 21 days
HEARING NOTIFICATION
TYPE REQUIRED PERIOD REQUIRED NOTICE ACTUAL NOTICE ACTUAL PERIOD
DATE DATE
Posted Notice 10 days June 12, 2017 June 12, 2017 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days June 12, 2017 June 12, 2017 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent Neighbor(s) - 2 -
Other Neighbors on the block or directly
across the street
Neighborhood Groups - 1 -
Support:
e GLBT Historical Society
Opposed:
e Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association
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DR REQUESTORS

e Property Owners of 85 Sycamore 2-4 Lexington Street HOA (Dino Goossens-Larsen and James
Larsen, Douglas Garfinkel and Donna Shibata, Stephen Bates and Leecia Welch), 85 Sycamore
Street, 2, Lexington Street and 4 Lexington Street

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Issue #1 — Access to Light/Building Setbacks: The DR Requestors have concern over the location of the
proposed vertical addition and its impact upon the access to light for the adjacent ground floor garden at
85 Sycamore Street/2-4 Lexington Street. As stated by the DR Requestors, the proposed project does not
include a setback along the shared property line (east property line). The DR Requestors have stated that
the project would reduce light to the ground floor garden by 31%.

Issue #2 — Open Space: The DR Requestors have concern over the project’s lack of open space and the
project’s requested open space variance. As stated by the DR Requestors, if the open space variance is
granted, the project is permitted to have a larger building mass, which further reduces light on the
ground floor garden.

Issue #3 — Privacy: The DR Requestors have concern over the project’s windows and balconies, which are
located on the property line. As stated by the DR Requestors, these windows and balconies have direct
views into bedrooms and living spaces at 85 Sycamore Street/2-4 Lexington Street.

Issue #4 — Significant Tree: The DR Requestors have concern over a Significant Tree located in the
ground floor garden. As stated by the DR Requestors, the Project Sponsor did not disclose this tree in the
Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection.

Issue #5 — Alternatives: The DR Requestors have requested the following alternatives and/or
modifications:

e The project should provide a code-complying rear yard consisting of 25% of the lot area (or 20-ft)
above the existing structure.

e The project should incorporate a diagonal cut in the southeast corner of the building with a
smaller setback.

e The project should use light-colored or reflective paint to maximize light and sunlight on the
ground floor garden.

e The project should modify the windows and balconies to address the loss of privacy and avoid a
direct view of the bedrooms and living rooms. These modifications could include: 1) removal or
redesign of the large window; 2) use of opaque glass; 3) use of non-operable windows; and/or, 4)
installation of a privacy wall on the sides of the balconies.

e The project should comply with the tree-related requirements and protect the Significant Tree in
the ground floor garden.

Please refer to the Discretionary Review Application for additional information (See Attached).
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PROJECT SPONSOR'S RESPONSE

Issue #1 — Access to Light/Building Setbacks: The Project Sponsor has stated that the Project already
incorporates setbacks starting at the 3 story, which provide for additional light and air on the DR
Requestor’s property. The Project Sponsor notes that only public spaces are protected by law from
shadow impacts. At the request of the Zoning Administrator and neighbors, the Project Sponsor
undertook two shadow studies.

Issue #2 — Open Space: See DR Response dated June 12, 2017 by Mark Loper, Rueben, Junius & Rose.

Issue #3 — Privacy: The Project Sponsor has agreed to modifications to the east facade to address privacy
concerns.

Issue #4 - Significant Tree: The Project Sponsor has agreed to a protection plan for the tree located in the
ground floor garden. Alternatively, the Project Sponsor has stated that they will pay for the removal of
this tree to provide greater sunlight penetration into the rear yard.

Issue #5 — Alternatives: As outlined above, the Project Sponsor has agreed to modifications to the east
facade of the project through the incorporation of a light colored exterior material/finish, a reduction in
the number of windows on the east fagade, the addition of translucent glazing in the fenestration and
privacy screens on the roof decks, and a protection plan for the neighboring tree (located in the ground
floor garden of 85 Sycamore Street/2-4 Lexington Street. The Project Sponsor has stated that the other
alternatives recommended by the DR Requestor would result in the loss of two of the seven dwelling
units and would make the project financially infeasible.

Please refer to the Response to Discretionary Review for additional information (See Attached).

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Department staff reviewed the DR Requestor’s concerns with the proposed project and presents the
following comments:

Issue #1 — Access to Light/Building Setbacks: The Department supports the project as proposed, and
finds that the building setbacks appropriately and sensitively address the existing historic resource. The
Planning Code does not possess provisions to address shadow impacts on private open space.

Issue #2 — Open Space: The Department supports the project as proposed, and finds the open space
variance to be justified given the site constraints and the existing historic resource. The project provides
new open space for three of the seven dwelling units.

Issue #3 — Privacy: The Department finds that the project modifications appropriately address the privacy
concerns expressed by the DR Requestor.

Issue #4 — Significant Tree: The Project Sponsors are not required to identify or disclose trees, which are
not located on the same lot as a project. As noted on the Required Checklist for Tree Planting and
Protection, a Significant Tree is described as “a tree that is planted on the subject property (i.e. outside of
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the public right-of-way) with any portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way that has (a)
a diameter at breast height (DBH) in excess of twelve inches OR (b) a height in excess of twenty feet OR
(c) a canopy in excess of fifteen feet.” Upon identification of a Significant Tree, the Project Sponsor would
work with the Department of Public Works (DPW) to develop a Tree Protection Plan.

Issue #5 — Alternatives: The Project Sponsor has revised the project to specify a light-colored exterior on
the east facade, add privacy screens along the roof decks, and by reducing the number, size and
translucency of the windows along the east fagade. The Department supports the modifications to the
east facade. The Department does not support the other modifications to the project’'s exterior massing
and design given the proposed revisions to the project since its first submittal in September 2013. The
Department supports the proposed variances given the site constraints and the existing LGBT historic
resource.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to
have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “EIR”). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public
hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the
California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter “CEQA”).
The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as
well as public review.

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR is a Program EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead
agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a
proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by
the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In approving the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 17661 and hereby
incorporates such Findings by reference.

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan
or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether
there are project—specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies
that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a
prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c)
are potentially significant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying
EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse
impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not
peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely
on the basis of that impact.

On December 6, 2016, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
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21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. Since
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial
importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project,
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, California.

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN ADVISORY TEAM REVIEW

Since the proposed project is not located within a residential zoning district, it is not subject to the
Residential Design Guidelines; therefore, the proposed project was not reviewed by the Residential
Design Advisory Team.

URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY TEAM REVIEW

The Planning Department’s Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT) provides design review for projects
not subject to the Residential Design Guidelines.

UDAT found the overall massing, form and scale to be appropriate given the underlying zoning and
height/bulk limits, and supports the adaptive reuse of the existing two-story commercial building. The
proposed project is consistent with the scale and height of nearby properties and as envisioned in the
Mission Area Plan. UDAT supports the revisions to the east facade to address privacy concerns with the
adjacent property at 85 Sycamore Street/2-4 Lexington Street. Overall, UDAT did not find exceptional or
extraordinary circumstances.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the
Commission, as this project involves major alteration within a NCT Zoning District.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

= The overall architectural expression of the project is in keeping with the mixed-use character of
this portion of Valencia Street.

* The proposed project retains and preserves an important LGBT historic resource.
= The proposed project is an appropriate mass and design for a corner lot.

* The proposed height and use are consistent with the underlying zoning and the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan.

» The project is an appropriately designed urban intervention upon the built environment.

RECOMMENDATION: Do Not Take DR and Approve the Project As Proposed.
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Attachments:
Block Book Map
Sanborn Map
Zoning Map
Height & Bulk Map
Aerial Photographs
Site Photos

Revised Plans & Renderings
Section 311 Notice
311 Plans

DR Applications

Additional Material provided by DR Requestors

Response to DR Applications

CEQA-Community Plan Evaluation & Categorical Exemption

Public Correspondence

RS: G:\ Documents\DR\2016-015049DRP 645-647 Valencia St\DR_645-647 Valencia St.docx
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Sanborn Map*
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Height & Bulk Map
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Aerial Photo
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Site Photo

SUBJECT PROPERTY

645-647 Valencia Street, February 2017
(Source: Google Maps; Accessed June 14, 2017)
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Site Photo
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645-647 Valencia Street, View along Sycamore Street, February 2017
(Source: Google Maps; Accessed June 14, 2017)
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645-647 VALENCIA STREET

WINDOWS WEATHER-STRIPPED; ALL JOINTS AND PENETRATIONS CAULKED AND SEALED: 50% MINIMUM HIGH
EFFICACY LIGHTING IN KITCHENS (SEPARATELY SWITCHED); HIGH EFFICACY LIGHTING IN BATHROOMS,
GARAGE, LAUNDRY ROOM AND UTILITY ROOMS (OR MANUAL-ON OCCUPANCY SENSOR); ALL OTHER ROOMS,
LIGHTING TO BE HIGH EFFICACY, MANUAL-ON OCCUPANCY SENSOR, OR DIMMER. ALL RECESSED
INCANDESCENT CEILING FIXTURES TO BE IC APPROVED.
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(E) EXISTING OPP OPPOSITE W/O  WATER CLOSET A3.02 BUILDING SECTION C CE: JOBNO. 1304
EA  EACH WC  WINDOW MEYNOTE A7.01 PARTITION TYPES
ELEC ELECTRICAL PL PROPERTY LINE WDW  WATERPROOF - TITLE-24 MANDATORY MEASURES:
EL ELEVATION PLY PLYWOOD WP  WEIGHT
EQ EQUAL PTDF Wr  WoobD ALL WORK TO COMPLY WITH TITLE-24 MANDATORY MEASURES INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO: R-19 MIN.
EXT  EXTERIOR PLAM i e D DOUGLAS FIR W VATERHEATER INSULATION IN ALL NEW/REBUILT EXTERIOR WALLS; R-30 MIN. INSULATION IN ALL NEW/REBUILT ROOFS: R-19
PTD PAINTED RAISED FLOOR INSULATION IN ALL NEW/REBUILT WOOD FRAMED FLOORS; DOUBLE INSULATED DOORS AND
PTN PARTITION WINDOW PRODUCTS WITH CERTIFIED U-VALUE AND INFILTRATION CERTIFICATION; EXTERIOR DOORS AND
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UNIT COUNT (COMPLIES WITH S.207.6(c)(2)

LEVEL STUDIO 1BR 2BR 3BR TOTAL
FIRST FLOOR 0 0 0 0 0
SECOND FLOOR 0 3 0 0 3
THIRD FLOOR 1 0 1 0 2
FOURTH FLOOR 0 0 1 0 1

FIFTH FLOOR 0 0 0 1 1
TOTAL 1 3 2 1 7 UNITS
PERCENTAGE % 57% (STUDIO & 1 BR) 43% (2 BR +)

GROSS BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE:

BY FLOOR( ENCLOSED AREA):
1ST FLOOR 2,672 SF
2ND FLOOR 2,800 SF
3RD FLOOR 1,921 SF
4TH FLOOR 1,821 SF
5TH FLOOR 1,136 SF
TOTAL 10,350 SF
BY USE( ENCLOSED AREA):
RETAIL/ COMMERCIAL: 633 SF
PARKING/ GARAGE: 1,255 SF
RESIDENTIAL (UNITS): 8,462 SF
TOTAL 10,350 SF

UNIT NET SQUARE FOOTAGE

UNIT NUMBER FLOOR AREA

RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 1 SECOND FLOOR 713 sq ft
RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 2 SECOND FLOOR 642 sq ft
RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 3 SECOND FLOOR 689 sq ft
RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 4 THIRD FLOOR 439 sq ft
RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 5 THIRD FLOOR 854 sq ft
RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 6 FOURTH FLOOR 884sq ft
RESIDENTIAL UNIT- 7 FIFTH FLOOR 1 (=§'2183+S7‘48£t)
NET RESIDENTIALSQ.FT: 5,534 sq ft

PRIVATE OPEN SPACE PROVIDED:
(NO COMMON 0.S)

UNIT # FLOOR OPEN SPACE SF
1 2ND /
2 OND /
3 2ND /
4 3RD 82 SF
5 3RD 686 SF
6 4TH /
7 4TH/ 5TH 740 SF

PROJECT NOTES (cont.)

Article 2: Use Districts (Voluntary Compliance):

Sec. 207.6 REQUIRED MINIMUM DWELLING UNIT MIX IN
NCT DISTRICT
Valencia NCT:

S. 207.6(c)(2): 40% 2-Bedroom units required (3 units) required.

Building complies with (2) 2-Bedroom units and (1) 3-Bedroom
units for a total of 43% large units.

Sec. 261.1(d)(1) Alleys: Full height limit is allowed for the first
60" of depth along

Sycamore Street (an alley) Beyond 60', building height is limited
by 45 degree sun

access plane for this Southern side of East-West Sycamore
Street per S.F.

Planning Code Section 261.1(d)(2). Building Complies

Article 2.5: Height and Bulk Districts

Sec. 260: HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT

Building height is measured from one point on the street
frontage from curb to top

of flat roof.

Article 3: Zoning Procedures

Project is subject to Section 312 Neighborhood Notification and
notification for all variances

Article 4: Development Impact Fees

Sec. 414A project is subject to Residential Child Care Impact
fee.

Sec. 415.3(a) INCLUSIONARY UNITS

Developments of less than 10 dwelling units are exempt from
inclusionary housing

requirements. Project exempt.

Sec. 423.3 EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEE
Project is subject to fees for Tier 1 Projects.

Article 7: Neighborhood Commercial Districts
Sec. 726.1 VALENCIA STREET NCT DISTRICT - Density
No housing density requirements apply.

Existing Building History & Legal Use:

645-647 Valencia Street is a two story 5,250 square foot
wood-frame structure about 25’-4” high, dating from 1915 siting
on San Francisco lot 062 of block 3576. The lot is 2,800
square feet, rectangular and measuring 35 feet along Valencia
Street and 80 feet along Sycamore Street. The structure was
constructed in 1915 and housed a mortuary. It remained in that
use until to about 1946, when it was converted to a Tavern.
From 1946 forward it has housed cocktail lounges, restaurants
and entertainment venues. Its current use is the “Elbo Room,” a
ground floor cocktail lounge and second floor music/dance
venue (see HRE by architecture + history, lic, May 15, 2014).

According to the San Francisco Assessor-Recorder, the legal
use is “Commercial Stores” (as represented in the Property
Information Map), with 3 units. The structure consists of two
addresses, 645 Valencia Street and 647 Valencia Street. The
“Elbo Room” currently occupies the structure.

PROJECT NOTES

Project Location: 647/645 Valencia Street, Block 3576/Lot 062
LOT SIZE: 35'X80' = 2,800 SF
Zoning District: Valencia NCT

Building Height Limit: 55-X
Height limit: 55 feet maximum: 55'-0" proposed.

Proposed Building Use:

Addition and Alteration

Mixed use ground floor commercial 7 unit residential building, with

ground floor parking. Private roof decks are provided for some units. Rear yard and open space
variance are required.

Article 1.2: Dimensions Areas and Open Space

Sec. 132 FRONT SETBACKS
None required for zoning district

Sec. 134 REAR YARDS

s. 134(a)(1)(B): 25% of lot depth (20") at the second story and each succeeding story of the

building (and at any residential level).

s. 134(b): Obstructions such as bays are allowed per section 136. Proposed 15' rear yard at

second floor and above. Project subject to rear yard variance or modification per section 134 (e).

Sec. 135 USABLE OPEN SPACE, NCT VALENCIA

Valencia Street NC-3: (Table 135A): A minimum of 80 square feet private area/unit or 107 square
feet common open space per unit required. (3) of the (7) proposed dwelling units have complying
private open space. Four dwelling units require open space variance.

Sec. 136 OBSTRUCTIONS OVER STREETS, ALLEYS AND IN REQUIRED
SETBACKS.
Valencia Street NCT: Obstructions such as bays are allowed per section 136.

Sec. 140: DWELLING UNITS IN ALL USE DISTRICTS TO FACE ON AN OPEN
AREA. (Dwelling unit exposure). All units face onto public way. Building complies.

Sec. 138.1(c)(1)and Article 16 STREET TREES

Street trees are required for projects of new construction and a minimum of (1) tree of 24” box

size for each 20 feet of frontage of the property along the streets. Street trees to be compliant

with the applicable water use requirements of the Administrative Code Chapter 63 and species and
locations are subject to approval by the Department of Public Works. Installation, maintenance and
protection of trees are subject to Article 16 of Public Works Code. Complying street trees are
provided and comply with this section.

Sec. 145.1 STREET FRONTAGES, NC DISTRICTS

Valencia NCT:

s. 145.1(c)(2): Parking: Garage entry to be no more than 1/3 of the lot width (or 26 feet) along
Sycamore Street. Building complies.

s. 145.1(c)(3): Active Uses: With the exception of driveway, building egress and mechanical
access, the first 25’ of the building depth at grade to be reserved for active uses. Building
proposes parking (a non-active use) set back less than 25' from Sycamore Street. Street
Frontage Variance is required

s. 145.1(c)(4)(B): Ground Floor Ceiling Height: Ground floor non-residential uses to have a
minimum floor to floor height of 14 feet as measured from grade.

For existing structure does not apply.

s. 145.1(c)(5): Street Facing Ground-Level Spaces: Floors of street fronting interior spaces are to
be as close as possible to sidewalk elevations. Building complies as commercial is proposed at
grade.

s. 145.1(c)(6): Transparency and Fenestration: Street frontage on ground floor to have minimum
60% transparent windows and doors. For existing structure does not apply.

Sec. 145.4 REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES

s. 145.4(b)(13)Valencia NCT: Ground floor along Valencia Street to be active uses and per
145.4(d)(3) no commercial frontage to be more than 75’ contiguous linear feet. Building Complies
with small commercial unit proposed.

Article 1.5: Off-Street Parking and Loading

Sec. 151.1 SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED PARKING

Valencia NCT:

Residential: No parking is required. However 0.5 parking spaces per dwelling units are permitted
on 7 x 0.5 = 3.5 = 4 spaces per section 153(a)(5). 4 spaces proposed. Project complies with us of
car stacker.

Commercial Uses: Per Table 151 No parking is required where commercial is less
than 5,000 SF occupied floor area: No parking proposed. Project complies.

Sec. 152 REQUIRED LOADING SPACES:
None required for Commercial areas less than 10,000 square feet. None provided.

Sec. 154 DIMENSIONS FOR OFF-STREET PARKING
Valencia NCT: s. 154(a)(3) no minimum area or dimension requirements.

Sec. 155.2 BICYCLE PARKING REQUIRED

Residential Uses: s. 155.5 parking spaces for Residential Uses: one (1) Class 1
space for every dwelling unit. (7) dwelling units = (7) spaces required.

Total bicycle parking required = 7 spaces.

Total bicycle parking provided = 7 spaces. Building Complies.

Sec. 166 CAR SHARING
Per Table 166, no car share spaces are required for 0-49 residential units. Building complies.

Sec. 168 BABY DIAPER CHANGING ACCOMODATIONS
Every Public-Serving Establishment shall provide baby diaper-changing accommodations.
Commercial unit complies.

Residential Child Care Impact Fee and Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fees will be required.

Project will be subject to Section 312 Notification and Variance Notification.
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The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
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discrepancy shall be brought to
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Architects prior to the
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building permit and to assist the
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All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
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best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.
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UNIT-7- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL
DISTANCE: 94'-9" TO ENTRY DOOR
2 EXITS PROVIDED

—>

UNIT-7

+

R2 TYPE lll-A:
1378 SF/200 = 6.89 OCCUPANTS
7 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED

EXITING DIAGRAM - FIFTH FLOOR

- - - — - - —— — — —— — — —— — — —— — DISTANCE: 392" TO ENTRY DOOR
39'-2" < 125', 1 EXIT REQUIRED PER CBC
TABLE 1021.2(2)

UNIT-6- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL

UNIT-6

IR2 TYPE IlI-A:
909 SF/200 = 4.5 OCCUPANTS
5 OCCUPIANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED

EXITING DIAGRAM - FOURTH FLOOR

UNIT-7

R2 TYPE lll-A:
875 SF/200 = 4.5 OCCUPANTS
5 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED

UNIT-5- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL
DISTANCE: 47'-0" TO ENTRY DOOR
47'-0" < 125', 1 EXIT REQUIRED PER CBC
TABLE 1021.2(2)

UNIT-5

EXITING DIAGRAM - THIRD FLOOR

R e

— =
1 I =

———-—- ———-

I
]
]
]
|
1
L
]
]
|
I
I
I UNIT-4
|
|
|
|
]
|
|
|
]
]
|
|

UNIT-4- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL
DISTANCE: 41'-2" TO ENTRY DOOR
41'-2" <125, 1 EXIT REQUIRED PER CBC
TABLE 1021.2(2)

R2 TYPE lll-A:
486 SF/200 = 2.4 OCCUPANTS
3 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED

UNIT-2- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL
DISTANCE: 37'-2" TO ENTRY DOOR
37'-2" <125', 1 EXIT REQUIRED PER CBC
TABLE 1021.2(2)

S--- 1 S
|
=
. ‘ |
UNIT-3- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL :
DISTANCE: 44'-9" TO ENTRY .
DOOR 44'-9" < 125", 1 EXIT il ¢
REQUIRED PER CBC TABLE .
1021.2(2) b———n

P ————— e ——————

R2 TYPE lll-A: ‘
701 SF/200 = 3.5 OCCUPANTS -
4 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED | |

EXITING DIAGRAM - SECOND FLOOR

Illiiljlw ||z

L

R2 TYPE lll-A:
670 SF/200 = 3.4 OCCUPANTS
4 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED

Fe————————-e

UNIT-1- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL
DISTANCE: 47'-0" TO ENTRY DOOR
47'-0" < 125', 1 EXIT REQUIRED PER CBC
TABLE 1021.2(2)

00
Qo

R2 TYPE lll-A:
727 SF/200 = 3.6 OCCUPANTS
4 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED
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I

I
COMMERCIAL- EXIT ACCESS TRAVEL [ :
DISTANCE: 38'-4" TO ENTRY DOOR I
38'-4" < 75', 1 EXIT REQUIRED PER CBC '
TABLE 1021.2(2) - :
I

I
I
\% I‘/

Ll

M TYPE llI-A:

517 SF/30 = 17.1 OCCUPANTS
18 OCCUPANTS = 1 EIT REQUIRED
PER SFBC TABLE 1021.2(2)

1 EXIT PROVIDED

EXITING DIAGRAM - FIRST FLOOR

U TYPE llI-A:

1171 SF/30 = 39.0 OCCUPANTS
39 OCCUPANTS =1 EIT REQUIRED
PER SFBC TABLE 1021.2(2)

1 EXIT PROVIDED

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.
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SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT
BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION

PLAN CHECK DIVISION/WATER FLOW
1660 MISSION STREET, 4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94103

FAX # 415-875-6933

Email: WaterflowSFFD@sfgov.org

REQUEST FOR WATER FLOW INFORMATION

REQUEST IS FOR: X FIRE FLOW
[[] SPRINKLER DESIGN

ADDRESS: 139 Noe. S. SF.CA o MERMANMorR]S ARCHITedE

FAXNO. (415 )y 1af /  &is2

DATE: 9 ; 3¢ ; olb

CONTACT PERSON; Tohy Morris

PHONE NO. (415 ) 744 / o3¢l

EMAIL: __foby @ leevrwan porris Lo

OWNER’S NAME: _ Dennis D;ir:? PHONE # (41§ ) 29v/ 511} ‘

ADDRESS FOR WATER FLOW INFORMATION: PROVIDE SKETCH I-!ERE:
| R e
641- L4 VALENCIA STREET %
CROSS STREETS (BOTH ARE REQUIRED): & N (t i
P ';_'_ it

VALENCIA ST/ SYcAmoRE ST A

SPECIFY STREET FOR POINT OF CONNECTION: __ VALENCIA  $TREET

OCCUPANCY (CIRCLE ONE): R3 @LIVE/WORK COMMERCIAL OTHER

HAZARD CLASSIFICATION: @l‘ ORD1 ORD2 EXT1 EXT2 OTHER
7y

e RAGS SIS

NUMBER OF STORIES: 5 HEIGHT OF BLDG.: 55 FT.

«  SUBMIT FORM WITH A $120.00 CHECK MADE PAYABLE TO ‘SFFD.

< REQUESTS REQUIRING A FIELD FLOW TEST WILL BE NOTIFIED BY FAX OR EMAIL, AND AN
ADDITIONAL FEE OF $240.00 WILL BE NECESSARY.

- WATER FLOW INFORMATION WILL BE RETURNED BY FAX, MAIL, OR EMAIL. et Biony Tost required.

«  INCOMPLETE FORMS WILL NOT BE PROCESSED. o o o o

«  PLEASE ALLOW 7-14 WORKING DAYS FOR PROCESSING. Payment by check only, made

payable to SFFD jor

s stk ek Adokok Aok kol ok ok ok okl okok kR R R R RO c1a] nse On]_y******** **********************g*%zw ‘00
/

Flow data provided by: Date Forwarded
Flow data: FIELDFLOWTEST STATIC PSI
RECORDS ANALYSIS____ RESIDUAL . PSI
‘ FLOW GPM
Gate Page 4 qo __*»MAINon

TF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS PLEASE CONTACT INSPECTOR DEEN @) 415-558-6361 90512015

645-647
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BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

FIRE (WATER)

FLOW
DATE 06/13/17
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NOTE: TO ANYONE HAVING ANY TYPE OF INTEREST IN THIS MAP PLEASE BE
ADVISED AS FOLLOWS:

1. THAT ALL TITLE INFORMATION HEREON INCLUDING EASEMENTS WAS PREPARED SOLELY FOR
AND IN STRICT CONFORMANCE WITH OUR CLIENT'S OR HIS AGENT'S REQUIREMENTS AND TITLE
INFORMATION SUPPLIED TO FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.; FURTHERMORE, WE
HEREBY DISCLAIM ANY AND ALL TITLE SEARCH RESPONSIBILITY ON THIS JOB.

2. NO PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT WAS REVIEWED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THIS MAPPING. IT IS
RECOMMENDED THAT A TITLE REPORT BE RECEIVED FROM THE OWNER TO VERIFY THE
EXISTENCE OF ANY ADDITIONAL EASEMENTS OF RECORD OR LOT LINE ADJUSTMENTS THAT MAY
HAVE ALTERED THE INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON PRIOR TO ANY DESIGN AND/OR
CONSTRUCTION.

3. THAT THIS MAP WAS PREPARED AS A PROFESSIONAL INSTRUMENT OF SERVICE FOR DENNIS
RING AND THAT IT REMAINS THE PROPERTY OF FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.
WHETHER THE PROJECT (IF ANY PROPOSED) ON THIS SITE IS CONSTRUCTED OR NOT.

4. THAT ANY INFORMATION ON THIS MAP AND ANY DOCUMENT(S) PREPARED BY FREDERICK T.
SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC. IN RELATION HEREOF SHALL NOT BE USED FOR ANY OTHER
PURPOSE THAN FOR: BUILDING PERMIT AND LAND SUBDIVISION. FURTHERMORE, THE USE OF
THIS MAP FOR ANY OTHER PURPOSES WHATSOEVER INCLUDING ENGINEERING DESIGNS OF
OFFSITE OR ONSITE IMPROVEMENTS IS BEYOND THIS MAP'S PURPOSES, INTENT & CONTRACT.
LIABILITY SHALL REST UPON THE PARTY USING OUR INFORMATION BEYOND THE ESTABLISHED
LIMITATION ABOVE, IN WHICH CASE FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC. DISAVOWS ANY
AND ALL RESPONSIBILITY.

5. THAT ANY IMPROVEMENT CHANGES WITHIN THIS SITE OR THE ADJACENT SITE THEREOF AS
WELL AS TITLE TRANSFERS OF THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION (EXCEPT FOR ALTA MAPS) AND/OR
THE LAPSE OF 3 OR MORE YEARS FROM THE DATE OF THE MAP (WHICHEVER COMES FIRST)
SHALL VOID ALL INFORMATION, HEREON UNLESS A RE-SURVEY IS ORDERED TO RECTIFY,
UPDATE OR RE-CERTIFY THIS MAP.

6. THAT THIS INFORMATION SHALL NOT BE USED FOR ANY IMPROVEMENT STAKING UNLESS
STATED IN ITEM NO. 3 ABOVE.

7. THAT THE USE OF THIS MAP BY OTHER CONSULTANTS OR CONTRACTORS ON BEHALF OF OUR
CLIENT SHALL PROMPT THE IMMEDIATE FULFILLMENTS OF ALL CLIENT'S OBLIGATIONS TO
FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES, INC. UNLESS OTHERWISE AGREED TO.

8. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS INVOLVED TO RESOLVE ALL
ISSUES REGARDING PROPERTY DISPUTES WHICH MAY ARISE OUT OF INFORMATION SHOWN

HEREON.

9. THIS MAP WILL BE PROVIDED IN AN ELECTRONIC FORMAT AS A COURTESY TO THE CLIENT.
THE DELIVERY OF THE ELECTRONIC FILE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE THE DELIVERY OF OUR
PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT. A SIGNED PRINT DELIVERED TO THE CLIENT OR CLIENT
REPRESENTATIVE CONSTITUTES OUR PROFESSIONAL WORK PRODUCT, AND IN THE EVENT THE
ELECTRONIC FILE IS ALTERED, THE PRINT MUST BE REFERRED TO FOR THE ORIGINAL AND
CORRECT SURVEY INFORMATION. WE SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY MODIFICATIONS
MADE TO THE ELECTRONIC FILE, OR FOR ANY PRODUCTS DERIVED FROM THE ELECTRONIC FILE
WHICH ARE NOT REVIEWED, SIGNED AND SEALED BY US.

