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" NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAéL),N
'EROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING coMMISSION ! HAR 2 | Al g3

Hv

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Superwsors from the followmg action of the Clty
- Planning Commlsswn :

The property is located at | i126% LomRrAa D _. S—r-

FEB 1100
Date of City Planning Commission Action
(Atta_ch a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision)

Appeal Filing Date

The Planning Commission dlsapproved in whole orin part an application for reclassification of ,
_property, Case No. .

The Planmng Commission disapproved in whole or in part an appllcatlon for estabhshment
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.

x The Planning Commlssmn approved in whole or in part an appllcatlon for condltlonal use
authorization, Case No. 100°| 1029 ¢

The Planning Commission dlsapproved in whole or in part an appllcatnon for conditional use
authonzatlon Case No. . .

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use.Appeal Proéesss ) L updated 8/26/08 '
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Statement of Appeal: ‘ ] .
a:) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is takén from:
—)_’) HELGWT

y) Gvik

" b) Setforth the reasons in support of your appeal:

,IIA),,,OV€_9,~ TRASELCED STREET: : | o
2A) HETERT 15 NoOT =y KetPING \_,.,/' Nglyneov,\-\ooo

3A) (0O 1LOCATIOW |
YA) NOT TV KEEFIwe W/ NETGHEO™MRMO®D

Person to Whom'

Notices Shall Be Mailed . . : " Name and Address of Pérson Filing Appeal:

TINA MOYLAN. o MArVIN FRANIEL

) Name » ~ Name - _
5194 PoLk. <TAEET #221 g9 Polie STREET r22 ]

' Address _ _ Address o
SF,CA 94|07 . SF, e FG4i109 ‘

H15.934. |573 B . dlS31%0552
Telephone Number _ C Telephone Number

= Signature of Appeliant or
Authorized Agent

" Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process6 ] updated 8/26/08
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SAN FRANCISCO
'PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Select only f applicable) : ' ‘ , 1650 Mission St

O Inclusionary Housing (Sec. 315) ' O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) . . Suite 400
[J Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 313) - ' O Chjld Care Requirement (Sec. 314) . gingmg?:y 9
[0 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 139) ) O other
’ . ) : ' Reception:
‘ . 415.558.6378
. . . F ‘ Fak
Planning Commission Motion No. 18279 41'5-558-6409
' ' . _ . Planning .
Date: " February 17, 2011 : : - ) o Information:
* Case No.: ~2009.1029C : “5,'553'5377 ‘
Project Address: 1268 LOMBARD STREET
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District
40-X Height and Bulk District
. Block/Lot: 0500/015
Project Sponsor: 1268 Lombard Street, LLC
2501 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
c/o Edward Toby Morris
‘Kerman Morris Ar&ﬁtects, LLP
69A Water Street
San Francisco, CA 94133
. Staff Contact: Glenn Cabreros — (415) 558-6169

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.1 AND 303 OF THE PLANNING CODE TO
ALLOW NEW CONSTRUCTION OF FOUR DWELLING UNITS AT LOT 015 IN ASSESSOR’S
BLOCK 0500 AT A DENSITY RATIO UP TO ONE DWELLING UNIT FOR EACH 1,000 SQUARE
FEET OF LOT AREA IN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT AND THE
40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On November 17, 2009, Edward Toby Morris for 1268 Lombard Street, LLC (heremafter ”Pro]ectr
Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional
Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 of the Planning Code to allow new
construction of four dwelling units on Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 0500 at a density ratio up to one
dwelling tmit for each 1,000 square feet of lot areain the RH-3 (Re51dentLal House, Three-Family) District
and the 40-X Helght and Bulk District. :

www.sfpianning.org
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Motion No. 18279 S : _ . CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17, 2011 ' 1268 Lombard Street

On February 17, 2011, the San Francisco Planmng Commission (hereinafter. “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a- regularly scheduled meeting. on Conditional Use Apphcatlon No.
2009. 1029C. o ‘ :

On February 11, 2011, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA") as a Class 3 Categorical Exemptlon under CEQA as described in the determination
contained in the Planning Department file, Case No. 2009.1029E. -

The Commission has_heard and - considered the test_imony presented to-it-at-the public neéﬂng and-has—
. further considered written materials and oral teshmony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department '
staff, and other mterested partles :
MOVED that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in- Application No.
2009.1029C, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the matenals 1dentlﬁed in the preamble above, and havmg heard all testlmony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determmes as fo]lows

1" The above recitals are accurate and constitute ﬁndings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project is located on the north side of Lombard Street,
Block 0500, Lot 015 with a lot area of 4, 727 square feet of lot area. The property is located within
the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and.the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The
property is a vacant lot that slopes steeply downhill from Lombard Street to the rear lot line.

3. Su.rroﬁnding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located within the blockface of
~ Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in the Russian Hill Neighborhood. Directly -
adjacent and west of the site is a three-story-plus-basement, 13-unit apartment building. Directly
adjacent and east of the site are a three-story, three-unit building that faces Lombard Street and a
tall two-story, three-unit building that fronts onto Culebra Terrace. This portion of Lombard .
Street lslo;')es steeply uphill- from Polk Street to Larkin Street. The immediate neighborhood is
characterized by residential structures of various sizes and architectural styles. Along both sides
~ of Lombard Street east of the project site are mostly lower density (one to three units), three-story
buildings. West of the project site and towards the intersection of Lombard and Polk Street dre
taller, ‘higher density buildings ranging from four to seven stories containing six to thirty-six
units. ‘

4. Project Descr’iption. The applicant proposes nmew construction of a four-story, four-unit
residential building. Due to the downsloping nature of the site, the proposed building would
have a six-story rear wall. Three units may be developed as-of-right on the project site; however
with a lot area of 4,727 square feet in the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Distrct,

SAfl FRANCISCO : 2
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Motion No. 18279 | o . | _ CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17,2011 = - : : : . 1268 Lombard Street

four units may be constructed at the project site with Conditional Use authorlzmg a dwelling
 unit density of up to one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area.

5. ,Historical Preservation. An emergency demolition permit was issued on March 13, 2009 by the
Department of Building Inspection to demolish the Victorian-era, two-unit, two-story cottage
that was located at the subject property. The cottage was listed on the Here Today survey (p. 279)
and was considered to be a historic resource per the Department’s CEQA review procedures. -
Due to the strong interest shown by the HPC in the emergency demolition that took place at the
property in March 2009, Planning Department Preservation staff brought the current new
construction project to public hearings before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) of the -
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the full HPC for review and comment on May 19,

- 2010 and July 7, 2010 respectively. 'Although not required by the Department’s CEQA review
" procedures, the Review and Comment hearings were requested by the Department prior to
issuance of a Historic Resource Evaluation Response-Memo (HRER) under Case No. 2009.1029E.

6. Public Comment. At the February 17, 2011 hearing, ten persons époke in opposition to the
project, including representatives from the Russian Hill Neighbors group and the Little House
‘ Committee. Eleven persons spoke in support of the pro]ect

7. Planning Code Compliance: The Com.mlssmn finds that the Project 1s cons1stent w1th the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the followmg manner: -

_ 'A. Dwelling Unit Density. Planning Code Section.209.1 states that the dwelling unit density of
- up to one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of ot area in the RH-3 District may be allowed
‘with Conditional Use Authorization.

The Pro]ect Sponsor is seeking Conditional Use Authorzzatzon to construct 4 units on a 4 727 square .
foot lot at the pro]ect site.

B. Height. Planmng Code Section 260 lumts a buﬂdmg helght to 40 feet w1t]:un the 40-X He1ght
and Bulk District.

The project is proposed to the 40-foot height limit. Per Section 260, the proposed stair and elevator
‘penthouse is allowed to exceed the height limit by 10 and 16 feet, respectively, as features exempted
from the hezght Limit.

- C.. Re_ar Yar_d Requirement in the RH-3 District. Plan.rﬁng‘ Code Section 134 states that the
- minimum rear yard depth' shall be equal to 45-percent of the total depth. Section 134 also
allows the use of the adjacent building depths to determine an averaged required rear yard
depth, which can in no case be less than 25 percent of the lot depth or 15 feet, whichever is
greater.

The project proposes an alternate method of rear yard averaging as allowed per Section 134. As such,
the depth of the rear yard at the lowest level is equal to approximately 34 feef or 25 percent of the total
lot depth.

SAN FRANGISCO ’ I - . : 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT )

- 336



Motion No. 18279 | - ~ CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17,2011, ‘ ' : ' 1268 Lombard Street

D. Parking. Planning Section 151 of the Planmng Code requires one off-street parkmg space per

“dwelling unit.

- The project. praposes four dwelling units, and four independently-accessible parking spaces-'are :

provided within an._enclosed garage.

8. Pla_tuung Code Section 303 estabhshes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when

reviewing applications for ‘Conditional Use approval. Un balance, the pro]ect does comply W1th
said criteria in that: '

A The proposed new uses and bmldlrng,r at the size and mtens1ty contemplated and at the 7

SAN FRANCISCD

- proposed location, will prov1de a development that is necessary or desuable, and compattble

-with, the nelghborhood or the community.

The proposed dwelling unit density and building massing are compatible with the neighborhood. The
proposed four units are in keepirtg with the varied dwelling unit density per lot found throughout the
neighborhood, which ranges from'two units to 34 units per lot. The lot adjacent to the west of the
project site and of similar lot size as that of the project site contains 13 units. The proposed building
scale at the street is in keeping with adjacent buildings on the blockface and maintains the stepping
pattern of front facades that mimics the sloped topography. The overall massing of the proposed
building is such that the bulk of the building is designed against a blank fagade of the longer adjacent
building to the west, which also provides relief to the shorter buzldzng to the east. While tall rear

_ facades are typical of buildings in the immediate vicinity due to the steep topography of the block, the

rear facade at the project is stepped so'as not to appear to be a massive wall. The project is necessary
and desirable as it i an appropnute infill of a vacant lot that will cont—rz'bute four units to the City’s
housing stock.

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project

_that could be ‘detrimental to the health, safety or convemence of those residing or working

the area, in that:

"Nature of proposed site, mcludlng its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
. arrangement of structures;

The height and bulk of the pra]ect is designed to address the building’s scale and massing as .‘

perceived from the public rlght-of way as well as from the mld block open space.

il. = The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehidles, the type and volume of

such traffic, and the adequacy.of proposed off-street parking and loading;

 The Planﬁing Code requt'res one parking space per dwelling unit. Four parking spuces are
proposed along with the four dwelling units. ' '

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . ' 4
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Motion No. 18279 : o N | CASE NO. 2009.1029C .
February 17, 2011 . ’ 1268 Lombard Street

Ciii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offenswe emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

The proposed use is a reszdentzul building. Noxious or o_fj’enswe emissions are iypzcully not
associated with reszdentzal uses. '

iv. ~ Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed four parking spaces are contained within an enclosed garage, and therefore screened
from the public right-of-way. The exzstzng tree at the front of the property is proposed to be
-retained.

C.. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Plaﬁrﬁng Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with ob]echves and policies of the Geneml Plan as detailed below.

9. General Plan Comphance The Pro]ect is, on balance, consistent with the followmg Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
 Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE L:
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITs
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

Policy 2:
Recognize, protect and remforce the existing street pattem espeaally as it is related to

topography.

Policy 3: - :
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the c1ty
and its districts. :

The project proposes appropriate infill on a vacant lot. The proposed four-story building would benefit the

neighborhood character by maintaining the built street wall along the blockface. The main front facade at
the front property line is a three-story mass that is compatible with the building scale and mass on the
blockféce, particularly the adjacent buildings. As related to the topography of Lombard Street, the three-
story front facade also maintains the stepping pattern of the existing buildings along the blockface.
Furthermore, the four-story portion'of the project is set back 15 feet from the main fdgade 50 that the fourth
floor massing appears ‘subordinate to . the front facade.” In response to topography, the proposed

SAN FRANEGISCO : o ' 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . .o .
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_ Motion No. 18279 , ' CASE NO. 2009.1029C
- February 17, 2011 o ' _ ‘ 1268 Lombard Street -

stmr/elevator penthouse is located on the uphlll side of the lot und set back over 23 feet from the main frant
fagade :

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies
' OBJECTIVE 1:
. TOPROVIDE NEW HOUSING, JESEECIALL}LEERMANENILX AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN_
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES IN

_ ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUS]NG CREATED BY EMPLOYEMENT
DEMAND.

Policy 1.4:
Locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established residential neighborhoods.

The project is an appropriate in-fill residential development The proposed densﬂy for the pro]ect is also
compatible with the existing, surrounding density patterns.

10. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
- of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply w1fh said
policies in that: ‘

~A. That e>d§ﬁ.ng neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment inand ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

. Existing nelghborhood—sermng retail uses would not be adversely affected by the prOJect as the project .
‘isa reszdent-lal use located within a residential zomng district. -

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

The existing neighborhood character would be conserved and protected as the project would
appropriately infill a vacant lot along the blockface. The additional four units would promde new
. housing opportunities and economic diversity to the established nelghborhood

C. That t'he City's supply of affordable hbusjng be prese'rved and enhanced,
No affordable housing is removed for this Project.

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

The project proposes to add four dwelling units, and the project site is not located along a MUNI
transit line. The vehicular traffic associated with the amount of dwelling units would not impede

I

SAN FRANCISCO o . . . .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . .
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Motion No. 18279 _ ' ) ‘ - , - CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17, 2011 . - 4268 Lombard Street

MUNI service. The project site is well served my MUNI Zznes (within one block dzstance on Polk .
Street and nearb 0y Van Ness Avenue) MUNI #19, 30X, 47, 49 and 76.

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

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not affect
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownersth of mdustrzal or

* service sector businesses will not be aﬁected by this pro]ect

That the C1ty achleves the g'reatest p0551b1e preparedness to protect agamst injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements. of the City Building Code. This proposal wzll not impact the property’s ability to

- withstand an earthquake

That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
A laridmark or hié toric building does not occupy the'Préject site.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunhght and vistas be protected from
development. :

The project will have no negative impact on exlstzng parks and open spaces. The Project does not have
an fmpact on open spaces.

11. The Project is cdnsistent with and would pfomote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b)- in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the
character and stability of the neighborhood and Would constitute a benefidal development.

'12. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authonzatlon would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAN FRANCISCO

. PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . . . - 7
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Motion No. 18279 ' . ' ' CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17, 2011 1268 Lombard Street

DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
Application No. 2009.1029C subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
* general conformance with plans filed with the Application as received on December 3, 2010 and stamped
“EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. '

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the dateof this Motion No.-
18279. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554~
5184, C1ty Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlef:t Place, San Franasco, CA 94102.

Ihereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on February 17, 2011.

Linda D. Avery

Commission Secretary

AYES: Antonini, Fong, Miguel, Sugaya
NAYS: ' Borden, Moore, Olague
ABSENT:  (none)

 ADOPTED:  February 17,2011

SAN FRANCISCO- ‘ ' . ' 8
'PL‘NN! G DEPMMENT . N ! N
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Motion No. 18279 - ' . CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17, 2011 . , 1268 Lombard Street

~  EXHBITA
.-'AUTHORIZ'ATION |

‘1. This authorization is for a conditional use to allow four dwelling units located at 1268 Lombard -
Street, Block 0500, and Lot 015 pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 within the RH-
3 (Residential House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height arid Bulk District; in ‘general -
conformance with plans, dated February 8, 2011, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the
docket for Case No. 2009.1029C and subject to condmons of approval reviewed and approved by
the Commission on February 17, 2011 under Motion No 18279. This authorization and the -
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular ‘Project Sponsor,
business, or operator - :

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL -

2., Pror to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordatlon of a Notice in the Official Records of the .
Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state

_that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and rev1ewed and
approved by the Planning Commrssmn on February 17, 2011 under Motion No. 18279.

PRlNTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

3. The conditions of approva_l under the "Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18279
shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building

permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference tothe . °

Conditional Use authonzahon and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

4. The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause,
sentence, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid,
such invalidity shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these
conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a bulldmg permit. ”Pro]ect :
Sponsor shall include any subsequent responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

5. Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of condmons shall require Planning Commission approval
of a new Condrtlonal Use authorization.

SAN FRANCISCO o ' 9
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . ) ' ;
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Motion No. 18279 AR CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17, 2011 ' . 1268 Lombard Street

Conditions of‘ApprovaI, Cbmpliance, Monitoring, and Reporting’

PERFORMANCE

6.

Validity -an'd Expiration. The authorization and right vested by ﬁrtue_ of this action is valid for
three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of
Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued

as-this Conditional Use authorization is-only an-approval-of the ; proposed project-and conveys no

- independent right to construct the project or to commence the’ approved use. The Planning .

Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site

or building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion
" approving the Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction must

commence within the timéframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be
continued diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals
if a permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expue and more than three (3).years
have passed since the Motion was approved

For mformaﬁon about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Depart-ment at 415- 575 6863, wuw.sf-
_121411711171g org.

DESlGN

7.

9.

