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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is to demolish a two-story-plus-attic, single-family dwelling and to construct a new four-
story, two-family dwelling.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The property at 45 Grattan Street is located on the south side of Grattan Street between Cole and
Belvedere Streets. The subject property is located in Cole Valley within the southwestern portion of the
Haight-Ashbury Neighborhood. The property has 25 feet of lot frontage along Grattan Street with a lot
depth of 125 feet. The lot contains a two-story-plus-attic, single-family residence of approximately 1,700
square feet. The existing structure, excluding the front stairs, is set back approximately nine feet from the
front property line. The property is within the RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District
and the 40-X Height and Bulk District. City records indicate that the structure was originally constructed
circa 1915.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES & NEIGHBORHOOD

The surrounding residential neighborhood consists of a mixture of one-, two-, and three-story buildings
with some three-story-plus-attic buildings containing attics within a gabled roof form. Most of the
structures closest to the project are single-family and two-unit buildings, with two three-unit buildings
across the street from the project. The corner buildings within the immediate area consist of three-story
apartment buildings ranging from four to ten dwelling units. The adjacent property to the east of the
project is an approximately 48-foot wide lot containing a three-story, two-unit detached building. The
adjacent property to the west is the same size as the subject property (25 feet by 125 feet) and contains a
two-story, single-family residence constructed to both side lot lines.

The lots on the subject blockface and the opposite blockface are within the RH-2 (Residential, House,
Two-Family) Zoning District with exception of the lots located at the intersection of Grattan and Cole
Streets, which are within the RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District. ~The immediate
neighborhood character along Grattan Street is defined by residential structures of varied architectural
styles constructed in the first quarter of the 20% century.

HEARING NOTIFICATION*

REQUIRED
TYPE SR REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE ACTUAL PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days January 10, 2011 January 10, 2011 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days January 10, 2011 January 10, 2011 10 days

*The original Discretionary Review hearing for the project was publicly noticed for January 20, 2011. On
January 20, 2011, the Commission did not hear the Discretionary Review requests and continued the case
to February 17, 2011.
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD

Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) - -- --
Other neighbors on the 3+
block or directly across - (DR Requestors and submitted -
the street petition®)
Neighborhood groups - -- -

*A petition requesting the Commission deny the project has been signed by approximately 50+ residents
of Cole Valley. The petition is attached to this report.

REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE

The project proposes a four-story, two-unit building. The replacement structure will provide two
dwelling-units with a two-car tandem garage, and would be approximately 40 feet in height. The ground
floor will contain an approximately 400 square-foot studio unit behind a two-car garage. The upper three
floors will contain a four-bedroom dwelling unit with living, kitchen and dining areas located on the
second floor (the floor above the garage). The fourth floor is set back 15 feet from the front fagade to
minimize its visibility and to address the predominant three-story building scale within the immediate
vicinity.

Although modern in design, the overall scale and materials of the proposed replacement structure are
compatible with the block-face and are complementary to the residential neighborhood character. The
materials for the front facade include wood and glass, which are exterior materials found on other
residential structures in the area.

PUBLICLY-FILED DR REQUESTS

Jan Platt and Jeffrey Ross, resident owners of 44 Grattan Street, directly across the street from the
project.

John Crandon and John Derryberry, resident owners of 36-38 Grattan Street, across the street directly
east of 44 Grattan Street.

Robbie Vann-Adibe, resident owner of 50 Alma Street, directly south of the project and whose rear yard
shares the rear lot property line of the subject property.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Requestors Crandon, Derryberry, Platt and Ross share similar concerns and propose similar
alternatives:

Issue #1: The project is not Planning Code-complying as a parking variance is being requested for one
parking space.

Issue #2: The project will adversely impact the existing neighborhood character primarily due to the large
scale and massing and inappropriate design/lack of architectural detailing. The bold massing and scale
of the building is too large for the street, as Grattan Street is a narrow street (in comparison to Cole
Street).
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

Issue #3: The project will adversely impact light access as the project will be taller than the existing
building proposed to be demolished.

Issues #4: Noise is a concern as the owner/project sponsor is a musician and the fourth floor bedroom
may be turned into a practice or performance room.

Alternatives:

* Provide sufficient parking.

= Eliminate the proposed fourth floor from the project to make the scale and massing of the
building more appropriate with the surrounding structures.

* Increase the proposed front setback of the main building to be equal to that of the existing
building to the east (approximately 12 feet).

* Propose a design that is more consistent with the neighborhood character. The modern design
would be more appropriate in a neighborhood with a more varied architectural style. The lack of
detailing and ornamentation is not consistent with the neighborhood character.

* Proper sound attenuation should be assured.

Requestor Vann-Adibe’s concerns and alternatives are:
Issue #1: The scale of the project is not compatible with the surrounding buildings. The project would be
the most massive building on the block face excluding the corner buildings.
Issue #2: The scale and height of the building adversely impacts the mid-block open space and light
access to the rear yard/mid-block open space areas. Enjoyment of the open space would be compromised
by the increased mass of the proposed four-story building.
Alternatives:

* The height of the building should be reduced by eliminating the proposed fourth floor from the

project.

Please reference the three Discretionary Review Applications for additional information. The Discretionary
Review Applications are attached.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Parking. Two parking spaces are required for the project. The project initially proposed a garage (28 feet
deep) with parking for one car, and an application requesting a parking variance for one parking space
was submitted. After the filing of the DR requests, the project was revised to provide a deeper garage (32
feet deep) to provide two tandem parking spaces. A parking variance is no longer required for the
project.

Building scale, massing and design from the street. The front fagade of the project is designed to read
as a three-story mass, which is the predominant building scale in the immediate vicinity. After the filing
of the DR requests, the fourth floor setback was increased to 15 feet to make the proposed fourth floor
more subordinate and decrease its visibility from the public right-of-way. The front facade design uses
traditional building materials such as wood and glass; however the application of such materials is
proposed in a modern way.

Building scale and massing from the rear yard/mid-block open space. The rear fagade is not flat and is
broken up into differing planes at each floor level. Also, the rear wall of the of the fourth floor is set back
7 feet from the rear fagade of the third floor below (the roof overhang at the fourth floor is setback three
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

feet from the rear fagade of the third floor) so not to create a flat four-story wall facing the rear yard/mid-
block open space.

Light access. The project will be taller than the existing building proposed to be demolished; however
the proposed height of the building would not cause a significant loss of light to adjacent buildings.
Light access to the Requestors’ buildings would not be adversely impacted as the Requestors” buildings
are located across the street or across the mid-block open space from the project.

Noise. The project is a residential building in a residential zoning district, and excessive noise is not
typically attributed to residential uses. Noise attenuation is typically reserved for commercial structures
or mixed-use buildings where sustained, loud noise is to be expected due to the use of the building (i.e.
industrial uses, restaurants, bars, entertainment venues, etc.).

PUBLIC COMMENT

The project has completed the Section 311 and DR notification. Public comment in opposition to the
project has resulted in the filing of three public Discretionary Review requests. No public comment in
support of the project has been received.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE

The project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:

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

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

The project replaces a two-story, single-family residence with a four-story, two-unit building in a residential
district zoned for a dwelling unit density of two units per lot. One unit is proposed to be a studio unit and the
second unit is proposed to be a four-bedroom unit.

SECTION 101.1 PRIORITY POLICIES
Planning Code Section 101.1 establishes eight priority policies and requires review of permits for
consistency, on balance, with these policies. The Project complies with these policies as follows:

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

The project will not affect neighborhood-serving retail uses as the project is a residential structure located
within a residential zoning district.
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

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

The existing housing and neighborhood character is protected as the building adds one additional dwelling unit
to the City’s housing stock with a building whose three-story front fagade is consistent with the scale and
massing of other three-story structures in the immediate vicinity.

2. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The project does not affect affordable housing as the existing building is not an affordable housing unit, as
defined by the Mayor’s Office of Housing

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

The project provides two required parking spaces in a two-unit building. The proposed unit density is typically
not associated with creating significant traffic impacts.

4. 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 does not displace any industrial or service uses.

5. The City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake.

The project proposes new construction, which will be reviewed by the Department of Building Inspection for
compliance with the current Building Code.

6. Landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
The project demolishes a building that is not considered an historic resource.
7. Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

The project is not located within the vicinity of any protected parks and open spaces.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Per Case No. 2010.0001E, the project was issued a Categorical Exemption, Classes 1 and 3 [State CEQA
Guidelines] on November 8, 2010.
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

On February 17, 2010, the Residential Design Team (RDT) provided initial design review comments on
the proposed project. The initial design submitted to the Department proposed a two-unit, four-story
replacement building with a three-story main facade and a fourth floor set back eight feet from the main
facade. Originally, the three-story main fagade proposed larger areas of glazing, including a two-story
glass wall at the second and third floors. The RDT’s initial comments requested additional setbacks at
the fourth floor, redesign of the fenestration/window pattern to be more consistent with the
neighborhood, an improved relationship between solid-to-void (window) proportions at the facade and
the provision for a raised entrance. See attached Residential Design Team Review, meeting date 2/17/10.

