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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Applicant seeks a Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an existing single-family house located
on lot 033 and a detached garage structure located on lot 034, merge lots 033 and 034, and to construct
three new dwelling units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 209.1(f), the RH-1 District permits
dwellings at a density ratio up to one dwelling-unit for each 3,000 square feet of lot area, and no more
than three dwelling-units per lot, if authorized as a Conditional Use by the Planning Commission. The
Subject Property contains 9,808 square feet of lot area, and is thus conditionally permitted by the
Planning Commission to have a density of three dwelling-units on the lot. Pursuant to Section 317(d), a
Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission is required for the demolition of existing
housing.

The project proposes three family sized dwelling units that are two-stories over garage. The units are
configured to be accessed by a shared driveway from Gold Mine Drive. Unit A is oriented to face Gold
Mine Drive, whereas Units B and C are oriented to be perpendicular to Gold Mine Drive towards the
east. Each unit will have three bedrooms and will range from 2,768 to 2,872 net square feet.

Pursuant to Planning Code 317 (c), “where an application for a permit that would result in the loss of one
or more Residential Units is required to obtain Conditional Use Authorization by other sections of this
Code, the application for a replacement building or alteration permit shall also be subject to Conditional
Use requirements.” This report includes findings for a Conditional Use Authorization in addition to
Demolition Criteria established in Planning Code Section 317. The design of the new structure is
analyzed in the Design Review Checklist.
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2008.1218C

Hearing Date: June 23, 2011 70-74 Gold Mine Drive
DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION
Demoliti Buildi
emolition Case 2008.1218C New Building Case 2008.1218C
Number Number
Recommendation Appr.o.v e CU with Recommendation Appr.o.ve CU with
conditions conditions
Demolition Application TBD New .Bul.ldmg TBD
Number Application Number
Nu'mber Of Existing 1 Number Of New Units 3
Units
Existing Parking 1 New Parking 6
Number Of Existing 5 Number Of New 9
Bedrooms Bedrooms
Existing Building Area £1,200 Sq. Ft. New Building Area 18,471 Sq. Ft.
Public DR Also Filed? No Public DR Also Filed? No
311 Expiration Date
Date Ti Material
(Combined with CU June 23, 2011 ate Time & Materials | |, |
. Fees Paid
Notice)

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project sites are located at the beginning of a cul-de-sac, on the north side of Gold Mine Drive, and
east of Diamond Heights Boulevard, lots 033 and 034 in Assessor’s Block 7520. The project sites are
within an RH-1 (Residential, House, Single-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk district. The
project sites currently contain two buildings, the vacant residential unit at 70 Gold Mine Drive is located
on lot 033 and the detached garage structure at 74 Gold Mine Drive is located on lot 034. The residential
building is a two-story, single-family home structure constructed circa 1895. The garage is a single story
structure containing one parking space and was constructed circa 1985, based upon Department of
Building Inspection’s record. The two parcels have curved lot frontages, with lot depths ranging from
approximately 121 feet to 143 feet. Lot 033 is 38 feet, 6 inches wide at the street, containing a lot size of
4,681 square feet; and lot 034 is 41 feet, 6 inches at the street, containing a lot size of 5,127 square feet.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The project sites are located at the neck of a cul-de-sac, within the Noe Valley neighborhood and
bordering Diamond Heights. The immediate neighborhood is a mix of single family homes within the
RH-1 (Residential House, One unit per lot) zoned properties and apartments within the RM-1
(Residential Mixed, Low Density) zoned properties. The block-face is characterized by low, flat two- to
three-story structures, and larger apartment complexes. The subject building appears to be the only
modified Queen Anne style structure on the block. The adjacent property (lot 015) to the west is zoned
RM-1 and developed with three-story, 64 unit apartment buildings. There is a walkway easement along
lot 015’s east side property line, which is adjacent to the subject property’s west side property line. The
adjacent building to the east is a two-story, single-family home. The “Vista Del Monte” housing
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Hearing Date: June 23, 2011 70-74 Gold Mine Drive

development with 104 units and zoned RM-1, is located on the south side of Gold Mine Drive opposite
the subject property.

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE

The project proposes to construct three attached family-sized dwelling units that are each two-stories
over garage. The units are accessed by a shared driveway from Gold Mine Drive. Unit A is oriented to
face Gold Mine Drive with 2,872 square feet of net square footage; Unit B is oriented perpendicular to
Gold Mine Drive, with the unit entry facing east and has 2,768 net square feet; and Unit C is also accessed
along the shared driveway, facing east, and has 2,831 net square feet. Each unit will have three bedrooms
and two parking spaces. The building will be setback 11 feet from the front property line (south) and
setback 31 feet, 6 inches from the rear property line (north). The west side building facade adjcaent to the
pedestrian easment will be setback a minimum of 2 feet, 6 inches to a maximum of 11 feet at certain
intervals. The east side facade is approximately 30 feet from the property line and has the shared
driveway that will be screened by a planting area and an 8 foot tall property line fence. The open space
requirements are met through decks and the shared rear yard, and the exposure requirements are met by
providing the east side setback. 0The development is fully Code compliant as per RH-1 zonning
standards and will not require a variance.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Planning Department determined that the project is categorically exempt from environmental review
for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on March 4, 2009.

HEARING NOTIFICATION

TYPE RIE(EQI;JIISSD REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD
Posted Notice 20 days June 3, 2011 June 3, 2011 20 days
Mailed Notice 10 days June 13, 2011 June 13, 2011 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

Adjacent neighbor(s) 1 1 0
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 3 11 0
the street
Neighborhood groups 3 0 0

The Planning Department has received 7 letters in support and 1 letter and two phone calls in opposition
to the project. Neighbors in opposition to the project are concerned with the elimination of views, the
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increase in noise and light caused by vehicular traffic down the proposed driveway, and are concerned
about security and access onto their property.

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

* The project would require a lot merger and result in an unusually large lot with approximately
9,808 square feet.

= The existing structures (garage and dwelling) do not meet the affordability criterion under
Planning Code Section 317.

* The project proposes 6 parking spaces where 3 are required, and exceeds the amount permitted
as accessory parking.

= The proposed Project is designed to be three-stories tall, where the adjacent single-family homes
within the same RH-1 zoning are predominantly two-stories.

* The driveway may cause issues for neighboring properties due to potential vehicular noise and
light. The driveway which is approximately 90 feet deep from the street may cause safety
concerns by increasing the accessibility from the street to the adjacent properties.

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The request(s) for demolition and new construction was reviewed by the Department's Residential
Design Team (RDT). The RDT's comments include:

* The massing of the building is modulated at the street to create a fine-grained residential scale,
consistent with the neighborhood character, and acts as a transition between the adjacent
apartment building and single-family dwelling. (RDG, pg. 24-25, 28-29)

* The design of the building, specifically its fenestration pattern, material choice, and building
proportions at the street are consistent with, and act as a transition to, the surrounding properties
(RDG, pg. 43-48)

= The project includes substantial buffers along the sides and rear of the property. (RDG, pg. 15-16,
25-26)

= Public view sheds will not be adversely affected by the proposed project, as the height of the
project is consistent with the surrounding development; private views are not protected under
the Residential Design Guidelines. (RDG, pg. 18)

The RDT supports the project as proposed.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant conditional use authorization for the
demolition of the existing single-family dwelling and to three new dwelling units for each 3,000 square
feet of lot area on the RH-1 lot.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

= The project proposes to demolish an unsound housing unit and will result in the construction of
three new family sized dwelling units. The existing dwelling is found to be unsound based on
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Planning Code Section 317, in that the upgrade cost is more than 50 percent of the replacement
cost. The upgrade cost for the existing dwelling is 94% of the replacement cost and is therefore
deemed unsound.

* Although the amount of proposed parking exceeds the amount permitted as an accessory use,
the project meets the findings pursuant to Section 157 for parking exceeding accessory amounts.

= The Subject RH-1 parcel abuts a large RM-1 lot (south side neighbor) that contains 64 apartment
units, within three buildings. Due to topography, the adjacent apartment is situated
approximately one story taller than the north side of the Subject lot. The proposed Project has
been designed to act as a transition between the two zoning districts and is configured so that the
scale of the development will be consistent with the single-family home pattern along Gold Mine
Drive.

* A motorized gate will be installed at the neck of the driveway to increase security. Additionally,
property line fences will be installed to inhibit access to the adjacent properties.

* The proposed rear yard has been designed to be deeper than the adjacent RH-1 neighbor, so as to
provide additional relief for the neighbors as well as to minimize the size of the building
footprint.

= The Project will create two additional family-sized dwelling-units, each with three bedrooms.

* No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project.

= Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the
local street system or MUNI.

= The RH-1 Zoning District allows a maximum of three dwelling-units on the proposed lot. This
District is intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this
underutilized lot. The Project is therefore an appropriate in-fill development.

= Although the structure is more than 50-years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation
resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or landmark.

= The project increasing the City’s housing stock

= The project is well designed and integrated with the existing neighborhood character.

= The project will increase the availability of on-street parking by reducing curb cuts and
increasing the number of off-street parking.

* The proposed Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions.
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Attachments:

Design Review Checklist for replacement building

Block Book Map

Sanborn Map

Zoning Map

Aerial Photographs

Residential Demolition Application

Prop M findings

Environmental Evaluation / Historic Resources Information
Reduced Plans

Context Photos

Color Rendering

* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines
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Attachment Checklist

|X| Executive Summary |X| Project sponsor submittal

|X| Draft Motion Drawings: Existing Conditions

|X| Environmental Determination |X| Check for legibility

Zoning District Map Drawings: Proposed Project

Height & Bulk Map D<) Check for legibility
Parcel Map Renderings
Sanborn Map Photo Simulations

Public Comment

XXX X

Context Photos Letter from Sponsor
Site Photos
HRER

X
X
X
X
|X| Aerial Photo
X
X
X
X

Soundness Report

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet

Planner's Initials

SL: G:\DOCUMENTS\CU\70 Gold Mine Dr\2008.1218C\70 Gold Mine Dr - Executive Summary.doc
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Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION

The visual character is: (check one)

Defined

Mixed X

Comments: Cul-de-sac containing 2- and 3- story single-family structures and larger apartment
complexes.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Topography (page 11)

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

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

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

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

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

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback? X

Side Spacing (page 15)

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

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

[s the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties? X

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

Views (page 18)

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

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? X

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

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

Comments: Side setbacks are provided to alleviate impacts on neighbors. Landscaping and setback is
provided along the walkway easement along the west side property line.
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BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Scale (pages 23 - 27)
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X
Comments: The proposed structure will have a flat roof, which is prominent in the subject block. The

11 foot front setback requirement is respected, and the proposed rear yard is deeper than that of the east

side single-family home.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION

YES

NO

N/A

Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)

Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?

Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of
building entrances?

Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding
buildings?

Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on
the sidewalk?

Bay Windows (page 34)

Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on
surrounding buildings?

Garages (pages 34 - 37)

Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage?

Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with
the building and the surrounding area?

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking?

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other

building elements?
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Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding X
buildings?
Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and X
on light to adjacent buildings?

Comments: The building entrance for Unit A is located at the front of the building facing the street

and respects the established pattern. The other two units are designed to be accessed from the shared
driveway, so as to maintain the existing single-family house rhythm at abutting the street. Curb cuts are
reduced and relocated to be adjacent to an existing curb cut, minimizing lose of on street parking.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that

. . . o X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X
Comments: Many buildings in the neighborhood were constructed within the last 50 years and are

modern. The proposed contemporary design incorporates materials, fenestration, design elements that
are similar to those present within the immediate neighborhood.

SPECIAL GUIDELINES FOR ALTERATIONS TO BUILDINGS OF POTENTIAL HISTORIC OR
ARCHITECTURAL MERIT (PAGES 49 - 54)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Is the building subject to these Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of X
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?

Are the character-defining features of the historic building maintained? X
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Are the character-defining building form and materials of the historic building X
maintained?

Are the character-defining building components of the historic building X
maintained?

Are the character-defining windows of the historic building maintained? X

Are the character-defining garages of the historic building maintained? X
Comments: The existing structures have been found to not be resources.
SAN FRANCISCO 11
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable)

O Affordable Housing (Sec. 415)

O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413)
[0 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412)

O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
O Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)
O Other

Planning Commission Motion No. XXXX
HEARING DATE: JUNE 23, 2011

Date: June 16, 2011

Case No.: 2008.1218C

Project Address: ~ 70-74 GOLD MINE DRIVE

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

Block/Lot: 7520/033 & 034

Project Sponsor:  Toby Morris

Kerman Morris Architects
69A Water Street

San Francisco, CA 94133
Sharon Lai — (415) 575-9087
sharon.w.lai@sfgov.org

Staff Contact:

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 157, 204.5, 209.1, 303 AND 317,
TO DEMOLISH A SINGLE-FAMILY HOME AND A DETACHED GARAGE, MERGE LOTS 033
AND 034, CONSTRUCT THREE NEW DWELLING UNITS AND TO ALLOW ONE PARKING
SPACE ABOVE THE AMOUNT PERMITTED AS-OF-RIGHT, WITHIN THE RH-1 ZONING -
RESIDENTIAL HOUSE, ONE UNIT PER LOT AND 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On January 6, 2011, Toby Morris of Kerman Morris Architects (Project Architect) for Gold Mine Partners
LLC (Property Owner) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.1, 303 and 317 to demolish a single-
family home and detached garage structure at 70 and 74 Gold Mine Drive, merge the two lots, and
construct three new dwelling units within an RH-1 (Residential, House, Single-Family) District and a 40-
X Height and Bulk District.

On June 23, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2008.1218C.
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On March 4, 2009, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination
contained in the Planning Department files for this Project Case No. 2008.1218E.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No.
2008.1218C, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following
findings:

FINDINGS

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

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

2. Project Description. The Applicant seeks a Conditional Use Authorization to demolish an
existing vacant single-family house located on lot 033 and a detached garage structure located on
lot 034, merge lots 033 and 034, and to construct three new dwelling units. Pursuant to Planning
Code Section 209.1(f), the RH-1 District permits dwellings at a density ratio up to one
dwelling-unit for each 3,000 square feet of lot area, and no more than three dwelling-units per
lot, if authorized as a Conditional Use by the Planning Commission. The Subject Property
contains 9,808 square feet of lot area, and is thus conditionally permitted by the Planning
Commission to have a density of three dwelling-units on the lot. Pursuant to Section 317(d), a
Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission is required for the demolition of
existing housing.

The project proposes three family sized dwelling units that are two-stories over garage. The
units are configured to be accessed by a shared driveway from Gold Mine Drive. Unit A is
oriented to face Gold Mine Drive, whereas Units B and C are oriented to be perpendicular to
Gold Mine Drive towards the east. Each unit will have three bedrooms and will range from 2,768
to 2,872 net square feet.

3. Site Description and Present Use. The project sites are located at the beginning of a cul-de-sac,
on the north side of Gold Mine Drive, and east of Diamond Heights Boulevard, lots 033 and 034
in Assessor’s Block 7520. The project sites are within an RH-1 (Residential, House, Single-
Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk district. The project sites currently contain two
buildings, the residential unit at 70 Gold Mine Drive is located on lot 033 and the detached
garage structure at 74 Gold Mine Drive is located on lot 034. The residential building is a two-
story, single-family home constructed circa 1906. The garage is a single story structure
containing one parking space constructed circa 1985, based upon Department of Building
Inspection’s record. The two parcels have curved lot frontages, with lot depths ranging from
approximately 121 feet to 143 feet. Lot 033 is 38 feet, 6 inches wide at the street, containing a lot
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size of 4,681 square feet; and lot 034 is 41 feet, 6 inches at the street, containing a lot size of 5,127
square feet.

4. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The project sites are located at the neck of a cul-de-
sac, within the Noe Valley neighborhood and bordering Diamond Heights. The immediate
neighborhood is a mix of single family homes within the RH-1 (Residential House, One unit per
lot) zoned properties and apartments within the RM-1 (Residential Mixed, Low Density) zoned
properties. The block-face is characterized by low, flat two- to three-story structures, and larger
apartment complexes. The subject building appears to be the only modified Queen Anne style
structure on the block. The adjacent property (lot 015) to the west is zoned RM-1 and developed
with three-story, 64 unit apartment buildings. There is a walkway easement along lot 015’s east
side property line, which is adjacent to the subject property’s west side property line. The
adjacent building to the east is a two-story, single-family home. The “Vista Del Monte” housing
development with 104 units and zoned RM-1, is located on the south side of Gold Mine Drive
opposite the subject property

5. Public Comment. The Planning Department has received three letters in support and one letter
and one phone call in opposition to the project. Neighbors in opposition to the project are
concerned with the elimination of views, the increase in noise and light caused by vehicular
traffic down the proposed driveway, and are concerned about security and access onto their

property.

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Dwelling Unit Density. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 209.1(f), Conditional Use
Authorization is require to establish three dwelling-units on a lot that provides at least 9,000
square feet of lot area in the RH-1 District

The Project seeks Conditional Use Authorization to allow three dwelling-units on the Subject
Property, which contains approximately 9,808 square feet of lot area.

B. Residential Demolition. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), Conditional Use
Authorization is required for applications proposing to demolish existing housing. This
Code Section establishes a checklist of criteria that delineate the relevant General Plan
Policies and Objectives.

The demolition of unsound housing is exempt from Mandatory Discretionary Review hearings and is
eligible for administratively approval by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to Section 317(d)(3).
However, if a Conditional Use authorization is required for approval of the permit to Demolish a
Residential Building by other sections of this Code, the Commission shall consider the replacement
structure as part of its decision on the Conditional Use application, pursuant to Section 317(d)(2). As
the project requires Conditional Use Authorization per the requirements of the Section 317, the
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additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been incorporated as findings as part of this
Motion. See Item 8, “Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317" below.

Front Setback. Section 132 establishes front setback requirements in the RH and RM districts.

The proposed building will be setback a minimum of 11 feet from the front property line, to match that
of the adjacent east side neighbor in the same district.

Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires, in RH-1 Districts, a rear yard
measuring 25 percent of the total depth.

The Project proposes an approximately 31 foot, 6 inches deep rear yard for the lot, which is equal to 25
percent of the lot depth. All three dwelling units will have access to the rear yard.

Open Space. Section 135 establishes standards for usable open space for dwelling units. In
the RH-1 District 300 square feet of usable open space is required for each unit if private, or
400 square feet per unit if shared.

The Project provides both private and shared usable open space in form of decks and rear yard. The
proposed rear yard is approximately 2,400 square feet, which is over 800 square feet for each dwelling
unit. Each dwelling unit provides qualified private usable open space in form of decks at the second,
third and roof levels.

Exposure. Section 140 requires that every dwelling unit have windows in at least one 120-
square-foot-minimum-size room face directly onto an open area, such as a public street,
public alley, side yard at least 25 feet in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements of the
Code.

All units have Code—complying exposure onto a public street, or onto an open area that is no less than
25 feet in every horizontal direction for the floor at which the dwelling unit is located and the floor
immediately above, meeting the requirements of the Code. Unit A faces the street, Unit B and Unit C.
are open to the side (east) at the three level that is more than 25 feet in every horizontal direction.

Parking Exceeding Accessory Amounts. Planning Code Section 204.5 states that accessory
parking shall be parking that does not exceed 150 percent of the required number of spaces
where three or more spaces are required by the Planning Code. Planning Code Section 157
sets forth the following criteria, in addition to Conditional Use criteria per Section 303, for
when the amount of parking exceeds the amount of accessory parking.

As the project proposes three units, three parking spaces are required. Two accessory parking spaces or
up to a total of five parking spaces (equal to 150 percent of the required amount of parking) is allowed
as-of-right. The project proposes one parking space in excess of the accessory amount for a total of six
parking spaces.
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Demonstration that trips to the use or uses to be served, and the apparent demand for
additional parking, cannot be satisfied by the amount of parking classified by this Code
as accessory, by transit service which exists or is likely to be provided in the foreseeable
future, by car pool arrangements, by more efficient use of existing on-street and off-street
parking available in the area, and by other means;

The Project Sponsor proposes to construct two independently accessible, side by side parking
spaces for each dwelling unit, with a total of six parking spaces, which is one in excess of the five
allowed with accessory parking. Due to the size of the proposed units, it is anticipated that Project
residents will own at least two vehicles per unit, and therefore the six spaces will be necessary to
serve Project’s parking demand. The surrounding area contains two higher density affordable
housing developments. Allowing enclosed parking for the dwelling units with internal access to
and from the garage will increase the safety for the residents. Furthermore, there are only two bus
lines available within a Y mile radius from the project site (bus #35 and 53). Due to limited
availability of public transit, it is anticipated that future residents will rely on driving.