For mformatzon about complzance, contact the Case Planner, Planning. Depuriment at 415-558-6378, wuww. sf—-

- Final Matenals The Pro]ect Sponsor shall continue to work w1th Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazmg, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be

subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be rev1ewed
and approved by the Planmng Depa_rtment prior to issuance.

The garage door shall be limited to 10-feet in w1d’ch

The'windows that face the public right-of-way shall be_painted wood W'indows.

Zzlamzmg org .

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

10. Parking Reqmrement. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151, the Pro;ect shall prov1de four (4)

For information about compllance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415—575 6863 www.sf-

mdependently accessible off-street parking spaces

plannmg org .

SAN FRANGISCO . i . 10
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . .
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Return to: | : . CU Appeal

RHN D L S 1268 LOMBARD ST
1819 Polk Street, #221 . - . o o -
San Francisco; CA 94109 o City'.\Piann‘mg Commission

Case No. _20ng 10200
. Tha undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
gifecied by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, cwners of property within the area that is the subject-of
the application for amendment or COﬂditiC'n al use. or vuthm a radius of 300 feet of the ex{enor boundaries of tha properh,

If ownerswp has manaed aﬁd assessment roll has not bﬂen armended, ws attach proof of ownarshg change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof ofau’d"onzdt-on to sign’ on behalf of the crgamzanon 15 atta\,hnd

Street Address,. . Assessor s - Printed N‘a-r'-*le— of Ownw{Q}

b?%g?wzm‘m Lgaold WMM
| N]ﬁ“rl'laﬁ}' \/\JAQV\@Z_‘/WEDWWC%:D/\

3. | ﬂj;/"l’ - 1

m.l. -

ha

17.

18.

9.

21,

22.

- Cletks Gfice-Appeal !nru-'\ ton Condition Use Ap xPrccesc ' ' . ypdaied B.26°08
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. StreetAddress, .- Assessar's

1265 Lymbards 1T

City Planning Commission )
Case No. _2@_2*_/ ? c
| _2¢ 0% ¢
The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are cwners of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within & radius of 300 feel of the exterior boundaries of the property.

-If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. if
signing for @ firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached:

__Prinied Name of Owner(s). ;Orig:inalﬁi gnature

property owned Block & Lot o of Owner(s)

1 D20 Patbe E% ain Tsseprime Micnin WWV‘Z”&/
21L6 frlte  soo 218 V) to micnia_ Y s MMigata

[74

»

® N ;s W N

10,

11.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

18,

20,

21.

22..

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process7- ‘ ' updated 8/26/08
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Return to: ' ' | S . cu Appeal
RHN o o _ _ 1268 LOMBARD ST
819 Polk Street, #221 ’ ‘

San Francisco, CA 94109 o City Planning Commission
' : - CaseNo._anng a2

-

The undersigned declare that they are hereby s‘ub:.cribﬂrs o this Notice of Appeal and are owners of proparty
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the applicetion for amendment of sc’mﬂrhma? UsE, or wztnm a radius of 300 feat of' the ex&erio'.r bBoundares of the ¢ "’"pcﬁ\’

. if ownership ha cnan ned and asse ant roll has nbt been amended, we attach proot of ownership change. i
signing for a firm _or cerporation, proof of su tion to sign on behalf of the organization is attached,

[

"5‘
l‘vl
8

Strest Address, h ‘Assessor's Print e:d Nw me of O‘mena) Orama Sngnayag ‘T'”> ' P
property C?‘u‘u’ﬂ"“'€ Bilock & Lot | o*Q@vqer{s\= i; // 1 :

2 o e X
2555 iRk~ 3 g0l C o onz. B é’/q\g«ﬁl’ic.ﬁ).i%g ez ‘f 2 T e 4#/5/5{4

i

ey

N

w

w

.o
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D

City Planning Commission
Case No.

The undersigned declars that ﬂ‘]éy are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
afiected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of prop::r'ry within the area that is the subject of
the epplication for amendment or cmm{'onai use, ar within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bound daries cf the property.

if ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of owhnership change.
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the erganization is attached.

T Sireet Address, ASSESS0rS Printed Name ofOWner( T Original Signatore
property owned . Block & Lot Sl velee Jée Q= af Oxme@ /,«(//7 .
yriverd L.‘?mDQN"/ o . f\ &
- Pe = Clpudin Bpide el e T

N o 1248 Lo berd 57 3Q0- 0y Cene Clhen J[)}}},;;.,, Urc‘;,.s" . /ﬁ:b)_éfffyw
< 3. 2603 A wi&{,—’—w,g, @ Sos-0udF f#/a‘i-g G ﬂd/‘i’ﬁt (:5(“/4 CJZL/MQM/&,;//

r

4. 2 VVZ,\{,,,&{/ /ﬂr] — Keaco Cif/ﬁ' /// L. -_’(—53 (// w/
@ ﬁ'gé[ / 41/ b wfyu/[ ' /// s o f;mmc:ub /C’?//.QJ j
sy 2 \/C }\ﬂ VL//’Z’M4 Jao'"o'-%s | l!/(//L%A M’“fﬂ@; /%’\ D _ : .
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Clerks OficefAppeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process?

C§ty Warmmg Corpwrisgion
) 2159

Case No,

- The undeﬁ;gned declare that ﬂ'ley are ?‘tereby Sisbsmbers 1o this Ncst;ce of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of

 the aﬁ)haaﬂaﬂ for amendment or conditional use, or wzthm a racilus of 300 feet Uf the exterior bourzdaﬂes of the property.

if ownershrp has changed and ‘assessment rofl has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corparation, proof of authcmzatlon io sign on behalf of the erganzamn is gltached,

Street Address, _ - Assessor's o Pnntad Name of {}ﬁner(s}
property owned - Block &'lot , : '

(277 Losaiapp  olifa2) Siten) (ARG

Original S;gnatuss«\ .
of aner(g.z_ -

2082 PALL ST Epl Lot Sytson] EHAN G, &

g )
e o .'» ==
e = .,:‘f T e X

(279 LotBARD smm;n GRACE CHANG

2682 ML ST, Buildt22  Grace LU Né,

\/?(f / MEAED | é’ [ /vT.?Z ‘Kutﬁl \/AH 2 L’\’C’\’C} i

bk TolA ST solldzz . uu‘/ziri \ww
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Return to:
?\T

4!‘

Iély Pf‘h( SL.{UE&- T 22}'
T

ar Franc;svo CA 94109

The undersi igned declars that they are h reby subscribars to fhis Nolice of Appeal and are swners of p"DDEs*y
amendment or ¢o

affected by the propossd am

, o CU Appeal
o 1268 LOMBARD ST

City Planning Commission
Casa No. _nnng iy

fitin

the apolic f:on for amendmer or c.zz wiionst use, or wWithin a radius of SG"Z} et of the exterior boundaries of the property
Fd

Ho '.I sh;p has changed and assessment roli has not been smendad, we stach praof of O".ﬁsfwhip change. 4
proof of suthad ._at 11 {0 signt on behalf oi the umamzahon i5 &t tached,

signing for a Fovor r:a.rpcra‘fon, ?

i Y.

nditionsl use (that Is;, owners of prmﬁerty within the area that is the subjest of
£

e

EY
o

Sireel Address,
property owned

- @ST=(36! Low

[ae]

ASEES80rS Printed Name of Qwner{s)
~ Block & Lot ' '

GRS CompsL

o

ek
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]

3
o
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Return to: o | @ T CU Appeal

‘RHN S _ 1268 LOMBARD ST
1819 Polk Street, #221 _ :
San Francisco, CA 94109 , City Planning Commission

Case No. _ 2000 10200
he under signed declare that they are hereby subscribers o this Notice of Appeal and gre owners of property
affe ctsd by the proposed amendment or conditional use (ihat is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 fest of the exterdor boundaries of the property.

) If ownership hag changsd and asseasr‘“ent rol has not been smended, we attach proof of ownership change.
signing for 2 firm or corporation. proof of authorization 1o sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

‘Strzet Address, - Assess::r's Printed Name of Owner(s) " Original Sigriature

property cwnad Block & L of Owneris)

N

: BLocKGS‘old
o?élﬁi_@gggg 7‘#5' loT o4 Tartw Lo Med 1/\//?ﬁ1 %ﬁ»é}%ﬁﬁ«ep&
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M
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(D65 Lo é’ﬂﬁé Y-
(élafssf :;ggnmg Commission &‘? /0 c

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and gre owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditionaf use, or within a radius of 300 feet sf the exterior boundaries of the property

. If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authonzat;on to sign on behaif of the erganization is aftached ,

Printed-Name- cfﬁwner(s)——@ngmal Signature e

: f Owner(s}
: KipeeT & C/nDY °
- 1.0d5355 LARKIN /fé 0525/&/005 Frazwitson) ML’(@#'JA&W&J/—/

M&_Z,q

Street—Ad&reas,———fAssesseﬁs
property owned ' Block & Lot

2.
3.
4

w0
v

-10.

S 1.

12.

13.

14.

15. _

16.

17,

18.

20. -

21

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? updated 8/26/08
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 72&@_2,/& &? ﬁ C

The undersigried declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaties of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment ro:li has not been amended, we atiach proof of ownership change‘.v if
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, g ' Assessor's Printed Namie of- Owner(s)_Originalws.ighatur7
property owned . Block & Lot i

Z(ﬂ,/,sji?/’/{\/! 05g0- 028 CSC 1/5& %‘6,

3.

4.

h

® @ N O

11.

L 12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

18,

20.

21.

22,
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The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Ap;ie—al and are owners of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property,

if cw'neréhip has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. if
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.. :

_Street Address, ' Assessor‘s . Printed Name of Owner(s) Ofiginal Signature
property owned Block & Lot : of{Owner(s) :
: ‘ () SR
1354 Greenwich St 0501 015 Fumio & Mieko Wada T ws‘( ! f) éf//
1. : _ . . ‘ , . RIE AR AV 2N AL Mgy

i
2 7

T
l‘l‘

N e AN

10.

1.

12, _

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
1.
20.

21.

22

Clerks OfficelAppeal Information/Cendition Use Appaal Process? - " - . Updaied 8/26/08
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. City Planning Commission
caseNo._202./07 P

: The undersigned deciare that they are hereby subscribers fo this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property -
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we aflach proof of ownérs-hip change. {f
5|gmng for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the orgamzatnon is attached.

S,tree:té‘ddr:ess. - - Assessor s‘Printw Name of Owper{s)—— Original- Slgnature
' propsrty owned Block & Lot

of Oprer(s)
}2J> (ombaef 5V1-22 RoRER Méu@ 2417 %
| 7 [ (_4,([%‘:/( ol —oz, MUMC /)q\)él[,& ﬁ/(’\&(@?é%___
| . | - N

\

LR

10.

1.

12.
13,

14.

15, _

16.

17.

18..

18.

20.

21,

22,

Cletks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeat Process? _ updaied 8/26/08
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City Flannmg Commission
Case No. %é@_?‘_/ ;? c

» The undersngnea declare that they are hereby suchnbers {o this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or CD')d[tanal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundanes of the property,

b cwnorsh;p has changed arid assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownersmp change, If
signing for a firm or corporabon proof of authmzc.tron to sign on behalf of the orgamzat}on is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Prmi‘ed Name of C}wner(c) 7 Orrgmal Slgnature
property owned Block & Lot : wher(s)

oGt Steer D JusgM Tiadat._ /7’//544\'

—~~
.

-

10

11,

A2,

13. _

14.

15

17.

18.

19,

20,

21.

22.

Cletks Office/Appeal information/Condition Use Appeal Process? ‘ updated 8/26/08
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City Pl.a-nr_\ing Commission o
cuseNo._220G,/02 9 (.

The undersigned ceclare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of A;ﬁpeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

_If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of owhership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached., - "

LSign

Stt&e,téd,d\“:e;ssk Assessor's - Printed Nafn&gf,owge.p(s)___iﬂorig'
preperty owned Block & Lot :

‘_mfagiaf//e Pocis a2y onF Ll (Lo )
2 -  Topwieas [ =loow Y
3. ‘

Ca

p’l .

@ N o

©

11.

12,

13,

14,

15, _

18.

17.

- 18,

18.

20.

21.

22.

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? : _ " updaled 8/26/08
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City F'i'anning Cornmission ;
Case No. Zé?é )2, /ﬂﬁﬁc
The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice. of Appeal and are owners of préperty

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amencded, we attach proof of ownership change. if
signing for a firmt or corporation, proof of authorization fo sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's . Printed Name of Qwner{s) ~ Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot _ : - of Owner(s) -

W RLOPIS 500,57 Epredae (Bopep:

® N o@.om a

10.

11

12

13.°

14.

18

186.

17. _

18.
19.

20,

21.

" Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? o Updated 8/26/08
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©  ous domdard
S N 2 P

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the prope.rty;

[Af ownership has changed and..assessmeﬁt roft has not been amended, we attach‘proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is-attached. :

____ Street Address ' Assessors Printed.Name of Owner(s)______ Original Signature -
. property owned g - Block & Lot . of Owner(s)

i__J:r,/z,gze/f@/Mz;wé/ N A\ 7> AL gfg/}/dﬁ/

‘3.

4,

=

™

10,

11.

12
13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

- 20,

22,

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? - : updated 8/26/08
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Yo s dpmbam

City Planning Commission v
Case No. _Z@Qh/ P C
S 0

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appea& and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property. -

If ownership has changed and assessment rofl has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. i
signing for a firm or corporatian, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. -

Street Address, Assessors Printed Namie of Owner(s) | Criginal Sigr'xaturer
property owned " Block & Lot s

| o : of Owner(s . - ‘
262830 Quletya. O510-50_Bugllhe oo Dupes & ey
" R T Ty

—_

/

» N o

1G.

11

12,

13.

14.

15.

17.

i8.

18

i~

20.

21.

2.

~ Cletks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process7 : updated 8/26/08
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_ City Planning Copmission
. Case No. M‘_/ ; ? C

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Netice of Appeal and are owners of property
. affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property,

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been a}n.ended, we attach proof of ownership change. If

Street Address, . Assessor’s ._Printed Name of Owner(s) Ongm l S:gr\ature

AT ik ;ZP;;L?;% o Thomes [lidlwt
2 077/4@ ////[/ 0% 40~ J;af?f? DBerdttz [Jledipmt

3~

signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behelf of the organization is attached.

¥ A A

4.

N o

10,

11, _

© 2

.22,

13

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,
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1045 Lpm EARD AT
it o
5 [ : , - City Planning Commission o
| ‘ o | | ase No. _2 ﬂ; 7 (o o
The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appsal and are owners of property

affecied by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
" the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

if ownership has changed and assessment roil has not been amended, we attach proof of clwvhershiﬁ change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization Is aftached. .

\

.. StreetAddress, ' Assessors Prin;eziﬁame,of Owner(s) Originat Signature
property owned Block & Lot e ; : of Owner(s) '
) : if ) i ’ T : s )y /O P L .
4 6 CHESTRMT 5. 04 q7- G“’f ALEX PeLLEGRIN| CZZ&D/ T2 e

7

2,

o

;o

10.

11.

12,

13.

14

15,

“16.

17,

18

18.

20. _

21.

22,

\
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D 12085 Low bard &_’f |
o o0

The undersigned declare that they are heréby subscribers {o this' Notice of Appeal éhd_ are OWners of'proper‘fy

affected by the proposed amendment or conditionat use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a redius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

.- If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change; I
signing Yor a firm or carporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. :

Street Address, - Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signatlire
“property owned Block & Lot _of Owner(s)

. 2180 Oxd) i}L 0500 017 _ Y0 gia ?ﬁmtg Tk, bt 4 hronhy

BT

2,
g

@®

® N @ ; »

10, ___ : ' F
11,

‘12.'

13.

14.

5.

16.

7.

18.

20.

21.

22,

Clerks Offie/Apeal Information/Condition Use Agpeal Process7 B  updated 8/26/08
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City Planning Commission
CaseNo. 2008 _{(pZ7A(

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property .
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If oWnership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
p.ropertyjowned : Block-& Lot - of-Owner(s)
1. 150659 (OWiRe o DS6-CLR Deffrey Criow B T
' - - 1 ! . ST —
T e T T T T T T e T B SRt o -+ 2L RS P B = SN = - =
2. Y2SL-6GF LekikpeD  OS-CIR Feade by ooy

v

3 , : ' \«EUT‘PFT?.E: G“[I Vi
. \ SN
4, '

5.

10.

1.

12.

13,

14. _ . -

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process7 : updated 8/26/08 '
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———Street-Address, ' Assessor's

Rétt_lm to: _ _— S CU Appeal
RHN = S 1268 LOMBARD ST
1819 Polk Street, #221 | '

San Francisco, CA 94109 _‘

City Planning Commission

Case No. 2009.1029C .