Minor design changes were proposed in response to the RDT’s initial comments:

Fourth floor. In response to the RDT’s initial comments, the proposed 8-foot front setback (including the
roof overhang) at the fourth floor was increased to 11 feet. Department staff had required a 15-foot front
setback at the fourth floor; however, only upon filing of the DR requests was the fourth floor front
setback revised to provide a setback of 15 feet

Front Facade: Window Proportions and Pattern. The two-story glazing originally proposed at the
second and third floors of the front facade was revised by introducing a wood lattice detail at the floor
line of the third floor. With the addition of the wood lattice detail, the two-story glazing is divided
horizontally in half and improves the facade design in relationship to the existing facade proportions of
other buildings in the area. The wood lattice detail was also introduced in front of some windows along
the front fagade, further contributing to a building that appears more solid and a window proportion that
is closer to the window patterns, solid-to-void ratios and window proportions found in the immediate
vicinity.

Raised Entry. The project architect has elected not to provide a raised entry; however additional
information was provided by the architect to demonstrate that a large expanse of glazing allows the
project’s main residential entry to be visually connected to the sidewalk/public right-of-way. The
architect also argues that the proposed building entry provides both units equal dignity with access to
equal street frontage and a common vestibule. =~ While the proposed entry does not provide a raised
entry as requested, the project meets the minimum standards of the RDGs as the transparency of the
entry is consistent with the guideline that the entry should enhance the connection between the public
realm of the sidewalk and the private realm of the building.

On January 6, 2011, the RDT reviewed the project against the DR Request applications filed. The project
was not found to demonstrate exceptional or extraordinary circumstances particularly as related to issues
discussed within the Project Analysis section of this report discussed above. See attached Residential
Design Team Review, meeting date 1/6/11.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the
Commission, as this project involves new construction on a vacant lot.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the demolition of the existing two-story-plus-attic, single-family
residence and the new construction of a four-story, two-family building be approved. The project is
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan and complies with the Residential Design
Guidelines and Planning Code. The Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 101.1 of the Planning
Code in that:

= The project will result in a net gain of one dwelling unit.

=  The project will maintain one family-sized dwelling unit. The family-sized, four-bedroom unit is
thought to be better suited for family living compared to the existing two-bedroom unit.

*  The project will provide diversity to the City’s housing stock as one studio unit is proposed.

= 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-2 Zoning District allows a maximum of two dwelling-units on this lot. This District is
intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot,
and several of the surrounding properties reflect this ability to accommodate the maximum
density. The project is therefore an appropriate in-fill development.

» Although the existing 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.

RECOMMENDATION:

Case No. 2010.0001D - Do not take DR and approve the demolition.
Case No. 2010.1152DDDD - Do not take DR and approve the new construction as proposed.

DEMOLITION CRITERIA - ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

Existing Value and Soundness
1. Whether the Project Sponsor has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and structure
of a single-family dwelling is not affordable or financially accessible housing (above the 80%
average price of single-family homes in San Francisco, as determined by a credible appraisal
within six months);

Project Does Not Meets Criteria

The project sponsor does not claim that the property is valued at or above 80% of the median single-family
home prices in San Francisco. The property is considered relatively affordable and financially accessible
housing for the purposes of this report and Planning Code Section 317, although the dwelling unit is not
considered an affordable unit as defined by the Mayor’s Office of Housing. At the time of application, an
appraisal was provided valuing the property at $1,285,000; a value of $1,342,000 is the current value
recognized by the Planning Commission for the 80" percentile of a single-family residence.

2. Whether the housing has been found to be unsound at the 50% threshold (applicable to one- and
two-family dwellings);

Project Does Not Meets Criteria
Based on a Soundness Report prepared by Patrick Buscovich & Associates — an independent third party for
this project — the existing structure is considered a sound building.

SAN FRANCISCO 8
PLANNING DEPARTMENT




Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

DEMOLITION CRITERIA
Existing Building

1.

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

Project Meets Criteria
A review of the databases for the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Department did not
show any enforcement cases or notices of violation.

Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;
Project Meets Criteria
The existing building is free of Housing Code violations and appears to have been maintained in a decent,
safe, and sanitary condition.
Whether the property is a "historical resource” under CEQA;
Project Meets Criteria
Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the Historic Resource Evaluation

resulted in a determination that it is not an historic resource for the purposes of CEQA.

If the property is a historical resource, whether the removal of the resource will have a
substantial adverse impact under CEQA;

Criteria Not Applicable to Project
The property is not an historical resource.

Rental Protection
5. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

Criteria Not Applicable to Project
The existing building is currently vacant and is not rental housing.

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

Project Meets Criteria
The building is not subject to rent control because it is a single-family dwelling that is currently vacant.

Priority Policies
7.  Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic neighborhood

diversity;

Project Does Not Meet Criteria

The project does not meet this criterion because the existing dwelling will be demolished. Nonetheless, the
project would result in a net gain of housing and would thus preserve and increase the quantity of
housing. One four-bedroom, family-sized unit will replace one single-family home that contained only two
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

10.

bedrooms. The second unit is a studio unit, which would diversify housing options. The creation of the
two dwelling units will preserve the cultural and economic diversity within the neighborhood.

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

Project Meets Criteria

The project will conserve the neighborhood character by constructing a replacement building that is
compatible with regard to massing, scale, glazing pattern and materials with other structures in the
surrounding neighborhood, interpreted with a modern design aesthetic. The proposed building does meet
the minimum standards of the Residential Design Guidelines. By creating a compatible new building that
increases the density by one unit in a neighborhood defined by one-, two- and multi- family units, the
neighborhood’s cultural and economic diversity will be preserved.

Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;

Project Does Not Meets Criteria

Although the existing dwelling proposed for demolition is not above the 80% average price of a single-
family home and thus considered “relatively affordable and financially accessible” housing, the existing
dwelling is not defined as an “affordable dwelling unit” by the Mayor’s Office of Housing. By creating two
new dwelling-units of different sizes, the relative affordability of existing housing would be preserved, as
the studio unit would contribute to the relative affordability of market-rate housing options.

Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by
Section 415;

Project Does Not Meet Criteria
The project does not include any permanently affordable units, as the construction of two units does not
trigger Section 415 review.

Replacement Structure

11. Whether the Project located in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established neighborhoods;
Project Meets Criteria
The project replaces one two-story-plus-attic, single-family residence with a four-story, two-unit building
in a neighborhood characterized by one-, two- and multi-unit buildings of similar scale.

12. Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;
Project Meets Criteria
The project will create an improved family-sized unit at the upper three floors of the project. The upper
level unit provides two more bedrooms than the existing two-bedroom, single-family residence. The project
also adds a variety in dwelling unit sizes to the City’s housing stock by proposing a studio unit at the
garage level.
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011 45 Grattan Street

13. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;
Project Does Not Meet Criteria
The project is not specifically designed to accommodate any particular Special Population Group as defined

in the Housing Element.

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

Project Meets Criteria
The project is in scale with the surrounding neighborhood and designed with quality materials.

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

Project Meets Criteria
The project increases the number of dwelling units on the site from one to two.

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

Project Meets Criteria
The project increases the number of bedrooms on the site from two to five (four bedrooms plus studio).
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Discretionary Review Analysis
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011

Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION

The visual character is: (check one)
Defined

Mixed X

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD

45 Grattan Street

QUESTION

YES

NO

N/A

Topography (page 11)

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

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?

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?

Side Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties?

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

Views (page 18)

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?

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

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

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
the street?

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at
the mid-block open space?

Building Form (pages 28 - 30)

Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings?

SAN FRANCISCO
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CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD

45 Grattan Street

Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding

buildings? X
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
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 X
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of X
building entrances?
Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding X
buildings?
Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on X
the sidewalk?
Bay Windows (page 34)
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X
surrounding buildings?
Garages (pages 34 - 37)
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with X
the building and the surrounding area?
Is the width of the garage entrance minimized? X
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking? X
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? X
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other X
building elements?
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?
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
SAN FRANCISCO 13
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Discretionary Review Analysis
Hearing Date: February 17, 2011

CASE NOS. 2010.0001D & 2010.1152DDDD

45 Grattan Street

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

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
Potential Historic or Architectural Merit?

Are the character-defining features of the historic building maintained?

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

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

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

Are the character-defining garages of the historic building maintained?

Attachments:
Parcel Map
Sanborn Map
Aerial Photographs
Zoning Map
Public DR Requests (3)
Residential Demolition Application/Prop M findings
Residential Design Team comments, 2/17/10 and 1/6/11
Section 311 Notice
Categorical Exemption/Historical Resource Evaluation Response
Neighborhood Petition
Project Sponsor Submittal:
Reduced Plans
Context Photos
Rendering

* All page numbers refer to the Residential Design Guidelines
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Sanborn Map*
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Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review Application

1. Owner/Applicant Information

John Crandon and John Derryberry

36-38 Grattan Street 94117 (415)305-6889

Erin Zhu

45 Grattan Street 94117

—_
—

Same as Above IE

—~
~—

2. Location and Classification

45 Grattan Street 94117

Cole Street and Belvedere Street

1280/028

3. Project Description
Please check all that apply

Change of Use [ 1 Change of Hours [ ] New Construction & Alterations (]  Demolition & Other []

Additions to Building:  Rear K] Front [X Height X Side Yard []
Present or Previous Use: Single story with attic; one unit residence

Proposed Use: FOur story building; 2 unit residence

Building Permit Application No. 2010.01.08.4446 (Demolition) pateFiled: Jan 1 2010

2010.01.08.4443 (new construction)

RECEIVED

DEC 2 0 2010
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.