BOUNDARY NOTES:

PROPERTY AND RIGHT-OF-WAY LINES SHOWN HEREON ARE PREDICATED ON AN ANALYSIS OF

EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, RECORD DATA, FIELD TIES AND ASSESSOR'S PARCEL MAPS . IT IS
NOT THE INTENT OF THIS MAP TO PROVIDE A FORMAL BOUNDARY RESOLUTION FOR THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON. SAID RESOLUTION WOULD REQUIRE THE SETTING OF
PROPERTY CORNERS AND THE FILING OF A RECORD OF SURVEY UNDER CALIFORNIA STATE
LAW. BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS FOR PLANNING PURPOSES ONLY.

ALL ANGLES ARE 90° UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED

ALL DISTANCES ARE MEASURED IN FEET AND DECIMALS THEREOF.

DATE OF FIELD SURVEY:

TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHOWN HERE IS BASED UPON A FIELD SURVEY PERFORMED BY
FREDERICK T. SEHER & ASSOCIATES INC. ON OCTOBER 24, 2013.

SURVEY REFERENCE:

THE SURVEY HEREON IS BASED ON THE LEGAL DESCRIPTION DESCRIBED IN THE FOLLOWING
QUITCLAIM DEED:

LOT 062: RECORDED ON NOVEMBER 14, 2005, DOCUMENT NUMBER 2005-1070752-00,
ON REEL J016 AT IMAGE 0034
UTILITY NOTE:

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON WERE PLOTTED FROM A COMBINATION OF
OBSERVED SURFACE EVIDENCE (CONDITIONS PERMITTING) AND RECORD INFORMATION
OBTAINED FROM THE RESPECTIVE UTILITY COMPANIES, AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO
REPRESENT THEIR ACTUAL LOCATIONS. THEREFORE, ALL UTILITIES MUST BE VERIFIED WITH
RESPECT TO SIZES, HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS BY THE OWNER AND/OR
CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION. NO RESPONSIBILITY IS ASSUMED BY THE
SURVEYOR FOR THE LOCATION AND CAPACITY OF SAID UTILITIES.

PROJECT BENCHMARK - DESCRIPTION:

ELEVATIONS SHOWN HEREON WERE OBTAINED FROM A GROUP OF CITY BENCHMARKS,
LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF 18TH STREET AND SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE; ELEVATIONS
ARE BASED ON CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO DATUM. S.E. CORNER, + CUT CONC CESS.
ELEVATION = 17.053'

GENERAL NOTE:

THE FOLIAGE LINES OF ALL TREES PLOTTED HEREON ARE SHOWN IN A GRAPHICAL FORM ONLY,
AND ARE NOT INTENDED TO REPRESENT ACTUAL DRIPLINES THEREOF.
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NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.
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These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.
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Removal of Elements | Section 1005 | Proposed Proposed Meets PLATES
Limits Project Project Total Planning
Code? kerman
§1005()(1) Street Facing 25% or more 23 % 23 % Y FLOOR TOTAL (E) SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE morris
. ) FLOOR PLATE FLOOR PLATE architects we
Exterior Walls (ft* of
surface area including 139 Noe Street
windows, doors, etc.) 18T NA NA NA Son Froncisco, CA
§1005(f)(2) All Exterior 50% or more 19 % 19 % Y 415749 0302
0,
Walls from function as 2ND 2645 0 0%
exterior walls (ft? of Revisions
surface area including TOTAL 2645 0 0%
windows, doors, etc.)
§1005(f)(3) All Exterior 25% or more 19 % 19% Y
Wallsused torexternalior walls; doors, WALL TOTAL (E) LINEAR FEET DEMOLISHED LINEAR FEET | PERCENTAGE
internal wall functions (ft2 windows) EXISTING WALL DEMO WALL
of surface area including
windows, doors, etc.) 1ST 267 233 87
§1005(f)(4) Horizontal 75% or more 0% 45.6% ¥
Elements® (ft? of floor (combined (floor) 2ND 120 120 100%
plates except at/below internal
grade) structural frame TOTAL 387 353 91%
§1005(f)(4) Internal work or floor 91 %
Structural Framework plates) (partitions,
(linear feet of interior walls, columns
partitions, load bearing and doors) COMBINED TOTAL (0% + 91%) / 2 = 45.6%
walls, columns, etc.)
NOTE: If removal and replacement of additional building elements considered beyond repair is required during construction,
contact the Planning Department immediately for review and approval. This includes floor framing, sidewalls and other structural DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES: EXTERNAL WALLS
members not visible from the public right-of-way. Removal of elements beyond percentages submitted above is considered a 6 45'6 47
violation. If removal is beyond percentages outlined in Planning Code Section 1005, further environmental review by the
Planning Department is required. VALENC'A ST
FACADE TOTAL SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
ADDITIONS &
NORTH 2052 sq ft 470 sq ft 23% ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103
EAST 973 sq ft 407 sq ft 42%
SOUTH 2186 sq ft 149 sq ft 7%
WEST 832 sq ft Osqft 0%
TOTAL 6043 sq ft 1026 sq ft 17% 3576/ 062
NOTICE
CODE: SFPC SEC 1005.(f) These drawings and
(f) FOR PURPOSES OF THIS ARTICLE 10, DEMOLITION SHALL BE DEFINED AS ANY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
|L_****_;[[___]]P“_****_‘q[[_____—__ ****_‘E[II:___ I_ Architects and shall not be used
ll, ,_“ - - o - — — — - o l'.!—c“ ":—cu on any other work except by
(1) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF THE SURFACE OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FACING A PUBLIC written agreement with
— STREET(S); OR Kerman/Morris Architects.
S (2) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS ALL EXTERNAL The Contractor shall verify all
J WALLS: OR e.X|st|ng. conditions. Written
| ’ dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
\ (3) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS EITHER EXTERNAL verified on the project site. Any
o \\\ OR INTERNAL WALLS; OR discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
AN - 1o en|OR BEARING WALL TO BE REMOVED: (4) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 75% OF THE BUILDINGS EXISTING INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK prhitects prior lo fhe
N OR FLOOR PLANS UNLESS THE CITY DETERMINES THAT SUCH REMOVAL IS THE ONLY FEASIBLE commencement of any work.
MEANS TO MEET THE STANDARDS FOR SEISMIC LOAD AND FORCES OF THE LATEST ADOPTED These drawings are an industry
2 VERSION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AND THE STATE HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE. standards builders set for
11-10" LF — building pe_rmit and to gssist the
T T T T T T T T T T T T < contrgctor in cor)st_ructlon. The
> GROUND FLOOR- (E) NIGHT CLUB FINDINGS: drawings show limited and only
, ; SQFT 1,780 SF SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(1): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM THEIR FUNCTION P s '
-9/ AS EXTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 50%. PROJECT COMPLIES. All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
| SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(2): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM THEIR FUNCTION secured in conformance with
AS EXTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 50%. PROJECT COMPLIES. best practice, and the Contractor
| FIRST FLOOR: shalll be re.sponS|bIe for providing
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| FRAMEWORK (267) DU BEARING WALL TO BE EXTERNAL OR INTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 25%. PROJECT COMPLIES.
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| LESS THAN 75% OF EXISTING. PROJECT COMPLIES.
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DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS TABLE
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San Francisco, CA
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Revisions

Removal of Elements | Section 1005 | Proposed Proposed Meets PLATES
Limits Project Project Total Planning
Code?
1 f\(1 Faci 25% or more 23 % 23 % Y FLOOR TOTAL (E) SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
E§xt2(r)ii(r )\SV; I?:r;;to fac'"g ° ° ° FLOOR PLATE FLOOR PLATE
surface area including
windows, doors, etc.) 1ST NA NA NA
§1005(f)(2) All Exterior 50% or more 19 % 19% Y
Walls from function as 2ND 2645 0 0%
exterior walls (ft? of
surface area including TOTAL 2645 0 0%
windows, doors, etc.)
§1005(f)(3) All Exterior 25% or more 19 % 19% Y
}Nalls used for extl.arnal or (wa_lls, doors, WALL TOTAL (E) LINEAR FEET DEMOLISHED LINEAR FEET | PERCENTAGE
internal wall functions (ft2 windows) EXISTING WALL DEMO WALL
of surface area including
windows, doors, etc.) 1ST 267 233 87
§1005(f)(4) Horizontal 75% or more 0% 45.6% ¥
Elements® (ft? of floor (combined (floor) 2ND 120 120 100%
plates except at/below internal
grade) structural frame TOTAL 387 353 91%
(1]
§1005(f)(4) Internal work or floor 91 %
Structural Framework plates) (partitions,
(linear feet of interior walls, columns
partitions, load bearing and doors) COMBINED TOTAL (0% + 91%) / 2 = 45.6%
walls, columns, etc.)

NOTE: If removal and replacement of additional building elements considered beyond repair is required during construction,
contact the Planning Department immediately for review and approval. This includes floor framing, sidewalls and other structural
members not visible from the public right-of-way. Removal of elements beyond percentages submitted above is considered a
violation. If removal is beyond percentages outlined in Planning Code Section 1005, further environmental review by the

DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES: EXTERNAL WALLS
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Planning Department is required.

FACADE TOTAL SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
NORTH 2052 sq ft 470 sq ft 23%

EAST 973 sq ft 407 sq ft 42%

SOUTH 2186 sq ft 149 sq ft 7%

73'-31/2"
WEST 832 sq ft Osqft 0%
CORNICE ABOVE TO REMAIN
TOTAL 6043 sq ft 1026 sq ft 17%
5 H:*\*xiff/f/fffAH’ 7777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777777 - 0
I \/ I | CODE: SFPC SEC 1005.(f)
1 | 1 ! (f) FOR PURPOSES OF THIS ARTICLE 10, DEMOLITION SHALL BE DEFINED AS ANY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:
S - - I ——
S O HE i S R T T

70'-91/2"

(1) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF THE SURFACE OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FACING A PUBLIC
STREET(S); OR

(2) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS ALL EXTERNAL
WALLS; OR

(3) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS EITHER EXTERNAL
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SECOND FLOOR- (E) NIGHT CLUB
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OR INTERNAL WALLS; OR

(4) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 75% OF THE BUILDINGS EXISTING INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK
OR FLOOR PLANS UNLESS THE CITY DETERMINES THAT SUCH REMOVAL IS THE ONLY FEASIBLE
MEANS TO MEET THE STANDARDS FOR SEISMIC LOAD AND FORCES OF THE LATEST ADOPTED
VERSION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AND THE STATE HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE.

20-7"LF

FINDINGS:
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SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(4): TOTAL "INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK OR FLOORPLATES" TO BE REMOVED IS
LESS THAN 75% OF EXISTING. PROJECT COMPLIES.
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NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.
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DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS TABLE DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES:
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Revisions

Removal of Elements | Section 1005 | Proposed Proposed Meets PLATES
Limits Project Project Total Planning
Code?
H 0, 0, 0, . . . .
gxig?:.-:)(:)‘g_; I?:r;;toiacmg 25% or more 23 % 23 % Y FLOOR .IL-I(_)(.I)-SII_R(IEI)_ /-?‘?E FTG EEgg;lgEE_PESQ FTG PERCENTAGE
surface area including
windows, doors, etc.) 18T NA NA NA
§1005(f)(2) All Exterior 50% or more 19% 19% Y
Walls from function as 2ND 2645 0 0%
exterior walls (ft? of
surface area including TOTAL 2645 0 0%
windows, doors, etc.)
§1005(f)(3) All Exterior 25% or more 19 % 19% Y
Walls used for external or (walls, doors, WALL TOTAL (E) LINEAR FEET DEMOLISHED LINEAR FEET | PERCENTAGE
internal wall functions (ft2 windows) EXISTING WALL DEMO WALL
of surface area including
windows, doors, etc.) 1ST 267 233 87
§1005(f)(4) Horizontal 75% or more 0% 45.6% Y
Elements’ (ft* of floor (combined (floor) 2ND 120 120 100%
plates except at/below internal
grade) structural frame TOTAL 387 353 91%
§1005(f)(4) Internal work or floor 91 %
Structural Framework plates) (partitions,
(linear feet of interior walls, columns
partitions, load bearing and doors) COMBINED TOTAL (0% + 91%) / 2 = 45.6%
walls, columns, etc.)

NOTE: If removal and replacement of additional building elements considered beyond repair is required during construction,

contact the Planning Department immediately for review and approval. This includes floor framing, sidewalls and other structural DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES: EXTERNAL WALLS

members not visible from the public right-of-way. Removal of elements beyond percentages submitted above is considered a
violation. If removal is beyond percentages outlined in Planning Code Section 1005, further environmental review by the
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T.

Planning Department is required.
FACADE TOTAL SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
NORTH 2052 sq ft 470 sq ft 23%
EAST 973 sq ft 407 sq ft 42%
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DEMOLITION BUILDING ELEVATION - NORTH

1/4" = 1-0"

NOTICE

These drawings and

specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by

written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all

existing conditions. Written

dimensions take preference over

scaled dimensions and sha

verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to

the attention of Kerman Mo
Architects prior to the

commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry

standards builders set for
building permit and to assis

contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only

representative/typical detail

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing

and installing them.
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DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS TABLE DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES:

| AREA TO BE DEMOLISHED SHOWN |

HATCHED:
PL. DEMO AREA: 408 sq ft PL. INTERIOR STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK & FLOOR
TOTAL AREA: 974 sq ft N
I DEMO %: 42% = 408 / 973 I Removal of Elements | Section 1005 | Proposed Proposed Meets PLATES
| | Limits Project Project Total Planning
(E) T.O. Parapet
§1005(f)(1) Street Facing 25% or more 23 % 23 % Y FLOOR TOTAL (E) SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE morris
| . ) FLOOR PLATE FLOOR PLATE architects we
Exterior Walls (ft* of
| . .
surface area including 139 Noe Street
E ROOf " an Francisco,
‘ i2)5. Vi windows, doors, etc.) 1ST NA NA NA veribistanati
§1005(f)(2) All Exterior 50% or more 19% 19 % Y 415749 0302
o
| Walls from function as 2ND 2645 0 0%
I exterior walls (ft? of Revisions
‘ surface area including TOTAL 2645 0 0%
windows, doors, etc.)
I §1005(f)(3) All Exterior 25% or more 19 % 19% Y
! Wallsused torexternalior walls; doors, WALL TOTAL (E) LINEAR FEET DEMOLISHED LINEAR FEET | PERCENTAGE
internal wall functions (ft2 windows) EXISTING WALL DEMO WALL
‘ of surface area including
| windows, doors, etc.) 1ST 267 233 87
| §1005(f)(4) Horizontal 75% or more 0% 45.6% Y
5 2 '
SECOND FLOOR Elements> (ft° of floor (combined (floor) 2ND 120 120 100%
‘ - - - - - - - - - - 12'- 11 1/2" plates except at/below internal
| grade) structural frame TOTAL 387 353 91%
§1005(f)(4) Internal work or floor 91 %
| Structural Framework plates) (partitions,
‘ (linear feet of interior walls, columns
partitions, load bearing and doors) COMBINED TOTAL (0% + 91%) / 2 = 45.6%
I walls, columns, etc.)
I
NOTE: If removal and replacement of additional building elements considered beyond repair is required during construction,
contact the Planning Department immediately for review and approval. This includes floor framing, sidewalls and other structural DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES: EXTERNAL WALLS
members not visible from the public right-of-way. Removal of elements beyond percentages submitted above is considered a 6 45'6 47
I violation. If removal is beyond percentages outlined in Planning Code Section 1005, further environmental review by the
| Planning Department is required. VALENC'A ST
FACADE TOTAL SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
‘ FIRST FLOOR ADDITIONS &
- - — - - — - — — — - 0" NORTH 2052 sq ft 470 sq ft 23% ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103
EAST 973 sq ft 407 sq ft 42%
SOUTH 2186 sq ft 149 sq ft 7%
1 DEMOLITION BUILDING ELEVATION - EAST WEST 832 sq ft 0sqft 0%
1/4" = 1'-0"
TOTAL 6043 sq ft 1026 sq ft 17% 3576/ 062
NOTICE
| | CODE: SFPC SEC 1005.(f) These drawings and
(f) FOR PURPOSES OF THIS ARTICLE 10, DEMOLITION SHALL BE DEFINED AS ANY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: specifications are the property
. : and copyright of Kerman/Morris
P.L. P.L. Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
I I (1) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF THE SURFACE OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FACING A PUBLIC written agreement with
NO AREA TO BE DEMOLISHED STREET(S); OR Kerman/Morris Architects.
DEMO AREA: 0 sq ft i
TOTAL AREA: 832 sq ft (2) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS ALL EXTERNAL The Contractor shall verify all
| | WALLS; OR cutng condions. Wit
:l_/\ /\ | (E) T.O. Parapet scaled dimensions and shall be
— _ — _ _ _ _ - _ _ e TS p b @ (3) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS EITHER EXTERNAL verified on the project site. Any
‘ 29'-11/2 OR INTERNAL WALLS: OR discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
(4) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 75% OF THE BUILDINGS EXISTING INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK Architects Pr‘°rtt° fthe )
I OR FLOOR PLANS UNLESS THE CITY DETERMINES THAT SUCH REMOVAL IS THE ONLY FEASIBLE commencement of any work.
B (E) Roof @ MEANS TO MEET THE STANDARDS FOR SEISMIC LOAD AND FORCES OF THE LATEST ADOPTED These drawings are an industry
— —] 25" _ 4" VERSION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AND THE STATE HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE. standards builders set for
- L T building permit and to assist the

contractor in construction. The
FINDINGS: drawings show limited and only

I SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(1): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM THEIR FUNCTION representative/typical details.
| AS EXTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 50%. PROJECT COMPLIES.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with

REMOVE (E) BOARDED UP WINDOWS SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(2): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM THEIR FUNCTION Soorec o ot
0 est practice, and the Contractor
AND EXPAND OPENING BY AS EXTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 50%. PROJECT COMPLIES. shall be responsible for providing

LOWERING SILL TO ORIGINAL i i
HISTORIC SILL HEIGHT. PROVIDE SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(3): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM FUNCTION AS and instaling them.

NEW WINDOWS IN OPENING EXTERNAL OR INTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 25%. PROJECT COMPLIES.

.
7

N N | <
| | H

|
= L S LLﬁ% %ﬁ%

SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(4): TOTAL "INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK OR FLOORPLATES" TO BE REMOVED IS
LESS THAN 75% OF EXISTING. PROJECT COMPLIES.

I
\ I DEMOLITION
EXTERNAL WALLS TO REMAIN | B ~ SECOND FLOOR PARTITION / DEMO LEGEND ELEVATION -
R\ IL 12'- 11 1/2" EAST AND WEST
i g
1 e e | WALL TO REMAIN
T 2R GNANAN N N IR NAN N I
] I N RN AN A s e~ SR
—— LA N AN AN AR A WNERN DATE 06/13/17
| I | I | | QQ | I | I ALL ORIGINAL EXTERNAL WALLS
] o= y N SNEN FACING PUBLIC STREET TO REMAIN
T T 9 AR NN "= 4O
T IH ; III B s e B L STRUCT. WALL TO BE REMOVED SCALE 1/4" = 1'-0
1 I BVANANIINA N I ANANINA N
I | I | I I I | I | I | I .ﬁﬁl‘ I | ‘th : N“ I | INN\NQ OUTLINE OF HISTORIC WINDOW DRAWN BY e
T [ | | R A e B S A OPENINGS. OPENINGS HAVE BEEN
[ ] [ N ANE N N NN T NN INFILLED WITH BRICK. REMOVE —T--—= - CHECKED BY ™
T ] | 1 SRS VAN IND A GND BE BN N BNAN e _ NON-STRUCT. WALL TO BE REMOVED
— | II R e B B e T INFILLED BRICK TO ALLOW
T II | | [ I N N A NN N G I N s NN INSTALLATION OF (N) WINDOWS
- | | | S e s B JOB NO. 1304
] C T T [ [ T T T [ T [ [ T 1
—— | C T T [ [ T T [ T ] - FIRST FLOOR
T 0" FLOORPLATE / WALL AREA TO BE REMOVED
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DEMOLITION CALCULATIONS TABLE

Removal of Elements Section 1005 Proposed Proposed Meets

Limits Project Project Total Planning
Code?

§1005(f)(1) Street Facing 25% or more 23 % 23 % Y

Exterior Walls (ft2 of

surface area including

windows, doors, etc.)

§1005(f)(2) All Exterior 50% or more 19% 19 % Y

Walls from function as

exterior walls (ft? of

surface area including

windows, doors, etc.)

§1005(f)(3) All Exterior 25% or more 19 % 19% Y

Walls used for external or (walls, doors,

internal wall functions (ft? windows)

of surface area including

windows, doors, etc.)

§1005(f)(4) Horizontal 75% or more 0% 45.6% ¥

Elements’ (ft? of floor (combined (floor)

plates except at/below internal

grade) structural frame

§1005(f)(4) Internal work or floor 91 %

Structural Framework plates) (partitions,

(linear feet of interior
partitions, load bearing
walls, columns, etc.)

walls, columns

and doors)

NOTE: If removal and replacement of additional building elements considered beyond repair is required during construction,
contact the Planning Department immediately for review and approval. This includes floor framing, sidewalls and other structural
members not visible from the public right-of-way. Removal of elements beyond percentages submitted above is considered a

violation. If removal is beyond percentages outlined in Planning Code Section 1005, further environmental review by the

Planning Department is required.

P.L.

I

I
AREA TO BE DEMOLISHED SHOWN HATCHED:
DEMO AREA: 269 sq ft
TOTAL AREA: 2186 sq ft

I DEMO %: 12% = 269 / 2186

I

\\ W

\ EXTERNAL WALLS TO REMAIN ﬂ

268 sq

7

(E) T.O. Parapet

i
N\

i
N
I

29'-11/2"

(E) Roof

[ ]

- -

25l _ 4"

SECOND FLOOR

12'-111/2"

FIRST FLOOR

DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES:
INTERIOR STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK & FLOOR

kerman
morris
architects ue

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

PLATES

FLOOR TOTAL (E) SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
FLOOR PLATE FLOOR PLATE

1ST NA NA NA

2ND 2645 0 0%

TOTAL 2645 0 0%

WALL TOTAL (E) LINEAR FEET DEMOLISHED LINEAR FEET PERCENTAGE
EXISTING WALL DEMO WALL

1ST 267 233 87

2ND 120 120 100%

TOTAL 387 353 91%

COMBINED TOTAL (0% +91%) | 2 = 45.6%

DEMOLITION PERCENTAGES: EXTERNAL WALLS

FACADE TOTAL SQ. FTG. DEMOLISHED SQ. FTG. PERCENTAGE
NORTH 2052 sq ft 470 sq ft 23%

EAST 973 sq ft 407 sq ft 42%

SOUTH 2186 sq ft 149 sq ft 7%

WEST 832 sq ft 0sqft 0%

TOTAL 6043 sq ft 1026 sq ft 17%

645-647

VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS

BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

CODE: SFPC SEC 1005.(f)
(f) FOR PURPOSES OF THIS ARTICLE 10, DEMOLITION SHALL BE DEFINED AS ANY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

(1) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF THE SURFACE OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FACING A PUBLIC

STREET(S); OR

(2) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 50% OF ALL EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS ALL EXTERNAL

WALLS; OR

(3) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 25% OF EXTERNAL WALLS FROM THEIR FUNCTION AS EITHER EXTERNAL
OR INTERNAL WALLS; OR

(4) REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 75% OF THE BUILDINGS EXISTING INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK
OR FLOOR PLANS UNLESS THE CITY DETERMINES THAT SUCH REMOVAL IS THE ONLY FEASIBLE
MEANS TO MEET THE STANDARDS FOR SEISMIC LOAD AND FORCES OF THE LATEST ADOPTED
VERSION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AND THE STATE HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE.

FINDINGS:

SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(1): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM THEIR FUNCTION
AS EXTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 50%. PROJECT COMPLIES.

SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(2): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM THEIR FUNCTION
AS EXTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 50%. PROJECT COMPLIES.

SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(3): PERCENTAGE OF EXTERNAL WALLS TO BE REMOVED (17%) FROM FUNCTION AS
EXTERNAL OR INTERNAL WALLS IS LESS THAN 25%. PROJECT COMPLIES.

SFPC SEC 1005.(f)(4): TOTAL "INTERNAL STRUCTURAL FRAMEWORK OR FLOORPLATES" TO BE REMOVED IS
LESS THAN 75% OF EXISTING. PROJECT COMPLIES.

PARTITION / DEMO LEGEND

Oll,

1 DEMOLITION BUILDING ELEVATION - SOUTH

WALL TO REMAIN

STRUCT. WALL TO BE REMOVED

NON-STRUCT. WALL TO BE REMOVED

FLOORPLATE / WALL AREA TO BE REMOVED

1/4" = 10"

NOTICE

These drawings and

specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by

written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all

existing conditions. Written

dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris

Architects prior to the

commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry

standards builders set for
building permit and to assis

t the

contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing

and installing them.

DEMOLITION
ELEVATION -
SOUTH
DATE 06/13/17
SCALE 14" = 10"
DRAWN BY CG
CHECKED BY ™
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kerman
morris
architects we

% 139 MNoe Street

San Francisco, CA
Q4114
415749 0302

>%§ Revisions

S
=
% & povscenrproery ogumoneos L sromone
623 VALENCIA STREET, BLOCK 3576/LOTS 078
1 STORY COMMERCIAL (100' X 100' LOT) BLOCE g?g%g S 077 3 STORIES

100' - 0" P 6 0" | %-0 26°-0° 645-647

( >4/<g VALENCIA ST.

|

s

SYCAMORE ST. ADDITIONS &

ALTERATIONS
@ @ @ @ @ @ PORTION OF BUILDING SUBJECT TO HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS

BPA#2015.0305.0103
PER SECTION 261.1(d)(2)

80'- 0" (LOT DEPTH) 80'- 0" ADJ. LOT DEPTH

¥

15'-0" 13'-0" 26'-31/2" 5'-81/2" 20'-0"

(25% LOT DEPTH) / EXISTING CORNICE TO REMAIN

VALENCIA ST.

3576/ 062

! — }/\f[\/\‘ 1 [ y, I 1 Y NOTICE
5 / nycurscuT\ ) / &% +-198" ADJ.BLDG. [ [+l [ D 60'-4" [ [l N These crawings and

specifications are the property
REAR YARD \/\\j and copyright of Kerman/Morris
P.L. | | P.L. /1 2

! ! \ i

Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
@+24'-1/2" Q
- = 2
\ \
S+34-41/2"

written agreement with
PRIVATE DECK @ 5TH FLOOR PRIVATE DECK BELOW

Kerman/Morris Architects.
@ 4TH FLOOR 4

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

.
.

L

5| _ Oll
5| _ Oll

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

NEW STREET
TREES EVERY
20' PER
S.138.1(c)(1) TYP.

5' - 9"
6'-51/2"

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
PRIVATE DECK T T T T T T T T T T T T T T .
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ .
3RD FLOOR ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ PROPERTY 2 LEX'NGTON
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ %"’44'-8 1/4"
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ REAR YARD 4 LEXINGTON
++++++++++++

-~ .ROOF OVER 5TH FLOOR .+ Q (LOT4 114-116) 85 SYCAMORE STREET
5 N

8! _ 6"

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

(3) NEW CLASS
2 BICYCLE
PARKING
SPACES

LEXINGTON ST. ———=

15| _ 8"

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ BLOCK3576/LOTS 114-116
4 STORIES

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

35'-0" ADJ. LOT WIDTH

35'-0" (LOT WIDTH)
i
\
\
\

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

+++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

+++++++++++++++++

(E) TREE IN
CENTER OF SRS
SIDEWALK — RN
TO BE
REMOVED

+++++++++++++++++++++++
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o QT ARIEQ
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+/-

|
CONDITION - NO 12 LEXINGTON ST. PROPOSED SITE

REAR YARD @ 14 LEXINGTON ST. PLAN
1 STORY/FULL LOT COVERAGE: 657 VALENCIA BLO%KS'O‘%%LE%T 046
(PROPOSED 5-STORY 55' TALL BUILDING I

@ 4193 (E) ADJACENT PROPERTY:
657 VALENCIA STREET, BLOCK/LOT 061

25l _ Oll

PROPOSED N DATE 06/13/17

|
|
|
|
|
BPA# 201510230626) ' I
|
|
|
|

25'-0" ADJ. LOT WIDTH

REAR YARD
657VALENCIC% \
0" 4 8 16"

| SCALE 1/8" =1'-0"

I
% k DRAWN BY Author

| CHECKED BY Checker

JOB NO. 1304

PROPOSED PLAN - Full lot widths
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139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415749 0302

Revisions

@ @ SYCAMORE ST.

80'- 0" (LOT DEPTH) (N) 24" BOX SIZE STREET TREE

PER SF STANDARD AND S.143 - TYP.

