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October 2, 2019

Mr. Jeffrey Ma, P.E. Mr. Jerry Estrella, P.E.
Department of Building Inspection San Francisco Fire Department
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 3847-3849 18! Street ~ DBI and SFFD Plan Review

The following is the confirmation letter following our pre-application meeting of
September 24, 20109.

1. Maximum path of egress travel is 125 feet. See Sheet A-0.3.

Response: Confirmed.

o

SFDBI - SFFD
0. 1 exit at 3847-A and 3847-B. 2 exits at 3849. See Sheet A-0.3.
Response: Confirmed.
SFDBI Y SFFD
f /}‘v’
3. Openable and glazed area provided for natural ventilation and natural light meets
the minimum requirements. See Sheet A-0.3.
Response: Confirmed.
: y
SFDBI = SFFD
4, Please confirm the location of Emergency Escape and Rescue openings. See Sheet

A-0.3 and A-0.5.

Response: Confirmed

;x V" SFDBI % SFFD
f /
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5. Please confirm that 1-hr rated separation is required at property line, in between
units, as well as between units and garage. See Sheet A-2.1 to A-2.3.

Response: Confirmed. Need to comply with SFDBI Information Sheet

FS-05 D.
ﬁ SFDBI __;_.,,,_,:.;;L_’ SFFD
/)
6. Please confirm that 2-hr rated separation is required at elevator shaft. See Sheet
A-2.1 to A-2.3.
Response: Confirmed.
il -
SFDBI X SFFD

Sincerely,

F. Martine Diaz, Project Manager
415 254 5389

Agreed to the above responses:

iz

Date:

— ﬁ\)' -"J;n o 7 Ta ¥ |
Jerry,Estrella, P.E., SFFD Date:
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BUILDING PERMIT

A

S —
FROJECT DAIA Y PROJECT TEAM
7
PROPERTY AORESS: 38473849 181H STREE] \ OwHER: KAHNSAS SIREET OEVELOPMENT ILC
SAN FRANCISCO. CA #4114 415.359.9971 - PO BOX ATO4TS SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94143
BOCK/LOT: BOCK 3385 4 LOT 077 I DESIGN-BURD i [ DAWSONCLNICN GEMERAL COMTRACICRS CORP. UCENSE § 791724
A15.359.5991 - P.0. BOX 410475, SAM FRANCISCO, CA 24141
EONING GBIRICT: &3
ARTHITCE: RYAN HORMAN, {ICENSE # C-36689
HEIGHT 7 BULK: 0% 5 £ 30| URPER \ERRACE, SAM FRANCISCO, CA 94117
YEAR BULT: 1907 W TR, MERCURY ENGINEDING. LICFNSE # C- 17591
510.549.0040 - 10414 FOLGER AVE , BERKELEY CA 94710
HISIORIC RESOURCE STASUS: s
UNKNOWN / AGE ELIGRLE
1OTALLOY AREA: 2848 5GH. PROMCE G0
oL i 2 i -
. CONSIRUCION IYpe: va N, GORRECH HOV £ COMPLAIN # 201800230068
¥ ¢ - 219 SQH. HORUONIAL ADDHION, FILLIN G AYREAR OF SULDING
FIRE SPRINKLER: YES. rerTIR NFFPA IS " TOMETR (N RAROF JUDNE.
EHCLOSE 44 SG.A7. OF EXSTING UGHIWELL AT LEVEL 133
BOSING R REMOVE 50 SQ.FT. OF FXISIING STRUCTURE TO FNLARGE EXISTING LIGHIWELL A LEVEL 2L 3
5 2 EXPAND 196 SG5T 1O EXSING ATIC SPACE. NO BULDING ENVELOPE EXPANSION
EPRIR O SRR BRI FARKIRS: 4 = EXPAND 70 SG.57. BNDER FRONT YARD STAR AT BASEMENT LivEL
NUMBER OF DWELLING UnITS: z t ] }‘1' EXIEND GARAGE &3 $Q FT. 10 INE FRONS PROPERTY UNE
R T X = NEW 114 WALL AT FROM YARD SIDE PROPERTY LINE 10 ALIGR WilH TOF OF ADJAC( i GARAGE
bnml o Y L5 €8 WINIE LAMINATED GLASS GUARDRAL BN THE FRON] SEIRACK 10 85 REMOVED_ 1
AR 3L
Nac o -8 i HEW 40 SQUT. DECK AT LEVEL 3
- G, CLIMBIE TWO DORMERS APPROVEG UNDER BPA # 20151224 558 b0 ONE SHGLE DORMER
SUILDING AREA (GROSSI: AFOSEAL 442BSGEL e T = e L et e
- 3
BILDING AREA {COMDITIONFD) b 4 NEW SIEEL GARAGE DOCR AND GAIR
30478 1814 51 | osan, vaorian. Y%
3B47-A 18I 51 LIS Levsar | M VG R0 AR PSR
3049 18141 53 { gEoVsasT  Anmpan < NEWWOOD GUARDRAR AT FRONT YARD
FROJECT TOTAL 3 namEn

FROVIDE DEMOLIION TALCULATION FOR AL APPROVED BPAs

AGA
AQ2

AB3
a0s
#06

A DY
Aty

A-201

A20)

Al 3 3
=34

A0
Akl

A5
A52

LHEET INDER

NLE SHEEY
PRE-CONSIRUCTION AND CURRENT PHOIOGRAPHS

COHIE ANALYSES

ENERGY INSPECTION REQUIREME! i
G35 SAN FRANCICO GREEM SUN Dﬂb S\!MMI FORM

SITE PLAN - EXSING.
SFE PLAN - PROFOSED

BASEMENT [CRAWL SPACE] & LEVEL | PLAN - EXISTING
LEVEL 28 JPLAN - EXISTING
LEVEL 4 & ROQF PLAN - EXBING

BASEMENT (GARAGE] & LEVEL ) PLAN - FROPOSED
iEVEL 2 £ 3PLAN - PROPOSED
LEVEL 4 & ROOF PLAN - PROPOSED

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS - EXSING
EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS - EXISTING.
EXTERKOR ELEVATIONS - EXBING

ALTERCE ELEVATIONS - PROPOSED
AT ELEVATIONS - PROPOSED
ExTEEE ELEVATIONS - PROPOSED

ITERIOR ELEVATIONS - PROFOSED 13-
BURDING SECTION - EXSING
BULDING SECHON « PROPOSED

DEMOLFION CALCULATIONS
EXCAVATION CALCIRATIONS

DAWIOM & CUNICS
R T

coMTRUCFor-TrpE R iy
N{V\‘ WHRE LAMWA'E‘D GLASS SCREEN A' WGSI PROPERTY LR4E H’leﬂl f
Oauehey Type: &3 To R-2
ADD 3RD UNST (3847-8 16TH ST) )1!
H DEMO CELNG. WAL AND FLOOR FINISHES, 3
’ DEMO ENIRY DOOR, AHD PROVIDE (2) ENTRY DOORS AND DEMISING WAL E
I | %l L /= DEMO POWDER AND REPLAGE WITH FUAL BATH.
. . [‘ ( DEMO MPE, AND FRE SPRINKIERS.
I'E. { - PROVIDE NEW SEPARATE UHLIY METERS, M.P.E. AND FIRE SPRINKLERS FOR IR LNIT.
] Il §-HR HRE SEPARATION BETWEEN UNITS.
7 T CELFEE WAL AND FLOOR FMIHES.
- T BF . CABINETRY ANO APPUANCES FOR NEW KIFCHFN,
il ' P EXTERIOR STAR FOR EGRESS AND REAR YARD ACCESS. - .
CODE REFERENCES PERMT HISTI T VICINAY MAP
e - - BUILDING PERMIT
= “ = ‘4
CURRENI CODES: GESCRIPHION P £ = T :
e -~ e
THE 2018 CALIFORNIA SUR DING STANDARDS CODE: REMOVE RIEGAL DWELLING UNIT Al BASEMEME LEVEL 201409.22.6974 1] "'-IT.!"'I 1 [} i - - P
a A ' s
PART | - CALIFORMIA BULDING STANDARDS ADMINSTRATIVE CODE FOUNDATION REM ACEMENT w1411 28249 ! i # i ' i 3847-3849
PART 2 - CAUFORNIA BULDING CODE - YOL | &8 . ' . 2 1
A N e ] EACAVAIE Al CRAVE SPACE 21412123665 | 1 E i | 18TH STREET
PART 4 - CAUFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE REMOVE WALLS AND EXCAVATE FOR NEW GARAGE 2014,1230.4758 a . - i ;!
PART S - CALFORMIA PLMBING CODE | " i 1 ki L] i b :
PART & -CAUFORNIA ENERGY CODE VOLUNIARY SEISMIC UPGRADE WISDT242304 : y 2 1 ;
PART 7 - NO LONGER PUBLISHED IN TITLE 24; SEE TIHLE 8 CCR u ) Ei " ~13585 /077
PART 8 - CAUFORNIA HSIORICAL BULDING CODE SPIAMKLER SYIEM 20131224, 590 el y
PART 9 - CAUFORNIA FIRE CODE Xy
PART 10 - CALFORNIA EXSIING BULDING CODE IERIOR REMODEL RELOTATE 3847 181H STFROMEVEL | 2015,1224.5508 =
: TO BASEMENT LEVEL. (N] WINDOWS AND DOORS. (N} o
PART 1 - CALFORNIA GREEN BUKLDING STANDARDS CODE ELEVATOR, AMD N} DORMERS § e |
PARY 12 - CALFORMIA REFERENCE STANDARDS CODE : ! 7 il q e TITLE SHEET
¥ | i
134 L ]
2016 ASME 17.1 SAFETY CODE FOR ELEVAIORS ANDD ESCALAIORS EREAAAMLUNENSIORACH i ‘¥ % ! RATe
SIPCCO FENCE AT REAR YARD M17.0203.8518 - i - 'I ‘ T\
CURRENT SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODES ‘g, | i ¥ 1.1
SPRINKLER MOMTORING 5YSTEM 1706260053 il 1 |
CURRENI SAN FRANCISCO BULDING CODES | o= WA
o i i :
ASWELL AS ANY AND A(L OTHER GOVERNING CODES AND ORDINANCES. i ; 1 3 il i I AMGAI 50 00
- of TN
IN EVENE OF CONFLICT. THE MOST STRINGENI REQUIREMENIS SHALL APPLY. I i 2 gk g i L
i i § | =3 f —— H A 0 ‘I
i -
- -




PRE-CONSIRUCTION CURRENT

| BUILDING PERMIT

| 3847-3849

| 18TH STREET
e — e,
| 3585 /077
e

PHOTOGRAPHS
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EGRESS

PROJECT DATA

ArvEL4

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 2

(LI

GCCUPANCY IYPE: R-2, SESDENHAL
GONSTRUCHON TYPE: VA
HIMBER OF UNBS: 3
NUMBER OF STORIES: 4 OVER BASEMENT
BULDING AREA {GROSS):

BASEMENT [GARAGE) 1,208 50T,

30475 18TH §1 1202 SGAT.

384744 IBIH ST 1.698 SAH.

3849 1814 St 2,125 5Q51.

PROJECT TOTAL Ka28SGA
FIRE SPRINKLER: NEPA HIR
OCCUPANI LOAD FACTOR : 200 GROSS PER GCCUPANT

PER COC JABLE 1004.1.2

OCCUPANT LOAD: IMPAIAIMST 2 12025QU. 7200 =7

847-A 1811 ST 694 YQF1 10 =%
3849 18TH S =23255@0N. 020 =12

PATH OF EGRESS IRAVEL 125 FEET MAX.. PER CBC TABLE 100621

NUMBER OF £XI8T5: 1 X ¢ 3847-A 1BTH ST
| EXIT @ 3847-8 16TH ST
208 @ 3843 454 T
SASEMENT, GRADE PLANE AND STORY
- |
e
rem
hﬁf‘-ﬁl i
i
CHAPIER 2 - DEEIMITIONS

RASEMENS, A STORY IHAT 15 NOT A STORY ABOVE GRADE PLANE (SEE "SIORY ABOVE GRADE PLAME™L. 1HIS DEFINIION OF BASEMENS” DOES HOT APPLY EQ THE PROVISIONS OF
SECTON 1812 FOR FLOOD LOADS.

GRADE FLANL A REFERFNCE FLANE REFRESENTING THE AVERAGE OF FINISHED GROUND LEVEL AD JONING THE BURDING AT EXTERIOR WALLS, WHERF THE HNBHED GROUND LEVEL
SLOPES AWAY FROM IHE EXTERIOR WALLS, 1HE REFERENCE PLANE SHALL BE ESTABLISHED 8Y [HE LOWEST POINIS WIHEY THE AREA BEIWEEN [HE BULDING AND THE LOT LB9E UR,
WHERE THE L OT LINE IS PAORE THAR 4 FEET (1829 Mad] FROM THE BUR.DING, BEYWEEN THE BUILDING AND A POINT & FEET {1827 M} FROM THE BULDING.

STORY. THAT PGRION OF A BU1 LDING INCLUDED SETWELN THE UPPER SURFACE OF A FLOOR AND THE UPPER SURFACE OF THE FLODR OR ROOF NEXT ABOVE (AISO SEE "BASEMENT,”
“BULDING HEIGHT. "GRADE PLAME" AND "MELIAMNE). I 15 MEASURED AS THE VERIICAL DSTANCE FROM 1OP 10 1OP OF IWOD SUCCESSIVE JIERS OF BEAMS CR FINSHED FLOOR
SURFACES AND, FOR HE FOP MOS STORY, FROM HIE TOR OF THE SLODR FINISH 10 THE FOP OF IHE CEIUING SOISTS OR, WHERE THERE IS NOT A CEIING, K2 THE 10P OF THE RO RAFIERS.
STORY ASOVE GRADE FLANE. ANY STORY HAVING 1S FINESHED FLOOR SURFACE INTIRELY ABOVE GRAIE PLANE. OR N WHICH THE FRISHED SURFACE CF THE FLOOR NEXT ABOVE IS:
1. MORE TRAN & SEET (1829 MM) ABOVE GRADF PLANE; OF 2. MORE THAN 12 FEET {3658 MM) ASOVE IHE FI ISHED GROUND LEVEL AT ANT POINT.

BUILDING PERMIT

NATURAL VENTILATION AND NATURAL LIGHT

LOCANON HOOR AREA OPENABLE AKEA GULAZED AREA
MISIMUM $% FROVIDED MINKVLM 8% PROVIDED
PERCEC 120081 PERCBL 12052
3847:8 193181
LVING / KITCHEN 72 w30 " e 60 w78
BEDROOM 207 s 9 o 129 ar 18 san 162
Wap-A LG5I
LVING / DINING / KITCHEN 93 are 0 150 wn 78 on 18
BEDROOM a2 an 17 o (05 a3 san 140
3849 1818 ST
BEDROOM | 28 sorr. 11 ;R 23 ar 22 s 44
CICHEN / NG a2 LUt an 1y e 26 s 2
UG 28 oot 12 EL s 24 san. a4y
MASIER BED 2z o iy s 87 mr 24 a8

| 3847-3849
18TH STREET

| ; 3585 / 077

~ | CODE ANALYSIS |

s
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NOTICE

TITLE-24 ENERGY INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

LOW-RISE RESIDENTIAL (BUILDING)
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Energy inspectian Services Contact Information

L Telephons: e10)son1az
[y {478} 8306474
3 F'ﬂl" dhtenargyioenantiontisigay. ot
4 inpemon: 37 Floar at 1638 Meveion Strest

Noto: Wo 3ra moving towsrds & ‘gaparisse” marie of aparation. A epociat
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NOTICE

TITLE-24 ENERGY INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS
LOW-RISE RESIDENTIAL (PLUMBING)
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Energy inspection Services Contact infarmation

. Talephono: (416} 880 M
2 n- ($13) 888647,
. malh;

il g mm Honsininny.om
a i»pnuon: ¥ P o1 1050 Minatan 81

Wota: Wa sre moving fowards  ‘papasiess’ mods of aperation. All speciat
tnspecton submittals, siuting fiual lottere, mey be omaited (fokorred) or
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TITLE-24 ENERGY INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS

LOW.RISE RESIDENTIAL {ELECTRICAL)
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GS5: San Francisco Green Building Submittal Form for Residential Alteration + Addition Projects