PLANNlNGPDF(E’AHTMENT 10 ] 1 =S 9 n



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action ; YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? Xi ]

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? X ]
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? O K]

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

N/A

SAN FRANCISUD PLANNIMG HEFARTVENT V. 17,2010
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Appilication for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

Please see attached memo.

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

Please see attached memo.

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

Please see attached memo.

10.17°20



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

¢:  The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: Date: l L[ | q /' O

Tohn Lwandon

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Ownﬁ-:\

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

10 SAN FRANCISGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V11172010 1 1 I L , ‘ ‘
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Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

ey o 7113109

%Mn\berrly berr

. [\ Dy .
Print name; and indicate whether owsher, or autHorized agent:

O\,\){« (7N

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

&

Signature: § !

10 CAN THARCISUD PLARNING BEFARTMENT ¥ 1.4 7,2015

10 11820
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To:  San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Glenn Cabreros
From: John Crandon and John Derryberry; 36-38 Grattan Street
RE: Discretionary Review Request Filed by: John Crandon and John Derryberry

Date: 17 December 2010

Project Address: 45 Grattan Street
Assessor’s Block/Lot number: 1280/028
Permit Application Numbers: 2010.01.08.4446 (Demolition) and

2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction)

Remarks:
Below are answers to the three questions asked as part of the Discretionary Review Request.

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

A. First, it appears that the building plans currently filed for 45 Grattan Street are not Code-
compliant. Compliance requires requesting and justifying a variance from applicable off-
street parking requirements, not scheduled for a Zoning Administrator’s hearing until
January 20, 2011.

B. We live at 36-38 Grattan—almost directly across the street from 45 Grattan and believe
the proposed new four-story two-unit dwelling plans on file at this date , which would
replace an existing single family dwelling, do not meet the General Plan Priority Policy (
Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(8)) to conserve and to protect existing housing and
neighborhood character. To help implement this policy the Commission has adopted
residential guidelines.

C. The Residential Design Guidelines focus on six core Design Principles (p. 5), the first of
which is “Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with the surrounding buildings,”
the second of which is “ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space,” the
third of which is “maintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks.”
The new two-unit residential building proposed for 45 Grattan Street does not meet these
three criteria (half of the total goals) and therefore is subject to Discretionary Review by
the San Francisco Planning Commission.

D. The proposed plans fail to follow the building scale principles (p.5 and 7) by being at

least one floor higher than most dwellings to the east, north, west and south of 45
Grattan. Although we and our neighbors are still compiling the floor area ratios of

Attachment to Reg;esgj‘metgi;e“ew 1 O . 1 1 5 2 D



Page 2 ofg

existing buildings in the immediate neighborhood, the building mass shown on the plans
and elevation for 45 Grattan cause us to believe that the proposed building has a
detrimentally higher FAR than the rest of the residential neighborhood.

E. The Residential Design Guidelines (p.7) state that “though each building will have its
own unique features, proposed projects must be responsive to the overall neighborhood
context. A sudden change in the building pattern can be visually disruptive.” The north
and south elevations provided by the project sponsor as part of the 311 mailing clearly
illustrate the conflicts between this proposal and the goals of the San Francisco Planning
Department. The mass of the proposed building is excessive for the neighborhood
context.

F. The Residential Design Guidelines identify numerous ways that a building can achieve
these goals. Below are two of the most relevant sections where the proposed structure is
in conflict with these goals.

1. GUIDELINE: Design the scale of the building (o be compatible with the
height and depth of surrounding buildings. The building scale is
established primarily by its height and depth. It is essential for a
building’s scale to be compatible with that of surrounding buildings, in
order to preserve the neighborhood character. (page 23)

1. The surrounding streets (Grattan, Alma and Belvedere) are
comprised mostly of buildings that contain one or two residential
units, generally two to three stories tall. Three of the corner lots on
this block of Grattan are comprised of larger multi-unit buildings.
This block also edges Cole Street, the main commercial
thoroughfare in the neighborhood. The buildings on Cole are taller,
made up of three-stories plus basements, or four stories. The
proposed building is four stories, maximizing the height of the
allowable building envelope. The proposed structure for 45 Grattan
is taller than the building to the east and uphill of the subject
property. It is three stories and is the most massive building on this
side of the block (discounting the corner buildings, which by their
prominence on the corners can be larger). The building to the west
and downbhill of the subject property is a two story structure and is
dwarfed by the four stories of the proposed building at 45 Grattan.
The two other single family residences on this side of the street are
also smaller in scale. Therefore, there is no precedent for a four-
story structure on this narrow residential side street.

ti. GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the building to be
compatible with the existing building scale at the mid-block open space.
The height and depth of a building expansion into the rear yard can
impact the mid-block open space. Even when permitted by the Planning
Code, building expansions into the rear yard may not be appropriate if
they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of the

Attachment to Request for Discretionary Review r I ?
45 Gratian Stree 10.715271



Page 3 of 2

other buildings that define the mid-block open space. An oui-of-scale rear
yard addition can leave surrounding residents feeling “boxedin” and cut-
off from the mid-block open space. (page 25)

1. The proposed building at 45 Grattan overwhelms the scale of the
adjacent building in the midblock space bounded by Grattan, Cole,
Alma and Belvedere. This is evident in the rear elevation drawing
provided by the project sponsor. It clearly shows the difference in
scale between the one story mass of the property to the west and
the two story mass of the property to the east. The proposed
structure, due to the rear yard excavation to provide light and air to
the lower floor, reads as a four story structure. It exposes a two
story wall along the west property line and is taller than the up-hill
neighbor to the east.
G. The contemporary architectural design of the building ,while attractive by itself, does not
have the degree of detailing recommended on pages 43 through 48 of the residential
guidelines.

H. This proposed two dwelling units consist of a large four bedroom unit, and a ground floor
studio unit. Only one standard size parking space is proposed. An alternative suggested to
us by representatives of the project sponsor, is two compact spaces in tandem. However,
in our discussion with the architect, she proposed a 28 foot long garage. A compact car
(e.g. Honda Civic or Prius) is approximately 15 feet long. Therefore two compact cars
would NOT fit in the modified garage plan. Neither of these parking solutions will meet
the likely parking demand generated by the occupants. Curb Parking generally is
congested on Grattan street. Further pressure on curb parking created by the new
building will degrade the current livability for existing residents.

I. Living across the street in a residence with a two-car tandem garage, we are regularly
confronted with the challenge of attempting to exit our garage. The proposed parking
plan for 45 Grattan will compound the existing problems.

J. While the proposed fourth floor is shown as a bedroom, the project sponsor is a
professional musician, and the architect has indicated the room will hold a piano. The
project permit expediter stated that the owners plan to use the “fourth bedroom™ as a
studio, in which he will work. Contrary to the floor plan, it will NOT be used as a
bedroom. We are concerned that the room may be turned into a practice or performance
room without enough sound attenuation to preclude the creation of a noise nuisance for
nearby neighbors. Our bedroom is directly across from 45 Grattan, and we would have to
endure the sounds emanating from the studio.

K. Since the project sponsor never contacted us prior to sending the November 22, 2010
notice, they have not afforded the neighbors adequate time to discuss with them their
demolition and construction plan, the impacts to the neighborhood during demolition,
construction and to address desired mitigation measures.

Attachment to Request for Discretionary Review 1 O o 1 1 5 2- D
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2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected
as part of construction. Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts.
If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be
adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

A. The neighborhood would be dramatically affected by the change in character associated
with the inappropriate scale and design of the proposed structure. The lack of adequate
parking is also a significant concern on a narrow street like Grattan.

B. As the neighbors almost directly across from the proposed building, we would be very
directly adversely affected. Currently both units receive significant benefit from the
southern light we receive. Demolishing the current structure and replacing it with a four-
story structure will limit the light for both of our units. The architect has provided some
shadow studies, but we are concerned that the umbra and penumbra which will be created
by the new building will significantly limit the light on the street for pedestrians and will
reduce the light in our home.

C. More significant, the four-story structure will dwarf the other buildings on the street.
Currently, we have views in parts of the building of Tank Hill, the trees and below that
the foliage and buildings of Cole Valley. Were the Planning Commission to allow the 45
Grattan Project to proceed as four stories, all we will see is the massive, bold, modern
structure, which (while attractive in another more appropriate setting-- on a wider block
with more space on either side) is inconsistent both in design and scale with all of the rest
of the block and immediate neighborhood.

D. Unlike Cole Street (to the west) Grattan is a narrow street. The scale of the existing
building is consistent with the narrower street. The mass of the proposed building is
exaggerated by the narrow street, making it even more dominant and oppressive when
viewed from our living room or master bedroom.

E. Similarly. the view from the street will make this building omnipresent, whether viewed
by pedestrians traveling east or west on Grattan Street or by motorists. There are many
children in the neighborhood who regularly play on the sidewalks on Grattan. The
shadowing will affect them right in the middle of the day after school. This will affect
their enjoyment of the neighborhood..