The undersigned declare that théy are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roli has not been amended, we attach proof of 'ownership change. it
~ signing for a firm or cofporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. - ~,
[y . B

Printediame‘pf--ewn'er(—sf)A*——Origin‘al* ign
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Pursuant to Planning Code Section 308.1(b), the undersigned members of the Board of Supervisors

believe that there is sufficient public interest and concern to warrant an appeal of the Planning Commission on Case No.
, a condmonal use authorization regarding (address) -
, District . The undersigned members respectfully request the Clerk
of the Board to calendar this item at the soonest possnble date

 SIGNATURE DATE

(Attach copy of Planning Commission’s Decisidn)

Clerks Ofﬁce/Appeél Information/Condition Use Appeal Process8 ‘ . updated' 8/26/08 '
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EXCERPT FROM SAN FRANCISCO cItY PLANNING CODE

~ Section 308.1 Appeals: Amendments and Conditional Uses

(a) Right of appeal. The action of the City Planning Commission, in disapproving in
whole or.in part an amendment initiated by application as described in Section 302 and Sections
306 through'306.5, or in approving or disapproving in whole or in part an application for
conditional use authorization as described in Section 303 and 304, and Sections 306 through
306.5, shall be subject to appeal to the Board of Supervisors in accordance with this section. An
action of the Commission so appealed from shall not become effective- unless and until

approved by the Board of Supervisors in accordance with this section.

(b) Notice of appeal. Any appeal under this section shall be taken by filing written

notice of appeal with the Board of Supervisors within 30 days after the date of action by the City -
Planning Commission. The notice of appeal shall be subscribed by either (i) the owners of at
least 20 per cent of the property affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use or (ii)
five members of the Board of Supervisors. The signature on the appeal of members of the
Board shall not be deemed to be any indication of their position on the merits of the appeal but
rather shall indicate only that they believe there is sufficient public interest and concern in the
matter to warrant a hearing by the Board of Supervisors. For the purposes of this section, the
property affected shall be calculated as follows: . ’ .

1. When a proposed amendment of conditional use has been disapproved by the City
Planning Commission, the property affected shall be deemed to be all property within the area .
that is the subject of the application for amendment or conditional use, and within 300 feet of all
exterior boundaries of the property that is the subject of the application; ‘

2. When a proposed conditional use has been approved by the City Planning
Commission, the property affected shall be deemed to be all property within 300 feet of all
exterior boundaries of the property for which the conditional use has been approved by the City
Planning Commission, excluding the property for which the approval has been given;

3. In either of the above cases, when any property is-owned by the City and County of
San Francisco, the United States Government or the State of California, or- any depariment
agency thereof, or by any special district, and-is located within 300 feet of the area that is the
subject of the application for amendment or conditional use, such property shall be excluded in
determining the property affected unless such owner shall itself be a subscriber of the notice of
appeal; and ' B

4. 'Wherever a property is held in joint ownership, the signatures of joint owners shall be
calculated . as representing affected property in direct proportion to the amount of the total
ownership of that property attributable to the joint owner or owners subscribing to the notice of
appeal. For the purpose of this calculation, the tern “joint ownership® shall include joint’
tenancies, interests in common, community apartments and planned unit developments. Where
each owner has exclusive rights to a portion of the property, the proportion of the total
ownership attributable to that owner shall be calculated in terms of a ratio of the floor area and
fand in which that owner has exclusive, joint and common rights to the total floor area and land
v area of that property. Under these calculations, the land area of an affected property in joint

- ownership shall be given the same weight as the land area of an affected property not in joint
ownership in determining whether 20 per cent of the property affected is represented by
signatures to the notice of appeal. » ,

('c)' ‘Hearing. Upon the filing of such Writtenr notice of appeal so subscribed, the ‘ Bdard of

. Supervisors or the Clerk thereof shall set a time and place for hearing such appeal, which shall
be not less than 10 nor more than 30 days after such filing. Provided, that if the Board of

“Clerks Ofﬁcé/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process3 = " updated 8/26/08
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. Supervisors does not conduct at least three regular Board meetings during the 30 day period
referred to in the previous sentence, the Board of Supervisors or the Clerk shall schedule the
appeal not more than 40 days (rather than 30 days) after the filing of such written notice of

_ appeal. The Board of Supervisors must decide such appeal within 30 days of the time set for
the hearing thereon, provided that, if the full membership of the Board is not present on the last
day on ‘which said appeal is set or continued for hearing within said period, the Board may
postpone said hearing and decision thereon until, but not later than, the full membership of the -
Board is present; provided further, that the latest date to which said hearing and decision may-
be so postponed shall be not more than 90 days from the date of filing of the appeal. Failure of .
the Board of Supervisors to act within such limit shall be deemed to constitute approval by the
Board of the action of the Clty Planning Commission.

(d) Decision. ln acting upon any such appeal, the Board of Supervisors .may |
disapprove the action of the City Planning Commission only by a vote-of not less than 2/3 of all
members of the Board, except that in the event that one or more of the full membership of the
Board is disqualified or excused from voting because of an interest prohibited by general law or
the San Francisco Charter, any such disapproval shall be by a vote of not less than 2/3 of all
members of the Board that are not disqualified or excused; provided, however, that in the event
that a quorum ‘of all members of the Board is disqualified or excused from voting because of an
interest prohibited by general law or the Charter, the action of the City Planning Commission
shall be deemed approved. In the event the Board disapproves the action of the Commission
when the Commission has disapprove in whole or in part a proposed amendmeri, the Board
shall, not later than its next regularly scheduled meeting, adopt the proposed ordinance. In the
-event the Board dlsapproves the action of the Commission when the Commission has
disapproved in whole or in part a proposed conditional use, the Board shall prescribe in its
‘resolution such conditions as are in its opinion necessary to secure the objectives of this Code
in accordance with Section 303(d). : o

Clerks O‘fﬁce/Appeél information/Condition Use Appeal Process4 - ‘ updafed 8/26/08
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Board of Supervisor Appéals of Environmental Determinations
and Conditional Use Authorizations "

Effective "September 1 2008, the appellant fee is $500 for appeals to the
Board of Supervisors of environmental (CEQA) determinations and conditional

1650 Mission 5t
Suite 400
San Francisco,

- CA 84103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:

use authorizations. When submitting your appeal request, you must also
provide a check for $500 made payable to the Planning Department.

Fee Waivers. The Planning Department will waive the $500 fee if the’

‘applicant is the representative of a neighborhood organization and meets
required criteria, or the applicant is indigent and can demonstrate that paying
$500 would interfere with his or her ability to provide for.the necessities of life.

Applications for waivers for neighborhood organizations are available at the

Clerk of the Board’s Office and from the Planning Department at the Public
 Information Counter, located at 1660 Mission Street and on the Department’s
- website (www.sfgov.cityplanning.org). "To apply for an indigent fee waiver,
contact Ms. Yvonne Ko at the Planning Department at (415) 558-6386."

To file an appeal, the applicant must provide a $500 check.to the Clerk of the
 Board of Supervisors at the time of filing. If the applicant applies for and is
granted a waiver, the Planning Department will return the check to the
- applicant. [f the applicant applies for but is not granted a waiver, the Planning
~ Department will deposit the check. S -

Refunds. An appéllant‘ is entitied to-a refund of the $500 fee for CEQA
appeals if (1) the Planning Department rescinds its determination, or (2) the

Board of Supervisors remands or rejects the environmental finding. The .

Planning Department will issue a refund to the appellant within four weeks of
the Board of Supervisors’ decision. Should you not receive a refund within
four weeks, please contact Ms. Yvonne Ko at the Planning Department at
(415) 558-6386. : o ‘

www.siplanning.org
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~ SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPAFITM ENT

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION FEE WAIVER REQUEST FORM 1650 Mission St,
Appeals to the Board of Supervisors | : o §§§°F?;;‘;m

CA 84103-2479

" This form is to be used by nezghborhood organizations to request a fee waiver for CEQA and condztzonal use appeals to Reception: o
the Board of Supervisors. - . , _ 415.558.6378

Should a fee waiver be sought, an appellant must present this form to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors or to - Fax

Planning Information Counter (PIC) at the ground level of 1660 Mission Street along with relevant supporting materials 415 553 6409
identified below. Planning staff will review the form and may sign it ‘over-the-counter’ or may accept the form for Rae
further review. . Pianning -

- Should a fee waiver be granted, the Plahnii%g Department would not deposit the check, which was required to file the lnf@rmaﬁon:
appeal with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Department will return the check to the appellant. - - 413.558.6377

TYPE OF APPEAL FOR WHICH FEE WAIVER IS SOUGHT
[Check only one and attach decision document to this form]

= Cdnditional Use Authorization Appeals to the Board of Supervisors

Q  Environmental Determination Appeals to the Board of Supervisors (mcludmg EIR’s NegDec s, and CatEx’ S,
GREs) .

REQUIRED CRITERIA FOR GRANTING OF WAIVER
[All criteria must be satisfied. Please check all that apply and attach 5upporting materials to this form]

M The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal on behalf of
that organization. Authorization may take the form of a letier signed by the pre51dent or other officer of an
- organization.

\ﬁ The appellant is appealmg on behalf of a nelghborhood organization which is reglstered with ‘the Planning
Department and which appears on the Department’s current list. of neighborhood organizations.

The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organiiation, which was in existence at least 24 months
prior to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating to
the organization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications, and rosters.

{ The appellant is appeahng on behalf of a neighborhood organization, which is affected by the pro_]ect, wh1ch is the
sub_]ect of the appeal. .

APPELLANT & PROJECT INFORMATION [to be completed by applicant]
Name of Applicant: 12+NA MoyLA LY AR VN £RANLAddress of Project: /2 €% LOMBARD
Neighborhood Organization: R H v Planning Case No: 291, 1026 €.

‘Applicant’s Address: [ﬂ 12 Polk 327_, SE 2R G900 Building Permit No:
Applicant’s Daytime Phone No: i15.434. 1623 Date of Decision: - F E 3R UAR.\/ 12" = 2.91)

Applicant’s Email Address: YT £ PRESTOENTI 2004 8 RAW, DRE&

DCP STAFF USE ONLY _ ) -

Q  Appellant authorization Planner's N
-Q  Current organization registration

0O Minimum organization age

O Project impact on organization

Date:

Planner's Signature:

B WAIVER APPROVED E WAIVER DENIED

SAN FRANGISCO - : ‘ ' 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT : , o
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—————8anFrancisco, CA—94109

' City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

March 30, 2011

~ Marvin Frankel .
1819 Polk Street, #221

File No. 110373, Planning Case No. 12009.1029C

1268 Lombard Street Conditional Use Appeal
Dear Mr. Fran_kel:

This is in reference to the appeal you submitted from the decision of the Plahning_
Commission by Motion No. 18279, on prope‘rty located at:

1268 Lombard Street, Lot No 015in Assessors Block No. 0500.

The Director of Public Works has informed the Board of Superwsors in.a letter dated
March 29, 2011, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal of
March 21, 2011, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code and represent owners
of more than 20 percent of the property involved and would be sufficient for appeal.

jThe appeal is scheduled to be heard by the Board of Superwsors on Tuesday, April 19,
2011, at4: 00 p.m.

Sincerely, .

Angel Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

c :

Edward Reiskin, Director, Department of Public Works

Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Department. Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works

Property Owners, 1268 Lombard Street, LLC, 2501 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94110
Project Contact, Edward Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects, LLP, 69 A Water Street, San Francisco, CA 94133
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator; Planning Department

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Tina Tam, Planning Department

Nannie Turrell, Planning Department

Glenn Cabreros, Planning Department

Linda Avery, Planning Department

Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney

1
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City and County of San Francisco Phone: (415) 554-5827

‘E@F B Fax: (415) 554-5324
D . _ www.sfdpw.org
' Subdivision.Mapping @ sfdpw.org

Department of Public Works
Office of the City and County Surveyor

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor - ' . : ' 875 Stevenson Street, Room 410 -
Edward D. Reiskin, Director : L . , : . San Francisco, CA 94103
Fuad S. Sweiss, PE, PLS, . . ) . o . -
City Engineer & Deputy Director of Englneenng o . Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor

March 29, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo : : o : . e e
Clerk of the Board : ' = vy
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place = %U:o
City Hall - Room 244 fi . -:-;91?_;‘
San Francisco, CA 94102 W oo
- »S=<
RE: 1268 Lombard St ' : N = g%g
Lots 015 of Assesor’s Block 0500 ‘ | D o=
_Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of ' o o °8
- Conditional Use Application No. 2009.1029C .L @ 2

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

ThlS Jetter is in response to your March 23,2011 request for our Department to check the sufficiency of the ,
signatures with respect to the above referenced appeal. Please be advised that per our calculations the appellants’

~ signatures represent 20.50% of area represented, which is greater: than 20% of the area involved and is therefore
-sufficient for appeal.

- If'you have any questlons concermng this matter, please contact M. J avier Rivera of rny staff at 554-
5864. -

Sincerely

Bruck'R. Storrs _ ,
City & County Surveyor

IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO

Customer Service .3 T&mwork Continuous Improvement



City Hall

: 1 Dr. Carltan.B. lett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San 102-4689

- _Tel. No, 554-5184
THax B8 B3t 3:05

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
DEPT. PUBLIC WERKS

PIRECTOR'S #FFInF

March 23, 2011

Edward Reiskin - _ @ = T
" Director of Public Works §> C—?t"f:’ = (O
City Hall, Room 348. - 2 % ™ E;j
San Francisco, CA 94102 | 70 i: = < : ;g
-~ Planning-Case No. 2009.1029C o . bl‘}_g s o
1268 Lombard Street Conditional Use Appeal 2 ;;; 5?: -

Dear Director Reiskin:

This office is in receip’t of an\'éppeal filed by Marvin Frankel, on behalf of Russian Hill Neighbors from the
decision of the Planning Commission by its Motion No. 18279 dated February 17, 2011, relating to the
approval, subject to certain conditions, of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case No. 2009.1029C),

* pursuant to Sections 209.1 and 303 of the Planning Code to allow new construction of four dwelling

units at a density ratio up to one dwelling unit for each 1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH-3
(Residential, House, Three-Family) District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District, on property located at:

1268 Lombard Street, Lot No. 015 in Asseslso'r’s Block No. 0500.

By copy of this letter, thé City Engineefs_Ofﬁ_ce is requested to determine the sufficiency of the
signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submita-
report not later than 5:00 p.m., March 29, 2011, to give us time to prepare and mail out the hearing

notices as the Board of Supervisors has tentatively scheduled the appeal to be heard on April 19,
2011, at 4:00 p.m. . _ : ,

- Sincerely,

Angela- alvillo
Clerk of the Board

c . .

Manager, DPW-BSM, Jerry Sanguinetti, w/copy of appeal :

Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works, wicopy of appeal

Appeliant, Marvin Frankel, 1819 Polk Street, #221, San Francisco, CA 94109 - ° ' ’
Property Owners, 1268 Lombard Street, LLC, 2501 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA' 94110, w/copy of appeal

. Project Contact, Edward Toby Morris, Kerman Morris Architects, LLP, 69 A Water Street, San Francisco, CA 94133, wicopy of appeal

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal -

Tina Tam, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal

Nannie Turrell, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal

" Glenn Cabreros, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal

Linda Avery, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney, w/copy of appeal ‘
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney, w/copy of appeal : o
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City and COUIthyvOf San Francisco Phone: (41 5) 554-5827

@F ' Fax: (415) 554-5324

. www.sfdpw.org
Subdivision.Mapping @ s_deW.orq

Department of Public Works
o Office of the City and County Surveyor
Edwin M. Lee, Mayor _ : . 875 Sievenson Street, Room 410

Edward D. Reiskin, Director : E S _ : San Francisca, CA 94103
Fuad 8. Sweiss, PE, PLS, . . : - .
City Engineer & Deputy Director of Engineering ' ' ) ' o Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor
March 29, 2011 o
o & |
Ms. Angela Calvillo So= o
Clerk of the Board — ¥
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place = Doy
City Hall — Room 244 Z 25T
San Francisco, CA 94102 @O L9m
~ H L z5<
RE:. 1268 Lombard St | | o a\ = oM
Lots 015 of Assesor’s Block 0500 = ' LB o=
.Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of o \ = 938
- Conditional Use Application No. 2009.1029C R e

5

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

This letter is in response to your March 23, 2011 request for our Department to check the sufﬁmency of the .
signatures with respect to the above referenced appeal. - Please be advised that per our calculations the appellants

signatures represent 20.50% of area represented, which is greater than 20% of the area mvolved and is therefore
sufficient for appeal

If you'have any questlons concermng this matter, please contact M. J avier Rivera of my staff at 554—
5 864

Sincerely

Bruck'R. Storrs ‘
City & County Surveyor

- _IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO

Customer Service 3 T8mwork Continuous Improvement

~



SAN FRANCESCG
PLANNING DEPAR’F MENT

. ' ﬂsteidnlSi;.
Condltlonal Use Authonzatlon Appeal tol Hean
T A . Satt Francisto,
. . 4, BAGA03 QA?Q
1268 Lombard Street Sl 20y
- , RT SR
o _ : _ : , . < — = §E55eTE
DATE: April 11, 2011 - ‘ ' ' § _ .“‘*“ =
TO: —Angela Calvillo; Clerk of the Board of Supervisors NN f\= - L2 143_5‘5&54&3 -
: i
FROM: - John Rahaim, Planning Director - Planmng Department (415) 558 6411 - o S mﬁnn ‘

Glenn Cabreros, Case Planner - Planning Department(415) 558-6169 . ~ A58 8377

) RE: - File No. 110373, Planning Case No. 2009.1029C - Appeal of the approval of
) Condltlonal Use authonzanon for 1268 Lombard Street

HEARING DATE:  April 19,2011 -

ATTACHMENTS: - : :
' A. Planning Commission Packet (excluding draft motion) for Conditional Use
' Hearing ' S ' :
i. Executive Summiary : :
i. Planning Commission MOthl’l from Conditional Use Hearing (Mohon
No. 18279)

ifi. Certificate of Exemption from Enwronmental Review
iv. Photographs-& Maps
" v. Plans
B Appeal Letter (exdud.mg attachments)

- PROJ ECT SPONSOR: 1268 Lombard Street LLC, 2501 Mission: Street San Francisco, CA 94110
c/o Toby Morris, pro]ect archltect Kerman Morris Ardutects 69A Water Street, San Franmsco,

CA 94133 -

APPELLANT: Marvin Frankel, 1819 Polk Street £221, San Francisco, CA 94109

INTRODUCTION:

'This memorandum and the attached documents are a response io the letter of appeal to the
Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Commission’s (“Commission”)
approval of the application for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections = - '
290.1 (Dwelhng Unit Density) and 303 (Conditional Use 'Authorization) to allow new:
‘construction of four dwelling units at Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 0500 at a density ratio of up to

. one dwelling unit for each 1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH-3 (Residential , House, Three-

. Famlly District) and the 40-X Height and Bulk District (”the Pro]ect”) :

This response addresses the appeal (“Appeal Letter”) to the Board filed on March 21, 2011 by
Marvin Frankel of 1819 Polk Street #221 The Appea.l Letter referenced the proposed pro]ect in

Memo
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Appeal of Condltlonal Use Authorizatlon _ File No. 110373
Hearmg Date: Aprll 19, 2011 . . : Planning Case No. 2009.1029C
: ' . 1268 Lombard Street

’l Case No. 2009.1029C. The Idecision before the Board is whether to uphold or overmi'h the
Plamung Comumission’s approval of Conditional Use Authorization to allow new constmchon of
_a four—umt bulldmg at 1268 Lombard Street.

- SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

The project is located on the north side of Lombard Street, Block 0500, Lot 015 with a lot area of 4,
727 square feet of lot area. The property is located within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-
"Family) District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property is a vacant lot that slopes
steeply downhill from Lombard Street to the rear lot lme :

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NElGHBORHOOD

The project site is located within the blockface of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin
 Streets in the RuSS1an Hill Neighborhood. Directly adjacent and west of the site is a three-story-
plus—basement 13-unit apartment building. Dlrecﬂy ad]acent and east of the site are a three-
story, two-unit building that faces Lombard Street and a tall two-story, three-unit building that
fronts onto Culebra Terrace. This portxon of Lombard Street slopes steeply uphill from Polk
 Street to Larkin Street. The immediate neighborhood is characterized by residential structures of
various sizes and architectural styles. Along both sides of Lombard Street east of the project site
are mostly lower density (one to three units), three-story buildings. West of the project site and
‘towards the intersection of Lombard and Polk Street are taller, higher den51ty buildings rangmg »
from four to seven stories containing six to thlrty-SJ.x units.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The applicént proposes new construction of a four-story, four-unit residential building. Due to -
the downsloping nature of the site, the proposed building would have a six-story rear wall.

" Three units may be developed as-of-right on the project site; however with a lot area of 4,727
square feet in the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Distrct, four units may be
constructed -at the project site with Conditional Use authorizing a dwelling unit dens1ty of up to
one unit per 1,000 square. feet of lot area. : ‘

BACKGROUND:
2009 - Conditional Use Authorization Applu:atzon flled
The project sponsor subrmtted a Conditional Use Authorization application on November 17

2009.

2010 — Historical Preservation Commission review
An emergency demolition permit was issued on March 13, 2009 by the Department of Building
Inspection to demolish the Victorian-era, two-unit, two-story cottage that was located at the
subject property. The cottage was listed on the Here Today survey (p. 279) and was considered to
be a historic resource per the Department’s CEQA review procedures. Due to the strong interest
shown by the 'HPC in the emergency demolition that took place at the property in March 2009,
Planning Department Preservation staff brought the current new construction project to public
hearings before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) of the Historic Preservation

SAN FRERGISCD - ' . o 2
PLARNING DEPRETRENT . .
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| Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization ' : File No. 110373
Hearing Date: April 19,2011 .= - . Plannlng Case No. 2009.1029C
o ' ‘ T 1268 Lombard Street

Commission (HPC) and the full HPC for review and comment on May 19, 2010 and July 7, 2010 '
respectively. Although not required by the Department’s CEQA review procedures, the Review
. and Comment hearings were requested by the Department prior to issuance of a Historic
Resource Evaluation Response Memo (HRER) under Case No 2009.1029E.

2011 — Environmental Review )
The Project was determined by the Major Envu'onmental Ana1y51s division of the Planru.ng

—-7Departmen’c -to-be categoncally exempt. from the ( Callforrua Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

per Categorical Exemiption Class 3, Section 15303(b) (new construd:lon of four or less units) on E

- February 11, 2011

2011 - Conditional Use Authorzzatton hearing

At the February 17, 2011 public hearing, the Planning Commission granted Condltlonal Use
Authorization pursuant to Planning: Code Sections 209.1 and 303, -authorizing construction of
four units at the subject property.

- CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS

Planning Code Section 209.1 states that the dwelling unit density of up to one dwellmg unit per .
1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH-3 District may be. allowed with Conditional Use
Authorization.

Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Plarmmg Commission to cons1der When
reviewing apphcatlons for Conditional Use approval:.

1. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community. - ‘

2. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general :
welfare of persons residing or workmg in the vicinity.  There are no features of the
project that could be detrimental to the health, sa.fety or convenience of those residing or
working the area, in that: :

a. -Nature of ‘proposed site, mdudmg its size and shape, and the proposed size,
,shape and arrangement of structures;

b, The accessibility and traffic patterns for ‘persons and vehicles, the ty'pe and~
_volume of such trafﬁc, and the adequacy of proposed off—sh'eet parkmg and

loadmg,

c. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, .
glare, dust aiid odor; : _

d. Treatment given, as appropnate, to such _aspects as landscaping, screening, open
spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting'and signs; ' -

3. That the use as proposed will comply with. the apphcable prov1$10ns of the Planning
Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

S FRRRCISER . ‘ . : 3.
PLANNING DEPARTHEE!&T .
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' Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization . , File No. 110373
Hearing Date: April 19, 2011 o ~ Planning Case No. 2009.1029C
o : o ' ' S 1268 Lombard Street

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concerns raised in the Appeal Letter ;';u:e cited in a summary below arnid are followed by the
Department’s response:

ISSUE #1: The Appellant contends that the project is located on an over-trafficked street.

RESPONSE #1: The Planning Commission found that the Project not only meets the criteria of

Planning Code Section 303, but that the project exceeded the baseline criteria. Section 303

requires the ‘Commission to find a ptoject either necessary or desirable. In this case, the

Commission found that the project was both “necessary and desirable.” S?edﬁcally, related to-
the Appellant's concerns about the over-trafficked street, the Commission found that the Project
is necessary and desirable and that the project would not overburden city streets and trafﬁc as

follows:

1. Traffic One of eight pnonty planmng pohaes established by Planning Code Section

. 101.1(b) requires that projects not create commuter traffic that impedes MUNI transit service
‘or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking. The project would provide four off-
street parking spaces, and the Commission found that the amount of additional parkmg and
traffic created by the project were not 51gmﬁcant

Specifically, the Commission found that the addition of four dwellmg units and four parking
spaces would not significantly increase traffic along Lombard Street or in the neighborhood.
The 1200 block of Lombard Street, which is a two lane street, is not as heavily trafficked as
other blocks of Lombard Street which are part of State Highway Route 101, containing six
lanes of traffic. The subject block is two ‘blocks east of the portion of Lombard that is part of
Route 101, which is at the intersection of Lombard Street and Van Ness Avenue and is where
Route 101 runs north-south albng Van Ness Avenue. The portion of Lombard Street on the
west side of Russian Hill, where the project is located, may be inherently more trafficked
than other east-west streets in the immediate neighborhood, as eastbound Lombard Street
provides ‘vehicular access to the portion of the street known as “the crookedest street in the
world,” Which is a one-way eastbound street and a popular, ihtemational tourist attraction.

2. Muni: The project is not located along a MUNI transit line. The Commission found that

' “vehicular traffic associated with the amount of dwelling units would not impede MUNI

_service”. The Commission found the multi-unit project “in keeping with the City’s Transit

. First Policy and the general planmng principle that higher density development should be

located close fo public transit”. While the project is not located along a transit line, the

project is well-served by MUNI linies within a one-block distance (on Polk Street and Van
Ness Avenue): MUNI #19, 30X, 47, 49 and 76. :

3. Parking: Planning Code Section 151 requires .one parking space per dwelhng unit in this
zoning district. As such, four parking spaces are proposed along with the four dwelling
units. With regard to meeting the criteria of Planning Code Section 303, the project was
found necessary and desirable and ‘would not be defrimental to the health safety, .

- corivenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. Specifically,
the Commission found that “accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the
“type and volume of traffic and the adequacy of the proposed off-street parking would notbe
detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or
Workmg in the v1c1ruty’ : : '

g mACISCD S : ' 4
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4. CEQA Impacts: The project was found to be categorically exempt from environmental

review per CEQA, Categorical Exemption Class 3, Section 15303(b). Class 3 allows for

~ exemptions from CEQA for new construction projects that are multi-family residential

" structures no more than four units; furthermore in urbanized areas, this exemption applies to-

apartments, duplexes and similar structures designed for not more than six units. As the

project is exempt from environmental review, the environmental effects due to traffic and
parking generated by the project' are found not to be significant. -

"~ ISSUE #2: The Appellant contends that The. pro]ect height is not in keeping wrth— the
' nelghborhood

—RESPONSE" #2'*The pro]ect isa four—story, four—urut buﬂdmg —As v1ewed from the fromt- fagade '
the project would appear as a four-story building. Due to the steep downhill slope of the lot, the
rear building wall of the project appears to be six stories tall. The appearance of a taller rear
facade is also characteristic of other buildings on the block where the slope of the lot drops away
from the street. The project is within the current height for this zoning district and d_ld not
require a zoning map amendment to increase the height hrrut. ;

1." Building Massing and Scale: The Commission found that the project is ”rrecessary and

_.desirable” as the height and bulk of the project appropriately infill a vacant lot. The
proposed building scale at the street is in keeping with adjacent buﬂdmgs on the blockface
and maintains the stepping pattern of front fagades that mimics the sloped topography of the
street. The overall massing, particularly towards the rear of the proposed building is
designed such that the bulk of the building is placed against a blank facade of the longer
‘adjacent building to the west, which also provides relief to the shorter building to the east.
While tall rear facades are typical of buildings in the immediate vicinity due to the steep
topography of the block, various setbacks and stepping of the building are proposed at the
project so the rear facade does not to appear to be a massive wall.

" 2. 'Street Pattern: The Commission considered the project in relation to the General Plan’s

Urban Design Element. The Commission found the project to be. compatlble with Urban
‘Design Element Objective 1 that places emphasis on the characteristic pattern which gives:
the City and its neighborhoods an image, a sense of purpose and a means of orientation, and
more specifically Policy 2 that states the existing street pattem should be protected and
reinforced especially as related to topography :

a.” The proposed four—story bu_rldmg Would ‘benefit ‘the nelghborhood character by
maintaining the built street wall along the blockface. = The properties in the-
immediate vicinity of the project site — on the blockface and across the street — are
comprised of three- to four-story residential buildings. At the project, the main front

" facade at the front property line is a three-story mass that is compatible with the
building scale and mass on. the blockface, particularly the adjacent buildings. As
related to the topography:of Lombard Street, the three-story front fagade also
maintains the stepping pattern of the existing buildings along the blockface.. -
Furthermore, the four-story portion of the project is set back 15 feet from the main
facade so that the fourth floor massing appears subordinate to the front fagade.

“b. In response to topography, the proposed stair and elevator penthouse structures are
located on the uphill side of the lot and set back over 23 feet from the main front
 facade.- :
" sy prnciscn ' - S o . . 5
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3. Rooftop Structures; Specifically with regard to the proposed penthduse structures, two stair

" and one elevator penthouse structures are proposed. The three structures are proposed fo be

grouped as close as possible to eliminate roof clutter while meeting the minimum
dimensions and exiting provisions required the Fire and Building Codes.

a. Although not requlred by the Conditional Use Authorization, the pro]ect architect
has revised the rear stair penthouse to be further reduced in mass as compared to the
project reviewed and approved by the Planning Comrmssmn

b. The project requires two means of egress. Per the applicant’s pre-application
meeting with the Fire Department and the Department of Building Inspection, roof
hatches are not permitted as a means of egress. Hence, the project provides two stair
penthouses. Ceiling height for means of egress is required to be a minimum of,7’-6";
when taking into consideration the roof thickness. 1tse1f this results in stair
penthouses of 86" above the roof. :

" ¢ Under the applicable Building Codes, privately funded hoﬁsing with three or more -
’ units is required to be handicapped accessible. The building requires an elevator
and all dwelling units must be accessible.- Also, all common use facilities, which
_ includes the common roof deck, are required to be accessible to persons.with
disabilities. The elevator must be ADA accessible (minimum 68” x 54” interior), and
the elevator must also be capable of accommodating an ambulance. stretc_her (24" x
84"), which results na larger cab.

ISSUE #3: The Appellant contends that the project is in a poor location.

RESPONSE #3: The project is a multi-unit, multl—bedroom residential building within an existing
high-density residential neighborhood. The project is compliant with the Planning Code.
intentions for this area because it is within a zoning district that encourages multi-family
buildings. The project is consistent with General Plan policiés for the area as it is an infill project
that is proposed for a-walkable and transit-oriented neighborhood. .

1. General Plan. The project is consistent with General Plan policies for the area as it is an infill
project that is proposed for a walkable and transit-oriented neighborhood.

" a. Residential Infill Development. The General Plan calls for the provision of infill
housing in established residential neighborhoods (Housing Element 1. 4). The
project is an appropriate in-fill development of a vacant lot. The project is also
consistent with the RH-3 Zoning District with regard to the Iocatlon of the
buﬂdmg on the lot, rear yard area and height reqmrements

b. New Family Housing. The Project would provide 4 units with a total of 10
bedrooms. The General Plan calls for the support and encouravement of quality
new family housing (Housing Element 1.7). '

c. Transit-Supported. - The General Plan seeks to locate housing near trans1t '
service. (Iransportation Element Objective 2). The project is a half block from
the Polk Street Muni Line (Muni Liné No. 19) and is a block and a half from the
“Primary Transit Streets” of Van Ness Avenue (served by Muni Line No. 47, 49,
30X, 76 and Golden Gate Transit) and the portion of Lombard Street that is
designated a ”Prlmary Transit Street” (served by Muni Line No 76 and Golden

A FRANGISED - . : 8
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Gate Transit). The Project is 2.5 blocks from the porhon of Chestnut that is
designated a “Secondary Transit Street” (served by Muni Llne No 30 and 30X).

d. Walkable Neighborhood. The project is within a comfortable walking d15tance1
of three commercial corridors: Lombard, Union, and Polk Street Nelghborhood

- Commercial Districts. The project is also close to Fort Mason, Aquatic Park and
Ghirardelli Square. According fo Walkscore.com, the project’s location is rated

89 for walkability stating the project’s location to be “ "very walkable” to various

Lypes*of*ne1ghborhood-a.memﬁes—(restaurantsfsteres, banking; parks etc) by—-———iﬁfﬂ—m -
foot.

,2%,P1a1ining:,Code:' LThe,project compliesv Wi&l the applicable provisions of;the Elanrying_-QQd.e; -
and was reviewed by the Planning Department’s Residential Design Team for compliance
with the Residential Design Guidelines. No variances from the Planning Code were requested
- for the project. ‘ ' ' o

a. RH-3 Zoning District. While the RH-3 District permits three-unit dwe]]mgs as-
of-right (without Planning Commission approval), the provisions of the RH-3
Zoning District allow for increased residential density with Conditional Use
Authorization by the Commission. Specifically, the RH-3 District allows a

_ residential density up to 1 to each 1000 square feet of lot area. The proposed
project fits this description as it was approved for four units, with up to 1 unit
per 1000 sf, with Conditional Use Authorization. As’ approved by the

"+ Commission, the project will result in 1182 sf of lot area per unit. The RH-3
District is intended to accommodate pro]ects of this density upon a favorable
finding by the Commission. -

- b. Dwelling Unit Dens1ty The Commission found the proposed den51ty for the
project to be compatible ‘with the existing surrounding density patterns.
Planning ‘Code Section 209.1 states that the dwelling unit density of up to one
dwrelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH-3 Zoning District may be |
allowed with Conditional Use Authorization. The Conditional Use approved by

' the Commission allows for the constructlon of four dwellmg units on a 4,727
“square footlot. - : :

c. . Residential De51gn Guldehnes The bulldmg massing, scale, proportlons and .
.. use of exterior materials proposed at the project would compliment the existing
neighborhood character, and. therefore the project is consistent with the
Residential Design Guidelines. (RDGs). Through the- provision of various
setbacks and shared lightwells, the project addresses the RDGs intent.to protect.
light and air access to both adjacent buildings, the rear yard area and the mid-
block open space. ' '

1 The Department considers a comfortable walking distance to be the distance that can be covered
-by walking at a comfortable pace for 15 mmutes Expressed as a d1s’cance, this would generaﬂy
be a ¥ mile. :
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ISSUE #4: The Appellant contends that the project ismot in keeping with the neighbbrhood.