Fom gegir Octaber 1) 2012 {Far st gmsiv s aryis 2017 _Decambor 20150

INSTRUCTIONS:
&
2. Sutmittal wred b m sanbrin o 147 & 457,

" 2w

2019, The prles versian

a
oy b vutmibtiedl et Jpesey 1. 1998

OTHER RESIDENTIAL

VERIFICATION

ALTI +
ADDITIONS

adds any amount of conditioned

Indicate bolow who is rosponsible Tor ensuring green

SOURCE OF e syt o have a Grogn Buiding ice Profossions of
THLE REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION OF REQUIREMENT A ¥ Record as described in Bufolin 93. For
GRADING & PAVING CALGwen 4. ws 3 1 , propcls that locroase folsl conditioned foor area by
| n -w-m how suflato dealsia (gracing, swales, draine, rotention arens) wii kevp surfcs wates fom enlering the tuikdeg. # applicablo <1,000 &q. ., the sppleant or deaign profossional may
RODENT PROOFING CALGroun 44081 FI-.- s i R Londull, and ather openings in extanor weks wilh camenl imaitar or DB-approved simiss el . wiun below. amt na Scenss or specidl quaMicidions are
FIREPLACES & e —s e reqeined. FINAL COMPLIANCE VERIFICATION form
WOODSTOVES AL a4 5001 :l.-ul anly irect-venl of sask ® . EPA Phasa il-complant applassces . wil b required prior (o Certficate of Compietion
CAPRLARY BREAK, T S on grada foundation requiring vapor relarder also requires a capllary treak such as 4 iches of base V/2-inch aggregate under retarder. siab design msscified by licensed e e
SLAB ON GRADE 3 i, PROJECT NAME
MOISTURE CONTENT CALGmen A BT Wal « floor <19% molsture content before enciosuro, . ;_.ééz’o =
L
BATHROOM EXHAUST CALGreen 45001 bt be ENERGY STAR compliant, ducted (o buikding exterks, e s Rrasmsalistal shall be capable of adjusting batween <50% to >80% (imidistat may be separate component). . e
1 ADDRESS
LOW-EMITTING MATERIALS | CALGro6n 4.504.2.1-5, Kise products ihal comply with tha emisslon il requiremants of 4,834 2.1-5, 5.504.4.1-8 for adhasives, seatanis, painis, coalings, carpet sysles Incuding cushions and adhesives, . RESIDERTIAL
SFGBC 4,103.3.2  asilient Maodng (30% of arca), and composite wood products. 1|} PRIMARY GCCUPANCY
1|} s 5055,
INDOOIR WATER USE CALGraen 4.303.1,  Meet flusivitow requiramanis for: \ollels {1.28gpf), urinais (0, 125gp! wall, 0.6gpf floor); showerheads {2,0gpm); lavalolm {1.2gpm povate, ©.Sgpm public/common); kitchon faucets GRESH BOLLIRGARER
REOUGTION SF Housing Code  §1.8gpm); wash fountalns (1.8gpm; metering faucets (0.2gpcl; food wiasto disposeors { major avjacis must upgrade a1 ron-complan fixtures par . 115 STFT.
2 sac 12A10 %F Housing Code sec. 12410, INCREASE 1N CONDITIONED FLOOR AREA
i WATER-EFFICIENT Adminisirative Code ¥ modifled londscapa area is 21.000 50.1L., use low water uan plonts of clitalo appropriate planis, restrict turf sreas and comply with Model Water £ficient Landscape Ordinance 1 bavo been releinod by the projct sponsor to vorly thet
ATION ch63 Fesirictions by calculated ETAF of %55 of by prescriptive comgliance lor profacts with $2,500 sq.. of landscape area L approved ond A
mo of Sor Busiighng Codo.
E opinion that the f the San
= anmstmnwﬁﬂmOoduwﬂb!nmlMlmwylin
¥ ENERGY EFFICIENCY CAEnargy Code  [Comtgiy with 4% provisions of e CA Energy Cods . Ol of ok Smpocttas & o i, oy
- - s sy — gy will these if
g
i Planning Code ; . olReawdlwlMWect, o | am otherwise no fonger
g BICYCLE PARKING 88c 168,42 Frovide short- and long-tenn bike parking to meel requirements of SF Planping Code 8ec,155,1-2, it applicabin rosponsoio for assuring NG COMYIANGS of M6 Hrogect Wittt
the San Fraicison Green Buiiding Cods
SF Bullding Code
BCLYCUNG BY OCFUS’ANYS AB-0UB valﬂa daquale wm andt aqual access for slorage, collection, and foading of cocwou!ablcﬁm?clm ﬂ landfik frwuﬂ: : » UICENSED PROFESSIONAL (sign & dae]
5 GCONSTRUCTION & T e I May be signed by appicsnt whon <1,000 5q. . is added.
DEMOLITION {C&D) SFGRC 4.10323  For 100% of mixed CAD detis use regssiesd lransporters mee ragisterad procesaing fachiies with o minmaum of 65% diversion rate. . ARFIX STAMP BELOW:
WASTE MANAGEMENT
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LEvEL 4
LMDSOF.

W UEMOUTHON AXES B3R

SOUIH ELEVATION

IOTAL AREA OF FACADE:  S625Q.1.
i DEMCHIION AREA: 5625QF1.
T -2y —————
1

LEWEL 2
FLOGR AREA.
0 OEMOUNON AREA

1.293 G
RLE L

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNING DEPAREMENT CQDE SECTION 317

SECGION 317, 1O3$ OF RESIDENHAL AND YNAUTHORIZED UNAS THROUGH DEMOUTION,
MERGER AND CONVERSION.

§

i (B) OEFRATIONS, FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS SECTION 317, THE TERMS BELOW SHALL BE AS

H DEFINED BELOW. CAPITALIED TERMS NOT DEFINED BELOW ARE DEFINED il SECTION 102

?‘u'a-g OF THIS CODE

|

o (3 RESIOENIAL CONVERSION SMALL MEAN IHE REMOVAL OF COOXING FACHITES,
CHANGE OF OCGUPANCY [AS DEFNED AND REGILATED BY THE SULDING CODE), OR
CHANGE OF USE (A5 DEFINED AND REGULATED BY IHE PLAMNING CODE, OF ANY
RESIGENIAL UNT! OR UNMAUTHORIED YK T0 A NON-RESIDENTIAL OR $1UDENT HOUSING
LINE.

! ]

FLOGR AREA: 807551
1 CEMOURION AREA:

8025 FT.

{2 RESEIENTML CEMOUTION SHALL MEAN ANY OF IHE FOLLOWING:

() ANY WORK ON A RESIDENTIAL BURDING FOR WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF BULDING
IMSPECTHON DETERMINES THAT AN APFLICATION FOR A DEMOLIFICHE PERMS! 15
KEQUIRED, OR

(b} A MAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL ML DRNG THAT PROPUSED THE REMOVAL OF
MORE IMAN 30% OF THE SUM OF THE FROMI FACADE AND THE REAR FACADE AND
ALSO PROPOSED THE REMOVAL OF MORE THAN 65% OF THE SUM OF AtL EXTERIOR
WALLS. MEASURED IM LINEAL FELT AT THE FOUNDATION LEVEL.

A MAJOR ALTERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL BUNLDING THAT PROPOSES THE REMOVAL OF
HORE IHAN S0% OF IHE VERTICAL ENVELOPE ELEMENES AND MORE THAN 508 OF THE
HORIZONTAL BREMENIS OF THE EXISIING BURDING, AS MEASURED B4 SQUARE FEE! OF

ACTUAL SURFACE AREA.

EASTELEVARON
TOIAL AREA OF FACADE:
i DEMCAMON AREA:

1,663 SQF.
3HSQET

#
£ T ¥

{d) THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY REDUCE THE ASOVE NUMERIC AL ELEMENIS OF THE
CRITERIA I SUBSECIKONS (3712}18) AND (B){2HC). BY UP 10 20% OF THER VALUE
BHOULD 1T DEEM THAT ADJUSTMENE IS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE INFENT OF THIS
SECHON 317. TO COMSERVE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING AND PRESERVE ASFORDABLE
HOUSING..

(3) FATADE IS DERNED IN SECTION 102 OF tHIS CODE

[4) ERONI FACADE IS DEFINED IN SECTION (D2 OF 1HIS CUDE

{5 'HORFOMIAL ELEMENTS SHALL MEAN ALL ROOR AREAS AND ALL FLOOR PLATES. EXCEPT
FLOOR FLATES AT OR BELO'W GRADE.

NORIH BEVATION
TOTAL AREA OF TALADL: P43 SGHT.
B DEMOLAION Al 266 SQ .

L
¥

= —5

DEMOURON CAICINARON OF EXIERIOR WALLS AT IHE FOUNDATION LEVEL - 317(8K2)8}

TOLAL AENGTHOF FRONT AND REAR TACALIE Al FOUNDARDN (2541 + 25 5y = 504
SORMAX ALLOVWABLE DEMOUTION = -0
AL OEMOURCRY: (2547 + 23] = W3

TORAL LENGIHOF EXTERIOR WALLS AFIQUNDARON (2507 + SY-374 290 » 533 = 1556
BTEMAK ALOWABLE DEMOLIION = 101°8°

A DEMOUION: (25074 63"+ 97 V 22F ¢ 76w 501

DO NGT EXCHE SOTH IMBESHOUY ABOVE, TEREFORE PROIEC IS NOT A" RESIDENIAL DEMOURCN PR SEC. 317

L BN - IABEAIC)

KOIAL ARFA OF VERTCAL ROVELOPE: (560 506 4 1 AG3S0F + P43 SGIT + 1280 40H1 | 4 88SGFT
SR MAX. ALLOWABLE DEMCUTION = 2.224 5QF
FOTAL SEMOURON: (587 SGH ¢ JBIQH + T4 SGH + 121 SQFT }> 1 267 5GFT

TOTAL AREA OF HURTONTAL ELEMENIS: (1, ESBSGE? ¢ L.2M0SCNT » 1.0 5081 ¢ | DOSGHT ¢ B025GHT) = S92 5.8
SR MAX. ALLOWABLE DEMOUION = 2796 5GFE
TOTAL DEMOURCHE {1,135 SCFT + 248 SOFT « 190-SGFT + 25 SQFT + 802 50FT) = 2400 5087

SOV W PER SEC. 317
i S
WEST BLEVAI
TOIAL AREA OF FACADE: 1280 SQLFT,
B BEMOUTION AREA. 215G H
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Additional Proposed Conditions of Approval
One Front St
Case # 2019-001995CUA

A public cafe of approximately 610 square feet shall be constructed in general conformance with
the plans on file as Exhibit B and, once constructed, shall be regularly open to the public on
weekdays, generally consistent with the hours employees are served in the employee cafeteria.

The employee cafeteria shall be made available on a regular basis to non-profit organizations for
meetings and events.
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" 584 éastro Street #333
San Francisco CA 94114-2512

415/431-2359

formerty "Merchants of Upper Market & Castro -~ MUMC”

Info@CastroMerchants.com
www,.CastroMerchants.com

Masood Samereie, President

November 8, 2019

By Email and USPS Hardcopy

Cathleen Campbell, Staff Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Re: Your File No, 2017-000140CUA, etc.
Skin on Market/Deedee Crossett, 2299-C Market Street, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

This confirms that Members of Castro Merchants (formerly “Merchants of Upper Market & Castro - MUMC”)
voted yesterday to re-confirm their SUPPORT of the Application(s) by Ms. Crossett on behalf of Skin on
Market, for a Conditional Use Permit, Formula Retail, business sign and related approvals to continue to
operation of the subject business.

Our SUPPORT includes for related applications to other San Francisco Departments with jurisdiction including
Building Inspection, Public Health, and Fire and to other City and State jurisdictions, and other entitlements
related to the operation of a personal services skin care and beauty products business at the location described
above.

Castro Merchants’ support is based on information provided by Ms.Crossett over an extended period at Castro
Merchants Members Meetings and in other communications, including an update at the November 7, 2019
Members Meeting, The support communicated in this letter remains in effect until withdrawn in writing. We
have asked Ms. Crossett to continue to update us promptly, if there is/are any substantial change(s) in
information or Conditions of Approval as the business continues to proceed through Planning Department and
other approval milestones. We understand that a Planning Commission Hearing currently is scheduled for
November 14, 2019.

Given the late notice we received for the November 14 Hearing and our Members Meeting schedules, this letter
is being sent “late” vs. your distribution of Commissioners’ packets for that Meeting. At your suggestion, we
have copied the SFMTA Board at its group email address listed at www.SFMTA.com, as well as to Planning
Commission Secretary, Ms. Boomer. Please assure that our support is communicated to Commissioners during
the November 14 Hearing or any adjournment or postponement thereof.

... continued



CASTRO

(MERCHANTS] CASTRO MERCHANTS

November 8, 2019

San Francisco Planning Department
RE: Your File No, 2017-000140CUA, etc.
Skin on Market/Deedee Crossett, 2299-C Market Street, San Francisco

Castro Merchants represents business owners and managers in San Francisco’s Castro-Upper Market area,
generally along Upper Market Street from Castro Street to Octavia Blvd.; Castro from Market to 19™ Streets;
and commercially zoned portions of cross streets throughout that area. Castro Merchants has about 300
currently paid Members through April 30, 2020. 2299-C Market at Noe Streets is within Castro Merchants’
primary service area.

Thank you for your very helpful assistance as we followed this matter and communicated our decision to you.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding Castro Merchants support for this(ese)Application(s).
Please include this letter in the matter’s permanent file and any successor files and assure that our support is
communicated to all applicable Staft in your Department and to all Commissioners prior to any Hearing on this
matter, and to any Appeal panel(s) and other bodies with regulatory jurisdiction in the matter, at the time that
this matter is considered by them.

A hardcopy of this letter is being mailed to you today.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Respectfully and with warmest regards,

Masood Samercie, CASTRO MERCHANTS President

email cc: SFMTA Board of Directors at SEFMTABoard ¢ SEMTA.com
Robert Boomer, SFMTA Board Secretary
S.F. District 8 Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, Staff Tom Temprano
SFPD Mission Station Captain Gaetano Caltagirone

g Deedee Crossett

LtrPlanningSkini 10819
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Skin on market sign was approved under Permit #2014-08-20-4285.
Client was unable to fund the sign after it was permitted. She got

an extension on the permit and discussed with bldg dept at that

time her copy change to dermalogica. She had revised sign drawings
in hand showing this change. Bldg. dept. said it didn’t matter

what copy was on the sign as long as the new sign was the same size
as approved.

Dermalogica sign was mfr’d, installed and the permit was finaled

by the inspector. (3) times inspector came out and viewed this sign installed.

After installation of the sign, planning determined that the site
fell under formula retail.

Arguments for sign to remain:

Square footage of this sign is 10.51 SF (.5 SF for each If of frontage).
Sign is only 50% of the width of entire storefront.

Sign fits the architecture of this bldg. in size and design.

It is able to be lowered but this placement is adverse

to architectural compatibility of the bldg.

Indirect lighting of a sign is the recommendation for formula retail,
existing sign is this sign design type.

The 10-1/8" letter height is not excessive in height.

Existing sign is unable to be reworked to a smaller size now that
planning has assigned formula retail to this site.

Cost prohibitive to a small retailer to entirely replace this sign.
Estimated replacement cost for new sign $8,000.00 - $10,000.00.
Sign was properly permitted through correct channels and not installed
without a permit in hand.

Page 1 Discussion relative to the sign and arguments for keeping existing sign.

Page 2 15-1/8" x 8'-4” Backer “to contain lighting” from Reverse Halo Illluminated Channel Letters “skin on market”

Page 3 Specification Sheet for Sign Shown on Page 1 - Reverse Halo llluminated Channel Letters

Page 4 15-1/8" x 8'-4” Backer Reverse Halo llluminated Channel Letters “dermalogica”

Page 5 Specification Sheet for Sign Shown on Page 3 - Same size as permitted sign and design for “skin on market” sign
Page 6 12" x 6’-4” Backer for Reverse Halo llluminated Chl Ltrs - formula retail sign design guidelines

Dermalogica signage
2299 Market St.

San Francisco, CA
October 14, 2019

Page 1 of 7



Dermalogica signage
2299 Market St.

San Francisco, CA
October 14, 2019

Code requires .slgr-a be 10’ Above Grade

——

Scale 1/4" =1 Tenant Leasehold Width 22’

Original sign design and copy approved
under sign permit

Page 2 of 7



Reverse Halo llluminated Letters
Mounted on Background

15-1/8" x 8’4" = 10.51 SF

‘ 8'-4"

15-1/8" Copy 9-1/8
Scale 1" =1
.090 Oversized Face
3" Deep Welded — e = = —_ -
Reverse Halo 1-1/2" Stand Offs o . \
llluminated Letter - Satin Black Specifications: - — Dermalogica signage
“skin” Reverse Aluminum Halo iluminated Letters
1" Sqr. Tube Returns: 063 3" Deep Aluminum Painted Enamel PMS #403C Grey 2299 Market St
I Efama Wrapped Facesi W'a.hipd ‘J%ti(; AILJmlr.grnA‘r’dp’ﬁer\‘aEnamen PMS #403C Grey San FfanCISCO, CA
S | Backs: 3/16” Clear Lexan with 1-1/2" Stand Offs
i in .090 Alum. . b O b 201 9
Painted Satin Black “on market": Reverse Aluminum Halo liluminated Letters ctober 14,
) L Returns: 063 3" Deep Aluminum Painted Ename! PMS #1655C Orange
Warm White LED__| i Faces: Welded .090 PMS Aluminum Painted Enamel #1655C Orange
Hlumination Backs: 3/16” Clear Lexan with 1-1/2" Stand Offs
i LED Power Pack Background: 3" Deep 1" Square Tube Frame Wrapped in .090 Aluminum - Painted Black
T3 11 lllumination: Warm White LED's. Power Packs Located in Background
3

Attach to window mullions
with 3/8 #12 Hexhead
Self Tapping Screws
2'0.C.

Page 3 of 7
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dermalogica

I

Dermalogica signage
2299 Market St.

San Francisco, CA
October 14, 2019

Code requires sign be 10’ Above Grade

Scale 1/4" = 1" Tenant Leasehold Width 22

Original sign design with different copy
installed

Page 4 of 7



il

dermalogica

Dermalogica signage
2299 Market St.

San Francisco, CA
October 14, 2019

- — — SR =

Scale 1/4" =1’ Tenant Leasehold Width 22

Existing sign installed
shown lowering
to a lower height

Page 5 of 7



A

Reverse Halo llluminated Letters
Mounted on Background
15-1/8" x 8'-4" = 10.51 SF

sdermalogica g&

Scaie 1" =1

.090 Oversized Face
3" Deep Welded —

Reverse Halo 1-1/2" Stand Offs
llluminated Letter Satin Black

1" Sqr. Tube

Frame Wrapped
—in .090 Alum.

Painted Satin Black

Warm White LED | |
Hlumination

LED Power Pack

3
3

Attach to window mullions
with 3/8 #12 Hexhead

Self Tapping Screws
2'0.C.

Specifications:
Faces: Reverse Aluminum Halo liluminated Letters .090 Welded Construction White
Returns: 063 Alumimum White
Backs: 3/16" Clear Lexan with 1-1/2" Stand Offs

Background: 3" Deep 1" Square Tube Frame Wrapped in 090 Aluminum - Painted Black
lllumination:  Warm White LED's, Power Packs Located in Background

Dermalogica signage
2299 Market St.

San Francisco, CA
October 14, 2019
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- | dermalogica

Tenant Leasehold Width 22
Formula Retail

Scale 1/4” =1’

Sign as interpreted by Planning for
store opening, not inclusive of the sidelight windows
at store opening

Note: Existing sign cannot be reworked
into this configuration because the letters
are too tall and there is no room to
take out spacing between the letters
due to the font

Dermalogica signage
2299 Market St.