N

10l _ Oll

NEW CURBCUT

6| _ 6"

(N) RECESSED BRICK 645'647
INFILL @ (E) OPENINGS TO VALENCIA ST_

REMAIN

6‘ _ 3|| 10! _ Oll

: y y y
(E) CORNER ENTRY FOR COMMERCIAL N} OPENING @BRICK
TO REMAIN PROVIDE (N) STORE FRONT W (N) OPENING @ w W (N) OPENING @BRIC W W (N) OPENING @ BRICK WALL W pa (E) WINDOW TO REMAIN

BRICK WALL
ADDITIONS &

| o — 1 | =l " — | | | — — ALTERATIONS

| GARAGE | T — BPA#2015.0305.0103
OPENING — —

I (E) WINDOW TO REMAIN | —
IN'(E) BRICK WALL

P.L. GAS CLOSET

ELEC.

AUTO STACKER
—ACCOMODATES
- 3 VEHICLE
SPACES 2, 3, 4
(CAR STACKER)

6! _ 0"

3576/ 062

DN
16‘ _ Ou

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

FOR 3 CARS

TRASH

PROVIDE (N) WOOD
WINDOWS
@ HISTORIC BRICK

OPENINGS {; 0 -
\

25'- 0" : %E%}ﬂ B

—
—
—_

CAR STACKER PIT

—
—

BIKE PARKING . @
__ SPACES

F;;;;;;;

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

- - - - _— __ _
4 VEHICLE PARKING SPACES

= \
— ADJACENT

—— PROPERTY

3756/ 114-116 .
The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over

scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

25l _ 7"

VALENCIA ST. ———————=

SIS S

20'-0" 18'-0"

11

\
=
|
\
\
-0" (LOT WIDTH)

8' X8' ADA BATHROOM

35'

VAN ACCESSIBLE PARKING

- < N
\ -
= M-OCCUPANCY / WC . (2-HR EXIT LOBBY R-2 U-OCCUPANCY HEADROOM) ﬁ

517 SQ.FT / OCCUPANCY) 1171 8Q. FT

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

9| _ Oll

MAIL

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

(N) STREET TREE | - -
PER S. 143, TYP. 6 - o . -

x (N) EXIT DOOR up

upP

SIS S

| ELEVATOR
SHAFT
| 2-HR SHAFT)

—— (E) WALLS TO REMAIN, TYP.

%/ PROPOSED

7 PLAN - FIRST
— ! FLOOR

8' MIN HC DROP OFF

COMMON STAIR # 2

7
7
7

— (E) ANGLED WALLS TO (E) ELBO ROOM SECOND MEANS OF

EGRESS, TO REMAIN DATE 06/13/17

14' - 10"

SCALE As indicated

N PROPOSED BLDG @ 657 VALENCIA
- (E) ARCHWAY TO REMAIN TO REMAIN FOR SECONDARY \\

RESIDENTIAL ACCESS, SEE ELEVATIONS 3576/ 061

DRAWN BY SN

o T2 4 8 CHECKED BY ™

)
/
000

/Tx (N) 3 CLASS 2 BIKE SPACES
AN /

PARTITION LEGEND JOBNO. 1304

WALL TO REMAIN
NEW WALL

1-HR RATED PARTITION A 1 . O 1

2-HR RATED PARTITION

1 PROPOSED PLAN - FIRST FLOOR

1/4" = 1'-0"
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1

(®)
15'-0"

SYCAMORE ST.

1'-73/4"

(E) CORNICE TO REMAIN

(®)
13'-41/4"

(N) CORNICE TO
MATCH EXISTING

N /\/
TRANSLUCENT GLASS PRIVACY SCREEN TO

6'-0" ABOVE DECK WALKING SURFACE

WINDOW WITH TRANSLUCENT GLAZING,
' - 0"

(N) CLEAR HIGH WINDOW
SILL @ 7-0 //\
(N) HIGH WINDOW WITH TRANSLUCENT GLAZING,

12'-8 3/4" |
Doy 5
.
© PRIVATE DECK ,-/_ %
UNIT #4 |
Q 82 SF ! ™~
2 S l — — —
N \
‘ — 1l
i : 1>
v \
D | (N) HIGH
BATH 1 \ SiLL@ 7
) ORNAMENTAL PARAPET .[. BEDROOM 1 MASTER BEDROOM 2
: ‘ TO REMAIN
-
U) 1
LIVING AND DINING
< LIVING/ DINING =
— I
0 UNIT-5 5
Z 2 BEDROOM/ 2 BATH E
L_llJ PRIVATE DECK 854 SQ. FT 2
< UNIT #5 =
] 686 SF UNIT-4 -
> i STUDIO, 1 BATH o
;9) 45-MIN. DOOR 439 SQ. FT
- KITCHEN
24'-01/2" /
o O A 1-HR CORRIDOR 45-MIN. DOOR
REF. \
o O / \ SILL@ 3'- 0"
KITCHEN
ELEVATOR
SHAFT COMMON STAIR # 2 \L
COMMON STAIR # 1 (2-HR SHAFT) (N) CLEAR HIGH WINDOW
SILL @ 3-0
uP uP -
w ON@)
o 0 QO
@ N 4 T —~
iy, G A
PROPOSED BLDG @ 657 VALENCIA 80"- 0" (LOT DEPTH)
PROPOSED PLAN - THIRD FLOOR / /| o 12 4 g
1/4" = 10"
@ SYCAMORE ST.
/ (E) WINDOW TO REMAIN / (N) WINDOW; TYP.
1 - /9' ] ] ] p——
Q | ' ' ' — 1 /“
‘ O o (N) WIN
Bi 1 O O
|
@ _ 22'-83/8"| | KITCHEN 12'-87/8" 12'-01/2"
= e
| I
| REF (N) CLEAR WINDOW
' MATCHING THE WINDOWS
ON NORTH ELEVATION
BEDROOM 1 LIVING/ DINING BEDROOM 1
=%
LIVING/ DINING
UNIT-2
- UNIT-1 SILL@ 7' - 0"
o &= 1 M0 1BEDROOMIABATH | p — — — — — — 1 BEDROOM/1 BATH
= 642 SQ. FT
< 713SQ. FT
- UNIT-3 =
% 1 BEDROOM/ 1 BATH B a
M 689 SQ. FT CITCHEN E
o
g(' = 2
> o
i
™
=%
12'- 11 1/2" 45-MIN. DOOR (N) CLEAR HIGH WI
- J/ SILL @ 70
45-MIN. DOOR
B BEDROOM 1 45-MIN. DOOR A 1-HR CORRIDOR — S
= SILL@ 3'- 0"
6 _ i B _ _
\
— | DN DN KITCHEN
| COMMON STAIR # 1 T \
2-HR SHAFT) COMMON STAIR # 2 (Sl\lll)_flc_@Eg\'ROHlGH WINDOW
\
uP -
| — ra O O
N N
T L
-~ 80'- 0" (LOT DEPTH) L N
/—/PROPOSED BLDG @ 657 VALENCIA LT ’
F...‘;;;;F.........“lllllllllllllllllli
PROPOSED PLAN - SECOND FLOOR /. o 1 2 & g

DOW WITH TRANSLUCENT GLAZING

WINDOW TO MATCH THOSE ON NORTH ELEVATION

IN PROPORTION/ SIZE.

NDOW
(N) HIGH WINDOW WITH TRANSLUCENT GLAZING,

(N) HIGH WINDOW WITH TRANSLUCENT GLAZING,

kerman
morris
architects we

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

7 |SITE PERMIT R1
06-13-17

645-647
VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

PROPOSED
PLAN - SECOND
& THIRD FLOORS

PARTITION LEGEND

DATE 06/13/17
SCALE As indicated
DRAWN BY CG, SN
CHECKED BY ™
JOB NO. 1304

WALL TO REMAIN

1/4" =1'-0"

NEW WALL

1-HR RATED PARTITION
2-HR RATED PARTITION

A1.02




2

1

SYCAMORE ST.
80' - 0" (LOT DEPTH)

TRANSLUCENT GLASS PRIVACY
SCREEN TO
6'- 0" ABOVE DECK WALKING

TRANSLUCENT GLASS PRIVACY SCREEN TO
6' - 0" ABOVE DECK WALKING SURFACE

PARTITION LEGEND

WALL TO REMAIN

A )
15'- 0" 13'- 0" 26'-31/2" 5'-81/2" 20'-0" ?
ﬂ, /( /
. — = L —— e
Pl J SUBJECT TO ALLEY REGS S.261.1(d)(2)
o
© 13'- 0"
. % /7 SOLID 42" PARAPET/ HANDRAIL; T\‘(P.
I Yo}
= I -
D
n
o
I ©
@ N N N N N — — — li — : D — i | )
I I I ;LS N 4@
T |
. == == <{ = —~
; e &
~ [e0) =
1)) ? © =
<_( PRIVATE DECK UNIT #7 DINING/ LIVING R 5
O o 628 sq ft =
Z o ! °
'i'J (= — < NF (s
; \/\_/
UNIT-7 ?? BEDROOM 3
'q.
- 785 SQ. FT UPPER LEVEL; TOTAL SQ. FT= 1313 m m
@ T~ - - - —A— 3
o
©
DN
111
COMMON STAIR 0]®)
] | ELEVATOR KITCHEN
~ SHAFT OXO®) [
% (2-HR SHAFT)
: “
L
[h'd
AN
7 — 1 AN \ 7
SO X/ 4- <N\
STAIRS FOR SFFD ROOF ACCESS /PRIVATE STAIR DOWN TO LOWER LEVEL |
PROPOSED BLDG @ 657 VALENCIA ///////////// ////////////% N
T —
PROPOSED PLAN - FIFTH FLOOR /
Ol 1| 2| 4| 8|
1/ " = 1|_Oll
A B c o E) F)
SYCAMORE ST.
— pL
- ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ / \
@ . %L
60' - 0" FROM CORNER 20'- 0"
: SUBJECT TO ALLEY REGS. S.261.1(d)(2 :
o| 15! - Oll 45| - 0“ ( )( ) OI
ED 4/ 4/ [o
(N) GLASS RAIL
_ | _ - - - - _ L e—> _ —_— _ /ﬁ _ _
@ BE £ i ' i
|
|
\ | .
| PRIVATE DECK N
0O | | UNIT #7 -
‘ 112 SF .
KITCHEN ‘ ©
OO |
- BEDROOM 1 BEDROOM 2 | o -
1)) | T g g T - -
O
Z REF.
w " ~
Z' S DEN/ BEDROOM 2 MASTER ROOM 1 E
S " ) =
LIVING/ DINING '§
i BATH S
< 3
= ] UNIT-7 _
— 528 SQ FT Q
UNIT-6 W/D @ LOWER LEVEL ©
2 BEDROOM/ 2 BATH - n
884 SQ. FT | Q
|
N - A
34'-41/2" |
<& ~
DN 1+ 1 T DN
COMMON STAIR # 2
] ELEVATOR
v SHAFT
© COMMON 2-HR SHAFT)
STAIR # 1
R uP up  PRIVATE STAIR UP TO
UPPER LEVEL |:| |:|

, B 5
DN

PROPOSED BLDG @ 657 VALENCIA
JSS S SS

,80'-0" (LOT DEPTH)

I NEW WALL

PROPOSED PLAN - FOURTH FLOO

Ol 1! 2| 4l 8!

1/4" = 1'-0"

=== 1-HR RATED PARTITION
—— 2-HR RATED PARTITION

kerman
morris
architects we

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

7 |SITE PERMIT R1
06-13-17

645-647
VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

PROPOSED
PLAN - FOURTH
& FIFTH FLOORS

DATE 06/13/17
SCALE As indicated
DRAWN BY CG, SN
CHECKED BY ™
JOB NO. 1304

A1.03




PROPOSED PLAN - ROOF

80'- 0" (LOT DEPTH)

15'-0"

26'-31/2

5-81/2"

20'-0

10"

5 _9"

35'- 0" (LOT WIDTH)

15| _ 8"

PRIVATE DECK @ LEVEL 3

+24'-1/2"

PRIVATE DECK @ LEVEL 3

PENTHOUSE PRIVATE DECK @ LEVEL 5

T
B o+ o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B + o+ o+
I TR o+ o+ o+
B o+ o+ o+
i S + o+

E—
R e T T T o+
o+ R o4+ o+
R e T T T o+

T T T T o4+ o+
R e T T T o+ o+

T T T T o+ -
+ I ++55

L e T S A S +
+ R I + oo

T T T T + o4+ o+
R e T T T + +

+ R o+
R S T T + o+ o+ o+
+ I + o+ + o+
R e T T T o+

T T T T +
+ I o+

L e T S A S + +
+ R I o+

T T T T E—
R e T T T o+

4
R T S S
o+t + o4+
L I
o+t o+
L I
o+t o+
L I
+ + + 4

ELEVATOR
PENTHOUSE

+60l_2||

o+ o+ o+

4

|;b

4

4

4

4

T
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4

L

P T T T e S

PRIVATE DECK @ LEVEL 4
+34'-4 1/2

PRIVATE DECK @ LEVEL 5

+44'-8 1/4'

P.L. 1

11'-51/2"

-0" (LO%WIDTH)

35

4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4

R T T T S S T T
R T T T S S T T
e

4

4

4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4
4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4

4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4

4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4

R T T T S S T T
R T T T S S T T
e

4

4

4o F 4+ o+ + o F 4 4+ o+ 4 4+ o+ o+ 4

15'-01/2"

TRANSLUCENT GLASS GUARDRAILS/
PRIVACY SCREENS

DR APPLICANTS
REAR YARD

A A A A A

80'- 0" (LOT DEPTH)

ROOF HATCH FOR SFFD ACCESS

! 2'

1/ " 1I_0l|

H
H
H
H

kerman
morris
architects we

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
Q4114

415749 0302

Revisions

7 |SITE PERMIT R1
06-13-17

645-647
VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

PROPOSED
PLAN - ROOF

DATE 06/13/17

SCALE 1/4" =1'-0"

DRAWN BY CG, SN

CHECKED BY ™

JOB NO. 1304

A1.04




kerman
morris
architects we

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

7 |SITE PERMIT R1
20'- 0" L 06-13-17

SUBJECT TO S.261.1 (d)(2) SUN ACCESS ANGLE

ELEVATOR TOWER - - o - - - - - - - - - - N
60| - 2" N

5! _ 2"

ROOF
55' _ 0"

STUCCO FINISH —

AT PROPOSED ——

N

TRANSLUCENT GLASS |
GUARDRAIL 60" A F.F.

1039

GLASS RAILS; TYP ——

645-647
A A

VALENCIA ST.

|
Q/ N

FIFTH FLOOR
44'-8 1/4"

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

NEW ADDITION

A
lTRANSLUCENT GLASS |
GUARDRAIL 6'-0" A.F.F.

10" - 3 3/4"

(N) ALUMINUM WINDOWS AND
SLIDING GLASS DOORS IN PUNCHED
FOURTH FLOOR - I I : OPENINGS, TYP. 3576/ 062

(E) ADJACENT PROPERTY: 34'-41/2"
2 LEXINGTON

4 LEXINGTON . NOTICE

85 SYCAMORE STREET

BLOCK3576/LOTS 114-116
4 STORIES

These drawings and
specifications are the property

and copyright of Kerman/Morris
TRANSLUCENT GLASS d ‘ Architects and shall not be used

GUARDRAIL 6'-0" A.F.F. \\ / on any other work except by
/\

written agreement with
; Kerman/Morris Architects.

— . (N) WINDOW ON (E) STUCCO WALL - TYP. The Contractor shall verify all

MATCH (E) WINDOW SILL & HEAD existing conditions. Written
HEIGHTS dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be

| | verified on the project site. Any
) discrepancy shall be brought to

THIRD FLOOR B B N SSEe——————————— s ————— . ——————_ ———— —— . —————_ = —— . |

Architects prior to the
(E) STUCCO FACADE, PAINT commencement of any work.

(N) CONSTRUCTION ——— \ N N / These drawings are an industry

BN . . . . (N) WOOD WINDOWS IN ORIGINAL standards builders set for

OPENING building permit and to assist the
‘ contractor in construction. The

SECOND FLOOR

12'-111/2"

10! _ 4"

HISTORIC PARAPET

]
\

drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

11! _ 1"

6!_5"
5!_8"

6!_5"

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

N

2'_7"
1-10"

o

—
1

-

N O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O O v
\H\H\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\HH\HH\H\H\H/\\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\HHHH\\H\HHH\H\H\HHHH‘\HH\‘H\VH\‘H\‘H{\HHH\H\‘H\‘H\‘\H‘H\‘H\‘\\\\‘\\HHH\HHH\H\HHHH\\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\H\HHH\H\H‘HH\HH\HHHHHHHHHHH\

T O O A N W A [
\ | ] VHHHHHH] ‘\‘\‘\‘\\7T7\ TTJ/\‘\‘\‘\‘ I N N N N N IS NN IR A NN i AN ARy
S S

EXISTING STRUCTURE

O o

T e BUILDING
| } | ELEVATION -
L] NORTH
[
[

LAV g L AT ]

7

[ 612"

DR
ﬂucmrs /
REAR YARD

| (E) BRICK FACADE

2! - 8"

RETAIL ENTRANCE

(N) GARAGE DOOR DATE 06/13/17

BLOCK IN AT (E) WINDOW & DOOR

TTITITT TINTTTTT [T T T T T T T T

OPENINGS

SCALE 1/4" =1'-0"

ENSNENEN=N

\

\

\

\

I
7/8" 5'-4" 6 1/2"

—_
—_

DRAWN BY CG, SN

@ FIRST FLOOR
Oll

EN=NE

%_

CHECKED BY ™

L (N) RESIDENTIAL ENTRY (N) GAS CLOSET
7

JOB NO. 1304

OPENING BEYOND IN

OBLIQUE ANGLE

(E) WINDOWS TO REMAIN

1 PROPOSED BUILDING ELEVATION - NORTH A2 . O 1

1/4" = 1'-0"




1

PROPOSED BUILDING
OUTLINE @657
VALENCIA

35'- 0" (LOT WIDTH)

ELEVATOR TOWER
@ 602 ’

SECOND FLOOR

EXISTING REAR ELEVATION
(1-STORY) TO REMAIN

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
Y 1
12'-111/2" |
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

FIRST FLOOR

C I
|
I~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
ROOF )
55I - 0" I
|
|
I |
|
1/ I —
| S
| o
I
| I
FIFTH FLOOR ! o
L ( - - - i -
44" -8 1/4" 1 |
I
|
>
= I
2 |
Z
(@]
E I
@ |
i I =O
5 o
o I
z |
W FOURTH FLOOR B B B B B - -
® 34' -4 1/2"
= |
S
= | |
o | #
>
nc I
(@]
% I
= |
z | #
I
I
THIRDFLOOR || B B B B B - -
24'-01/2"

\\ PAINT STUCCO WALL LIGHT COLOUR

PER DR APPLICANT'S REQUEST ﬁ\

DR
APPLICANT'S /

/ REAR YARD

(N) TRANSPARENT GLASS GUARDRAIL

- j STUCCO, TYP (LIGHTER COLOUR)

(N) TRANSPARENT GLASS GUARDRAIL

(N) TRANSLUCENT STEEL PROPERTY
LINE WINDOWS
(FIXED)

(N) TRANSPARENT GLASS GUARDRAIL

(N) TRANSLUCENT PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS
(FIXED)

PROPOSED BUILDING ELEVATION - EAST

1/4" = 1-Q"

ELEVATOR TOWER

60' - 2“

ROOF

55! _ 0"

ALUM. SLIDING GLASS

[ / N
///
PROPOSED

BLDG @ 657 VALENCIA 55'
TALL (IN SFPD REVIEW

DOOR; TYP
STUCCO TO MATCH
EXISTING
FIFTH FLOOR o ‘ -
44' -8 1/4"

ALUM. WINDOW W/ GLASS
GUARDRAIL; TYP.

FOURTH FLOOR

PRJ 2015-015680 &
BPA 2015.1023.0632)

J

NEW ADDITION ( 3 STORIES)

(E) 19'-0" TALL ADJ.
STRUCTURE PROPOSED
FOR REMOVAL

34'-41/2"
THIRD FLOOR B -
24'-01/2"
Aﬁ
EXISTING STUCCO FACADE —
o BN
©
(N) WOOD WINDOW @ (E) WINDOW
OPENINGS; TYP
E,Aﬁ q
SECOND FLOOR -
12'- 11 1/2"

EXISTING BRICK FACADE

EXISTING BUILDING

TO REMAIN

RETAIL ENTRANCE (ALUM.
STOREFRONT ENTRY DOOR)

& FIRST FLOOR
Oll

jl.’l_ ‘

Faatalalalslslslsl
nl

| RESIDENTIAL EGRESS
D STL DOOR)

T
_|

(N) WINDOWS IN
HISTORIC BRICK
OPENINGS

2 PROPOSED BUILDING ELEVATION - WEST

1/4" = 10"

kerman
morris
architects ue

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

7 |SITE PERMIT R1
06-13-17

645-647
VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

BUILDING
ELEVATION -
EAST & WEST

DATE 06/13/17
SCALE 14" = 10"
DRAWN BY CG, SN
CHECKED BY ™
JOB NO. 1304

A2.02




OUTLINE OF PROPOSED ADJACENT
BUILDING @

657 VALENCIA ST (3576/061)

IN REVIEW AT PLANNING (BPA #
2015.1023.0632)

80'- 0" (LOT DEPTH)

N

ROOF k

\“/
N

\

FIFTH FLOOR

— — — — — —
x OUTLINE OF PROPOSED BUILDING
N AS EXPANDED @ SUBJECT LOT

-81/4"

N

FOURTH FLOOR

BLIND WALL AGAINST
PROPOSED NEW
STRUCTURE @ 657
VALENCIA

34'-41/2"

THIRD FLOOR

24" -\6 1/2"

RULLIIIHIHIMIMMMIMMMIMIN

SECOND FLOOR

e R N ]

\
\\\\\\\\\\\ AN

12'-111/2"

\

VALENCIA
STREET

e ey B o e e e e D S

S

7

OUTLINE OF EXISTING ADJACENT
BUILDING @ 657 VALENCIA ST
(3576/061)

PARAPET HT. +/- 193"

MST FLOOR B B - - B - - B
Olr o

* N\\\ N\

kerman
morris
architects ue

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

645-647
VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.

k ADJACENT

PROPERTY REAR
YARD

4_44_44_4.4_44_44__{4

BUILDING
ELEVATIONS -
SOUTH

DATE 06/13/17

SCALE 1/4" = 1'-0"

DRAWN BY CG, SN

CHECKED BY ™

1/4" = 1-0"

@ PROPOSED BUILDING ELEVATION - SOUTH

JOB NO. 1304

A2.03




EXISTING
STRUCTURE @ 657
VALENCIA

PROPOSED BUILDING
OUTLINE @ 657
VALENCIA

ADDITION:

ELEVATOR TOWER

60' - 2"

FIFTH FLOOR
44'-81/4"

FOURTH FLOOR
34'-41/2"

THIRD FLOOR
24'-01/2"

1

PROPOSED BUILDING SECTION - N/S REAR

SECOND FLOOR
12'- 11 1/2"

@ FIRST FLOOR
0"

GLASS RAIL

UNIT 1

GARAGE

(E) 2ND FLOOR TO REMAIN

-2" GARAGE FLOOR

6! _ 8"

CAR STACKER PIT

SIGHT LINE AT MID OF THE BUILDING .
NOTE: 4TH FLOOR PARAPET OBSCURES FIFTH FLOOR FROM VIEW

PRIVATE OPEN SPACE FOR UNIT #4

ADDITIONAL ALLEY HEIGHT LIMIT FOR PORTION OF
BUIDING GREATER THAN 60 FEET FROM VALENCIA STREET
PER SECTION 261.1(d)(2)

(E) PARAPET AND CORNICE TO REMAIN

SYCAMORE (35')

1/4" =1'-0"

3

2

_\——P——\\{———————

FINISH PER ELEVATION

RIGID INSULATION

WRB
SAF
WD STUD WALL

[ 4

I

)l
/ — S—
——— WRAP GYP BD. TO WIN.
4" THERMALLY BROKEN ALUM.

WDW - PROVIDE SHIM TO

— SLOPE FOR POSITIVE
DRAINAGE

EXTERIOR DETAIL - WINDOW HEAD

kerman
morris
architects we

139 MNoe Street
San Francisco, CA
94114

415 749 0302

Revisions

3ll - 1|_0ll

. 4"

THERMALLY BROKEN ALUM.
WDW - PROVIDE SHIM TO

— SLOPE FOR POSITIVE
DRAINAGE

WRAP GYP BD. TO WIN.

— = — = N =

WD STUD WALL

SAF

WRB

RIGID INSULATION

FINISH PER ELEVATION

\

EXTERIOR DETAIL - WINDOW SILL

645-647
VALENCIA ST.

ADDITIONS &
ALTERATIONS
BPA#2015.0305.0103

3576/ 062

NOTICE

These drawings and
specifications are the property
and copyright of Kerman/Morris
Architects and shall not be used
on any other work except by
written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects.

The Contractor shall verify all
existing conditions. Written
dimensions take preference over
scaled dimensions and shall be
verified on the project site. Any
discrepancy shall be brought to
the attention of Kerman Morris
Architects prior to the
commencement of any work.

These drawings are an industry
standards builders set for
building permit and to assist the
contractor in construction. The
drawings show limited and only
representative/typical details.

All attachments, connections,
fastenings,etc, are to be properly
secured in conformance with
best practice, and the Contractor
shall be responsible for providing
and installing them.
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GENERAL NOTES FOR WALL TYPES:

1. SEE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS FOR FRAMING SIZES.

2. THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS MAY OCCUR AT ANY OF THE WALL TYPES
DESCRIBED ABOVE. SEE ARCHITECTURAL AND STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS.

3. GLASS MESH MORTAR UNIT OVER WATER RESISTIVE GYPSUM WALL
BOARD AT BATH SHOWER. SEE PLANS AND ELEVATIONS.

4. WATER RESISTIVE GYPSUM WALL BOARD REQUIRED FOR ALL LAYERS
AT BATHROOMS, POWDER ROOMS, KITCHEN SINK, LAUNDRY AREA AND
BEHIND COOK TOP. GYPSUM BOARD TO

BE TYPE "X" WHERE REQUIRED FOR RATED WALLS. REFER TO PLANS.

5. EXTERIOR SIDING OVER PLYWOOD SHEATHING WHERE OCCURS. SEE
STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS.

6. PROVIDE AND INSTALL CONTINUOUS SHEAR PANELS WHERE REQUIRED
PER STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS.

7. PROVIDE SOUND ATTENUATION INSULATION IN ALL INTERIOR
BEDROOMS AND BATHROOM WALLS.

8. FURR WALLS ADJACENT TO SHEAR PANELS AS REQUIRED FOR
CONTINUOUS SUBSTRATE FINISH SURFACES.

9. GYPSUM WALLBOARD REQUIRED FOR RATED ASSEMBLIES IS TO BE
CONTINUOUS FOR FLOOR TO CEILING BEHIND FIXTURES (E.G. BATHTUBS),
CABINETS, OTHER SUBSTRATE

MATERIALS, ETC...

10. GYPSUM BOARD OF SOUND-RATED ASSEMBLIES SHOULD BE HELD
BACK 1/4" FROM ALL INTERSECTING SURFACES AND THE GAP CAULKED
AIRTIGHT WITH ACOUSTICAL SEALANT.

WHERE SOUND-RATED ASSSEMBLIES MUST ALSO MEET A FIRE RATING,
PROVIDE A FIRE-RATED ACOUSTICAL SEALANT.

11. CBC REQUIRES WALLS AND FLOOR-CEILING ASSEMBLIES SEPARATING
DWELLING UNITS FROM OTHER UNITS OR FROM PUBLIC SPACES ACHIEVE
A MIN. STC RATING OF 50. PARTY

FLOOR-CEILING ASSEMBLIES MUST ACHIEVE A MINUMUM I1IC RATING OF
50.

12. ATTACH DROPPED CEILING AT BATHROOMS TO WALLS ONLY, NO
CONNECTION TO CEILING ABOVE.

13. ALL SOUND RATED ASSEMBLIES SUCH AS ISOLATED CEILINGS, PARTY
WALLS, CORRIDOR WALLS, ELEVATOR WALLS, STAIR WALLS, AND
PLUMBING WALLS (INCLUDING INTERIOR NONDEMISING

ASSEMBLIES) SHOULD BE FILLED WITH BATT INSULATION.

14. GYPSUM BOARD OF SOUND-RATED ASSEBLIES SHOULD BE HELD BACK
1/4" FROM ALL INTERSECTING SURFACES AND THE GAP CAULKED
AIRTIGHT WITH ACOUSTICAL SEALANT. WHERE

SOUND-RATED ASSEMBLIES MUST ALSO MEET A FIRE-RATING, PROVIDE A
FIRE-RATED ACOUSTICAL SEALANT SUCH AS USG SHEETROCK BRAND OR
PECORA AC-20 FTR.

15. OUTLET BOXES ON OPPOSITE SIDES OF PARTY WALLS SHOULD BE
SEPARATED BY 16 INCHES MINIMUM AND AN EMPTY STUD BAY. BOXES IN
ALL SOUND-RATED PARTITIONS (INCLUDING

PLUMBING WALLS) SHOULD BE FULLY WRAPPED WITH LOWRY'S PADS(SEE
6/A-5.3). LOW VOLTAGE DEVICES SUCH AS CABLE, DATA, AND TELEPHONE
JACKS SHOULD BE PLACED IN OUTLET BOXES AND TREATED AS SUCH.