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

A. Remove the Top Story.

¢ The major change, which would address many of our and the neighborhood’s
concerns, 1s the removal of the fourth story. This would reduce the massive scale
of the building, making it more consistent with the character of the neighborhood

Attachment to Request for Discretionary Review 1 O - 1 1 R ? n
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and leave some open-space visible. While our view would still be impacted
substantially, removing the fourth story would be more consistent with the
surrounding structures and the neighborhood feel of the building.

B. Reduce the Setback.

e The proposal is to reduce the setback by two feet. We suggest that the front
setback be the same as the building to the east. Since both buildings present as
large rectangular blocks, placing them in the same plane will reduce the impact of
the new construction at 45 Grattan Street. We understand the Planning
Commission’s preference in other circumstances for siting the building half-way
between the adjacent buildings. While this provides a pleasing aesthetic in other
situations, we suggest that this building be sited consistent with the building to the
east rather than half-way between the eastern and western buildings. Given the
narrowness of Grattan Street, siting the building as proposed would make it even
more obtrusive and aberrant when compared with the existing buildings.

C. Make the design consistent.

e Again, the modern design would be appropriate if located in a neighborhood
which contained a more varied architectural style. Here the austere modern
architecture is aberrant and conflicts with the historic early Twentieth Century
architecture. The lack of ornamentation and detailing on the fagade contribute to
the anomaly.

D. Sufficient Parking

e This two-unit building should have sufficient parking. Currently many older
buildings on Grattan Street have no or insufficient parking. The three-unit
building to the west of our house has NO parking. It is frequently occupied by as
many as nine unrelated people. They and their visitors park on the street. When
parking is unavailable, they often double-park or park in our driveway. Adding a
two-unit structure without adding sufficient parking for both units will compound
the problem.

E. Correct Use

e [f, as we have been told, the musician owner, will use the fourth floor for his

studio, adequate sound attenuation should be assured.

We did not learn the details of the proposed demolition and construction until receipt of the
November 22 notice. Should the Planning Commission decide to allow demolition and
construction, appropriate mitigation measures should be required to minimize the impact on
surrounding neighbors. The Planning Department had been concerned about making sure that
the project complies with height and light-well regulations. It is clear from the documentation
provided 1n the architectural drawing that the goal of the proposed structure is to maximize the
height of the allowable buildable volume per the Planning Code requirements.

Attachment to Request for Discretionary Review D



APPLICATION FOR
cretionary Review Application

1. OwnedApplicant information

DR APPLICANT'S NAME:

Robbie Vann-Adibe

DR APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: TELEPHONE:
50 Alma Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 (415) 759-8870
PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:
Erin Zhu
ADDRESS: . . 4P-CODE: TELEPHONE:
c/o Jeremy Paul, Quickdraw Consulting
60 Otis St., San Francisco, CA 94103 (415) 552-1888

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

sameasabove ] Andrew E. Westley, Attorney at Law; Westley Law Office

ADDRESS: ZIP CODE: - TELEPHONE:

870 Market St., Suite 457, San Francisco, CA 94102 (415) 362-2817

E-MAIL ADDRESS:

awestley@westleylaw.com

2. Locaton ang Classification

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
45 Grattan Street, San Francisco, CA 94117
CROSS STREETS:
Cole/Belvedere
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: LOT AREA (SQFT): ~ ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK:DISTRICT:
1280 -
/ 028 3,123 RH-2 40-X

3. Froject Description

Please check all that apply

Change of Use [xi  Change of Hours {_i  New Construction [X]  Alterations X]  Demolition X! Other |

ey
i

Additions to Building:  Rear ix] Front {x/ Height X] Side Yard [

Present or Previous Use: Single-Family DWG]]il‘lg

Proposed Use: Two-Unit Dwelling

Building Permit Application No. 2010.01.08.4446 (Demolition) Date Filed: January 1, 2010
2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction)

10.11520



4, Actions Prior to a Discrationary Review Request

Prior Action YES i NO
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? | O
- ; !
Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? Ol | @ |
Did you participaté in outside mediation on this case? | 7

5. Changss Made {0 the Project as a Resull of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

On December 10, 2010, the architect for the project sponsor described the proposal to various

affected neighbors who had gathered at the home of one such neighbor. Objections were

voiced and discussed; there have not been any changes to the proposed project.

SAN ©RANCISCO PI ANNING DFPARTMENT V.11.17.2010

10 11527



;:; Appticatiori for

CASE -NUMBER:
Ets By f

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

See attached.

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

See attached.

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

See attached.

10 11520



ATTACHMENT TO DISCRETIONARY REVIEW APPLICATION

Project Address: 45 Grattan Street, San Francisco, CA

Block 1280; Lot 028

DR Applicant: Robbie Vann-Adibe

50 Alma Street, San Francisco, CA

Discretionary Review Request; Questions 1, 2, 3 (page 9 of Application)

1.

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

The Residential Design Guidelines of the San Francisco Planning Department (“Guidelines™)
focus on six core Design Principles (“Principles”). The proposed two-unit residential
building at 45 Grattan Street fails to meet the following Principles and is therefore subject to
discretionary review by the City Planning Commission:

* Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with surrounding buildings.
* Ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space.
* Maintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks.

The Guidelines state the following: “Though each building will have its own unique features,
proposed projects must be responsive to the overall neighborhood context. A sudden change
in the building pattern can be visually disruptive.” In this case, the north and south elevations
provided by the project sponsor as part of the Section 311 mailing clearly illustrate the
conflicts between the proposed structure and the goals of the Planning Department. Indeed,
the mass of the proposed building is excessive for the neighborhood context.

Discussed below are two glaring examples of how the proposed structure is in conflict with
the Guidelines.

[ GUIDELINE: Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the height and
depth of surrounding buildings. The building scale is established primarily by its height
and depth. It is essential for a building’s scale to be compatible with that of surrounding
buildings, in order to preserve the neighborhood character.

The surrounding streets (Grattan, Alma and Belvedere) are comprised mostly of buildings
that contain one or two residential units, generally two to three stories tall. Three of the

PAGE 1 OF 3 10.11520



corner lots on this block of Grattan are comprised of larger multi-unit buildings. This
block also edges Cole Street, the main commercial thoroughfare in the neighborhood.
The buildings on Cole are taller, made up of three-stories plus basements, or four stories.
The proposed building is four stories, maximizing the height of the allowable building
envelope. The proposed structure for 45 Grattan is taller than the building to the east and
uphill of the subject property. It is three stories and is the most massive building on this
side of the block (discounting the corner buildings, which by their prominence on the
corners can be larger). The building to the west and downhill of the subject property is a
two story structure and is dwarfed by the four stories of the proposed building at 45
Grattan. The two other single family residences on this side of the street are also smaller
in scale. Therefore, there is no precedent for a four-story structure on this narrow
residential side street.

GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with the
existing building scale at the mid-block open space. The height and depth of a building
expansion into the rear yard can impact the mid-block open space. Even when permitted
by the Planning Code, building expansions into the rear yard may not be appropriate if
they are uncharacteristically deep or tall, depending on the context of the other buildings
that define the mid-block open space. An out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave
surrounding residents feeling “boxed-in’" and cut-off from the mid-block open space.

The proposed building at 45 Grattan overwhelms the scale of the adjacent building in the
mid-block space bounded by Grattan, Cole, Alma and Belvedere. This is evident in the
rear elevation drawing provided by the project sponsor. It clearly shows the difference in
scale between the one story mass of the property to the west and the two story mass of the
property to the east. The proposed structure, due to the rear yard excavation to provide
light and air to the lower floor, reads as a four story structure. It exposes a two story wall
along the west property line and is taller than the up-hill neighbor to the east.

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

The neighborhood would be affected by the change in character associated with the scale of
the proposed structure.

Mr. Vann-Adibe, the DR Applicant, would be affected by the impact of the proposed
structure on the mid-block open space. His property at 50 Alma abuts the rear yard of the
subject property. His enjoyment of the shared common open space would be compromised
by the increased mass of the proposed four story building. Due to the up-sloping topography
of this lot, the upper floors of the proposed building are more visually apparent to the
neighboring buildings because the occupants of these buildings will be at a higher grade.
Unlike a condition at the street, where the stepped-back upper floor has an impact on what is
visible, this is not the case with the rear yard.

PAGE2 OF 3 10011:‘}2D



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

It is noted that the architect for the project has responded to the alterations requested by the
Residential Design Team, but that these do not address issues related to the impact of the
height of the building on the rear yard. The Planning Department had been concerned about
making sure that the project complies with height and light-well regulations. It is clear from
the documentation provided in the architectural drawing that the goal of the proposed
structure is to maximize the height of the allowable buildable volume per the Planning Code
requirements. Mr. Vann-Adibe is requesting that the height of the structure be reduced by
elimination of the fourth story from the proposed building.

PAGE3 OF 3 1 N :% jgw 5 2 D



Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

w"?r]

Signature:

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

JwA g K

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.11.17,2010

iy
Q

Date: ¢ ¢

Y
>

10.11520



Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Apgiicatior: for Discretionary Review

CASE NUMBER: |
For Sta¥ Uso only |

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check corract column)

Application, with all blanks completed

Address labels {(original), if applicable

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable
Photocoby of this completed application
Photographs that illustrate your concerns
Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planni;lg; Dept.