San Francisco, CA
October 14, 2019
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OoN Market

Thank you for allowing us to take care of your skin's needs these past 5 years.

We currently have a court hearing with the city to keep our “dermalogica” sign.

This sign contributed to Skin on Market staying a visible, prosperous and locally owned
business. Please sign this petition in support of us keeping our sign up and our doors open.

Because of this sign, the city planning department is requiring us to become a formula retail

store. Please sign our petition stating that you are in favor of the city granting our conditional
use permit.

Name Address
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Thank you for allowing us to take care of your skin’s needs these past 5 years.

We currently have a court hearing with the city to keep our “dermalogica” sign.

This sign contributed to Skin on Market staying a visible, prosperous and locally owned
business. Please sign this petition in support of us keeping our sign up and our doors open.

Because of this sign, the city planning department is requiring us to become a formula retail
store. Please sign our petition stating that you are in favor of the city granting our conditional
use permit.
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Skin
on market

Thank you for allowing us to take care of your skin’s needs these past 5 years.

We currently have a court hearing with the city to keep our “dermalogica” sign.

This sign contributed to Skin on Market staying a visible, prosperous and locally owned
business. Please sign this petition in support of us keeping our sign up and our doors open.

Because of this sign, the city planning department is requiring us to become a formula retail

store. Please sign our petition stating that you are in favor of the city granting our conditional
use permit.

Name Address Support Sign Support Permit
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OoNn Mmarket
Thank you for allowing us to take care of your skin's needs these past 5 years.
We Currently have a court hearing with the city to keep our “dermalogica” sign.

This sign contributed to Skin on Market staying a visible, prosperous and locally owned
business. Please sign this petition in support of us keeping our sign up and our doors open.

Because of this sign, the city planning department is requiring us to become a formula retail
store. Please sign our petition stating that you are in favor of the city granting our conditional
use permit.

Name Address Support Sign Support Permit
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Thank you for allowing us to take care of your skin’s needs these past 5 years.

We currently have a court hearing with the city to keep our “dermalogica” sign.

This sign contributed to Skin on Market staying a visible, prosperous and locally owned
business. Please sign this petition in support of us keeping our sign up and our doors open.

Because of this sign, the city planning department is requiring us to become a formula retail

store. Please sign our petition stating that you are in favor of the city granting our conditional
use permit.

Name Address Support Sign 3 Support Permit
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Chri Lane

Resurface Skin Studio

491 Castro Street, Second Floor
San Frandsco CA %114
chrisi@resurfacedkinarudio.cam

December 14, 2017

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mssion Street #4040
San Francisco CA 105

To Whom It May Cancern,

[ am a small budness owner i the Castre District and [ am writing a ktter in support
Decdee Crossett and her business, Skin On Market.

[ have professionally and personally known Deedee for over 10 years I first met her when
[ enralled her school, The San Francisco Institute of Esthetics and Cosmetalogy 1
attended this school because it has an excellent re putation and it is ckean and modern.
Upon graduating this school and becaming a lcensed esthetician, I began to work for
Deedee as an educator at her school. Deedec is fair, profesional, and inspirational In
2016, I opened a small skin studio in the Castro called Resurface Skin Studio. Even
though our businesses may be considered campetition, we respect each ather and often
refer clients to one another.

I learned that Skin On Market received a complaint because it gives the appearance of a
polished large business in our neighborhood. One of the many things that Deedee
succeeds in is creating a professional image, that alse includes successful marketing and
branding. Despite the fact that Skin On Market works with a well recognized skin care
line, Skin On Market is still a locally owned and operated business. In addition to sling
Dermalogica products, they also offer skin treatrme nts, waxing services, and retail other
skin health related products. The complaint made against this business is autrageous and

entirely inaccurate.

Deedee and I are bath a part of the Castre Merchants Association and I am thankful to
have Deedee's support and blessing with my new busmess Thisis what this
neighborhood is all about: supparting ane another and staying invelved in our

COTRITILTHTY.
Thank you for hearing me.
Sincerely yours,

Chrs Lane
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L CASTRO MERCHANTS ]

MERCHANTS

November 8, 2019

San Francisco Planning Department
RE: Your File No, 2017-000140CUA, etc.
Skin on Market/Deedee Crossett, 2299-C Market Street, San Francisco

- Castro Merchants represents business owners and managers in San Francisco’s Castro-Upper Market area,
generally along Upper Market Street from Castro Street to Octavia Blvd.; Castro from Market to 19" Streets;
and commercially zoned portions of cross streets throughout that area. Castro Merchants has about 300
currently paid Members through April 30, 2020. 2299-C Market at Noe Streets is within Castro Merchants’
primary service area.

Thank you for your very helpful assistance as we followed this matter and communicated our decision to you.
Please let us know if you have any questions regarding Castro Merchants support for this(ese)Application(s).
Please include this letter in the matter’s permanent file and any successor files and assure that our support is
communicated to all applicable Staff in your Department and to all Commissioners prior to any Hearing on this
matter, and to any Appeal panel(s) and other bodies with regulatory jurisdiction in the matter, at the time that
this matter is considered by them.

A hardcopy of this letter is being mailed to you today.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Respectfully and with warmest regards,

Masood Samereie, CASTRO MERCHANTS President

email cc:  SFMTA Board of Directors at SFMTABoard@SFMTA.com
Robert Boomer, SFMTA Board Secretary
S.F. District 8 Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, Staff Tom Temprano
SFPD Mission Station Captain Gaetano Caltagirone

Et Deedee Crossett

... LtrPlanningSkin110819



. ,,.j.-u-l—n-l—:o—u_---l- ———

584 Castro Street #333
San Francisco CA 94114-2512

415/431-2359

formerly “"Merchants of Upper Market & Castro — MUMC"

T e ———

G

Info@CastroMerchants.com
"y www.CastroMerchants.com

Masood Samereie, President

November 8, 2019

By Email and USPS Hardcopy

Cathleen Campbell, Staff Planner
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Re: Your File No, 2017-000140CUA, etc.
Skin on Market/Deedee Crossett, 2299-C Market Street, San Francisco

Dear Ms. Campbell,

This confirms that Members of Castro Merchants (formerly “Merchants of Upper Market & Castro - MUMC”)
voted yesterday to re-confirm their SUPPORT of the Application(s) by Ms. Crossett on behalf of Skin on
Market, for a Conditional Use Permit, Formula Retail, business sign and related approvals to continue to

operation of the subject business.

Our SUPPORT includes for related applications to other San Francisco Departments with jurisdiction including

Building Inspection, Public Health, and Fire and to other City and State jurisdictions, and other entitlements

related to the operation of a personal services skin care and beauty products business at the location described
above.

Castro Merchants’ support is based on information provided by Ms.Crossett over an extended period at Castro
Merchants Members Meetings and in other communications, including an update at the November 7, 2019
Members Meeting, The support communicated in this letter remains in effect until withdrawn in writing. We
have asked Ms. Crossett to continue to update us promptly, if there is/are any substantial change(s) in
information or Conditions of Approval as the business continues to proceed through Planning Department and
other approval milestones. We understand that a Planning Commission Hearing currently is scheduled for
November 14, 2019.

Given the late notice we received for the November 14 Hearing and our Members Meeting schedules, this letter
is being sent “late” vs. your distribution of Commissioners’ packets for that Meeting. At your suggestion, we
have copied the SFMTA Board at its group email address listed at www.SFMTA.com, as well as to Planning
Commission Secretary, Ms. Boomer. Please assure that our support is communicated to Commissioners during

the November 14 Hearing or any adjournment or postponement thereof.
.... continued
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GENERAL NOTES:

INTENT OF DOCUMENTS:

It is the intent of these Contract Documents

to establish a high quality of material and workmanship,

but not necessarily to note and call for every last item

of work o be done. Any item not specifically covered

but deemed necessary for satisfactory completion

of the work shall be accomplished by the Contractor

in a manner consistent with the quality of the work

without additional cest to the Owner. All materials
and-metheds of installation shall be in accordance

with industry standards and manufacturers recommendations.

A. All materials and workmanship shall conform to the requirements
of the following codes and regulations and any other local and state
laws and regulations:

San francisco Building Code 2013 Edition
San franciscoFire Code 2013 Edition

San francisco Plumbing Code 2013 Edition
San francisco Electrical Code 2013 Edition
San francisco Mechanical Code 2013 Edition

Verify all existing conditions and dimensions at the project site.

Notify the Architect and/or Engineer of any discrepancies

before beginning construction.

B. Provide adequate and proper shoring and bracing to maintain

safe conditions at all times. The contractor shall be solely

responsible for providing adequate shoring and bracing as required

for protection of life and property during the construction of the project.

C. At dll jimes the Contractor shall be solely and completely responsible

for all conditions at the jobsite, including safety of persons and property,

and all ry independ: ineering reviews of these conditions.

The Architects jobsite reviews are not intended nor shall they be

construed to include a review of the adequancy of the contractors safety measures.
D. Unless otherwise shown or noted, all typical details shali used where applicable.
E. All details shall be constued typical at similar conditions.

F. All Drawing conflicts shall be brought to the a*tention of the Architect

and/or Consuiting Engineer for clarification before work proceeds.

&. The Contractor shall supply ail labor, materials, equipment and

services, including water and power, necessary for the proper execution

of the work shown on these drawings. All materials shall be new

DRAWING INDEX:

A 101 SITE AND ROOF PLAN, GENERAL NOTES,

AND DRAWING INDEX

A 102 SITE AND ROOF PLANS

A 103 DEMOLITION ANALYSIS
A 201 FLOOR PLANS EXISTING
A 2,02 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED
A 203 FLOOR PLANS PROPOSED
A 3.01 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A 3.02 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A 3.03 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
A 3.04 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A 4.01 BUILDING SECTION

>

4.02 BUILDING SECTION

Recel“eu at CPC Hearing

PROJECT INFORMATION:

ZONING: RH-2

OCCUPANCY R-3
PROPOSED USE: SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 5-B
BLOCK 6579 LOT 027

SCOPE OF WORK:

REMODEL FRONT ELEVATION.

3 STORYHORIZONTAL ADDITION AT SOUTH.
PROVIDE NEW HABITABLE SAPACE BEHIND
THE GARAGE AND CONNECT TO UNLT 1 AT THE
2ND FLOOR WITH NEW STAIR.

REMODEL 2ND AND 3RD FLOOR INCLUDING THE
KITCHENS AND BATHROOMS

NEW ROOF DECK ACCESSED BY SLIDING HATCH.

ABBREVIATIONS:
@ AT
¢ CENTERLINE
4] DIAMETER OR ROUND
E) EXISTING
(N NEW
R) REPLACE
AFF ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
BM. BEAM
BLDG. BUILDING
CBC CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE
CLR. CLEAR
€LOS. CLOSET
CONC. CONCRETE
DECK'6  DECKING
DET. DETAIL
DIA. DIAMETER
DISP. DISPOSAL
. dw. DISHWASHER
DR. DOOR
DBL. DOUBLE
DN. DOWN
DRWES.,  DRAWINGS
D DRYER
EA. EACH
F FAHRENHEIT
FIN. FINISH
FR. FIRE RATED
FLR. FLOOR
FT. FOOT OR FEET
FR. FRENCH
FURN. FURNISH
FURR. FURRING
GA. BAUGE
6L. 6LAZING
6YP. GYPSUM
GYPBD.  GYPSUM BOARD

HGT./HT, HEIGHT

INSUL.

MFG.
MAX.
MTL
MIN.

(X

PR
PKT.
PAT:

REF.
REQ'D
REQ'T
RTG.
R&S
RM.

SIM.
5C.
SQ FT.
STOR.

STRUCT.

TEMP.
TRANS.

U.ON.

V.IF.

WH.
wp
WDO.
w/
WD.

INSULATION

MANUFACTURING
MAXIMUM

METAL

MINIMUM

ON CENTER

PAIR
POCKET
PRESSURE TREATED

REFRIGERATOR
REQUIRED
REQUIREMENT
RETAINING
ROD AND SHELF

. ROOM

SIMILAR

SOLID CORE
SQUARE FOOT/FEET
STORAGE
STRUCTURAL

TEMPERED
TRANSPARENT
TYPICAL

UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED

VERIFY IN FIELD

WASHER
WATER HEATER
WATERPROOF
WINDOW
WITH

WoOob

—pl———— —

DRAWING SYMBOLS

DOOR NUMBER

WINDOW NUMBER
q:> SKYLIGHT NUMBER

/A DRAWING REVISION

DETAIL NUMBER AND

W ¢ DRAWING REFERENCE

m NOTE/ITEM NUMBER
\ 0" GrADE
PROPERTY LINE

ELEVNO.
DRAWING REFERENCE

E—el

and workmanship shall be good quality. All workman and subcontractors
shall be skilled in their trade. Any inspections, special or otherwise, that
are required by the building codes, local builing departments, on these
plans shall be done by an ind inspection
H. Finishes: Replace patch, repair and refinish all ulsfmg surfaces
affected by the new work. All new finishes shall match the adjacent surface.
all surfaces shall align. |
L The General Contractor shall visit the site and familiarize fhemselves
with the existing site conditions prior to finalizing cf any proposal to the owner. |
The general Contractor shall be responsibe to inform the owner or Architect
of potential existing conditions that need to be addressed and or modified
inorder to cmplete the work as herein described in these Drawings.

J. The General Contractor shall be reponsible for all means and methods

of construction including but not limited to leveling, shiming, and blocking.
The General Contractor shall make specific note of such items that can not
be known prior to the commencement of construction.

BUILDING TO BE FULLY FIRE SPRINKLERED PER NFPA 13-R.
WORK TO BE DONE BY SEPERATE PERMIT

PROJECT STATISTICS ]
EXISTING: UNIT1 U.N]i‘ ’2 3 STORAGE/GARAGE | TOTAL |
1STFLOOR - 0 0 851SQFT | 8515QFT
2ND FLOOR 887 SQFT 106 SQFT |33 1015 SQ FT
3RD FLOOR 05QFT 1,035 SQFT rO 1035 5Q FT
TOTAL BUILDING: B 887 SQFT 1141 SQFT 8B4 SQFT = 29125QFT

| NEW: _ l 1
15T FLOOR 760 SQFT o 427 SQ FT 1,187 SQ FT
2ND FLOOR — 1,008 SQFT |86 SQFT 0 1,094 SQFT
3RD FLOOR 05QFT 1,209 SQFT (g 1209 5QFT |

| TOTAL BUILDING: 7 1768 5QFT |12955QFT 427 sQFT 3490 5Q FT

VICINITY MAP

1937 HAYES STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117
415379 3676

ADDITION AND
ALTERATIONS

1368 SANCHEZ STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA.

ALL IDEAS, DESIGNS ARRANGEMENTS AND PLANS
AS INDICATED OR REPRESENTED 8Y T}

DRAWING ARE OWNED BY AND ARE THE
PROPERTY OF WILLIAM PASHELINSKY ARCH]TECT

THESE IDEAS,
TS OF PLANS. SHALL BE

O ITTEN
PERMISSION OF WILLIAM PASHELINSKY ARCHITEGT

NO. DATE CESCRIPTION
1 4116 REV
2 5/117 REV
3 9110119 REV

PROJECT NO. 2015.20
SHEET

A-1.01
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SITE AND ROOF PLAN (E) @
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WILLIAM PASHELINSKY
ARCHITECT

1937 HAYES STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA.94117
415379 3676
bifipash@gmait.com

ADDITION AND
ALTERATIONS

1389 SANCHEZ STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA.

ALL IDEAS, DESIGNS, ARRANGEMENTS AND PLANS
AS INDICATED OR REPRESENTED BY THIS
NNNNNN ARE OWNED BY AND ARE THE

UT THE WRITTEN
PERMISSION OF WILLIAM PASHELINSKY ARCHITECT

NO. DATE DESCRIPTION
41116 REV
4/30/16 REV
5/3/16 REV

05/01/17 REV

1
2
3
4 12/14/16 REV
5
6 06/02/17 REV

PROJECT NG. 2015.20
SHEET

A-1.02
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ADDITION AND
ALTERATIONS

1369 SANCHEZ STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA.
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EAST ELEVATION
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1/8%=1'-0"
1ST FLOOR PLAN (E) Z2ND FLOOR PLAN (E) - 3RD FLOOR PLAN (E) ROOF PLAN (E
1/8:1'-0" 1/8"=1"-0" 1/8"=1"-0" 1/8=1'-0"
LEGEND
TABULATION FCR EXISTING TOREMAIN [~
LINEAR FOOTAGE MEASUREMENT
SH q
WALL | REmOVED | LENGTH TO AREA MEASUREMENTS SR AN
REMAIN
0 .
e @ (2T VERTICAL ELEMENTS
81 o 18
g2 | 78 o
E S ¢ ELEVATION | sQFT DEMOLISH | PERCENT
) o 455 == ]
FRONT 739 SQFT | 671 SQFT
ToTAll 57.0' 86.0' B
REAR 801 SQFT | 775 sQFT
ALL IDEAS, DESIGNS ARRANGEMENTS AND PLANS
- AS INDICATED OR REPRESENTED BY THIS
SIDE1 1,606 SQFT | 430 SQ FT ggé‘gg##gi %‘{ﬁf&?fé’éﬂ?ﬁ?ﬁi&“&crq.TECT
RN T T e EoR ot M OEC Tl
ETNEAR FOTTAGE Sty ' | S ]
VERTICAL - } - | %CngCE)%éTloN FOR ANY PURPOSE
MEASUREMENT TOTAL 4752 SQFT | 3124 SQFT| 66% *50% | BT M RS S—
NO. CATE DESCRIPTION
ELEMENT LENGTH REMOVED | PERCENT
== HORIZONTAL ELEMENTS : 4"/’3‘;:"6 :: —
26'-0" i ; ple WOMS TRV . - o -
A FRONT FACADE _3 -6 4% ] | 3 vor REV
CREAR PACADE || 2610" 260" P FLOOR EXTSTING | DEMOLISH i e = S—
1] 9/10/19 REY
- B s R 1122 SQFT | 556 SQFT o
RS 50" 296" 56% 2ND FLOO! Q i Q |
¥ 3RDFLOOR | 1122 SQFT |502 SQFT
8 SIDE FACADE1| 45'-6" EOR0 0% - DEMOLITION ANALYSIS
: == ROOF L122 SQFT | 1112 sQ FT
D SIDE FACADE 2| 45'-6" 0 3 _
109% HORIZONTAL ———
| (efghé% 1)'0TAL 143'-0" 5600 | 39%<o5% ToTAL 3.366 SQFT | 2170 SQFT |  64%>50% PROJECT NO. 2014.41