16. PANELS OR FIXTURES LARGER THAN FOUR-GANG OUTLET BOX IN
PARTY OR CORRIDOR WALLS SHOULD BE FULLY ENCLOSED.

17. TREAT PIPING AND CONDUIT PENETRATIONS IN PARTY AND PLUMBING
WALLS PER X/A -XX.X.

18. ASSEMBLIES WITH RESILIENT CHANNELS AND/OR RESILIENT
UNDERLAYMENTS ARE TO CONTINUE AT ALL UNIT PERIMETER WALLS TO
ENSURE ACOUSTICAL PERFORMANCE.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 312)

On November 14, 2016, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application Nos. 2016.11.14.2504 (Alteration)
with the City and County of San Francisco.

PROPERTY INFORMATION APPLICANT INFORMATION
Project Address: 645-647 Valencia Street Applicant: Toby Morris
Cross Street(s): Sycamore Street Address: 139 Noe St
Block/Lot No.: 3576/062 City, State: San Francisco, CA 94114
Zoning District(s): Valencia St NCT / 55-X Telephone: (415) 749-0302

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

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

PROJECT SCOPE

O Demolition O New Construction B Alteration

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

B Rear Addition O Side Addition B Vertical Addition

PROJECT FEATURES ‘ EXISTING PROPOSED

Building Use Bar Commercial/Residential

Front Setback None No Change

Side Setbacks None No Change

Building Depth 73 feet 3 inches 80 feet

Rear Yard 6 feet 9 inches None

Building Height 29 feet 1 inches (To Top of Parapet) 55 feet

Number of Stories 2 5

Number of Dwelling Units 0 7

Number of Parking Spaces 0 4

The proposal includes a change in use from a bar (dba Elbo Room) to a commercial/residential, as well as fagade alterations and
a three-story vertical addition to the existing two-story building. The project would establish seven dwelling units with four off-street
parking sapces and a 517 sq ft ground floor commercial space. On December 7, 2016, the Zoning Administrator considered a
variance to address the Planning Code requirements for rear yard (Planning Code Sec. 134), open space (Planning Code Sec.
135), and street frontage (Planning Code Sec. 145.1) (See Case No. 2015-006330VAR). The issuance of the building permit by
the Department of Building Inspection or the Planning Commission project approval at a discretionary review hearing would
constitute as the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code.

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff:

Planner: Richard Sucre
Telephone: (415) 575-9108 Notice Date: 1/31/17
E-mail: richard.sucre@sfgov.org Expiration Date: 3/2/17

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

submitted, with all required materials and fee, for each permit that you feel will have an impact on you.
Incomplete applications will not be accepted.

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

BOARD OF APPEALS

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

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

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


http://www.communityboards.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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 APPLICATION FOR HECH % D

Dlscrehonary Rewew T Weai
' CITY & CULTY OF S. E-

1. Owner/Applloant Informatlon o . PLANNING SEPATTMERT

k2N

T

‘DR APPLICANTS NAME - T
Dinc Goossens—Larsen and James Larsen, Douglas Gart' nkel and Donna Shlbata Stephen Bales

- N? L Qwners. of.BS.Sycamore.Z—4 Lexmninn Street HOA
DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: - L ¥ CODE:

kaucLLeec:a Welch

e s crnnien s

941 10 087993750 Ding’ Goossens-LarsEn
85 Sycamore Street 4 Lexmgton Street, 2 Lexmgton Street San Francisco, CA i R (4 15 283 9056 Donria Shlbata

: 'PROPERTY OWNER WHO 18 DOING THE PROJECT ON WHlCH YOU ARE REQUESTING | DISCHETIONARY REVIEW, NAME N

Dennis Rlng and Susan Roklsky ng

ADDRESS: T T hzZIrcopE: .} TELEPHONE:

P o Box 460765 San FranCISco CA S ' 1 ‘94146 415-298-5133/415-298- 6577
CONTACT Fonpﬁ AHéLioAﬂON:
- | Same:as Above : o .. . - :
" PADDRESS: . 0 e St 07 o ZPGODE: . .| TELEPHONE: . .
S LR
. EMAILADDHESS T B T

dlnogoossens@hotmall com; dshlbata@outlook com 1

- 2. Location and Clas'sifi,Céition

" STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: "~~~ T e e o I "~ {'ZIPCQDE: ; .-

645 647 ValenCIa Street . j - _ : 94110 °

On the corner of ValenCIa and Sycamore Streets

ASSESSORS BLO__CK/LOT: | LT DIMENSIONS:‘ LOT AREA (SQ FT): | ZQNING,DISTRICT: R HEIGHTIBULK DISTHICT

3576 1062 | 35'x80' | 2,800 sq.f. | NCT Valencia -

3. P_roj»eot D'es'c‘ription

Please check all that g

pp ‘ '
Change of Useg Change of Hours D New Construction E| A]teratxons{ Demolition [] Other D

Additions to Buildiﬂg:, liéar@{ Front[] - Height Iy Side Yard []

Present of Previous Use: 2-Story Commesrical (bar/club)

Retail; Parking, Residentiai-(floors 2-5)

. 11142504 S Ty
Building Permit:Application No. 20.1.6 o DateFiled: 11 14 2.01,6..

Proposed Use:




4 AC'[IOI’IS Pnor to a D|scretlonary Rewew Request

See attached '

" prlorfetion YES ..

“ Have you dist:ussed'{hiS'project w_it_h'th:e pefmt{ eppllcant?. 1

Did you discuss the praject with the Planning Departnient permit review planner? =

SIECI
dejol

- Did you paitiéipate in outside-mediation on this case? |-

- 5. Changes Made to the Pro;ect asa Result of Medlanon

If you have dlscussed the pro]ect with the apphcant planmng staff or gone through medlatlon, please T
Vsummanze the result, mc.ludmg any changes there were made to the proposed project. S

See Attached

«

SAN FHANCISCOPLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2012-




CASE NUMBER:
For Sttt Use only

Discretionary Review Request
In the space belov.v and on's_epe_trz;te péﬁér, if necessary, please ere's‘ent facts :sufﬁci'eﬁt' to answer each ;ques'ﬁdﬂ.

1. What are the f_eésons for requesting ft_)iScre‘donary Review?. The project meets the mlmmum standards of the
Plarming Code.’ What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan:or the Planning Code’s:Priority Policies-or
Residential Desigh Guidelines? Please bé specific and site specific sectiors of the Residéntial Design Guidelines. -
See attached. S ) Do :

2. 'Ifh’e ,Residential Dfesi'gh Gtiidelines assume SOIme »i_Ihpacts to be reasonable and expected as partof construction.
FPlease explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others orthe heighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

- See_ Attach:ed,'

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed projecf, beyond the changes _(i:f any) iﬂready mgde_wéulﬂ reépond to
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

See Attached.




10

Aﬁpn;cam;s; Afﬁdav_i.t -

Under penalty of perjury the following declaratlons are made .

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

c _-The other mformahon or apphcatlons may be required.

Date: __3,) i_)_ vie =il

: W uthorized Agent (cucle one)

. SAN FRANGISCO' PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.07.2002 - ©




pllcatlon for Dlscretlonary

CASE NUMBER:
Fnr SmH Use only

Discretionary Review Application |
Submittal-CheokI_ist o |

Apphcatlons submlt'ted to the Planning Department must be accompamed by this checkhst and all requlred
matenals The checkhst istobe completed and signed by the apphcant or authonzed agent

' REQUIHED MATERIALS (pleasecheckcorrecl column) T, DRAPF‘LICATION

Applrcatlon wrth all blanks completed

Address labels (ongmal) if applicable

: Address labels (copy of the above) if applrcable

_ Photocopy of thls completed appl|cat|on o

' Photographs that rIlustrate your.concerns

Convenarit or Deed Restrrctrons -

Check payable to Plehning Dept.

4@@@@@%QR

Letter of authorlzatlon for agent

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

NOTES

] Required Matenal

EZ Qptional Material.
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Application for Discretionary Review - Attachment
Project: 645-657 Valencia Street

4. Actions prior to a discretionary review request

Since becoming aware of the proposed development since August 2016, we have made many attempts
to work with the architect and property owners (collectively, “the project sponsors”) to address our light
and privacy concerns.

1. Attended the pre-application meeting on August 24, 2016 and discussed our concerns with Toby
Morris, architect, and Dennis Ring, project sponsor.

2, Meeting with Toby Morris, architect, to discuss our concerns on September 29, 2016.

3. Meeting with Toby Morris, architect, and Dennis Ring, project sponsor to discuss our concerns
on October 18, 2016.

4. Attended the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association meeting on November 19, 2016 where
Toby Morris, architect, and Dennis Ring, project sponsar, presented the proposed project and
we discussed our concerns with them and the MDNA Board. See attached (in attachment A)
the letter of support, with modification, from the MDNA (“After carefully studying the design
before, during, and since the meeting, our board has decided to support this project, primarily
because of its successful adaptive reuse in preserving the existing building and creating a
handsome extension. Yet we’re also requesting that the project sponsor and architect continue
to work with the neighbors to address and alleviate their concerns.”)

5. Several days before the MDNA meeting, we called Toby to ask if they would meet us further to
address our light and privacy concerns, and Toby told us that he did not think there was any
purpose in meeting further.

6. On December 7 and December 16, we corresponded via email regarding the preliminary shadow
study and our concerns about the 31% reduction in light to our ground floor garden. This study
needs to be reviewed for compliance with the accepted standards and assumptions among
other things with the assistance of city planning. See attached copy (attachment B.1 & B.2)

7. :On December 7, 2016, at the Zoning Administrator hearing, our HOA Treasurer and Vice
President of the MDNA Board, Donna Shibata testified that the HOA strongly objects to the
project’s proposed variance of the Section 135 of the Planning Code requirement that the
subject property maintain a rear yard of 20 feet. After hearing our HOA’s concerns, the Zoning
Administrator decided to take this project’s variance requests under advisement until the
discretionary hearing before the Planning Commission. For the discretionary hearing, the
Zoning Administrator requested that the project sponsors prepare a light study showing what
the baseline would be if there was a.100% code compliant building with the required rear yard.

8. On February 6, 2017, at the request of the project sponsors, we provided a letter reiterating our
light and privacy concerns and requests for modifications to the windows and balconies, and
compliance with the required rear yard setback of 20 feet on the east facing wall of the
proposed structure. See attached copy (attachment C) ‘

9. On February 23, 2017, the project spohsors sent us a letter stating that>they are willing to make
changes to the windows and balconies to address our privacy concerns though no plans have

1
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been provided. The project sponsors again refused to consider any building design changes to
address our light concerns except to suggest that the HOA ask city planmng to reduce the
building’s set back from Valericia Street from 15-feet to 10-feet as a way to provide a 5- foot
sethack on our property line. The project sponsor’s letter is attached (attachment D), and
makes reference to this being a final offer. '

10. On February 28, 2017, we discussed the project sponsors’ suggestion with Richard Sucre, Senior-
Planner/Team Leader, Southeast Quadrant-Current Planning Division and Preservation Technical
* Specialist, of the Planning Department, who explained that this suggestion is not a viable option
given the historic planning determination that a 15-foot setback from Valencia Street is the
minimum set back required for the preservation of the building as a historic resource.

11. On March 1, 2017, we sent a letter to the project spohsors acknowledging our appreciation of
their willingness to make modifications to the windows and balconies. We also asked for a
meeting with us and our advising architect to discuss some ideas for modifying the building to.
address our light concerns and the protection of the Significant Tree located in our ground ﬂoor
garden. We also asked when the project sponsors plan to provide the light study for a 100%
code compliant building with the required rear yard as requested by the Zoning Administrator.
Our letter is attached (attachment E).

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation. If you have discussed the project with the
applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please summarize the result, including any
changes there were made to the proposed project.

- Each time that we raised our concerns, the project sponsors’ response has been that they do not want
to change the building design, and specifically not make changes to the massing/square footage, to
alleviate any of our concerns. The project sponsors d|d make changes to the windows facing our
building, reducing the number and sizes of the windows in the filed proposal.

As we proceed to file our Request for Discretionary Review, on February 16, 2017, the project sponsors
have written that they are willing to modify further the windows and balconies but have not yet
provided plans with these changes and material speuﬁcatlons The project sponsors also asserted in
that last communication that they are wﬂhng to create a setback of 5 feet for the 3%, 4% and 5% floors,
provided that the City approves a front setback of 10 feet lnstead of the current 15 feet. Based on our
review of the docket on file with the Planning Department, and on our conversations with the city.
planner, Richard Sucre, the project sponsors know that their suggestion is not a viable option given the
historic planning determination that a 15-foot setback from Valencia Street is the minimum setback
required for the preservation of the building as a historic resource. We hope to continue conversations
with the project sponsors to come to a solution that is-beneficial for all stakeholders, despite the
statement that they will not be able to make further changes in the latest letter, as attached.
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DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

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

As currently proposed, while there are building setbacks off of Valencia Street and Sycamore Streets, the
proposed project has no setback on our property line and pushes the mass of the building 100% back to
our property line. Currently the subject property has a two story building with an approximate 5 foot
set back on the second floor on our property line.

The proposed project would create a 5-story building wall that would reduce the light by a significant
31%" to our ground floor garden. Grantihg this project’s'rear yard variance would confiict with s. 726,
Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (“The Valencia Street District has a pattern of
large lots and businesses, as well as a sizable number of upper-story residential units. Controls are
designed to permit moderate-scale buildings and uses, protecting rear yards above the ground story and
at residential levels.”); see also s. 726.12 (“Rear vard . . . required at the second story and above and at
all residential levels § 134(a)(e)”) From that perspectlve the variance is not allgned with the spirit of
the code.

Secondly, the proposed project’s seeks a variance for 4 of the 7 dwelling units for the 80 s. f. for private
open space, or 107 s. . for common open space, of usable open space feq uired for each dwelling unit

§ 135 (“usable open space shall be provided for each dwelling . . . Usable open space shali be composed
of an outdoor area or areas designed for outdoor living, recreation or landscaping, including suchareas
on the ground and on decks, balconies; parches and roofs . . ") . Allowing the project sponsors to
provide less useable open space and no rear yard setback results in a larger building mass that would
reduce significantly the sunlight to our ground floor garden.:

The proposed building design also infringes on our privacy with many windows and balconies at our
property line with direct views of our bedrooms and other living spaces whereas there are currently -
none. '

In addition, our ground floor garden has a Significant Tree that is protected and that the project
sponsors did not disclose on the Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection (see attached -
Reqwred Checklist for Tree Planting and Protectlon, dated December 18, 2013 filed by project

! See P‘relimi'nary Shadow Analysis 645-647 Valencia Street, prepared by Adam Noble/CADP (copy attached;
attachment B.1). )

Reduction in sunlight on Garden Area = 30.8% = 145,746 divided by 472,785

Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City’s TAAS Factor (2,613,583.88 sq. ft. hrs) - Annual
Existing Shadow {2,140,798.16 sq. ft. hrs) = 472,785 sq. ft. hrs. which is the amount of total sun on Garden Area.

CADP annualized net new shadow = 145,746.30 sq. ft. hrs.

3
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sponsors; attachment F). Pursuant to Planning Code s. 138.1 and Public Works Code Article 16, the
proposed development trigger requirements for the protection of this Significant Tree since ,
construction-rélated activity will have an impact within the dripline of this Significant Tree. Accordingly,
no permit should be appraved by the Planning Department until the project sponsors have satisfied all
appllcat_lle tree-related requirements including submitting a Tree Protection Plan to the Department of
‘Publi¢c Works Bureau of Urban Forestry. :

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

The proposed project pushes the 5-story mass of the building 100% back to our property line, which
would reduce by a significant 31% the light to our ground floor garden. Our ground floor garden has no
other source of light. This would result in the degradation of eur existing rear yard space that is
protected under the planning code.

The proposed building design also infringes on our privacy wrth many windows and balconres at our
property line with direct views of our bedrooms and other living spaces whereas currently there are
none. :

In addition, the proposed development has not complied with the required protection of the Significant
Tree in our ground floor garden.

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

We seek a more balanced project that reflects the spirit of the code controls established to preserve the
historical nature of the building, to ensure quality open space for the dwelling units, to preserve the
intimate character of our narrow street, Sycamore Street, and in.accordance with the planning code
controls to protect rear yards in the Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, preserve
and protect our privacy and light to our existing ground floor garden The project sponsors should have

"balanced all of these code controls in their building design. Instead in their desire to build the largest
mass possible, the project sponsors are seeking variances of these lmportant code controls meant to
protect the quality and character of the existing nelghborhood and to the great detriment to our existing
property.-

These changes to the proposed project would reduce its adverse effects:

1. Compliance with the 134 requirement for'a 25% or 20 foot rear yard above the existing
structure on the east facing wall of the proposed structure would reduce the adverse impact on
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s

our ground floar garden of the proposed 5-story structure. Maintain the 5 foot setback of the
second floor and provide the rear yard setback would be on the third floor and above.

To determine the setback needed to preserve our ground floor garden, it would be informative
to have a light study showing what the baseline would be if there was a 100% code compliant
building with the required rear yard.

At the December 7, 2016 Zoning Administrator Variance Hearing, as noted earlier, the Zoning
Administrator requested that the project sponsars prepare a light study showing what the
baseline would be if there was a 100% code compliant building with the required rear yard. The
project sponsors have not yet complied with the Zoning Administrator’s request to prepare this
light study.

2. Adiagonal cut in the southeastern corner of the building combined with a smaller setback would
increase the amount of sunlight to our ground floor garden, with minimal changes to the
building’s usable space.

3. Selection and use of light-colored or reflactive paint and other finishes on the building that
would maximize light and sunlight on our ground floor garden, and also minimize the visual
impact of this large addition on top of a historic resource building.

4. Modifications of the many windows and balconies with direct view of our bedrooms and other
living spaces would address our loss of privacy. These modifications include: (1) Removal or
redesign of the large window; (i) Use of opaque glass on these windows; (iii)) use of non-
operable windows; and (iv) Installation of privacy walls on the sides of the balconies.

- 5. Requiring the project sponsors to comply with the tree-related requirements will protect the
Significant Tree located in our ground floor garden.
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- Attachments:
A — Letter of support from the Missioh Dolores Neighborhobd Association
B.1 — Shadow study pel_'formed by project sponsors
B.2- Cdrrespondence related fo shadow study
C — February 6, 2017 letter from HOA to project sponsors
D- Fe_bruary 23, 2017 letter from the project sponsors
E—March 1, 2017 letter from HOA responding to project sponsors

F —Required Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection, dated December 18, 2013, filed by project
sponsors ’

G — Pictures of the site, annotated




DEDICATED TO PRESERVING & ENHANCING OUR HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD

Richard S"u'c‘:'rg L T
- San Francisco Planning Department .

1650 Mission Street, Suit'e;' 400

.. San Francisco, CA 94103 .

Re: 647 Valencia Project :fnge:tter of Support, with Modifications
E Nbvember;13,' 2016 -

. DearRich: .

On NO\)éfﬁber gth To,brry Morris, architect 'a'nd‘:D,ennis Rihg, project sponsor.gave a.
: ﬁresentationito-oh'r MDNA Board of Directors. In doing so, they presented their

- plans for preserving the existing building at 647 Valencia, which currently houses "~

. 'POBox 460184 « SF,CA 94114, + 415-863-3950 « info@missiondna.crg '« ‘wwwmissiondnaorg . -

_TheElbo Room. They also showed us their plans for a residential extensionset .

. - backaway from'the street.

At .the:réa:r:he meeting we Héard light an‘d-bfiiiaéy concerns from the HOA w:hb;o'\)'vn R

3 3-unit condo building at 85 Sycamore Street and 2-4 Lexington Street, adjacent - : -

to the project. (For full disclosure, Donna Shibata, our Vice President at MDNA:is:

- one of the condo owners.) -

 After _'ca'r;erI-Iy s;fdinng:tH'é’ design béfore, during, and -s'ince-t_hé_jrhéétivng', our. ;. - '

board has decided to support this project, primarily because of‘its successful -~ -

. adaptive reuse in.preserving the existing building and creating a handsome .
extension, Yet we’re also requesting that the project sponsor:and architect . -

_ continue to work with the neighbors to address and alleviate their concerns.”

Thank you and best wishes, Peter Lewis, President

‘ e Dennis Ring, Toby Morris, MDNA Board o
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December 5, 2016

Dennis Ring

dringsf@gmail.com

Re: 645-647 Valencia Street

Preliminary Shadow Analysis

CADP has performed a preliminary shadow analysis for 645-647 Valencia Street located on Block 3576
Lot 062. Figure 1. The focus of the analysis was to determine the potential shadow impacts on the 85
Sycamore Street garden area directly east of the proposed project.

‘l
\
'\.

647 VALENCIA STREET B2
Figure 1. Project Context

Notes and Assumptions for the shadow analysis
L ]

Proposed Project is to add 3 stories to the existing structure at 645-647 Valencia (Elbo Room)
The proposed project design was provided by Kerman Morris Architects and was translated into
CADP’s San Francisco 3d data model for analysis.




e The garden tree shadows were not considered in the shadow data results
e Shadow are calculated from 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset per San Francisco
Environmental Planning guidelines

Summary of Shadow Results
The proposed 3-story addition at 645-647 Valencia Street will add approximately 5.6 percent of new

shadow on the Lexington Garden Area annually. The garden is currently in shadow approximately 82
percent of the year. Table 1

Table 1: 645-647 Valencia Proposed Design — 85 Sycamore Garden Area
(Shadow Loads)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area

CADP annualized net new shadow 145,746.30 Sq ft hrs
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 Sq ft hrs
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 5.6%

Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area

Annual Existing Shadow 2,140,798.16 Sqft hrs
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 Sqfthrs
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 81.9%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEND AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 87.5% Total
Approximate Total Garden Area 702.31

The majority of new shadow (shadows resulting in >2% coverage area) on the garden occur midday from
approximately 1:15 p.m. to 4:45 p.m. during the summer (Solstice), 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. during the fall
and spring (Equinox) and are di minimis from November to February. Table 2 below shows the
distribution of existing and new project shadow over the year.




Annual Shadow Load Increase on 85 Sycamore Street Garden Area
100.0%

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%

20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
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Table 2

When the currently existing trees in the rear yard of the 85 Sycamore Street property are taken into
consideration, the annual increase of shadow from the proposed project would be approximately 1.1%.
Table 3

Table 3: 645-647 Valencia Proposed Design — 85 Sycamore Street Garden Area with TREES

(Shadow Loads)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area (With Trees)

CADP annualized net new shadow 27,704.53 Sqfthrs
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 Sqfthrs
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 1.1%

Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area (With Trees)

Annual Existing Shadow 2,513,832.42 Sqfthrs
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 Sqft hrs
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 96.2%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 97.2% Total
Approximate Total Sidewalk Area 702.31

Finally, due to the position of the proposed building addition to the garden in relation to the suns
location during the summer months any addition of height to the 645-647 Valencia Street property will
create shadow on the 85 Sycamore garden area. Therefore, the shadows on the garden are being
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generated by the lower level of the proposed addition and changing or eliminating the upper 3 or 4"
story would not significantly reduce the new shadow impacts.

Please direct any questions or concerns directly to Adam Noble.

Adam Noble
President
adam@fastcastcity.com

Exhibit A: Shadow Projection Graphics
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3 ‘3 Donna Shibata <dshibata@alumni.stanford.edu>
ALUMNI

Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (see attached)

1 message

Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com> Fri, Dec 16, 2016 at 1:38 PM
To: Dino Goossens-Larsen <dinogoossens@hotmail.com>, Donna Shibata <dshibata@stanfordalumni.org>
Cc: Dennis Ring <dringsf@gmail.com>, Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>, "Sucre, Richard (CPC)" <richard.sucre@sfgov.org>

Hello Donna and Dino,

Re Shadows:

Thank you, Dino, for providing your calcula on of change in available sunlight. We now understand your math.

While our proposed addi ons will result in only 5.6% addi onal shadow on your rear yard, we understand that since your yard is already in shadow 81.9% of the available sunlight hours
(due to the extant tall walls around it) you are understandably sensi ve to loss of any more direct light penetra on to the yard. | believe you and Donna understand, in turn, that we have
very li le wiggle room to make further massing altera ons to our plan, having already lost so much square footage and units in an effort to preserve the historic resource. Shadowing is a
common product of San Francisco’s urban condi ons (narrow lots/tall building envelops) and zoning; this is why the Planning Code does not protect private proper es from shadowing
each other.

Re further design change requests:

As you know, we have already made changes to our design (windows on east wall) responsive to requests you made in our two face to face mee ngs; even though we never heard back
from you whether these changes met your goals. After the Variance Hearing on 12/7/16, Dennis Ring (the project sponsor) and | spoke with Donna in the hallway. She expressed

dissa sfac on with our submi ed design. We asked her that should your HOA have any further comments or requested accommoda ons of our design that they be explicit and
comprehensive and forwarded to us in wri_ng. We are wai ng to hear from you.

Thank you.

-Toby

Edward “Toby” Morris

AIA, LEED AP

kerman morris architects i.e
139 Noe Street

San Francisco

CA 94114

T: 415.749.0302

kermanmorris.com

From: Dino Goossens-Larsen <dinogoossens@hotmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, December 7, 2016 at 12:47 PM

To: Dennis Ring <dringsf@gmail.com>, Adam Noble <adam@fastcastcity.com>, Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>
Cc: Donna Shibata <dshibata@stanfordalumni.org>

Subject: Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (see a ached)

Sure thing. See table 2 of the a ached document that was sent to us

1. Calcula on of currently available sunlight: (< Summary of Results Exis ng Shadow on Garden Area)
Theore cal Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor (A) =2,613,583.88

Annual Exis ng Shadow (B) = 2,140,798.16

A minus B = 472,785.72 = currently available sunlight on the garden (C)

https://mail.google.com/mai|/u/O/'?ui:2&ik=b0dfd88e32&view=pt&q=shadow%205ludy&qs:true&search=query&th=1 590992b81a6aecd&simli=1590992b... 1/6
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2. Calcula “on of change in available sunlight: (< Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area)
CADP annualized net new shadow (D) = 145,746.30

(D) over (C) (calculated above) = 145,746.30 / 472,785.72 = 30.8%

Hope this helps - Dino

From: Dennis Ring <dringsf@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 7, 2016 12:37 PM

To: Dino Goossens-Larsen; Adam Noble; Toby Morris

Subject: Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (seea ached)

Good Afternoon,

After the hearing today we had ask Donna to show us how you came up with the calcula ons regarding the 31% reduc on. Donna tried to explain the math and your calcula ons to Toby
and |, we're s |l are confused. Please take the me and spell out clearly your calcula ons and how you came up with your analysis. After receiving your informa on, I'll have Adam Noble
research your findings.

Thanks,

Dennis Ring

On Tue, Dec 6, 2016 at 5:00 PM, Dino Goossens-Larsen <dinogoossens@hotmail.com> wrote:

Hi Toby, Dennis and Adam,

Thank you so much for sending this along. It is very helpful. Without much me to sit with this, | did want to comment quickly, especially since the hearing is tomorrow.

I'm concluding that out of the 472,785 sq ft hours of sunlight, with the current design, we would be reducing that by 146,746 sq ft hours or by 31%. That is significant and means that
building up from the property line is likely detrimental to the yard and especially the trees and vegeta on we maintain in it.

I'm traveling for work (I'm in Washington DC) and will therefore unfortunately not be able to make the hearing tomorrow, but our neighbor Donna Shibata will be there and well
represent the HOA. She's copied here and also briefly spoke with Adam, from what | understand.

We look forward to con nuing our rapport to work out the privacy concerns, damage to our yard, and, of course, your con nued support for the historical nature of the building
all while keeping the project on track.

Best regards,
Dino Goossens-Larsen

408-799-2750

From: Toby Morris <toby@kermanmaorris.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 6, 2016 11:34 AM

To: Dino Goossens-Larsen; Rich Sucre

Cc: Orrin Goldsby; Dennis Ring; Adam Noble

Subject: Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (see a ached)

Hello Dino and Rich,

Adam Noble made a few changes to the “Exhibit A” last night to make the graphics easier to follow. The revised file can be picked up off of Dropbox at:

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/53091 049/647_ValenciaStreet_ExhibitA.pdf

https://mail .google4com/maiI/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b()dfd88e32&view:pt&q:shadow%2Ostudy&qs=true&search=query&th=1 590992b81a6aecd&siml=1590992b... 2/6




3/1/2017 Stanford Alumni Mail - Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (see attached)

| understand, Dino, you have already reached out to the shadow study’s author, Adam Noble, to seek clarifica on of what the research demonstrates. That is
great.,

On our end, we are relieved to learn the study demonstrates that the addi onal shadow to the yard is insignificant.

Sincerely,

-Toby Morris

Edward *“Toby” Morris

AlA, LEED AP

kerman morris architects v
139 Noe Street

San Francisco,

CA 94114
T: 415.749.0302

kermanmorris.com

Kerman Morris Architects

kermanmorris.com

We design thoughtful, livable and dynamic spaces. Featured W

; News; Cont

From: Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>

Date: Monday, December 5, 2016 at 8:11 PM

To: Dino Goossens-Larsen <dinogoossens@hotmail.com>, Rich Sucre <richard sucre@sfgov.org>, Peter Lewis <missiondna@earthlink.net>

Cc: Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>, Orrin Goldsby <orrin@kermanmorris.com>, Dennis Ring <dringsf@gmail.com>, Adam Noble <adam@fastcastcity.com>
Subject: Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (see a ached)

Hello Dino, Peter and Rich,

Thank you for your patience.

As requested by the members of the 85 Sycamore/2-4 Lexington Street HOA, please find below links to the 1) the shadow study that has been prepared by Adam
Noble/CADP and 2) the graphics appended to the study.