'RESPONSE #4: The project is a multi-unit residential building within an existiﬁg high-density
residential neighborhood, which is also within a zoning district that encourages multl—famﬂy
buildings. ) y

Compatible with Exxstmg Neighborhood. In addition.to the fmdmgs aforemen’uoned in
Response #2, per the criteria of Planning Code Section 303, the Planning Commission found the
proposed building, uses and the intensity of the uses at the proposed location, would provide a -
development that is “necessary or desirable” and in keeping with the neighborhood: -

1. Neighborhood Density: The proposed dwelling unit density and building inassing are
compatible with the neighborhood. The proposed four units are in keeping with the varied
dwelling unit density per lot found throughout the nelghborhood which ranges from two
units to 34 units per lot. . :

2. Dens1ty of Adjacent Lots The lot ad]acen’c to the west of the pro]ect site and of sumlar lot
size as that of the project site contains 13 units. The lot directly adjacent and east of the ‘
~ project site is' approximately 67 feet shorter in length than the project site and contains a-
. three-story, three-unit building with rear yard depth of only 5 feet.

3. Commission Findings of Compaﬁbﬂlty In this case, the Commission not. only found that
the project was “necessary or desirable”, but found the project to be both “necessary and
desirable.” Specdifically, the Commission’s resolution found that “the proposed dwelling unit
density is compatible with the neighborhood.” The Commission found the proposed density
for the project to be compatible with the existing su:roundmg density patterns. Planning
Code Section 209.1 states that the dwelling unit density of up to one dwelling unit per 1,000
-square feet of Iot area in the RH-3 Zoning District may be allowed with Conditional Use
Authorization. The Conditional Use approved by the Commission allow for the construction
of four dwelling units on a 4,727 square foot lot. Furthermore, the Commission found that -
the proposed building scale at the street is in keeping with adjacent buildings on the
blockface and maintains the stepping pattern of front facades: that mimics the sloped
topography. The overall massing of the proposed building is such that the bulk of the
building is designed against a blank facade of the longer adjacent building to the west, which
also provides relief to the shorter building to the east. While tall rear facades are typical of
buildings in the immediate vicinity due to the steep topography of the block, the rear facade
at the project is stepped 50 as not to appear to be a massive wall. This finding concluded
with the statement, “The proposed unit density is necessary and desirable, as the project, ﬂ'\at
will contribute four units to the C1ty s housmg stock.” :

CONCLUSION'

For the reasons stated above, the Planning Department recommends that the Board uphold the
Planning ‘Commission’s decision in approving the Conditional Use authorization for the four-
story, four-unit building at 1268 Lombard Street and deny the Appellant’s request for appeal.
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| Conditional Use . Sy
HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 17, 2011 ' Reception:
: : , : - 415.558.5378
- Date: . __February 10, 2011 v . : . 415.558.6408
" CaseNo: . 2009.1029C ‘ T
Project Address: 1268 LOMBARD STREET - I e
~Zowing: o RHS (Re51den11a1 House, Three—Farmly) District Y % T
. 40-X Height and Bulk District S :
Block/Lot: 0500/015
\Pr_oject Sponsor: 1268 Lombard Street, LLC
2501 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
c/o Edward Toby Morris
Kerman Morris Archrtects, LLP
69A Water Street
_ . SanFPrancisco, CA 94133
Staff Contact: - Glenn Cabreros — (415) 558-6169

_ glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org ‘ o
Recommendation: ~Approval with Conditions 2l

-PROJECT DESCRlPTION

The applicant proposes new construction of a four-story, four-unit resrdentlal bulldmg Due to the
" downsloping nature of the site, the proposed building would have a six-story : rear wall. Three unifs may
be developed as-of-right on the project site; however with a lot ‘area of 4,727 square feet in the RH-3 -
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Distrct, four units may be constructed at the project site with
Conditional Use authorizirié a dwelling unit density of up to one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area. '

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project is located on the north side of Lombard Street ‘Block 0500, Lot 015 with a lot area of 4,727

" square feet of lot area. ‘The property is. located within the RH-3 (Re51dent1al House, Three-Family)
District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. The property is a vacant lot that slopes steeply downhill
" from Lornbard Street to the rear lot line. '

:_SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The project site is located within the blockface of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in the
. Russian Hill Neighborhood. Directly adjacent and west of the site is a three-story-plus-basement, 13-unit
apartment building. Directly adjacent and east of the site are a three-story, two-unit building that faces -

 www.sfplanning.org
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Lombard Street and a tall two-story, three-unit building that fronts onto Culebra Terrace. This portion of

" Lombard Street slopes steeply uphill from Polk Street to Larkin Street.” The immediate neighborhood is
charactetized by residential structures of various sizes and architectural styles. Along both sides of
Lombard Street east of the project site are mostly lower density (one to three units), three-story buildings. ‘
West of the project site and towards the intersection of Lombard and Polk Street are taller; higher density
buildings ranging from four to seven stories containing six to thirty-six units, :

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

On ]'anuary 13, 2011, the Project was determined to be exempt from the Cahforrua Enwronmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination.
. contained in the Planning Department file; Case No. 2009.1029E. -

HEARING NOTIFICATION . ‘ v
CTYPE "REQUIRED _ REQUIRED - ACTUAL - ACTUAL
: PERIOD - - NOTICE DATE - " NOQTICE DATE . PERIOD
| Classified News Ad © 20 days. | December 31, 2010 December 29,2010 | 22 days
Posted Notice ' 207days December 31, 2010 December 31,2010 | 20days
Mailed Noﬁce. 10 days ~ December 31, 2010 December 23, 2010 | o8 days
PUBLIC COMMENT

= The Department has received comments from at least eleven mcthduals adamantly opposed to
the project. Many of the opponents would like the project limited to the scale and helght of the
building demohshed in 2009 and that the demolished building be reconstructed.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

= Historical Preservahon An emergency demohhon permit was issued on March 13, 2009 by the
Department of Building Inspection to demolish the Victorian-era, two-unit, two-story cottage
that was located at the subject property. The cottage was listed on the Here Today survey (p. 279)
and was con51dered to be' a historic resource per the Department’s CEQA review procedures. -
Due to the strong interest shown by the HPC in the emergency demolition that took place at the
property in March 2009 Planning Department Preservation staff brought the current new
construction project tQ public hearings before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) of. the
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the full HPC for review and comment on May 19,
. 2010 and July 7, 2010 respectively. Although not required by the Departmient’'s CEQA review
procedures, the Review and Comment hearings were requested by the Department prior to
issuance of a Historic Resource Evaluation Response Memo (HRER) under Case No. 2009.1029E.
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REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

.In order for the project to proceed, the Comrnission must grant conditional use authorization to allow
four dwelling units to be constructed on the subject property at a density ratio up to one dwelling unit '
for each 1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District. )

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

L Tha De

The uLpartzr-nént—~be—lievesé’dtlis—'projeetfis_nécessa;:y,_and/,or_desir.ablé'_undeL-SectiorLIiQB_of,tlleAEIamﬁng '

Code for the following reasons:

~a The project proposes a dwelling unit density compatible with the neighborhood. ™
"= The project is of a scale and mass that is compatible with other surrounding structures in the
neighborhood, and therefore the new building is considered to be an appropriate in-fill project.
» The amount of units proposed is limited to four; therefore traffic associated with the projéct
" should not impact traffic or impede MUNI service. .~ ‘ _ ' '
*  The proposed project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code and, on balance,
meets the applicable Objéctives and Policies of the General Plan. '

[ RecoMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions | ]

Attachments: (also see attachment checklist)
Parcel Map L .

' Sanborn Map _

- Aerial Photographs
Zoning Map : '

_ Categorical Exemption
‘Project Sponsor submittal
Reduced Plans
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Subject fo: (Select only if applicable) o . o : . - . 1550-Wission St
0 Inclusionary Housing (Sec.315) - [J First Source Hiring (Admin. Code). - o Sutte 400
. [ Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 313) O Child Care Requirement (Sec. 314) ' gingir?gg?;ﬁ?g
I:I Downtown Park Fee (Sec 139) : O Other : :
. Reception
415.558.8378
Planning Commission Motion No. 18279 sssstsas
_ S ‘ ~© Plenning
Date: February 17, 2011° ‘“gﬁggﬂgm |
- Case No.: ~2009.1029C _
Project Address: 1268 LOMBARD STREET
Zoﬁing: ' RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District
S 40X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 0500/015
" Project Sponsor: 1268 Lombard Street, LLC
- 2501 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
‘c/o Edward Toby Morris
Kerman Morris Architects, LLP-
69A Water Street =
‘San Francisco, CA 94133
Staff Contact: Glenn Cabreros — (415) 558-6169

. glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO ‘THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.1 AND 303 OF. THE PLANNING CODE TO
.ALLOW NEW CONSTRUCTION OF FOUR DWELLING UNITS AT LOT" 015 IN ASSESSOR'S

* BLOCK 0500 AT A DENSITY RATIO UP. TO ONE DWELLING UNIT FOR EACH 1,000 SQUARE
FEET OF LOT AREA IN THE RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT AND THE
40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. -

PREAMBLE

On November 17, 2009 ‘Edward Toby Morris for 1268 Lombard Street, LLC (heremafter “Project

" Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional
Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections.209.1 and 303 of the Planning Code to allow new
construction of four dwelling units on Lot 015 in Assessor’s Block 0500 at a density ratio up to one- .
dwellmg unit for each 1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH 3 (Res1dent1a1 I—Iouse, Three-Family) DlSt['lCt‘
and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. - _ : _‘ : o
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On February 17 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Condmonal Use Application No.
2009.1029C. : '

On February 11, 2011, the Project was deterrmned to be exempt from the’ Call.forma _Environmental -
Quality Act (“CEQA”) as-a Class 3 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination
contamed in the Plan'nmg Department ﬁle, Case N 0. 2009.1029E.

- \

The Commission has heard and: considered the teshmony presented to it at the public hearing and has ‘
further consideted written materials and oral testu:nony presented on behalf of the apphcant Depariment o
__staff, and. othermterested partles o : : -

MOVED that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in App-lication No.
2609.1029C, subject to the condmons contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, baged on the followmg
. -ﬁndmgs

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above; and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, éondudes, and determines as follows: ‘ ’

1.. The above recitals are accurate and constitute ﬁ.ndihgs of this Commission.
2. Site Deseription and Present Use. The project is located on the north side of Lombard Street,
" Block 0500, Lot 015 with a lot area of 4, 727 square feet of lot area. The property is located within
. the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family). District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. "The
property is a vacant lot that slopes steeply downhill from Lombard Street to the rear lot line.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project site is located within the blockface of
Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in the Russian Hill Neighborhood. Directly
adjacent and west of the site is a three-story-plus-basement, 13-unit apartment building. Directly

" adjacent and east of the site are a three-story, three-unit building thiat faces Lombard Street and a
tall two-story, three-unit building that fronts onto Culebra Terrace. This portion of Lombard
- Street slopes steeply uphill from-Polk Street to Larkin Street. The inimediate neighborhood is
 characterized by fesidential structures of various sizes and architectural styles. Along both sides
of Lombard Street east of the project site are mostly lower density (one to three units), three-story
buildings. West of the project site and towards the intersection of Lombard and Polk Street are -
taller, ]:ugher dens1ty buﬂdmgs ranging from four to seven stories contammg six to thirty-six

units.

4. Project Description. The applicant proposes new construction of a four-story, four-unit
‘residential building. Due to the downsloping nature of the site, the proposed building would ‘
have a six-story rear wall. Three units may be developed as-of-right on the project site; however

. with a lot area of 4,727 square feet in the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Disttct,
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four units may be constructed at the project site with Conditional Use authorizing a dwelhng
unit density of up to one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area.

‘Hisl':orical Preservaﬁon, An emergency demo]iﬁon permit was issued on Mafch 13, 2009 by the

Department of Building Inspection to demolish the Victorian-era, two-unit, two-story cottage
that was located at the subject property. The cottage was listed on the Here Today survey (p. 279) -
and was' considered to be a historic resource per the Department’s CEQA review procedures.

' Due to the strong interest shown by the HPC in the emergency demolition that took place at the

property in March 2009, PIan.mng Department Preservation staff brought the .current new
construction project to public hearings before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) of the
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the full HPC for review and comment on May 19, '
2010 and July 7, 2010 respectively. Although not required by the Department’s CEQA review
procedures, the Review and Comment hearings were requested by the Department prior to
issuance of a Historic Resource Evaluation Response Memo (HRER) under Case No. 2009.1029E.

'Public Comment. Af the February 17, 2011 heaxﬁxg, ten persons spoke in opposition to the

project, mcludmg representatives from the Russian Hill Nezghbors group and the thfle House .
Committee. Eleven persons spoke in support of the pro]ect :

Planning Code Comphance The. Comn’ussmn finds that the Project is cons1stent with the

-~ relevant pr0v1$1ons of the Planning Code in the followmg manner:

Al Dwel]infr Unit Density. Plarmjng C'ode Section 209.1 states that the dwelling unit density of .
~ up to one dwelling unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area in the RH-3 District i may be allowed
- with Conditional Use Authorization. - :

The Project Sponsor is seekzng Condzfzomzl Use Authorization to construct 4 units on a 4,727 square
_ foot lot at the pro]ect site. .

B. He1ght. Planmng Code Section 260 limits a bulldmg he1ght to 40 feet within ’rhe 40-X Height
“and Bulk District.

- The projéct is proposed to the 40-foot heighi limit. Per Section 260, the proposed stair and elevator
penthouse is allowed to exceed the height limit by 10 and 16 feet, respectively, as features exempted
from the hezght limit. .

- C. Rear Yard Requirement in the RH-3 District. Planning Code Section 134 states that the

minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 45-percent of the total depth. Section 134 also

~ allows the use of the adjacent building depths to determine an averaged required rear yard’
depth, which can in no case be less than 25 percent of the lot depth or 15 feet, whichever is
greater _

The project proposes an‘al.térnate method of rear yard averaging as allowed per Section 134. As such, ' .
the depth of the rear yard at the lowest level i is equal to approxmmtely 34 feet or 25 percent of the total
lot depth

SAK SRENDISES - . _ : B 3
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D. Parking. Planmng Section 151 of the Planmng Code requires one off—street parkmg space per

dwelling unit.

The .project proposes. four dwelling units, and four mdependently—dccessz'ble parkmg spaces are
provided within an enclosed garage.

".8. Plan.rung Code Section 303 establishes. criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when

. reviewing applications for Condmonal Use approval On balance, the project does comply with
" said criteria in that .

A The proposed new uses and building, at the size and mtens1ty contemplated and at the

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary Or desuable, and compatible
with, the ne1ghb0rhoo_d or the commumity.

The proposed dwellzng unit denszty and buzldzng massing are compahble with the neighborhood. The .

" proposed four units are in keeping with the varied dwelling unit density per lot found throughout the

neighborhood, which ranges from two units to 34 units per lot. The lot adjacent to the west of the '
project site and of similar lot size as that of the project site contains 13 units. The proposed building
scale at the street is in keeping with adjacent buildings on the blockface and maintains the stepping
pattern of front facades that mimics the sloped topography. The overall massing of the proposed
building is such that the bulk of the building is designed against a blank facade of the longer adjacent
building to the west, which also provides relief to the: shorter building to the east. While tall rear
facades are typical of buildings in the immediate vicinity due to the steep topography of the block, the
rear fagade at the project is stepped so as not to appear to be a massive wall. The project is necessary
and desirable as it is an appropruzfe mﬁll of a vacant lot that will contribute four units to the City’s
housmg stock. ' :

The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general

_ welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health safety or convenience of those: re51dmg or Workxng
the area, in that .

i.  Nature of proposed site, mcludmg 1ts size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and”

-arrangement of structures;

The height and bulk of the project is designed to address the building’s scale and massing as
perceived from the public right-of-way as well as from the mid-block open space.

ii. . The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of

Sal Fﬁ&ﬁvlsw
PLANNEN

such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off—street parking and loading;

The Planmng Code requirés one parking space per dwellzng unit. Fouir parkmg spaoes ‘are
- proposed along with the four dwelling units. :
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ifi. . The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or 0f:fens1ve emissions such as noise, glare,
~ dustand odor;

The proposed use is a residential building. Noxzous or offensive emissions aré typzcally not

associated with residential uses.

iv.  Treatment given, as 'appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open ‘spaces, '
' parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed four ptzrkmg spaces are contained wzthzn an enclosed garage, and therefore scri cened
from the public rzght—of way The existing tree at the front of the properiy is proposed to be
retamed :

C That the use as proposed will comply, with the applicable provisions of the Planrung Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan. -

‘ The Project complies with all relevant requlrements and standards of the Planmng Code and 'is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the followmg Ob]ectlves '
and Policies of the General Plan: '

_ URBAN 'DESIGN_ELEMENT
'O.bj ectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE I:
- EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE AND A MEANS OF OR.[ENTAT.[ON

' Policy Z: : :
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern espec1a]1y as it is related to,

topo graphy

Pohcy 3: '
Recognize that bmldmgs When seen together, produce a total effect that charactenzes the city
and its districts.