Letter of authorization for agent

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

NOTES:

[ Required Material,

¥ Optional Material,

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

DR APPLICATION

B DR EBBLLMO B K

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: e Date:

Voo
i e RI2 000




Application for Discretionary Review

APPLICATION FOR
Discretionary Review Application

1. Owner/Applicant Information

Jan Platt and Jeffrey S Ross

44 Grattan Street 94117 (415)731 8311
Erin Zhu
45 Grattan Street 94117 ( )

Same as Above @

—
~—

2. Location and Classification

45 Grattan Street 94117

Cole Street and Belvedere Street

1280/028

3. Project Description
Please check all that apply

Change of Use ] Change of Hours [1 New Construction ¥ Alterations []  Demolition @  Other [

Additions to Building:  Rear X] Front [X Height & Side Yard []
Present or Previous Use: 91Ntgle story with attic; one unit residence

Proposed Use: FOUr story building; 2 unit residence

Building Permit Application No. 2010.01.08.4446 (Demolition) pateFiled: Jan 1 2010

2010.01.08.4443 (new construction)

RECEIVED

DEC 2 0 2010 )
CITY & COUNTY OF S 10 11520 -

ING DEPARTMENT
PLANN G



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES NO

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? X] ]

Did you discuss the project with thé P;anning Departrﬁent permit review planner? X] ]
Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? ] ]

5. Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

N/A

10.112210
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Application for Discretionary Review

Discretionary Review Request

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

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

Please see attached memo.

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

Please see attached memo.

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

Please see attached memo.

10.1152n0 =



Applicant’'s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: PMO"T’\ AJ/‘-— Date: |2 ’ 14 /1 0

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Cgsanﬂ' and Jeféve y 3. Resg

SAEN FRANCISCD PLANNING GEFARTMENT v.01.1/.2410 i l
2 -



Attachment to Platt/Ross Request for Discretionary Review
Project Site Address: 45 Grattan Street, San Francisco

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

Response to Question 1

First, it appears that the building plans currently filed for 45 Grattan Street are not Code-
compliant. Compliance requires requesting and justifying a variance from applicable off-
street parking requirements, not scheduled for a Zoning Administrator’s hearing until
January 20, 2011.

We live at 44 Grattan--directly across the street from 45 Grattan and believe the proposed
new four-story two-unit dwelling plans on file at this date , which would replace an
existing single family dwelling, do not meet the General Plan Priority Policy ( Planning
Code Section 101.1(b)(8)) to conserve and to protect existing housing and neighborhood
character. Therefore we request that the Planning Commission deny the permit to
demolish the existing structure and not approve demolition unless and until the project
sponsor submits a proposal which addresses the neighbor’s concerns as stated below and
in the requests for discretionary review submitted by other owners of neighboring
properties.

To implement the policy of protecting existing housing and neighborhood character, the
Commission has adopted residential guidelines. The proposed plans fail to follow the
building scale principles (p.5 and 7) by being at least one floor higher than most
dwellings to the east, north, west and south of 45 Grattan. Although we and our neighbors
are still compiling the floor area ratios of existing buildings in the immediate
neighborhood, the building mass shown on the plans and elevation for 45 Grattan suggest
that the proposed building has a detrimentally higher FAR than the rest of the residential
neighborhood.

The Residential Design Guidelines focus on six core Design Principles (p. 5), the

first of which is to “ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with the

surrounding buildings;” Another principle is to “maintain light to

adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks.” [The owner of the adjacent property
owner to the south has addressed a third principle: “ensure that the building

respects the mid-block open space,”] The new two-unit, four-story

residential building proposed for 45 Grattan Street does not meet these three

criteria (half of the total goals) and therefore is subject to Discretionary Review

1 10. 110y



Attachment to Platt/Ross Request for Discretionary Review
Project Site Address: 45 Grattan Street, San Francisco

by the San Francisco Planning Commission.

The Residential Design Guidelines (p.7) state that “though each building will
have its own unique features, proposed projects must be responsive to the
overall neighborhood context. A sudden change in the building pattern can be
visually disruptive.” The north and south elevations provided by the project
sponsor as part of the 311 mailing clearly illustrate the conflicts between this
proposal and the goals of the San Francisco Planning Department. The mass of
the proposed building is excessive for the neighborhood context.

The Residential Design Guidelines identify numerous ways that a building can
achieve these goals. Below are two of the most relevant sections where the
proposed structure conflicts with these goals.

GUIDELINE: Design the scale of the building to be compatible with the height
and depth of surrounding buildings. The building scale is established primarily
by its height and depth. It is essential for a building’s scale to be compatible with
that of surrounding buildings, in order to preserve the neighborhood character.

(page 23)

The surrounding streets (Grattan, Alma and Belvedere) are comprised mostly

of buildings that contain one or two residential units, generally two to three

stories tall. Three of the comer lots on this block of Grattan are comprised of

larger multi-unit buildings, but these to are consistent with the character of the single-
family and two-unit buildings in this first block of Grattan Street. This block also edges
Cole Street, the main commercial thoroughfare in the neighborhood. Some of the
buildings on Cole are taller, made up mostly of three-stories plus basements, but all
maintain the neighborhood character of Cole Valley, both historically and aesthetically.
The proposed building is four stories, maximizing the height of the allowable building
envelope. The proposed structure for 45 Grattan is 6 feet taller than the building to

the east and uphill of the subject property. The project sponsor advised of the plan to add
solar panels, which will add another three feet to the height of the building, making it
almost one story taller than the next-highest building on the block. It is not only the
proposed structure’s height but the mass of the design which makes it incompatible with
the surrounding buildings (discounting the corner buildings,

which by their prominence on the corners can be larger). The building to the

west and downhill of the subject property is a two-story structure and is

dwarfed by the four stories of the proposed building at 45 Grattan. There is no precedent
for a four-story structure on this narrow residential side street.

GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the building to be compatible with
the existing building scale.

The proposed building at 45 Grattan overwhelms the scale of the adjacent

buildings. The proposed building is set closer to the sidewalk than the existing building.
This placement of the new building, in combination with the three-story front facade

2 10.11520



Attachment to Platt/Ross Request for Discretionary Review
Project Site Address: 45 Grattan Street, San Francisco

height and overall four floor height, results in an obtrusive projection into the public
realm that has been created along narrow Grattan Street.

The contemporary architectural design of the building ,while attractive by itself, does not
have the degree of detailing recommended on pages 43 through 48 of the residential
guidelines.

This proposed two dwelling units consist of a large four bedroom unit, and a ground floor
studio unit. Only one standard size parking space is proposed. An alternative suggested to
us by representatives of the project sponsor, is two compact spaces in tandem. However,
in our discussion with the architect, she proposed a 28 foot long garage. A compact car
(e.g. Honda Civic or Prius) is approximately 15 feet long. Therefore two compact cars
would NOT fit in the modified garage plan. Neither of these parking solutions will meet
the likely parking demand generated by the occupants. Curb parking generally is
congested on Grattan street. Further pressure on curb parking created by the new
building will degrade the current livability for existing residents.

Living directly across the street in a one-family residence with a two-car tandem garage,
we are regularly confronted with the challenge of attempting to exit our garage. The
proposed parking plan for 45 Grattan will compound the existing problems.

While the proposed fourth floor is shown as a bedroom, the project sponsor is an
internationally-known professional musician, and the architect has indicated the room
will hold a piano. The project permit expediter stated that the owners plan to use the
“fourth bedroom” as a studio, in which he will work. Contrary to the floor plan, it will
NOT be used as a bedroom. We are concerned that the room may be turned into a
practice or performance room without enough sound attenuation to preclude the creation
of a noise nuisance for nearby neighbors. Our bedroom is directly across from 45
Grattan, and we would have to endure the sounds emanating from the studio.

Since the project sponsor never contacted us prior to sending the November 22, 2010
notice, they have not afforded the neighbors adequate time to discuss with them their
demolition and construction plan, the impacts to the neighborhood during demolition,
construction and to address desired mitigation measures.

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable
and expected as part of construction. Please explain how this project

would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the
property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected,

please state who would be affected, and how:

Response to Question 2:

The neighborhood would be seriously affected by the change in character associated with
the scale and design of the proposed structure.

; 10. 11524



Attachment to Platt/Ross Request for Discretionary Review
Project Site Address: 45 Grattan Street, San Francisco

As the neighbors directly across from the proposed building, we would be most directly
adversely affected. Currently our living room and bedroom benefit from the southern
light we receive. Demolishing the current structure and replacing it with a four-story
structure will limit the light, especially on our first floor and living room. The architect
has provided some shadow studies, but we are concerned that the umbra and penumbra
which will be created by the new building will significantly limit the light on the street
for pedestrians and will reduce the light in our home.

More significant, the four-story structure will dwarf the other buildings on the street.
Currently, we have an unobstructed view from our living room and the master bedroom
of Tank Hill and its trees and, below that, the foliage and charming buildings of Cole
Valley. Were the Planning Commission to allow the 45 Grattan Project to proceed as
four stories, all we will see is the massive, bold, modern structure, which (while attractive
in another more appropriate setting-- on a wider block with more space on either side) is
inconsistent both in design and scale with all of the rest of the block and immediate
neighborhood.