Demonstration that the apparent demand for additional parking cannot be satisfied by
the provision by the applicant of one or more car-share parking spaces in addition to
those that may already be required by Section 166 of this Code.

Car share spaces are not required for this small project. The proposed parking garage will not be
accessible to non-residents of the Project, and therefore car-share parking spaces are not feasible to
provide.

The absence of potential detrimental effects of the proposed parking upon the
surrounding area, especially through unnecessary demolition of sound structures,
contribution to traffic congestion, or disruption of or conflict with transit services;

The proposed parking will have no detrimental effects on the surrounding area. The Project is
residential and will not create significant new commuter traffic that could overburden local streets
or neighborhood parking. The construction of the three garages with six spaces will ensure that
the Project does not contribute to the need for on-street parking. The three garages will share one
driveway, which minimizes the amount of curb cut required and preserves the availability of on-
street parking. Furthermore, the construction of the garage will have no negative effect on the
Property itself, in that the existing building is found to be unsound.

In the case of uses other than housing, limitation of the proposed parking to short-term
occupancy by visitors rather than long-term occupancy by employees; and

The proposed use for the Project is residential, and therefore, this criterion does not apply.

Availability of the proposed parking to the general public at times when such parking is
not needed to serve the use or uses for which it is primarily intended.

The project will produce only six parking spaces intended for use by the residents of the three
dwelling units. The project is located in a residential neighborhood. Both the size of the project
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and its location make it impractical to share the parking with the public. In addition, due the
location and design of the garages being directly accessible to the connected dwelling units and its
accessibility through a shared private driveway, it would not be feasible to make the proposed
parking accessible to the general public. The shared driveway will be located on private property
behind a motorized gate. In addition, once in the garage, the only egress would be into the units
themselves. For these reasons, public access to the garage would not be possible.

H. Height. Planning Code Section 260 requires that all structures be no taller than the height

prescribed in the subject height and bulk district. The proposed Project is located in a 40-X
Height and Bulk District, with a 35-foot height limit and requires a 30-foot height limit at the
front property line.

The three new dwelling units as designed will be 30 feet at the front and a maximum height of 32 feet
from existing grade.

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when

reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with

said criteria in that:

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

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

i

ii.

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

The replacement building is designed to be in keeping with the existing development pattern and the
neighborhood character. The use and size of the proposed project is compatible with the immediate
neighborhood and has been designed to be a transition between the RM-1 and RH-1 zoning districts.
While the project proposes demolition of one existing dwelling unit the replacement structure will
provide three new family sized units.

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 residing or working
the area, in that:

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures;

The Project is designed to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and serves as a
transition between the adjacent larger apartment building and the two-story single family homes.
Side setbacks and additional vegetation are also provided to aid in the transition as well as provide
relief for the adjacent neighbors. The proposed rear yard is deeper than what is provided by the
single-family home to the east of the subject site.

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;
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iii.

iv.

The Planning Code requires three parking spaces for the replacement building. 6 spaces are
proposed, where currently one parking space in the detached garage is provided for the existing
buildings. The project also eliminates the existing 30-foot wide curb cut and creates a new 10 foot
wide curb cut that will be shared by all three dwelling units. The 20 foot net reduction in curb
cuts results in additional on-street parking.

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

As the proposed project is residential in nature, unlike commercial or industrial uses, the proposed
residential use is not considered to have the potential to produce noxious or offensive emissions.

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

Although designed in a contemporary aesthetic, the fagade treatment and materials of the
replacement buildings have been appropriately selected to be harmonious with the existing
surrounding neighborhood. The existing building is one of the only pitched roof structures on the
block. The proposed flat roof line is consistent with other flat roof structures in the subject block.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning 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 objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable RH-1 District.

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of the RH-1 Districts.

8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to

consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert Residential Buildings. On balance,

the Project does comply with said criteria in that:

SAN FRANCISCO

Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the residential structure is unsound,
where soundness is an economic measure of the feasibility of upgrading a residence that
is deficient with respect to habitability and Housing Code requirements, due to its
original construction. The soundness factor for a structure shall be the ratio of a
construction upgrade to the replacement cost, expressed as a percent. A building is
unsound if its soundness factor exceeds 50-percent. A residential building that is
unsound may be approved for demolition.

Project meets criterion.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 7
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ii.

iii.

iv.

Vi.

Vii.

Based on Planning staff’s review of the Soundness Report prepared by “Patrick Buscovich &
Associates Structural Engineers, Inc.” — an independent third party for this Project — the existing
dwelling is unsound. A summary of deficiencies that are due to original construction includes
structural pest damage, foundation deficiencies, mold due to lack of flashing and weather proofing,
framing deficiencies, and hazardous electrical conditions. All costs associated with the remediation
of original construction deficiencies can be counted toward the upgrade cost. The submitted
soundness report (enclosed) has been evaluated by staff and demonstrates that the building
exceeds the threshold for soundness as defined per Section 317 of the Planning Code, where the
upgrade cost to be $197,800 and the replacement cost to be $210,290. The upgrade cost is 94% of
the replacement cost, which is more than the 50% threshold for soundness. Therefore, the existing
dwelling unit is found to be unsound.

Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;

Project meets criterion.
A review of the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department databases
showed no enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

Project meets criterion.
The structures appear to be in decent condition, although original construction deficiencies are
evident. The dwelling unit has been vacant for 7 years.

Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;

Project meets criterion.
Although the existing structures are more than 50 years old, a review of the supplemental
information resulted in a determination that neither structure is an historical resource.

Whether the removal of the resource will have a substantial adverse impact under
CEQA;

Project meets criterion.
Not applicable. The structures are not historical resources.

Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

Project meets criterion.

The Project does not convert rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy, as the existing
dwelling unit has been vacant. There are no restrictions on whether the three new units will be
rental or ownership.

Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration
Ordinance;
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Viii.

SAN FRANCISCO

iX.

Xi.

Xii.

Project meets criterion.
No rent controlled units will be removed. The project site has been owned by the current owners
since 2006 and the unit has been vacant since 2004.

Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic
neighborhood diversity;

Project meets criterion.

Although the Project proposes demolition of a two-bedroom unit, the number of units is being
increased at the project site. The three new dwelling units will be three-bedroom, family sized,
single-family residence, ranging from 2,768 to 2872 net square feet.

Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood
cultural and economic diversity;

Project meets criterion.

The replacement building conserves neighborhood character with appropriate scale, design, and
materials, and improves cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number
of bedrooms, which provide family-sized housing. The project would create a net gain of two
dwelling units to the City’s housing stock.

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

Project does not meet criterion.

The Project does not protect the relative affordability of existing housing, as the project proposes
demolition of the existing residential building, which is valued at $740,000, and construction of
three new buildings. However, it should be taken into consideration that the existing buildings
have been vacant for 7 years and the combined appraisal value of the existing residential building
and the garage structure is $1,390,000, which exceeds the affordability value of $1,342,000 (80th
Percentile of San Francisco single-family home values.

Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed
by Section 315;

Project meets criterion.
The Project is not subject to the provisions of Planning Code Section 315, as the project proposes
less than five units.

Whether the Project locates in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established
neighborhoods;

Project meets criterion.
The Project has been designed to be in keeping with the scale and development pattern of the
established neighborhood character.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 9
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Xiii.

Xiv.

XV.

XVi.

Xvii.

Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;

Project meets criterion.

The Project proposes two new opportunities for family-sized housing. All three dwelling units
will be three-bedroom single-family residence with a shared rear yard, privately accessed open
space, and two parking spaces for each unit.

Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;

Project does not meet criterion.
The Project does not create supportive housing.

Whether the Project promotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing
neighborhood character;

Project meets criterion.
The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed buildings are consistent with the block-
face and compliment the neighborhood character with a contemporary design.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;

Project meets criterion.
The Project would increase the number of on-site units from one to three units.

Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

Project meets criterion.
The project proposes to increase the total number of bedrooms from two to nine.

9. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives

and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT (2004)

OBJECTIVE 1:

TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND
TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY
EMPLOYMENT DEMAND.

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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The Project provides new housing that would be relatively affordable to future owners or occupants, in that
it is diverting the land costs over three units rather than one unit. The existing lots have historically been
owned together, and the detached garage on lot 034 has historically been dedicated for the use of the
residence located on lot 033. Based on the existing zoning controls, which allows for three dwelling-units
on the proposed lot (merging lot 033 and 034) due to the abnormally large square footage of this RH-1
zoned lot (approximately 9,808 square feet); the Subject Property is an appropriate location for additional
dwelling-units.

OBJECTIVE 2:
RETAIN THE EXISTING SUPPLY OF HOUSING.

Policy 2.1:
Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing.

Although the project proposes to demolish one residential structure, it has been vacant for 7 years and has
been found to be an unsound unit. The project also increases the unit count to three dwelling units.

OBJECTIVE 8:
ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES.

Policy 8.7:
Eliminate discrimination against households with children.

The project provides opportunities for families by proposing three family-sized dwelling units, each for
three-bedroom, single-family homes with dedicated off-street parking.

Policy 8.9:
Encourage the provision of new home ownership opportunities through new construction so that
increased owner occupancy does not diminish the supply of rental housing.

The Project provides new housing through increasing the net unit count by two.

OBJECTIVE 11:

IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING AND
NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN
FRANCISCO'S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.2:
Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, and amenities.

Well-designed buildings are amenities to neighborhoods. The project proposes well-designed buildings
with interior layouts superior to that of the existing structures. The new structure will preserve the
existing mid-block open space pattern. The reduction in curb cuts will also add additional on-street
parking.

SAN FRANCISCO 11
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10.

URBAN DESIGN

OBJECTIVE 1:

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 1.2:
Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to

topography.

The project proposes demolition of a residential building and a detached garage structure that are on two
separate lots. Similar to other existing structures on the block-face, the proposed building has a flat roof
and contains an on-site parking on the ground floor, with interior connection to the dwelling units. The
proposed project also respects the established front setback and adds additional vegetation and landscaping.

Policy 1.3:
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city
and its districts.

The proposed replacement building reflect the existing neighborhood character and development pattern, in
that it is designed to be a transition between the two-story single family homes and the larger apartment
complexes. The proposed building is of similar mass, width and height and depth as the adjacent neighbors.
The proposed front setback of 11 feet, reflect a prevailing pattern of front setbacks found along the block-
face.

OBJECTIVE 2:
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

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

The massing of the replacement buildings’ main front facades has been designed to be compatible with the
prevailing street pattern of low profiles with flat roof. Although interpreted in a contemporary
architectural style, the proposed building proportions and exterior materials have been selected to be
compatible with the adjacent buildings and the immediate neighborhood character.

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 with said
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.

SAN FRANCISCO 13
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Existing neighborhood-serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by
the proposal, as the existing buildings do not contain commercial uses/spaces. The proposed additional
dwelling units and bedrooms would house more individuals to patronize the existing neighborhood-
serving retail uses.

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

While the existing housing is proposed to be demolished, the new dwelling units are oriented so that at
the street it reads as a single-family home.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,
No affordable housing will be impacted.

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

The Project would not have a significant adverse affect on automobile traffic congestion or create
parking problems in the neighborhood. The project would enhance neighborhood parking by providing
six off-street parking spaces, where one currently exists. The project also reduced the amount of curb
cuts and thereby increases the availability of on-street parking.

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

The Project is a residential project in an RH-1 District; therefore the Project would not affect
industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or

service sector businesses would not be affected by the Project.

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

The replacement structure would be built in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building Code
Standards and would meet all earthquake safety requirements.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
Landmark or historic buildings do not occupy the Project site.

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

SAN FRANCISCO 14
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The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The project does not
exceed the 40-foot height limit, and is thus not subject to the requirements of Planning Code Section
295 — Height Restrictions on Structures Shadowing Property Under the Jurisdiction of the Recreation
and Park Commission. The height of the proposed structures is compatible with the established
neighborhood development.

11. The Project is consistent with and would promote 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 Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAN FRANCISCO 15
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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. 2008.1218C subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” 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 date of this Motion No.
XXXX. 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. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94012.

I'hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 23, 2011.

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
RECUSED:

ADOPTED: June 23, 2011

SAN FRANCISCO 16
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow the demolition of a single-family house and a
detached garage, merge lots 033 and 034 to create a 9,808 square foot parcel, and to allow three new
dwelling units for each 3,000 square feet of lot area. The project proposes three, two-story over garage,
dwelling units and a total of 6 parking spaces, located at 70-74 Gold Mine Drive, Block 7520, and Lots 033
and 034, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 157, 204.5, 209.1(f), 303, and 317 within the RH-1 District
and a 40-X Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated March 14, 2011, and
stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2008.1218C and subject to conditions of
approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on June 23, 2011 under Motion No XXXXXX. 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

Prior to the issuance 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. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on May 5, 2011 under Motion No XXXXXX.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX 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 to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

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. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

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

SAN FRANCISCO 17
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1. Validity and Expiration. 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 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 timeframe 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 expire and more than three (3) years
have passed since the Motion was approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org.

DESIGN

2. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning 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 Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

3. Lot Merger. The Project Sponsor shall complete a lot line adjustment with the Bureau of Streets
and Mapping, prior to Planning Department approval.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org .

4. Trees. All existing trees as shown on the submitted proposed site plan shall be preserved.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org .

5. Guardrails. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department to design
bird-safe guardrails. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, and detailing shall be subject to
Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org .

MONITORING

6. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code

SAN FRANCISCO 18
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Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

SAN FRANCISCO 19
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Memo to the Planning File

Date: March 11, 2011
To: Brett Bollinger, Major Environmental Analysis
From: Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

(415) 558-6325
tina.tam@sfgov.org

Re: 70 Gold Mine Drive, Case No. 2008.1218E

The Department, pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.)
and the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et
seq.), issued a Categorical Exemption for the project at 70 Gold Mine Drive on March
16, 2009, finding that the project met the criteria for an exemption under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15301(e). Based upon the Historic Resource Evaluation Response,
dated March 12, 2009, the subject residential building is not a historic resource for the
purposes of CEQA.

The purpose of this memo is to clarify the review conducted by Preservation Staff
which included the review of both the residential and garage structures. The
consultant’s report prepared by KDI Land Use Planning included information for
both structures. Based upon Department of Building Inspection’s record, the garage
structure was constructed in 1985, hence it's construction date (of not more than 50
years old) makes it's a Category C (Not a Historic Resource) for the purposes of
CEQA and is not eligible for listing on the California Register.

As such, the previous CEQA determination that the project is Categorically Exempt
from further environmental review is still applicable.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Environmental Evaluation Application

Environmental review upder CEOQA s admuistered by the Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of the
Platwing Department  The envirommental review process begins with the submuttal of a completed
Environmenital Fyabiation (kE) Application o the Planming Department. Ondy the aarrent EE Application farm
will be accepled. No appotatment s required but staffis available tomeet with applicants upon request.

Uhe BB Apphcation will pot be processed unless it s completely hilled out and the appropriate fees are paid in
full. Checks should be made pavabie to the San Francisco Planning Departinent. See the current Sehedule of
Apphcation fees and contadt the staff person hsted below for verification of tie appropriate fees. Fees are

generally non refundable Documents initalics are available online at stgov.org/planning.
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Property Owner Herman Bensinger Telephone No. 415 246 BR55

Address U Gold Mine Dive Fax, Moo 416 480 1406

B Bl tony@@townconsulting com
Froject Contact Telephone No.
Address 100 Clement Street f‘ floor Fax No

o SEoq8 Email
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Ammsll‘lmss
Stieetts) I_??nﬂmm o

7 Additien 1 Change of use 1 Zomng change [ New construction
I3 Alteration [ Demolition (1 Lotsplit/sobdivision or lot Line adjustment

64 Other (deseribe) {5 the subject building (single-family house) a histonc resource,
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Bt
Suite AUD
DATE:  March 16, 2009 san fancisco
CAGa03-7a78
TO: Brett Bollinger, Major Environmental Analysis Receptior
. . . \ o . . T 415.558.6378
FROM: Sophie Middlebrook, Preservation Technical Specialist
RE: 70 Gold Mine Drive, Case No. 2008.1218E
416.558.6377
The attached Categorical Exemption and Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) have
been assued for the proposed project located at 70 Gold Mine Drive, Case Number
200812155
The previously issued Categorical Exemption, issued on March 4, 2009, with an HRER

dated February 26, 2009, has been rescinded due to an error on Page 2 of the HRER. Page 2
March 4, 2009.

of the February 26, 2009 HRER erroneously describes a building other than the subject
building in the evaluation of the applicability of Criterion 3 of the California Register.

The error described above has been corrected in the attached Categorical Exemption and
HRER dated March 12, 2009, and therefore supersedes the Categorical Exemption issued on

Flemo



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Bl MEvOl

Historic Resource Evaluation Response R

Gong 400
San brancisco
CAGATI3-2474

Project Address. 70 Gold Mine Drive -
mELbgiu
BlogkiLol. 7520/033 415.558 6378
Case Noo 2008.1218E c
rdx
Diate of Review: March 12, 2009 415.558.6409
Phamy Depl. Reviewer: Sophie Muddlebrook
{415) 5586372 | sophie middlebrookusipov org px
T T 4155586377
PROPOSED PROJECT (<] Demolition (] Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing residential structure, and the construction of
a new, single-family home on the subject property. The proposed project is still in the schematic stage,
and no plans for the proposed new structure have been submitted.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The County Assessor’s records indicate that the building was constructed in 1985; this date 1z not
consistent with histeric Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, apphications on tile with the San Francisco Water
Department, or with the architectural style, form, and massing of the subject building and the detached
garage. Information from the Water Department indicates that the subject building was constructed in
1906.  Although the subject building is not included on any historic surveys and is not included on the
National or the California Registers, its recorded date of construction makes it a “Category B” buslding
for the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department.! It does not appear that the subyect
building is a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA review,

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The subject building s tocated on the north side of Gold Mine Drive, within an RH-1 Zoning District, east
of Diamund Heights Boulevard. The subject building is one of the tew residential structures in the area
with a gable roof peak; the surrounding neighborhood is characterized by low, flat structures and the
larger “Vista Del Monte” apartment complex. The subject building appears to be the anly building
constructed in a modified Queen Anne architectural style on the block. 1t does not appear that the subject
property is located within a patential historic district for the purposes of CEQA.

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Neote, a building may be an historical resource 1f it

meets any of the California Register criteria listed below . I more information is needed to make such
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.121BE
March 12, 2009 70 Gold Mine Drive

a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination jor California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing dala and research provided to the Planning Department by the above
mamed preparer / consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.)

Event: or D Yes @ No D Unable to determine
Persons: or D Yes @ No D Unable to determine
: , 7 .
Architecture: or D Yes No [:] Unable to determine
Information Potential: D Further investigation recommended.
District or Context: D Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

1f Yes; Period of significance:
Notes: Below is an evaluation of the subject property against the criteria for inclusion on the
California Register; it does not appear that the subject property is eligible for the Califurnia Register.

Criterton 1: 1t is assecialed with events that have made a sigmficant contribution fo the broad patterns
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

As noted above, the subject building appears to have been constructed in 1906, and stands out on the
block face as an modified Queen Anne structure surrounded by buildings constructed in the 20"
century mid-century modern architectural style. The subject building does not, however, appear to
be associated with events that have made a sigrificant contribution to the broad patterns of local
residential development history.

Criterion 2. 1t is associated with the lives of persons impartant in our local, regional, or national past,

Mr. Ingeborg Bryngleson owned the property in 1906 at the time that the first application for a water
connection was made. Bryngleson is also listed as the property owner on early maps of Horner's
Addition, No persons of known historical significance appear to have been associated with the
subject property.

Criterton 3: It embodies the distinclive characleristics of a ftype, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building is a two-story cottage detailed in a modified Queen Ann architectural style. The
wood frame house has a cross gabled roof form, with one gable end facing Gold Mine drive and a
perpendicular cross gable that runs east-west, The subject building is clad in wood siding: the gable
end facing Gold Mine Drive features distinctive shingles with angular exposed laps, and the lower
portion of the building is clad in horizontal wood siding. A single double-hung, wood framed
window is centered in the street-facing gable.