Shadow Study:

https://d] dropboxusercontent.com/u/53091049/645-657_Valencia Shadow_Results_Dec5_2016.pdf

Graphics:

https:/ImaiI.googIe.com/maiI/u/O/'?ui=2&ik=b0dfd88932&view=pt&q=shadow%205tudy&qs=true&search=query&th:1590992b81 abaecd&sim|=1590992b... 3/6
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hhps:l,’dl.dropboxusercontent.com/’u/53091049/645-647WVa!encna,ShadowiPrOJchons _ExhibitA.pdf

.

Please click on these files and the study will come up. You will be able to download them from there.

The Preliminary Shadow Analysis focuses on the rear yard/garden associated with 85 Sycamore Street (the primary concern raised by the owners of 85 Sycamore),
and what additional shadows will be cast on that yard as a result of the proposed additions to 645-647 Valencia Street (the Elbo Room). This yard is currently in
shadow most of the year. If the existing trees in the 85 Sycamore Street rear yard are to remain, the additions to 645-647 Valencia Street will result in a 1.1% annual
shadow increase. The bulk of this additional shadow occurs mid-summer and in the early afternoons.

In addition to laying out how the 645-647 Valencia Street project will impact the 85 Sycamore Street rear yard/garden, they also trace the shadows across the
broader building at 85 Sycamore/2-4 Lexington Street. Please see the shadow outline in the appendix/graphics.

Dino Goossens-Larsen (85 Sycamore/2-4 Lexington Street HOA) : We had a little difficulty getting the shadow study wrapped up due to some technical difficulties
(travel). If you have any questions about the study, please direct them to Mr. Adam Noble (the study’s author) at 415-816-3505. Adam Noble is also cc'd on this email.

Peter Lewis: (Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association): Thank you, again, for inviting us to present to your group and for your support of the project. As promised at
our presentation 11/9/16 to MDNA, Mr. Dennis Ring paid to have this shadow study completed to provide information on the impacts of our proposal on the neighbor's
property to the east (85 Sycamore/2-4 Lexington Street).

Rich Sucre: (SF Planning Department): Would you please share this study with the Zoning Administrator? We are presenting the variances this Wednesday and
would like the record to reflect our efforts to provide information to our neighbors.

Thank you all,

-Toby Morris

Edward “Toby” Morris

AJA, LEED AP

kerman morris architects v.r
139 Noe Street

San Francisco,

CA 94114

T: 415.749.0302

kermanmorris.com

Kerman Morris Architects

kermanmorris.com

Abha it

We design thoughtful, livable bout;

On Dec 2, 2016, at 11:55 AM, Dino Goossens-Larsen <dinogoossens@hotmail.com> wrote:

Thanks Toby

On Dec 2, 2016, at 11:47 AM, Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com> wrote:

Hello Dino,

htlps://mail.google,com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=bOdfd88e32&view:pt&q=shadow%20$tudy&qs=true&search=query&th=1 590992b81a6aecd&siml=1590992b... 4/6
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| wanted to reach out to you.

Our shadow consultant is taking a more time than we expected to finish his report, so | apologize that | have not been able to forward it to
you yet. | will get it to you as soon as possible, hopefully today or this weekend.

Sincerely,

Edward “Toby” Morris

AJA, LEED AP

kerman morris architects wr
139 Noe Street

San Francisco,

CA 94114

T. 415.749.0302

kermanmorris.com

On Nov 22, 2016, at 3:21 PM, Dino Goossens-Larsen <dinogoossens@hotmail.com> wrote:

Thanks Toby - | forwarded your message also to the rest of the HOA

From: Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2016 12:47 PM

To: dinogoossens@hotmail.com

Cc: dringsf@gmail.com; Sucre, Richard (CPC)

Subject: 647 Valencia - update and Shadow Study in process

Hello Dino,

It was good to see you, James and Donna at the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Associa on mee ng. | wanted to let you
know that we have incorporated into our drawings revisions/reduc ons to our east facing windows to address the privacy
concerns you raised, using strategies we discussed.

We are also moving forward with the shadow study you and the HOA requested be prepared. Mr. Adam Noble of CADP
specializes in producing such studies for the City of San Francisco. He will have his report completed by December 1,
2016, at which me we will forward a pdf copy to you.

| do not have current emails for the other members of your HOA, so | will assume you will distribute the report to them.

Sincerely,

Edward “Toby” Morris

AlA, LEED AP

kerman morris architects v
139 Noe Street

San Francisco,

https://mail.goog le.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=b0dfd88e32&view=pt&q=shadow%20study&qs=true&search=query&th=1 590992b81abaecd&siml=1590992b... 5/6




3/1/2017 Stanford Alumni Mail - Re: 647 Valencia - completed Shadow Study (see attached)

CA 94114
T: 415.749.0302

kermanmoris.com

Kerman Morris Architects

kermanmorris.com

We design thoug}

Work; About; News
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ATTACUHIEST C

To: Toby Morris, architect
Dennis Ring, owner
645-647 Valencia Street Project Sponsors

From: 85 Sycamore 2-4 Lexington Streets HOA (“HOA”)
DinoGossens-Larsen and James Larsen
Douglas Garfinkel and Donna Shibata
Stephen Bates and Leecia Welch

Date: February 6, 2017
Re: 645-647 Valencia Street Proposed Project
Dear Toby and Dennis,

As Donna Shibata testified at the Zoning Administrator hearing on December 7, 2016, the HOA strongly
objects to your project’s proposed variance of the Section 135 of the Planning Code requirement that
the subject property maintain a rear yard of 20 feet. Earlier we attended and voiced our concerns at
the pre-application meeting on August 24, 2016, the meeting with Toby on September 29, 2016, the
meeting with Toby and Dennis on October 18, 2016, and at the Mission Dolores Neighborhood
Association meeting on November 19, 2016.

As currently proposed, while there are building setbacks off of Valencia Street and Sycamore Streets, the
proposed project has no setback on our property line and pushes the mass of building 100% back to our
property line. Currently there is a two story building with an approximate 5 foot set back on the second
floor on our property line. The proposed project creates a 5-story building wall that significantly reduces
the light to our ground floor garden and infringes on our privacy with many windows and balconies with
direct views of our bedrooms and other living spaces.

To address our light and privacy concerns, we have been asking for the following:

e Modification of the many windows and balconies with direct view of our bedrooms and other
living spaces including: (1) Removal or redesign of the large window; (ii) Use of opaque glass
on these windows; and (iii)) Installation of privacy walls on the sides of the balconies. Our
understanding is that these windows are non-operable, which is important to us as well.

e Compliance with city codes which require a 20 ft. setback on the east facing wall of the
proposed structure.

At the December 7th Variance Hearing, after hearing our HOA’s concerns, the Zoning Administrator
decided to take your variance requests under advisement until the discretionary hearing before the
Planning Commission. For the discretionary hearing, the Zoning Administrator requested that you
prepare this light study showing what the baseline would be if there was a 100% code compliant
building with the required rear yard.

If we are presented with a design that meets the privacy requirements in the first bullet above and this
light study shows no material difference in the percent reduction in daily sunlight from a building design




without a setback than from a code compliant building, we will be willing to consider agreeing on a
smaller than 20 foot setback.

We look forward to your response and working with you to address our concerns.




ATTACAHELT D

February 16, 2017

To:

85 Sycamore 2-4 Lexington Streets HOA (“HOA")
Dino Gossens-Larsen and James Larsen

Douglas Garfinkel and Donna Shibata

Stephen Bates and Leecia Welch

cc by email to:

Perter Lewis, President, Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association
(missiondna@earthlink.net)

Richard Sucre, San Francisco Planning Department (richard.sucre@sfgov.org)
Tania Sheyner, San Francisco Planning Department (tania.sheyner@sfgov.org)
Susan Ring, Project Sponsor (susanrring@gmail.com)

From:

Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects LLP
Dennis Ring, Owner/Project Sponsor
645-647 Valencia Street Project

BPA # 2016.11.14.2504

RE: Your email of 2/8/17 (with attached letter of 2/6/17) and the 647 Valencia Project as
outlined in the “Notice of Building Permit Application (Section 312)”

Dear Donna, Dino, James, Douglas, Stephen and Leecia,

Thank you for your letter.

Dennis and | have met and reviewed your proposal and the plans to see what we can do to
accommodate you and address your concerns.

As you know, we too have worked very hard in the numerous meetings you mention to try
to determine what exactly are your concerns, and what can be reasonably accommodated
within the parameters of a workable and financially viable project that exercises the project
sponsor’s property rights, meets his/her goals and is approvable by the San Francisco
Planning Department.

Your putting down a proposal in writing is very helpful.

Response to 85 Sycamore HOA.docx 1




Some of your requests are easily accommodated:

Privacy:

We understand your concern regarding privacy from our eastern facing windows onto your
bedrooms and living spaces. You have also voiced to us (separate from your attached
2/6/17 letter) your concern about objects being dropped from our balconies into your yard.

e We agree to change all the glazing in the windows currently shown on our
“Proposed East Elevation” of the section 312 notification set from clear glass to
translucent glass. This will block views onto your property while allowing light into
our spaces (the opaque glass you mention will not allow light in). Given privacy
concerns will be fully addressed by this change, we will not alter the window
arrangement shown in our plans. All windows will be non-operable (and fire-rated)
as you request.

e We agree to modify all three (3) balconies overlooking your rear yard with
additional clear glazed barriers from the top of the current 3’-6” high solid
guardrails and terminating at 6’-0" above the finished balcony walking surface.
These screens will mitigate against the potential for objects dropped into your rear
yard.

Light and Shadows:

Your second request regarding a 20 foot setback of our rear/east facing wall to ensure more
light/less shadows to your yard and property is not feasible and we are unwilling to make
that change.

Moreover, as you certainly understand, due to solar geometry, it is physically impossible
that a light study of a building expansion including a 20’ setback of the rear walls would
result in “no material difference in the daily sunlight” to your property. We do not need an
additional study to make this finding. We agree with you (absent your trees) that pulling our
east wall away from your property will increase direct sunlight penetration into your rear
yard for some portion of the afternoon.

Some background:

As you know, in addition to the regular Zoning Controls and Residential Design Guidelines
we have had to follow (instituted by the Planning Department to allow for reasonable
property rights/expansions while mitigating against some of the privacy and light impacts
on neighbors), the Planning Department has made the finding that 647 Valencia is an
historic resource for its importance in the City’s LGBTQ history. This has had a profound
impact on our development plans and potential.

Response to 85 Sycamore HOA.docx 2




OQur original proposal made in 2013 to the Planning Department was to demolish the Elbo
Room structure and construct a new 55’ tall building with a 15 foot rear yard setback to
your property. That proposal included 9 units and 7,452 net rentable residential square
feet.

Due to the historic standing of the property, we are subject under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to the San Francisco Planning Department’s
interpretation of the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation. Over the course of
three proposals by the design team and subsequent requirements by the Planning
Department it has been found that the additions to the 2-story historic structure to remain
need to be set back 15’ from the front/Valencia Street property line in order for the historic
structure to retain its integrity and the addition to be considered subservient to the original
building. For the same reasons, in addition to the front setback, we have been required to
provide a 5’ setback from Sycamore and large additional setbacks of the top/5th floor.
Finally, because these substantial setbacks push the additions to the rear, we are also
subject to the Planning Code’s alley requirements that further reduce/sculpt the
easternmost 20’ of the building to provide greater sunlight access to the alley and your
property.

As a result of the existing building’s historic standing, we have lost two units and 25% of our
net rentable residential square footage. Contrary to your statement that we “do not want
to change the building design” with additional setbacks, the reality is we cannot make
further reductions and have a financially feasible project.

There is a way, however, to achieve your goals, but it will require work and commitment on
the part of your HOA.

Throughout the course of reviews by the Planning Department’s historic technical
specialists it was determined that the setbacks shown in our drawings were considered too
small to meet the Secretary of Interior Standards. The front setback, for example, was
originally proposed at 5’, then 10’, 12’ and eventually the Department found they could
support a 15" setback. All these requirements and revisions were done without you as
participants, and as you say in your letter resulted in pushing the “mass of the building
100% back to [your] property line.”

The proposal:

e Together with your HOA, we agree to present a proposal to the Planning
Department to shift the top 3 floors of our addition 5’ west. This change would
result in a 5’-0” rear setback for floors 3, 4 and 5, providing some additional solar
relief to your property and would be superior to the “chamfer back corner”
proposal originally suggested by you and your advising architect Ms. Lucia Bogatay.
This change would also result in reducing the front setback from Valencia Street

Response to 85 Sycamore HOA.docx 3




from 15’-0” (as currently shown in our noticed plans) to 10’-0” feet, a proposal the
Planning Department has not yet supported. On your end, we would require that

the 85 Sycamore 2-4 Lexington Streets HOA agree to forego any DR of the project

should the Planning Department agree to this modification. The Planning
Department has an interest reducing the number of Discretionary Review requests

that encumber the Commission’s calendar, so with your help we may be able to
achieve our common goals.

Closure:

If the above proposal is not acceptable to the HOA, or we are unsuccessful in getting
Planning Department support for it, we are willing to make the first two changes addressing
your privacy concerns.

We will be unable to make further changes.

We have found it difficult to negotiate changes to our proposal when, after each attempt,
we learn from you that it was not enough, or it did not satisfy your previously unstated
requirements. For example, as recently as at the Project Sponsor’s 2/8/17 presentation to
MDNA, he was informed by Ms. Shibata that the conditions for support outlined in the
2/6/17 HOA letter (which is the subject of this resonse) did “not necessarily contain all
potential requests” of our project. Therefore, in the interest of finalizing these
negotiations, the above offer is final from the Project Sponsor.

Sincerely,

I3/ | P O N—

Toby Morris, Architect and Dennis Ring, Project Sponsor

Response to 85 Sycamore HOA.docx 4




ATTacuHew ¢

To: Toby Morris, architect
Dennis Ring, owner
645-647 Valencia Street Project Sponsors

From: 85 Sycamore 2-4 Lexington Streets HOA (“HOA”)
Dino Goossens-Larsen and James Goossens-Larsen
Douglas Garfinkel and Donna Shibata
Stephen Bates and Leecia Welch

Date: March 11,2017
Re: 645-647 Valencia Street Proposed Project
Dear Toby and Dennis,

This letter is in reply to your letter of February 16, 2017. We appreciate your willingness to make further
modifications to the windows and balconies to address our privacy concerns and look forward to
reviewing the plans with the changes and material specifications.

Regarding our light concerns for our ground floor garden, you outlined a final offer in that letter, and
expressly indicated you will not be able to make further changes. We hope you will reconsider and
continue to work with us in coming to an agreement that is satisfactory for all parties involved so that
the Discretionary Review hearing before the Planning Commission will not be necessary.

Yesterday we met with Richard Sucre, Planning Department, and discussed your suggestion that our
HOA ask city planning to reduce the building’s set back from Valencia Street from 15-feet to 10-feet as a
way to provide a 5-foot setback on our property line. Rich explained that your idea is not a viable
option given the historic planning determination that a 15-foot setback from Valencia Street is the
minimum set back required for the preservation of the building as a historic resource.

We think a meeting with us and our advising architect would be a great way to further these
conversations. We have some ideas for modifying the building that we hope you will consider. Please
let us know your availability for meeting so we can coordinate a meeting date and time.

We also think it would be helpful and informative in coming to agreement to have the results of the light
study for a 100% code compliant building with the required rear yard as soon as possible. Please let us
know when you plan to provide this light study as requested by the Zoning Administrator at the December
7, 2016 variance hearing.

At the meeting, we also would like to discuss the protection of the Significant Tree located in our ground
floor garden. In reviewing the docket file, we noticed that this tree was not disclosed on the Required

Checklist for Tree Planting and Protection dated December 18, 2013.

We would like to continue the dialogue and make this into a win-win for every stakeholder in this process.
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REQUIRED CHECKLIST FOR

Tree Planting
and Protection

i ant | rma
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EDWARD “TOBY” MORRIS
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Required Checklist for
Tree Planting and Protection

S

rnificant

following specific types of trees require protection 1 nder the Public Works Code: Street Trees, Sig
known as “Protected Trees.” In the following table, please

\ereof of such on, over, or adjacent to the parcel cont:

are colle

ning the i‘ff}’u‘mﬂ\‘i construction

A “Significant Tree" is a tree that is planted on the subject property (i.€ outside of the public right-of-way) with

portion of its trunk within 10 feet of the public right-of-way that has (a) a diameter at breast height (DBH) in
a height in excess of twenty feet OR (c) a canopy In excess of fifteen feet.

Significant Tree(s) exist on the subject property

Significant Tree(s) exist on any adjacent property

X There are no Significant Trees on or adjacent to the subject property

LANDMARK TREES

A “Landmark Tree" is a tree designated as such by the Board of Supervisors owing to particular
ation, visual gquality, or other contribution to the City’s charac

size, shape

o

species. location, historical assc

PLY ANC Landmark Trees exist on the subject property Qry
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check the applicable

ve indicate th on, over or adjacent to the subject property, piease

yoxes, below:

The project will not remove or have any other impact on Protected Trees, as follows: No
construction-related activity whatsoever will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street
Tree. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: (1) No grading or excavation will take place
within the driptine of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (2) No construction staging and/or storage of
materials and/or equipment will occur within the dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree. (3) Any
Trees will be limited and consistent with applicable regulations

is (such as project waste-water) will take place w thin the basin or

pruning of Significant Trees or Street
(4) No dumping of trash and/or liquic
dripline of any Significant Tree or Street Tree.

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required.

The project involves the removal of one or more Protected Trees. A permit from DPW is required in
er to remove any Protected Tree. The Planning Department will not approve a building permit for a
of a Protected Tree unless DPW has first reviewed the proposal and

act which involves the remo

found it to be consistent with applicable rules and reg

If you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan is not required, however you must provide
evidence to the Planning Department that DPW has reviewed the removal request and found it to
be “approvable.”

The project may have an impact on one or more Protected Trees which are not proposed for
removal, as follows: Either (1) any construct on-related activity, no matter how minor, is planned

or is reasonably foreseeable ) i a Significant Tree or a Street Tree or (2)
regardless of the location of consts s praperty contains a Landmark Tree

if you have checked this box, a Tree Protection Plan must be submitted to the Department of
Public Works Bureau of Urban Forestry prior to the commencement of any construction activity.

Such plan must meet the following minimum standards

loped by an International Society of Arboricuiture (ISA)

The Tree Protection Plan must be
Certified Arborist

v The project sponsor must submit a written dec aration that the protections specified in the Tree
Protection Plan will be completely in place prior to the start of any construction, demolition, or

grading

Eull-size site plans submitted along with the associated construction project must clearly indicate
the street. curb, sidewalk, driveway, structure(s}, and the locations of all Protected Trees and
non-protected trees. Protected Trees must also be shown to include accurate tree height

accurate canopy dripline and trunk and canopy diameters. The plans must graphically depict
ures called for in the Tree Protection Plan. Additionally, the Tree

implementation of all m

Protection Plan itself along with the written declaration must be reproduced on full-size plans

Required Checklist for
Tree Planting and Protection
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EDWARD “TOBY” MORRIS
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NOTIFICATION MAPR, MAILING LIST, AND MAILING LABELS

Please submit this completed Affidavit with Notification Materials. Notification Materials are required
for projects subject to Neighborhood Notification and certain Planning Department applications (e.g.
Conditional Use Authorization, Variance, etc.).

I, Nicholas Stamnas , do hereby declare as follows:

1. Thave prepared the Notification Map, Mailing List, and Mailing Labels for Public notification in

accordance with Planning Department requirements as referenced in the Planning Code.

2. Tunderstand that [ am responsible for the accuracy of this information, and that erroneous information
may require re-mailing or lead to suspension or revocation of the permit.
3. I have prepared these materials in good faith and to the best of my ability

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and

correct.

February 27, 2017 in San Francisco.

Date

Nchobae Stamnae

Signature

Executed on this day,

Nicholas Stamnas

Name (Print), Title

Agent - NotificationMaps.com

Relationship to Project, e.g. Owner, Agent (if Agent, give business name and profession)

645 Valenicia St, San Francisco

Project Address

3576 -062

Block / Lot
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

TO: Richard Sucre, San Francisco Planning Department
Planning Commissioners

FROM: 85 Sycamore-2-4 Lexington Street HOA
Dino Goossens-Larsen and James Goossens-Larsen
Douglas Garfinkel and Donna Shibata
Stephen Bates and Leecia Welch

DATE: June 12, 2017
RE: 645-647 Valencia Project - Statement of Position for Discretionary Review
Request

We support more housing and the preservation of the existing building given its historical
significance. However, we believe there is a way to achieve these goals without destroying the
fabric of the neighborhood and the privacy of homes.

Our statement lays out our position on two things for your and the Planning Commission’s
consideration as part of this discretionary review request:

1. The reasons why the project sponsor’s proposed design is untenable, and specifically why
its rear yard variance has unacceptable impacts on the fabric of the neighborhood, and
why the rear portion of the project needs modifications from a privacy perspective.

2. Our proposed modifications to the project design that would allow the project to proceed
while still being within the spirit and letter of the Mission Area Plan and the Planning
Code.

Important to consider is that neighborhood residents and the neighborhood association have
joined in support of our concerns and proposed modifications.

dkokok

1. Combined, these are the compelling reasons why (i) the project sponsor’s request for a
rear yard variance and (ii) the design of the project’s current rear portion design is
untenable:

A. Massing of the building

= Creation of a 5-story mass at the property line. The project sponsor seeks to alter the
profile of the existing building with its 7-foot setback on the second floor. The proposed
rear yard variance would push the 5-story massing of the building to the rear property
line, to loom over neighboring properties, including our property and ground floor yard.
In sharp contrast, a code compliant building would retain the current set-back on the
second floor and have the 20-foot setback on the newly constructed floors, keeping it in

1



Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

line with surrounding properties.

Destruction of the interior block open space. The rear yard variance would destroy the

interior block open space formed by all three properties adjacent to the proposed project.
It would allow the placement of a 5-story mass squarely in the middle of this open space
corridor. This contrary to the Mission Area Plan, which in Policies 3.1.8 and 5.2.5, sets

forth that “[n]ew development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space.”
We note that one of the adjacent properties, 653 Valencia Street, is proceeding with a 5-
story project design that will be compliant with the 20-foot rear yard setback requirement.

—_

Degradation of the quality of the existing open space. The rear yard variance would
degrade the quality of the interior block open space, including our rear yard. A certified
arborist has explained that the large tree on our property, which is the focal point to the
garden, would not survive the project with its rear yard variance.? The increased height
of the proposed project at the rear property line would require the loss of critical parts of
the tree’s limb structure, to a structurally sound tree. With the loss of the tree, many
other understory plants and trees in the garden would no longer survive. The entire
garden would require significant re-design and new plantings at a cost of about $60,000
(as corroborated by a landscape architect).

Does not qualify for a rear yard variance per the Planning Code. Planning Code
section 134(e) for the Valencia Neighborhood Commercial Transit District clearly
outlines the criteria for a project to qualify for a rear yard variance. The project does not
meet the criteria for a rear yard variance:

Description of criteria Proposed project Met?
1 | Residential uses are included in | The project sponsor is requesting an No

the ... development and a open space variance demonstrating that

comparable amount of usable the project does not provide comparable

open space is provided amounts of open space elsewhere in the

elsewhere on the lot or within project.

the development where it is more

accessible to the residents of the

development.

!, SEE EXHIBIT 1 FOR GRAPHIC
2, SEE EXHIBIT 2 FOR ARBORIST MEMORANDUM
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

2 | The proposed ... structure will The access of light and air and views No
not significantly impede the from adjacent properties would be
access of light and air to and significantly impeded by the proposed

views from adjacent properties. | 5-story mass at the rear property line
compared to a code compliant building
with a 7-foot set back from the second
floor and a 20-foot setback from the
property line on the upper floors.

3 | The proposed . . . structure will | As discussed earlier, the rear yard No
not adversely affect the interior | variance would destroy and degrade the
block open space formed by the | existing interior block open space.

rear yards of adjacent properties.

B. Privacy concerns

Inadequate privacy for future residents and neighbors. The rear yard variance would allow
windows and balconies which look directly into the adjacent residents’ yard and the bedroom
windows from 20 feet away as compared to a code compliant distance of 40 feet away. Both the
new and existing neighbors would suffer this significant loss of privacy.?

Furthermore, balconies on the property line would result in an even greater loss of privacy given
the intrusive views from the balconies. Balconies at the property line also would create security

and safety issues by providing a means of access to our property and creating the risk of personal
property falling over the edges onto our property and its residents.

C. Light/shadow impact®

Significant loss of light to the bedroom windows during the after-work and after-school hours.
The proposed rear yard variance would result in a 100% reduction in light to our bedroom
windows, during the after-school and after-work hours, the very time when residents are home
during the week.

Overall, there is a significant loss in hours of light, which contrary to the Mission Area Plan;
Policy 5.2.6 asks for open space to meet, among others, maximized sunlight exposure and
protection from wind.

*kk

3. SEE EXHIBIT 3 FOR GRAPHICS & IMAGES
4. SEE EXHIBIT 4 FOR GRAPHICS, IMAGES & LIGHT STUDY EXCERPTS
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

2. The following alternative approach would allow for construction of new housing, the
preservation of the existing building as an LGBT historical resource, and get broad-
based support from neighbors:

We ask that the Planning Commission to modify the proposed project as follows:
1. Require a code compliant rear yard setback.

This means keeping the existing rear profile of the building, with existing 7-foot setback
on the second floor, while requiring a 20-foot setback for new construction above it.

2. Use the front-facing setback on Valencia Street for common open space.
Allow for a variance from the code for any remaining common open space deficiency.

3. Do not allow for balconies or decks within or looking onto the required rear yard.

4. Require that any windows facing our property on the existing first and second floors need
to have translucent glazing.
The currently existing building has no windows facing our property.

Finally, if the Planning Commission wishes to allow additional square footage for the
development, we ask that the Planning Commission consider reducing the 15-foot setback in
front of the building on Valencia Street. We understand from speaking with preservation experts
that the 15-foot front setback that the Planning staff have required because of the historic nature
of the building is not a uniformly accepted California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
standard but one used only in some jurisdictions. As the arbiters of the CEQA document, our
understanding is that the Planning Commission can make a finding that a smaller (for example
10-foot) setback still maintains the distance from the front fagade to avoid a significant effect.
The Planning Commission has the final authority on this point under its Charter authority

*kk



Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Neighborhood residents and organizations have joined in support of our discretionary
review request.

While the sponsors made the rounds in meeting with people, they have not made substantive
changes to address neighborhood concerns.

As of June 11", 45 neighbors have signed a petition supporting our request.’

The Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association submitted a letter of support for the denial of
the rear yard variance and for any balconies to be placed away from the rear of the project
building.

We urge the Planning Commission to take the requested actions to protect the fabric of our
neighborhood and the privacy of homes.

skkok

Exhibits:

. Graphic of open space corridor regarding massing concerns

. Arborist memorandum (separate PDF document)

. Graphic & images regarding privacy concern

. Graphics, images & light study excerpts regarding light/shadow impact

. Area map of neighbors that signed petition in support (separate PDF document)

. Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association letter of support (separate PDF document)

AN DN BN WD

5. SEE EXHIBIT 5 FOR AREA MAP OF NEIGHBORS THAT SIGNED PETITION IN SUPPORT
¢, SEE EXHIBIT 6 FOR LETTER OF SUPPORT



Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 1 - Graphic of open space corridor regarding massing concerns

“Before” - current building:

A — 85 Sycamore-2-4 Lexington Street HOA
B — Project site, currently “Elbo Room”
C — Existing open space corridor



Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 1 - Graphic of open space corridor regarding massing concerns (continued)

“After” — project sponsor proposed building:

A — 85 Sycamore-2-4 Lexington Street HOA
B — Project site, currently “Elbo Room”
C — Massing requiring rear yard variance



Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 1 - Graphic of open space corridor regarding massing concerns (continued)

“After” — building without rear yard variance (proposal supported by neighborhood residents)

A — 85 Sycamore-2-4 Lexington Street HOA

B — Project site, currently “Elbo Room”

C — Massing requiring rear yard variance

D — Front setback to use for project’s common open space or additional square footage



Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

Dino Goossens-Larsen
85 Sycamore St.
San Francisco, CA 94110

Date: 6/9/17

ARBORIST MEMORANDUM
Findings
| visited 85 Sycamore Street on Tuesday, 6/6/17 and inspected an Indian laurel fig tree
(Ficus microcarpa nitida). Four photos (attached) were taken that day, and these have been

numbered for reference in this memorandum.

Tree Health and Root Impacts

This is a young mature tree that is very healthy. Normally, construction impacts are harmful
to the root system, often necessitating removal of trees. In this case, the root system is
confined by way of the two neighboring buildings to the south and west. This tree was
planted quite close to the two buildings, and is in an elevated planting bed that is about 1
foot above the rest of the garden. The west building has a concrete footing that confines the
root system, and root losses from a new building are not likely to be so significant as to be a
reason to remove this tree. Itis recommended that | be on site during demolition to make
sure the tree is not damaged, and that the root system is not compromised. If the root
system is damaged, the tree could become hazardous.

Garden Design and Uses

As seen in photo 1, the tree is taller than the two existing buildings. The tree has been
meticulously trimmed and maintained over the years, and the garden beneath the tree is
beautifully designed, properly built, and is well used. This garden serves as the only
outdoor space for this unit, and is the entry garden as well as an indoor-outdoor living
space. This tree is a focal point to the garden, and has lighting in it to emphasize and
enhance the trunks and limbs. Understory plants rely on this tree to moderate wind and
allow filtered light.