A-1.03



n-7

WILLIAM PASHELINSKY
ARCHWECT

1937 HAYES 8§

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117
415379 36

blllpash@gmail com
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WALL LEGEND

NEW INTERIOR 2 HR WALL:
FIRE RATED 2 LAYERS

5/8 TYPE X GYP BD

EA SIDE 2 X4 WOOD STUDS @
16" 0.C. U.ON. (SEE STRUCT)
UL DES U301

NEW INTERIOR 1 HR WALL:

EXISTING WALL TO REMAIN:

DEMOLISH:

5/8 EXISTING WALL TO BE
1 HR FIRE RATED:

5/8" TYPE X GYP BD

OVER WOOD STUDS

FIRE RATED 5/8 TYPE X 6YP BD

EA SIDE OVER 2 X4 WOOD STUDS @
16" O.C. V.ON. (SEE STRUCT)

UL DES U305,U314

NEW INTERIOR WALL:

GYP BD EA SIDE OVER

2 X4 WOOD STUDS @

16" 0.C. U.ON. (SEE STRUCT)

NEW EXTERIOR 1 HR WALL:

WD SIDING OVER BLDG PAPER

OVER FIRE RATED 5/8 TYPE X 6YP BD
OVER PLYWD SHEATHING

2X6 WOOD STUDS @ 16" O.C. U.ON,
INT 5/8" TYPE X GYP BD

UL DES U305,U314

NEW EXTERIOR 1 HR BLIND WALL:

P.T. PLYWOOD WD OVER BLDG PAPER
OVER FIRE RATED 5/8 TYPE X 6P BD

2 X6 WOOD STUDS @ 16" O.C. U.ON.
SEE STRUCT. 5/8" TYPE X GYP BD @ INT.
UL DES U305,U314

NEW EXTERIOR NON RATED WALL:
WD SIDING OVER BLDG PAPER
OVER PLYWD SHEATHING

EA SIDE 2 X6 WOOD STUDS @

16" O.C. 6GYP BD @ INT

NEW EXTERTOR NON RATED WALL:
CEMENTLITIOUS PANELS

OVER BLDG PAPER (RAIN SCREEN)
OVER PLYWD SHEATHING

2 X6 WOOD STUDS @16" 0.C. 6YP BD @ INT

45'-6"

PLUMBING/HEATING NOTES

1. ALL NEW DRAINS, WAISTES, AND VENTS TO BE CAST IRON.
2. DWELLING SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH HEATING FACILITYIES
CAPAPBLE OF MAINTAINING A ROOM TEMPERATURE OF 70 DEGREES F.
AT APOINT 3 FEET ABOVE THE FLOOR IN ALL HABITABLE ROOMS.
3. ALL NEW WATER CLOSETS SHALL USE A 128 6ALLONS/FLUSH MAX.
PER STATE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE.
4. AT TUB AND SHOWER PROVIDE PRESSURE BALANCED
OR THERMOSTATIC MIXING VALVE CONTROLS. HANDLE POSITION
STOPS SHALL BE PROVIDED ON SUCH VALVES AND SHALL BE
ADJUSTED PER MFG. INSTRUCTIONS TO DELIVER A MAX.
MIXED WATER SETTING OF 120 DEGREE F. THE WATER HEATER
THERMOSTAT SHALL NOT BE A SULTABLE CONTROL FOR THIS PROVISION.
5.PRIOR TO COMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFY FLUE
LOCATION FOR WH & FURN TO PROVIDE VENT AS REQ'D BY CBC
6. PROVIDE PLATFORM FOR W.H.MIN. 18" A F.F. (IF REQUIRED)
SEISMIC STRAPPING OF W.H. (REQUIRED)
STRAP W.H. WITHIN THE UPPER 1/3 AND LOWER
1/3 OF ITS VERTICAL DIM.
STRAP AT THE LOWER POINT SHALL BE INSTALLED 4"
ABOVE W.H. CONTROLS
7. ALL BATHROOMS TO HAVE EXHAUST FANS CAPABLE OF PROVIDING
A MINIMUM OF 5 ATR CHANGES PER HOUR. FANS TO EXHAUST
TO EXTERIOR.
8. BATHROOM AND KITCHEN EXHAST FANS IF RUN VERTICALLY
TO BE 3'-0" MIN FROM PROPERTY LINE.
9. NEW DUCTWORK IN GARAGE TO BE 26 6A SHEET METAL OR
PROVIDE FIRE DAMPERS.
10. FURNACE AND WATER HEATER FLUES TO BE A MIN OF 4'-0"
FROM PROPERTY LINE.
11. GAS VENT TERMINATION SHALL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF CMC 802.6 &
SFMC 802.6.2
12. COMBUSTION AIR SHALL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF CMC CHAPTER 7
13. DOMESTIC RANGE HOOD SHALL MEET REQUIRMENTS OF CMC 504.2
AND COMPLY W/ CMC 4037
14.UPPER CABINETS SHALL BE MIN 30" ABOVE COOKING TOP PER CMC 916.1.2
15 PROVIDE THE COOKING APPLTANCES MIN CLEARANCE TO COMBUSTIBLE
MATERIALS PER CMC 916.1.1.
16. CLOTHES DRYER EXHAUST SHALL BE MIN 4*, TERMINATE TO THE OUTSIDE
OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE EQUIPEED W/ BACK DRAFT DAMPER, AND MEET
THE REQUIRMENTS OF CMC 504.3. PROVIDE 100 SQ IN MIN MAKEUP
ATIR OPENING FOR DOMESTIC DRYERS.
17. DYRECT VENT APPLIANCES PER CMC 802.2.4 (PER MFG INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS) AND SFMC 802.6.2
18. PROVIDE 200 SQ IN VENT OUTLET AT GARAGE DOCR OF AT GARAGE WALLS
PER SFBC 406.3.3

INSULATION NOTES

AT (N) OR OPENED WALLS

BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED
AREA PROVIDE INSULATION

AS FOLLOWS:

AT 2 X 6 WALLS: PROVIDE R19

AT ALL 2 X 4 WALLS: PROVIDE R13
AT SOFFLTS/CEILINGS: PROVIDE R 19
AT ROOF: PROVIDE R 30

DRAWING NOTES:

1. PROVIDE EMERGENCY RESCUE
WINDOW:

5.7 SQ FT MIN

20" NET WIDTH

24" NET H6T

2. SEE STAIR DETAILS A 4.01
FOR STAIR AND RAILING REQ'TS
3, PROVIDE 1 HR F.R. ASSEMBLY
@ STEEL COL.

2 LAYERS 5/8" TYPE X 6YP BD
ON MET CHANNEL

WILLIAM PASHELINSKY
ARCHITECT

1937 HAYES STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CAS4117
415379 3676
billpas@gmail.com
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| a OVER PLYWD SHEATHING
e EA SIDE 2 X6 WOOD STUDS @ .
il | lerocewEbeINT
BEDROOM 2 NEW EXTERIOR NON RATED WALL:
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OVER BLDG PAPER (RAIN SCREEN)
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L | 5 2 X6 WOOD STUDS @16" 0.C. 6YP BD @ INT
0| = g T A =
o PLUMBING/HEATING NOTES INSULATION NOTES
. | AT (N) OR OPENED WALLS
g3 1. ALL NEW DRAINS, WAISTES, AND VENTS TO BE CAST IRON. BETWEEN HEATED AND UNHEATED
b & L 2. DWELLING SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH HEATING FACILITYIES AREA PROVIDE INSULATION
o] [ b & £ : CAPAPBLE OF MAINTAINING A ROOM TEMPERATURE OF 70 DEGREESF. AS FOLLOWS:
g on % | AT A POINT 3 FEET ABOVE THE FLOOR IN ALL HABITABLE ROOMS. AT 2X 6 WALLS: PROVIDE R 19
I o | 3. ALL NEW WATER CLOSETS SHALL USE A 128 GALLONS/FLUSH MAX. AT ALL 2 X 4 WALLS: PROVIDE R13
f { + v o PER STATE HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE. AT SOFFITS/CEILINGS: PROVIDE R 19
i, _L__J 2 : 4, AT TUB AND SHOWER PROVIDE PRESSURE BALANCED AT ROOF: PROVIDER 30
— | HALLWAY A — 1 OR THERMOSTATIC MIXING VALVE CONTROLS. HANDLE POSTTION
e | ' 1HRFR 1 A : STOPS SHALL BE PROVIDED ON SUCH VALVES AND SHALL BE DRAWING NOTES:
—_— *'; | i " I ( FLATER WETH WATER ADJUSTED PER MFG. INSTRUCTIONS TO DELIVER A MAX.
T ) | WATER F1F MIXED WATER SETTING OF 120 DEGREE F. THE WATER HEATER 1 PROVIDE EMERGENCY RESCUE
2l (4 w 3 THERMOSTAT SHALL NOT BE A SUITABLE CONTROL FOR THLS PROVISTON. WINDOW:
2l ‘ 3 5.PRIOR TO COMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION VERIFY FLUE 57 5Q FT MIN
- 7 1'-¢ 0
A { " i - LOCATION FOR WH & FURN TO PROVIDE VENT AS REQ'D BY CBC 20" NET WIDTH
T 3] : | me—— . 6. PROVIDE PLATFORM FOR W.H.MIN. 18" AFF. (IF REQUIRED) 24" NET HET
1 g ! L uJ SEISMIC STRAPPING OF W H. (REQUIRED) 2 SEE STATR DETAILS A 401
KITCHEN | REF o | STRAP W.H. WITHIN THE UPPER 1/3 AND LOWER FOR STATR AND RAILING REQ'TS
z N | 1/RIOEITSVERICALIDIM, 3. PROVIDE 1 HR F.R. ASSEMBLY
| — BETRASTABLE | UBOCEPTED OO o STRAP AT THE LOWER POINT SHALL BE INSTALLED 4" @® STEEL COL.
505 4 ST Eeac I 7 ALLA szVfa:'o'gMcsO?oﬂ:ﬁLfé EXHAUST FANS CAPABLE OF PROVIDING RO
HOOD | -
LLVING ROCK. ., UNLT #2 ~ | A MINIMUM OF 5 ATR CHANGES PER HOUR. FANS TO EXHAUST S SR
2 o | | TOEXTERIOR.
r | 8. BATHROOM AND KITCHEN EXHAST FANS IF RUN VERTICALLY
1 | TO BE 3'-0" MIN FROM PROPERTY LINE.
STNK/ | 9. NEW DUCTWORK IN GARAGE TO BE 26 6A SHEET METAL OR ALLIDEAS, DESIGNS ARRANGEMENTS AND PLAKS
el | G PROVIDE FIRE DAMPERS. TRAWING ARE OWNED BY AND ARE THE
i | 10. FURNACE AND WATER HEATER FLUES TO BE A MIN OF 4'-0° O WERE 853?5&%{85%3‘2552%2%&?5
( FROM PROPERTY LINE, PR PROJLCT NONE GF TRESE IDERS,
. v ! - f PARAPET — B 11. 6AS VENT TERMINATION SHALL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF CMC 802.6 & Desb By é.?E&"&%%EETT*‘OAN?@E“RSS%'&“F%E&
it | SPARIRE SR I 1 oo = W i—1 | SFMC 802.6.2 OR CORPCRATION FORANYP POSE
i Y . WHAT 50 EVER WITHO HTEN
2 £ L ) 12. COMBUSTION AIR SHALL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF CMC CHAPTER 7 PERMISSION OF WILLAM PASHELINGKY ARGHITECT
! - e 13. DOMESTIC RANGE HOOD SHALL MEET REQUIRMENTS OF CMC 504.2 w5t e rr—
: o AND COMPLY W/ CMC 403.7 =
—— % 14.UPPER CABINETS SHALL BE MIN 30" ABOVE COOKING TOP PER CMC 916.1.2 L REY
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| | MATERIALS PER CMC916.11. 161 2 SOA0iD) eey,
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oy — 1 x = s T | OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE EQUIPEED W/ BACK DRAFT DAMPER, AND MEET
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AIR OPENING FOR DOMESTIC DRYERS, :
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DOOR SCHEDULE

WINDOW SCHEDULE

FINISH SCHEDULE

FINISH SCHEDULE

NOTES

UNIT 1

1ST FLOOR

101 3'X7' WD 20 MIN FR

DR W/ CLOSER

102 2°6"X8" LOUV WD DR

103 2'6"X8' SC WD DR

104 2'X8' SC WD DR

105 2'8"X8' SC WD DR

106 2'6"X8' SC WD DR

107 2'6"X8' SCWD DR

108 12°X8' SLD'6 6L MET DRS
4 PANEL BI-PART'6

2ND FLOOR

201 3'X8' GL WD ENTRY DR
202 3'X8' 6L WD ENTRY DR

203 PR 2'6"X8' SLD'6 SC WD DRS
204 2'4"X8' SC WD PKT DR

205 12'X8' SLD'é 6L MET DRS
4 PANEL BI-PART'G

207 2'6"X8' FIXED MET DR

UNIT 2
3RD FLOOR

301 2'6"X8' SC WD DR

302 PR 3'X8' LOUV BI-FOLD WD DRS
303 3'X8" SLD'G SC WD BARN DR
304 2'6"X8' SC WD BARN DR

305 2'6"X8" 5C WD BARN DR

306 6'X8'BI SLD'G MET 6L DR

NOTES:

ALL EXTERTOR 6LAZED DOORS:
1). DBL GLAZING ALL DRS

2). GLAZING AT ALL DOORS TO
BE TEMPERED/SAFETY GLAZED

UNIT 1

1ST FLOOR

101 5'X5'6" SLD'6 MET WINDOW

2ND FLOOR

201 PR 4'X7' WD DH WINDOWS

202 7'X5'6"MEY SLD'6 , SAFETY 6L WINDOW
UNIT 2

3RD FLOOR

301 PR 3'6"X6" WD DH WINDOWS

302 PR 4'X6' WD DH WINDOWS

303 MET WINDOWS SEE ELEVATIONS

NOTES:

ALL WINDOWS LESS THAN
18 INCHES FROM FIN FLR TO BE
TEMPERED G6LASS(TEMP)

ALL WINDOWS ADJACENT TO
TUBS OR SHOWERS
TO HAVE SAFETY 6LASS

EMERGENCY ESCAPE WINDOW:
57 5QFT MIN

20 NET WITH MIN

24 NET HGT MIN

SILL TO BE LESS THAN 42' FROM

FIN FLOOR

FIN FLR

SKYLIGHT SCHEDULE

IN MET FRAME

402 2'6"X2'6" MET SKYLT

401 6'6"X12-6" RETRACTABLE HATCH 3'6"X10"

15T FLOOR

GUESTROOM

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP,
CEILING: GYP. BD.

HALLWAY

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.

MEDIA ROOM

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X 6YP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD

BATHROOM

FLOOR: TILE

BASE: TILE

WALLS: W.R, GYP. BD.
CEILING: W.R. GYP. BD.

STUDY

FLOOR: TILE

BASE: TILE

WALLS: W.R. 6YP. BD.
CEILING: W.R. GYP, BD.

GARAGE

FLOOR: CONC

BASE: NONE

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.

2ND FLOOR

LIVING AREA/KITCHEN
FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X 6YP.
CEILING: GYP. 8D.

ENTRY

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.

VANITY

FLOOR: TILE

BASE: TILE

WALLS: WR. GYP. BD,
CEILING: W.R. GYP. BD.

STAIR
TREADS: HDWD
RISER: HOWD
BASE: WD

3RD FLOOR

MASTER BEDROOM

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD

MASTER BATHROOM
FLOOR: TILE MORTAR SET
BASE:TILE

DRAWINGS

WALLS: WR. GYP. BD,
CEILING: WR. 6YP. BD.

BEDROOM #1

FLOOR: HBWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X cYP. BD

BEDROOM #2

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X 6YP. BD.
CETLING: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD

BATHROOM

FLOOR: TILE MORTAR SET
BASE:TILE

DRAWINGS

WALLS: W.R. GYP. BD.
CEILING: WR, GYP. BD.

HALLWAY

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP. BD.
CEILING: 5/8" TYPE X 6YP. BD.

4TH FLOOR

SUNROOM

FLOOR: HDWD

BASE: WD

WALLS: 5/8" TYPE X GYP.
CEILING: GYP. BD.

VANITY

FLOOR: TILE

BASE: TILE

WALLS: WR. GYP, BD.
LETLING: WR. GYP. BD.

STAIR

| TREADS: HODWD
RISER: HDWD
BASE: WD

ALL 6YP. BD. FINISH SMOOTH
ALL WD TRIM AND DOCRS TO BE SEMI-GLOSS

WOOD CASING: PROVIDE WD APRON
ALL WINDOWS AND WO TRIM AT ALL DRS
AND WINDOW HEAD AND JAMB TYP

AT BATHROOMS PROVIDE TILE TO
CEILING AT ALLSHOWERS.

TILE TO BE MORTAR SET AT

ALL SHOWER ENCLOSURES
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Western Addition & Post-Earthquake established the physical
core formation of Japanese-American Community. Whether out
of frugality or the desire to avoid racial hostility, most buildings
looked more Western than Japanese.

In 1942, however, San Francisco’'s 5,280 Japanese and
Japanese Americans were forced from their homes by the
wartime internment of the entire West Coast Japanese
American population.

In1956, afterwholesaleevictionofresidentsandbusinesses,
Redevelopment Phase A-1 began flattening entire blocks of
buildings south of Post Street...

St. Francis Square Cooperative Apartments became a model of
multi-ethnic cooperative development, and of the Japan Cultural
and Trade Center, which reflected the rise of Japan as a world power...

Redevelopment buildings of the 1970s-1980s, all proudly
express traditional Japanese architectural influences.