The building’s primary entrance is recessed and located on the west side of the street-facing
elevation. A single wood-framed, double-hung window is located east of the recessed entrance,
flush with the front building wall. The front building walls are canted on either side of the window,
giving the appearance of a modified bay, although the configuration does not extend beyond the

SAN FRANUISLY 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.1218E
March 12, 2008 70 Gold Mine Drive

frunt building wall. A wood framed, double-hung window is centered in each of the canted walls.
Decorative brackets give the appearance of support under the second story on the east side of the
facade where the front building is angled. The porch and foundation are of a light-hued brick.

¥ £ 1S

The subject building stands out as an unusual example of residential development that pre-dates the
mud-century residential building development that included the multi-family Vista Del Monte
apartrments located at the termination of Gold Mine Drive. Although aspects of the general form and
applied decorative elements of the subject building resemble those described in nineteenth century
pattern books such as Victoran Denigstic Architectural Plans md Oetails by William Comstock and
Pathiser and Company’s New Cottage Homes, 1t appears more itkely that the subject building’s form
and detatling are derived from local knowledge, convention, and styling. Details such as the shingles
at the gable end, the straight, rectangular decorative supports under the porch eave, and the narrow
decorative brackels at the east corner of the street-facing elevation suggest that the builder was not
following a specific pattern, but rather based decorative elernents on local models

Criterion 4 1t yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or lustory;

It does not appear that the subject property is likelv to vield information important
understanding of prehistory or history

to a better

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retan historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or {acks integrity from the period of
significance noted above:

Location: D Retains [:] Lacks Setting: E] Retains D Lacks
Association: [:] Retains D facks Feeling: [:] Retains m Lacks

Design: D Retains D Lacks Materials: [K] Relains r] l.acks
Workmanship: [:] Retains [ ] Lacks

Notes:  Evahuation of integrity is not applicable as the subject binlding has not been shown to be
significant under California Register criteria,

3. Determination Whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA
@ No Resource Present (o ta 6. below) [:] Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)

4.

If the properly appears to be an histarical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent
with the Secretary of Interior's Standards or if any proposed modifications would materially
impair the resource (G.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which justify the
property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

LAy TEan TN
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.1218E

March 12, 2009 70 Gold Mine Drive

] The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. ( Go fo 6. below )
Optional: D See attached explanation of how the project meets standards.

(] The project is NOT consistent with the Secrelary of the Interior's Standards and 1s a significant
impact as proposed. (Continue to 5. if the project is an alteration)

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such

as adjacent historic properties.

[Jves No (] Unable to determine
Notes: As noted above, the subject building does not appear to be an historic resource.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

W o | Date%{ |7~l{'9‘7

Mark Luellen, Preservation Coordinator

CC:

Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission
Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File

GADPOCUMENTS historic\ 70 Goldmine Drive.doc
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B, itlistoric Resource Evaluatdon

Categury B Alteration or Demolition Proposed (Buldding over 50 Years of Age) - Supplemental Information

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE PROJECT

Publication Date: April 3, 2008

Subnitted o
san Francisco Plannng Department
1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor

San Francsco, Californa 99107

Prepated by KD Land Use Planmng



SOUNDNESS REPORT

70 Goldmine Dr.

San Francisco, CA 94123

Prepared By: Patrick Buscovich & Associates
Structural Engineers, Inc.
235 Montgomery Street, 823
San Francisco, CA 94104

Copyright 2011

Job Number: 11.058

Date: June 2, 2011

Disclaimer:

This report is a soundness study on the subject structure. The Patrick Buscovich has prepared this report under
generally recognized engineering principle. The preparer has no interest in this property or any other property of the

owner nor is the preparer of this report doing any other work on this property or any other property owned by this
owner.

N:iLetter\2011111.058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc Page 1 June 2, 2011



Basis of Soundness Report

The soundness evaluation will be based upon the cost to repair and/or remediate applicable soundness criteria.
These costs are based upon the house being vacant, which it is currently. The costs are prepared in conjunction with
a licensed contractor and represent current construction costs. Not included in these costs are architectural and
engineering fees. Permit fees are also included as well as an 18% profit/overhead. This soundness cost is to be
compared to a replacement cost. Not included in this replacement cost is the demolition cost of the existing
structure.
It is important to note that the soundness cost number using the 50% threshhold does not include the following:

1. Deterioration due to intentional, willful negligence.

2. Maintenance.

3. Remodeling not associated with required work.

4. Upgrade not associated with required work.

The official DCP Soundness Matrix Item number system will be used in this report. The complete DCP
Soundness Matrix is in Appendix A. The 1903 San Francisco Building Code will be the Building Code used in
the analysis.

Planning Information
The lot has an area of 5,050 ft*. The zoning is RH1, 40x Height. The DCP property information report is in

Appendix C. The assessor shows the floor area as 1,200ft>. Field measurement give 598 ft* habitable at 1% floor,
607 ft* basement, and + 322 ft* unpermitted rear addition and 598 ft® unpermitted attic.

N:\Letter\2011111.058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc Page 2 June 2, 2011



Building Description

The building is a one story over basement, wood framed, single family house. The first level is the habitable floor.
There is an unpermitted addition in the rear 1* floor and an unpermitted attic. The foundations of the house are 5 to
7 feet tall concrete retaining walls. Major portions of the house foundation show signs of deterioration and spalling.
Further, the basement retaining wall are rotating inward. The two side walls and the rear wall are rotating inward,
the front wall has been replaced (see attached plans). Because of all these problems, the sides and rear foundation
requires replacement. The interior of the house is in a state of inhabitabilty. Mold is throughout the house. The
mold is attributable to water intrusion into the house through the exterior walls. There is also major termite damage.
The house also needs some reframing to address defective construction and electrical work to abate a hazardous
electrical condition. The detached garage is excluded from this report.

Summary of deficiencies

DCP Matrix #16 —Structural Pest

The termite report is substantial. Damage is substantially due to sub-standard construction of the house.
The primary problem is water intrusion from missing building paper/weather proofing on the exterior walls. No
building paper was found during destructive testing. The termite cost of $43,775. (Attached Appendix E and Photo
1 & 2). The 1903 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) required building paper under the exterior wood siding.
None was found during destructive testing.

DCP Matrix #8 Perimeter —Foundation

The retaining wall footings needs to be almost completely replaced. These basement walls are 7 inch thick,
leaning 3 inches inward and badly spalling. The San Francisco Building Code (1903) required foundation walls to
be a minimum thickness of 13 inches. The code require failing (Eeaning) wall to be fixed. Portion of the existing
foundation have previously been replace (See attached plan). The cost estimate to replace almost the entire
foundation is $66,500 (103 LF @$500/LF + $15,000 Shoring). A small section of the house foundation at the front
has recently been replaced (See attached plans).

DCP Matrix #5 — Flashing/Weather Proofing/Mold

The structure is a single family house built Circa 1900 with later unpermitted additions. This
inadequate/missing flashing and weatherproofing has allowed water intrusion into the house. The 1903 SFBC
require building paper under the exterior siding. No building paper was found during destructive testing. This water
intrusion due to missing building paper (water/damp proofing) has caused extensive mold (See photo 1 & 2). The
estimated cost to abate water intrusion and the mold is $59,800 (598 ft* x $100/ft>). This estimate includes total
interior plaster removal & replacement, removal and replacement of exterior siding, installing flashing and
weatherproofing/building paper and the mold work. To install the building paper and abate the mold (remove
plaster), the house will be stripped to bare wood framing. Not included in the cost estimate is the unpermitted rear
addition.

DCP Matrix #10 — Framing

The structure is a poorly built house with unpermitted later additions The exterior siding and interior
finishes will need to be removed and replaced. This framing to be done as the same time the house is gutted for the
mold/flashing work. The cost to do this framing will be minimal. This new framing is to address potential unknown
dryrot from the missing building paper. The level of mold on interior is a good indicator of dryrot of the wood
framing.

N:Letter'\2011111.058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc Page 3 June 2, 2011



DCP Matrix #12 — Electrical

Install ground fault circuit interrupt (GFCI) plugs in kitchen and bathroom to address hazardous electrical
condition. The old electrical wiring in these rooms will require replacement to make the electrical system safe as
part of the mold work. See attach memo in appendix D.

N:\Letter\2011111.058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc Page 4 June 2, 2011



New Construction Cost
Based upon as-built measurement, the legal area of the house is 598 square feet and 607 ft* of
basement/storage. Based upon DCP cost of $240/ ft* to rebuild habitable floor area and $110/sf for non-
habitable area, the replacement cost is:

(598/f x $240/ %) + (607 f* x $110/ ) = $143,520 + $66,770 = $210,290

50% Cost Evaluation
Upgrade Cost $197,809

o o o
Replacement Cost $210,290 94%>50% unsound Building

Conclusion
Based upon Department of City Planning Guidelines and Engineering Principle’s, the building is unsound.

The follow items will require work:

Upgrade Cost Breakdown
DCP 50% s Mark
_ Matrix Ttem # Description Cost Mark up 18%
Replace 103 L.F.foundation @$500/LF Due
#8 to detective construction $66.500 18% $11,970
Shoring building for Foundation Work
Termite Report
#16 Due to improper weather proofing $43,775+ N/A
Dryrot, power post beetle and termite damage '
Mold in house $59,800 .
" Due to improper weather proofing/Flashing Minimum 18% 510,765
#10 Framing damage due to improper weather proofing Unknown 18% ?
#12 GFCI plug in kitchen and bathroom due to mold work Unknown 18% ?
Note: No mark up on termite. Subtotal $170,075 | + $22.734
No permit fee on termite. Building Permit $5,000
$175,075 | +
18% Mark-up $22,734
Total $197,809 | +
Sincerely,
Patrick Buscovich
Structural Engineer
Copyright 2010
List Attachment:
Floor Plans
DBI
Photographs
DCP
TRA Report

N:Letter\2011111.058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc Page 5 June 2, 2011
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LOCATION MAP:

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE X -

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE

Arehirecia

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

SCALE: 1/8"
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Lo"

69A WATER STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133
T: (415) 749-0302 F: (415)928-5152
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CU/PLNG R3
6/23/2011

BUILDING GROSS SQUARE FOOTAGE:

UNIT "A" HABITABLE: 2872 SF
UNIT "A" GARAGE: 469 SF
UNIT "B" HABITABLE: 2768 SF
UNIT "B" GARAGE: 436 SF
UNIT "C" HABITABLE: 2831 SF
UNIT "C" GARAGE: 403 SF
TOTAL GROSS SF: 9779 SF

DRAWING INDEX:

T1 PROPOSED SITE PLAN A-2.4 EAST ELEVATION

S-1 SURVEY A-25 WEST ELEVATION

A-0.2 EXISTING SITE PLAN A-2.6 WESTERN NEIGHBOR/ WEST ELEVATION
A-0.3 GENERAL NOTES A-3.1 SECTION

A-0.4 AS-BUILT PLANS L-1 SCHEMATIC LANDSCAPE PLAN
A-0.5 AS-BUILT PLANS

A-0.6 AS-BUILT ELEVATIONS

A-0.7 AS-BUILT GARAGE PLANS & ELEVATIONS

A-11 FIRST FLOOR PLAN

A-1.2 SECOND FLOOR PLAN

A-13 THIRD FLOOR PLAN

A-1.4 ROOF PLAN

A-21 FRONT ELEVATION

A-22 REAR ELEVATION

A-23 FRONT & REAR ELEVATIONS
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Revisions:

CU/PLNG R1 - 3/14/2011

CU/PLNG R2 - 4/15/2011

CU/PLNG R3 - 6/23/2011

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE

3-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
NEW CONSTRUCTION

BLOCK 7520/
LOT 033 & 034

EXISTING SITE PLAN

NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER.

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

# NUMBER
AT

AB ACHOR BOLT
ADJ ADJACENT
ALT ALTERNATE
ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
APPROXIMATE
IALT

BLDG BUILDING
BETW BETWEEN
BOT BOTTOM

CAB CABINET
CEM CEMENT
E

CLR CLEAR
CcMU CONC. MASONRY UNIT
COL COLUMN
CONT CONTINUOUS
CTR CETER
CL CENTERLINE
CER CERAMIC

CLG CEILING
CONC CONCRETE

DBL DOUBLE
DEPT DEPARTMENT

DIAMETER
DF.  DOUGLAS FIR
DH.  DOUBLE HUNG
DIMENSION
DN  DOWN
DS  DOWNSPOUT
DTL DETAIL
DWG  DRAWING
(E)  EXISTING
EA  EACH
ELEC ELECTRICAL
EL  ELEVATION

EQUAL
EXTERIOR

FOUNDATION
FINISH

OTING
FACE OF FINISH
GALVANIZED
GROUND FAULT
iNTERRUPTER
GROUND
GYPSUM
GYPSUM WALL BOARD
HORIZONTAL
HEIGHT
INSULATION
INTERIOR
JOINT
LAVATORY
MAXIMUM
MINIMUM
MANUFACTURER
METAL

NEW

NOT IN CONTRACT
NUMBER

NOT TO SCALE

ON CENTER

OPENING
OPPOSITE

PROPERTY LINE

PRESSURE TREATED DOUGLAS FIR

PLASTIC LAMINATE
PAINTED
PARTITION

REFERENCE
REFRIGERATOR
REDWOOD
REINFORCED
ROUGH OPENING
RAIN WATER LEADER
REQUIRD
SIMILAR

HEET
SLAB ON GRADE
SPECIFICATION
STANDARD
STRUCTURAL
SUSPENDED
SYMMETRICAL

TREAD
TONGUE AND GROOVE
TRICK
TOP OF SLAB
TOILET PAPER
TOWEL BAR

YPICAL
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
VERTICAL
VERYIFY IN FIELD
WITH
WITHOUT
WATER CLOSET
WINDOW
WATERPROOF
WEIGHT

WOOD
WATER HEATER

PLANNING DEPT. NOTES:

PROJECT LOCATION: 70 Gold Mine Drive, Block 7520/Lots 33 and 34
ZONING DISTRICT: RH-1
HEIGHT DISTRICT: 40-X

LOT SIZE: Existing two lots to be merged into single larger lot: Lot 033 = 4,681 S.F;
Lot 034 = 5,127 S.F. Total combined lot area in merged lots = 9,808 S.F.

CURRENT USE: Single family home and detached garage (to be removed for
proposed new residential structure).

HISTORICAL REVIEW/CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION ISSUED: On March 12, 2009
the San Francisco Planning Department issued a Categorical Exemption and Historic
Resource Evaluation Report on Case No. 2008.1218E finding that no “historical
resource” is present on the site; the existing structures have not been shown to be
significant under California Register criteria; and that the removal of these structures
as proposed in this project will not have an adverse effect on off-site historical
resources. The Class 1(L)(1) Demolition of the small single family home on the site
was found to be Categorically Exempt from Environmental Review.

PROPOSED USE: 3-unit townhouse style residential building with off-street parking (6
spaces) accessed off of drive court. (Single curb cut at street proposed.)

DENSITY: per San Francisco Planning Code (SFPC) Section 209.1(f), one (1)
dwelling unit/3,000 S.F. lot area is allowed with Conditional Use. 9,808/3,000 = 3.26
dwelling units = 3 units allowed. (3) Units proposed. Conditional Use Required.

SETBACKS:

Front Setback: Per SFPC Section 132(d)(2) an adjacent lot abutting onto another
street (the apartment building to the west is on Diamond Heights) is disregarded.
Front Setback = same as single adjacent building to the east (block 7520/lot 013):
11°-2” setback required and proposed. Project Complies.

Rear Yard: Per SFPC Section 134(a)(1) = 25% of the lot depth is required as rear
yard at grade and measured at the centerline of the lot. 25% rear yard required and
provided; no variance required. Project Complies.

USABLE OPEN SPACE:

Per SFPC Section 135 and Table 135 for RH-1 Zoning: 300 S.F. private open space
or 400 S.F. common open space is required. Units “A,” “B” and “C” all have private
roof decks exceeding 300 S.F., as well as yards and patios at grade. Project
Complies.

Per SFPC Section 140, at least (1) room in each unit must face directly onto a
compliant rear yard, public way, or side yard at least 25'-0" wide. Unit "A" faces the
public way. Unit opens to a side yard more than 25'-0" wide. Unit "C" faces the
compliant rear yard. Project Complies.

PARKING: PER SFPC Section 150 and Table 151, one (1) parking space is required/
dwelling unit. Three (3) parking spaces are required; six (6) parking spaces are
provided. Project Complies.

BICYCLE PARKING: Per SFPC Section 155.5, 1 “Class1” space per 2 dwelling units
is required. Three (3) bicycle parking spaces (1 per unit) is provided in the unit
garages. Project Complies.

HEIGHT: SFPC Section 261 governs.

Per SFPC Section 102.12(c) at up-sloping lots, “height” is measured from the
“average of the ground elevations at either side of the building or building step at that
cross section.”

Per Section 261(b)(1) for RH-1 lots, height limit is 35’-0" maximum. Per SFPC Section
261(c)(1) the height is limited to 30™-0" at the legislated front setback and is to
“increase at an angle of 45 degrees from the horizontal toward the rear of the lot” until
the height limit of 35™-0” is reached. See site plan, sections and elevations for Average
Grade and Maximum Height. Project Complies.

STREET TREES: Per Sec. 138.1, (7) street trees required at a minimum of 24" box
size on street or within front setback. (1) tree for first 20 ft of street frontage + 1 tree
per each additional 10 ft street frontage.) (7) Trees provided.
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NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER.

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

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

Al attachments, connections,
fastenings, etc., are to be properly
secured in conformance with best
practice, and the Contractor shall
be responsible for providing and
installing them.
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provided by Vol Carter, drawn on
01/10/08.
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BLOCK 7520/
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NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

Al attachments, connections,
fastenings, etc., are to be properly
secured in conformance with best
practice, and the Contractor shall
be responsible for providing and
installing them.
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70 GOLD MINE DRIVE
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NEW CONSTRUCTION

BLOCK 7520/
LOT 033 & 034

SECOND FLOOR PLAN

NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

Al attachments, connections,
fastenings, etc., are to be properly
secured in conformance with best
practice, and the Contractor shall
be responsible for providing and
installing them.
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BLOCK 7520/
LOT 033 & 034

THIRD FLOOR PLAN

NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE

CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

NOTICE

These drawings and specifications
are the property and copyright of

Kerman/MorrisArchitects and shall
not be used on any other work
except by written agreement with
Kerman/Morris Architects

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL

WATERPROOFING DETAILS/

DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE

CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

3-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
NEW CONSTRUCTION

BLOCK 7520/
LOT 033 & 034

REAR ELEVATION

NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

3-UNIT RESIDENTIAL
NEW CONSTRUCTION

BLOCK 7520/
LOT 033 & 034

WEST ELEVATION

NOTICE

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER

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

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

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

These drawings are an industry
standard builders set for building
permit and to assist the contractor
in construction. The drawings
show limited and only
representative/typical details.
SPECIFICALLY EXCLUDED
FROM THE SCOPE OF DESIGN
SERVICES AND AS INDICATED
IN THESE PLANS ARE ALL
WATERPROOFING DETAILS/
DESIGN, WHICH ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR/BUILDER.

Al attachments, connections,
fastenings, etc., are to be properly
secured in conformance with best
practice, and the Contractor shall
be responsible for providing and
installing them.
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BUILDINGS ACROSS THE STREET
BLOCK 7535/ LOT 100
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PHOTOMONTAGE WITH PROPOSED BUILDING
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BIRDSEYE VIEW FROM GOLDMINE DRIVE
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REAR YARD
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VIEW OF COMMON PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY FROM GOLDMINE DRIVE
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September 1, 2010

San Francisco Planning Dept
1650 Mission Street, Ste 400

San Francisco, Ca 94103
RE: 70 Gold Mine Drive — San Francisco
Dear Sir or Ms:

On August 10th Herbert Besinger and Phillip Richardson conducted a notice of
Pre-Application Meeting at 350 Amber to discuss merging two (2) existing lots into one
lot and construction of three (3) new single family residential units with a height of 35
feet {(see enclosed plan).