The project proposes appropriate infill on a vacant lot. The proposed four-story building would benefit the
, neighbo‘rhood character by maintaining the built street wall along the blockface. The main front facade at
the front property line is a three-story mass that is compatible with the builcfing scale and mass on the
blockface, purticitlarly the adjacent buildings. As related to the topography of Lombard Street, the three-
story front facade also maintains the stepping pattern of the existing buildings along the blockface.
Furthermore, the four-story portion of the project is set back 15 feet from the main facade so that the fourth
floor massing appears subordinate fo the ﬁ'oﬁt facade. In response’ to topography, the ‘proposed

SAH FRAK ~tsns ‘ ) : . ’ ' 5
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stair/elevator penthouse is located on the uphzll side of the Zot and set back over 23 feet ﬁ'om the main front ‘
facade. : ,
HOUS!NG ELEMENT
Obj ectives and Policies

OB]ECTIVE 1 -
TO-PROVIDE NEW HOU Tcm\T(“ PQPFPTALLY PERM_ANENTLY AFFORDABT E_HOT IC;TNG

"~ APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WI—]ICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKESIN -
ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUS]NG CREATED BY EMPLOYEMENT

' DEMAND

) Pohcy 1.4:
Locate in-fill housing on appropnate sites in estabhshed res1dentlal ne1ghborhoods

The project is an appropnate in-; ﬁll residential development. The proposed denszty for the pro]ect is also
- compatible with the exzstzng, surroundmg density patterns.

10. Planrung Code Section 101.1(b) establishes elght pnonty planning pohcres and requires review -
' of perrmts for consistency wrth said pohaes On balance, the pro]ect does comply with sald:
policies in that:

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

: Exzsimg nezghborhood—servmg retail uses would not be adversely affected by the pro]ect as the pra]ect
is a residential use located within a reszdentml zomng district.

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

The exzshng nezghborhood character would be conserved and protected . as the pro]ect would
 appropriately infill a vacant lot along the bloclgﬁzce The additional four units would provide new
housing opportunities and economic diversity to the established neighborhood.
C.. That the C1’cy 5 supply of affordable housmg be preserved and enhanced,

No aﬁordtzble housmg is removed for this Pro]ect

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
_ ne1ghborhood parking. '

Tl're project proﬁoses to add four dwelling units, and the ﬁroject site is not located along a MUNI
transit line. The vehicular traffic associated with the amount of dwelling. units would not impede

SHH PRAKCISED . . oo : ) o B 6
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MUNI service. The project site is well served my MUNI lines (wtthin one block distance on Polk
Si-reet and nearby Van Ness Avenue): MUNI #19, 3OX, 47, 49 and 76. ‘ '

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our Lndustnal and service sectors
from dlsplacement due to commercial office development, anid that future opporturu’aes for

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The proj'ect will not affect

. industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or

service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.

_ That the C1ty achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect agamst injury and loss of

lifein an earthquake

The Project is designed and will be c'o_nstructed to conform to the-struétuml and seismic safety
requirements of the City Building Code. This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to -

" withstand an earthquake. -

. That landmarks and historic buildings be prese'rved,.

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. -

That our parks and open space and their access to sunhght and vistas be protected from .
development - :

The project will have no negative impact on existirig parks and open spaces. The Project does not have
an impact on open spaces. '

11. The Project is consistent with and would proxhote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the
character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneﬁcial development.

12. The Commlssmn hereby finds that approval of the Condlhonal Use authonzatlon would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the C1ty :

. BAR ERANDISES
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DECISION

' That based upon the Record, the submlssmns by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use
’ Apphcatwn No. 2009.1029C subject to the following conditions attached - hefet'o as “EXHIBIT A” in

general conformance with plans filed with the Application as received on December 3, 2010 and stamped K

= ”EIT B% Wluch is mc:orporated herein- by reference as- though fully set forth

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional ..

- Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18279. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors.- For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Cazlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. ' )

I hereby certify that the Plal-'mhg'Comlisslon ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on Februéry 17, 2011.

" Linda D: Avery
Commission Secretary
AYES: Antoriini, Fong, Miguel, Sugaya
NAYS: Berden, Moore, Olague
ABSENT:  (none)

ADOPTED:  February 17,2011

397



" Motion No. 18279 ' ~ R _ N CASE NO. 2009.1029C
February 17, 2011 : ' ' o ) 1268 Lombard Street

EXHIBITA
AUTHOR[ZATION

- 1. This authonzahon is fora condl’aonal use to allow four dwelhncr units located at 1268 Lombard
. Street, Block 0500, and Lot 015 pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.1 and 303 within the RH-
3 (Residential House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general
conformance with plans, dated February 8, 2011, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the
docket for Case No. 2009.1029C and subject to conditions of apprOval reviewed and approved by
the Commission on February 17, 2011 under Motion No 18279. This authorization and the
conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Pro]ect Sponsor,
: busmess, or operator '

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

2. Priorto the issuanice of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the -
Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. Thls Notice shall state
that the project is subject to the condltxons of approval contained herem and reviewed and
approved by the Planning Comnussmn on February 17, 2011 under Motion No. 18279

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

3. The conditions of approval under the "Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18279
- shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building
permit application for the Pr0]ect The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the

" Conditional Use authonzatlon and any subsequent amendmen’cs or modifications.

SEVERABILITY -

4. The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes.and requirements. If any clause,
sentence, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid,

* such invalidity shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these
conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. ”Pfoject -
Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible pafty.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

5. Changes to the approved plans may be approved adlmmstratlvely by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval
of a new Conditional Use authorization. : '

SAH SRARNISEY ' N . ' : : g
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, C.o‘_nditions of Approvai, Compliancé, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

6.

Validity and Expuahon The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for

. three years from the effective date of the Motion. A ‘building permit from the Department of

Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued

—as this Conditional Use authorization is only-an-approval-of- the-proposed-project and conveysno—

mdependent tight to construct the project or to commence the approved use. The Planning

 Commission may, in a public heanng, consider the revoc:atlon of the approvals granted if a site
- or building permit has not been obtamed within three (3) years ‘of the date of the Motion

approving the Project. Once a site or building -permit has been issued, construction must

‘commence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspechon and be

. continued diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking' the approva]s

if a permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3) years

~ have passed since the Motion was approved.

For information about complzance, contact Code Enforcement, Pltznmng Depariment at 415-575- 6863 www.sf- -
planmng org.

. DESIGN

7.

9.

‘Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Plahxﬁ:rlg Department on the
. building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be - .

subject to Department staff review ‘and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Pla:nmng Department prior to issuance. ‘

The garage door shall be limited to 10-feet in'width.

The windows that face t‘he - public right—éf—way shall be painted wood windows. .

For mformaﬁon about co111plzance, contact the Case Plunner Plannmg Deparfment at 415-558- 6378, wsf—
planning.org . .

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

"10. Parking Requlrement. Pursuant to Pla.nmng Code Section 151, the Pro]ect sha]l prov1de four (4)

independently accessible off—street parking spaces.

For mformahon about complzunce, contact Code Enforcement Planmng Deparhnent at 415-575- 6863 www.sf-
planning.org .

Sal "HAI?JSCQ
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Certificate of Determination = O Suted00
- : : : ‘San Francisco,
Exemption from Enwronmental Review  cASHOI2MTY
: . . : e ) ' i Reception: .
Cas.e No.: 2009.1029E o . 415.558.6378
Project Title: . 1268 Lombard Street S
o Fax:
Zonlng. ~ RH-3 (Residential, House, Three—Famlly) 415.558.6400
: 40-X Height and Bulk District .
Block/Lot: _ 0500/015 : ' ' . Planning -
e : : ) ) - Information; -
Lot Size: 4,726 square feet _ ‘ 415.558.6377 -

Project Sponsor: Toby Morris, Kerman / Morris Archltects
- ' (415) 749-0302

Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone - (415) 558—6625 l

shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

. The proposed project involves. construction of a new 4-unit, 5-story, 13, 243-square;foot residential
‘building on a vacant lot. The building would measure approximately 40" tall and 103" deep. The project.
 site is located on a block bounded by Chestnut Street, Lombard Street, Larkin Street, and Polk Street. The
proposed project requires Conditional Use Authorlzahon per San Franc1sco Planning Code Sectlons 209.1
and 303.

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical.Exemptibn, Class 3 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 1_5303(b)

REMARKS: A S

See next pa ge

DETERMINATION

. Ido -hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requiremehts.

B — A #//”7¢ 1,20

Bill Wycko = / ' Date
Enwronmental'Re ew Officer - o

cc: Toby Morris, Project Sponsor Supervisor Farrell, District 2

1268 Lombard Street LLC, Property Owner - Vima Byrd, M.D.F.
Brett Bollinger, MEA Division : Distribution List _
Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner ' Historic Preservation Distribution List . '
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REMARKS (contlnued) :

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the

Cahforma Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the subject
' .property is not a historical resource. The property is a vacant parcel and contains no historic buildings,

structures, or objects. The site is considered a ”Category B” (Properues Requiring Further Consultation
) ‘and Review) property for the purposes of the Planning Departrnent’ s California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA) review procedures due to the parcel’s proximity to a potential California Regjster-eligible

historic district. 7As described_in’ the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum! attached), the

1268 Lombard: Street property appears to be Jocated within the setting of a potentlal California Register-
e11g1b1e historic district. The subject property is adjacent to (across the street from and three lots west of)

the boundary of the potential historic district. The district appears fo be eligible for hstlng urider Criterion
1 (Event) and Criterion 3 (Arc‘mtecture) as a collection of pre- and post-1906 residential architecture
containing a ‘wide yet cohesive rarige of turn-of- the-ce_ntu_ry styles (Ttalianate, Stick East-Lake, Queen .
Anne, Classical Revival, Shingle, and Spanish Revival) with “fine detaﬂmg and traditional compositions.”
The district is also noted for the theme of Shingle-style houses and flats and the addition of shingles to
19% century houses. The period of significance is identified as 1876-1928, a penod representing the

- changing aesthetics in resuien‘ual architecture of this poruon of Russian Hill at the tum-of-the-century.
Because the subject property no longer retains a building or structure that would contribute to.the .
_district, the site does not appear to contribute to the district. As such, the property is not cons1dered a
historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.

. . Since the property was deterrruned to be located Wlthm the settmg of a potentlal California Register-'
eligible historic ‘district, the . Planning Departrnent -assessed. whether the proposed pro]ect would

' mate_nally impair the district. The Department concurs with the analysis presented in architectural”

‘ historian William Kostura's Sfudy -of the Effect of the proposed New Building at 1268 Lombard Streeton a .
Nearby ‘Potential Historic District that the proposed project would not have an adverse effect on off—51te_

. historical resources, including the adjacent historic district. The design of the new construction would be.

. compatlble with the architectural character of the potenual district, thereby preserving the se’d:lng and |
feeling of these resources. Speaﬁcally, the pro]ect de31gn Would be compahble w1th the character of the-
ne1ghborhood for the following reasons:

. rThe height of the proposed buﬂdmg at the street wall would be in keeping w1th the he1ghts of the
" adjacent properties, retaining a steppmg pattern ‘of buildings along the north side of Lombard
Street_ :

= The setback at the east 51de of the building would reduce the mass of the new structure as viewed
a from Lombard Street so that the relative size of the bu11d1ng would be perceived as smula.r to the - -
surroundmg bulldmgs :

1 Memorandum from Shelley Caltaglrone Preservanon Techmcal Speaahst to Brett Bollinger, Planner,
: Ma] or Envirenmental Analysxs, December 15, 2010

SAN FRANGISCD ’ ' o . 2
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- = The proposed painted wood eladding,‘ wood trim/fascia, and wood-framed _Windows and doors
~ would be in keeping with the traditional materials found on the block and within the historic -
district. ‘ : - : ' v

* The fenestration pattem mcludes a rectangular pro]ectmg bay element and palred window units
- with narrow lights that would relate well to the traditional fenestratlon pattems found on the
’ block ‘ '

™ The pro]ectlng cornice element and frieze are a contemporary mterpretatlon of the corhices found
on the Victorian-era bmldmgs on the block, which would help to relate the fiew bulldrng to its
context :

= The proposed new design would employ a level of omamentation (including the trim-work,
pent-roofed entrance, metal picket railing, and tile-work) that is comparable but more subdued
than that found in the historic buildings -on the block. This would create an appropriate
subordinate relationship between the new building and the historic buildings that Would allow
- the district contributors to stand out more promlnently in thie streetscape.

For these reasons, the proposed pI'OJECt would have no adverse effect on the potentlal historic dlstnct
located in the v1c1ruty of the project site.

The proposed project would involve .the construction of a mew 4-unit, 5-story, 13 ,243-square-foot
residential building. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(b) or Class 3, provides for new construction of
multi-family residential structures totaling no more than four dwelling units on.a smgle parcel. In
urbanized areas, this exemption applies to apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not
more than six dwelling units. The proposed project would create four dwellmg units on a single parcel.
‘The proposed project therefore meets the criteria of Class 3. :

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorlcal exemphon shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable ‘possibility that the activity will have a 51gnrf1cant effect on the
environment due to’ unusual circumstances. Section 15300. 2(f) speCIﬁcaHy states, that a categorical
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
- of an historical resource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse .
change 'in the significance of the historieal resource under Section 15300.2(f). Given this fact and the -

nature of the proposed project, the exemption provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e), or
Class 1, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project that
would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The project would be exempt
under the above-cited cla551f1cat10n. For the above reasons, the proposed pro]ect is appropnately exempt
from envrronmental review. )

SAN FRANCISCD ) . . 3
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S Hlstorlc Resource Evaluatlon Response B vt
) ) . - San Francisca,
MEA Planner- -~ - -BrettBollmger - GA94103-2479
Project Address: " 1268 Lombard Street -
i ) . . Reception:- .
Block/Lot: . ) . 0500/015 - 4715.558.5378
"Case'No.: - : 2009.1029E S F.'
_Date of Review: .- December 14, 2010 : S _ o A{55586400 -
Planning-Dept. Review_er Shelley Caltagirone ’ : : Lo
el - Planning -
777777 e »(415) 558—6625! shelley cahagxrone@sfgov org: B . Tomaor.
o — — ; . AISSSREITT
PROPOSED PROJECT S Demolition ' [l A_lteration' ‘ - New Consu'uctlon -
. PROJECT DESCR!PTlON

. The proposed project mvolves constructlon of a new 4-unit, 5-story, 13 243—square—foot res1dent1a1
- building. The building would .measure approxmnately 40’ tall and 103’ deep Please see plans dated
December 3, 2010 for detalls .

. PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING ! SURVEY

The property is a vacant ot and contains mo historic’ bulldmgs, structures, or objects. The site is
considered .2 ”Ca’cegory B” (Properhes Requiring Further Consultation and Review) property for the
‘purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review _procedures
’ due to the lot's pronuuty toa potential Caleorma Reg15ter—e11g1ble hlStOﬂC <:hsi:r1cf_2 ‘

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The sub]ect property (1268 Lombard Street, Assessor 5 Block 0500 Lot 015) isa34 x 137. 5’ vacant lot
located on the north side of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in a portion of the Russian
Hill ne1ghborhood referred to as the West Slope in William Kostura’s Russian Hill the Summit. 3 The site is
zoned RH-3 (Resu:lenhal House District, Three-Family) and is in as 40-X Height and Bulk District. The lot
s, located on a block that was largely spared from the destruction -of the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, .
resulting in a collection of buildings dating from the tnid-19% century through the present. In- general, the
West Slope of ‘Russian Hill is composed of a mxxture of single and multi- famﬂy residences datmg' ‘
~ predominantly f:rom the post—1906 period. '

1 An emergency demohhon permlt was issued om March 13, 2009 by the Depa.rtment of Bmld:lng Inspechon to” -
demolish a Victorian-era, two-unit, two-story cottage located at the subject property. The project under rev1ew by the o

. Department is limited to the review of the new construction pro]ect as the emergency demolition pro]ect was exempt
‘from further enw:fonmen’cal Teview. :

. 2.This envrronme_ntal review considers the e)ctshng c0nd1t10ns of the site at the time of the apphcahon Therefore, the N
hlstonc resource statuf of the demohshed building is not pertment to the current review.