Limb Preservation Needs

The biggest threat to this tree is from limb losses. The neighboring property to the west is to
be replaced, and the owners are seeking to increase the height of the east wall. This
increased height would require the loss of much of the limb structure seen in photos 2, 3
and 4. This limb structure is critical to the structural stability of this tree. The limbs opposite
(on the east side of the tree) must be cut back and reduced, and the limbs on the west side

Contractor’s License #885953 www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com Page 1 of 4




Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

of the tree are those that must be retained to have a structurally sound tree. To eliminate
the limbs in conflict with the new building design would be to condemn this tree.

Recommendations

If the tree were lost, many other plants and trees in the garden would no longer survive, and
the entire garden and require significant re-design and new plantings. | recommend that the
new building be designed to accommodate this tree and to maintain current vegetation and
light levels that would sustain this tree and the garden.

Contractor’s License #885953 www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com Page 2 of 4




Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

1. Any legal description provided to the consultant is assumed to be correct. Title and ownership of all
property considered are assumed to be good and marketable. No responsibility is assumed for
matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised or evaluated as though free and clear,
under responsible ownership and competent management.

2. ltis assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances, statutes or
other governmental regulations.

3. Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified insofar
as possible. The consultant can neither guarantee nor be responsible for the accuracy of information
provided by others.

4. Various diagrams, sketches and photographs in this report are intended as visual aids and are not to
scale, unless specifically stated as such on the drawing. These communication tools in no way
substitute for nor should be construed as surveys, architectural or engineering drawings.

Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any purpose
by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior written or verbal consent of
the consultant.

7. This report is confidential and to be distributed only to the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.
Any or all of the contents of this report may be conveyed to another party only with the express prior
written or verbal consent of the consultant. Such limitations apply to the original report, a copy,
facsimile, scanned image or digital version thereof.

8. This report represents the opinion of the consultant. In no way is the consultant’s fee contingent upon
a stipulated result, the occurrence of a subsequent event, nor upon any finding to be reported.

9. The consultant shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of this report
unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an additional fee for
such services as described in the fee schedule, an agreement or a contract.

10. Information contained in this report reflects observations made only to those items described and only
reflects the condition of those items at the time of the site visit. Furthermore, the inspection is limited
to visual examination of items and elements at the site, unless expressly stated otherwise. There is
no expressed or implied warranty or guarantee that problems or deficiencies of the plants or property
inspected may not arise in the future.

Disclosure Statement

Arborists are tree specialists who use their education, knowledge, training, and experience to examine
trees, recommend measures to enhance the beauty and health of trees, and attempt to reduce the risk of
living near trees. Clients may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of the arborist, or to
seek additional advice.

Arborists cannot detect every condition that could possibly lead to the structural failure of a tree. Trees

are living organisms that fail in ways we do not fully understand. Conditions are often hidden within trees
and below ground. Arborists cannot guarantee that a tree will be healthy or safe under all circumstances,
or for a specified period of time. Likewise, remedial treatments, like any medicine, cannot be guaranteed.

Contractor’s License #885953 www.treemanagementexperts.blogspot.com Page 3 of 4




Tree Management Experts
Consulting Arborists

3109 Sacramento Street
San Francisco, CA 94115

Member, American Society of Consulting Arborists
Certified Arborists, Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

cell/voicemail 415.606.3610 office 415.921.3610 fax 415.921.7711 email RCL3@mindspring.com

Treatment, pruning, and removal of trees may involve considerations beyond the scope of the arborist’s
services such as property boundaries, property ownership, site lines, disputes between neighbors, and
other issues. An arborist cannot take such considerations into account unless complete and accurate
information is disclosed to the arborist. An arborist should then be expected to reasonably rely upon the
completeness and accuracy of the information provided.

Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled. To live near trees is to accept some degree of
risk. The only way to eliminate all risk associated with trees is to eliminate the trees.

Certification of Performance

I, Roy C. Leggitt, lll, Certify:

® That we have inspected the trees and/or property evaluated in this report. We have stated findings
accurately, insofar as the limitations of the Assignment and within the extent and context identified by
this report;

® That we have no current or prospective interest in the vegetation or any real estate that is the subject
of this report, and have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved;

® That the analysis, opinions and conclusions stated herein are original and are based on current
scientific procedures and facts and according to commonly accepted arboricultural practices;

® That no significant professional assistance was provided, except as indicated by the inclusion of
another professional report within this report;

® That compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined conclusion that favors the
cause of the client or any other party.

| am a member in good standing of the American Society of Consulting Arborists and a member and
Certified Arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture.

| have attained professional training in all areas of knowledge asserted through this report by completion
of a Bachelor of Science degree in Plant Science, by routinely attending pertinent professional
conferences and by reading current research from professional journals, books and other media.

| have rendered professional services in a full time capacity in the field of horticulture and arboriculture for

more than 25 years.
/dj C. L"ﬁ\ ;& =

Date: 6/9/17

Signed:
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 3 - Graphic & images regarding privacy concern
Before After

(no residents with access/views) (residents/windows on property line)




Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 3 - Graphic & images regarding privacy concern (continued)

Before — current view from 3" floor HOA resident bedroom
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 3 - Graphic & images regarding privacy concern (continued)

After — proposed project, viewed from 3" floor HOA resident bedroom

(not reflective of change in view/light; same vantage point)

|:| Current proposed project’s window location. Windows & silhouettes will be on property
line; closer than pictured.
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 4 - Graphics, images & light study excerpts regarding light/shadow impact

Graphics from light study: 100% shadow cast on HOA rear yard and building at 5pm from
proposed project — yellow box area indicates rear yard facing facade & living areas.

—  Park Boundary
Existing Park Areas
Existing Structures

NI 647 Valencia Street - Elbo Room Garden Space - September 20th 5:00 pm -F\%__
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 4 - Graphics, images & light study excerpts regarding light/shadow impact (cont’d)
Before — June 6™ 5pm: sunlight on rear facade/windows of HOA building and tree canopy

From (A) 2™ floor HOA resident master bedroom, (B) Sycamore Street & (C) within rear yard.

Lc]f

Vantage point & viewing direction:

' k - -

i i
[ [

TR e AU unubn g
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)
Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 4 - Graphics, images & light study excerpts regarding light/shadow impact (cont’d)
After — June 6" Spm: 100% shadow on rear fagade/windows of HOA building and tree canopy

From (A) 2™ floor HOA resident master bedroom, (B) Sycamore Street & (C) within rear yard.

Note: tree condemnation
impact not included

Vantage point & viewing direction:
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Statement of Position — HOA (DR requester)

Discretionary Review — Project: 645-657 Valencia Street (Elbo Room)

Exhibit 4 - Graphics, images & light study excerpts regarding light/shadow impact (cont’d)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area Original Setback
Fastcast annualized net new shadow 145,746.30 41,139.36
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 5.6% 1.6%
Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area

Annual Existing Shadow 2,140,798.16 2,140,798.16
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 81.9% 81.9%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 87.5% 83.5%

Rear variance yields:

- 3.5 times more net new shadow than without it
- 104,607 sq ft hours of net new shadow on the garden area

- its most significant net new shadow impacts when it matters to residents: during the

Summer time
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Neighborhood Map — In Support of DR Requestor

= Project site

W = Signed petition in support of DR requestor
B = Commercial or government property

/ = Canvass route (through June 11t)
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Petition text:

"We are proud of our neighborhood, and want to have the City
and the Planning Commission make decisions that result in
projects that fit the neighborhood, respect neighbors' concerns,
and result in balanced outcomes for residents and future
residents. For the Elbo Room, we support a mixed use project that
does not require a rear yard variance or that includes balconies
that would impact neighbors' privacy.”

In addition: Mission Dolores Neighborhood
Association is in support of DR requestor (see Exhibit 6)




Dolores Neighborhood Association

DEDICATED TO PRESERVING & ENHANCING OUR HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD
PO Box 460184 e SF,CA 94114 e 415-863-3950 ¢ info@missiondna.org * www.missiondna.org

Richard Sucre

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: 645-647 Valencia Project — Letter of Support of Discretionary Review Filed by
85 Sycamore 2-4 Lexington Street HOA

June 12, 2017
Dear Rich:

On November 13, 2016 our Board decided to support this project, with
modifications, primarily because of its successful adaptive reuse in preserving the
existing building and creating a handsome extension. At the same time, we
requested that the project sponsor and architect continue to work with the
neighbors to address and alleviate their concerns. However, the project sponsor
and architect have not made any substantive changes to the project to address
their neighbors’ concerns.

Upon further review of the project, the Board urges the Planning Commission to
deny the granting of the proposed rear yard variance as not being in line with the
Mission Area Plan policies and due to the untenable impacts on the
neighborhood.

The project should be required to have a rear yard setback as all three adjacent
properties have rear yards (Mission Area Plan, Policies 3.1.8 and 5.2.5,”New
development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space.”). The
project does not qualify for a rear yard variance (see criteria outlined in Planning
Code section 134(e)). Comparable amounts of useable space are not provided
elsewhere, the project would adversely affect the interior block space formed by



the rear yards of adjacent properties, and light and views would be significantly
impeded.

Granting the rear yard variance would result in untenable impacts on the
character and fabric of the neighborhood. The rear yard variance would allow
the creation of a 5-story tall mass at the rear property line, resulting in a loss of
light and air and a loss of privacy for the both the new and existing neighbors.
The proposed variance would allow windows and balconies which look directly
into their yard and windows, and significantly reduce the light to the existing
ground floor garden. To protect the privacy of new and existing homes, the
Board further urges the Planning Commission to require the project to locate any
balconies for common open space or private space away from the rear of the
building.

The Board remains supportive of the project but believes that there is a way to
preserve the historic significance of the building and provide more housing
without destroying the character of the neighborhood and the privacy of homes.
Thank you and best wishes,

Peter Lewis, President

Cc: Dennis Ring, Toby Morris, Donna Shibata, MDNA Board
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June 12, 2017

Delivered Via Email (rsucre@sfgov.org)

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  645-647 Valencia Street — Response to Discretionary Review
Building Permit Application No.: 2015.0305.0103
Our File No.: 8666.01

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

This office represents Dennis and Susan Ring (the “Rings”) regarding their project to
fully preserve the entire existing facades at 645-647 Valencia Street, aka the EIbo Room (the
“Property”), renovate the interior, and construct a three-story addition for a 7-unit residential
project with ground floor commercial space and parking (the “Project”).

The Rings first proposed this project in 2013 as a demolition, and have thoroughly scaled
it back in size and scope in the four years since then. The Project currently provides fewer units
and significantly less square footage than would be possible through a demolition and new
ground up construction. But the current approach—developed with direction from Planning
Department leadership and staff to preserve an historic resource—is a thoughtful compromise
between preservation goals and neighborhood context. The Project is supported by a range of
community members and LGBTQ groups. The Rings have involved the DR requestors in all
aspects of the Project’s development, incorporated changes and conducted technical shadow
studies to address their stated concerns, and made offers to settle this dispute. We ask this
Commission to recognize the significant accommodations already made to the Project and not
exercise Discretionary Review.

A Introduction to the Rings and Their Relationship to the Property

The Rings are not developers by training or trade; they are long-term residents of the
Mission District, committed to respecting the building’s unique history and repurposing it in a
way that benefits the community and the City at large.
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President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
June 12, 2017

Page 2

In 1991, Dennis and Rikki Streicher—who together a year before turned Olive Oils at
Pier 50 into a dance club and bar—expanded their partnership to change the name and concept of
a popular lesbian bar and club Ms. Streicher operated in the Mission: Amelia’s. By the 1990s,
the neighborhood around Valencia Street began changing and many of the women-owned
business that popped up in the late 1970s and existed throughout the 1980s had closed. Amelia’s
was not spared from this drop in business, and the Property was in need of an interior makeover
by 1991. Amelia’s closed its doors in November of 1991, and two weeks later the Property re-
opened as the EIbo Room under the management of Dennis and Ms. Streicher. In 1998, the
Rings purchased the Elbo Room business from Ms. Streicher’s heirs, and three years later
purchased the building.

In January 2010, approximately 20 years after it opened, the Rings sold the Elbo Room
business to the EIbo Room’s general manager and booking manager, Erik Cantu and Matt
Shapiro, who continue to run it today. The Rings had always planned to sell the existing two
story structure, after the EIbo Room business’s lease expired, knock it down, and construct 9
units on the site—one of which they would occupy.

A letter from Dennis discussing his history with Ms. Streicher and the Elbo Room is
attached as Exhibit A. The letter also explains the Rings’ long and arduous process navigating
San Francisco’s labyrinthine approval process and getting to an entitlement hearing.

B. Project Chronology, Neighborhood Outreach, and Community Support
In late 2013, the Rings started the process of repurposing the Property, a process that has

taken over three and a half years and involved a significant scaling back of the Project in order to
maintain the legacy of the existing LGBTQ resource at the site. A summary of major milestones:

12/18/2013 | Environmental Evaluation application submitted

Consultant Bridget Maley completes Historic Resource Evaluation (“HRE™), finding 645 Valencia not

5/22/2014 S
an historic resource

First pre-application community meeting is held to discuss the original demolition/new construction

11/6/2014
proposal

3/5/2015 Building department permit applications for the Project submitted

Planning department staff informs the Rings that it disagrees with the conclusion of the HRE;
6/29/2015 | demolition will trigger an EIR, and the Department encourages the Rings to preserve the existing
building.

San Francisco Office
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Page 3
7/2/2015 The Rings meet with Planning staff to discuss addition design. The Rings with their architect
9/8/2015 developed four different schemes for the addition before Planning staff approved the current Project
10/13/2015 | design.
3/15/2016

A second pre-application community meeting is held for additions and alterations to the existing
8/24/2016 .

structure and reduced units.
9/27/2016 | The Rings and the Project architect meet with representatives of the Homeowner’s association from
9/29/2016 | 85 Sycamore/2-4 Lexington Street (the DR Requestor)
10/18/2016
11/9/2016 | Presentation to Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association

Planning Department completes Historic Resource Evaluation Response (“HRER”), officially
11/16/2016 - . . S

concluding the Project would not impact an historic resource
12/6/2016 | Planning Department publishes Community Plan Exemption
12/7/2016 | Variance hearing is held. Assistant Zoning Administrator takes matter under advisement.
2/8/2017 Follow up presentation to Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association
3/1/2017 Discretionary Review request filed

The Rings and their architect meet with DR Requestor and its architect in a working meeting to see if
4/7/2017 - .

there are any design solutions
4/28/2017 | The Rings and their architect have a call with DR Requestor to try to resolve differences
5/1/2017 The Rings have a call with DR Requestor to try to resolve differences

The Rings and their architect have collectively had at least ten (10) calls, meetings, and
email exchanges with the DR Requestor in an attempt to resolve the outstanding issues without
having to bring the Project to the Planning Commission. These include eight face to face
meetings or conference calls and two presentations to the Mission Dolores Neighborhood
Association—of which one of the members of the DR Requestor is the Vice President. The
Rings’ last offer made in early May was not accepted and to-date there have been no further
communications between the Rings and the DR Requestor.

The Project has a significant amount of neighborhood and community support. The
Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association supported the Project because of its successful
adaptive reuse in preserving the existing building, and in its words, “creating a handsome
extension.” (Exhibit B). MDNA asked the Rings to continue to work with neighbors, which they
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have done as explained in more detail below. Unfortunately, MDNA just today issued a second
position letter withdrawing its support and claiming the Rings did not work with the DR
Requestor to come up with a mutually agreeable solution, which is not true. One of the neighbors
that is part of DR Requestor is Vice President of MDNA.

An article in the Bay Area Reporter from February 2017 (Exhibit C) quotes Mary
Sager—the partner of Amelia’s proprietor Ms. Streicher—supporting the Project, as did Shayne
Watson the co-author of the Citywide LGBT Historic Context Statement, who said the Project is
a “preservation success story, at least partially.” Ms. Sager also wrote a letter of support for the
Project (Exhibit D), commending the Rings for saving the existing building.

The Board of the GLBT Historical Society and the San Francisco Taverns Guild are
expected to write letters of support, but they were not penned in time for inclusion in this letter
brief. Susan Fahey, a longtime LGBTQ activist, friend of Ms. Streicher, and manager of both
Maud’s and Amelia’s, supports the project, praising the Rings for scaling down the Project so the
property can be saved and recognized as a historic resource (Exhibit E). George Corzine, a past
customer of Amelia’s and former board member of the LGBTQ film festival Frameline supports
the project (Exhibit F), as does Steven Edwards, a resident and member of the Mission Dolores
Neighborhood Association (Exhibit G), and Page Hodel, a well-known artist and DJ in the
LGBTQ community, whose support letter is expected before the hearing.

C. Response to Discretionary Review Request

1. Given the concerns of the DR requestor, why do you feel your proposed project
should be approved?

The Project is a measured adaptive reuse and addition that appropriately balances
preservation goals and neighborhood context while producing a moderate number of new
housing units, albeit fewer than the Rings originally intended to provide. While smaller in size
and unit count than would be possible with demolition and new construction, the Rings have
developed a thoughtful compromise between a number of competing interests.

Furthers Preservation Goals. The Project preserves an important historic resource: the
Elbo Room, formerly Amelia’s, a club and bar that was central to San Francisco’s social history
through its affiliation with the LGBTQ community. Originally, the Project’s Historic Resource
Evaluation prepared by an outside consultant concluded that a project demolishing the building
would not cause an adverse impact to an historic resource. After the Planning Department’s
preservation team overruled the outside consultant, the Rings decided to pursue a renovation and
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addition project instead of a demolition. As a result, the Project is now consistent with all
relevant Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation.

Moderated and Contextual Design. It also represents a thoughtful intervention on a
building which has historic merit not due to its architecture but because of its relevance to San
Francisco’s LGBTQ history. It preserves the both street facades (Valencia and Sycamore Streets)
of the Elbo Room and has been vetted numerous times by the Planning Department’s
Preservation Specialists and Urban Design Advisory Team. It preserves an active street frontage
along Valencia by including a moderate commercial space behind the historic facade. The
addition also features a number of significant setbacks:

e Addition set back from Valencia Street by 15 feet, starting at 3" story;

e Addition set back from Sycamore Street by 5 feet, starting at 3" story;

e An additional approximately 6 foot deep by 20 foot wide setback is
located at the northeast (i.e. rear) of the property facing Sycamore Street
on the 4™ story (complying with section 261.1(d)(2) alley requirements
which provide sun access to Sycamore Street and the DR Requestor’s
yard);

e The 5" story is set back a total of 28 feet from Valencia Street and 10 feet
from Sycamore Street to be minimally visible from the public right of
way, as well as additional setbacks at the rear of the property to meet
alley requirements.

Neighborhood and Community Support. The Project has a significant amount of
neighborhood and community support. The Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association
supported the Project because of its successful adaptive reuse in preserving the existing building,
and in its words, “creating a handsome extension.” (Exhibit B). MDNA asked the Rings to
continue to work with neighbors, which they have done as explained in more detail below.
Unfortunately, MDNA just today issued a second position letter withdrawing its support and
claiming the Rings did not work with the DR Requestor to come up with a mutually agreeable
solution, which is not true. One of the neighbors that is part of DR Requestor is Vice President of
MDNA.

An article in the Bay Area Reporter from February 2017 (Exhibit C) quotes Mary
Sager—the partner of Amelia’s proprietor Ms. Streicher—supporting the Project, as did Shayne
Watson the co-author of the Citywide LGBT Historic Context Statement, who said the Project is
a “preservation success story, at least partially.” Ms. Sager also wrote a letter of support for the
Project (Exhibit D), commending the Rings for saving the existing building.
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The Board of the GLBT Historical Society and the San Francisco Taverns Guild are
expected to write letters of support, but they were not penned in time for inclusion in this letter
brief. Susan Fahey, a longtime LGBTQ activist, friend of Ms. Streicher, and manager of both
Maud’s and Amelia’s, supports the project, praising the Rings for scaling down the Project so the
property can be saved and recognized as a historic resource (Exhibit E). George Corzine, a past
customer of Amelia’s and former board member of the LGBTQ film festival Frameline supports
the project (Exhibit F), as does Steven Edwards, a resident and member of the Mission Dolores
Neighborhood Association (Exhibit G), and Page Hodel, a well-known artist and DJ in the
LGBTQ community, whose support letter is expected before the hearing.

2. Alternatives and changes.

a. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to make
in order to address the concerns of the DR requestor and other concerned
parties?

Unlike most projects that reach this Commission on Discretionary Review, the Project
involves significant preservation considerations that affect building design. The Project’s was
vetted through an extensive design review process with preservation staff to ensure that it would
not adversely impact the existing historic resource. This involved not just preservation of the
existing facades, but also significant front and street side setbacks to the proposed vertical
addition that significantly reduced the potential building envelope at the site, and led to a
corresponding reduction in units.

The DR Requestor! suggests five changes be made to the Project in the DR application,
and the Project incorporates or addresses three of the five:

e Use light colored materials and finishes. The Project now incorporates light colored
materials and finishes on the wall facing the DR Requestor’s yard. The Rings have
volunteered to work with the DR Requestor on the exact materials and colors.

! The Discretionary Review request was filed by the homeowner’s association of the property immediately adjacent
to the rear of the Property, fronting on Lexington Street and Sycamore Street. The DR Requestor refers to the HOA.

Interestingly, the building where the condo owners live was itself subject to a Discretionary Review request when it
was initially proposed approximately 15 years ago. According to the 2001 agenda, the project constructing the
building where the owners now live demolished two existing residential structures, one two-unit building and one
one-unit building. This Commission did not take Discretionary Review and approved the project.
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e Make modifications to windows and balconies to mitigate privacy concerns. The
Project now includes reduced windows, translucent glazing and privacy screens to
prevent occupants in the proposed Project from looking out onto and dropping objects in
the backyard of the DR Requestor.

e Protect the tree in the DR Requestor’s backyard. Because the tree in the DR
Requestor’s backyard is not within 10 feet of Sycamore Street, it is not considered
“significant” and the Rings have no legal obligation to protect it. Nevertheless, the Rings
have offered to protect it during construction if the Project is approved. In the alternative,
the Rings have offered to pay for its removal to provide greater sunlight penetration into
the rear yard, should the DR Requestor want to leverage the Project to increase the
amount of sunlight that reaches its backyard.

The two comments that cannot be feasibly incorporated into the Project while
maintaining its economic viability and/or complying with the Planning Department’s mandated
setback areas relate to the physical dimensions of the building:

e Provide a 20 foot rear setback. Providing both a code compliant 20 foot rear yard
setback along with the 15 foot front setback from Valencia and the 5 foot “side” setback
from Sycamore would result in the loss of two of the Project’s seven dwelling units and
would make the project financially infeasible. An additional setback at the rear of the
Property compromises the viability of the project.

The Planning Department rejected an approach that would slide the existing bulk towards
Valencia Street on the grounds that any addition in either the 15-foot front setback area or
the 5-foot side setback would cause a significant adverse effect on the historic resource.
In short, the Planning Department’s position is that any new square footage that is closer
than 15 feet to Valencia Street or 5 feet to Sycamore Street requires a full site-specific
Environmental Impact Report.

It should be noted that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation do not
provide numerical guidelines on setback distances. This means the Planning
Department’s preservation staff has significant discretion when deciding what kind of
addition rises to a significant effect on the historic resource what does not. The Rings and
the DR Requestor alike have expressed frustration about the minimum size of the
setbacks preservation staff determined is required to avoid an EIR.

e Provide a “diagonal cut” in the southeast corner of the addition. The DR request
notes a diagonal cut in the southeastern corner of the building would increase the amount
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of sunlight to their garden. During discussions with the DR Requestor after the request
was filed, an 11-foot diagonal cut was proposed. This cut would reduce bedroom count
and accessibility compliance of several of the units. Specifically, Unit 4 would be under
380 square feet and with odd geometry introduced by the diagonal cut, making the
kitchen and bath non-functional; the owner’s unit (Unit 7) would lose the master
bathroom as well as its upper/3" bedroom.

b. If you have already changed the project to meet neighborhood concerns,
please explain those changes and indicate whether they were made before or after
filing your application with the City.

The Rings have made a number of substantive changes and generated technical studies in
response to concerns raised by the DR requestors, which can be generally divided into three
categories: privacy, light and air, and shadows.

e Privacy. A number of changes have been made to address privacy concerns. Windows
have been reduced along the rear property line. Instead of clear glazing, the Rings are
now proposing translucent glazing on the windows. Finally, translucent privacy screens
were added to be located along adjacent roof decks to mitigate against occupants of the
Project looking into the DR requestor’s back yard or dropping objects or trash into this
area.

e Light and Air. The five different setbacks discussed above starting at the 3™ story each
result in light and air reaching the DR Requestor’s property and backyard. In addition, the
Rings have offered to paint the rear wall facing this yard a light color of the DR
Requestor’s choice to increase light levels.

e Shadow. Although only public spaces are protected by law from shadow impacts, the DR
Requestors have expressed concern about the amount of additional shadow that would be
cast on the subject rear yard. As this Commission knows, the effects of shadow are
calculated in two ways to provide a real-life perspective on a new development’s impact
on an adjacent park or open space: with and without reference to features casting existing
shadow on the site. In practice, the more effective approach to evaluating shadow effects
is to consider “net new” shadow, which does not double-count shadow that is already cast
on a given open space.

The Rings commissioned two shadow studies by CADP—one of the most experienced
shadow technical consultants practicing in San Francisco: one at the request of DR
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Requestors to demonstrate net new shadow cast by the Project, and one at the request of
the Planning Department’s assistant Zoning Administrator to compare it to a hypothetical
code-compliant project (a project with a 20 foot deep/25% rear yard setback at the
residential levels). The studies are attached as Exhibits H and I, respectively.

The Project’s net new shadow on the subject rear yard is minimal. According to CADP,
when the currently existing trees in the rear yard of 85 Sycamore are taken into
consideration, the existing shadow load on the rear yard is 96.2%, a significantly high
number, and numerical evidence that the DR applicant’s garden is a “shade garden.” The
Project would only increase the amount of shadow in this backyard by 1.1%.

CADP’s second shadow study, which evaluates a hypothetical 20-foot setback starting at
the third floor, contains similar findings. Taking into account the trees in the rear yard of
85 Sycamore, the 20-foot setback (that would eliminate two units in the Project and
render it financially infeasible) would increase the amount of shadow in the backyard by
0.4%, from 96.1% to 96.5%. The utility of such a dramatic reduction in the Project is
minimal, resulting in only 0.4% more sunlight in the rear yard. So pulling additions
further away from the common property line would reduce shadow impacts by less than
1%.

The Rings suggested to DR Requestor that the most effective way to increase sunlight
into the 85 Sycamore backyard would be to remove the existing ficus tree, located in the
southwest corner of their yard. According to CADP’s study, even with the Project, if the
ficus tree is removed sunlight penetration into the yard would increase by 8.7%. See chart
below. The DR Requestor’s backyard is in shadow 96.2% of the time, inclusive of the
tree. If the Project is approved and constructed, and the ficus tree is removed, the
backyard would be in shadow 87.5% of the time. The Rings have offered to pay for the
removal of this tree.

A table comparing existing shadow, the Project’s shadow, and the shadow cast with a 20-
foot rear setback:

Current Project 20’ Setback
With Tree 96.1% 97.2% 96.5%
Without Tree 81.9% 87.5% 83.5%
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President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
June 12,2017

Page 10

3. If you are not willing to change the project or pursue other alternatives, please
state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on the
surrounding properties.

The Project as designed actually addresses each of the five stated concerns of the DR
Requestor, except for a setback from the rear property line separating the Project site from 85
Sycamore. The Planning Department will not allow any commensurate reduction in the front or
side setbacks to enable a rear setback while maintaining the (already-reduced) building massing,
except if the Rings undertake an expensive and time-consuming Environmental Impact Report to
demolish this historical resource that many in the neighborhood and the LGBT community
support saving.

Any additional rear setback will compromise the size, accessibility, and number of
dwelling units that can be provided in the Project. The Rings have no choice but to accede to the
Planning Department’s determination on a proper setback. At the same time, they have attempted
to address all of the DR Requestor’s stated concerns, or to otherwise demonstrate that the impact
on the rear yard as it currently exists is minimal—approximately 1.1% of net new shadow on a
yard that is already covered in shadow 96% of the time. The most impactful alternative to
increase direct light penetration into this rear yard is fully within the DR Requestor’s control:
should the non-significant tree be removed, light penetration into the yard would significantly
increase. And it would be of no cost to DR Requestor; the Rings have volunteered to pay for it.

D. Conclusion

The Rings have spent more than three and a half years working with the Planning
Department, the community which they have been a part of for more than three decades, and
immediate neighbors (including the DR Requestor) to develop a project that preserves an historic
resource and adequately addresses neighborhood context. The Project either addresses the DR
Requestors concerns, or is demonstrated to not have an adverse effect. We respectfully request
you do not take Discretionary Review and approve the project as designed.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP
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Mark Loper
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INTRODUCTION

My name is Dennis Ring. My wife, Susan, and | are the owners of the property located

at 647 Valencia Street. We have been developing a project at this address that will

increase housing units in the neighborhood and preserve our building as a LGBT

resource. Therefore | am asking your organization for a letter of support to submit to the

San Francisco Planning Commission. .

RELATIONSHIP WITH RIKKI STREICHER

Initial business relationship

In 1990, | met Elizabeth "Rikki" Streicher at Olive Qils Bar and Grill at Pier 50
here in San Francisco. | had just sold my interest in Julie's Supper Club, located
on Folsom Street at 7th Street in the South of Market area of San Francisco. |
approached Rikki about the opportunity of turning Olive Qils into a dance club
and bar from the former lunch bar venue that it was at the time. Rikki accepted
my offer and gave Susan and | the opportunity to work with her and her

management team to develop this concept.