Under the plan that was presented the owners of 70 Goldmine plan to create
a 35 foot wall of building structures with a five {5) foot setback from the western edge of their
property. There are residents living in the adjacent three story apartment complex, some of
them for over 30 years or more, that will be severely affected by blocked light and shadows
from this 35 foot wall of structures as currently proposed. Besinger and Richardson also plan to
put a garage on the first floor and build two floors above when they could easily not build over
a garage spa4ce and still accomplish unobstructed views over the SFR adjacent properties to the
east on the site. There are no other single family residential buildings in the area that are 35

feet in height.
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The 70 Goldmine owners further propose a non-conforming building depth of 87 feet

when the permitted depth is 78 feet. They want to create a 30 foot driveway pulling traﬁic oﬁ
Goldmine and redirecting it North/South on the site kwith possible impacts to the single family
residéntial neighbors adjacent at the northe‘rn edge of their property line. This was
unanimously opposed at the August 10th meeting by the many voting/ tax-paying citizens who
reside in the neighborhood. A two story development on the site would certainly meet with
less neighborhood resistance and an improved plan‘-wlth fewer impacts on existing neighbors’
properties would be a start. The plaﬁ as presented seems to‘have been conceived in a vacuum
without input or concern for anyone else in the neighborhood and it was opposed by all

neighbors in attendance at the Pre-Application Meeting. Their plans need to start to address

some of these above concerns.

Slncerely, _ ,A‘Z D(ff{"\\(’f\’r) H1ie 3 L“V’LL( AR -\Z
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Epcar Escoseno
Property Myuager

Vietu el Monte
Apz{rm"mum
49 Gold Mine Dr, ) San Fransisoo Ca 941 3
415-282-1634 ) Fax: 415-282. 1498
vimmaiEchavezioundation urg m
Mes. Sharon Lai v Elivgztolndation oy N

Planning Department
Sufte 400

1650 Misslon Street
San Francisen, CA 94103

Subtdecty 70-T4 Gold Mine Drive, $.F., CA 94131

We have seen the posters at the site of 70-74 Gold Mine Drive regarding
a proposal (2008.1218C) teo remove the existing gtructures on this site and
develop three new dwellings in {ts place.

We have spoken with the project sponsors about the proposed project and
seeing the plans. We fully support their proposal.

Please lend it your support and approve this project.

Sincerely,

(J/:/ S C{"(:i’w,f“’"“ ' ) G

N

.
e,

Date:

e g?/%g//;/ Date: (/l)//ﬁ/.,.&ﬁ.«"/
a4



SAN FRANCISCO COALITION FOR RESPONSIBLE GROWTH

June 15, 2011

Sharon W. Lai

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: 70 Gold Mine Drive
Dear Ms. Lai:

We have been asked to write a letter assessing the project at 70 Gold Mine Drive in San
Francisco. We are delighted to do this, and we fully support the construction of three new
townhouse style homes on this double lot in Diamond Heights. The extremely attractive
design of the homes fits well with the environment and its surroundings. All units offer
significant open space and comply with the current code. The architects have been
diligent in their outreach efforts in reaching out to the neighbors and incorporating their
demands. We have absolutely no reservations in endorsing this project.

If you have any questions, please contact us at your earliest convenience.

Sincerely,
N ? - \
&)

< ’ '\  o T ! <o
—ﬁ ot G d ,,JCU‘»\CB 3

Rodrigo Santos, SE
President of SFCRG

P.O. Box 460911

San Francisco, CA 94146
www.sferg.com

ADDRESS: PO BOX 460911, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94146~ PHONE: (415) 868-4525
www.sfcrg.com
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President
Betsy Eddy

Vice President
Lee Ann Prifti

Treasurer
Norman Cromartie

Board of Directors
Patrick Carroll
Richard Craib

Bob Dockendorff
Jack Lenk

Jeanette Oliver
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John Schlenke
Annie Shynebaugh

Diamond Heights Community Association
P.O. Box 31519
San Francisco, CA 94131

June 14, 2011

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commission President Olague and Commissioners Antonini,
Borden, Fong, Miguel, Moore and Sugaya:

The Diamond Heights Community Association Board of Directors would

like to go on record in support of the 70-74 Gold Mine Drive project.

After viewing the structural drawings, our Board feels the current plans

are an excellent match for the neighborhood for the following reasons.

e The project is for three single family dwellings which will provide
much needed housing for families.

e The project enhances Gold Mine Drive by repiacing a structure and
garage that have long been vacant creating a safety hazard in the
community.

e The owners and architect met with the community to hear concerns
and reconfigured the project to meet many of the neighbors’
concerns.

e The project will be an attractive addition to the neighborhood.
We hope you will give your approval for the project.

Sincerely,

Betsy Eddy
DHCA, President

cc: Sandra Lai
Toby Morris



Leland and Janie Lin Wong
20 Gold-Mine Drive
San Francisco, CA. 94131-2157
Tel: 415-806-2338 Email: ljallc@gmail.com

To: The Planning Department and Commissioners
From: Leland Wong /%/4?»
Janie Lin Wong % i\)h
Date: Wednesday, Apré/;, 2011
Re: 70-74 Gold Mine Drive, S.F., CA 94131

We have seen the posters at the site of 70-74 Gold Mine Drive and also received a
"Notice of Hearing" from the San Francisco Planning Department regarding a proposal
(2008.1218C) to remove the existing structures on this site and develop three new homes.

We have spoken with the project sponsors about the proposed project and have seen the
plans. We fully support their proposal.

We strongly believe it will greatly improve our neighborhood.

Please lend it your support and approve this project.

Sincerely,

ard

Leland Wong | Janie Wong




To: The Planning Department and Commi.ssioners,
Subject: 70-74 Gold Mine Drive
My name is Bruce Ponte and I live at 10 Gold Mine Drive, S.F., CA 94131.

I have received a “Notice of Hearing” from the San Francisco Planning Commission
regarding a proposal (2008.1218C) to remove the existing structures on this site and

develop three new dwellings in its place. | have also seen the posters on the site.
The project sponsors have shown me the plans and I fully support the project.

I have lived at 10 Gold Mine since 1994 and | believe the new housing will change our
neighborhood for the better.

Your support and approval of this project would not only add more housing it will also
create a beautiful and balanced neighborhood.

Thank you,

Sincerely,
/) /’:/,,/4;”..; _/,;;';.," \

Bruce Ponte i Date:




4/28/2011

To: The Planning Department and Commissioners
Subject: 70-74 Gold Mine Drive, San Francisco, CA 94131

From: Dr. David Tong and Dr. Midori Yenari
30 Gold Mine Drive, S.F. CA 94131

We have received a "Notice of Hearing" from the San Francisco Planning Department regarding
a proposal (2008.1218C) to remove the existing structures on this site and develop three new homes.

We have seen and discussed the plans with the project sponsors and fully support the project.
We look forward to the improvement the new housing will bring.
Please lend support and approve this project.

Sincerely,

Q‘/W. hdn = —

David Tong Midori Yenari Ton(g

pate:. YA - 18 4 Date: 1~ ¥ -( (
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To: The Planning Department and Commissioners:

Subject: 70-74 Gold Mine Drive

From: Elias Martinez and Mirna Martinez

1 Gold Mine Drive #1, San Francisco, CA 94131

We have seen the “Notice of Hearing” at the site of 70-74 Gold Mine Drive regarding a proposal
(2008.1218C) to remove the existing structures and develop three new homes.

_ We have §f)ok'e wi thé»:plfoi,eét sponsors about the proposed project and have seen the plans.
W wﬂlmake a beautiful addition to our neighborhood.
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MORRIS ARCHITECTS LLP

June 14,2011

Ms. Christina Olague

President, Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street. Fourth Floor
San Francisco. CA 94103

Subject:  Conditional Use Application for Three-unit Development
at 70 Gold Mine Drive. San Francisco (Block 7520/Lots 33 & 34)

Dear President Olague:

Our office represents Goldmine Partners LLC (“Applicant™), who proposcs
to demolish an existing single family home and a garage on two adjacent lots. merge
the lots and construct a three-unit. 9.779 gross square feet'. approximately 32 feet
high residential building at 70 Gold Mine Drive. San Francisco (Assessor’s block
7520, lots 33 and 34: herein “Site”). The Project requires a Conditional Use
application because the Site is located in a RH-1 zoning district that principally
allows one single family home per lot. For the reasons discussed below. the
Conditional Use application and the project merits your approval.

SITE INFORMATION

The Site is located in an RH-1 zoning district and consists of two
underutilized lots each with 5,005 square feet (“sI7), based on City records. The site
slopes upward front to back and east to west. such that the northwest (rear) corner of
the site is 16 feet above the southeast corner at the sidewalk. Lot 34 is developed
with a garage and Lot 33 is developed with a one-story single-family home that is
22°-6" above the sidewalk curb and has an attic. This structure has been vacant for
four and a half years and has no heat or kitchen. The Kitchen was removed four years
ago due to mold and dry rot. The Planning Department has determined that the
existing building and the existing garage on the Site are not historic resources and that
their demolition will not result in an adverse impact on the environment. See Case
Report or Exhibit 1 for a copy of the March 12, 2009 Categorical Exemption and the
Historic Resource Evaluation Response: see Exhibit 2 for a copy of the March 11,
2011 Memorandum to File by Major Environmental Analysis section ol the
Department: and see Exhibit 3 for a copy of the April 3. 2008 Historic Resource
Evaluation. The existing single-family home. morcover is unsound: it would cost
$210.290 to replace this building and $197.809 to rehabilitate it. See Analysis of
Soundness in the Exhibit 5.

The 9.779 gsf include the garages.



I'he building to the west i1s a four-story apartment complex varying
between 427 and 47" tall facing the subject property: it is set back approximately 20°
from its east property line. with the last 5° being a dedicated public pedestrian
walkway. Two-story single-family homes on lots of approximately 3.993 sf are to the
east. Several of these single-family homes have rear yards that do not comply with
the current Planning Code. See Aerial photographs and photographs ol the site and
site vicinity attached to your staff’s case report.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed development will include demolition of the existing home
and garage and the construction of a new three-unit condominium building containing
a total of 9,779 gsf pursuant to a conditional use application.” These units will share a
drive way and planting strip on the cast. The proposed building will be set back 11°-
2" from the front property line. The front yard/setback will be landscaped except for
a 12°-07 drive wisle at the eastern end.

Instead of subdividing the combined 10.010 sf lot into three (3) standard
lots of approximately 25.4" wide. the Applicants chose to construct a detached
building with three townhouse units that has on the west a side vard and, on the east a
common drive way with a landscaping strip of against the eastern neighbor’s blind
wall.

The proposed building will have a 31°-8 1/4” deep Code complying rear
vard (25% of lot depth) and the new structure will be shorter than the adjacent single
family home to the east.” The mature trees at the rear of the property will be
preserved and new landscaping will be added to provide privacy for the adjacent rear
vards.

The ground floor of each townhouse will have a two car garage, a full bath
and a family room that can be used as a guest bedroom. The front townhouse unit
also will have a small home office. The second floor of each townhouse will contain
an ensuite master bedroom. two bedrooms, one bath and a laundry room. The third

Planning Code Section 209, 1{1) permits the construction of 1 dwelling unit per 3.000 st of lot area
pursuant to a conditional use authorization.

It is the applicant’s understanding that this neighbor may object to the project in that he prefers
either three standard lots with the single family home or the driveway be relocated elsewhere on the
Site.

-



floor of each townhouse will contain the kitchen. living room. dining room and a
deck. All the units will be accessible by elevators. LEach townhouse will have a roof
deck. These roof decks are at elevations lower than the east facing decks of the
apartment building to the west.! See Sheet T-1 of the Plans elevations and sections
attached to the Case Report.

NEIGHBORHOOD OUTREACH

The project sponsors are residents of this neighborhood and determined to
improve this underutilized site with a high quality development to the benefit of the
neighborhood. Over the course of three years of design and submilttals, the project
sponsors have actively engaged with neighbors and neighborhood associations.
incorporating design modifications responsive to issues raised. Sec Exhibit 4.
Chronology of Contacts with Neighbors and Neighborhood Organizations and letters
ol support in Case Report.

APPROVALS REQUIRED
The Project will require the following approvals:

I: Conditional use authorization to construet a three unit building and
to demolish the existing home:

2. Street and Sidewalk permits associated with the proposed
development:
3. Condominium subdivision maps for the proposed three units.

The third floor decks of the Apartment Complex to the west are at SF Datum 548.5" and 553.5°,
and look over the proposed townhouse roof decks, which will be at 547.16°, 549,18 and 551,16
respectively. See Sheet T-1 and Sheet A-2.6 of plans attached 1o Case Report for documentation of
how the proposed root decks relate to those at the Apartment Complex. Only the glass railings ol the
townhouse roof decks will be slightly higher than the apartment’s third floor decks. The townhouse
staircase penthouses have also been sloped and kept 1o the minimum height allowed by the Building
Code.



THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE SECTION 303 CRITERIAS
The Project meets the requirements of §303(c) in that:

1. The proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary and desirable for,
and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.

The Project site is zoned RH-1. but contains 10,010 sf that allows
for the construction of a three-unit building. Each townhouse unit will be
constructed independently. with no common walls to ensure sound will
not be transmitted between the units and (o minimize the Homeowners
Association fee, which will make the units more affordable. Development
of 3 units on the Site will result in a similar density per acre as the single
family homes to the east.

The Project has been designed to be a transition in scale, massing
and height from the large Apartment Complex to the west and the finer
scale of single-family homes to the cast. The Project is both compatible
with the neighborhood and desirable. The addition to the City’s housing
stock of three (3) new three-bedroom units suitable for families 1s a beneft
to the City.

2. The proposed uses or features will not be detrimental (o the health, safety,

convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or
injurious to properly, improvements or potential developments in the vicinity.

A. I'he nature of the proposed site (including its size and shape) and
the proposed size. shape and arrangement of structures.

The proposed 327 high building is one-story shorter than the
Apartment Complex (o the west and one-story higher than the single
family home to the east. The Project serves as a better transition from the
large apartment complex to the single-family homes than would three (3)
three-story attached single-family homes on separate lots facing Gold
Mine Drive. The 5+ west side vard. the 11°-2" front yard. the 3" planning
strip along the east property line and the 31°-8 '4™ rear yard will all be
landscaped. serving to soften the new structure’s relationship to its
neighbors and contribute positively to the existing visual context. See
Sheet T-1 of the plans attached to the Case Report.



Construction ol one three-unit building in lieu of three single-
family homes on three lots will eliminate two curb cuts and a ground oor
level that otherwise would be dominated by three (3) garage doors. The
result is a superior design for the Project.

The building has been designed with varying planes on all four
fagades to break up the scale and mass of the building. The 44°-6™ wide
front fagade is broken into a 15°-4" western segment and a 29°-2" eastern
segment. The single family homes to the east are generally 337-0" wide.
The Project’s scale, bulk and design will not be detrimental to the health.
safety. convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in
the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or potential
developments in the vicinity.

B. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles. the
¢ and volume of such traffic. and the adequacy of off-street

parking and loading.

A categorical exemption has been issued for the proposed project
concluding that the Project will not have an adverse effect on the
environment.  According to the Department’s Transportation Impact
Analysis Guidelines, the Project will generate a total of 30 daily person
trips, of which 5 will occur during the PM peak period.’ Even assuming
that all 5 daily person trips will be vehicular trips. that volume will not be
a significant increase to the current levels.

The Project will have 2 ofl street parking spaces per unit which is
more than the project demand of 1.5 off-street parking spaces per unit.’
The off-street parking spaces will be accessed from one 10°-0" curb cut
versus the existing 30°-07 wide curb cut: the Project will result in the
addition ol one on-street parking space for the neighborhood., With only
one curb cut. the Project will have no impact on the existing accessibility
to the site or the traffic pattern around the site.

For moving-in and oul, the driveway can be used for loading and
unloading with minimum disruption to traffic on Gold Mine Drive.

According to the Guidelines. a unit with 2+ bedrooms will generate 10 daily trips, of which 17.3%
will occur during the PM peak hour.

See Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.

A



During construction, construction worker parking and material storage can
be accommodated on site using the driveway and rear yard arca. The
Project, therefore. has adequate off-street parking and loading.

[ The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions,
such as noise. glare. dust and odor.

During construction some noise will be generated. Construction
noise is governed by the San Francisco Police Code. During construction,
the Applicant will require its contractors to water and sweep the Site and
sidewalk to minimize release of dust and particulate matters into the air,
Construction will be limited to Monday through Friday between the hours
of 7:00 AM and 6:00 PM, and from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturday.
All impact tools will be muffled to minimize noise during construction.

After completion, the Project will not generate any offensive odor,
noxious fumes, noise or dust. Lighting in the evening will be similar to all
the neighboring residential buildings. Exterior lighting will be down
lighting so as nol to generate glare. To ensure that headlights of
automobiles accessing the garages will not generate glare to the homes (o
the rear and the east of the Site, fences will be erected to the maximum
permissible heights and trees will be planted along the rear and east
property line to screen the headlights. See Sheet T-1 site plan and Sheet
L-1 landscape schematic of the plans attached to the Case Report.

3. The proposed project will not adversely affect the applicable objectives and
policies of the City's General Plan in that:

For the sake of brevity, the Applicant refers to and incorporates by
reference here the General Plan conformance findings in the Drafi
Conditional Use Approval Motion before the Commission.

THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH
THE PROVISIONS OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1(b)
The Project is consistent with the priority policies of Section 101.1(b) of the Planning

Code. See the Proposition M findings in the Draft Conditional Use Approval Motion
before the Commission.

O



CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, the Project meets all applicable Planning Code
provisions and should be approved by this Commission.

Very truly yours,

"lfa A~ .

Toby Morris

Encl.: Exhibits

cc: Commissioner Ron Miguel. Vice President
Commissioner Michael J. Antonini
Commissioner Gwyneth Borden
Commissioner Kathrin Moore
Commissioner Hisashi Sugava
Commissioner Rodney Fong
[.inda Avery. Commission Secretary
John Rahaim. Director of Planning
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Sharon Lai, Project Planner
Herb and Vali Bensinger
Phil Richardson
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Categorical Exemption and HRER, March 12, 2009



Date received:
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Environmental Evaluation Application

Environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major Enviranmental Analysis (MEA) divisionof the
Planning Department, The environmental review process begins with the submittal of a completed
Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application to the Planning Department. Only the current EE Application form
will be accepted. No appointment is required but staff i1s available to meet with applicants upon request.

The EE Application will not be processed unless it is completely filled out and the appropriate fees are paid in
full. Checks should be made payable to the San Francisco Planning Department. See the current Schedule of
Application Fees and contact the staff person listed below for verification of the appropriate fees. Fees are
generally non-refundable. Documents in italics are available online at sfgov.org/planning,

The EE Application is comprised of four parts. Part 1 is a checklist to ensure that the EE Application is
complete; Part 2 requests basic information about the site and the project; Parl 3 is a series of questions to help
determine if additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 15 a project swnmary table.

I The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects
| greater than 10,000 square feet insize and where Part 3 Cuestions #3, 18, or #10 are answered in the affirmative,
! or for projects that require mitigalion measures, please send the application materials to the atlention of Ms.
| Kienker. For all other projects, plnnse send the apFIicntian materials ta the attention of Ms. Wise.

H Viktoriya Wise Leigh Kienker

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 16850 Mission Street, Suite 400
' San Franeiseo, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103

(415) 5759049, viktoriya.wisc@sigov.org {115) 575-9036, leigh kienker@sfgov.orp

Mol

PART 1 - EE AFPLICATION CHECKLIST Provided Applicable

Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in
Twosets of project drawings
Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled

Supplemental Infarmation Form for Historical Resaurce Evaluation and/or Histarie
Resanrce Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2

Ceotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Queslions3a and 3b
Tree i']':'.-:df:syrr Eﬁu:u!, as indicated in l’a[_l 3 Cuestion &
Phase I Enviconmental Site Assessment, as indicated inPart 3 Question 8

Additional studies
(list)

O 0000 & |3)0E

E]EEEE‘ O

Apphicant's Alfidavil. I cectily the accuracy ofﬂ{'c !ﬂflll:;'-"ﬁ.ﬁg declarations: ‘4! T e e

rervmed— wniee o s T e undersigned is the awner ar autharizadagentof theoumer(s) of thisproperty,
b. The information presented is true and correct to the bestof my knowledge
e Lunderstand that other applications and informationmay be required.

i
Signed (owner or agent): = Date: f-:?/ﬁ /ﬂ &
= @&b— : T

(For Stafl Use Only) Case Mo 'j@]ﬂf fd‘frfff_- Ad:lrﬂqi'___za_éaé//#}fﬂ -&7;"55’.--
Block/ Lot u?ﬁj‘;g__,é@rj‘i




Property Owner Herman Bensinger TnInphnne MNo. 415 246 BRRS

Address 50 Gold Mine Drive Fax. Mo, 416 480 1406
SF 94191 Email _tony@townconsulting.com

Project Contact Tony Kim (Tawn i'_'mmIIinE,'! Telephone No.