Unlike Cole Street (to the west) Grattan is a narrow street. The scale of the existing
building is not consistent with the narrower street. The mass of the proposed building is
exaggerated by the narrow street, making it even more dominant and oppressive when
viewed from our living room or master bedroom.

Similarly, the view from the street will make this building omnipresent, whether viewed
by pedestrians traveling east or west on Grattan Street or by motorists.

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

The major change, which would address many of our and the neighborhood’s concerns, is
the removal of the fourth story. This would reduce the massive scale of the building,
making it more consistent with the character of the neighborhood and leave some open-
space visible. While our view would still be impacted substantially, removing the fourth
story would be more consistent with the surrounding structures and the neighborhood feel
of the building.

The proposal is to reduce the setback by two feet. We suggest that the front setback be
the same as the building to the east. Since both buildings present as large rectangular
blocks (though the building to the east is softened by its historic detail), placing them in
the same plane will reduce the impact of the new construction at 45 Grattan Street. We
understand the Planning Commission’s preference in other circumstances for siting the
building half-way between the adjacent buildings. While this provides a pleasing
aesthetic in other situations, we suggest that this building be sited in line with the
building to the east rather than half-way between the eastern and western buildings.
Given the narrowness of Grattan Street, siting the building as proposed would make it
even more obtrusive and aberrant when compared with the existing buildings.

; 10.17
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Attachment to Platt/Ross Request for Discretionary Review
Project Site Address: 45 Grattan Street, San Francisco

Again, the modern design would be appropriate if located in a neighborhood which
contained a more varied architectural style. Here the austere modern architecture is
aberrant and conflicts with the areas historic early Twentieth Century architecture. The
lack of ornamentation and detailing on the fagade contribute to the anomaly.

This two-unit building should have sufficient parking. Currently many older buildings on
Grattan Street have no or insufficient parking. The three-unit building to the west of our
house has NO parking. It is frequently occupied by as many as nine unrelated people.
They and their visitors park on the street. When parking is unavailable, they often double-
park or park in our driveway. Adding a two-unit structure without adding sufficient
parking for both units will compound the problem.

If, as we have been told, the musician owner, will use the fourth floor for his studio,
adequate sound attenuation should be assured.

We did not learn the details of the proposed demolition and construction until receipt of
the November 22 notice. Should the Planning Commission decide to allow demolition
and construction, appropriate mitigation measures should be required to minimize the
impact on surrounding neighbors.
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AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

Section 317 Application

1

Section 317 of the Planning Code requires that a public hearing will be held prior to approval of any 1650 Mission St.
permit that will remove existing housing, with certain codified exceptions. Where a project will resuit in 2:zeF;(:g:isco
the loss of one or two residential units, the project is subject to a Mandatory Discretionary Review (DR) ca 94103-2479
hearing before the Planning Commission, unless the Code specifically requires Conditional Use (CU) Reception
Authorization. Projects resulting in the loss of three or more units will require a Conditional Use 415558 6378

hearing by the Planning Commission. If a Conditional Use is required, attach this Application as a

supplemental document. All projects subject to Section 317 must fill out this cover sheet and the relevant ;?5 558.6409
attached Form(s) (A, B, or C), and contact Georgia Powell at (415) 558-6371 to schedule an intake o
appointment. Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
PROJECT ADDRESS: b/ NAME: j Vi P
e st. 4
45 Gt g _

BLOCK/LOT: 760 / 01% ADDRESS: ;) Ohs st

ZONING: Zy-2 CiTY,STATE: sf , (A Q4|03

LOT AREA 225 57# . PHONE: 4 . 552 198D

# |PROJECT INFORMATION EXISTING |PROPOSED }NET CHANGE

1 | Total number of units / yA +/

2 | Total number of parking spaces i / / 0

3 | Total gross habitable square footage 1650 | 24k 0

4 | Total number of bedrooms l) ; S

/
5 | Date of property purchase (4
(10015 f07

6 | Number of rental units ) / + [

7 | Number of bedrooms rented 0 /

8 | Number of units subject to rent control O O

9 | Number of bedrooms subject to rent control D )

10 | Number of units currently vacant ( D

11 Was the building subject to the Ellis Act within the las{ /\/ 0

decade?
12 | Number of owner-occupied units / l

I have read and understood the information in this Application, including the required payment of time
and material fees for processing this Application. I certify that I will pay all Planning Department time
and material costs for processing this Application, as required by Sections 350(c) and 352(B) of the

Printed Name: «\/W/WWM«/ Date: //ﬂ 4 /ﬂ
d V / /

sostnfany

Planning Code.
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45 Grattan Street

Loss of Dwelling Units through Demolition
{FORM A - COMPLETE IF APPLICABLE)

Pursnan: to Planming Code Section 317{d1, <he demalition of residential dwvellings no? otheriwise suliect

ta a Conditional Use Authorization shall be either subject o a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing,

or wil gualifv for administrative approval. Administrative ap pproval ondy applies te (1) single-familv
ed

=

eeellings in RE-1 Districts propased for Demolition that are not afiordable or financially acceszible

sg (valued by a credible appraisal within the past six months o be greater than 50% of comibined

{

tomes 1 San Francisce); or {2} residential buildings of oo

dand and structure value of single-fam

anits or fewer that are feund to be unsound housing.

The Flarnning Commussion will consider the following criteria in the review of apprlications ta demolish
'

Residential Buildings. Flease fll out answers to the criteria below

Existing Valie aud Sewndiess
L. Whether the Project Spenser has demonstrated that the value of the existing land and
structure of a single-familv d....l..ng is not atfordable or fmanciaiijs

ralaove the 309% aver ﬂ.E l‘ of sing;e-‘aml‘v homes in San Francisce,

crecible appraizal within six mn}nths};
This home is not affordable or financially accessible housing as it has been valued at $1,215,000

ta

Whether the heousing has been found to be unsound at the 30% threshold [applicable 2o one-

and tve-family cwellingsi This housing has not been found to be unsound.

Existing Building

Whether the propersy is free of & history of serious, continuing code violatians
While lacking an actual bedroom this property is free of any history of code violations

o Whetizer the housing has been mainfammed in a decent, zafe, and zanitary condition;
While of poor construction quality this home has been maintained
3 "»hetw—‘l fhe wroperty is a hdstorical resource under CEQA:
his progerty has been determined not to be a hlstonc resource
4. £ the property is a bisterical resource, whether the remov ai of the resource will have a

subsfantial adverse impact under CEQA.

Rewtal Drotection

v

Whetlwer the Profect converts rental howsing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;

project

i3 Whether the Project removes renzal units subject to *he Rent Stabilization and Arbitration

Qrdinance;
There has never before been rental housing at this site

PLANNING CEFARTMENT



2010.0001

Driavity Policies

7. Whether the Project conserves existing housing to preserve cultural and economic

neighborhood diversity;

by and for a resident fam|ly

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

The existing neighborhood character and cultural and economic neighborhood diversity will not be
impacted by a new home built by and for a resident family.

5., Whether the Project protects the relative atfordability of existing housing;
The existing housing that the subject site is not relatively affordable at the appraised value of $1,215,000

10. Whether the Project increases the number of permanently affordable units as governed by

ection 315;
> L/&Lrﬁew rental unit being created on the site is of modest scope and will be relatively affordable in this district.

Replacement Structire
11 Whether the Project located in-fill housing on appropriate sites i established
neighborhoods;
This project proposes a new two family dwelling in an RH2 zoning district on a fully developed block

12, Whether the Project creates quality, new family housing;
This prOJect proposes to employ green technolog|es and site appropriate design to vastly improve the quality
of the HOUblﬂg pI'OVIOEO Currently atthissite:

i3 Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;
No )
14, Whether the FProject promeotes construction of well-designed housing to enhance existing

nelalttll Obtb?é’ét §bb‘r‘l§6}:%ﬂl work closely with the Planmng Department RDT staff planner, and the zomng

further enhan well- housing for
thls snte.
15, Whether the Project increases the number of on-site dwelling units;
Yes there will be two dwelling units, replacing one inadequate unit
IR Whether the Project increases the number of on-site bedrooms.

Yes, the existing dwelling has no bedroom and this proposal includes fcﬁ? bedrooms.




2010.0001

45 Grattan Street

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

Praposition M was adepred by the voters op November 4 1980, It requires that the Cite zhall find that
praposed alterations and demaiitions are conszistens with eight priorisy palicies set forth in Section 1011
af the Plancdng Code These eight policies are listed below. Please state hovw the Project iz consistent oo

wwonsistent with each policy. Each ztatement shouid refer wo specific dreumstances or conditions

applicanis to the property. Each policy must have a respenss. If a given poley does not apply v vour
project. explam wiy it o5 net applicalle.

L. That ew'i':tine, neighbaorbhond-serving retaul wses be preserved and enhanced and future
Dl_"l_" caties for resident E"'l'\.PlG‘& mienT in and oiwrner _ul'l.; » o such businesces enhanced:
There will be no impact on neighborhood servmg retail uses

z Tha: existing hausing and neighborhood character be conzerved and provected in avder to

preserve the cultural and economic disersity of sur neighborhoods,

___ The Bargeld family has worked carefully with their architect and neighbors
to assure that existing housing and neighborhoed character be conserved.