Amelia’s becomes Elbo Room

In 1991, Rikki asked me if | was interested in expanding our partnership to a
venue she had in the Mission district called Amelia's. Her request included
changing not only the name but also the concept. | knew from Rikki and her team
and from other personal friends of ours who are lesbians that Amelia's had been
a popular lesbian dance club. At the time, | was living in the Mission with Susan,
a Mission High graduate and long-time resident of the neighborhood.

As you may remember, in the late 1970s the neighborhood surrounding Amelia’s
was known as “the Women's District”. The commercial area on Valencia Street
from 15th to 23rd Streets was made up of many small businesses owned and
operated by members of the Lesbian and Feminist communities. By the 1990s
the neighborhood began changing and many of these women owned businesses
had closed. Even Amelia’s experienced a drop in customer loyalty as many



members of the LGBT community turned to sobriety and entered recovery
programs. The physical site was also in need of an interior makeover. Rikki
closed the doors to Amelia’s in November 1991. She gave me two weeks to do
the following renovations: deep cleaning, removing old carpet, painting, adding a
men's room and installing a low-tech sound system. We kicked around several
names for the club and finally decided on a name my bother in- law came up
with, Elbo Room.

Managing Elbo Room and working with Rikki’s heirs

Elbo opened two weeks later to the consternation of many in the old Amelia’s
crowd. Rikki reassured me that she would handle the few hanger-ons, but we
were clear that if things didn’t get busy within a couple of weeks we would part
ways. Fortunately for us things got real busy, real quick! We got a Iot of notoriety
and started doing a lot of business. Life was great for a while, until Rikki got sick.
She asked Susan and | if we wanted to purchase the business out right. We were
unsure at the time whether we could raise the funds but Rikki’s iliness continued
to deteriorate.

Rikki passed away in 1994. After Rikki's death, her heirs, Mary Sager, Susan
Fahey and Joann Shirley, decided not to sell the business but to keep me on as
a managing partner. The trust's lawyer agreed and we kept things going for

several more years.

Purchasing the business and building

In 1998 Susan and | bought the business out right, and three years later we
purchased the building. In January of 2010, twenty-five years after the opening of
Elbo Room, we sold the business to our general manager, Erik Cantu, and
booking manager, Matt Shapiro.

Plans to develop the property and live within

Susan and | had planned after “the boys” lease ran out that we would apply for a
building permit, knock the building down, and build 10 units on the site. We



wanted to live on the top floor and rent or sell the other nine. We had offered the
new commercial space to Matt and Erik as a possible slimmed down version of
Elbo Room.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT HISTORY

Pre Permit Application, California Environmental Quality Act, Historical Resource
Evaluation, and LGBT Historical Contexts Statement

e In 2014 we prepared a Pre Permit Application (PPA) with the San Francisco
Planning Department. The day of our meeting with the Planning Department we
sat down with our planner and were told that our building might have some
historical significance under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). |
thought maybe the CEQA significance had to do with Rikki being well-known in
the LGBT community as a business leader, gay activist and women's sports
enthusiast. We had held many fund raisers at Elbo Room to help promote local
and state politicians, gay charities, and most notably The Gay Olympics. (This
title was changed to the Gay Games due to the copyright infringement suit
brought by the US Olympic Committee.)

e Several months after our initial PPA meeting, Susan and | were informed by the
Planning Department that we would need to provide a Historical Resource
Evaluation (HRE) to determine if our building fell under CEQA guidelines. The
HRE was written by a historian chosen by the Planning Department. We were
told the process could take upwards of 6 months to complete, would be paid for
by the project sponsor (us), and would become part of the public record. During
the same time that our HRE was being researched, a second document, an
LGBT Historical Contexts Statement, was also being prepared for the City and
County of San Francisco. The HRE already had taken more than six months to
complete. The findings in the HRE document showed that our building did not
qualify for historic status under CEQA. The research had in fact shown that
another business that Rikki started in 1966 was more of a historical resource; this
venue was called "Maud's”, which was located in the Cole Valley neighborhood



of San Francisco. (A reunion of Maud's alumni still takes place every year during
Gay Pride festivities.)

» The HRE was presented to the San Francisco planning preservationist and we
thought this part of the process was completed and that we could proceed in
obtaining a building permit. Several weeks later we were contacted by the
Planning Department and told that the preservationist disagreed with the
historian’s findings and that a document called a Historical Resource Evaluation
Response would be filed. We were told this document would be finished within a
few months. However several months later | was notified that the Director of the
Planning Department wanted to meet with me and my attorney to discuss our
project. At the meeting, the Director asked if we would consider saving a part of
the building as a LGBT resource. He explained that in doing so we could avoid a
full Environmental Impact Review. After a couple of days, my wife and | decided
this would be a good way to pay homage to Rikki, make it a notable building for
the LGBT community, and enable us to complete our project.

Many modifications to comply with preservationist’s requests

» linstructed my architect to start developing plans to incorporate the front facade
on Valencia Street into the original design concept. A few weeks later, these
modified plans were submitted to our preservationist, who then explained that to
get approval of a design with “historical significance” the plans would have to be
evaluated in front of a team of preservationists.

» Two months after the review, we were informed that the building design had not
included enough of the original structure, and that the team wanted us to include
not a portion of the building, as the Director had asked, but the whole building as
it is today, into our design. In doing so, the building would reduce the unit count
from ten to nine.

» A few weeks later, we submitted another set of plans with these modifications.
The reduction of the building mass was so substantial that the new design is now
considered an "Addition". After another three months passed, we were informed
that the massing of the addition was still too big and that the preservationist team



of the Planning Department wanted a 15-foot setback on Valencia Street instead
of the 5-foot we had shown in the plans.

¢ We reconfigured the addition and came up with a design that incorporated the
15-foot setback that Planning wanted. But in doing so we lost two more units, so
we are now down to seven units. These plans were submitted and after almost
another year, the Planning Department finally signed off on the project. However
that was not the end of our story.

Variance

e We were then told that to get the project “fully certified” we needed to apply for a
Variance. This means that in order to accommodate the 15-foot front setback on
Valencia Street we would have to move the mass of the addition back to my
neighbors’ property line and forgo the San Francisco building code of a compliant
20" setback.

o At the variance hearing six months later, my neighbors cited that the addition
created a shadow on their garden and infringed on their privacy. At the end of the
hearing, the Zoning Administrator requested a 20' code compliant setback light
study on the rear property line and deferred the case to the San Francisco
Planning Commission. My neighbors have since filed a Discretionary Review and
the decision on whether our project survives is now in the hands of the

Commission.
CONCLUSION

To conclude, | am asking your organization for a letter of support that can be
submitted to the San Francisco Planning Commission in order to preserve our
building as a LGBT resource. My wife and | eagerly look forward to bringing this 3
year and 10 month long process to completion. We are confident that our original
intention to create a well-designed building would not only enhance the
neighborhood but also become a notable LGBT resource that preserves the memory
of our beloved friend and LGBT leader, Rikki Streicher, who was a passionate

activist and successful business woman.
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Dolores Neighborhood Association

DEDICATED TO PRESERVING & ENHANCING OUR HISTORIC NEIGHBORHOOD
PO Box 460184 e SF,CA 94114 e 415-863-3950 ¢ info@missiondna.org * www.missiondna.org

Richard Sucre

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 647 Valencia Project — Letter of Support, with Modifications
November 13, 2016
Dear Rich:

On November 9™ Toby Morris, architect and Dennis Ring, project sponsor gave a
presentation to our MDNA Board of Directors. In doing so, they presented their
plans for preserving the existing building at 647 Valencia, which currently houses
The Elbo Room. They also showed us their plans for a residential extension set
back away from the street.

At the same meeting we heard light and privacy concerns from the HOA who own
a 3-unit condo building at 85 Sycamore Street and 2-4 Lexington Street, adjacent
to the project. (For full disclosure, Donna Shibata, our Vice President at MDNA is
one of the condo owners.)

After carefully studying the design before, during, and since the meeting, our
board has decided to support this project, primarily because of its successful
adaptive reuse in preserving the existing building and creating a handsome
extension. Yet we’re also requesting that the project sponsor and architect
continue to work with the neighbors to address and alleviate their concerns.

Thank you and best wishes, Peter Lewis, President

Cc: Dennis Ring, Toby Morris, MDNA Board
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The Bay Area Reporter Online | Plans revealed for Elbo Room
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Plans are being proposed to build several stories of housing on top of
the building that includes the Elbo Room, a bar in San Francisco's

+ 1

= HEE
Mission district that was once the site of the leshian bar Amelia's and Mlke & g@:ﬁ;ﬁ:&ﬁéﬁxﬁ dhestﬂng

other LGBT venues. O]. : Beautiful Homes in San Francisca.
IVET

Toby Morris, a principal at the firm Kerman Morris Architects, said
building owner Dennis Ring plans to turn the second floor into housing
and add three new floors to the building, which is at 647 Valencia
Street. There would be seven units of housing altogether.

"There will not be a bar there anymore," Morris said, but “there will be
a commercial space" on the ground floor. The tenant for that space
hasn't been determined.

Plans for the site of the Elbo Room bar include
several stories of housing. Photo: Via Yelp Morris said that depending on what happens during the planning

process with the city, "it's conceivable that maybe this fall we would
have a building permit." He estimated that construction would take "a

& Print this Page year to 16 months.”

Send to a Friend '

Share on Facebook Ring was the business partner of lesbian Rikki Streicher when she had

% 2:”“8 on :/IW'S“” : Amelia's and then started the Elbo Room with her in the early 1990s.
are on MySpace!

Streicher died in 1994 at the age of 68. Ring's owned the building for
about 12 years.

"Everything is being saved to recognize the value it has with the LGBT
community as well as the women's movement that happened on
Valencia Street in the 1970s," Ring said. "... We're going to be
recognizing this building after its completion as a social resource for the
LGBT community."”

L\ ] J 4 Options being considered are creating a plaque to honor Streicher and
. : renaming the building for Streicher or aviator Amelia Earhart, or both

‘)}/’ / / women, Ring said.
ﬂﬂ mg 6’ Mary Sager, 73, who was Streicher's partner, said, "I think Dennis has a

VODEKA good idea." Sager expressed concern about the affordability of the
AUSTIN TEXAS : residential units, but she said, "Dennis has these plans, and he's very set,
— — and he's very organized. ... I'll support whatever he does."

The original plan had been to demolish the building.

Shayne Watson, an architectural historian based in San Francisco who is a leshian and co-wrote the citywide LGBT historic
context statement, expressed support for Ring.

"In my mind, this is a preservation success story, at least partially,” Watson said in an email. "This was one of the first cases we
saw after the city adopted the LGBTQ historic context statement where the Planning Department seemed to push back against a
proposal to demolish a significant LGBTQ site. One of our primary goals in writing the historic context statement was to not
allow these buildings to be evaluated in a vacuum, but instead analyzed in light of the much bigger picture of San Francisco's
LGBTQ history. In the case of Amelia's, the city seems to really appreciate that there is something significant here.

"Of course, I'd like to see the entire building preserved as is," Watson added, "but the new addition on top is a pretty good
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compromise given that the owner wanted to raze the whole thing."
But Gerard Koskovich, a San Francisco-based queer historian, called the plans for the building "highly troubling."

Koskovich said Amelia's was "more than simply a bar. It was really a cultural center and anchor.” The building also once housed
the gay bars Gaslight and the Gay 90s in the 1970s, he said.

"This is one of the most significant queer historic sites in San Francisco," and the proposal is “essentially the same as a
demolition," Koskovich said. "... It leaves nothing of the historic fabric of the building except the facade."

He referred to the plans as “a style of fake preservation often referred to as ‘facadism.

Ring disputed that notion. He said that plans include saving the building's wooden outdoor cocktail signs and the iron entrance
gate. He also said that the addition will be set back from the street, which “shows that it's not just a facade. It's more than that."

Elbo Room co-owner Matt Shapiro said in email, “We are currently looking for a new location in the Mission to continue
operating when our lease ends on January 1, 2018."

Ring invites people who would like to provide input on the project to contact him at (415) 298-5133 or dringsf@gmail.com.
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San Francisco Planning Commission
C/0 San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

June 1,20147

Dear Commissioners,

My name is Mary Sager. I'm the surviving partner of Rikki Streicher.
I’m writing you today to give support to Dennis and Susan Ring on their proposed
addition on the building located at 647 Valencia Street.

Dennis Ring and Rikki started their working relationship at Olive Oils Bar and Grill
on San Francisco waterfront in 1990. After two years at Olive Oils, Rikki gave Dennis
the opportunity to convert Amelia’s, to the now Elbo Room.

Elbo Room, under Dennis’s management has kept close ties with the LGBTQ
community by booking gay acts, holding fundraisers and is responsible for changing
the exterior signage back to Amelia’s during Pride week.

[ understand the building that once housed Amelia’s Bar, is deemed a historical
resource by The San Francisco Planning Department under CEQA. (California
Environmental Quality Act). I'm pleased the Rings have embraced this very
important designation and have chosen to save the building as LGBTQ,. For this |
commend Dennis and Susan.

I ask the Commission to uphold the Planning Departments recommendation by
approving the project as is.

Thanks,

Mary Sager

20 Belgravege. San Frzcisco, CA 94117

415-661-7090
marysager@aol.com




Exhibit E



June 10 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

My name is Susan Fahey. | have been a resident of San Francisco since
1973. | have served on many LGBTQ non-profit boards of directors and
continue to volunteer for a variety of community projects. | have also
worked for the City and County of San Francisco in the administration of
three San Francisco Sheriffs.

In 1975 | met Rikki Streicher, who was already an important figure in San
Francisco's LGBTQ community and who was the owner of the legendary
women's bar, Maud's, located in Cole Valley. Within a year | was working
for Rikki and a year later became manager of Maud's and subsequently
the general manager of Maud's, as well as her other two businesses:
Amelia's on Valencia Street and Olive Oil's, Pier 50 on Terry Francois
Boulevard.

| was a lead member of Rikki's team that opened Amelia's in 1978. It was
an instant success and lesbians and their friends flocked to the spacious
spot. The neighborhood soon became known as "The Women's District".
As the general manager of Amelia's, | assisted Rikki by creating, promoting
and organizing, many LGBT events, including numerous community
fundraisers for a myriad of needy organizations. Amelia's was a place for
women comics, musicians, and artists to showcase their talents. One such
memorable event was an afternoon with author and lesbian icon, Rita Mae
Brown, in coordination with Rikki's old friend, Sydney Goldstein, founder of
San Francisco's City Arts and Lectures.

In 1980 the Gay Olympic Games were conceived by Dr. Tom Waddell.
Amelia's quickly became the place for committee meetings and much
needed fundraisers. 1982 saw the first competitions and cultural events of
the Gay Olympic Games open in San Francisco. By this time, Rikki was
hard at work on the board of directors and as a founding member of San
Francisco Arts & Athletics, which formed the structure and agreements
under which future Gay Games would operate. Since losing a battle in the
Supreme Court in 1987 to retain its name, the event has been known as
Gay Games. Rikki was in the courtroom in Washington with other activists



to observe the historic proceedings. (See San Francisco Arts & Athletics,
Inc. v United States Olympic Committee.)

In 1991 Rikki closed Amelia's due to changing social opportunities within
the lesbian community and the advent of rent-a-clubs. She brought in
Dennis Ring from Julie's Supper Club and reopened under the name Elbo
Room. | stayed on and worked with Dennis and Rikki as 647 Valencia
became a reinvigorated spot for everyone to enjoy.

The LGBTQ community has lost many historical buildings throughout the
city. | commend Dennis and Susan Ring for scaling down their project so
the building that once housed Amelia's can be saved and recognized as a
CEQA historical resource.

| have been in contact with the Ring's since the beginning of this project,
almost four years ago. Please allow them to move forward with their
conscientious plans for this San Francisco treasure and approve the
project as is.

Thank you,

Susan Fahey

1080 Tennessee Street
San Francisco, CA 94107

415.728.1066
sfosusan@agmail.com
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George Corzine

878 Guerrero Street #2e San Francisco, CA 94110
Phone: 415-420-6335 e E-Mail: Corzine@me.com

June 2, 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
c/o San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission:

My name is George Corzine and I've lived in San Francisco for 28 years. | work for Wells Fargo
Corporate in their Digital User Experience group as a Digital Design Manager.

I’'m LGBTQ and have been involved in many aspects of supporting the community throughout
my many years in the city including showcasing 5 of my films in the LGBTQ film festival. In 2012
| joined the Frameline (LGBTQ Film Festival) Board of Directors for 3 years. It's important to me
that LGBTQ history and representation of our community is secured for the future.

| support saving the Elbo Room as one of these important LGBTQ Historical Resources. One of
my first visits to San Francisco as an adult was going to Amelia’s Lesbian club (now the Elbo
Room). Since then | have been to several LGBT sponsored events at the Elbo Room to
celebrate Pride and the community.

The Elbo Room and its owners, Dennis Ring (the original partner) and Erik Cantu and Matt
Shapiro have kept the tradition for the last 15 years of changing the exterior signage from Elbo
Room to the old Amelia’s over Pride weekend. While many buildings are being demolished that
once housed LGBTAQ significant business’s, | applaud the project sponsor for saving the old
Amelia’s building and scaling down his original plan.

Thanks,

George Corzine
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June 7, 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
C/O San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners,

My name is Steven Edwards; | reside at 19 Cumberland Street San
Francisco California. I'm a retired schoolteacher for the San Francisco
Unified School District. | have known Susan and Dennis Ring as neighbors
on our street in San Francisco’s Mission District for the past 30 years. | am
submitting this letter of support for their building project at 647 Valencia
Street.

| am a member of the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association. Our
organization wrote a letter on November 13, 2016 which supports the
project as it currently stands

Dennis has been keeping me up to date on this project for the last four
years. As a citizen of San Francisco for most of my life, I've seen our city
grow from a population of 700,000 in 1970 to well over 800,000 today. The
city is in much need of additional housing. The Ring’s project of only seven
units (scaled back from the original nine) will be a modest addition to San
Francisco housing stock.

I’'m asking the Commissioners to accept the project as is, for the benefit of
the City and my long time neighbors.

Thanks,

Steven Edwards

19 Cumberland Street Apt.3
San Francisco, CA 94110
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34 Corte Madera Avenue
Mill Valley, CA 94941

December 5, 2016

Dennis Ring

dringsf@gmail.com

Re: 645-647 Valencia Street

Preliminary Shadow Analysis

CADP has performed a preliminary shadow analysis for 645-647 Valencia Street located on Block 3576
Lot 062. Figure 1. The focus of the analysis was to determine the potential shadow impacts on the 85
Sycamore Street garden area directly east of the proposed project.

-
\
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.,
Figure 1. Project Context

Notes and Assumptions for the shadow analysis
[ )

Proposed Project is to add 3 stories to the existing structure at 645-647 Valencia (Elbo Room)
The proposed project design was provided by Kerman Morris Architects and was translated into
CADP’s San Francisco 3d data model for analysis.
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o The garden tree shadows were not considered in the shadow data results
e Shadow are calculated from 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset per San Francisco

Environmental Planning guidelines

Summary of Shadow Results

The proposed 3-story addition at 645-647 Valencia Street will add approximately 5.6 percent of new
shadow on the Lexington Garden Area annually. The garden is currently in shadow approximately 82

percent of the year. Table 1

Table 1: 645-647 Valencia Proposed Design — 85 Sycamore Garden Area
(Shadow Loads)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area

CADP annualized net new shadow 145,746.30
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 5.6%

Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area

Annual Existing Shadow
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor

2,140,798.16
2,613,583.88

Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEND AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow)

Approximate Total Garden Area

81.9%

87.5%

702.31

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Total

The majority of new shadow (shadows resulting in >2% coverage area) on the garden occur midday from
approximately 1:15 p.m. to 4:45 p.m. during the summer (Solstice), 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. during the fall
and spring (Equinox) and are di minimis from November to February. Table 2 below shows the

distribution of existing and new project shadow over the year.
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Annual Shadow Load Increase on 85 Sycamore Street Garden Area
100.0%

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

M Existing Shadow Load ~ m New Shadow Load

Table 2

When the currently existing trees in the rear yard of the 85 Sycamore Street property are taken into

consideration, the annual increase of shadow from the proposed project would be approximately 1.1%.

Table 3

Table 3: 645-647 Valencia Proposed Design — 85 Sycamore Street Garden Area with TREES

(Shadow Loads)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area (With Trees)

CADP annualized net new shadow 27,704.53
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 1.1%

Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area (With Trees)

Annual Existing Shadow 2,513,832.42
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 96.2%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 97.2%
Approximate Total Sidewalk Area 702.31

Finally, due to the position of the proposed building addition to the garden in relation to the suns

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Total

location during the summer months any addition of height to the 645-647 Valencia Street property will

create shadow on the 85 Sycamore garden area. Therefore, the shadows on the garden are being
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generated by the lower level of the proposed addition and changing or eliminating the upper 3™ or 4"
story would not significantly reduce the new shadow impacts.

Please direct any questions or concerns directly to Adam Noble.

Adam Noble
President
adam@fastcastcity.com

Exhibit A: Shadow Projection Graphics
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34 Corte Madera Avenue

Mill Valley, CA 94941

April 26, 2017
Dennis Ring

dringsf@gmail.com

Re: 645-647 Valencia Original Proposal vs City Compliant 20" Setback Comparison

On 12/5/16 CADP prepared the “645-657 Valencia Street, Preliminary Shadow Analysis.” That document
modeled the shadow impacts of the project sponsor’s submitted proposal that was subject to a Rear
Yard Variance and Variance Hearing before the Zoning Administrator. At the Variance Hearing, the ZA
requested an additional study be completed that showed a “City Compliant 20’ Setback” at the new
proposed floors (floors 3, 4, and 5) to the subject building; that analysis is presented in CADP’s 4/26/17
“645-657 Valencia City Compliant 20’ Setback, Preliminary Shadow Analysis” document.

This document summarizes and compares the results of those two studies: “Original” refers to the
12/5/16 study; and “Setback” refers to the 4/26/17 study. Data and analysis is supplied under two
assumptions: with the “Existing Neighbor’s Trees Not Considered” and with the “Existing Neighbor’s
Trees Considered.”

Shadow Analysis with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Not Considered

| /\( 645647 Valencia Street Original Proposal - Lexington Garden - Perspective View

Table 1: 645-647 Valencia Proposed Design (Original vs City Compliant 20’ Setback Comparison)
with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Not Considered in Lexington Garden (Shadow Loads)
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Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area Original Setback
Fastcast annualized net new shadow 145,746.30 41,139.36
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 5.6% 1.6%
Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area
Annual Existing Shadow 2,140,798.16 2,140,798.16
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 81.9% 81.9%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 87.5% 83.5%
Approximate Total Garden Area 702.31

Shadow Analysis with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Considered

A 645-647 Valencia Street Original Proposal with Trees - Lexington Garden - Perspective View

| A\ 645647 ValenciaStreet City Compliant 20' Setback with Trees - Lexington Garden - Perspective View

Table 2: 645-647 Valencia Proposed Design (Original vs City Compliant 20’ Setback Comparison)
with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Considered in Lexington Garden (Shadow Loads)

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Total
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Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area Original Setback
Fastcast annualized net new shadow 27,704.53 9,773.47
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 1.1% 0.4%
Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area
Annual Existing Shadow 2,513,832.42 2,512,504.37
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 96.2% 96.1%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 97.2% 96.5%
Approximate Total Garden Area 702.31

Please direct any questions or concerns directly to Adam Noble.

Adam Noble
President
adam@fastcastcity.com

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Total
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Mill Valley, CA 94941

April 26, 2017
Dennis Ring

dringsf@gmail.com

Re:

645-647 Valencia City Compliant 20’ Setback
Preliminary Shadow Analysis

CADP has performed a preliminary shadow analysis for the 645-647 Valencia Street City Compliant 20’
Setback Proposed Design located on Block 3576 Lot 062. Figure 1. The focus of the analysis was to
project.

determine the potential shadow impacts on the Lexington Garden area directly east of the proposed

\

\
\

\
T —— 647 VALENCIA STREET

N
Figure 1. Project Context

Notes and Assumptions for the shadow analysis

Proposed Project is to add 3 stories to the existing structure at 645-647 Valencia (Elbo Room).



34 Corte Madera Avenue
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* Planning Code Complying with no changes to existing 2 story structure; and 3rd/4th/5th
floor addition with complying rear yard setback of 20’ from east/rear property line.
* The proposed project design was provided by Kerman Morris Architects and was translated into
CADP’s San Francisco 3d data model for analysis.
* The garden tree shadows were not considered in the shadow data results

* Shadow are calculated from 1 hour after sunrise to 1 hour before sunset per San Francisco
Environmental Planning guidelines

|A 645-647 Valencia Street City Compliant 20' Alternative Setback - Lexington Garden - Perspective View

Shadow Analysis with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Not Considered
* The large ficus tree in the southwest corner of the “Lexington Garden Area” has been removed
from the analysis.
Summary of Shadow Results
The proposed 3-story addition at 645-647 Valencia Street will add approximately 1.6 percent of new

shadow on the Lexington Garden Area annually. The garden is currently in shadow approximately 82
percent of the year. Table 1
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Table 1: 645-647 Valencia City Compliant 20’ Setback Proposed Design
with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Not Considered in Lexington Garden
(Shadow Loads)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area

CADP annualized net new shadow 41,139.36
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 1.6%

Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area

Annual Existing Shadow
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor

2,140,798.16
2,613,583.88

Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS

TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow)

Approximate Total Garden Area

81.9%

83.5%

702.31

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Total

The majority of new shadow (shadows resulting in >2% coverage area) on the garden occur midday from
approximately 1:15 p.m. to 4:45 p.m. during the summer (Solstice), 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. during the fall
and spring (Equinox) and are di minimis from November to February. Table 2 below shows the
distribution of existing and new project shadow with existing neighbor’s trees in Lexington Garden not

considered over the year.

Annual Shadow Load Increase on Lexington Garden Area
with Existing Neighbor's Trees Not Considered

100.0%
80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
20.0%

0.0%

M Existing Shadow Load ™ New Shadow Load

Table 2
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Shadow Analysis with Existing Neighbor’s Trees Considered

When the currently existing neighbor’s trees in the rear yard of the Lexington Garden property are taken
into consideration, the annual increase of shadow from the proposed project would be approximately

0.4%. Table 3

Table 3: 645-647 Valencia City Compliant 20’ Setback Proposed Design — Shadow Analysis with

Existing Neighbor’s Trees Considered in Lexington Garden (Shadow Loads)

Summary of Results New Shadow on Garden Area

CADP annualized net new shadow 9,773.47
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 0.4%

Summary of Results Existing Shadow on Garden Area

Annual Existing Shadow 2,512,504.37
Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight (TAAS), based on City's TAAS Factor 2,613,583.88
Theoretical Annual Shadow Increase as a Percentage of TAAS 96.1%
TOTAL ANNUAL SHADOW ON GARDEN AREA (Project Shadow + Existing Shadow) 96.5%
Approximate Total Garden Area 702.31

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Sq ft hrs
Sq ft hrs

Total

Table 4 below shows the distribution of existing and new project shadow with existing neighbor’s trees

in Lexington Garden considered over the year.

Annual Shadow Load Increase on Lexington Garden Area
with Existing Neighbor's Trees Considered

100.00%
98.00%
96.00%
94.00%
92.00%
90.00%
88.00%

B Existing Shadow Load M New Shadow Load
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Please direct any questions or concerns directly to Adam Noble.

Adam Noble
President
adam@fastcastcity.com

Exhibit B: Shadow Projection Graphics



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination
COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION
Case No.: 2013.1339E
Project Address: ~ 645-647 Valencia Street
Zoning: Valencia St Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Valencia Street NCT)
55-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3576/062
Lot Size: 2,800 square feet
Plan Area: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Mission Plan Area)
Project Sponsor:  Dennis Ring, 647 Valencia Street LLC, (415)-298-5133
Staff Contact: Tania Sheyner, (415) 575-9127, Tania.Sheyner@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 645-647 Valencia Street Project (proposed project) would entail an addition/alteration to the existing
two-story building currently occupying the site. The 2,800-square-foot (sf) project site, at the corner of
Valencia and Sycamore Streets in the city’s Mission District, is rectangular in shape and is currently
occupied by a two-story, approximately 5,300-gross-square-foot (gsf) commercial building that contains a
bar (Elbo Room). The existing building on the site was constructed in 1915.

(Continued on next page.)

CEQA DETERMINATION

The project is eligible for streamlined environmental review per Section 15183 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3.