Redevelopment’s devastation also gave rise to
a new movement within the City...




history & context

From 2000-2001, the Japantown Preservation, Planning & Development Taskforce

began the community planning discussion... from 2006-2009, the Japantown Better
Neighborhood Planning (BNP) initiative - but ultimately rejected...

In 2013,

Japantown Cultural Heritage and Economic
Sustainability Strategy - JCHESS

10. Create Japantown Design Guidelines

KEY LEADERS Planning Department, community stakeholders,
property developers

NEXT STEPS The Planning Department should complete development
of these Japantown Design Guidelines in conjunction with the
community and submit them to the Planning Commission for adoption.

Yot

Japantown Special Use District

f i Planning Code Section 249.31{a)(4) Encourcge the representational
el il expression of Japanese architectural design and aesthetic for commercial,
cultural, and institutional uses.



guideline history & recent events

Design guideline concepts in 2011. Preparation
in 2013-2014 . Put on hold for UDG adoption

in 2018. In 2019, Japantown’s Special Area
Design Guidelines was revived.

Japantown Taskforce Board Meeting Votes
in support: November 20 and December 10

Public Meetings: November 21 and December 3

J-SADG Drafts published: November 27,
December 6, December 10.




~ additionalfeedback

Letters of Support or Input:

Property Owner 1680 Post Street LLC
Nahonmachi Little Friends
Property Owner Japan Center West Associates
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values &authenticity

Japantown Values
Inclusive, Flexible,
Human-Centered,
Community-building

Complexity of Authenticity
Variable expression,
Honoring past community choices,
Approach with sensitivity

Use of Design Concepts

Recognize influence of Japanese culture,
Investigate meaning and appropriateness



e  Equity Asséssinent

Potential Benefits, Burden;, and Unintended Consequences and Mitigations

Description

Stakeholder Impacted

Opportunity to enhance benefit

Benefits

The Japantown SADGs
should result in...

Burdens

The Japantown SADGs
could result in...

Clearer expectations from City staff and community
during design review, which reduces review time
and design costs. This could also ad-dress/off-set
some of the burdens below.

City staff, project
Sponsors, community

Consider modifying pre-app meeting application
to call attention to these guidelines/how the project
addresses them early on in the project.

Designs that honor the context of Japantown in
architecture, landscape, and public space.

City, community

Update guidelines at a future date to demonstrate
new examples that continue the guidelines'
relevancy.

Active ground floor character which reinforces
pedestrian patronage and business vitality.

Description

Potentially somewhat higher construction costs
due to higher quality materials and design
expectations.

City, community

Stakeholder Impacted

Project sponsors

Mitigation

ook for other ways to reduce costs in the project
that do not diminish the public expression or
benefits within the project such as through
streamlined review.

Minor limitations on design flexibility.

Project sponsors

Better design and neighborhood cohesiveness
should enhance property value.

Unintended
Consequences

The Japantown SADGs
could result in...

Potentially somewhat higher housing or retail
rents/costs due to slightly higher construction
costs due to higher quality materials and design
expectations.

Community

Each site should be reviewed individually to
evaluate the scale of those potential burdens and
minimize them as is possible.




S) SITE DESIGN

Use Building Form to Respond to Character, Pedestrian Scale, and Use of Peace Plaza
and Buchanan Mall/Osaka Way

Organize New Development to Support Peace Pagoda as a Visual Landmark
Build to Front Lot Line or Vary Building Front Setbacks Where Pattern Exists

Reinforce Neighborhood "Bowl" Shape




S4.1 ORGANIZE NEW DEVELOPMENT TO SUPPORT PEACE PAGODA AS A VISUAL LANDMARK

The Peace Plaza Pagoda is an important
visual marker and can be seen from
many public vantage points. This
guideline is intended to encourage
points of visibility but not to restrict
development.

"Views to Peace Pagoda need to be
preserved. It is a landmark only if it can
be seen from afar.”

¥

» Shape the profiles of vertical building edges to

frame views where possible.

+ Mass taller buildings to accommodate visual

access of Peace Pagoda from the axis of
Buchanan Street, from pedestrians and
vehicles on north side of Geary at Laguna,
from pedestrians and vehicles on the

south side of Geary at Webster, and from
pedestrians on the Webster Street pedestrian
bridge.

Provide setbacks in private development to
direct views from the street towards these two
locations.

Provide publicly-accessible bay windows or
rooftop viewpoints in new development that
offer views.

—f“f;ﬂ"«* G =S

Building edges can shape views from public space
to help the pagoda read even if there is larger
development.

lcons in Japantown layer against the backdrop of the
city from many vantage points and connect them to
the city at large.

The Peace Pagoda is a visual and cultural landmark in
Japantown.



/L\ ARCHITECTURE

Root Architectural Design Principles in those Found in Japantown
Use Natural Materials in Facades and Finish Them Honestly
Shape Rooflines to Support Building Form and Scale

Integrate Signage with Building Architecture

Use Transparency, Translucency, and Layering at the Ground Floor Facade




m USE TRANSPARENCY, TRANSLUCENCY, AND LAYERING AT THE GROUND FLOORFACADE

Privacy, semi-private, and publicness
can layer into a ground floor facade

both providing enlivening activity

by both provoking interest and

curiosity. Storefronts in Japantown are
characterized by a fine grain scale that
address the pedestrian with elements
including varying textures, layering and a

pattern of solids and voids.

Landscape elements can help buffer the transition zones

between inside and outside.

¥

Consider elements that provide transitional
spaces between public realm and storefronts
such as Engawas (Verandas).

Utilize sliding storefront windows where
appropriate to the business to encourage
openness and transparency.

Consider screening elements that provide a
sense of layering and depth. Treatments may
include wood slats, decorative metals, glass,
and interpretations of shoji or paper walls.

Expansive, undivided storefront windows are
recommended to support window displays.

Use deeply recessed alcoves to highlight
entries and contribute to facade layering.
Entries may face the sidewalk or located on
the side.

Screens, while they can seem more private, also invite
light, some view, and variability.

»

»

A minimal amount of wall surfaces may be
appropriate to frame and give emphasis to
storefront windows and maintain pattern of
solids and voids. Blank surfaces should be
textured and considered for sign placement.

Contain storefront elements to within
approximately 8-10’ in height to maintain the
existing nattern that supports a human scale.
Projecting signage may extend above to meet
clearance requirements.

» Consider integrating natural elements into

the ground floor design including planters or
green walls.

Building recesses associated with screens can provide
spatial layering between interior and exterior areas.



Elements of a common Japantown storefront.

GROUND FLOOR DESIGN
INTEGRATED WITH UPPER
FLOORS

WALL PANELS FRAME
STOREFRONT WINDOWS

HAND CRAFTED SIGNAGE

PEDESTRIAN SCALED

SLIDING STOREFRONT
WINDOWS

| RECESSED ALCOVE WITH

SIDE ENTRY

PLANTERS HIGHLIGHT
ENTRY




|2) PUBLIC REALM

P3.1 Create Public Space that Supports Cultural Activities
P6.] Balance Areas for Social Activity and Personal Space in Public Space Design

P7.1 Highlight Sustainability Benefits of Open Space




m BALANCE AREAS FOR SOCIAL ACTIVITY AND PERSONAL SPACE IN PUBLIC SPACE DESIGN

Public space has a dual role in
Japantown, it is both: a place for people
to meet, come together, and hold events
and a place for personal reflection and
respite. Spaces include both intimate,
walkable spaces such as Buchanan
Mall and the auto-dominated Geary
Blvd. Recommendations are intended
to enhance the primary spaces while
mitigating the impact of challenging
conditions.

»

Incorporate nature into the public realm by
utilizing natural materials such as stone, wood
and metal for paving and built features.

» Provide both flexible open space for large

crowds and smaller, intimate spaces for daily
gathering.

Artwork that draws upon local Japanese
culture and history are encouraged. Built
features should promote transparency to
maintain clear site lines across spaces.

Preserve and maintain existing features that
have cultural value to the community including
the Ruth Asawa fountain and benches.

Maintain abundant sunlight to public spaces.

Asymmetric designs that encourage a fluid
pedestrian experience are encouraged. Locate
built features off center.

w

»

»

Coordinate public space design to highlight
and respond to building entries and maintain
visibility to storefronts.

» Utilize special paving at crossings to increase

crossing safety, highlight district and link open
spaces together.

Plant continuous street trees at the back of
curb to create a buffer from traffic, encourage
traffic calming, and enhanced pedestrian
experience. Coordinate tree placement with
utilities to maximize number.

Use subtle lighting that accentuates
landscape, built features and promotes a safe
nighttime environment.

Blank walls that front pubic spaces should

be avoided in new development. For existing
walls consider murals by community based
artists.

Use of natural materials is highly recommended.

Landscape may be for a visual natural experience
alone.

The new Peace Plaza design proposal includes a
variety of open and shaded areas.



Department recommends adoption of the
Special Area Design Guidelines

Contact: maia.small@sfgov.org
sfplanning.org/project/japantown-special-area-design-guidelines
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St.
. . = = Suite 400
Planning Commission Draft Resolution s,
HEARING DATE DECEMBER 19, 2019 )
Reception:
415.558.6378
Project Name: Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines -
Staff Contact: Maia Small, Principal Utrban Designer and Architect,
: : . 2 Planning
Current and Citywide Planning Divisions G g
maia.small@sfgov.org, 415-575-9160 415.558.6377

Reviewed by: Jeff Joslin, Director of Current Planning
jeff.joslin@sfgov.org, 415-575-9117

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE JAPANTOWN SPECIAL AREA DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR
ALL PROJECTS IN THE JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, AND
FOR PROJECTS IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS WITHIN THE JAPANTOWN CULTURAL

LONGER STREET FRONTAGE, OR NON-RESIDENTIAL USES; ADOPTING FINDINGS,
INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE
GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS, IN 2013, the Planning Commission adopted the Japantown Cultural Heritage and Economic
Sustainability Strategy (JCHESS) which included the strategy to “Create Japantown Design Guidelines”;

WHEREAS, the Planning Department, in response, has developed the Japantown Special Area Design
Guidelines through an analysis of best professional architectural practices, research into the history of
Japantown, and community feedback that cover the topics of Site Design, Architecture, and Public Realm;

WHEREAS, the Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines support the built environment goals and values
found in the General Plan that include that new projects be contextual and reflect existing neighborhood
architecture and urban patterns; contribute high quality design to the city based on best professional
standards and practices; enhance neighborhood uniqueness and cultural character; support an active
pedestrian environment and human-scaled design; and reinforce sustainability practices.

WHEREAS, the Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines are developed to work in concert with the
Urban Design Guidelines and to supersede them in case of conflict, and will not modify the General Plan;

WHEREAS, the proposed guidelines are not defined as a project under the California Environmental

Quality Act Sections 15378 and 15060(c)(2) because they do not intensify development or change or affect
zoning or transportation in the built environment;

www.sfplanning.org



Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2019-022159Ccwp
DECEMBER 19, 2019 Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

WHEREAS, the Planning Commissjon has heard and considered the testimony presented to jt at public
hearings and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
Department staff anq other interested parties on December 5th,

The effective date for application of the Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines will be for site permits
Or project applications submitted on or after December 20, 2019,

FINDINGS

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1

Policy 1.3
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a tota] effect that characterizes the city and
its districts,

The proposed ]-SADG 58.1. “Reinforce Neighborhood “Boyl” Shape” encourages new projects to relate and
extend the existing context of Japantown to Support its identity to mempers of the community —both locally
and regionally-- and to visitors.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2019-022159CWP
DECEMBER 19, 2019 Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

Policy 1.4
Protect and promote large-scale landscaping and open space that define districts and topography.

The proposed ]-SADG requires projects to »53.1 Use Building Form to Respond to Charactet, Pedestrian
Scale, and Use of Peace Plaza and Buchanan Mall/Osaka Way, " two areas of Japantown identified by
community members as essential open spaces to be protected.

Policy 1.5
Emphasize the special nature of each district through distinctive landscaping and other features.

The proposed ]-SADG P3.1 requires projects to »Create Public Space that Supports Cultural Activities.”

OBJECTIVE 2

CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

Policy 2.4
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote
the preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development.

The proposed J-SADGs include the guideline 54.1 to “Organize New Development to Support Peace
Pagoda as a Visual Landmark,” which requires new projects to maintain the importance visual connection
and presence of the Peace Pagoda, identified as a key cultural asset by community members.

Policy 2.6
Respect the character of older development nearby in the design of new buildings.

The proposed J-SADGs include the gquideline A1.1 to “Root Architectural Design Principles in Those
Found in Japantown,” which requires projects to recognize and respond to neighboring building and the
heritage of Japantown’s development. The proposed ]—SADGé include the guideline A5.1 to “Shape
Rooflines to Support Building Form and Scale, » which requires projects to reflect the overall existing
pattern of building scales and their collective created topography.

OBJECTIVE 3
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN,
THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 3.2
Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which will cause new buildings
to stand out in excess of their public importance.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2019-022159CWpP
DECEMBER 19, 2019 Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

The proposed J-SADGs include the guideline A3.1 to “Use Natural Materials and Finish, them Honestly,”
which requires new development to recognize the neighborhood self-defined cultural values around natural
elements, simplicity, and resiliency to fit into the context of Japantown.

OBJECTIVE 4
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY

Policy 4.12
Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.

The proposed J-SADG 5.1 requires projects to "Build to Front Lot Line or Vary Building Front Setbacks
Where Pattern Exists” including adding landscaping to sidewalk arens for public enjoyment and stormwater
management.

Policy 4.13
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest,

The proposed J-SADG A8.1 requires projects to "Use Transparency, Translucency, and Layering at the
Ground Floor Facade” to enhance the pedestrian experience and encourage neighborhood activity.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS,

Policy 6.7
Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets,

The proposed J-SADGs include the guideline A8.1 to “Use Transparency, Translucency, and Layering at
the Ground Floor Facade” which requires projects to make active uses visually evident in neighborhood
commercial areas

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

The proposed J-SADGs would enhance neighborhood—serving retail by retaining and supporting the
maintenance of its use and byl environment character.

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

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2019-022159CWP
DECEMBER 19, 2019. Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

The proposed J-SADGs would enhance the retention and maintenance of neighborhood character by
requiring that new projects be compatible with neighborhood characteristics at the site design,
architecture and public realm scales.

That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The proposed J-SADGs would not have an adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

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

The proposed J-SADGs would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.

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

The proposed J-SADGs would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would not

be impaired.

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

The proposed J-SADGs would not have an adverse effect on City’s preparedness against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed J-SADGs would not have an adverse effect on the City’s Landmarks and historic buildings
because these guidelines do not apply to historic resources.

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

The proposed J-SADGs would not have an adverse effect on the City’s parks and open space and their
access to sunlight and vistas.

3. Theapplication of the J-SADGs will support neighborhood compatibility and encourage the use of best

professional design practices in the Japantown Neighborhood Commercial District.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5



Resolution XXXXXX : CASE NO. 2019-022159CWP
DECEMBER 19, 2019 Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Japantown
Special Area Design Guidelines as described in this Resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
DECEMBER 19, 2019.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:

SAN FRANCISCO 6
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



December 9, 2019

Glynis Nakahara, Co-Chairperson
JTF Land Use and Transportation Committee

Dear Glynis,

Thank you for the opportunity to give feedback on the proposed Japantown Special Area Design
Guidelines (SADG). As a non-profit property owner that has recently completed construction of a new
building addition in Japantown, Nihonmachi Little Friends (NLF) believes that community specific de-
sign guidelines would have been helpful both in designing our new building and in making the overall
process more efficient and more economical, especially in working with the Planning Department.

From the outset of our new building project NLF emphasized the need to retain a Japanese/Japanese
American cultural feeling for the structure and the site, and in particular making the new building addi-
tion complement our historic 1830 Sutter building. Without guidance specific to Japantown, NLF’s
building committee had to develop an architectural vision and design vocabulary on its own. Our lay
committee members then had to educate the “pros” about the types of features we felt would harmo-
nize with the neighborhood, the existing historic building, and express the Japanese American experi-
ence. The proposed design guidelines would have made that process easier, giving us all (NLF, archi-
tects, community and Planning) common concepts and a common language to work with.

Looking at the draft SADG, there do not appear to be any requirements that would have increased the
cost of our building through design or required materials. Like any property owner we looked to spend
our money wisely and having the opportunity to look ahead, through the content of the design guide-
lines, would have made it easier to make decisions regarding the exterior finishes and features.

One of NLF’s goals is to bring our students and their families into the community. Learning to appre-
ciate the community culture does not take place only in the classroom. Our students can often be seen
walking through the community with their teachers. The distinctive sense of place and cuiture visible
in Japantown enriches our efforts as educators and the lives of our families.

The forced dispersal of the Japanese American community during World War II and Redevelopment
makes the preservation of Japantown important as a center for community-based institutions and small
businesses, and as a community gathering point that keeps our culture alive and cohesive. Nihonmachi
Little Friends is pleased to support the proposed design guidelines and their reinforcement of the en-
during community spirit of Japantown.

Sincerely,
ity

Cathy Inamasu, Executive Director

[830 Sutter Street. San Francisco. CA 94115 « 415.922.8898 « Fax 415.922.0135
nlfchildcare@ gmail.com - website: www.nlfchildcare.org



From: Robert Kiichi Sakai

To: Glynis Nakahara
Cc: kenta takamori@yahoo.com; Small, Maia (CPC)
Subject: Re: Design Guidelines Support Letters

Date: Tuesday, December 17, 2019 10:18:42 AM

To San Francisco Planning Commissioners

My name is Robert Sakai. I am a property owner in the San Francisco Japantown. My family
has worked and lived in the current Japantown since it’s inception after the 1906 earthquake.

I am in favor of the San Francisco Japantown Guidelines that you will reviewing. I urge you to
support these guidelines. In the coming years I worry that the unique culture that is Japantown
will be allowed to disappear.

[ am not opposed to development, but simply ask that developers respect and listen to our
community when they seek to develop in our neighborhood.