Thart the Citv s supplvof alfordable housing be p1e;911'ej ared enhanced

d

4. Tha: comanuter traffic nat impede Mugnd transit zervice or overourden our streets v
neighborhood parking:_Off street parking is provided in a similar configuration to the existing structure.

There will be no impact on commuter traffic or on Muni transit service.

B3 Thas a diverse economic base be maintained v protecting our industrial and service sectors
From: displacement due to comumercial office de*.re;...gme“ b, and that future opporiunities o
resident emplovment and ownership in-these sectors be enhanced;
There will be no impact on industrial and service sectors. Improved housing is being created within
walking distance of places of employment in both the financial sector and retail sector
i, That the Citv aciiizve tive greatest pusiible preparedness topootect agangt wyjury and loss af
lite in an earthgiake. . The existing-structure-is-poecly- p:ega;eMasesm&even@he replacement
structure will_meet or exceed all ¢ cnty and_state seismic_safety. standards as will be
confirmed by DBI
N Thas lancarks avid historic buildings be préserved: asidd_
L : ; istorie b ""I”VFF ; " sat
2 Tha: our parks and epei space and thelr adcess to su 11g1*t ard wiztas be vrotecied from

develaiuneit

No parks Wil be affected by this proposal

P
PLANMING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW SutodD0

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

DATE: February 11, 2010 RDT MEETING DATE: 2/17/10 Recegtior:
415.558.6378
PROJECT INFORMATION: o
Planner: G. Cabreros 415.558.6409
Address: 45 Grattan Street _
Cross Streets: Cole/Belvedere E:?er%on:
Block/Lot: 1280/028 415.558.6377
Zoning;: RH-2
Height/Bulk District: 40-X
BPA/Case No. 2010.01.08.4443
Project Status MInitial Review OPost NOPDR LDR Filed
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Demo two-story SFD and new construction of 4-story, 2-unit building.

PROJECT CONCERNS:

Seeking comments re: overall massing and bulk, appropriateness of 4" floor and
material/window detailing. Raised entry not provided as project sponsor would like a
secure entry.

RDT COMMENTS:

» Please provide additional setbacks along the front and/or sides of the fourth floor
so that the fourth floor will be minimally visible from the public right-of-way.
Consider eliminating the fourth floor overhang in order to help achieve this
objective. (RDG, pg 23-25)

» The facade frame and the amount of glazing are overscaled in contrast to the
neighborhood context, specifically the subject block of Grattan Street. Please
redesign the fenestration to read as individual floor levels rather than having the
facade read as a two-story volume. (RDG, pg. 29, 43-44)

= Please maintain the approximate ratio of glazing:opaque wall area exemplified on
neighboring properties. (RDG, pg. 44-45)

» Please provide a raised entrance. (RDG, pg 31-32)

www.sfplanning.org



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW SutodD0

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

DATE:  12/20/10 RDT MEETING DATE: _1/6/11 Reception:
415.558.6378
PROJECT INFORMATION: o
Planner: G. Cabreros 415.558.6409
Address: 45 Grattan Street _
Cross Streets: Cole / Belvedere E:?er%on:
Block/Lot: 1280/028 415.558.6377
Zoning;: RH-2
Height/Bulk District: 40-X
BPA/Case No. DR case to be assigned
Project Status OlInitial Review OPost NOPDR MDR Filed
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

= Demo 2-story SFD. New construction of 4-story, 2-unit building. 3 DRs filed.

PROJECT CONCERNS:

* Building scale, massing and neighborhood context- taller than other buildings on the
block. New building set closer to side walk than existing building. Grattan is a narrow
street.

* Impacts to light, mid-block open space — building depth, rear elevation is massive,
excavation at rear yard makes building appear taller.

* Non-Code complying — parking variance requested.

* Sound issues - upper room is to be a music studio.

RDT COMMENTS:

» The RDT finds the building’s proposed massing to be compatible with the
development pattern on the block, which has a pattern of three-story structures,
including the adjacent neighbor to the east. The RDGs allow for buildings to be one-
story taller than the surrounding context, if setback subordinate. (RDG, pg. 24-25)

* The RDT would continue to support the project if the owners chose to setback the
entire structure to be equal with the easterly neighbor’s front setback.

» The rear of the top floor is setback from the rear wall in order to minimize light and
massing impacts on the adjacent properties’ rear yards. The overall building depth is
compatible with the adjacent buildings” depths. (RDG, pg. 16, 25-26)

* The project is not located within a historic districted, and the neighborhood is mixed in
terms or architectural character. Contemporary architecture can be compatible as infill
development in older neighborhoods, if appropriately designed. Although the block
does not contain contemporary buildings, there are many examples within the
immediate area. (RDG, pg. 10, 47-48)

www.sfplanning.org



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311)

On January 1, 2010, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (Demolition) and
2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction) with the City and County of San Francisco.

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION
| Applicant: Erin Zhu c/o Jeremy Paul ‘\ Project Address: 45 Grattan Street
Address: Ouickdraw Consulting, 60 Otis Street | Cross Streets: Cole/Belvedere
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94103 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 1280/028
Telephone: (415) 552-1888 Zoning Districts: RH-2/40-X ;

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commission to use its
discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing
must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next
business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will
be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

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

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

[ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)

PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION

BUILDING USE ........coooiiieie e Single-Family Dwelling ................. Two-Unit Dwelling

FRONT SETBACK ...t 9feet . 7 feet

SIDE SETBACKS ..ottt ster e stee e NOME ..ottt No Change

BUILDING DEPTH ... 55feet ..o, 57 feet

REAR YARD ...ttt 61 feet (forearwall) ...................... 61 feet (to rear wall)

HEIGHTOF BUILDING ..............cooicie e, 24feet . ..o 40 feet

NUMBER OF STORIES ............ccoooiiriiierrecene e 2plus attic........cocovviviciii 4

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ...t B e e 2 |
© NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ............... (OO UUSUURUTPION No Change |

4
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

|
|
The proposal is to demolish the existing two-story, single-family dwelling and to construct a new four-story, two-unit i‘
building. Per Planning Code Section 317, a Mandatory Discretionary Review (Case No. 2010.0001D) hearing is required for |
the residential demolition. A parking variance (Case No. 2010.0001V) is also requested, as the project requires two parking |
spaces; however only one space is proposed. The Discretionary Review and Variance hearings are scheduled to be heard

anytime after 1:30 PM on Thursday, January 20, 2011 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400. The required

notification for the Discretionary Review and Variance cases will be mailed under a separate cover. See attached plans.

PLANNER'S NAME: Glenn Cabreros

: A0
PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6169 DATE OF THIS NOTICE: \ \ = \C\ \\J
EMAIL: glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE: \ 3~ A\~ \@
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires public agencies to review the environmental impacts
of proposed projects. In San Francisco, environmental review under CEQA is administered by the Major
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division of 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 is 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; Part 3 is a series of questions to help determine if
additional information is needed for the EE Application; and Part 4 is a project summary table.

The complete EE Application should be submitted to the Planning Department staff as follows: For projects
greater than 10,000 square feet in size and where Part 3 Questions #3, #8, #10, or #11 are answered in the
affirmative, or for projects that require mitigation measures, please send the application materials to the attention
of Ms. Fordham or Ms. Pereira. For all other projects, please send the application materials to the attention of Mr.
Bollinger.

Brett Bollinger Chelsea Fordham, or Monica Pereira
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 575-9024, brett.bollinger@sfgov.org (415) 575-9071, chelsea.fordham @sfgov.org
(415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org
Not
PART 1 - EE APPLICATION CHECKLIST Provided Applicable
Two copies of this application with all blanks filled in X
Two sets of project drawings (see “Additional Information” at the end of page 4,) X
Photos of the project site and its immediate vicinity, with viewpoints labeled X
Fee X
Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation and/or Hisgoric {ja u’/ < =
Resource Evaluation Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 1 and 2 ;‘::M'\’ aw:
Geotechnical Report, as indicated in Part 3 Questions 3a and 3b ) X ]
Tree Disclosure Statement, as indicated in Part 3 Question 4 X O
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as indicated in Part 3 Question 8 I X
Additional studies (list) J X

Applicant’s Affidavit. I certify the accuracy of the following declarations:
a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner(s) of this property.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. Tunderstand that other applications and information may be required.

Signed (owner or agent): Q,U:‘ d@dm /Smpa&Date: 9‘/ 99’ / 1O
(For Staff Use Only) Case No. __ /0. O/ES 72— ' Address:_?_wn gA
o Block/Lot: //:9?0/09.}'




PART 2 - PROJECT INFORMATION

Owner/Agent Information , : :

Property Owner  Erin Zhu & Blixa Bargeld Telephone No. ¢/o Architect/Agent 415.522.1907

Address 3937 21¢ Street Fax. No. ¢/o Architect /Agent 415.522.1917
San Francisco, CA 94107 Email cary@cbstudio.com

Project Contact ~ Cary Bernstein Telephone No. 415.522.1907

Company Cary Bernstein Architect FaxNo. 415.522.1917

Address 2325 Third Street Studio 341 Email cary@cbstudio.com

San Francisco, CA 94107

Site Information
Site Address(es): 45 Grattan Street

Nearest Cross Street(s) Cole/Belvedere

Block(s)/Lot(s) B-1280 L-028 Zoning District(s) RH-2
Site Square Footage 3,125sf Height/Bulk District  40-X
Present or previous site use Single family residence

Community Plan Area (if

any)

- Project Description - please check all that apply

] Addition O Changeofuse [] Zoningchange X1 New construction
(] Alteration K Demolition [ Lot split/subdivision or lot line adjustment
{1 Other (describe) Estimated Cost

Describe proposed use Two-unit residence

Narrative project description. Please summarize and describe the purpose of the project.