3 Kostura, Wﬂha.m Russuzn Hill the Surmmt‘ 1853 1906. Aerig Pubhcatlons San Fra.nmsco, 1997

iWN.sfplanning.org' i
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| Kostu.ra has 1den11f1ed the West Slope of Russian H111 asa poten’clal lustonc district compnsed of most of
. the properhes within’ Assessor’s Block 0501 and the ssix properties located at the east end of Lombard
. Street within Assessor’s Block 0500.* The district appears te be significant as a collection of pre- and post-
, 1906 residential architecfure contammg a wide yet cohesive range of turn-of- _the-century styles (Italianate,
Stick East- Lake, Queen Arme, Classical Revival, Shlngle and Spanish Revival) with “fine detailing and
traditional compositions.” The district is also noted for the theme of Shmgle-style housesand flats and
the addition of shingles to 19% century houses. The period of 51gruﬁcance is identified as 1876-1928, a
period representing the chanwmg aesthebcs in residential ard'utecbure of this portlon of Ru551an Hill at
the turn-of- -the-century. - : : » '

1 Cahforma Reg15ter Cntena of Significance: Note, a buﬂdmg may be an historical resource if it

meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such

" a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register

- Eligibility is made based on exzstmg data and 1esearch provzded to the Planning Depariment by the above

named preparer/ consultant aml other parties. Key pages of report and a photogmph of the sub]ect buzldmg are
attached.). :

Event: or ; I:]'Yes _ ' No - [] Unable to detenru'n_e ;

- Persons: or "~ [Yes *XINo . [[]Unableto determine
Architecture: or [yes -XINo 1 Unable to detem'une L

" Information Potential:. | | Further investigation ; recommended.
- District or Context: l:] Yes, may contribute to a potentxal drstnct or. s1gmﬁcant context
I Yes, Period of 51gn1ﬁcance ’ . -

" The subject property located at 1268 Lombard Street appears to be Ioeated within the setting of a
potential California Register-eligible historic district.- The district appears to be eligible for listing
-under Criterion 1 (Event) and Criterion 3 (Ardutecture) for the reasons discussed above. Because the
property no longer retains a building ot structure that would contribute to the district, the site does
not appear to ¢ontribute to the district. Below is a brief description of the subject property’s historical
significance per the criteria for inclusion on the California Reglster This summary is based upon '

. William Kostura’s Study of the Effect of the. Proposed New Building at 1268 Lombard Street on a Nearby

. Potential Historic District, dated November 2, 2009 (atlached) Staff concurs fully with the fmdmgs of

the Kostura report

Crzterwn 1 It is assocwted with events that have made a significant contnbutton to the broad :
patterns af local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;
The sub}ect Tot, without the ongmal cottage building, does not retain sufficient charac’cer—deﬁnmg _
features to convey the property’s association with pre- and post-1906 development in this area of
-Ru551an Hﬂl The single remammg feature of the site whlch conveys an association Wlth the pre-1906

¢ Kostura, Wllham. The West Slope of Russign’ Hill; A Historical Context and Inventory of sttanc Resources far
Remdeni-uz] Bulldmgs around Lombard and Larkin Streets San Francisco, CA. Adopted by the Historic Preservation’
Commission in October 2009, and on ﬁle at the San Frandisco Planmncr Department Iocated at 1650 M_xssmn Street,

Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103. . . /
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development in this area is the slope at the front of the lot, which hkely resulted from the change in".
grade that-occurred along’Lombard. Street in_ the- 1890s. When. the cottage was extant, a bridge
spanned this.sloped area to give access to the main level of the cottage This single land_scape feature

isnota sufﬁmently strong association with the past to quahfy under this criterion. -

* Criterion 2= It is assocmfed wzth the lwes of persons 1mportant in our local, regional or national

past;

- The sub]ect property is assomated w1th a lme of blue collar and clerical tenants and owners who lived

in the cottage between the early 1860 and the 19305 ‘None of these persons cant be considered to be -

-, individually significant in our local, regional, or nauonal past: However, in William Kostura’s DPR -
_form for the property dated N overnber 2000 he argues that the property’s assocxatxon with several )

generations of people represenhng an. meortant economic and social class in the tustory of San

Francisco should quahfy the property for listing under this criterion. This association with the lives of . -

blue color and clerical workers is no- longer conveyed by the property without the cottage in wl'uch

_they hved Therefore, the property does quahfy under this criterion.

Criterion 3: It embodzes the dlstmctwe chamctmsﬁcs of a type, perwd regwn, or method of
construction, or represents the work of 4 master, or possesses high artistic values;

. Thehouse that previously occupied the site was constructed in 1861 for Robert Price, a laborer Itwas

@ one-story-plus-basement Italianate cottage that had been’ covered with wooden shingles at a later .
date5 An emergency demolition permit was issued on March 13, 2009 by the Department of Building

'Inspectron to demolish a Victorian-era cottage. Wlthout the bulldmg, the property does not retain .

- sufficient historical mtegnty to quahfy under this criterion.

. Criterion 4. It yu:lds, or may be likely to yteld mformatwn 1mpo1'tant in prehistory or hzstmy, :

It does not appear that the subject property is hkely to y1e1d mformahon mtportant to a better

understa.nd.mg of pretustory or h]story ' o . . Lot

Integrity is the abﬂrty ofa property to convey its 51gru.ﬁcance Tobea resou.rce for the purposes of.

2.
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the Cahforma Regtster criteria, but . |
it also must have mtegnty To retain historic integrity a property will-always possess several, and
'usua]ly most, of the aspects. The. sub]ect property has retairied of lacks mtegnty from the penod of
s1gruﬁcance noted above - , .
' Locaﬁ'on: [ZI Retain's ) D Lacks . Settmg' _ . <] Retains D Lacks
" . Association: [ Retains - XLacks ‘Feeling: - [J Retains  [X] Lacks -
Design: " [ IRetains - [ Lacks Materials: [ ] Retains & Lacks_
Workmanshlp ] Relams &'Lacks S ) :
-There are no rema;rung buﬂdmgs, structures, or ob]ects located at the property to convey the site’ s
‘hlS’tO].’lC relatronslup to the adjacent potential ]:ustonc district. The site’s locatlon and seth.ng are the
% Kostura, p. 13.
SAN FRANGISGD _
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' Historic Resource Evel‘uaﬁoﬁ. Response - . - - CASE NO. 200,9.10255 B ‘
December 15, 2010 ‘ : - o " 1268 Lombard Street

_only remainirrg elerrleﬁts,_ of the historic property and are not sufficient to convey historic signiﬁcance
. related to the collection of pre- and post-1906 residential buildings in the area dating from 1876-1928.

3. De’cenmna’aon of whether the property isan ”hrstoncal resource” for purposes of CEQA

- [Z No Re'souree Present (Go fo 6 below.) . E] H15tor1ca1 Resource Presmt ( Coni'mue to 4)

"4, If the property appears ‘to be an Iustoncal resource, whether the. proposed pro;ect would |
: matenally impair the resource (i.e: alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics wh_lch
justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs)..

D The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such
~ that the significance of the resource would be matenally impaired, (Contirueto 5 zf the pro]ect isan’
alteration.) ' :

[:I The pro]ect isasi gmﬁcant unpact as proposed ( Contmue to’ 5 zf the pro]ecf is an alterahon )

"B _Character—deﬁnmg features .of the bu.rldmg to be retained. or respected in ‘order to avoid a _

significant adverse etrect by the ] project, presently or cumulahvely, as modifications to 5 The proj project
to reduce or avoid impacts. . Please recornmend cond.lhons of approval that may be desrrable to
mrhgate thie proj ect's adverse effects ' )

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources; such as '
ad]acent historic properhes ’ : . . -

D Yes . IZ No E] Unable to deterrrune

Staff concurs with the ana1y51s presented in William Kostura s study that the proposed pro;ect would,

not have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources.® The subject property is adjacent to'(across

the street from and three lots west of) a potential historic district and alterations to the site may affect

the se’cbrlg of that district. .The design of the new constriction would be compatible with the
’ ard’utectural character of the- potential district, thereby preserving the settmg and feehng of these
_ resources. Specifically, the pro;ect des1gn is compaﬁble with the character of the nelghborhood for ’rhe
_ followmg Teasons:. : :

. The heigﬁt of the proposed building at the sﬁ-eet wall would be in kéeping with ﬂie heights
~ of the adjacent properties, retauung a stepping pattern of buﬂdmgs along the north side’ of
Lombard Street. - . -

. © Please note that the project has been revised since the November 2009 analysm to further u:nprove the new
building’s compatrbﬂrry with the drstnct. :

SAN FRANGISCD ] . . _ . D - . -y
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Historie Resource Evaluatlon Response o - ’ . CASE NO. .2005_!.1 02.9"E
December 15 2010 - . C : ' ~ 1268 Lombard Street

. - The setbad< at the east 51de of the bmldmg W1]_1 reduce the mass of the new- structure as
viewed from Lombard Street so that the relative size of the buﬂdmg Wﬂl be perceived as
similar to the surrou.ndmg burld.mgs :

" The proposed painted’ wood claddmg, wood trim/fascia, and wood- framed wmdows and
doors will be in keeping with the tradmor\al materials found on the block and Wlthm the ,
historic district.

* The fenestratxon pattern mdudes a rectangular pro]ectmg bay element and palred wmdow
units with narrow lights that relate well to the tradmonal fenestrahon paﬁems found on the’

~

" hlode e e e e e

The projecting corruce element. and frieze are a contemporary mterpretatlon of the cornices .
.found on the Victorian-era buﬂdmgs on the block which help to relate the new bqudmg to
its context. : :

.. The proposed new des1gn employs a level of ornamentation (mdudmg the trxm—work, pent-
roofed entrance, metal picket railing, and tile-work) that is comparable but more subdued
than that found in “the historic buildings -on the block. -This creates ‘an - appropnate
subordinate relahonsl'up between the new building and the historic burldmgs that allows
them to stand out mere prormnenﬂy in the streetscape

]

For these reasons, the proposed pro]ect will have no adverse eﬁect on, the poten’nal hlstonc

drstnct located in the wamty of the project site.

SENIOR PRESERVATI'ON‘PLANNER REVIEW -

Signature: . ‘b?’lj @M - - i ; . Date // ///ZQZI
~ Tina Tam, Semor Preseraatmn Planner ’ : '
. . - \\ .
“e . Llinda Avery, Recarding Secretmy,}listori,c Preservation Commission .

Virgializa Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File
Glenn Cabreros, Neighborticod Planner :

SC: G:\DOCUMENTS\ Cases\ CEQA\HRER\1268 Lombard \2009.1029F_1268 Loribard_HRER memo.doc

. AN FRANGISCD

" . PLANNING DEPARTMENT - . . ‘ .. 5.
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Parcel Map

¢ Conditional Use Hearing

Case Number 2009.1029C

1268 Lombard Street
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011
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Aerial Photo 2

'SUBJECT PROPERTY

aring

(]
s
&
=)
o
g
5
s
o
Q
o

1029C

Case Number 2009

1268 Lombard Street

February 17, 2011

aring Date:

He

SAN FRAKCISCO

411



: Conditional Use Hearing :
‘ Case Number 2009.1029C
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~ Zoning Map
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| ADJACENT PROPERTY |
BLOCK 0500/ LOT 014

_ ADJACENT PROPERTY Yo “SUBJECT PROPERTY
BLOCK 0500/ LOT 016 BLOCK 0500/ LOT 015

SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1268 LOMBARD STREET
_ , BUILDINGS ON SAME BLOCK
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SUBJECT PROPERTY: 1268-4276 IOMBARD STREET ;
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* April 12,2011 e o
“Supervisor David Chiu , T Y%
‘President, Board of Supervisors 3 zg x
City Hall, Room 244 - NS ;g-ng
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place = ;;gm
San Francisco, CA 941024669 AZ 5om.
| | = 8<%
e e SUBJECT - _File No. 110373, Planning Case No, 2009:1.029C- S

1268 Lombard Street Conditional Use Appeal

* Dear Supervisotr Chiu,

- On December 22, 2010, the 1268 Lombard Street LLC (“Applicant”), owner of
1268 Lombard Street, submitted Application No. 201012227210 to construct a
four-unit residential building (“Project”) at 1268 Lombard Street (“Site”). On
November 17, 2009, a conditional use appl1cat1on was submitted to the Planning
Department (“Departmént™) for the Project.  The Planning Commission
(“Commission”) held a duly noticed public hearing on February 17, 2011 and
granted the conditional use application. See the Department’s April 11, 2011 case"
report to the Board of Supervisors for a copy of the Commission Motion No. 18279.

Russian -Hill Neighbors - (“Appellant”) appealed the conditional use
application to the Board of Supervisors on March 21, 2011. The Board of
Supervisors (“Board”) will hear this appeal on April 19, 2011 ~ As will be fully
dlscussed below, this appeal is without merit.

PROJECT SITE

‘The S1te located at 1268 Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets was
improved with a dilapidated single family home. Due to the unsafe condition of
that building, the Department of Building Inspection issued an emergency
demolition order on March 13, 2009 requiring that building to be demolished
immediately. Demolition was completed on April 27, 2009 pursuant to Permit
- Application No. 200903 134043.

' This-down sloping Site has an elevation difference of 34’ between the front -
and rear property lines. The 4,727 square foot Site measures 34°-4 %> by 137°-6”
and is located in a RH-3 zoning district, where a three unit residential building may

69A Water Street be constructed as a matter of right. 'However, Section 209.1 of the Planning Code
' provides that dwelling units exceeding three may be constructed at a density of

san Francisco CA 94133
Tel 415 749-0302

Fax 415928-5152 - : : ' 439



Supervisor David Chiu S - File No. 110373
April 12,2011 - | - |
Page2of 5

11,000 -square feet with conditional use approval. Thus, four units may be
. constructed on the Site with Conditional Use approval.

East of the Site are one- to three-unit bulldmgs west of the Site are three unit
~ buildings and apartment houses ranging from 6 to 36 units. The Polk Street . -
~ Neighborhood Commercial District is a half block away and Van Ness Avenue is

‘one and one-half blocks away. The heights of the buildings near the Site vicinity
range from three to seven stories. Photographs of the Site and Site vicinity are
attached to the Department’s case report to this Board.

The Site is easily accessible to public transit. MUNI line. 19 (Polk) is a half
block away. MUNI lines 47 (Van Ness), 49 (Van Ness/Mission) and 76 (Marin
-Headlands) are 1 % blocks away. MUNI lines 30 and 30X are 2 ¥ blocks away.
MUNI lines 41 Union) and 45 (Union/Stockton) are 3 1/2 blocks away. All of these
- MUNI lines provide easy connections to other parts of the City.

PROPOSED PRO.]ECT

The project is the construction of a four-umt 40’ high butldlng on a vacant lot.
The building is four stories high from Lombard Street; however, the fourth floor is
set back 15° from the floor below, so that the facade maintains the height of the

. nearby three-story building from the pedestrians’ perspective. While the rear of the
bu11d1ng is six-stories high, the rear fagade incorporates multiple set backs to
minimize the scale and massing of the building at the rear. At the street level

: (second ﬂoor) is the four-car parklng garage.

The two levels below the garage level contain storage rooms’ for each unit
and a three-bedroom town house unit. The bedrooms are located on the first floor,
one level above the rear garden. The living/dining/kitchen, den and a bath room are
in the basement level which has d1rect access to the rear yard.

Each of the three floors above the garage level-contams a two- or three-bedroom,
two-bath flat. All units are handicapped accessible, as required by law. The roof
deck provides common usable open space for all the units. An elevator provides
handicap access to the roof deck, which is also accessible by the two required stairs.
The stair penthouses have been sloped to reﬂect the slope of the stalrs and to
minimize their mass and scale.

' PROCEEDINGS BELOW

Prior to the conditional hearing before the Planning Commission, the Project was
presented to the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) because the demolished
single family home was listed in Here Today and was a historic resource under
CEQA. Although not required, the Department presented the new building to the
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Architectural Review Committee (ARC) of the HPC on May 19 and July 7 2010 to
‘the full HPC before issuing a Historic Resource Evaluation Report for the new
building. While the ARC was generally supportive of the project as designed and
presented, specific requests were made to remove the front glass. railing and lend
.more softness and grace to the facade. The building was subsequently revised per

these comments and direction from the Department s hlstorrcal technical spemahsts
' overseelng the HRER

- The Plannmg Commission approved the Condrtlonal Use appllcatlon by a vote of
4 to3 on February 12 2011

THE GROUNDS OF APPEAL

In its étatement of Appeal, Appellant argues that the Conditional Use
authorization should have been denied because

1. - Only three dwelling unit should be allowed because Lombard Street is a
, congested street;

2 The he1ght of the building is excessive and not in keepmg with the ne1ghborhood' |

character;

3. The location of tbe stair and elevator penthouses a.re‘ “poor;” and '

4 The bulk of the building_ is no_t compatible with the neighboring buildings;
|  [HE APPEAL IS WITHOUT MERIT
1. Four Dwélling Units Are A[lowed Under the Planning Code

Appellant appears to argue that Lombard Street cannot accommodate a fourth unit
on this site because the Site is one block from the famous crooked portion of
Lombard Street that is a major tourist attraction. Under the - Department’s
transportation guidelines,’ the new building will génerate a total of 40 daily trips, of
~which 7 would occur during the evening peak commute hour. It is reasonable to
assume that a majority of the 7 trips would be by either public transit or walking.
Even if all 7 trips are vehicular trips, this number would be within the daily traffic

fluctuation, only 2 more vehicular tr1ps more than a three-unit project and would
not be not1ceable - ‘

7

! Transportation Impact Analysxs Guidelines for Environmental Review, pubhshed by the City and County
of San Francisco.
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2. . The Height of tite Builtling Is Compatible With the Surroandiag
‘ Bulldmg ’ : ' ’ L

The Commission Motlon approving thls project describes in fair detail the

buildings immediately adjacent to the Project. The Commission concluded that

~ because the top floor is set back 15° from the street, it would not be noticeable to

~ pedestrians and will maintain the appearance of a three story building similar to the

“adjacent buildings, the uphill buildings and the buildings across the street. The

photographs (see the Department’s case report) near the project site also show four-

" to six-story buildings on Lombard Street west of the Site. Therefore, the building
has been de51gned to be contextually appropriate in its micro-urban environment.