Address 100 Clement Street 3" floor 7R N L i 8"
o EF 91118 Email X
AT A T St £ S b

Site Address(es): 70 Gold Mine Drive -

MNearest Cross

Street(s) Douglass Street

Block(s)/ Lot(s) 7520 / 033 Zoning District(s)  RH-}

Height/Bulk

Site Square Footage 5.005 District 40

Present or previous :iml:u[u Vacant single-family house i -]
Comumunily Plan Area (i

any) nfa

e FE T RCT e A etk T e A i
L1 Addition M Changeofuse [ Zoningchange [ New construetion
[0 Altcration {1 Demaolition ] Lotsplit/subdivision or lot line adjustment

& Other (describe) s the subject building (single-family house) a histonc resource.
Deseribe proposed use

Marrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project,

Chuss| = Dumiitim o) & gmatl Gingile faninly o
~ CAass | (WA “ﬁw

CATERORICALLY EXEMPT FROM ENVIACNMENTAL RFVIOY

LaM TRARCILCD
PLAMNING DOPARTMENT

s
LTI



SAN FRANCISCO

DATE: March 16, 2009

TO: Brett Bollinger, Major Environmental Analysis

FROM: Sophie Middlebrook, I'reservation Technical Specialist
RE: 70 Gold Mine Drive, Case No. 2008.1218E

The attached Categorical Exemption and Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) have
been issued for the proposed project located at 70 Gold Mine Drive, Case Number
2008.1218E.

The previously issued Categorical Exemption, issued on March 4, 2009, with an HRER
dated February 26, 2009, has been rescinded due to an error on Page 2 of the HRER, Page 2
of the February 26, 2009 HRER erroncously describes a building other than the subject
building in the evaluation of the applicability of Criterion 3 of the California Register.

The error described above has been corrected in the attached Categorical Exemption and

HRER dated March 12, 2009, and therefore supersedes the Categorical Exemption issued on
March 4, 2009.

Memo

PLANNING DEPARTMENT B vievio

1650 Massion St
Suite 400

San Fanciscy,
CA 841032478

Reception

415.558.6378

Fax
415.558.6408

Planning
Irnbiarisation
415 658.6377



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEMO)

Historic Resource Evaluation Response Lot

San Francisco,
CAQA03-2479

Pﬂ}jr[!‘ Address: 70 Gold Mine Drive Reaeption:
Bluck/Lul, 7520/033 415.6508.6378
Case No.: 2008.1218E o
Date Hf Review: March 12, 2000 415.550.6400
Plunning Dept. Reviewer, Sophie Middlebrook .
(415) 558-6372 | sophic.middlebrook@sfgnv.org, ;?;ﬂr:;?m
- S == i 415.556.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT 04 Demolition [ Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project includes (he demolition of the existing residential struclure, and the construction of
a new, single-family home on the subject property. The proposed project is still in the schematic stage,
and no plans for the proposed new structure have been submitted.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The County Assessor's records indicate that the building was constructed in 1985; this date is not
consislent with historic Sanbormn Fire Insurance maps. applicalions on lile with lhe 5an Francisco Water
Department, or with the architectural style, form, and massing of the subject building and the detached
garage. Information from the Water Department indicates that the subject building was constructed in
1906. Although the subject building is not included on any historic surveys and is not included on the
Mational or the California Registers, its recorded date of construction makes it a "Category B” building
lor the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department.! It does nol appear that the subject
building is a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA review.

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

Ihe subject building is located on the north side of Gold Mine Drive, within an RH-1 Zoning District, east
of Diamond Heights Boulevard. The subject building is one of the few residential structures in the area
with a gable roof peak; the surrounding neighborhood is characterized by low, flat structures and the
larger “Vista Del Monte” apartment complex. The subject building appears lo be the only building
constructed in a modified Queen Anne architectural style on the block. It does not appear that the subject
property is located within a potential historic district for the purposes of CEQA.

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meels any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more informaltion is needed to make such

.\‘ | Mease see “Preservanon Bullelin #16," available enline at:

pttpilfveww sigovorgfsitefvploadedfilvsiplanning/proects epoclgTresBulletinl 6CEQALY § 04.PDF (Movember 2, 2007)

voww sfplanning.org



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NG. 2008.1218E
March 12, 2008 70 Gold Mine Drive

a determination please specify what intormation is needed. (This determnation for California Regisler
Eligibility is made based on existing data and ressavch provided to the Planning Department by the above
named preparer | consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.)

Event: or D Yes E MNo |:| Unahle to determine

PPersons: or [:| Yes @ Mo |:] Unable to determine

Architecture: or [7] Yes m No [ |Unable to determine

Information Putential: D Further investigation recommended.

District or Context: EI Yes, may contribule to a potential district or significant context

1f Yes; Period of significance:
Notes: Below is an evaluation of the subject property against the criteria for inclusion on the
California Register; it does not appear that the subject property is eligible for the California Register.

Criterion 1: It is nsspeinted with events that have made o significant contribution fo the broad patterns
af local or regional histary, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

As noted abave, the subject uilding appears 1o have been constructed in 1906, and stands out on the
block face as an modified Queen Anne structure surrounded by buildings constructed in the 20"
century mid-century modern architectural style. The subject building does nol, however, appear lo
be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of local
residential development history.

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons impartant in our local, regional, or national past;

Mr. Ingeborg Bryngleson owned the property in 1906 at the time that the first application for a water
connection was made. Bryngleson is also listed as the property owner on early maps of Homer's
Addition, Mo persons of known historical significance appear to have been associated with the

subject property.

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive charncteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the wark of @ master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building is a rwo-story cottage detailed in a modified Queen Ann architectural style, The
woud frame house has a cross gabled roof furm, with one gable end facing Gold Mine drive and a
perpendicular cross gable that runs east-west. The subject building is clad in wood siding: the gable
end facing Gold Mine Drive features distinctive shingles with angular exposed laps, and the lower
portion of the building is clad in horizontal wood siding, A single double-hung, wood framed
window is centered in the street-facing gable

The building’'s primary entrance is recessed and located on the west side of the street-facing
elevation. A single wood-framed, double-hung window is located east of the recessed entrance,
flush with the front building wall. The front building walls are canted on either side of the window,
piving the appearance of a modified bay, although the configuration does not extend beyond the

SAh FAANCISCD a
PLAMMING DEMARNTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008.1218E
March 12, 2009 70 Gold Mine Drive

Z

front building wall. A wood-framed, double-hung window is centered in each of the canted walls.
Decorative brackets give the appearance of support under the second story on the east side of the
facade where the front building is angled. The porch and foundation are of a light-hued brick.

The subject building stands out as an unusual example of residential development that pre-dates the
mid-century residential building development that included the mulli-lamily Vista Del Muonle
apartments located at the termination of Gold Mine Drive. Although aspects of the general form and
applied decorative elements of the subject building resemble those described in nineteenth century
pattern books such as Victorian Domestic Architectural Plans and Details by William Comstock and
Palliser and Company’s New Collage Homes, il appears more likely that the subject building's form
and detailing are derived from local knowledge, convention, and styling. Details such as the shingles
at the gable end, the straight, rectangular decorative supports under the porch eave, and the narrow
decorative brackets at the east cormer of the street-facing elevation suggest that the builder was not
following a specific pattern, but rather based decorative elements on local maodels.

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history;

It does not appear that the subject property is hikely to yield inlormation impoctant to a beller
understanding of prehistory or history.

Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of
significance noted abave:

Location: [ Retains  [] Lacks Settingg | JRetains [ ] Lacks
Assoclation: [ ] Retains [ ] Lacks Feelingg [_]Retains [ ] Lacks
Design: D Retains I:I Lacks Materials: [ | Relains I:I Lacks

Workmanship: [ ] Retains  [] Lacks

Notes:  Evaluation of integrity is not applicable as the subject building, has not heen shown to be
significant under California Register criteria.

Determination Whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA

E Mo Kesource Present (Go lo 6. below) D Historical Resource Present (Continue lo 4.)

4. If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent

with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed modifications would materially
impair the resource (ie. aller in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which justify the
property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

SAN FRAMNCIEED a
HLANMING DEFAHTMFENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2008,1218E
March 12, 2009 70 Gold Mine Drive

[[] The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. ( Go fo 6. below )
Optional: D See attached explanation of how the project meets standards

[ ] The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and is a significant
impact as proposed. (Continue to 5. if the project is an alteration)

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts, Please recommend conditions of approval thal may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such
as adjacent historic properties.

[] ves [ No [ ] Unable to determine

Motes: Asnoted above, the subject building does not appear to be an historic resource.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

ﬁfﬂm 117’,2""_" Dnttgall |“2.-'{5‘7

Mark Luellen, Preservation Covrdinalor

CC:

Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission
Vimnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File

L\ DOCUMENTS  historic, 70 Goldmine Drive.doc

CAN TRANCISCD 4
FLANNING OFFANTMEFNT
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Historic Resource Evaluation
Category B/ Alteraton ur Demelivon Propused {(Bulding over 50 Years of Ape)

Supplemental Information

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE PROJECT

Publication Date: Apnl 3, 2008
Submuitted to:
San Francisco l"'lnrmj.ng Department
1650 Massion Street, Fourth Floot

San Francisco, California 94103

Prepated by KT Land Use Planning



EXHIBIT 2:

Memo to the Planning File, Major Environmental Analysis
Section of the Department, March 11, 2011.



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memo to the Planning File

Date: March 11, 2011
To: Brett Bollinger, Major Environmental Analysis
From: Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

(415) 558-6325
tina.tam@sfgov.org

Re: 70 Gold Mine Drive, Case No. 2008.1218E

The Department, pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.)
and the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et
seq.), issued a Categorical Exemption for the project at 70 Gold Mine Drive on March
16, 2009, finding that the project met the criteria for an exemption under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15301(e). Based upon the Historic Resource Evaluation
Response, dated March 12, 2009, the subject residential building is not a historic
resource for the purposes of CEQA.

The purpose of this memo is to clarify the review conducted by Preservation Staff
which included the review of both the residential and garage structures. The
consultant’s report prepared by KDI Land Use Planning included information for
both structures. Based upon Department of Building Inspection’s record, the garage
structure was constructed in 1985, hence it’s construction date (of not more than 50
years old) makes it’s a Category C (Not a Historic Resource) for the purposes of
CEQA and is not eligible for listing on the California Register.

As such, the previous CEQA determination that the project is Categorically
Exempt from further environmental review is still applicable.

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:

415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377



EXHIBIT 3:

Historic Resource Evaluation:
70 Gold Mine Drive Project
Prepared by KDI Land Use Planning, April 3, 2008.



Historic Resource Evaluation
Category B/ Alteration or Demolition Froposed (Buildiog over 50 Yeacs of Age) = Supplemeatal Infermation

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE PROJECT

Publication Date: April 3, 2008
Submitted to:
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Missian Street, Fourth Floot

san Francisco, Calitornm 94103

Ptﬂpnﬂ:d b}' KDI Land Use Planmung



April 3, 2008

Dear Planning Department Staff:

This Historic Resource Evaluaton Supplememﬂ 15 written (o pruvidr_- a basis for determinmyg the
dugreu of envinmmenizl i.ln]l:u_'t that Inly OCCUE due o the pmpuscd demolition or alteration of a
residential structure at 70 Gold Mine Drive and the relative level of historic significance currently
associated with this structure,

KID1 has prepared this supplemental based on generally recognized research procedure and analysie,
KDI has no interest in this property or any other property of the owner.

Please do not hesitate to phone me or Corey Alvin at 4153418890 or via emai at
amy(@kdiplanning.com and corey@kdiplanning.com respectively.

Cer

]

¥

— = Fow Ary s

Amy Million
Project Manager

Consultant Qualifications

Both the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
recammend the minimum educanon and experience required to perform histone preservation
identification, evaluation and analysis, The consultants at Katama Development, Ine. (KDI) meet
these requirements. KDI's preservation consultants have graduate degrees in Urban Planning, with
associated undergradvare and graduare degrees in anthropology and landscape archirecrure. In
ﬂ{llliuull, K_D] .5 Pmﬂ:ﬂﬂﬁull C(Iuﬁu]m"ls- I.“I\'E _"-'l."m TJ.I.— f-uuLiIIll_' l:xpt:]:i.i:llr.{: i.". rﬂsﬂ“!l;h.illﬂ'? wril‘.iﬂ.g,
and analyzing prescrvation standards and historic architecture for public and non-public agencies
and individuals.
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Historical Resource Evaluation—Request for Information
Category B/Alteration or Demolition Proposed (Building over 50 Years of Age)—Supplemental Information,

Address: 70 Gold Mine Drive

Block No. 7520 Lol No. 033

Date of Construction: 1912 circle one: Actual Estimated

Source for date, or basis for estimate: Spring Valley Water Company Records, Simbom Fire Insurimce

Company Maps and the San rancisco Directory

Builder/Architect: Unknown

Original Owner:_lngeborg Bryngleson

Subsequent Owiers: William Killpack J issa I Killpack & Janc

Killpack (1986); Peter, Arlene, Jean Killp._u,li (14 ﬂ 2001, £gg|-_d||]|ug EMEE, LLC, (2001-2003}); Richard
Newsom & Jane C. Killpack {2001 !

# The Assessors Office representation of this record is an error according to the subject property owner,

Historic Name: none Common Name: nong

Original Use: Single-Family Residential
Present Use: Single-Family Residential

Has the building been moved? If yes, provide date: Mo

*  Original Location:

Architectural Style: Queen Anne Stvle Coutage

ON A SEPARATE SHEET(S), PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

1. Property Description
= Provide a written description of the property, describing its architectural form, features, materials,
setting, and related struclures

2 History
= Provide a written deseription of the history of the property, including any association with
significant events or persons.

RA Construction [Tistory
»  Provide a written description of all alterations to the property. Atiach copies of all available

building permits.

4. Photographs
= Provide currem photographs showing all facades, architectural detuils, site features, adjucent
buildings, the block face, and facing buildings
= Provide historic photographs, if availahle

- Other Information
= Auach available information that may provide information that will help to determine whether the
property is an historic resource, such as historic Sanborn Maps, drawings, newspaper articles and
publications,
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Historic Survey Information:
The Property is (mark all that apply):

No  Constructed prior to 1906 Earthquake

No Listed in the 1976 Architectural Survey and more than 50 years old

No  Listed in the 1968 Junior League Survey (the basis for Here Today)

Nu Listed in a San Franciseo Architectural Heritnge Survey and more than 50 years old
No Listed in the Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB) Survey

No General Plan Referenced Building

Mo Mational Register and Calilornia Register Status Code of 7
No Listed in the North Beach Survey, Local Survey Codes 4, 5, or 6
No Is thizre an existing, proposed or potential historie district in the immediate vieinity 1o

which the subject building would be a contributor?
Other Informational Survey

" MName ol Survey

‘Other, please list,

If you have been referred 1o MEA by staff, please enter pame:

Form prepared by: KDI Land Use Planning Date:  4/3/08

Address: 855 Folsom Street, Suite 106, San Francisco, CA 94107 Phone:_(415) 341-88490

What sources did you use to compile this information? Please list; use additional sheet(s) if necessary.

San Francisco Departinent of Building Inspection permil revords,
San Francisco Planning Department records;

san Francisco Office of the Assessor — Recorder Sales Ledger:
San Francisco Water Departinent Records;

san Franciseo Cily Direclories:

Junior Leavpe of San Fruncisco Here Today Files:

Our Society Blue Books (club memberships reviewed):
San Franciscn Newspaper Index 19041949

San Francisco Chronicle Index 1950 — current.
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1. Property Description

* [Provide a written description of the property, describing its architectural form, features, matenals,
setting, and related structures:

The subject lot 15 located on the north side of Gold Mine Drive east of Diamond Height Boulevard. According
to the Assessor's records the lot is 5,005 square feet. The subject building is a two-story 1,200 square (oo,
single-family residential building,

The subject building is a simple Queen Anne Cottage style with a front gable and a pitched ool The front
gable is trimmed with plain fascia and clad with fish scale shingles. A double-hung window with a simple sill
and small hood occupies the center. Below the gable and above the lirst floor is plain wood shiplap siding
provided to differentiate between the two stories. The first floor is primarily comprised of two features; the
large canted bay window on the east side and a porch on the west. The canted bay is comprised of three
original double-hung windows. Jecorative brackets support the roof on the canted east corner. Under the bay
is a small window surrounded with brick cladding. The window appears to provide nawral light w the
basement or crawl space benaath, The porch on the west side is supported by turned posts, curved brackets and
has o spindle work frieze. Leading 1o the hrick front porch is a brick path and steps

According to application on record with the San Francisco Water Department, water serviee was applied for by
Ingeborg Bryngleson and G.A. Jewett on three separate occasions. The earliest date recorded is August 7,
1906. The subsequent dates of June 26, 1912 and a re-tap on August 29, 1917 are substantiated by the Spring
Valley Water Company abstracts. The applications state the subject building to be a two-story, 750 square foot
single-family residence. From the site sketch, likely provided by the Department, it appears that the estimated
calculation of 750 square feet did not take into account the second floor. The footprint of the subject building
on the water record measures approximately 750 square feet and 15 consistent with the carly Sanborn maps.
Although the water records suggest that the building was constructed in 1906, the various listings in the San
Francisco Directory and the Water Department abstracts are the basis for 1912 as the closest estimate for the
year of construction.

The subject building was originally addressed as 676 Valley Streel. Early Sanborn und Block Book maps show
that Valley Street was a through street originally part of a typical San Francisco rectangle shaped block
connecting Douglass and Diamond Streets. The Sanbom maps document show that Valley Street was changed
between 1950 and 1965 to a cul-de-sac only nceessible from Diamond Heights Boulevard. It was during this
time that the street name changed to Gold Mine Dirive and the subject property was given the new address of
30 Gold Mine Drive. In July 1967, the City again changed the address 1o 70 Gold Mine Drive.

Building permil records indicate that only two building permits were issued for the subject property. The first
building permit was issued in 1948 [or the gurage located on the adjacent parcel and currently addressed as 74
Gold Mine Drive. A second permit was issued in 1985 to construet an 8ft. (width) by 20 . (length) concrete
parking pad as required to provide an off street parking space adjacent to the subject building.

The subject building appears to retain much of its historic integrity in regard to its architectural details and
materials. The building's footprint on the first Sanborn map of 1913 is consistent with the present Sanborn
map, including the size and footprimt of the single-siory shed located in the rear yard. With exception 1o the
brick cladding along the basc of the front fagade, the fagade retains detail typically associated with simple
Vietorian architecture

Meighborhood Context

The subjeet property is within the RH-1 zoning district. The subject block is comprised of primarily multi-
family residential buildings and large residential complexes. The subject building is substantially smaller in
width than the adjacent buildings and smaller than the majority of the buildings in the general vicinity, It is
however comparable in height to many of the surrounding two-story, flat roofed homes due its relatively
steeply pitched roof line. The building is not consistent in architectural design, setting or footprint with its
neighboring buildings. The Sanborn maps document that the subject building was built more than 35 years
prior to many of the surrounding structures. Although the subject building was built within a Period of
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Iistory

*  Provide a written description of the history of the property, including any association with
significant events or persons:

San Francisco water tap records, Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps and the San Francisco Directory
indicate that the subject building was built circa 1912, Ingeborg Bryngleson is documented on the Block Book
map and San Francisco Water Department records as the first owner of record for the subject building. Ms.
Bryngleson and George (A, Jewelt are shown on the application for water service dated August 1907, June
1912 and a re-lap n August 1917, Ingeborg Bryngleson was never listed in the Directory to have an
association with the subject property. Instead she was lisied as a neighboring resident at 640 Valley Street
between 1905 and 1908, George A. Jewett was found to be listed as the first occupant of the subject property
(676 Valley Street) from 1912-1913. Later John E. and Augusta Bryngleson were documented in the San
Francisco Directory 1917-1923 as ovcupants of 676 Valley Street. John E. Bryngleson was a carpenter and a
watchman for American Steel and Wire Company.

Research yields that Willinm F. and Clarissa Killpack owned the subject property from about 1944 until 1986,
Willinm Killpack was documented as an employee of the San Francisco Fire Department. After 1986 several
other members of the Killpack family including Peter, Jane, Arlene and Jean Killpack owned the property until
ownership was transferred to Goldmine Pariners, LLC, the final owner of record.

Nao persons were found to have a primary association with the property and building who are significant to the
community, State or Nation.