Respectfully yours,
Robert Kiichi Sakai
K. Sakai Company
1680 Post LLC
Managing Partner

Sent from my iPhone



Japan Center Associates West, LP
468 N. Camden Drive, Suite 300
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
Tel: (310)-276-1290 / Fax: (310)-276-1590

Ms. Glynis Nakahara

Mr. Kenta Takamori

JTF Land Use Committee

for The Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines (SADG) Committee
Japantown Task Force, Inc.

1765 Sutter Street

3rd Floor

San Francisco, California 94115

December 12, 2019

RE: JCHESS — Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines — Revised Draft December 10, 2019

Dear Japantown Special Area Design Guidelines {SADG) Committee,

We appreciate your invitation to respond to the revised draft of the Japantown Special Area Design
Guidelines, issued on December 10, 2019. Thank you for reconsidering the language of sections S3.1,
S4.1 and S8.1. We agree with the modifications you made on these sections except for point #2 of
section S4.1.

Point #2 currently states: Mass taller buildings to accommodate visual access of Peace Pagoda from the
axis of Buchanan Street, from pedestrians and vehicles on the north side of Geary and Laguna, and from
pedestrians on the Webster Street pedestrian bridge.

We understand the intent of Point #2, but believe it is too restrictive for future development. We have
studied the views of Peace Pagoda from the Webster Street pedestrian bridge, and from the northern
intersection of Geary and Laguna. It is evident that a new development, with any additional height at
the East and West Malls, would impede visual access of Peace Pagoda from these specific locations. As
outlined in the Draft Japantown Better Nieghborhood Plan 2009, Geary is better suited for taller
buildings than Post Street but this language contradicts the idea of higher density along Geary. We
would like you to reconsider the language to be less specific and more aspirational.



Our recommendation: Mass taller buildings to accommodate visual access of Peace Pagoda from the
axis of Buchanan Street. Taller buildings along Geary should use transparency and massing to feature
Peace Pagoda and provide visual access where possible.

Geary and Laguna: Webster Pedestrian Bridge:

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Daniel F. Byron I

Director of Asset Management

3D Investments, LLC

for Japan Center West Associates, LP

cc: Maia Small, San Francisco Planning Department
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June 10, 2019

President Myrna Melgar

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street

San Francisco, California

Dear President Melgar:

This letter has two requests concerning Demo Calcs.

First, that the Planning Commission adjust the Demolition Calculations (aka “values”) as
defined at Planning Code Section 317 (b) (2) (B) and Planning Code Section 317 (b) (2) (C).

And second, the Planning Commission ask the City Attorney if the Commission can further
adjust the Demolition Calculations to align with the three adjustments to the values that the
Zoning Administrator has made regarding Administrative Approval of Demolitions over the past
five years.

Adjusting Demo Calculations per Section 317

Please see Part 7, page 27 of “Zoning Controls on the Removal of Dwelling Units, A San
Francisco Planning Code Implementation Document, October 2010”. The “values” of the
Demo Calcs are also defined here. Regarding the Demo Calcs it says,

“The following values are subject to non-legislative updates and may be adjusted
periodically by the Planning Commission to further the efficacy of Section 317, in
order to promote the objectives of the General Plan and Planning Code”.

And what is that efficacy? As it says in Section 317 (b) (2) (D):

“...to conserve existing sound housing and preserve affordable housing.”

| know that you and the other Commissioners understand this issue. All | would add is that
there have been many extreme alterations over the past four to five years. Maybe even longer.
These alterations have used the current Demo Calcs to their Project Sponsor’s advantage and
are masking the fact that they really are Demolitions. Whether it is called “Tantamount” or
“DeFacto”, the outcome is the same — no efficacy for promoting the objectives.

Previously | submitted to the Commission for the record a list of over 70 projects, mostly in
Noe Valley that are with a few exceptions, speculative projects that have had exponential
increases from the pre-work sale of the property to the post-work sale of the property, with an
average increase of $3 million+. Additionally, back in December of 2015, Commissioner
Richards and Staff looked over a sample of five projects in Noe Valley. At that time, according
to Staff’s analysis, 40% of the projects from the sample should have been reviewed as actual
Demolitions, not as Alterations.

The Commission has the right and may seize the reins and make an adjustment per Section
317 (b) (2) (D) regardless of any legislation that may or may not be coming over from the Board.
The Commission has never adjusted the values of the Demolition Calculations since Section
317 was enacted....although | don’t know why there is any reason that you could not adjust
them on the Consent Calendar?



While | did not agree with the RET because it did not have a definition of Demolition, | am sorry
that it was withdrawn. At least there would have been a debate over the past year and a half,
instead of nothing.

Further Adjustment to Demolition Calculations

I am also asking that the Commission request the City Attorney to issue an opinion as to
whether or not the Commission can adjust the Demo Calcs beyond the amount defined by the
values in Section 317 (b) (2) (B) and Section 317 (b) (2) (C).

The Zoning Administrator has adjusted the values for the RH-1 at least three times since
Section 317 was added to the Planning Code. (There have likely been more times than three*
but the three that are published, | submitted previously for the Record during General Public
Comment). Any proposed Demolition in the RH-1 could receive Administrative Approval from
the ZA with an official appraisal, if that appraisal is greater than the dollar amount of the value
at that time. In March 2014 the value was $1.506 million; by November 2015 the value was
$1.63 million and the value was most recently increased to $1.9 million in December 2017.
According to recent correspondence with Mr. Teague the value will be increased again shortly.

Why should the Planning Commission further adjust the values for the Demo Calcs to “catch
up” to the adjustments the Zoning Administrator has made to the RH-1 values since 2014 and
“...to further the efficacy of Section 317...”?

One reason is that the original idea for what is nicknamed “the Pacific Heights Exemption” was
that some RH-1 neighborhoods were more naturally unaffordable and that a Demolition in
these neighborhoods would not have an effect on the intent of Section 317 because some of
these zoned neighborhoods were already expensive and affordable housing would not be lost
by approving a Demolition. By making further adjustment to the Demo Calcs the Commission
could better protect the more naturally affordable neighborhoods and homes from Demolitions
masked as Alterations regardless of the underlying zoning just as the Zoning Administrator
does in the RH-1 neighborhoods that may still be naturally affordable.

Another reason is that prior to March 2014, | cannot find any officially published listing of the
value for the RH-1*. However, | have attached a letter concerning the request for a Section 317
exemption for the Demolition of 125 Crown Terrace dated April 2009. According to the letter
at that time “properties containing single-family dwellings must be valued at $1.54 million or
more to be exempt from this ordinance”. Putting aside the later permit history at 125 Crown
Terrace, the attached letter concerning its appraised value suggests that the values in San
Francisco were flat (or even fell) for quite a long period of time (in parallel with the economic
crisis and recovery for those years 2008 to 2014). However the recent rapid rate of increase of
the RH-1 value as adjusted by the ZA three times since 2014 illustrates the affordability
crisis....and the highly speculative nature of the market. This should be offset by further
adjusting the values of Demo Calcs by the Planning Commission as Section 317 intended.

Another reason for further adjustment to the Demo Calcs by the Commission is that Part 7 of
the Periodic Adjustment to the Criteria includes both criteria for the Commission’s adjustments
and the criteria for the Zoning Administrator’s adjustments to the values on the same Part 7,
page 27 of the Code Implementation Document (CID). | discussed this history of both of these
values on May 6, 2019 hearing during General Public Comment and submitted my testimony
which is in the approved Minutes.

Another reason is that in the original legislation as passed by both the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors, Section 317 (d) (3) (A) regarding the adjustment of the values for

2



the RH-1 was to have the adjustment made by the Planning Commission and not the Zoning
Administrator. This language in the Code has not changed and still says that the Planning
Commission makes the adjustment. The Code Implementation Document gives the ZA this job
of making the actual adjustment in the document. (The CID is dated October 2010 which says
the ZA makes the adjustments, while the letter on Crown Terrace from the ZA is dated a year
and a half earlier on April 29, 2009. However Section 317 (d) (3) (A) does grant the authority to
the Planning Commission, just as it does in Section 317 (b) (2) (D). Section 317 was finalized
and signed by Mayor Newsom on April 17, 2008. The powers in Section 317 to adjust all
values seem to be linked to the Planning Commission. The rationale to adjust is linked.

Another reason is that since the new ADU legislation there are technically no more RH-1 zoned
neighborhoods. This came up in the Commissioner’s discussion at the June 6th at General
Public Comment. The Commission needs to recalibrate the values overall and catch up by
enacting further adjustments.

The most important reason for further adjustments is the original intent of Section 317. For the
past five years housing in San Francisco has been besieged by the boom economy or as some
like to call it, “the money bomb”. Mitigating this impact and catching up with the original
intent of Section 317 to “....conserve exciting housing and preserve affordable housing” is
more than necessary.

In addition to the 125 Crown Terrace letter, | am attaching my work sheet of what the Demo
Calcs could be, whether adjusted once or three times. These numbers are based on the
maximum adjustments to Section 317 (b) (2) (B) and Section 317 (b) (2) (C) as allowed by
Section 317 (b) (2) (D). The third attachment that the Commission may find helpful, as well as
historically import is from an unpublished case from the Court of Appeal, First District, Division
2, California. It is entitled, “Ara TEHLIRIAN et al, Plantiffs and Appellants, v. City and County of
San Francisco, Defendant and Respondent; Jose Morales, Real Party in Interest and
Respondent. It concerns the issues at the heart of this request for a further adjustment to the
Demolition Calculations by the Planning Commission.

Closing

It took the better part of the first decade of the 21st century to get an Ordinance passed that
created Section 317. Section 317 has its faults, but the intent is very sound. There was no
major opposition to it as best | can tell from the record when it was before decision makers
more than a decade ago. Adjusting the values of the Demo Calcs in 2019 would be a good
thing. Please consider adjusting them at least once and please consider asking the City
Attorney if you may use your powers as a Planning Commission to go even further.

Sincerely,

Georgia Schuttish
460 Duncan Street

cc: Commission Vice President Koppel; Commissioner Moore; Commissioner Fung;
Commissioner Johnson; Commissioner Richards; Commissioner Hillis
Deputy City Attorney Kristen A. Jensen; Deputy City Attorney Kate Stacy

att: Letter re: Crown Terrace from L. Badiner to A. Brown; 4/29/2009
Work Sheet on Demo Calcs (G. Schuttish)
Tehlirian v. City and County of San Francisco (WestlawNext) © 2016 Thomson Reuters
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PR e et San Francisco,

Ms. Amy Brown CA 94103-2479

Director of Real Estate :

Real Estate Division iﬁ‘;‘f‘;’g‘%m

General Services Agency

¥ 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 Rt
San Francisco, CA 94102 L
™ Plannin
ke Residential Appraisal Report mforma%on:
125 Crown Terrace ) 415.558.6377
719B/003 _ o

Dear Ms. Brown:

Attached, olease find a copy of a Residential Appraisal Report for the above-mentioned
property for your review and comments.

Lue to the contiraing shortage of affuciables « -ging in San Frarasco, 4 public hearing before
the Planning Commssion 1s requirea pror to the approval of any permit that would remove
ex stng housing, with certain escepbans. Section 317. Loss of Dwelling Units through Merger,
Conversion, and Demalition, within the Planning Code was adopted in May of 2008 to address
these issues. The Zoning Administrator may modify economic criteria related to property
values and construction costs as warranted by changing economic conditions to meet the
intent of this Section, therefore, the exception to Section 317 of the Planning Code reguires
that properties containing single family dwe'lngs musi be vaiuea at $1.54 million or more to be
exempi from this ordinance. a

-

The subrlieu appraisel mihuates the croperty vaie is 31,8 qullon, wrne ZILLCW.COM st &
—— T T, i - N it =

T T

ths valie as aprioxnmeisly B/cy Ule. 1O Lommedis regaraig Me accuiady of the
subiited dcument wouid be appieciated. i you have any questions, please contact Cecilia
Jaroslawsky at (415) £58-6348.

Thank you,

Sincgrely,

(

Lawrgnpe B Bedinzt
Zoning Administrator
Acting Director

cc: Cecilia Jaroslawsky, Planner

Encl.
G-LETTERS OF DETERMINATION\ZA LETTER.doc

ATT HF|
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Amy L. Brown City and County of San Francisco
Director of Real Estate REAL ESTATE DIVISION
May 15, 2009
" REI09-07
Latry B. Badiner
Zoning Administrator
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Jﬁ(esidential Appraisal Repeort — 125 Crown Ten'ace-\)
"B@k 2719B, Lot 003 o

e

Dear: Mr. Badiner:

1) The Appraiser used three “comparable” sales to Justify the $1,600,000 indicated value.

The record shows that Comparable Sale No. 1 sold ip Tune 2007 (not July 2008) for
$1,850,000 (not $1,995,000). From June 2007 to January 2009 (the date of value)

The other two tomparable saies aiso pad vonsiderably more liviag arca. Again this
adnstment should have been greater.

2) The gubjest propenty 5ald for $£5C,0606 1n S ogst 2006 2 the negl (Foha taths
4

',,,........_.-—«—-—..\ - —— = i R o
!»’ Tt is therefre owr apinivn thay s I84rkel valve of the subject projent ¥ dii sanuaiy 2509

{  Wasconsiderably less than § 1,600,600, =
- R ey

e DL e ek et e B — e e e e o g . 1 st e

I\WorldLRitter\RE Inquiries\09 07_Planning_125CrownTerrace.doc

Yffice of the Director of Real Estate * 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 ¢ Sap Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-9850 * FAX: (415) FR2.a%1z
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General Public Comment 9/12/2019 to Commission from G. Schuttish

NUMERICAL CRITERIA VALUES FOR RH-1 from 2009 - September 12, 2019

$2.2 MILLION
July 2019
$1.9 MILLION
December 2017
$1.63 MILLION
November 2015
$1.54 MILLION
April 2009

$1.506 MILLION
March 2014

$1.3 MILLION
August 2013

No Adjustment to Demo Calculations for RH-2 and RH-3 since Code Implementation Document, October 2010

2009 value stated in 4/29/2009 ZA Letter to Amy Brown re: Crown Terrace; 2013 value based on RJ&R memo by D.
Silverman found on Internet; All other values published by Planning Department in “Removal of Dwelling Units Periodic

Adjustment to Numerical Criteria”
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Unpublished/noncitable
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Not Officially Published
(Cal. Rules of Court, Rules 8.1105 and 8.1110, 8.1115)
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Court of Appeal, First District, Division 2, California.

Ara TEHLIRIAN et al, Plaintiffs and Appellants,
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Jose Morales, Real Party in
Interest and Respondent.

No.A112246. | ( San Francisco
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Raquel Fox, Tenderloin Housing Clinic, Inc., San Francisco,
CA, for Real Party in Interest and Respondent.

Opinion
LANBDEN, J.

*1 Appellants Ara Tehlirian, Berg Tehlirian, and ABT

LLC (petitioners) ! seek reversal of the superior court's denial
of their petition for writ of administrative mandate, as well
as an order directing issuance of a writ to the San Francisco
Board of Appeals instructing them to reconsider petitioners'
permit application and make legally relevant findings. We
affirm the superior court's denial of their petition.

BACKGROUND

Petitioners own an old residential duplex located a 572-572A
San Jose Avenue in San Francisco, purchased by Am and
Berg Tehlirian in 1994. The duplex consists of two units,
one on the ground floor and one on the second floor,
each containing two bedrooms and one bath, and measuring
approximately 750 square feet. Real party in interest Jose
Morales, 76 years old as of June 2005 and a self-described
“low-income senior,” has resided in one of the two residential
units in the building since 1965; the other unit has been vacant
during this dispute.

In November 2002, petitioners, through their architect,
Best Design and Construction, submitted a building permit
application to the Department of Building Inspection for the

City and County of San Francisco (City). % The proposed
project would remove the existing brick foundation, convert
the ground floor residential unit into a two-car garage and
storage facility, renovate the second floor residential unit, and
add a third floor, to be used as a second residential unit. The
project would add 335 square feet to the ground floor, 368
square feet to the second floor, and a 1,038 square foot third
floor, extending the building in the front and back.

Morales requested the Planning Commission (Commission)
conduct a discretionary review of petitioners' application.
The subsequent Planning Department staff report to the
Commission summarized petitioners' proposed project as
follows:

“The proposed project aims to convert the first floor into a
garage (currently it is used as a dwelling unit), in order to
provide parking for the two dwelling units located above. The
second floor the existing dwelling unit, the entryway, [sic }
and provides a horizontal rear addition of 135 square feet. It
proposes a horizontal front addition of 625 square feet and a
new bay window. This second floor unit has two bedrooms
and two bathrooms. The proposal also includes a vertical
addition, a new third floor to house the second dwelling unit
The unit has two bedrooms and two bathrooms and is larger
than the existing dwelling unit by approximately 300 square
feet. The existing units measure approximately 750 square
feet. The re-modeled units measure approximately 1,050.”

According to the Planning Department staff summary,
Morales was “concerned that his displacement will affect his
health, he will incur relocation costs, and that the proposal
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will result in increased rental costs. The tenant is also
concemed that the project would reduce the city's affordable
housing stock.”

*2 After further analysis, the Planning Department staff
reported: “There are concerns that this project is a demolition.
The Department of Building Inspection has made the
determination that this project is an alteration, not a
demolition. Therefore, the Planning Department has received
the application as an alteration.” The staff recommended that
the Commission not take discretionary review and approve
the project as proposed. The Commission subsequently
conducted a discretionary review of the project and denied the
building permit application in October 2003 by a four-to-one
vote, based on the following findings:

“The proposed project is not a major alteration but a de
facto demolition; [§] The project would result in the de facto
loss of affordable housing by improving and expanding the
existing units that are currently accessible to lower-income
tenants because of their size and relative lack of amenities;
[9] The proposai might result in the displacement of an
elderly man with limited income; and [§] Any conditions
of approval attached to the building permit relating to
rental rates, relocation, tenant's right of return, and other
arrangements made between the landlord and tenant would
not be enforceable by the [Commission].”