3. The Elevator and Stair Penthouses Have Been Set Far Back from the
Street to Mmzmzze thezr Appearance

The elevator and stair penthouses provide access to the roof deck and are
~ required by the Building Code and for disabled access.. The southern edge of the
south stair penthouse (closest to Lombard Street) is 25°-8” from the front building
facade. Af this point, the height of the stair penthouse is the minimum height
required by the Building Code. The elevator penthouse is immediately north of the
south stair penthouse (43°-7” from the street) will not be visible from the street.
Following Planning Commission approval of the project on February 17, 2011 and -
as a “Good Neighbor” medification, the project sponsor submitted additional
' revisions to the project reducing the porth stair penthouse (furthest from the street)
. to the benefit of uphill neighbors and enlarging a matching light well to the benefit
‘of the eastern abutting neighbor at 1262 Lombard (see “SK-1 Modification.
Proposal,” dated 2-8-11, at the end of the “Plans™ section of the Department’s case
report). Therefore, the stair and elevator penthouses have been carefully located and
configured to eliminate or minimize their being seen from the street (as well as
from the roof decks of nelghbormg uphill properties). :

4. T, he Bulk of the Project Is Compatzble With the Surroundmg Buzldzngs

W1th the fourth floor set back 15° from the street, the bulk of the Project from the
street is similar to the other three-story buildings and much smaller that the four to

six story.apartment buildings west of the Site. Therefore, the bu11d1ng blends in
with the surrounding buildings and will not standout '

TI-]E PROJECT MEETS TI-]E CONDITIONAL USE CRITERIA

" Both the Planning Commission Motlon and the Department s case report to thlS :
Board explain why the Project meets the criteria set forth in Planning Code Section
303. The Applicant agrees with the Commission and the Department S reasonmg
and will not repeat them in this letter. -
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THE PROJECT COMPLIES WITH THE PLANNING POLICIES OF
PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1(b) .

Pages 6 and 7 of the »Commission Motion states the reasons why the Project
complies with the objectives and policies of Section 101.1(b). Applicant agrees
with those analyses. Additionally, the Project will add four units to the City’s

housinostock

EEASA NS B s e A

For the reasons stated above, this Board should afﬁrm the. condmonal use 7'

authorlzatlon for the Project and deny the Appellant’s appeal

~ Very truly yours,

THoe, c,\,

- Toby Morris
. Kerman/Morris Architects, LLP:
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Executlve Summary
Conditional Use

' HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 17, 2011 ‘
Date: -  February 10,2011 : X =
Case No: 2009.1029C -
Project Address: 1268 LOMBARD STREET . 3@ ~
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) D15111ct Cn Q
' 40XHeight and Bulk District ' =2
Block/Lot: - ~ 0500/015 (7]
* . Projéct Sponsor: 1268 Lombard Street, LLC =
' 2501 Mission Street . ‘T ot
San Francisco, CA 94110 i
c/o Edward Toby Morris .
Kerman Morris Ard'utects LLP
69A Watet Street '
_ . San Francisco, CA 94133
-Staff Contact: Glenn Cabreros - (415) 558—6169
' o glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Conditions
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

 The applicant proposes new construction of a four-story, four—umt residential building. Due to the

downsloping nature of the site, the proposed building would have a six-story rear wall. Three units may

be developed as-of-right on the project site; however with a lot area of 4,727 square feet in the RH-3
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Distret, four units may be constructed at the project site with
" Conditional Use authonzmg a dwelling unit den51ty of up to one unit per 1,000 square feet of lot area.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE :

“The project is located on the noith side of Lombard Street, Block 0500, Lot 015 with a Iot area of 4,727

square feet of lot area. The property is located within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)

District and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. .The property is a vacant lot that slopes steeply downhill
from Lombard Streetto the rear lot 11ne

SURROUNDlNG PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

T.he project site is located within the blockface of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in the
Russian Hill Neighborhood. Directly adjacent. and west of the site is a three-story- plus-basement 13-unit
apartment bu:ildmg Duecﬂy ad]acent and east of the site are a t}mee—story,mg.mbuﬂdmg that faces

é"

'i.' T
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- Type of Aggllcatlon To Be Submltted Condltlonal Use
1. Owner/Applicant Information
Property Owner's Name:_1268 Lombard Street, LLC

Address:_~ 2501 Mission Street, SF, CA ZIP:_94110 Telephone (415) 321-7077
Applicant's Name:__Kerman Morris Architects, LLP _

Address:___ 69A Water Street, SF. CA . ZIP: 94133 Telephone:(415) 749- 0302
Contact for Project Information:_ Edward "Toby" Morris (Kerman Motris Architects, LLP) :

Address:___ B69A Water Sireet. SF. CA ZIP: 94133 Telephone:(415) 749-0302

. 2. chetion and Classification

‘Street Address of Project 1268 Lombard Street. SF. CA ' L ZIP 94109

Cross Streets: between Polk and Larkin Streets
- Assessors Block/Lot:__0500/ 015 Lot Dimensions: 34.375'x 137 5' Lot Area(SqFt) 4,726 sf

Zoning District:__RH-3 - Helght/Bulk District: 40-X

3. Project Description

~ Please Check _ ’ : L .

- Change of Use D Change of Hours. []  New Construction )
'Alterations - L] Demolition o [ 1  Other . ‘ L] -
DéSCribe what is to be done:_build a new 4-unit, 5-story residential build'inq‘with basement. Basement and first

floor residential of Type | (concrete) construction below strest level parking of Type V-A {wood) construction.
Three residential stories of Type V-A (wood) construction above. Common roof deck provided at roof level.

Additions to 'Building: o ) : -
Rear 1 . Front: ] Height - L] Side Yard Sl
" Present or Previous Use:_current \racant lot. previously residential

Proposed Use: R-2 (residential) over U (parking) over R-2 (residential)
. Building Permit Application No. Env. Case #2009 1029 Date Filed: 10/21/09

4. ' Action(s) Requested (Include Planning Code Sectich which authorizes action) _
Per SFPC Section 209.1(h), (1) dwelling unit is-allowed per 1000 sf of lot area with Condmonal Use in
RH-3 dlstncts (4,726 sf/ 1000 sf = 4.7) -4 dwelling units allowed with CU

5 __Applicant's Affidavit ,
Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a:- The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property
b - [; ’T he mformahon presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge
. . . 2 ’ E 1(
Signed___ \J CN{; 1’1 ‘ Date l t 7 ll
: \ ¥ : Applicant or owner

‘“‘\"\‘u\/ﬁ\.’ D \’F\\j\,ﬁ Y1 L_’ ;! ?@:‘vﬁ%f{‘

(Print Name of Applicant in Fdfl)

NAAPPLICAT\CUAPP.WPD
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Address: 1268 Lombard, San Francisco Block and Lot No:- 0500/015

* CONDITIONAL USE FINDINGS

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303(c), before approving a conditional use authorization, the
Planning Commission needs to find that the facts presented are such to establish the findings
stated below. In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts
sufficient to establish each finding. ‘ ' '

(1) That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
- proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and -.
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community; and S '
(2) That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety,
convenience or general welfare of persons residing or workirig in‘the vicinity, or injurious to
property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects
including but not limited to the following: . . : s
" (a) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the
proposed size, shape and arrangement of structures; ‘ ' : .
" (b) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and
volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;’
, (c) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as
noise, glare, dust and odor; ' ' :
(d) Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening,
‘open spaces, parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and
(3)That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of this
Code and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. ’ '

'RESPONSES TO THE ABOVE:

. 1) The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed

location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the

. neighborhood or the community. ' : ' . o S

» The proposed 4-unit residential building is compatible with its surrounding neighborhood,
which includes a mix of large apartment buildings on large lots and smaller multi-family
‘structures. The proposed building is designed to be complementary to and compatible
with the height, massing, and detailing of its neighbors. . . - o _

« The proposal for a 4-unit building'is completely consistent with the General Plan, which
_calls for more family-sized housing in San Francisco. With a-‘Conditional Use we can

~ provide 4 family-sized units instead of just 3. -

»  This proposal is desirable because it would provide homes for 4 families where there is -

- currently a vacant lot. - '

2a) The nature of the proposed site and the size, shape and placement of the proposed
building will in no way be detrimental to persons residing or working in the vicinity, nor )
will it be injurious to surrounding properties. - _ o
« ' The proposed building’s scale is consistent with its neighbors to the east and the
west. Setbacks at the front property line minimize mass at the front property line
. and allow us to preserve the existing magnolia tree. - .
+ The building also has been carefully sculpted at the rear to provide light and airto

its neighbors to the east, especially the property at 21-25 Culebra Terrace.

CU Findings: 1268 Lombard Street p.1
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‘ 2b) The accessibility and traffic patterns for 'persons'and vehicles, the type and volume

-of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading will in no
way be detrimental to persons residing or working in the VIcmity nor will it be injurious to
surroundlng properties.
‘The prOJect will provide (4) off-street parklng spaces, (1) for each of the (4) units.
This is in keeping with the City’s Transit First Policy. ‘
« The new curb cut will kept to the minimum dimension of 100" to hmlt the loss of -
street parking to just 1-2 perpendicular spaces. '

2c) The proposed bunldmg Wlll in no way be detnmental to persons reSldlng or Worklng in
- the vicinity, nor will it be injurious to surrounding properties in terms of creatlng noxious
or.offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and odor. . ,

"« During construction best ‘practices will be lmplemented to minimize noise, glare
- dust and .odor,

* Upon completion of construction this resndentlal/commerc.lal prOJect Wl|| create -
~ none of these enwronmental nwsances

2d) The proposed bu;ldmg s treatment of Iandscaplng, screenmg, open spaces, parking
and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs will in no way be detrimental to
persons residing or working i in the VIcmlty, nor will it be lnjUI'lOUS to surrounding
properties.

+ The parking garage door and access will be kept to mlnlmum Given the extremely _

steep site, there is an existing pattern of sidewalk encroachment planteérs to aid in
the warping of the sidewalk for garage access; these planters also add visual
_interest to the pedestrian experience. The proposal will use planters similarly.
“» The setback for the eX|st|ng magnolia softens and enhances the pedestrlan
_ experience.
* There are no loading or service areas associated with this pro;ect t
. nghtlng and addresses sngnage will be appropriately scaled and attractive.

3) The buudmg as proposed Wl“ fully comply with the appllcable provisions of the San
Francisco Planning Code and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. :
» SFPC Section 209.1(h) allows for an increase in allowable dwelling units in an
RH-3 district based on lot size. Given the large size of the lot (4,726 sf) we will
be able to provide 4 family-sized units. (4,726 sf/ 1000 sf = 4.7 or 4 units) '
Providing more family-sized units is in keeping with the San Francisco Planning
- 'Code and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. ' :

CU Findings: 1268 Lombard Street p2
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City Planning Case No. Env #2009.1029E |
Address -~ = 1268 Lombard Street, San Francisco
Block and Lot No. = 0500015 S o

PRIORITY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES FINDINGS

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed
projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in. Section 101.1 of the City Planning
Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the project is consistent or inconsistent with.
each policy. -Each statement should refer to"specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property.
Each policy must have a response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN
WHY IT DOES NOT. Co . : : '

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

This residential project will bring 4 new households to neighborhood and will
improve the viability of all local business by increasing the demand for local |
retail /services. . - ) : _ -

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

~The property is cﬁrrentlj a vacant lot and nio housing exists here. The
~ proposed building is designed to respect the height, massing and materials of
its neighbors. =~ = - ' _ '

3. That fhe City's supply of affordable h'oosi.ng be preserved and enhanced;
Not applicable. The lot is currently vacant.

4. That commuter traffic not impede Munj transit service or overburden our streets or -
neighborhood parking; ' o -

The project provides (4) parking spaces, (1) for each of the (4) units, which'is
in keeping with the City’s Transit First Policy. The project will require one
new curb cut, limited to the minimum dimensions of 10"-0” to limit the loss of
‘street parking to just 1-2 parking perpendicular spaces. ’

5. That a diversé 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.

Not ,épplicable. This is a'pred_ominately\' residential neighborhood, and no’
~ industrial activity to our knowledge has ever occurred on this site.

' Prop M: 1268 Lombard Street St. p.1
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6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparédness to protect against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake; . : -

Not Applicable. The proposed project will bedesigned and constructed to the
current and state of the industry seismic/ engineering standards and Codes.

7.  That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

Historian William Kostura reviewed the proposed new building to determine o
if it would-have-any-impact-on-the-potentiat-historic district across the street————————

- The proposal was found to NOT have an adverse visual effect on the =~ - -
' potential historic district. Please refer to Kostura’s report, “Study of the Effect

" of the Proposed New Building at 1268 Lombard Street on a Nearby Potential -
* Historic District.” - o
8. That our parks and 'open space and their acbess to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development. . _ . . o :

The proposed- building is dawn the hill from George Sterling Memorial Park,
and therefore will not have an effect the park’s sunlight or vistas.

Prop M: 1268 Lombard Strest St. p:2
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DATE November17 2009
' PROJECT ADDRESS 1268 Lombard St, SF, CA 94109

ASSESSOR'S BLOCK/LOT 70599/0.15

~ ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

TYPE OF APPLICATION:__New construction

OCCUPANCY CLAS'SlvFiCATION' R2;U; 82

BUILDING TYPE: Type V-A over Type I-A

TOTAL GROSS SQUARE FEET OF CONSTRUCTION 14,539 sf
ESTIMATED SQUARE FOOTAGE

BY PROPOSED USES: R-2 (ReSIdentlal) 12,031 Sf v

- S-2(Res Storage) 530 sf

U (Parking) 1,928 sf

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION cosT_$1.85 ml"lon

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: Kerman Morris Arohltects LLP

FEE ESTABLISHED:

-10-
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APPLICATION SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST
App].ications'listed"below submitted to the Planning Department must_-be accompanied by this checklist and

all required materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent

and a department staff person. . ‘ . - -
' ; : APPLICATIONS

Environmental Evaluation
'U' _* Conditional Use
_ U' f U  Reclassification
: : [ |- 1
REQUIRED MATERIALS (check correct column) v U Variance
o Applicatic.;‘n; with*allfblanksfcc.)mpleteda,,~ = - g - E{ BRI U BT = | -
300-foet radius map - ol O 0 .
Address labels (original) = o O
. Address labels (copy of the above) rd = O
Site Plan- o 1 o a O
Floor Plan O & O a
Elevations - 0 of 0 O
Section 303 Requirements (shown on info. sheet) — T — —~
Prop. M Findings — O o
Photographs im| =g m} 0
Check payable to Planning Dept. | o, Img u| ,
Application signed by owner or agent o B/ (m| O
Letter of authorization for agent m| = u} m|

" Some applications will reqﬁire additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not includé
material needed for Planning review of a building permit. The "Application Packet” for Building Permit
- Applications lists those materials. : o : :

NOTES: m] Required Mateﬁ_aL Write "N/A"‘if you believe £he item is not applicable, (e.g. letter of authorization is not
required if application is signed by property owner.) ) : '
— Typically would not ap?ly. Nevertheless, in a specific case, staff may require the item. C
O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property
* across street. : : . .

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

e T T el e S e e e g e R e R S e o e ko o e Tk kdRhkdhkhkd ki s

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND SIGNATURES

OTHER APPLICATIONS THAT MAY BE REQUIRED: : . ; By signin
below, I acknowledge: That T have read and completed this form in its entirety; thaf I understand thaf receipt of these
materials by the Department does not mean that the application has been accepted as complete; that all of the
information provided in this application 1s accurate. S :

/SRR . . . L 0
A /’N—-_.«_w—. Date . il - i’] -Uf

Y £ i1

- {3y

Slgnature\l-:{lfuz/bz-{ i L}

Print name, and indicate whether . - Aq.e" P s
owner, or authorized agent: ' ALY A

T

Owner/iﬂ&uthbﬁzé(a ‘Agent (circle one)

APPLICATION RECEIVED BY PLANNING DEPARTMENT: N

A ‘ '
By - 6%}&/03 . Dae i 5}7
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