Current documentation shows Goldmine Partners, LLC as the owner of this property. Documentation from the
Block Book Maps, San Francisco Directory and the Assessor’s Office lists previous owners of the property as
the following:

Ingeborg Bryngleson (est. 1901-1913)

William Killpack, Clarissa |. Killpack (1944-1986);
Clarissa 1. Killpack & Jane Killpack (1986);

Peter, Arlene, Jean Killpack (1986-2001);
*Goldmine Partners, LLC. (2001-2003);

Richard Newsom & June C. Killpack (2003-2006);
Goldmine Pariners, LLC (2006-Present).

“The Assessors Office representation of this record is an error according ro the subject property owner

Mational and California Register Criteria

The standards and criteria used by the California Regisier for determining eligibility are based on the standards
and criterin developed. for use by the Nationnl Park Service for the National Register. California Register
listing eriterin requires that a property must be demaonstrated to be significant under one or more of four
criteria, Events, Persons, Design/Construction, or Information Potential/Archacology and the building itself
must retain its integrity.

s Events — Research of the subject property revealed that no particular pattem of ¢vents occurred on the
property that would suggest an important association with local, State, or National history.

= Persons — No persons were found (o have a primary association with the property and huilding who is
significant to the community, State or Mation.

¢ Design/Construction — Research of water records, Sanborn maps and the San Francisco Directory
indicate the bullding was constructed cirea 1912, The subject bullding Is a small two-story residential
Queen Anne style cottage that retains many of the fagade features typically associated with larger
Queen Anne style homes.
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History Cont’d

National and Calilfornia Register Criteria

* Information Potential/Archeology — No research was found to suggest the property could be a
location that may contain information or archeology that would be impacted by the demolition or
alteration of the subject building,

Integrity

¢ Location = After the earthquake and fire of 1906 the development of San Francisco moved west into
the rural areas. The subject building was constructed circa 1912 which was during the early
development of this arca with few other modest sized homes, As shown in Lhe early picture of Gold
Mine hill, this area was slow to develop through the early part of the 20" century.

* Association  As indicated by the photos below, the neighborhood has substantially changed with
smaller homes heing replaced by multi-family buildings and large residential complexes. The subject
building is the only building on the block face to appear on both the 1913 and present Sanborn maps,
The subject building is out of context with the mix of multi-family residential styles. The Queen Anne
style cottage has a strong association with the Period of Significance however it has little or no
assoclation with the existing structures in the surrounding area as they were constructed during a
period well beyond the Victorian age.

= Design — Design features ol Victorian era buildings are typically concentrated on the front fagade. The
size and location of the building indicate that this was a working class cotloge. Structural detailing
including a fronl porch supported by tumed posts, corved brackels and a spindle frieze and the
prominent bay window are design features that identify early 1900 construction.

o  Workmanship - The subject building appears structurally sound and was built soon after the 1906
earthquake. However workmanship is also typically tied to the fagade detailing. The subject building
is adequately detailed with some unique ornamentation.

e Selting ~While the subject building would have been consistent with the neighborhood at the time of
construction (reference to Sanborn Map 1913), today the subject huilding is incompatible in size and
architectural style of the nearby structures, It is the only building on the hlnck face that appears on
hoth the Sanborn maps from 1913 and present. A few buildings on the street which first appear on the
1950 Sunborn map are also on the present map. The subject building is oul of confext with the current
setting of the neighborhood which does not relain ils association with the Period of Significance

» Feeling —The subject building invokes a feeling that would connect it to the Period of Significance
and the Victorian/Queen Anne era. [lowever it reads as a historic island surrounded by 1950 era
modern style buildings.

=  Malerials —The subject building appears o retain much of its hisloric archilectural integrity. The
building's footprint on the first Sanborm map of 1913 is consistent with the present Sanborn map,
including the size and footprint of the single-story shed located in the rear yard, With exception to the
brick cladding along the base ol the front fagade, the fagade retains detail typically associated with
Queen Anne siyle architecture.

Conclusion

The subject building appears to retain much of its historic integrity in regard to its architectural details and
materials. The building's footprint on the first Sanborn map of 1913 is consistent with the present Sanborn
map, including the size and footprint of the single-story shed located in the rear yard, With exception 1o the
brick cladding along the bose of the front fagade, the fagade retains detail typically nssociated with simple
Victorian architecture. However, the huilding is not consistent in architectural design, setting or footprint with
its neighboring buildings. The Sanbom maps document that the subject building was buill more than 35 years
prior to many of the surrounding structures. Although the subject building was built within a Period of
Significance (bhetween 187()-192()), the surrounding struclures were buill were much later. The subject building
therefore has little nrehitectural relationship to the rest of the neighborhood,
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3 Construction History

= Provide a wrinen description of all alterations 1o the property, Anach copies of all available

huilding permits:

Water records show the first water tap to the subjeet property occurred in 1906, However, research shows that
the building was likely not built until 1912 when a second water service application was filed. The Dlock Book
map from 1901, 1906, 1910 and present and Sanborn maps from 1913, 1950, 1965, 1975, 1988, 1990 and
present, confirm the existence of the subject property and/or building.

The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection had the following permits on record:

676 Valley Drive

Issued November 11, 1948

30 Gold Mine Drive

Mo Building Permits on record
70 Gald Mine Drive

Issued May 21, 1983

74 Gold Mine Drive

Mo Building Permits on record

A permit to erect single-story, 260 square foot,
| 4-foot tall garage structure,

Construction of an 811, (width) by 20 fi. (length)
congrete parking pad ns required to provide off
street parking adjacent to building.
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Photographs

*  Provide current photographs showing all facades, architectural details, site features, adjacent
huildings, the block face, and facing buildings
= Provide historic photographs

Photographs of the subject building, the hlock face, corner buildings and other surrounding buildings
are aflached.
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wh

{(Mher Information

" Altach a!.iaikihle information that may provide information that will help to determine whether the
property is an historic resource, such as historic Sanborn maps, drawings, newspaper articles and
publications.

Relevant information is attached, including San Francisco Planning Department Property Information

Report, Sanborn Maps, Block Book Maps, Building Permit Records, and Spring Valley Water
Company Hecords trom the San Francisco Water Department.
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HORNER'S ADDITION
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BLOCK BOOK MAP 1910
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View of adjacent property to the east ' View of garage on adjacent lot to west, addressed as 74 Gold
’ ' Mine Drive

Historic Resource Evaluation Supplemental: 70 Gold Mine Drive — Page 12
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cily across the streel

Window on cast side

i — .
Diecorative bracket on canted east corner (bay window)

Historic Resource Evaluation Supplemental: 70 Gold Mine Drive — Page 13



Projeet Description Cont’d

Neighborhood Context

Significance (between 1870-1920), the surrounding structures were built much later. The subject building
therefore has little architectural relationship to the rest of the neighborhood.

Modem era residential building adjacent and cast of the subjeet building

The neighborhood is not within a fully documented historic district nor is the subject building within proximity
to a fully documented historic districl.

Historic Resource Evaluation Supplemental: 70 Gold Mine Drive - Page 7



Victorian siyle dooy

Historic Resource Evaluation Supplemental: 70 Gold Mine Drive - Page 14



Y . M= a -7 i
Gold Mine hill in iamond Heights, date unknown.
Source: San Francisco Historic Photograph Collection

Douglass Street looking northerly from 217 Street, August 24, 1927,
Source: San Franciseo Historic Photograph Collection

Historic Resource Evaluation Supplemental: 70 Gold Mine Drive — Page 15



Gold Mine HIII and rhr:' surrounding area in the [‘lmmuml Hclghts district. June 26, 1933.
Source: San Francisco Historie Photograph Collection

Duncan Street in the Diamond Heights district, Aupust 1963.
Source: San Francisco Historic Photograph Collection

Historic Resource Fvaluation Supplemental: 70 Gold Mine Drive - Page 14



EXHIBIT 4:

Chronology of Contacts with Neighbors
and Neighborhood Organizations



KERMAN [ MORRIS ARCHITECLTS LLP

70 GOLD MINE DRIVE:

EXHIBIT 4: CHRONOLOGY OF CONTACTS WITH NEIGHBORS &
NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS

Prepared by Kerman/Morrs Architects 6/14/1 |

NI6/08: Project sponsors Herb and Vah Bensinger (residents at 50 Gold
Mine Drive) conduct a Community Meeting with neizhbors (residents an
the subject block of Gold Mine Drive and 28" Street: residents at the Avalon
Diamond Heights were invited as well) to present and discuss a proposal 1o
improve the subject property with 4 units of housing.

R Kerman/Maorris Architects { KMA | notices and holds a
Community Pre-Application Meeting. |1 neighbors in attendance. not
including the project sponsors.  Proposal presented was (3) townhouse units
accessed off a drive court on the east side, 350" tall building, with a rear
vard matching the rear wall of adjacent home at 60 Gold Mine Drive (23"-8"
deep vard; rear yard variance required). Concerns raised by neighbors are the
height of the building and encroachment into rear yard and driveway.

8/25/10: KMA mails copics of plans to neighbors who attended the Pre
Application meeting.

A18/11: KMA muils letter to all residents in 150" radius and owners in
300" radius describing changes made to the design as a result of issues
raised by neighbors af 8/10/10 Communily Pre-Application:

¢ Reducing the height by 2°.

* Reducing the depth by 8" to create code complying 31°-8" yard,

* Eliminarting the elevawor penthouses from the rools.

4/18/11: KMA mails letter and revised drawings to all persons who
attended our 8/10/10 Community Pre-Application meeting and who at
that time had requested drawings from us. Included in this group were
abutters Cindy Reuter (679 28" Street). many residents of the Avalon at
Diamond Heights (5285 Diamond Heights Blvd.), and Mr. & Mrs. Tsang (60
Gold Mine Blvd.). Leuer notes that KMA has changed the design by,
* Reducing the height by 27,
* Reducing the depth by B to create code complyimg 31787 rear yard.
e e = Elimmating the elevator penthouses from the roofs.
BOA Water Stres
San Francisco CA 94133

Tel 415 744-0a02

Fax 415 928-515H2



4/26/11 (week of): Project sponsor Vali Bensinger meets with
neighboring residents of Gold Mine Drive to show them plans and discuss
the project. Many support the project (see letters of support in Planning
Department file).

4/26/11: Neighbor Cindy Reuter (679 28" Street, abutter) meets with
Planner Sharon Lai to discuss her concerns with the project and possible
mitigations (see response below, 5/25/11). Ms. Lai subsequently phones
architect Toby Maorris to communicate Ms. Reuter’s concerns and possible
mitigations.

4/27/11: KMA phone conversation with Cheryl Hodgins (105 Gold Mine
Drive) regarding any project impact on views from the homes on Gold Mine
Drive south of Diamond Heights Blvd.

5/9/11: Project sponsors Herb and Vali Bensinger meet with Mr. George
Tsang (60 Gold Mine Blvd., abutter) to discuss project. The Tsangs voice
these concerns:

* Subject project potential for views into his bathroom windows,

* Opinion that subject project should have around 25" wide drive aisles,

* Desire that an auto barricade be installed in the eastern planting strip
of subject project’s driveway to prevent cars from hitting his house,

* Concern about carbon monoxide getting into his house,

* Security: request for a high fence between his and the subject
property’s back yards: ngreement that a gate at the front of subject
property’s driveway would be beneficial,

* Concern about surcharge on his foundations by subject property's
driveway and cars.

5/17/11: Praject sponsors mail letter to Mr. and Mrs. Tsang (60 Gold
Mine Blvd., abutter) committing to make modifications to the project
design on their behalf 1o address substantive issues raised in 5/9/11 meeting
and requesting the Tsangs contact project sponsor with any further comments
or concerns (none were rsed):

* Translucent glass offered.

* Drive aisles widened,

* Auto barricade included.

= Tall back yard fence and motorized gate at front 1o be installed,

= Driveway to be engineered 1o avoid surcharge.

5/25/11: KMA Project Architect, Toby Morris, phones abutting neighbor,
Cindy Reuter (679 28" Street, abutter), to disenss modifications 1o the
project made in response to concerns raised by Ms. Reuter at the 8/10/10
Community Pre-Application Meeting and with Project Planner, Sharon Lai on
4/26/11.



5/25/11: Toby Morris (KMA) emails to Ms. Reater (679 258" Street,
abutter) a summary of modifications made to design in response Lo
security and light pollution concerns raised by Ms. Reuter. KMA commits
to:
* Install the maximum height fence allowed by Planning Code (10°-07)
at our shared rear property line and plant a continuous hedgerow in
front of it to a) reduce light penetration from auto head lights, and b)
provide security, and
* Include a motorized gate at the front of the proposed driveway at 70
Gold Mine to provide a second barner tor additional security

5/26/11: Project sponsors Herb and Vali Bensinger attend Diamond
Heights Neighborhood Association (DHNA) community meeting and
speak with Association President Betsy Eddy about 70 Gold Mine project.

6/1 to 6/8/11: Follow up phone conversations between project sponsors
and Diamond Heights Neighborhood Association (DHNA) members,
KMA provided graphic materials on design for neighborhood group 1o assess.

6/7/11: Representatives from San Franciseo Citizens for Responsible
Growth (SFCRG) who were noticed of the Community Pre-application
Meeting on 8/10/10 meet with KMA to review plans and decide to support
proposed project at 70 Gold Mine Drive.

6/9/11: Dinmond Heights Neighborhood Association holds board meeting
to discuss the project and votes to support 70 Gold Mine Drive proposal.

6/10/11: Project sponsor Vali Bensinger meets with property management
for Vista Del Monte Apartments (directly across Gold Mine Dinve Trom
subject property ) to show plans and discuss the project.



EXHIBIT 5:

Soundness Report: 70 Gold Mine Dr.
Prepared by Patrick Buscovich & Associates Structural Engineers
June 2, 2011



SOUNDNESS REPORT

70 Goldmine Dr.

San Francisco, CA 94123

Prepared By: Patrick Buscovich & Associates
Structural Engineers, Inc.
235 Montgomery Street, 823
San Francisco, CA 94104

Copyright 2011

Job Number: 11.058

Date: June 2, 2011

Disclaimer:
This report is a soundness study on the subject structure. The Patrick Buscovich has prepared this report under
generally recognized engineering principle. The preparer has no interest in this property or any other property of the

owner nor is the preparer of this report doing any other work on this property or any other property owned by this
owner.
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Basis of Soundness Report

The soundness evaluation will be based upon the cost to repair and/or remediate applicable soundness criteria.
These costs are based upon the house being vacant, which it is currently. The costs are prepared in conjunction with
a licensed contractor and represent current construction costs. Not included in these costs are architectural and
engineering fees. Permit fees are also included as well as an 18% profit/overhead. This soundness cost is to be
compared to a replacement cost. Not included in this replacement cost is the demolition cost of the existing
structure.
It is important to note that the soundness cost number using the 50% threshhold does not include the following:

1. Deterioration due to intentional, willful negligence.

2. Maintenance.

3. Remodeling not associated with required work.

4. Upgrade not associated with required work.

The official DCP Soundness Matrix Item number system will be used in this report. The complete DCP

Soundness Matrix is in Appendix A. The 1903 San Francisco Building Code will be the Building Code used in
the analysis.

Planning Information
The lot has an area of 5,050 f*. The zoning is RH1, 40x Height. The DCP property information report is in

Appendix C. The assessor shows the floor area as 1,200ft". Field measurement give 598 ft® habitable at 1* floor,
607 ft’ basement, and + 322 f* unpermitted rear addition and 598 ft* unpermitted attic.
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Building Description

The building is a one story over basement, wood framed, single family house. The first level is the habitable floor.
There is an unpermitted addition in the rear 1* floor and an unpermitted attic. The foundations of the house are 5 to
7 feet tall concrete retaining walls. Major portions of the house foundation show signs of deterioration and spalling.
Further, the basement retaining wall are rotating inward. The two side walls and the rear wall are rotating inward,
the front wall has been replaced (see attached plans). Because of all these problems, the sides and rear foundation
requires replacement. The interior of the house is in a state of inhabitabilty. Mold is throughout the house. The
mold is attributable to water intrusion into the house through the exterior walls. There is also major termite damage.
The house also needs some reframing to address defective construction and electrical work to abate a hazardous
electrical condition. The detached garage is excluded from this report.

Summary of deficiencies

DCP Matrix #16 —Structural Pest

The termite report is substantial. Damage is substantially due to sub-standard construction of the house.
The primary problem is water intrusion from missing building paper/weather proofing on the exterior walls. No
building paper was found during destructive testing. The termite cost of $43,775. (Attached Appendix E and Photo
1 & 2). The 1903 San Francisco Building Code (SFBC) required building paper under the exterior wood siding.
None was found during destructive testing.

DCP Matrix #8 Perimeter —Foundation

The retaining wall footings needs to be almost completely replaced. These basement walls are 7 inch thick,
leaning 3 inches inward and badly spalling. The San Francisco Building Code (1903) required foundation walls to
be a minimum thickness of 13 inches. The code require failing (Eeaning) wall to be fixed. Portion of the existing
foundation have previously been replace (See attached plan). The cost estimate to replace almost the entire
foundation is $66,500 (103 LF @$500/LF + $15,000 Shoring). A small section of the house foundation at the front
has recently been replaced (See attached plans).

DCP Matrix #5 — Flashing/Weather Proofing/Mold

The structure is a single family house built Circa 1900 with later unpermitted additions. This
inadequate/missing flashing and weatherproofing has allowed water intrusion into the house. The 1903 SFBC
require building paper under the exterior siding. No building paper was found during destructive testing. This water
intrusion due to missing building paper (water/damp proofing) has caused extensive mold (See photo 1 & 2). The
estimated cost to abate water intrusion and the mold is $59,800 (598 fi* x $100/f*). This estimate includes total
interior plaster removal & replacement, removal and replacement of exterior siding, installing flashing and
weatherproofing/building paper and the mold work. To install the building paper and abate the mold (remove

plaster), the house will be stripped to bare wood framing. Not included in the cost estimate is the unpermitted rear
addition.

DCP Matrix #10 — Framing

The structure is a poorly built house with unpermitted later additions The exterior siding and interior
finishes will need to be removed and replaced. This framing to be done as the same time the house is gutted for the
mold/flashing work. The cost to do this framing will be minimal. This new framing is to address potential unknown

dryrot from the missing building paper. The level of mold on interior is a good indicator of dryrot of the wood
framing.
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DCP Matrix #12 — Electrical

Install ground fault circuit interrupt (GFCI) plugs in kitchen and bathroom to address hazardous electrical
condition. The old electrical wiring in these rooms will require replacement to make the electrical system safe as
part of the mold work. See attach memo in appendix D.
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New Construction Cost
Based upon as-built measurement, the legal area of the house is 598 square feet and 607 ft* of
basement/storage. Based upon DCP cost of $240/ ft* to rebuild habitable floor area and $110/sf for non-
habitable area, the replacement cost is:

(598/f x $240/ i%) + (607 /” x $110/ f*) = $143,520 + $66,770 = $210,290

50% Cost Evaluation
Upgrade Cost $197,809
Replacement Cost $210,290

94% > 50% unsound Building

Conclusion
Based upon Department of City Planning Guidelines and Engineering Principle’s, the building is unsound.

The follow items will require work:
Upgrade Cost Breakdown

DCP 50% o Mark
Matrix Item # Description Cost Mark up 18%
Replace 103 L.F.foundation @$500/LF Due
#8 to detective construction $66,500 18% $11,970
Shoring building for Foundation Work
Termite Report
#16 Due to improper weather proofing $43,775+ N/A
Dryrot, power post beetle and termite damage
Mold in house $59,800 s
# Due to improper weather proofing/Flashing Minimum L8% 310,764
#10 Framing damage due to improper weather proofing Unknown 18% 2
#12 GFCI plug in kitchen and bathroom due to mold work Unknown 18% ?
Note: No mark up on termite. Subtotal $1?0,0?5 s $22,?34
No permit fee on termite. Building Permit $5,000
$175,075 | +
18% Mark-up $22,734
Total $197,809 | +
Sincerely, - 7
Patrick Buscovich
Structural Engineer
Copyright 2010
List Attachment:
Floor Plans
DBI
Photographs .
DCP
TRA Report
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Patrick Buscovich

— -"-‘--)
( i -
From: ~—Sharon.W.Lai@sfgov.org —— P D
Sent: Frid 7,20112:29 PM o o | [Zb')hﬂ
To: < Toby Morris 4 (.
Cc: atrick Buscovich /L ' w
Subject: Re: 70 Gold Mine - soundness report : O’l: U
WO e
| e T =
g (O M
70 Gold Mine -

Soundness Repor...