Petitioners appealed to the Board of Appeals (Board) on the
ground that the Commission erred in its determination that the
alterations were a de facto demolition. In February 2004, the
Board heard statements from, among others, Ara Tehlirian,
Morales, and the public. Ara Telilirian stated that he and
his family wanted to move to San Francisco and live on the
premises in order to be closer to family, and needed to make
the alterations called for by the project in order to do so. The
Board voted three to two to overrule the denial and grant the
permit with conditions as presented by petitioners, which vote
was insufficient to overturn the denial. After a rehearing in
November 2004, the Board voted three to two to uphold the
denial. The Board did not make specific findings regarding
either ruling.

Petitioners filed a petition for a writ of administrative mandate
in superior court pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section
1094.5. The court denied the writ in September 2003, finding
that the Board had substantial evidence before it that the
project would impact the City's health, safety, and welfare by
reducing its stock of affordable housing.

This timely appeal followed. We have granted each party's
request for judicial notice of certain documents. These
include excerpts from the Housing Element of the City's
General Plan and documents related to petitioners' notice of
withdrawal of the rental unit occupied by Morales pursuant

to the Ellis Act, which we discuss further, post.

DISCUSSION

On appeal, petitioners argue that (1) the board “failed to
proceed in a manner required by law because it failed to
make findings in affirming the Commission's decision to
deny the permit”; and (2) “there is no substantial evidence
to support the findings that the proposed remodel is either a
demolition or would negatively affect the City's affordable
rental housing stock.” Neither argument has merit.

I. The “Fi ndings” Issue

*3 Petitioners argue that the Board failed to make findings
in this case, constituting an abuse of discretion under Code
of Civil Procedure section 109:.3, citing Topanga Assn. for a
Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d
506, 315 (Topanga y and Hadley v. City of Ontario (1974) 43
Cal App.3d 121, 127-129 (Hadley ).)

Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.3, subdivision (b) states
in relevant part that “[a]buse of discretion is established if
the respondent has not proceeded in the manner required
by law, the order or decision is not supported by the
findings, or the findings are not supported by the evidence.”
This section “clearly imports a duty on the part of the
administrative agency to make findings as a basis for judicial
review.” (Hadley. supre. 43 Cal.App.3d at p. 127, citing
Topanga. supra. 11 Cal.3d at pp. 515-317.) However, this
duty has not been extended to appellate bodies reviewing
administrative agency decisions. (Ross v. City of Rolling Hills
Estates (1987) 192 Cal. App.3d 370, 376 (Ross ) [stating,
“[bly affirming the Commission's decision, the Council in
effect adopted its findings”);, Carmel Valley View, Lid. v.
Board of Supervisors (1976) 58 Cal. App.3d 817, 823 (Carmel
Valley View ) [the action of the board of supervisors in effect
adopted the findings of the Commission].)

Here, the Commission made specific findings, which we
quote in the discussion portion above. These findings “are
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sufficient to apprise the parties and the court of the basis”
for the City's action here. (Ross. supra, 192 Cal. App.3d at
p. 377.) The Board, by upholding the Commission's ruling,
in effect adopted these findings. (/d. at pp. 376-377; Carinel
Valley View, supra. 58 Cal.App.3d at p. 823.) Petitioners’
argument is without merit.

11. The Substantial Evidence Issue

A. Substantial Evidence Standard of Review

The parties agree that because the right at stake is not a
fundamental right, we apply a substantial evidence standard
of review (Strumsky-v. San Diego County Employees
Retirement Assn. (1974) 11 Cal.3d, 28, 44-45), doing so to
review the Board's decision, not the trial court's. (Aubirn
Woods | Homeowners Assn. v. Fair Emplovment & Housing
Com. (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1578, 1383 (Auburn ).) In
reviewing the validity of the Board's decision, Code of Civil
Procedure section 1094.5 requires we inguire into whether
the Board “ ‘acted in excess of its jurisdiction and whether
there was any prejudicial abuse of discretion.” “ (Auburn, at p.
1583.) Abuse of discretion is established if the Board “ “failed
to proceed in the manner required by law or its finding ... is
not supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record.” * (Ibid.)

We exercise the same function as the trial court and must
decide if the Board's findings were based on substantial
evidence. (Auburn, supra, 121 Cal. App.dth at 1583.) We do
not reweigh the evidence, and must view the evidence in
the light most favorable to the Board's findings and indulge
in all reasonable inferences in support thereof. (Ibid)) “ *
“We may not isolate only the evidence which supports the
administrative finding and disregard other relevant evidence
in the record. [Citations.] On the other hand, neither we nor
the trial court may disregard or overturn the [Board's] finding
* “for the reason that it is considered that a contrary finding
would have been equally or more reasonable” * * * * (Ibid.)
We must uphold the Board's decision “ ‘uniess the review
of the entire record shows it is so lacking in evidentiary
support as to render the decision unreasonable.’ “ (Ibid.) “
‘Substantial evidence is defined as: “ ‘relevant evidence that
a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a
conclusion, ...” * [Citation] or evidence of * * “ponderable
legal significance ... reasonable in nature, credible, and of
solid value.” * “ * “ (Auburn, supra, 121 Cal App.dth at 1583.)

*4 Moreover, if the Board committed errors of law, we
are not bound by its legal conclusions. (Auburn, supra, 121
Cal. App.4th at 1583.)

B. The Scope of A dministrative Review

San Francisco administrative authorities exercise discretion
in the review of permit applications pursuant to San
Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, article I,
section 26, subdivision (b), which provides: “[I]n the granting
or denying of any permit ... the granting ... power may take
into consideration the effect of the proposed business or
calling upon surrounding property and upon its residents, and
inhabitants thereof; and in granting or denying said permit ...
may exercise its sound discretion as to whether said permit
should be granted ... denied or revoked.”

Article I, section 26 of the San Francisco Business and
Tax Regulations is “comprehensive language affecting the
issuance of all permits sought under the authority of the
relevant San Francisco Charter and ordinance provisions
[that] in plain terms vests the granting power with a ‘sound
discretion’ generally.” (Lindeil Co. v. Board of Permil
Appeals (1943) 23 Cal.2d 303, 311; see also Guinnane v. San
Francisco City Planning Com. (1989) 209 Cal. App.3d 732,
738, [n. < (Guinnane ); Martin v. City and County of San
Francisco (2003) 135 Cal. App.dth 392, 406-407 (Martin ).)
Furthermore, “[slection 26 vestfs] administrative
authorities with very broad discretion to decide whether
and on what conditions an applicant will be granted a
permit. And if the application is for a building permit,
the fact that the applicant's project complies with zoning
ordinance and building codes does not restrict the scope
of that discretion.” (Martin, supra. 135 Cal . App.dth at p.
400; accord, Guinnane, supra. 209 Cal. App3d at p. 736
[“compliance with the zoning laws and building codes did
not entitle [the applicant] to a building permit as a matter of
course”].) Thus, the Commission has the discretion to reject
a permit simply because a proposed residential development
is “unsuitable for the indicated location.” (Guinnane, supra.
209 Cal.App.3d at p. 736.) As Division Four of this District
recently stated:

“[Mt is well established that section 26 administrative
discretion is not cabined by specific criteria that may
be set forth in city codes or ordinances. Instead, that
discretion is informed by public interest, encompassing
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anything impacting the public health, safety or general
welfare.” (Martin, supra, 135 Cal. App.dth at p. 407)

Under the City's Charter, the Board of Appeals has broad
discretionary review powers. Section 4.106 of the Charter
of the City and County of San Francisco (Charter section
4.106) authorizes the Board of Appeals to hear and determine
appeals arising from the grant or denial of a permit, and to
take the public interest into account in doing so. It states in
relevant part:

“The Board shall hear and determine appeals with respect to
any person who has been denied a permit ... or who believes
that his or her interest or the public interest will be adversely
affected by the grant [or] denial ... of a ... permit.” (Charter,
§ 4.106, subd. (b).)

*5 Charter section 4.106, subdivision (d) states:

“After hearing and necessary investigation, the Board may
concur in the action of the department involved, or by the
affirmative vote of four members (or if a vacancy exists, by a
vote of three members) overrule the action of the Department.

“Where the Board exercises its authority to modify or
overrule the action of the department, the board shall state in
summary its reasons in writing.”

Thus, “both the planning commission (under § 26) and the

board of permit appeals (under § 3.651 of the city charter) >
are authorized to exercise independent discretionary review
of a building permit application, the final authority being
reposed in the board. Further ... such review is not confined
to a determination whether the applicant has complied with
the city's zoning ordinances and building codes.” (CGuinnane,
supra, 209 Cal. App.3d at p. 740, fn. added.) “The board
generally enjoys ‘ “complete power to hear and determine
the entire controversy, [is] free to draw its own conclusions
from the conflicting evidence before it and, in the exercise of
its independent judgment in the matter, affirm or overrule....”
* [Citations.] However, that power must be exercised within
the bounds of all applicable city charter, ordinance and code
sections, and any action on its part that exceeds these bounds
is void.” (City and County of San Francisce v. Board of
FPermit Appeals (1989) 207 Cal. App.3d 1099, 1104-1105.)

»

C: The Board's Ruling

Petitioners contend no substantial evidence supported the
Board's finding that their project was a demolition or would
result in the loss of “affordable” housing, either to Morales or
the City at large. This is incorrect.

1. “De Facto Demolition >

The Commission's findings referred to the project as resulting
in a “de facto demolition.” It is not completely clear whether
the Commission's use of this phrase was intended to find that
the project constituted a “demolition” as that term is defined

n3

under municipal law, rather than an “alteration.” ~ However,
the record indicates that the Board reviewed the appeal with
this in mind, as the Board's Vice President Sugaya stated at the
November 2004 rehearing, “I still believe that this is an illegal
demolition and that's what we're voting on.” (Italics added.)
Accordingly, we review the record to determine whether
substantial evidence was presented to support the finding
that the project was a “demolition” as that term is defined
under municipal law. We conclude that such evidence was
presented.

The City's Building Code defines “demolition” for the
purpose of determining whether an unlawful residential
demolition has occurred. It is defined as “the total tearing
down or destruction of a building containing one or
more residential units, or any alteration which destroys
... principal portions of an existing structure
containing one or more residential units.” (S.F. Building

Code, § 103.3.2.%)

or removes

*6 The term “principal portion” is defined as “that
construction which determines the shape and size of the
building envelope (such as the exterior walls, roof and
interior bearing elements), or that construction which alters
two-thirds or more of the interior elements (such as walls,
partitions, floors or ceilings).” (S.F. Building Code, §
103.3.2)

Thus, under the City Building Code, a “demolition” includes
an alteration which destroys or removes principal portions of
an existing structure containing one or more residential units,
which “principal portions” include “a construction which
determines the shape and size of the building envelope,”
including, but not limited to, exterior walls, roof, and interior
bearing elements. Petitioners' proposed project meets this
definition of “demolition .” Petitioners' plans, rather than
being “fairly modest™ as petitioners claim, indicated that the
project would, among other things, replace the existing brick



L

Tehlirian v. City and County of San Francisco, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2007)

foundation, convert the first floor 750 square foot residential
unit into an expanded two-car garage, renovate and expand
the second floor rental unit occupied by Morales from 750 to
1,050 square feet, and add an entirely new third floor on top
of the building, where a 1,050 square foot modern residential
unit would be constructed. It can be reasonably concluded
from these plans that both the shape and size of the building
envelope would be significantly altered, and that “principal
portions” of the building would be removed or destroyed
(such as the second floor roof, a significant portion of the
building “envelope” for the horizontal expansion of the first
and second floors, the first floor residential unit, some portion
of the first floor exterior for cars to enter the new garage, and
the existing foundation).

Furthermore, there was substantial evidence that two-thirds or
more of the interior gravity bearing walls would be removed
by the project. A letter by Stuart Stoller, a senior associate
at SGPA, an architecture and planning firm, was submitted

to the Board, ’ in which Stoller disagreed with the estimate
by Tehlirian's own architect, Charles Ng, that “less than
57% of the existing bearing walls” would be removed in the

" proposed construction. Stoller opined, based on his review

¥ s

of petitioners' “existing wall diagram,” that the diagram did
not take into consideration certain specified aspects of the
premises or address certain “potential” requirements which,
if considered, “could likely indicate that 33% or less of the
existing wall structure will be retained.” Stoller’s letter called
into question whether or not two-thirds of the interior gravity
load bearing walls would be removed in the course of the
project.

A letter by licensed contractor Alan Klonsky was also
submitted to the Board. Klonsky reviewed Mr. Morales's
rental unit and certain unspecified project plans. He stated:

“Although the project drawings are labeled as vertical and
horizontal additions, in reality, the scope of work constitutes a
demolition and the construction of a new building. At ground
level, now occupied by the second unit, a garage is proposed
along with the foundation and structural upgrades required
by the construction of a 3-story building. Over the garage 2
floors of new construction will be built with an increase in
the footprint of the building to current allowable lot coverage.
The 2 new units will be significantly larger than the existing
apartments. [§] ... [] This project will require the existing
building to disappear as a new building takes its place. Any
remnant of the original construction will be symbolic at best

[t appears to me that proposed scope of [sic ] far exceeds the
definition of a remodel.”

*7 Based on this substantial evidence, the Board could
reasonably conclude that the project, rather than calling for
“alterations” as claimed by petitioners, was in fact (“de
facto”) a “demolition” as that term is defined by the City's
Building Code. The plans called for significant changes to the
shape and size of the building by the destruction or removal
of significant principle portions of it. Klonsky's views, while
not discussing the City's definition of demolition, confirmed
these dramatic changes. The Board also could reasonably rely
on Stoller's letter to conclude that the project more likely
than not would destroy two-thirds or more of the linear feet
of gravity load bearing walls, which would also constitute a
“demolition” as defined in the City's Building Code.

Petitioners argue that we should disregard Stoller's letter as
“soundly defective,” amounting to “merely speculation and
unsubstantiated opinion,” because Stoller's qualifications are
unclear, he examined only an “existing wall diagram” without
showing how he could rely on it for his conclusions, and
stated his conclusions in an unacceptably equivocal fashion
(using such terms as “could” and “likely™).

The Board could
reasonably infer that a senior associate of an architecture
and planning firm has the expertise to evaluate the materials
Stoller reviewed and opine about them. Indeed, Ng's
own qualifications appear to be less than what petitioners

Petitioners' arguments lack merit.

represent, i.c., a “licensed architect.”® The evidence also
strongly suggests that Stoller and Ng relied on the same
or a very similar document in stating their views of the
proposed project, since Stoller refers to “the ‘Existing Wall
Diagram’ submitted by the project sponsor” and Ng refers to
an “existing walls diagram.” Neither explains how he could
rely on such a document for his conclusions.

As for the quality of Stoller's opinion, his statements were
not conclusory, and are a far cry from those discussed in the
cases petitioners cite. (See Gentry v. City of Murrieta 1993)
36 Cal. App.+th 1359, 1421-1422 {expert found no effect on
groundwater except for a “possible exception,” and relied on
unspecified information]; Drouer v. Superior Court (2003)
31 Cal4th 583, 598 [referring to a “snippet” of a Senate
Committee analysis in discussing a statute's interpretation,
merely identified as “sufficiently tentative and equivocal to
caution us against relying too heavily on [it]"}; Citizen Action
0 Serve All Studenis v. Thornley (1990) 222 Cal. App.3d 748,
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756 [referring to a “conclusory” comment regarding what
“might” occur as speculative and not substantive evidence];
Keetonv. Workers' Comp. Appeals Bd . (1979) 94 Cal. App.3d
307, 312, fn. 2 [merely referring to a “conclusory” doctor's
report].) Stoller identified specific areas of the structure and
potential requirements that factor into his views, and listed
five specific 1tems of concern. He used the phrase “could ...
indicate” because he reached different conclusions depending

on which of his stated items of concern are considered. ° His
use of terms such as “likely” or “potential requirements” to
qualify his conclusions is hardly fatal in an expert opinion.
They may go to the weight afforded to his opinion, but do not
eliminate their merit altogether.

*8 Petitioners also argue that Klonsky's statement is an
“unsupported conclusion, especially because it is contrary to
the Planning Department's informed determination. Nothing
in his conclusion attempted to apply relevant building code
standards governing remodel versus demolition.” Petitioners
miss the relevance of Klonsky's statement, which is to
support the conclusion that, practically speaking, the project
“demolishes” the old building and places a new, significantly
different one in its place, regardless of the Building Code
definitions.

Petitioners also argue that we should rely on the Planning
Department, which petitioners contend “repeatedly found ...
the projeet not a demolition.” The record does not support
petitioners' contention. The Planning Department stated in
recommending that the Commission not take discretionary
review: “The Department of Building Inspection has made
the determination that this project is an alteration, not a
demolition. Therefore, the Planning Department has received
the application as an alteration.”

Regardless, we will not reweigh the evidence. The Board was
entitled to rely on the substantial evidence that the Tehlirian
project was a “de facto” demolition, even in the face of
contrary evidence.

In their reply brief, petitioners also distinguish the City's and
Morales's reference to a “de facto demolition” from a “de
jure demolition,” arguing that it constitutes an “admission”
that there is no evidence of the latter, and that the Board
acted without authority to reject a permit application for a
mere “de facto demolition.” To the contrary, the City argues
that “the Project rose to the level of a demolition,” and
Morales, as he argued before the Board, contends that the
“de facto demolition” constituted a “demolition” as the term

is defined by the City's Building Code. As we have already
stated, Board Vice President Sugaya stated that the Board
was considering whether this was an “illegal demolition.”
In any event, there was substantial evidence that the project
called for a “demolition” as that term is defined by the City's
Building Code.

2. Affordable Housing ‘

The Board did not abuse its discretion in finding that
petitioners' project would eliminate affordable housing from
the rental market.

Pursuant to state and municipal law, the Board may consider
the need to retain affordable housing in deciding whether
to grant or deny permits. “[C]reating affordable housing for
low and moderate income families” is a “legitimate state
interest” (Home Builders Assn. v. City of Napa (2001) 90
Cal. App.+th 188, 195.) “The assistance of moderate-income
households with their housing needs is recognized in this state
as a legitimate government purpose. (See, e.g., Gov.Code,
§ 63583, subd. (¢)(2) [local communities must set forth
in housing elements of their general plan a program that
will ‘assist in the development of adequate housing to meet
the needs of low-and moderate-income households' (italics
added) 1.)" (Sania Monica Beach, Lid. v. Superior Couwrt
(1990) 19 Cal <th 932, 970-971.)