DETERMINATION

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

Sans WM-Mp ta.,/a} /14

LISA M. GIBSON Date
Acting Environmental Review Officer

cc: Dennis Ring, Project Sponsor; Supervisor David Campos, District 9; Rich Sucre, Current Planning
Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planninyg
Information:
415.558.6377




Cerntificate of Determination 645-647 Valencia Street
2013.1339E

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued)

The proposed project would preserve the existing building facade and construct a three-story addition
above the existing structure. The proposed project would remove the Elbo Room bar/music venue, while
retaining the existing exterior walls and finishes. The resulting development would include
approximately 10,500 gsf of mixed-use space, with ground-floor retail and parking uses, and residential
units above. The building would be five stories tall, with an overall height of 55 feet (a 5-foot elevator
overrun would rise above the roof). The ground floor would include approximately 600 gsf of retail
space, 1,200 gsf of off-street parking with four vehicle parking spaces accessed by a new curb cut along
Sycamore Street, and seven Class I bicycle parking spaces on the ground floor (in addition, three Class 2
bicycle parking space would be provided on the Valencia Street sidewalk. The building would contain
seven dwelling units, totaling approximately 8,500 gsf, on floors two through five. The residential units
would range from approximately 440 to 1,330 sf in size, and would have various layouts on each floor.
Residential units would include one studio, three one-bedroom, two two-bedroom, and one three-
bedroom unit. Open space for residents would be provided by private residential terraces on floors three
and four (for two units, a total of approximately 880 sf) and a rooftop deck at the fifth floor
(approximately 650 sf), serving unit number seven. No publicly accessible open space would be provided.
The proposed building would be constructed on an approximately 2-foot-thick mat slab. The foundation
would use cast in place piles, requiring pre-drilled holes, but would not require pile driving. The
excavation for the foundation would require removing approximately 300 cubic yards of material.
Excavation is anticipated to a depth of approximately 3 feet below ground surface (bgs), with a maximum
of 7.6 feet bgs at elevator pits and car pits. Construction activities are anticipated to begin by the end of
2016, and would last approximately 16 months.

PROJECT APPROVAL

The proposed project would require approval of grading and building permits by the Planning
Department and Department of Building Inspection for project-related demolition, construction, and
grading. The proposed project is subject to notification under Planning Code Section 312. If discretionary
review before the Planning Commission is requested, the discretionary review decision constitutes the
Approval Action for the proposed project. If no discretionary review is requested, the issuance of the
building permit by the Department of Building Inspection constitutes the Approval Action for the
proposed project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal period for this
CEQA determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

COMMUNITY PLAN EVALUATION OVERVIEW

California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide that
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan
or general plan policies for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified, shall not be
subject to additional environmental review except as might be necessary to examine whether there are
project-spedific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies that
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or
parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on
the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially
significant off-site and cumulative impacts that were not discussed in the underlying EIR; or d) are
previously identified in the EIR, but which, as a result of substantial new information that was not known
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2



Certificate of Determination 645-647 Valencia Street
2013.1339E

discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that
impact.

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 645-647 Valencia
Street project described above, and incorporates by reference information contained in the Programmatic
EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR).! Project-specific studies were
prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant
environmental impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment
and businesses.

The Planning Commission held public hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans and related Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments. On
August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 and
adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors.23

In December 2008, after further public hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Planning Code amendments. New zoning districts
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; districts mixing
residential and commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-only districts. The
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is a comprehensive programmatic document that presents an analysis
of the environmental effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans,
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed alternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which focused
largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios
discussed in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that implementation of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to
6,600,0000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) built in the Plan Area throughout
the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that this level of
development would result in a total population increase of approximately 23,900 to 33,000 people
throughout the lifetime of the plan.*

! Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048

Z San Francisco Planning Department. Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR), Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, certified August 7, 2008. Available online at: http://www.sf-
planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012.

# San Francisco Planning Department. San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659, August 7, 2008. Available online at:
http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1268, accessed August 17, 2012.

¢ Table 2 Forecast Growth by Rezoning Option Chapter IV of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft EIR shows projected net growth
based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included to provide context for the
scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning,.

SAH FRANCISCO
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Certificate of Determination 645-647 Valencia Street
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A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which
existing industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other
topics, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use effects of the
rezoning by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space needs as well as its
ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. '

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site has been rezoned to the
Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Valencia Street NCT) District. The Valencia Street
NCT District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of this
formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to serve as a buffer between residential districts and
PDR districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply
and cumulative land use effects is discussed further in the Community Plan Evaluation (CPE) Initial
Study, under Land Use. The 645-647 Valencia Street site, which is in the Mission District of the Eastern
Neighborhoods, is in a 55-X height and bulk district, allowing building heights up to 55 feet.

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess
whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the
proposed project at 645-647 Valencia Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, including the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR development
projections. This determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated
and described the impacts of the proposed 645-647 Valencia Street Project, and identified the mitigation
measures applicable to the 645-647 Valencia Street Project. The proposed project is also consistent with
the zoning controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site.5¢ Therefore, no
further CEQA evaluation for the 645-647 Valencia Street Project is required. In sum, the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR and this Certificate of Determination for the proposed project comprise the full and
complete CEQA evaluation necessary for the proposed project.

PROJECT SETTING

As noted previously, the project site is located at the corner of Valencia and Sycamore Streets in the city’s
Mission District. In the project vicinity, Valencia Street operates as a two-way arterial roadway, running
north to south with one traffic lane in each direction. Sycamore Street operates as a one-way city street,
running east to west. Street parking is available along both curbs on Valencia Street, and on the north side
of Sycamore Street. Valencia Street also provides a Class II (designated and independent) bicycle lane in
both directions. No bicycle lanes are along Sycamore Street.

Surrounding land uses primarily consist of commercial and residential buildings, generally ranging from
two to five stories in height. The San Francisco Police Department Mission Police Station is directly west
across Valencia Street from the project site. Along the western side of Valencia Street, the Mission Police
Station occupies approximately the northern half of the block between 17th and 18th Streets. The

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis, 645-647 Valencia Street, July 26, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise
noted), is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No.
2013.1339E.

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 645-647
Valencia Street, July 24, 2016.

SAN FRANCISCO
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remaining portion of the block along the western side of Valencia Street between 17th and 18th Streets is
occupied by three- and four-story residential and mixed-use residential buildings. The eastern side of
Valencia Street south of the 645-647 Valencia Street building, between 17th and 18th Streets is occupied
by three-story mixed-use residential and retail/commercial buildings. The adjacent property to the south
of the proposed project site, which contains an existing one-story building at 657 Valencia Street, is also
proposed to be demolished and redeveloped with a five-story residential building, with restaurant uses
on the ground floor. North of the project site, across Sycamore Street, is a single-story thrift shop and a
five-story mixed-use residential/retail building. With the exception of the thrift shop across from the
northern site frontage, Sycamore Street is occupied by three- and four-story residential buildings on both
sides of the street. Entertainment venues, such as bars and music venues, are located in areas
surrounding the site; however, with the exception of the Elbo Room located on the project site, none are
in the immediate vicinity. No sensitive uses, such as schools and daycares, are located in the immediate
vicinity of the project site. The project site and surrounding uses along Valencia Street are zoned as
Valencia Street NCT District, and are within a 55-X height and bulk district. Other areas in the project
vicinity are zoned as Residential Transit Oriented - Mission.

The project site is located near public transit, including the 16th Street and Mission Street Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) station, approximately 0.2 mile northeast. Several San Francisco Municipal Transit
Agency (Muni) bus routes operate in the area, including the 33-Ashbury/18th along 18th Street and
Mission Street, 22-Fillmore along 16th Street, 14-Mission and 14R-Mission Rapid along Mission Street, 49-
Van Ness/Mission along Mission Street, and the 55-16th Street along 16th Street.

The nearest parks include the Mission Playground and Pool, approximately 0.2 mile south on Valencia
Street; Dearborn Community Garden, approximately 0.1 mile west; Kid Power Park, approximately 0.12
mile northeast; and Dolores Park, approximately 0.3 mile southwest.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans
and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow;
archeological resources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed
645-647 Valencia Street Project is in conformance with the height, use and density for the site described in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent a small part of the growth that was forecast for the
Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 645-647 Valencia Street Project. As a result, the
proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for the
following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow.
The proposed project would not considerably contribute to land use impacts as the project would not
lead to the loss of PDR space. The project site is currently zoned as Valencia Street NCT, and contains
commercial uses. The proposed commercial and residential mixed use of the site would not convert any
PDR space, and thus, the project would not result in any land use impacts. A Historic Resources
Evaluation (HRE) and Historic Resources Evaluation Response (HRER) were completed for the project,
and are discussed in the CPE Initial Study. The HRER found that the building at the site, constructed in
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1915, was a historic resource due to its role in the history of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
individuals in San Francisco. The proposed project would retain the existing building facade and would
be designed and constructed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. Thus, the HRER determined that the proposed project would not cause
a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource such that the significance of a historic resource
would be materially impaired. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the significant
historic resource impact identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and no historic resource
mitigation measures would apply to the proposed project. With respect to significant and unavoidable
transportation impacts related to traffic and transit, project-generated vehicle and transit trips would not
contribute considerably to significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic and transit impacts identified in
the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, and would not result in a substantial portion of the overall additional
traffic and transit volume anticipated to be generated by Plan Area projects. The proposed project would
not contribute to significant and unavoidable shadow impacts because the proposed project would not
result in net-new shadow on any nearby park.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to address significant impacts
related to noise, air quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, and
transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project.

Table 1 - Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance
F. Noise
F-1: Construction Noise (Pile Driving) ([Not Applicable: pile driving not N/A
proposed.
F-2: Construction Noise Applicable: temporary The project sponsor has agreed

construction noise from use of  |to develop and implement a set
heavy equipment. of noise attenuation measures
during construction as part of
Mitigation Measure F-2.

F-3: Interior Noise Levels Not Applicable: CEQA generally N/A
no longer requires the
consideration of the effects of
existing environmental
conditions on a proposed
project’s future users or
residents. Nevertheless, the
proposed project would be
required to meet interior noise
standards in Title 24 of the State
Building Code.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Mitigation Measure

Applicability

Compliance

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses

Not Applicable: CEQA generally
no longer requires the
consideration of the effects of
existing environmental
conditions on a proposed
project’s future users or
residents.

N/A

F-5: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses

Not Applicable: The proposed
project would not generate
excessive ambient noise levels.

N/A

F-6: Open Space in Noisy
Environments

Not Applicable: CEQA generally
no longer requires the
consideration of the effects of
existing environmental
conditions on a proposed
project’s future users or
residents.

N/A

G. Air Quality

G-1: Construction Air Quality

Not Applicable: The project site
is not located within an
identified Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone.

N/A

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land
Uses

Not Applicable: Superseded by
Article 38 requirements.

N/A

G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit Diesel
Particulate Matter

Not Applicable: The proposed
residential and commercial uses
are not expected to emit
substantial levels of DPM.

N/A

G-4: Siting of Uses that Emit other
Toxic Air Contaminants

Not Applicable: The proposed
residential and commercial uses
are not expected to emit
substantial levels of TACs

N/A

J. Archeological Resources

J-1: Properties with Previous Studies

Not Applicable: The project site
does not have any previous
archaeological studies associated
with it.

N/A

SAN FRANCISCO
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Mitigation Measure

Applicability

Compliance

J-2: Properties with no Previous
Studies

Applicable: the project site is a
property with no previous
archaeological study.

The project site underwent a
preliminary archaeological
review, and the Planning
Department’s Archaeologist
determined that no significant
adverse impacts on
archaeological resources would
occur with the project.
Therefore, the project sponsor
has complied with this
mitigation measure.

J-3: Mission Dolores Archeological ~ (Not Applicable: The project site N/A
District is not within the Mission
Dolores Archaeological District.
K. Historical Resources
K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit  |Not Applicable: plan-level N/A
Review in the Eastern Neighborhoods mitigation completed by
Plan area Planning Department.
K-2: Amendments to Article 10 of the [Not Applicable: plan-level N/A
Planning Code Pertaining to Vertical [mitigation completed by
Additions in the South End Historic |Planning Commission.
District (East SoMa)
K-3: Amendments to Article 10 of the [Not Applicable: plan-level N/A

Planning Code Pertaining to
Alterations and Infill Development in
the Dogpatch Historic District
(Central Waterfront)

mitigation completed by
Planning Commission.

L. Hazardous Materials

L-1: Hazardous Building Materials

Applicable: Due to the age of the
building, the potential exists for
hazardous materials to be
contained within the building
structure.

The project sponsor would
comply with hazardous building
material abatement
requirements, as detailed in
Project Mitigation Measure 2.

E. Transportation

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation

Not Applicable: automobile
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

N/A

SAN FRANCISCO
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Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance

E-2: Intelligent Traffic Management [Not Applicable: automobile N/A
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-3: Enhanced Funding Not Applicable: automobile N/A
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management |Not Applicable: automobile N/A
delay removed from CEQA
analysis.

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA.

E-6: Transit Corridor Improvements |Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA.

E-7: Transit Accessibility Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SFMTA.

E-8: Muni Storage and Maintenance |Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA.

E-9: Rider Improvements Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA.

E-10: Transit Enhancement Not Applicable: plan level N/A
mitigation by SEMTA.

E-11: Transportation Demand Not Applicable: plan level N/A

Management mitigation by SFMTA.

Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the complete text of
the applicable mitigation measures. With implementation of these mitigation measures the proposed
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR.

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT

A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on December 4, 2014, to adjacent
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Comments on the proposed project
(via phone calls and emails) were received during and after the comment period; issues raised are
summarized below. Overall, concerns and issues raised by the public in response to the notice were taken
into consideration and incorporated in the environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. It is
also noted that the project has been revised since the mailing of the Neighborhood Notification in that

SAN FRANCISCO
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demolition of the existing building is no longer being proposed. Rather, as noted previously, the
proposed project would retain the existing building and add three stories on top of the building.

Public comments and concerns regarding the proposed project were as follows:

e Concerns were raised about lack of activation on the ground floor, blocking of views (public and
private views), and prominence of rooftop features (associated with prior iteration of the
proposed project).

¢ Concerns were raised about the historic importance of the existing building on the site and its
contribution to the neighborhood character, both architecturally and socially, with protection of
the existing building recommended.

e Concerns were raised by a non-profit organization located across Sycamore Street from the
project site that construction of the proposed building has the potential to disrupt access to the
donations receiving door of the non-profit (with donations being very important to the
operations of the non-profit organization). Other concerns that were raised by this organization
were construction-related dust and debris blowing onto the site of the non-profit organization.

These concerns were taken into consideration in the environmental review process and are addressed in
the topical areas of the CPE Initial Study, as appropriate. The proposed project would not result in
significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the issues identified by the public beyond
those identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

CONCLUSION

As summarized above and further discussed in the project-specific initial study”:

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in
the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans;

2. The proposed project would not result in effects on the environment that are peculiar to the
project or the project site that were not identified as significant effects in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR;

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts
that were not identified in the Fastern Neighborhoods PEIR;

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new
information that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified,
would be more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and

5. The project sponsor' will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project-related significant impacts.

Therefore, no further environmental review shall be required for the proposed project pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.

7 The CPE initial study is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case
File No. 2013.1339E.
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Initial Study — Community Plan Evaluation

Case No.: 2013.1339E

Project Address: ~ 645-647 Valencia Street

Zoning: Valencia St Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Valencia Street NCT),
Mission Alcohol Beverage Special Use Subdistrict, Fringe Financial Service
Restricted Use District, 55-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3576/062

Lot Size: 2,800 square feet

Plan Area: Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Mission Plan Area)

Project Sponsor: Dennis Ring, 647 Valencia Street LLC, (415)-298-5133

Staff Contact: Tania Sheyner, (415) 575-9127, Tania.Sheyner@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Location

The 2,800-square-foot (sf) project site (Assessor’s Block 3576, Lot 062) is located at the southeast corner of
Valencia and Sycamore Streets, in the City’s Mission District, on a block bounded by Valencia Street to
the west, Sycamore Street to the north, Lexington Street to the east, and 18th Street to the south (see
Figure 1: Project Location). The site, which is rectangular in shape, has frontages along two streets—a 35-
foot frontage along Valencia Street and an 80-foot frontage along Sycamore Street. It is bordered by an
existing residential building to the east and a vacant building and commercial buildings to the south.

The site does not provide off-street parking, and there are no curb cuts. There is a metered loading zone
along the Valencia Street frontage. Pedestrian sidewalks are on both street frontages, with one street tree
on the Valencia Street frontage. Valencia Street has an existing 12-foot-wide sidewalk, and Sycamore
Street has an existing 6-foot-wide sidewalk. The project site, and surrounding area, is relatively flat.

Project Characteristics

The project site is currently occupied by a two-story, approximately 5,300 gross-square-foot (gsf)
commercial building that contains a bar/music venue, the Elbo Room. The existing building on the site
was constructed in 1915.

The proposed project would be an addition/alteration that would preserve the facade of the existing two-
story building and construct a three-story addition above the existing structure. The resulting building
would have approximately 10,500 gsf of mixed-use space, with ground-floor commercial use and
parking, and seven residential units above. The building would be a total of five stories with an overall
height of 55 feet (approximately 60 feet to the top of the elevator overrun).

The ground floor would include approximately 600 gsf of commercial space, 1,200 gsf of off-street
parking composed of four vehicle parking spaces, and seven Class I bicycle parking spaces (in addition,
three Class 2 bicycle parking space would be provided on the Valencia Street sidewalk). Parking would
be for residential uses only, with access from a new 10-foot-wide curb cut on Sycamore Street.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Infermation:
415.558.6377
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The ground floor would also contain the residential lobby and mechanical areas. Residential entries
would be at approximately the building mid-point along Sycamore Street, at the southwest corner along
Valencia Street, and through the ground-level garage. Commercial access would be at the corner of
Valencia and Sycamore Streets (see Figure 2: First Floor Plan).

The building would contain seven dwelling units on floors two through five, totaling approximately
8,500 gsf. The residential units would range from approximately 440 to 1,330 sf in size, and would include
one studio, three one-bedroom, two two-bedroom, and one three-bedroom unit. Open space for residents
would be provided by private residential decks on floors three and four (for a total of approximately 880
sf of space), and by a rooftop deck at the fifth floor (approximately 650 sf of space), serving unit number
seven. No publicly accessible open space would be provided. Floors three and four would be set back
approximately 15 feet from Valencia Street and would accommodate the outdoor deck space; the fifth
floor would be set back an additional 13 feet and would accommodate the rooftop deck. See Figures 3
through 8 for detailed project plans.

As noted previously under Project Location, Valencia Street has an existing 14-foot-10 inch wide
sidewalk, and Sycamore Street has an existing 6-foot-6 inch wide sidewalk. The proposed project would
provide six new street trees—two along Valencia Street and four along Sycamore Street.

Project Construction

Construction would occur in separate phases, including exterior and interior demolition (preserving the
existing two-story commercial structure facade), site preparation, and proposed additions and alterations.
Project construction is anticipated to begin by the end of 2016, and would last 16 months.

The proposed project would preserve 55.4 percent of the interior structures and 83 percent of the exterior
facade of the existing building, in compliance with Planning Code Section 1005(f), which requires that no
more than 25 percent of the surface of external walls and 75 percent of internal structures be removed for
preservation purposes. Prior to removal, existing building materials would be characterized to abate any
potential hazards, including asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.

The proposed (altered) building would be constructed on an approximately 2-foot-thick mat slab. The
foundation would use poured-in-place piles, requiring pre-drilled holes, but would not require pile
driving. The excavation for the foundation would require removing approximately 300 cubic yards of
material. Excavation is anticipated to a depth of approximately 3 feet below ground surface (bgs), with a
maximum of 7.6 feet bgs at elevator pits and car pits.

Project Setting

As noted previously, the project site is at the corner of Valencia and Sycamore Streets in the city’s Mission
District. In the project vicinity, Valencia Street is a two-way arterial roadway, running north to south with
one traffic lane in each direction. Sycamore Street operates as a one-way city street, running east to west.
Street parking is available on both curbs along Valencia Street, and on the north side of Sycamore Street.
Valencia Street also provides a Class 1I (designated and independent) bicycle lane in both directions. No
bicycle lanes are located along Sycamore Street.

Surrounding land uses primarily consist of commercial and residential buildings, generally ranging from
two to five stories in height. The San Francisco Police Department Mission Police Station is directly west
across Valencia Street from the proposed project site. Along the western side of Valencia Street, the
Mission Police Station occupies approximately the northern half of the block between 17th and 18th
Streets.

SAN FRANGISCO |
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The remaining portion of the block along the western side of Valencia Street, between 17th and 18th
Streets, is occupied by three- and four-story residential and mixed-use residential buildings. The eastern
side of Valencia Street south of the 645-647 Valencia Street building, between 17th and 18th Streets, is
occupied by three-story mixed-use residential and retail/commercial buildings. The adjacent property to
the south of the proposed project site, which contains an existing one-story building at 657 Valencia
Street, is proposed to be demolished and redeveloped with a five-story residential building with
restaurant uses on the ground floor. North of the project site, across Sycamore Street, is a single-story
thrift shop and a five-story mixed-use residential/retail building. With the exception of the thrift shop
across from the northern site frontage, Sycamore Street is occupied by three- and four-story residential
buildings on both sides of the street. Entertainment venues, such as bars and music venues, are located in
areas surrounding the site; however, with the exception of the Elbo Room located on the project site, none
are in the immediate vicinity (within the same block of the project site). No sensitive uses, such as schools
and daycares, are located in the immediate vicinity of the site. The project site and surrounding uses
along Valencia Street are zoned as Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Valencia Street
NCT) Zoning District, and are within a 55-X height and bulk district. Other areas in the project vicinity
east and west of Valencia Street are zoned as Residential Transit Oriented - Mission.

The proposed project site is located near public transit, including the 16th Street and Mission Street Bay
Area Rapid Transit (BART) station, located approximately 0.2 mile northeast. Several San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (Muni) bus routes also operate in the area, including the 33-
Ashbury/18th along 18th Street and Mission Street, 22-Filimore along 16th Street, 14-Mission and 14R-
Mission Rapid along Mission Street, 49-Van Ness/Mission along Mission Street, and the 55-16th Street
along 16th Street.

The nearest parks include the Mission Playground and Pool, approximately 0.2 mile south on Valencia
Street; Dearborn Community Garden, approximately 0.1 mile west; Kid Power Park, approximately 0.12
mile northeast; and Dolores Park, approximately 0.3 mile southwest.

PROJECT APPROVALS
The proposed 645-647 Valencia Street Project would require the following approvals:
Actions by the Planning Department and/or Commission

¢ Rear Yard Modification approval by the Zoning Administrator per Planning Code Section 134(e),
for open space to be configured in residential decks and a rooftop deck rather than a rear yard;

¢ Open Space Variance approval by the Zoning Administrator per Planning Code Section 135, for
units that do not comply with the minimum 80-sf private area/unit or 107-st common open space
per unit required; and

e Street Frontage Variance approval by the Zoning Administrator per Planning Code Section 145.1,
for allowance of parking within the first 25 feet of the building frontage.

Actions by other City Departments
e Approval of the site permit by the Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection;

e Approval of grading and building permits by the Planning Department and Department of
Building Inspection for demolition, construction, and grading;

e Department of Public Works approval for modifications to public sidewalks, street trees, and the
curb cut; and
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e San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency approval for the proposed curb cut for new
parking access.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

This initial study evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in
the programmatic environmental impact report for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans
(Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).! The initial study considers whether the proposed project would result in
significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not identified as significant
project-level, camulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; or (3) are previously identified significant effects,
which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the time that the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than discussed
in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a project-specific focused mitigated negative
declaration or environmental impact report. If no such impacts are identified, no additional
environmental review shall be required for the project beyond that provided in the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR and this project-specific initial study in accordance with CEQA section 21083.3 and
CEQA Guidelines section 15183. '

Mitigation measures identified in the PEIR are discussed under each topic area, and measures that are
applicable to the proposed project are provided under the Mitigation Measures section at the end of this
checklist.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified significant impacts related to land use, transportation,
cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified
significant cumulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation
measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for
those related to land use (cumulative impacts on Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) use),
transportation (program-level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections; program-level and
cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolition
of historical resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks).

The proposed project would include an addition/alteration to the existing two-story commercial building,
resulting in a five-story mixed-use building measuring approximately 10,500 gsf in size. The building
would contain approximately 600 gsf of commercial space, four vehicle parking spaces, and seven Class I
bicycle parking spaces on the ground floor (in addition, three Class 2 bicycle parking space would be
provided on the Valencia Street sidewalk), and seven residential units on floors two through five.
Residential units would range from approximately 670 to 1,400 sf, with an overall total of 8,700 gsf of
residential space. The proposed building would be 55 feet tall (approximately 60 feet to the top of the
elevator overrun), and would preserve the existing exterior walls and finishes. As discussed below in this
initial study, the proposed project would not result in new, significant environmental effects, or effects of
greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.

1 San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR), Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified August 7, 2008. Available
online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=1893, accessed August 17, 2012.
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CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations,
statutes, and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway that affect the physical
environment and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan
areas.

As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations, statutes, and funding
measures have implemented or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than-
significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include:

s Gtate legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for
infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014.

o State legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing
level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis,
effective March 2016 (see “CEQA Section 21099” heading below).

¢ The adoption of 2016 interim controls in the Mission District requiring additional information
and analysis regarding housing affordability, displacement, loss of PDR and other analyses,
effective January 14, 2016 through April 14, 2017.

e San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010,
Transit Effectiveness Project (aka “Muni Forward”) adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero
adoption by various City agencies in 2014, Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and
the Transportation Sustainability Program process (see initial study Transportation section).

e San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses near Places
of Entertainment effective June 2015 (see initial study Noise section).

e San Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Conirol, effective July 2008, and
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, amended December
2014 (see initial study Air Quality section).

¢ San Francisco Clean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see initial study
Recreation section).

¢ Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program
process (see initial study Utilities and Service Systems section).

e Article 22A of the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see initial study Hazardous
Materials section).

Aesthetics and Parking

In accordance with CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented
Projects—aesthetics and parking shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential to
result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority area;
b) The project is on an infill site; and

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.
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The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider
aesthetics or parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.2 Project elevations
are included in the project description.

Automobile Delay and Vehicle Miles Traveled

In addition, CEQA Section 21099(b)(1) requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of
transportation impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” CEQA Section
21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for determining transportation impacts
pursuant to Section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the
environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA
Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA? recommending that transportation impacts for
projects be measured using a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric. On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of
the future certification of the revised CEQA Guidelines, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted
OPR’s recommendation to use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation
impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of project
impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as transit, walking, and bicycling.) Therefore, impacts
and mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR associated with automobile delay are not
discussed in this checklist, including PEIR Mitigation Measures E-1: Traffic Signal Installation, E-2:
Intelligent Traffic Management, E-3: Enhanced Funding, and E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management.
Instead, a VMT analysis is provided in the Transportation section.

Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
1. LAND USE AND LAND USE
PLANNING—Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O O | X
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 0O 0 O <
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
¢) Have a substantial impact upon the existing 1 | [ X

character of the vicinity?

2 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 — Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
645-647 Valencia Street, September 28, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted),
is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No.
2013.1339E.

3 This document is available online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php.
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that adoption of the rezoning and area plans would result
in an unavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR. The proposed project
would not remove any existing PDR uses since none exist on the project site, and would therefore, not
contribute to any impact related to loss of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods
PEIR. In addition, the project site was zoned Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) prior to the
rezoning of Eastern Neighborhoods, which encouraged ground-level neighborhood-serving commercial
uses with housing above and did not encourage PDR uses. Thus, the rezoning of the project site did not
contribute to the significant impact identified in the EIR.

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the area plans would not create any
new physical barriers in the Eastern Neighborhoods because the rezoning and area plans do not provide
for any new major roadways, such as freeways that would disrupt or divide the plan area or individual
neighborhoods or subareas.

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning divisions of the planning department have determined that
the proposed project is permitted in the Valencia Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and is
consistent with the applicable zoning, 55-X Height and Bulk District, Mission Area Plan, and other
applicable San Francisco plans and policies such as the San Francisco General Plan. 45 Specifically, the
proposed project would not exceed the applicable 55-foot height limit, except for certain rooftop features
such as open space features, mechanical screens, and stair and elevator penthouses as allowable by the
Planning Code (approximately 60 feet to the top of the elevator overrun). It would also meet applicable
FAR requirements and the requirement that at least 40 percent of all dwelling units contain two or more
bedrooms, or 30 percent of all dwelling units contain three or more bedrooms in the Valencia Street NCT
District.

The proposed project would also be consistent with the height, bulk, density, and land uses as envisioned
in the Mission Area Plan. Specifically, it would be consistent with Objective 1.2, which calls for
maximizing development potential in keeping with neighborhood character (the project would provide 7
dwelling units) and would be consistent with Objective 8.2 by retaining the existing facade in an attempt
to maintain the character of the district, supporting the plan’s objective to protect, preserve, and reuse
historic resources.

Because the proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, implementation of the proposed project would not result in
significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR related to land use and
land use planning, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

4 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and Policy
Analysis, 645-647 Valencia Street, July 26, 2016.

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 645-647
Valencia Street, July 24, 2016.
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Significant Significant No Significant
Impact Peculiar Significant Impact due to Impact not
to Project or Impact not Substantial New Previously
Topics: Project Site Identified in PEIR Information Identified in PEIR
2. POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, n O 0O ]
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing 0 O O X
units or create demand for additional housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 1 | ] ]

necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans is to identify appropriate locations for
housing in the City’s industrially zoned land to meet the citywide demand for additional housing. The
PEIR assessed how the rezoning actions would affect housing supply and location options for businesses
in the Eastern Neighborhoods and compared these outcomes to what would otherwise be expected
without the rezoning, assuming a continuation of development trends and ad hoc land use changes (such
as allowing housing within industrial zones through conditional use authorization on a case-by-case
basis, site-specific rezoning to permit housing, and other similar case-by-case approaches). The PEIR
concluded that adoption of the rezoning and area plans “would induce substantial growth and
concentration of population in San Francisco.” The PEIR states that the increase in population expected to
occur as a result of the proposed rezoning and adoption of the areas plans would not, in itself, result in
adverse physical effects, and would serve to advance key City policy objectives, such as providing
housing in appropriate locations next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the
City’s transit first policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in both
housing development and population in all of the area plan neighborhoo