Hi Toby and Pat,

Toby, thank you for your message. I do understand the urgency and appreciate your
consideration.
Please see the enclosed document for my notes on the soundness report. I apologize for the

legibility my hand writing. Tf a word document can be provided, I can transfer my comments
onto it.

Best,

Sharon Lai, LEED AP

Neighborhood Planning, Southwest Quadrant San Francisco Planning Department 1650 Mission
Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

(t) 415.575.9087

(£) 415.558.6409

www.sfgov.org/planning

(See attached file: 70 Gold Mine - Soundness Report Notes.pdf)

From: Toby Morris <toby@kermanmorris.com>

To: <Sharon.W.Lai@sfgov.org>, <patrick@buscovich.com>
Date: 05/27/2011 02:16 PM
Subject: Re: 70 Gold Mine - soundness report

Hello Sharon,

Thank you for your email and YES this works fine with me. I know you are juggling other
commitments and appreciate your efforts to get this file in shape.

My clients are worried the materials will not be ready by Wednesday June 1 (as you have
requested of us) and as this item is not in my direct control I am trying to do what I can
to keep things on track. They absolutely do not want to have to continue the hearing again
and that is where their anxiety is coming from.

It sounds to me that we are in good shape. Pat tells me he is ready to make any final
changes you request in quick order so it is still reasonable to assume this will be
finalized before Wednesday. I assume you too would like the soundness report finalized as
soon as possible so you have that out of the way as you write the staff report.

I will call Pat to ensure he understands to expect your hand marked up comments shortly.
Sorry he apparently did not get you the electronic copy you requested.

If there is anything I can do to help, feel free to ask.

Sincerely,

Toby Morris, Architect



EID Guidelines, Electrical Permits

Purpose: To clarify electrical permit requirements for minor alterations and upgrades to
existing residential kitchens. s

An Electrical Permit is required when the scope of work includes or later results in the
" installation or alteration of any of the following:

Branch circuit wiring

Small appliance receptacle outlets

Fixed appliances _

Lighting system changes

Ground-fault protection of existing receptacies

Removal of kitchen wall or ceiling finish

Change in layout of existing countertops

An Electrical Permit is not required when the layout of the replaced countertops is
unchanged and the existing small-appliance receptacles and the kitchen lighting were
installed or upgraded with permit and approved under the provisions of the 1998 or later
Editions of the San Francisco Electrical Code (SFEC). The 1998 and subsequent
Editions of the SFEC require all countertop receptacles to have GFCI protection and be
spaced so that no point along the wall line of the countertop is more than 24 from a

receptacle, SFEC Section 210.52 (C)

——
~—
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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B

APPENDIX C

APPENDIX D

APPENDIX E

DESCRIPTION

SOUNDNESS REPORT
TEMPLATE

PHOTOGRAPHS
DCP / ASSESSOR
DBI

TERMITE REPORT
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SOUNDNESS REPORT
TEMPLATE

DCP 50% Soundness [tems

Item Description
1. Min. 70 S.F. room
2! Electrical outlet
31 Light switch in kitchen and bathroom
4. Flashing
5. Weather protection and ventilation
6. Garbage storage
T Foundation hazard
8. Foundation hazard
9. Wall hazard
10. Floor/Roof hazard
11. Chimney hazard
12 Electrical
13. Plumbing
14. Exiting
15. Roofing
16. Structural pest
17. Other
18. Building permit
19. 18% Profit overhead

Appendix A
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PHOTOGRAPHS

Appendix B
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|4
} GOETTINGEN
STREET| W OMNERS NAME AND LAND USE UNITS | S |ZOME| TOTAL TOTAL SALES | LOAN |SALE
NUMBER| 0 HMAILING ADDRESS DESCRIPTION T |CODE | IMPROVHT| CASH BY AHT(S) | DATE
E ROOMS BATHS  CONSTRUCT AR BLDG.SQFT=RS E ﬁ E R VALE EEEEHQE =
/|YE =
STYLE LIVG.SAFT=LS| L |s | ¥ (X100) | (x100) | (X100)](X100)
1335 |ST] HERNANDEZ HECTOR 1 DWELLING UNIT 1 1B|RHL 100,4 160,0
- CN-CONCRET | YR-54 LS- 1,149
1337 |ST| HERNANDEZ HECTO ACANT RH1 19,8
1335 GOETTINGEN ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94134
1338 |ST| ARONCE JOSE A & LETICIA N 1 DWELLING UNIT 1B |RH1 20,3 34,6 28,0 5-72
R 5 BA- 2.0 CH-CONCRET|YR-56 LS- 1,221
1364 |sT| THOHPSON PRISCILLA E 1 DWELLING UNET 1B|RH1 35,3 55,9 38,0 5-77
RH- 5 BA- 1.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-59 [S- 1,098
1351 |ST| LI BING CAN & LIANG WANXIA 1 DHELLING UNET 1 1B|RH1 97,6 201,4|F 155,0| 1o8s| 7-87
869 RUTLAND ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94134 PRIOR SALE F 110,0 4-84
A- 2.0 CN-CONCRET vn 66 LS~ 1,452
1357 |ST| woOD ISAAC T & LUTISHA DHELLING unft 1B |RH1 41,1 55,3
A- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-6 1,350
1360 |ST| MUNCH MARY K 1 DHELLING URiT 28| RHL 79,8 117,3)  335,0] 2680| 7-99
RM- 8 BA~ 1.0 CN CONCRET|YR-07 LS- 1,208 PRIOR SAEE F 2,0 5-86
1362 |ST| CHAVEZ EFREN V & HILDA 1 DWELLING UNET 2 18 {RH1 42,4 63 45,0 4-79
1366 1364 GOETTINGEN ST san FRANCISCO CA 94134
6 BA- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-30 LS- 220
1363 |sT N DEAN 1 DHELLING uui 18 |RH1 16,0 30,3 2
1236 HILLER AVE SAN JDSE CA 95129 :
H n 1.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-52 LS- 832
1368 |ST| LAU D LK & YIU KW H LAI|1 DWELLING UMIT 1B|RH1 58,3 86,0|F 62,0 52,7| 4-ao0|z2
395 STDNECREST Uﬂ AN FRANC SC0_CA 94132 -
1. CONCRET [YR-52 L§- a32
1369 |ST| SINS JusEPH s E&Ll DWELLING UNIT 1B|RH1 16,0 30,3 3
4 B 0 CN-CONCRET|YR-52 LS- 832 -
1376 |ST| ME sau NG DHELLING UNIT 18 |RH1 39,7 63,3|F 43,0] 23,0]12-77|3
BA- 1.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-52 L5- 832 =
1375 |sT cueunc YEE ua DHELLING UNIT 18|RH1 44,2 72,1 49,0 5-77|3
5 B 0 CN-CONCRET|YR-52 L§- 952 !
1380 ST [LDEFGNZO rEUBURD & MAGDALENA|1 DWELLING UNIT 18 {RH1 19,5 30,7 3-
.0 CN-CONCRET |YR-52 L[S- 832 =
1381 |ST GIUHI LOUIS & JOSEPHINE RT AT|1 DWELLING UNIT 18|RH1 21,2 34,0 3-
1.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-52 LS- 949 -0
1386 |ST| WONG KAREN M DMELLING UNIT 1B |RH1 51,8 155,6 1-923-
- 1.0 CN-COMCRET|YR-52 LS- a3z PRIOR SALE F 125,0 3-87|-0
1387 |ST| JAOCHICO NOEL U & GLORTA DHELLING UNI; 1B|RH1 88,6 IF 180,0| 1620] 6-93|3-
RH- 4 BA- 1.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-52 L[S- 22 PRIOR SACE F 300 1-76|-0
1393 |ST| BOBROW MORRIS D DWELLING UNIT 1 18 |RH1 51,5 97,7 76,0 7-83(3-
601 CALIFORNIA ST STE 2002 SAN FRANCISCD CA 9 -0l
RM- 4 BA- 1.0 CN-CONCRET]YR-52 LS- 832
GOLD
40 |ST| KJELL & KATHRYN QVALE FAM TR |OFFICE BUILBIHG 2| ojcz 598,4| 1,006,9 6-89|1-0
901 VAN NESS AVE SAN FRANCISCO CA 94109 -00
- RM- 27 CN-CONCRET|YR-10 BS-
48 |ST| BURNS MARY A RT RT OFFICE Buanlﬁc 2| 2B|c2 178,3 260,7 1-0
%ﬂ TERE&CE nn sgu FRnNCéSgg Ch 941;? -00
56 |ST| WELLS FARGO_BANK NATL ASSCH T cuﬁHERcraL PR&PER 1| 1Bfc2 263,0 368,0 1-0
PO BOX_ 63700 SAN FRANCISCO -00
RH- 11 BA- 2.0 CN-MASONRY YR 06 BS- 4,126
GOLD MINE
10 |DR| PONTE BRUCE uasta:ua UNIT 1 1B [RH1 150,0 332,11F 310,0] 3090|12-94|3-07
1.0 Cl\-CONCRET | YR 4 65 PRIOR SALE F 360)0 3-92|-074
20 |DR| WONG LELAND & JANIE DHELLING uuir 1 2B |RHL 269,8 380,31F 87,0 1-86|3-07
RM- 4.0 CH-CONCRET |} 70 oR sn(; 3655 5-77|-074
30 |OR| ANTHONY COURTNEY L JR DHELLING uuit 1 1B |RH1 267,17 374,71P 154,5| 95,0|10-85|3-07
A- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-68 LS- ] PRIOR SACE P 150,0 3-79|-074.
49 |DR vrsrA DEL MONTE LTD PARTHENT Hnués 104 3|rRM1 | 1,578,8| 2,269,1 3-07
528 BA-162.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-71 BS- 28 =0 74!
50 |OR nﬁnsxncen ar RT 1 DWELLING uni1 1 1B |RH1 171,8 383,2|  290,0 9-86(3-07.
RH- A- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-68 LS- 2,064 PRIOR SALE F 290,0 9-83|-074
60 |DR| TSANG rue TR TR DMELLING UNET RHL 91,9 116,7 5, 7-73|3-07
CN-CONCRET | YR-75 -074:
70 |DR| KILLPACK CLARISSA I & JANE DHEL: NG UNIT 1 2|RH1 8,5 35,0 3-07.
RH- 5 BA- 1. u CN-CONCRET|YR-85 LS- 1,200 -074
74 |DR| KILLPACK PETER & ARLENE VACANT RH1 26,5 5-90|3-07
246 KENT aVE KENTFIELD CA 94904 “074
102 )DR| LAU TERENCE & JUNNIE W F CONDOM 1 1B |RH1 198,4 259,4 1680( 2-92|4-09
2.0 CN-COMCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 PRIOR SALE F 212,5 12-87|-101
104 |DR vnnnnuro Récuanu K & TROY T__|CONDOM 1 18 |RM1 136,0 200,8|F 155,0 9-84 4-09
R 6 BA- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 PRIOR SALE 42,0 8-75)-101:
106 |DR| HURLEY SUE E o %NI?)%)HBS sl ¥ RH1 130,7 199,85
r
A 108 |DR| GORKANI MOJGAN M CONDOM 1 RHM1 208,7 310,6(F 305,0| 2440| 1-98
CN-CONCRET|YR-73 BS-  1,6l6
1Mo |DR| HODGINS SHERYL F CONDOM 1 RHM1 148,7 227,0
CN-CONCRET|YR-73 BS- 1,813
112 |DR| PSARAS TULA oM 1 1B |RM1 93,9 137,2|F 95,0| &5,0| 7-78|6-09
RH- BA- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 -101.
116 [DR| WILLY L GUIGHARB rnusr NO 1 | CONDDM 1 1B |RM1 51,2 66,4 9-384-09
0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 PRIOR SALE 38,0 4-731-101:
118 |DR| CLARK HILLI&H CONDOM 1 1B |RM1 98,7 322,8|F 317,0( 1300| 8-97|4-09
6 BA- z 0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 PRIOR SALE F 2500 3-93)-101"
120 |DR| WON BETTV J CONDOM 1 1B |RH1 51,2 66,4 38,5 6-75|4-09
6 B 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 =10}
124 |DR| WON MARGARET _F 1995 LVING TR_|CONDOM 1 1B |RH1 51,2 66,4 38,5 4-73|6-09
RH- 6 BA- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 Ls- 1,387 -101.
126 |DR| WON noNaLn C TE_TE CONDOM 1 1B |RM1 51,2 66,4 4-09
2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 Ls- 1,387 -101:
130 (DR xnguc HILLIAM Y_& JENNIE S RT|CONDOM 1 18 |RH1 51,2 66,4 54,5 12-74|4-09
M- 2.0 CM-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 ~1013
132 [or| McAvoy AR W CONDOM 1 18 |RM1 132,7 337,3| 488,5| 3000 7-99|4-09
7814 LAKEMONT PL SAN RAMON CA 94583 PRIOR SA(E 6-93[-1011
RM- - 2.0 CN-CONCRET[YR-73 LS- 1,387
136 [DR| CHANG JACQUELINE J & WESLEY K|CONDDM 1 1B |RM1 69,1 89,1 44,5 8-73|4-09
R CN-CONCRET |YR-73 LS- 1,387 -1011
138 |DR PlTTtRSBﬂ JnnEs R CONDOM24 B 1 1B | RM1 118.4 176,2|F 122,0| 62,0| 9-78|4-09
2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 -1017
142 |DR| STOLTENBERG ROBERT H CONDOM 1 1B |RM1 19?'5L 317,1|F 265,0| 2319| 7-88|4-09
A- 2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-7% LS- 1,387 PRIOR SALE 46,5 9-73|-1011
164 |DR cuaac DELBERT & JACGUEL INE CONDOM 1 1B |RM1 188,7 3 F 370,0| 2960| 5-98|4-09
2.0 CN-CONCRET|YR-73 LS- 1,387 PRIOR SALE  165.0 6-83(~101]
148 [DR nagaxn LYNHRG g R $EngguLs i i 1 18|RH1 84,1 112,7 75,0 1-77 = ?1
. »
150 |DR| LEE MONTY & CELIA ONDOM 1 1B|RM1 51,2 66,4 46,5 1-74|4-09
2.0 CN- CGNCRET YR-73 LS- 1,387 L ) z101
156 |DR| FONG KAIL- ruas & unnuaasr CONDDM 1 1B|RM1 s1,2] 66,4 sss.nl sice
20 CN-CONCRET|YR.73 LS 1,387
155 |oR ERICKSON MARJORTE & JUANTTA |1 nusis




San Francisco Planning Department
Office of Analysis and Information Systems

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT

Block 7520 Lot 033 Census Tract 216 Census Block201

Site Address: 70 - GOLD MINE DR
Site Zip Code: 94131

OWNER PROPERTY VALUES
NEWSOM RICHARD E&KILLPACK J Land $230,647.00 Sales Date
70 GOLD MINE DR Structure $97,546.00 Price $0.00
SAN FRANCISCO CA Fixture  $0.00
94131 Other $0.00
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
Lot Frontage Year Built 1985
Lot Depth Stories 2
Lot Area 5,005.00 Assessor Units 1
Lot Shape O Bedrooms 0
Building Sq.Ft. 1,200.00 Bathrooms 1
Basement Sq.Ft. 0.00 Rooms 5

Assessor Use DWELLING (ONE UNIT)
Authorized Use  ONE FAMILY DWELLING

Original Use UNKNOWN

PLANNING INFORMATION

Zoning RH-1 Planning District 7

Height Limit 40-X SuD

Quadrant SOUTHWEST SSD

Leg. Setback Redevelopment Area NOT IN RDA PROJECT AREA

Notices of Special Restrictions:
Non-Conforming Uses:

Comments:
PARCEL EVENTS (Special Instructions, Determination Letters, Project Reviews)
Date Type Description

07/24/2006  Project Review 70 Gold Mine Dr.- Delomition of an existing 2 story building and detached garage.
New construction of 9 new units. Zoning change from RH-1 to RM-1.



San Francisco Planning Department
Office of Analysis and Information Systems

PROPERTY INFORMATION REPORT

Block 7520 Lot 033 Census Tract 216 Census Block201
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Appl. No. Act Date Status Description

8501749 11/01/1985 COMPLETE PROVIDE OFF-STREET PARKING

PERMIT APPEALS

Appeal No. Appl. No. Case No. Hearing Nature of Appeal Hearing Result



HORNER'S ADON. BLK. 227

1987

40-X

SFRA—DH EXPIRED

FORMER DIAMOND HEIGHTS
REDEVELOPMENT AREA
Phannad-1540; Adopted- 1964, Cioren-1878

Hinight Lissit map3. {see O £0a ), ko dotarsnine if
AT [ reguared

PL amarsdmend o ZA dal

BLOCK 7535

164063 5Q. FT.
4,356 S0. FT.

BLK TOTAL /654/9 SQ.FT

REVISED
0
DIAMOND ST. )
= K
0
Jo | 27 | 28 | za ]~
Heaa68y |
m ﬂ*g 19962615 |2 : ‘_‘1
:! a§§. 3 >
L hg::, ¥
| £ e .
e o
1 v 28
" 3an
“ s 3
Q
o : P
N I
. . T 1 :
E ) 19 92,257V 1 »
Q iz 5.9
b N N?-& Fereeta-
L 4 o\
$ 228 W _
b 9 s2f o
1B
. B = (oS 3 °
"’ o~
o |3 22 W
N g " N s
& 21 :
w
N L]
" [a]
N 20|12 3
b E 8
] 19 | - S ~
SELL.OFS £ S0
P 18 | Fes.223 "
R )
n 17 " 33 126783 )
et 8 34, 3, J9e6.223 P,
- 16 | 2\ _ ,‘
. . 1 u t
RM~=/ \
{
v
Former Eoasterly \|3
= e 2 5
-5
DOUGL.ASS ST .
W
8 @’
61
- A
s, <>
BLOGK 7519 S §
\‘B‘\ ASSESSED
Q S.FRA
Scale of feet
IY‘!I l|l1l<¥rl1llllilllllllllllil-llITf]‘llllllﬂ
0 50 100 150 200 250



-
-

.;r;mn
NV 7% T
ol

@ !‘ "01(.. - - i
e :g.,@_ _".,_ LAY DUNCAN: -E:‘t‘n Swa
R PRI R = i - - e y el
e shae ® 4 # ) J g ':'i,:u
e
3
E j | . | 741
| __T:___ i j
= ol L o
—- D
= [e]
Pa)
lpeAYEROUNG L POOL : k: .
bk,
7 !l@--—---em: B

LLAGE SQUIRE APTS.
154 R.

—

VARIDUS LEVELE
0F Jb4

7520

) [y ]

A m

o~

.y

: o,
Pl L

I P,

Scale of leet.
£




(@] >
<t . &
™~ i (1) =
. __n h ! _M" _n m
— 3 g i I ¥ —i g —
e e e et T et
HoE “ kg1 s @
ao.-llflleil!tg.yhu:. l..dw.@ e aNONVIg -y mm——) Y St e e

-

4

L

s s

= Dow M0 pefr  Afgy SO fye  gip beee o

W.“
m N
— L
i3

i
-
n
&
7
4
&
M
s R
r
oo
)
"
,4_
I}
»
i
r
l
= .
MI
7
o
r
.
L]
2
K
b
28
R
v, 00
-4

; & -poy
Siov Finow T30 visia

ST. &wide

54 wice
T SRS

=z
— S
o =
r~ ] 2 W
~ , &
o w
18
.wm )
i 5 ,
B s _|- [[ehp
L3
: [ 23
{ s
9Eslige="
s g [ ?.r, i,H%w

- N R FT bicdiaty

: P
i & s | e
.i!.._.?!:.wub.- ...... - ® N~ i ssv19n0d T i s
CTTE T ERLAL LB TR i
e a &

Jow Lrapsuire & 1




DBI PERMIT HISTORY

DATE DESCRIPTION
1985 Concrete Parking PAD

Appendix D

N:\Letter\201 1\111.058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc April 26, 2011



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  Report of Residential Building Record

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION (Housing Code Section 351(a))
Residential Requirement Report Division
1660 Mission Street, San Francisco CA 94103 (415) 558-6081

BEWARE: This report describes the current legal use of this property as compiled from records of City Departments. There has been
no physical examination of the property itself. This record contains no history of any plumbing or electrical permits. The report makes
no representation that the property is in compliance with the law. Any occupancy or use of the property other than that listed as
authorized in this report may be illegal and subject to removal or abatement, and should be reviewed with the Department of Planning
and the Department of Building Inspection. Errors or omissions in this report shall not bind or stop the City from enforcing any and
all building and zoning codes against the seller, buyer and any subsequent owner. The preparation or delivery of this report shall not
impose any liability on the City for any errors or omissions contained in said report, nor shall the City bear any liability not otherwise
imposed by law.