*9 Municipal law requires the Board to consider the
City's supply of affordable housing in making its decisions.
The City's Planning Code section 101.1, subdivision (b)
(3). states as a “priority policy” “[t]hat the City's supply
of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,” and the
City's departments must comply with the Planning Code's
provisions in issuing permits. (S.F. Planning Code, § 175,
subds. (a), (b).)

Furthermore, the Housing Element of the City's General Plan
emphasizes the importance of retaining affordable housing.
Objective 2 of the Housing Element states:

“The existing housing stock is the City's major source of
relatively affordable housing. It is very difficult to replace
given the cost of new construction and the size of public
budgets to support housing construction. Priority should be
given to the retention of existing units as a primary means
to provide affordable housing.” (S.F. General Plan, Housing
Element (adopted May 13, 2004) p. 145.)
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Consistent with this emphasis on retaining affordable
housing, Policy 2.1 of the Housing Element discourages the
“demolition” of sound existing housing. It states:

“Demolition of existing housing often results in the loss of
lower-cost rental housing units. Even if the existing housing is
replaced, the new units are generally more costly. Demolition
often results in displacement of residents, causing personal
hardship and relocation problems. [§] ... The City should
continue to discourage the demolition of existing housing that
is sound or can be rehabilitated, particularly where those units
provide an affordable housing resource.” (S.F. General Plan,
Housing Element (adopted May 13, 2004) pp. 145-146.)

Also consistent with this emphasis, Implementation 2.1 of the
Housing Element states, among other things, “{tjhe feasibility
of expanding the demolition definition will continue to be
evaluated in order to prevent the loss of housing classified
as ‘alterations.” * (S.F. General Plan, Housing Element,
(adopted May 13, 2004) pp. 145-146.)

The Board's decision to uphold the denial of petitioners'
permit application took into account the impact of the project
on the City's stock of affordable housing. This was evidenced
not only by its implicit adoption of the Commission's
findings, but also by Board member Knox's statement at the
November 2004 rehearing:

“I'm sen;i tive to the fact that Mr. Morales would be displaced
and ultimately what we are looking at is the denial of the
permit, not the faimess of people being able to buy property
and make changes. [§] Or frankly, I don't think we are
going to be able to address the lack of affordable housing
in San Francisco in this Board, with this Board in any
case, including this case. [J] As long as there is the private
ownership of property in a limited geographical area, housing
is going to be really expensive in this town. [J] But I am not
inclined to grant the appeal and overturn the denial of the
permit.”

*10 There was substantial evidence that the enlarged,
renovated second floor rental unit would become
unaffordable to persons in Morales's modest circumstances.
Morales stated to the Board at the February 2004 hearing
that he already was spending “more than 30 percent” of his
income in rent, which was approximately $873 a month as
of July 2005. Although petitioners eventually made certain
promises to accommodate Morales's income limitations and
displacement concemns as a part of their appeal to the

Board, 1% Ara Tehlirian acknowledged to the Board during
the February 2004 hearing that he was encouraging Morales
to apply for government housing assistance and to consider
taking on a roommate to pay for rent increases. Among other
things, Tehlirian stated:

“{I]'d be taking a hit on the existing costs, but I'll take on
that extra burden for a period of time, a reasonable period
of time, until such time that the tenant can perhaps get in a
roomimate that can pay him several hundred dollars a month,
or assistance where the government will try to assist him and
by being able to get that assistance that will take some of the
burden off of me.”

Thus, whether or not petitioners accommodated Morales's
concerns and limitations for a time, this testimony suggested
that the new unit would no longer be affordable to a person
in Morales's circumstances.

There was also substantial evidence that the project would
remove the existing first floor, 750 square foot residential unit
from the housing market as well, and that it, too, was of a
more affordable nature than its “replacement.” Although it
was apparently vacant throughout this dispute, its conversion
into a parking garage would obviously eliminate it from use.
Petitioners' construction of a new third floor for the building,
consisting of a modernized, 1,050 square foot residential
unit, does not necessarily require its destruction. It is also
reasonable to conclude that the modernized and enlarged third
floor unit would be significantly more expensive if offered on
the rental market.

Petitioners argue that the Board's affordable housing
determination was improper for a number of reasons. First,
they contend that there was no substantial evidence that
affordable housing would be lost to Morales or the City at
large. They point to their offer to limit capital improvement
pass-throughs to Morales to $43 per month, and to the lack of
evidence that the project would result in “luxury” amenities.
We think these arguments avoid the obvious. The Board could
reasonably conclude based on substantial evidence that the
project would eliminate two residential rental units that are
affordable to persons of modest circumstances, as we have
discussed herein.

Petitioners also assert that Morales's unit in its present state
is “perhaps dangerous,” and suggest that it may violate
the implied warranty of habitability, and contain “defects.”
Petitioners do not point to anything in the record so indicating,
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and there was substantial evidence to the contrary. Klonsky,
the licensed contractor, reviewed Morales's living conditions
and found he lived “in a small Victorian building that
appeared to suffer from deferred maintenance but was far
from uninhabitable.”

#]1 Petitioners argue further that neither the Board
nor the Commission are qualified to determine what is
affordable housing, and neither body has “authority to prevent
property owners from making moderate improvements to
their property because doing so would affect the supply
of affordable housing.” They also insist that there were
no standards or evidence of what constituted “affordable
housing,” or that the project once it completed would not
be affordable. These arguments presuppose that petitioners
were entitled to approval of their permit application absent
some definitive proof to the contrary. As we have already
discussed, the Board has broad discretion in granting or
denying permits. We see no reason under the circumstances
of this case to question the Board's decision that the project
would eliminate affordable housing because the term was not
precisely defined.

In short, given our deferential standard of review, the
City's stated priority of retaining affordable housing and
discouraging its “demolition,” and the substantial evidence

' we cannot conclude that the Board abused

its discretion when it denied petitioners' appeal because, as
stated in the Commission's findings, the “project would result
in the de facto loss of affordable housing by improving and
expanding the existing units that are currently accessible to
lower-income tenants because of their size and relative lack
of amenities.”

reviewed herein,

D. The Board Did Not Improperly Consider Tenancy-
Related Issues

Petitioners argue that the Board's consideration of the impact
of the project on the City's stock of affordable housing was
somehow precluded by the Board of Supervisors' creation of
the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board (Rent Board)
and enactment of related laws establishing certain rights and
obligations between landlords and tenants (Rent Ordinance),
and was beyond the Board's authority under San Franeisco
Business and Tax Regulations Code, article I, section 26.
Petitioners contend that the Board improperly considered
“tenancy-related issues,” and that allowing the Board to base
it§ decision on considerations regarding affordable housing
“would undermine the creation of the Rent Ordinance and

usurp the jurisdiction of the Rent Board.” This argument also
lacks merit.

As we have already discussed, the Board may, pursuant to
Charter section 4.106, subdivision (b) of the Charter consider
the “public interest” in its review of a permit. Pursuant to
San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, article
I, section 26, it may review permits with regard to “public
health, safety, and general welfare.” (Marin, supra, 135
Cal. App.stth at p. 407.) Given these provisions and the City's
stated priorities regarding affordable housing, the Board
was entitled to consider the project's impact on the City's
affordable housing stock in its deliberations.

Petitioners argue that the Board acted similarly to the Board
in City and County of San Francisco v. Board of Permil
Appeals. supra, 207 Cal. App.3d 1099, an opinion issued by
this court. We disagree. In that case, the court held that the
board acted in excess of its jurisdiction when it authorized a
third unit for a property zoned for single family use. (/d. at
p. 1102)) The court concluded that the board had effectively
rezoned the property, a legislative act exclusively within the
power of the board of supervisors. (/7. at p. 1110.) No such
“legislating” occurred here. As we have discussed, the Board
acted within its authority to review permits, and to consider
such things as the public health, safety, and general welfare,
and the City's priorities regarding its affordable housing
stock, in doing so.

*12 Furthermore, the Board did not decide any issues
covered by the Rent Ordinance. The Board did consider the
possible impact of the project on Morales, and encouraged
negotiations between petitioner and Morales to mitigate that
impact. The municipal ordinances allow for the Board's
consideration of the project's impact on Morales. (Charter,
§ 4.106, subd. (b) [“The Board shall hear and determine
appeals with respect to any person who has been denied a
permit ... or who believes that his or her interest ... will be
adversely affected by the grant [or] denial ... of a... permit”];
S.F. Bus. & Tax Regs.Code, art. 1, § 26 [“in the granting
or denying of any permit ... the granting ... power may take
into consideration the effect of the proposed business or
calling upon surrounding property and upon its residents, and
inhabitants thereof”].) The Board inevitably considered his
tenant circumstances in assessing the project's impact on him,
given his status as petitioners' tenant. However, the Board did
not decide any issues covered by the Rent Board or the Rent
Ordinance. For example, it made no determinations related to
Morales's displacement or temporary eviction, his relocation
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benefits, the amount of rent to be paid should the project
be completed, or the amount of capital improvement pass-

through that should be allowed. -

E. Petitioners' Ellis Act Notice

Petitioners represent that, while this appeal was pending,
they invoked their Ellis Act rights pursuant to Govermment
Code section 7060 ct seq. and the City's Rent Ordinance,
San Francisco Administrative Code section 37.9A, and gave
notice to terminate Morales's tenancy and withdraw his unit
from the rental market They contend that, as a result, “a
remand should result in a determination that the building
no longer contains any rental housing, thus precluding any
finding that this project will affect the City's affordable
housing stock,” and “submit that a writ of administrative
mandate should issue compelling the [Board] to make legally
relevant findings, which if done, will lead to permitissuance.”

The courts review the Board's decision pursuant to Code
of Civil Procedure, section 10945, based upon the record
before the Board at the time it made its decision, with limited
exceptions. (Code Civ. Proc,, § 1094.5, subd. {¢); Fureka
Teacher's Assn. v. Board of Education (1988) 199 Cal. App.3d
333, 366-367.) We see no reason to consider petitioners'
actions and contentions regarding the Ellis Act, other than
to determine whether or not this appeal is moot in light of
them. We conclude that it is not, as the record indicates that
petitioners have extended the date of withdrawal of the unit
to April 18, 2007, as indicated by petitioners' May 17, 2006
letter, of which we have taken judicial notice at Morales's
request. (See Delaura v. Beckett (2006) 137 Cal. App.4th
542, 547, fn. < [determining the merits of a dispute after Ellis
Act notice had been given because the notice could still be
rescinded].)

#13 The City also argues that we should determine
that petitioners' Ellis Act notice cannot effect the Board's
decision because “[i]t does not necessarily alter the property's
character as ‘affordable housing’ or change the proposed
Project from a demolition to an alteration.” These issues also
were not before the Board and, therefore, we do not consider
them.

F. Other Arguments by Petitioners

Petitioners make a number of additional arguments, none
of which are persuasive. Petitioners repeatedly allege
improprieties that have no support in the record, such as
that Morales “called in political favors,” the Commission

and Board made findings that were “utterly pretextual” and
“unfettered whim,” and petitioners were “singled ... out
solely for political reasons.” We disregard these unsupported
contentions.

Petitioners also z{rgue that the Board's action effectively
bans property owners from making any improvements to
their buildings, stating: “If the City's position really is to
keep housing affordable by encouraging dilapidation and
preventing improvements, this court should order the City to
cease issuing residential improvement permits of any kind to
anyone. In fact, it should order that all permits already issued
be rescinded and that all improvements ever made to any
property be removed. That will undoubtedly not only prevent
housing from becoming more expensive, it will ensure that it
becomes truly affordable.”

This hyperbole cannot obscure the substantial evidence of
the dramatic overhaul called for in the petitioners' proposed
project. Nothing in the record indicates that the Board barred
petitioners from making any improvements to their property.

We also disagree with petitioners' assertions in their reply
brief that the Board's action was “irrational™ and “arbitrary”
and against the “sound discretion” standard of San Francisco
Business and Tax Regulations Code, article I, section 26.
Petitioners' overbroad, scattershot arguments, such as their
claim that the Board's action was in conflict with statutory
provisions regarding the improvement and rehabilitation of
property, and their contention that the City has “telegraphed”
that it will continue to “retaliate” against them and “never
approve any permit they seek,” are unpersuasive. Petitioners
repeatedly ignore the substantial evidence discussed herein
that their project was a “demolition” and would eliminate
affordable housing from the rental market, and the Board's
broad discretion to act consistent with the City's interest in
discouraging such demolitions and preserving such housing.

DISPOSITION

The superior court's demal of petitioners' petition for writ
of administrative mandate is affirmed. Respondent and real
party in interest are awarded costs.

We concur: KLINL, P.J, and HAERLLE, J.
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Footnotes

1 The record indicates that ABT, LLC became the owner of the subject real property in 2004. To avoid unnecessary

confusion, we refer to the actions of “petitioners” throughout without distinguishing between appellants.

Al governmental entities referred to herein are part of the City and County of San Francisco, unless otherwise indicated.

We also take judicial notice of the City’s Charter pursuant to Evidence Code section 451, subdivision (a), and of the

municipal laws discussed herein pursuant to Evidence Code sections 452, subdivision (b) and 459,

Section 3.651 of the City Charter dealt with the Board's authority prior to Charter section 4.106, and language from that

provision similar to that found in Charter section 4.106 was relied upon by the Guinnane court. (Guinnane, supra, 209

Cal.App.3d at p. 739.)

5 A zoning administrator summarizing the Comrnission’s finding to the Board at its February 2004 hearing stated that “[t}he

- primary basis of the [Commission's] denial was that as a defacto demolition, this project resulted in the loss of affordable
housing, and the destruction of sound housing.” He later stated: “I did want to talk a little bit about the defacto demolition.
While that's not an official term or part of the demolition policy, | believe the [Commission's] issue here was that by
extending the building to the rear, removing the front fagade and extending the front wall forward, totally remodeling the
interior and removing most of the walls, it is not a technical demolition, but it was substantially the same effect from a
design point of view of being a demolition.”

G The parties refer to the City's Building Code section 103.3 or 103.3.1 in their briefs for these same provisions. We refer

to section 103.3.2, as the relevant provisions are presently denominated.

The parties do not dispute that hearsay evidence may be considered in such a municipal administrative proceeding.

(See Mohilief v. Janovici (1996) 51 Cal App.4th 267, 294-295 [unsworn statements and letters in the case file may be
considered as evidence in municipal nuisance abatement proceedings].)

8 While Ng states in his letter that as “project engineer and architect of record, in our professional opinion, the subject
building permit application is an aiteration and not a demolition” (italics added), he merely identifies himself as a2 “P.E."
and principal of the “BEST Design & Construction Company" (the letterhead also identifies him as a “CLC"); another
individual, not a signatory to the letter, is identified as an architect on the letterhead.

9 Stoller stated, “I believe that taking into consideration items 1 through 3 above, could indicate that only 38% of the existing
gravity load wall is being retained. Including items 4 & 5 into consideration, could likely indicate that 33% or less of the
existing wall structure will be retained.”

o]
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10 These were stated by petitioners' representative Bret Gladstone at the November 2004 rehearing.

11 We find sufficient substantial evidence without needing to determine whether or not the Board was entitled to rely on
statements from the public or the Commission regarding the project's impact on affordable housing, a matter referred to
by the superior court and debated between the parties in their appeliate papers.

12 The Commission's findings recognized that Rent Board issues were beyond its purview, stating, “Any conditions of

approval attached to the building permit relating to rental rates, relocation, tenant's right of return, and other arrangements
made between the landlord and tenant would not be enforceable by the Planning Commission.”

£nd of Document © 2018 Thomson Reuters. No clainy Lo original U.S. Government Works.



ADDRESSES TO CONSIDER AS POTENTIAL
DEMOLITIONS SINCE JANUARY 2015 EMAILS

2149 Castro
2430 Castro
2025 Castro

4055 Cesar Chavez * N L

4068 Cesar Chavez |
4173 Cesar Chavez. |
4326 Cesar Chavez. L
1559 Church*

41 Clipper

33 Day L

118 Day

1188 Diamond s L
1608 Dolores *

1156 Dolores *

1408 Douglass. L

310 Duncan*»

276 Duncan* L

844 Duncan

725 Duncan L

752 Duncan. L

55 Homestead L
235 Jersey* L

290 Jersey AL

481 Jersey L

143 Laidleys L

537 Laidley L

130 Randall

548 Rhode Island L
1235 Sanchez

1163 Shotwell * A
1110 York**

1161 York *A L

171 Valley

3790 21st Street * 5 L
4028 25th Street $ L
4186 25th Street * L
3855 26th Street L
709 27th Street

739 27th Street L
450 27th Street

255 28th Street L
386 28th Street »
556 28th Street L
159 7th Avenue * N L
138 8th Avenue * A
1540 17th Avenue
2829 Baker * L

2321 Bush* 2

150 Vicksburg*r L
376 San Carlos * / |
17 Temple L

; 2015 Add in Emails to C =

2220 Castro L
1612 Church

1433 Diamond

865 Duncan

90 Jersey $

168 Jersey. L
1375 Noe $

50 Oakwood * L

4218 24th Street
4318 26th Street L
4365 26th Street. |
525 28th Street

New Add Since April 2018 Joint BIC/Planning Meeti

1369 Sanchez

139 Grand View L

4466 24th Street ** $

4061 Cesar Chavez **$ L
322 Chattanooga* L
350 Jersey L

245 Euclid

1071 Alabama A L (Planning Enforcement Action restored this Pioneer District house)

Key to Symbols

* Originally pair of flats

** Added a second condo unit

$ Extensive Excavation

A Did not have vertical addition sold as single family (unit merger?)

L. Permits issued under LLC ownership

RED Addresses are December 2015 Noe Valley Five Project Sample

40% are Demolitions per Staff

At least 48 are completed projects that were resold in a range > $3.5 to $5 million plus.
Others are on the market either for sale or pending. Others are not complete. At least
3 never appeared on the market. At least 1 had violations corrected with new permits.