Iress of Building 70 GOLD MINE DR Block 7520 Lot 033
her Addresses

A. Present authorized Occupancy or use: ONE FAMILY DWELLING

3. Is this building classified as a condominium?  Yes No v ¢

Z. Does this building contain any Residential Hotel Guest Rooms as defined in Chap. 41, S.F. Admin. Code? Yes No ¢
Zoning district in which located: RH-1 3. Building Code Occupancy Classification: R-3

Jo Department of City Planning Records show an expiration date for any non-conforming use of this property?  Yes No v

f Yes, what date? The zoning for this property may have changed. Call City Planning, (415) 558-6377, for the current status.

Building Construction Date: UNKNOWN
Original Occupancy or Use: UNKNOWN

Construction, conversion or alteration permits issued, if any:

Application # Permit#  Issue Date Type of Work Done Status
01749 531420 21-MAY-85 CONSTRUCTION OF AN 8FT (WIDTH) BY 20 FT (LENGTH) CONCRETE (1)
= e AN B oo ipmm e e C B
A. Is this property within a project area for which a redevelopment plan has been approved by the Board of Supervisors? Yes No v/
3. Is this property within a or does it abut upon the right-of-way of a freeway route which has been

adopted by the California State Highway Commission and approved by the Board of Supervisors? Yes No v
>. Does the property abut upon a street to be widened pursuant to action of the Board of Supervisors? Yes No v
). Is this property a conservation area? Yes No v/
.. Is there an active Franchise Tax Board Referral on file? Yes No v
.. Is this property currently under abatement proceedings for code violations? Yes No v
Number of structures on property? 1 11. Is Building in Fire Zones? Yes No v
A. Has energy inspection been completed?  Yes No v B. Ifyes, has a proof of compliance been issued? Yes No v

Patty Herrera, Manager, Public Services Division

Date of Issuance: |7 MAR 2006
Date of Expiration 17 MAR 2007 %‘?/A—
By: MAY YU Amy Lee, Acting Director

Report No: 200603139238 Department of Building Inspection

THIS REPORT IS VALID FOR ONE YEAR ONLY.  The law requires that, prior to the consummation of the saie or exchange of
this property, the seller must deliver this report to the buyer and the buyer

must sign it.

(For Explanation of terminology, see attached)



ANATION OF TERMS USED IN k.PORT OF RESIDENTIAL RECORL (3R REPORT)

Iding: A residential building is a building or portion thereof
iIr more dwelling units but not including 30 or more guest rooms or

ithorized Occupancy or Use: Number of units presently found
1 on the building permits on file. If the Department is unable to
horized occupancy of the building based on permits on file

ill be indicated.

fums: Refers to the type of ownership of the building.

| Hotel Guest Rooms: Certain hotels are regulated as to use
f they contain Residential Guest Rooms. Call Housing Inspection
6220 for information.

itrict: The main uses of property permitted by the Planning Code
istrict are as follows:

iblic Use) district

wuse, One-Family, Detached Dwellings district

wuse, One-Family) district

wuse, One-Family with Minor Second Unit district

wuse, Two-Family) district

wuse, Three-Family) district

xed Residential, Low Density) district

xed Residential, Moderate Density) district

xed Residential, Medium Density) district

xed Residential, High Density) district -

1sidential-Commercial Combined, Low Density) district

isidential-Commercial Combined, Moderate Density) district

ssidential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) district

ssidential-Commercial Combined, High Density) district

righborhood Shopping) district

immunity Business) district

wntown Office) district

wntown Retail) district

wntown General Commercial) district

wntown Support) district

ravy-Commercial) district

iht Industrial) district

ravy Industrial) district )

ighborhood Commercial Cluster) district

1all-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) district
xderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) district
ighborhood Commercial Shopping Center) district

«d Used Districts

iinatown Community Business) district

inatown Residential/Neighborhood Commercial) district

iinatown Visitor Retail) district

:Mixed Use Districts

sidential Enclave) district

uth Park) district

sidential Service) district

rvice/Light Industrial/Residential) district

rvice/Light Industrial) district

rvice/Secondary Ofﬂce) district

itricts

ssion Bay Lower Density Residential) district

ssion Bay moderate Density- Residential) district

ssion Bay High Density Residential) district

ssion Bay Small Scale Neighborhood Commercial) district
ssion Bay Moderate Scale Neighborhood Commaercial) district
3sion Bay Nelghborhood Commerclal Sho'pping Center (district)
ssion Bay Office) district

ssion Bay Commercial-industrial) district

ssion Bay-Hotel) district

ssion Bay Community Facilities) district

ssion Bay Open Space) district

subject to certain standards concerning dwelling unit density, lot
«at parking, building height and bulk, ete., which vary according
Call the Planning Department at 558-6377 for additional

Classification: Present classification of building in accordance
e referance.

-~

Institutional

Class |

Class B Business

Class R-1  Apartment House or Hotei

Class R-3 1 or 2 family dwellings, including housekeeping rooms

4.  Non-conforming Use: When a use is located in a district
preceding the one for which the use is first listed above, this may
indicate illegal status or legal non-confirming status. Any date at which
lagal non-canforming status is scheduled to expire will be stated on the
face of this report. - You are advised lo inquire in these cases and in
any other questionable cases at the Zoning Division of the Planning
Department at 558-6377.

5.  Building Construction Date: The year the building was
constructed. '

6. Original Oeéupanpy or Use: The number of residential unit(s)
when the building was constructed.

7. Permit Application: This section shows all issued building permit
applications for this property, the permit number, the date issued and
the description of work, Status: It indicates that the record shows: C —
the work was completed X — the permit expired (not started or not
completed) R — the permit was revoked S the permit is suspended or N
— no record was found.

BA. Redevelopment Project Area: An area of the city that has been
officially designated for redavelopment by the Board of Supervisors.
Buildings In this area may remain under owner participation
agreements provided they can conform with the redevelopment plan
and standards adopted by the Redevelopment Agency. For
information, call the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency at 749-
2400.

8B. Freeway Route: A State Highway route approved by the Board
of Supervisors for freeway construction. The construction may require
acquisition of property along the right-of-way or may cut off access of
buildings along the right-of-way. For details, call State Division of
Highways at (510) 286-4444.-

8C. Street Widening: The widening of the pavement area of a
street, after approval hy the Board of Supervisors. In same instances,
a part orall of some private property may be purchased by the city in

-order to-actomplish the widening. For additional information please

call the City Engineer's Office at 554-5827.

8D. Conservation Area: Designated by the Board of Supervisors,
with oversight by the Planning Department.

9A. Franchise Tax Board Referral: The City will advise the State
Franchise Tax Board to deny all deductions being claimed on income
property by an owner, when that owner fails to comply in a timely
manner with a notice(s) of violation issued by the Department of
Building Inspection. For additional information please call Housing
Inspection Services at 558-6220.

9B. Abatement Proceedings: The legal action taken to have a
property brought into code compliance. This includes holding hearings,
recording orders of abatement against the property, and Cily Altormey
action.

The City may also perform the work and place a lien against the
property. Call Housing Inspection Services at 558-6220 or Code
Enforcement at 558-6454 for additional information.

10. Number of structures on property: The number of legal
residential structures on one lot.

11. Fire Zone: No wood frame construction is permitted to be built or
moved Into the fire zone.

12. Energy Conservation Qrdinance: Compliance with this

ordinance is required before an owner sells a property, Questions
should be directed to Housing Inspection Services at 558-6220.

12/15/2003




Appendix E

TERMITE REPORT

Description Recommendation Cost
SURSTRUCTURE
1) Powder past beetle infestation noted throughout $8,500
2) Damage and deterioration at the front entry porch $5,275
3) Fungus damage, deterioration, and extensive physical $30,000
damage noted at both bathrooms.
OTHER:
Note:
Extensive deterioration and damage was noted to
exterior window frame, sash, siding and trim.
Note:
The interior of this structure is severely deferred. The
kitchen cabinetry, counter tops, and flooring are
deteriorated and water damages, and are
unserviceable.
Note:
Interior floors are currently covered with carpeting.
The finished flooring below is severely damaged due
to extensive water leakage and contamination from
domestic
Note:
Gutters and/or downspouts are deteriorated and in
need of repair on replacement.
$43,775
N:\Letter\201 101,058 - 70 Goldmine Soundness Report.doc April 26, 2011
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4 STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL COMPANY
. MARI“) 6018 Mission Street, Daly City, CA 94014
C

(650) 992-8900 Fax (650) 992-4404

PROPOSAL AND CONTRACT
MARKOFF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL proposes to perform the work described in item(s) 1-3 outlined in our Standard
Inspection Report No. ____ 06916 ., dated 8/24/06 . with respect to the property located at

70 GOLDMINE DRIVE, SAN FRANCISCO
is$_43,775.00 (approx) , payable immediately upon completion of the work proposed to be parformed,
Breakdown ts as follows: ____ | _._Lﬂ,mmﬂ_ﬂ,__.zﬁ _5,.215_._0_0_,.___3_3_3.0" L0000 lapprox).

. The contract price

The abova quofation is made for immediate acceptance and Is subject to change unless so accepted. It is undarstood and agreed that acceptanca of

this proposal shall constitute a contract, upon actual notice of such acceptance to Markolf Structural Pest Cantrol, subjact to the terms and conditians as
hereinafter set forth.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

1. Additional Work: Additions, alterations, or deviations to work coverage hergunder shall be negotiated with pressnt owner or owner's agent and
an addendum contract issued prior to commencement of such additional repairs,

2. Unavoidable Interruptions: It Is hereby mutyally agread that Markoff Structural Pest Contral shell not be held responsibla or hable for any loss,
damage or delay caused by five, strikes, ¢ivil or militery authority, acts of natura, or by any other cause beyond its control.

3. Risk of Loss: Markoff Structural Pest Control will be liable for damage or disrepair to& property only directly attributable to its negligence.

Customer assumes all other risk of loss or Jamage to property or contractor’s work in progress, and no such loss or damage relleves customer [rom any
obligation under this contract.

4. Arbitration: Any dispute arising out of the work agread on herein must be raised and settled in an arbitration proceeding held in accordance with
the construction industry rules of the American Arbitration Association then in effect.

5. Attarnay’s Fees: In the event of any arbitration or litigation betwean the parties concerning the work hereunder or any event related therato, tha
party pravailing in such dispute will be enfitled to reasonable attornay's fees.

6. Notlea a6 Required by Sectlon 3097 of the Civil Code, Stata of California: You are heraby notified, pursuant to Section 3097 of the California
Civil Code, which requires that this nofice be glven, that Markoff Structural Pest Control, whose address is 6018 Mission Street, Daly City, California
94014, lntends to furpish, commanclng after acceptance of the foregoing proposal and contract, labor, services, aquipment and materials as hareinabove
set forth pursuant to the foregoing contract for the work of improvement on the jobsite located at the address herainabova set forth.

Pursuant to Section 3097 of the California Civil Code, this notice is glven to the owner or raputed owner, to the original ¢ontractor, or reputed
contractor, and to the construction lender, if any, or to the reputed construction lander, if any, this written preliminary notlee as prescribad by this Section.

NOTICE TO PROPERTY OWNER

Under the California mechanics lien law any structucal past control operator who contracts to do work for you, any contractor, subcontractor, laborer,
supplier or other person who helps to improve your property, but is not paid for his work or supplies, has a right to enforce a claim against your property.
This means that after a court hearing, your property could be sold by a court officer and the proceeds of the sale usad to satisfy the Indebtedness. This can
happen aven If you have paid your contractor in full if the subcontractor, laborers or suppliers remain unpaid.

To praserve their right to file a claim or lien against your property, certain claimants such as subcontractors or material suppliers are requived to provide
you with a decurnent entitled “Praliminary Notice”. General contractors and laborers for wages do not have to provide this notice. A preliminary notice
is not a lien against your property. Its purpose is to notify you of persons who may have a right te file a lien against your property if they are not paid.

Respectfully submitted,
MARKOFF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL
By

ACCEPTANCE

The above proposal is hereby accepted this day of , 20 , subjected to the terms and
conditions as hereinafter set forth. A payment schedule will be determined upon authorization of work.

Owner
Address

Phone

MINIMUM COST FOR WORK PERFORMED IS $260.00

e A Rl ke R R A A R R Rk R R R AR AR AR AR R AR AR AR Ryl



Lz yul s sMal KU OLTUCLUTED DOV YY/44U4w LIUN AP N0, [ [ /ONUF, 5

AapLte |2 P25t 8 il s
Address 70 GOLDMINE DRIVE SAN FRANCISCO 9413)
DATE OF INSPECTION 8/24/06 GO. REPORT NO. 06%16
NOTE:

Euidence of prion on possible cunnent noof Leakage was noted at several focations.
We advise intenested panties consuli with a roofing contractor for gurther Anformation
and/on hepain, No furthen representations are made by this company.

PAGE
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Address 70 GOLDMINE DRIVE SAN_FRANCISCO 94131

DATE OF INSPECTION §/24/06 , CO. REPORT NO. 06916

SUBSTRUCTURE :

1} Powden post beetle ingestation noted throughout variows components of the
substruncture area, Some evidence of beetle damage was noted at various Locations.
Infestation appears to extend into inaccessible areas.

RECOMMENDATION :

Install a protective coverning over the structure and fumigate with o Lethal gas
gon control of Anfestation, Remove visible damage and neplace with new material.
NOTE: In the event that damage is found to extend into inaccessible aneas, a
Supplemental Report and cost estimate will be issued. :

STEPS: .

2) Damage and deterioration at the front entrny ponch and stair assembly.
RECOMMENDATTION :
Remove all damage and reconstruct with new material.

OTHER-INTERTOR:

3] Fungus damage, deterionation, and extfensive physical damage noted at both bathrooms.
RECOMMENDATION :
Remove existing tubs, ftoilets, and vanity sinks. Remove gLoon and wall §inishes and
nemove all damage. Reconstrmuwet with new material, install new fixtures and neginish
walls and §Loons as directed by ownei.

OTHER:

NOTE:
Extensive detenionation and damage was noied to exterion window §rame, sash, sdiding
and tnim. Ownens ane advised Lo contact a building contractor fon esiimates fon
nepain and/on nenovation as required.

NOTE:
The, intenion of this atwcture is severnely deferred. The kitchen cabinetry, counter
tops, and flooring are deterionated and waten damaged, and are unserviceable. Ownens
to contact building contracton neganding estimatles kilchen nepairn and renovafion.

NOTE:
Intenion floons are cunnently covered with carpeting. The ginished fLooring below
is sevenedy damaged due to extensdve waten Leakage and contaminalion {rom domesiic
animals. Ownmens ane advised to contact Loor contracton fon nemovakl of alf {§inished
floons and neplacement with new matferial in kind,

NOTE :
Guitens and/or downspouts are deterionated and in need of nepain on neplacement,
We advise interested parties to contact a specially contractor fon gunthen information
and/on nepain. No furthen representations are made by this company.

-

PAGE
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Address 70 GOLDMINE DRIVE SAN FRANCISCO 94131
BLDG NO. STREET CITY ZIp
§/24/06 06916
DATE OF INSPECTION CO REPORT NO.

READ THIS DOCUMENT, I'T EXPLAINS THE SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF A
STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL INSPECTION AND A WOOD DESTROYING
PEST AND ORGANISM INSPECTION REPORT.

A Wood Destroying Pest and Organism [nspection Report contains lindings as lo the presence or abscuce of evidence of woml
destroying pests and orgawisms in visible and accessible arcas and containg recommendations for correcting any infestatious or
infections found. The contents of Wood Destroying Pest and Organism lospection Reporls arc goverued by the Stractural Pest
Control Act aud regulitions,

Some structures do nol comply with building code requircments or may have structural, plumbing, clectrical, healing, air
conditioning or olher defects that do not perfain fo wood destroying organisms, A Wood Destroying Pestand Organism [nspection
Report docs not contain information on such defects, if any, as they are not within the scope of the licenscs of cither the mspeclor or
the company issuing a Wood Destroying Pest and Organisim Inspection Report.

The Structural Pest Control Act requires inspection of ony those arcas which are visible and accessible af the time of inspection.
Some areas of the structure arc not accessible (o inspection, such as the inlerior of hollow walls, spaces between {loors, arcas
concealed by carpeting, built-in appliances, or cabinet work. Infestations or infections may be active in these arcas without visible
aud gecessible evidence, If you desire information about these arcas, a further inspection may be performed upon reguest and at
additional cost.

The exierior suface of the roof was not inspected. If you want the water tightuiess of the rool determined. you should contact
roofing coutraclor who is licensed by the Contractor’s Stafe License Board,

Arcas subject to moisture, such as, but not limited (o roofs, gnticrs, windows, shower cuclosures, and plumbing fixtares, are to be
waintained by homecowners, This Company asswunes no lability for these areas.

If work, as outlined in this repont, is performied by others, we will reinspect the property upon authorization and payment of standard
inspection fee, within a four month period.

Recomumendations, as outlined in this report, ave subject to the approval of the local huilding depavtment officinls. Additional
altcrations, drawings and/or calculutiony as may be required by said officials will be performed upon specific authorization
and at additional expense to the ordering party.

NOTICE: Reports on this structure prepared by various registered companies should list the swme lndings (i.e, (crmite
infestation, termite damage, fungus dumuge, etc,) Towever, recommendations 1o correct these lindings may vary from
company to company. Therefore, you may wish to seck a sccond opinion since there may be alternative methods of correcting
the lindings lisied on this veport that muy be less costly.

CHEMICAL MATERIAL TO BE USED:

DRAGNET (Active ingredient — Permethrin) [_]

COPPER NAPHTHENATE (Active ingredient — Cqpper Salts of Naphthenic Acids) [
TIM-BOR (Active ingredient — Disodium Octaborate Tetrahydrate)
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70 GOLDMINE DRIVE SAN FRANCISCO 94131 §/24/06

MARKOFF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL
6018 MISSION STREET

DALY CITY, CALIFORNIA 94014

TEL: (650) 992-8900 FAX: (650) 992-4404
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REGISTRATION NO. PR0347 COMPANY REPORT# 06916
| Ordered by: Property Owner and/or Party of Interest: Report gent to:
VALI BENSINGER SAME SAME

70 GOLDMINE DRIVE
SAN FRANCISCO

COMPLETE REPORT [¥ LIMITED REPORT [] SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT [] HEINSPECTION REPORT []

General Daseription: Inspection Tag Posted:
BASEMENT

TWO STORY WOOD FRAME RESTDENCE, VACANT Other Tags Posted:

An inspaction has been made of the structura(s) shown on the diagram In accordanca with the Structural Pest Gontrol Act. Detached porches, detaghed
staps, datached dacks and any other slruclures not on the diagram were not inspactad.

Subterranean Termites [ ]  Drywood fermites []  Fungus / Dryrot K] _ Other Findings K] Further Inspection [ ]
It any of the above boxes are chacked, it indicates that there were visible problems in accessibla argas. Read the raport for details on checked items.

SUBSTRUCTURE; SEE 1 OTHER INTERIOR: SEE 3
FOUNDATION: CONCRETE OTHER EXTERIOR: SEE NOTES
STEPS/DECKS: SEE 2 OTHER: SEE NOTES

PLEASE READ THIS DOCUMENT CAREFULLY.

INQUIRIES REGARDING THE CONTENT, ACCURACY,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS SHOULD BE
IMMEDIATELY REFERRED TO THE INSPECTOR.

Inspacted by: Paul Markoff State License No: 0PR4739 Signature :

You are antitled 1o oblain copies of all raports and complation notices on this property reporsd o the Structural Pest Control Board during the precefing two yeags ATojobtain copies

contagt: Struclural Pest Control Board, 1418 Howe Avenus, Suite 18, Sacramento, California, 95625-3204.

MOTE: Questions or problama concerming the above report should be dirgcted 1o the manager of the company. Unresolved questions or problems wilh services performad may be
directed to the Structural Pest Gonlrol Board at (916) 561-8708, (800) 737-8188 or www.pesthoard.ca gov. 43M-41(REV. 06/03)