The proposed project involves the demolition of existing single-family residence and construction of new two-unit
residential building. ‘

The existing single-family residence does not have a legal bedroom. The new residential structure will provide
space for a family and improve the density of construction in the city by adding a second unit.

The proposed new building will have a shallower footprint in the rear-yard thereby enhancing public open space.
The proposed new building will be built to higher efficiency and sustainable standards than the existing structure.

SAN FRANCISCO :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT -2-



PART 3 — ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION Yes No

1. Would the project involve a major alteration of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago Od X
or a structure in an historic district?

If yes, submit a Supplemental Information Form for Historical Resource Evaluation. Instructions
on how to fill out the form are outlined in the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 16 (see
pages 28-34 in Appendix B).

2. Would the project involve demolition of a structure constructed 50 or more years ago or a X |
structure located in an historic district?

If yes, a Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER)* will be required. The scope of the
HRER will be determined in consultation with the Department’s Preservation Coordinator.

3a. Would the project result in excavation or soil disturbance/modification greater than 10 feet | X
below grade?

If yes, how many feet below grade would be excavated?
What type of foundation would be used (if known)?

3b. Is the project site located in an area of potential geotechnical hazard as identified in the San O X
Francisco General Plan or on a steep slope or would the project be located on a site with an
average slope of 20% or more?

If yes to either Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical Report.*

4. Would the project involve expansion of an existing building envelope, or new construction, X |
or grading, or new curb cuts, or demolition?

If yes, please submit a Tree Disclosure Statement.

Would the project result in ground disturbance of 5,000 gross square feet or more?

.
X

6. Would the project result in any construction over 40 feet in height?

If yes, apply for a Section 295 (Proposition K) Shadow Study. This application is available
on the Planning Department’s website and should be submitted at the Planning
Information Center, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor.

7. Would the project result in a construction of a structure 80 feet or higher? (] X

If yes, an initial review by a wind expert, including a recommendation as to whether a
wind analysis” is needed, may be required, as determined by Department staff.

8. Would the project involve work on a site with an existing or former gas station, auto repair, d X
dry cleaners, or heavy manufacturing use, or a site with underground storage tanks?

If yes, please submit a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA).* A Phase I ESA (for
example, soil testing) may be required, as determined by Department staff.

9. Would the project require any variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Planning X O
Code or Zoning Maps?

If yes, please describe. Frovd Va.rd( %ba-d‘-

10. Is the project related to a larger project, series of projects, or program? | X

If yes, please describe.

11. Is the project in Eastern Neighborhoods or Market & Octavia Community Plan Area? O X

If yes, and the project would be over 55 feet tall or 10 feet taller than an adjacent building
built before 1963, please submit an elevation or renderings showing the project with the
adjacent buildings.

* Report or study to be prepared by a qualified consultant who is contracted directly by the project sponsor.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT -3-




PART 4 - PROJECT SUMMARY TABLE
If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

Gross Square Existi Existing Uses to be Net New .
Footage (GSF) xisting Uses Retained Constructl_o_n and/or Project Totals
Addition
Residential 2,925sf 2,925sf 1,733sf 4,658sf
Retail 0 0 0 0
Office 0 0 0 0
Industrial 0 0 0 0
Parking 384sf 290sf (-94sf) 290sf
Other (specify use)
Total GSF
Dwelling units 1 1 1 2
Hotel rooms 0 0 0 0
Parking spaces 1 1 0 1
Loading spaces 0 0 0 0
buiidings ! : 0 0
iﬁil%}i‘;;’(fs) 23-9" 239" 16'-3" 400"
Number of stories 2 2 1 3

Please describe any additional project features that are not included in this table:

Additional Information: Project drawings in 11x17 format should include existing and proposed site plans, floor
plans, elevations, and sections, as well as all applicable dimensions and calculations for existing and proposed
floor area and height. The plans shouid clearly show existing and proposed off-street parking and loading spaces;
driveways and trash loading areas; vehicular and pedestrian access to the site, including access to off-street
parking and parking configuration; and bus stops and curbside loading zones within 150 feet of the site. A
transportation study may be required, depending on existing traffic conditions in the project area and the
potential traffic generation of the proposed project, as determined by the Department’s transportation planners.
Neighborhood notification may also be required as part of the environmental review processes.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 Mission

Suite 400
San Francisco,
MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger CA 94103-2479
Project Address: 45 Grattan Street ,
Reception:
Block/Lot: 1280/028 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2010.0157E :
. ax:
Date of Review: November 3, 2010 415.558.6409
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Aaron Starr
(415) 558-6362 | aaron.starr@sfgov.org Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT ] Demolition X Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves demolishing the existing one-and-a-half-story-over-garage, 2,925 sq. ft.
single-family building and replacing it with a four-story, 4,658 sq. ft. two-family building.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

Mary E. Bartel, the owner of the property at the time, commissioned her neighbor Thomas Davinroy, a
carpenter, to construct the subject building in 1906. The subject property is not included on any historic
surveys, and is not included on the National or the California Registers. The building’s recorded date of
construction makes it a “Category B” building (requires further information and consultation) for the
purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department.

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The parcel is located on a rectangular shaped lot on the south side of Grattan Street between Cole and
Belvedere Streets. The subject property is located in the City’s Height Ashbury Neighborhood in an area
more specifically defined as Cole Valley. The subject property is not located within a known historic
district. A survey conducted by Tim Kelley Consulting found potential districts in the area with the most
notable concentration of buildings found on Belvedere, Clayton and Cole Streets. The Historic Resource
Evaluation concluded that this block of Grattan Street is visually isolated from those areas and does not
posses a sufficient concentration of the building types identified in the potential districts; therefore the
subject building is not located within a potential historic district.!

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above

! Tim Kelley Consulting. Historic Resource Evaluation for 45 Grattan Street; October 2010. On file for
review at the SF Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

www.sfpianning.org



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0157E
November 3, 2010 ' 45 Grattan Street

named preparer | consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.)

Event: or I:I Yes & No I:I Unable to determine

Persons: or D Yes & No D Unabile to determine

Architecture: or ] Yes |z No D Unable to determine

Information Potential: [ _] Further investigation recommended.

District or Context: [] Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

If Yes; Period of significance:

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

The subject building does not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register under
Criterion 1. While constructed during the period of significance for the districts identified in the
report by Tim Kelly Consulting, 45 Grattan does not posses the same characteristics as the homes
found in the potential historic districts on Belvedere, Clayton and Cole - larger, comfortable, single-
family homes constructed by contractor-builders who repeated two or three designs in a row?
Further, the subject building is on a street that is visually mixed and isolated from those potential
districts.

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

The subject building does not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register under
Criterion 2. The original owner and person who commissioned the building was Mary E. Bartel, a
widower with two children. No information was found about her that would indicate that she was
important to the history of San Francisco or the State of California. Further, no information was
found on previous owners or occupants that would indicate that they were important to the history
of San Francisco or the State of California. ‘

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

Constructed in 1906, 45 Grattan is a one-and-a-half-story-over-garage, single-family, wood-framed
structure rendered in a vernacular, Tudor revival style. It is a modest structure that does not possess
high artistic values and nor does it embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or
method of construction. The subject property was designed and built by a carpenter - Thomas
Davinroy - who lived adjacent to the subject building. Mr. Davinroy was not a master architect.

2 Tim Kelley Consulting. Historic Resource Evaluation for 45 Grattan Street; October 2010. On file for
review at the SF Planning Department, National Register Historic District Files, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

SAN FRANGISCO 2
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0157E
November 3, 2010 45 Grattan Street

Further, the subject block does not appear to be a contributor to or located within a potential historic
district (see discussion above).

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 likely to yield information important to a better
understanding of prehistory or history.

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 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 above:

_Location: D Retains D Lacks Setting: D Retains |:| Lacks
Association: |:| Retains D Lacks Feeling: I:I Retains - D ‘Lacks
Design: [] Retains D Lacks Materials: [_] Retains D Lacks
Workmanship: I:l Retains [ | Lacks

The subject building is not eligible for the California Register; therefore an investigation into the
subject buildings integrity was not conducted.

3.

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

& No Resource Present (Go to 6 below.) [:I Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.) -

4.

If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would
materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which
justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

(] The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such
that the significance of the resource would be materially impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is an

alteration.)

] The project 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 that may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

SAN FRANCISGO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response ‘ CASE NO. 2010.0157E
November 3, 2010 45 Grattan Street

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

. D Yes IZ No I:l Unabile to determine

The subject property is not located within a known historic district and does not appear to be located
within a potential historic district. A Historic Resource Evaluation done by Tim Kelley Consulting found
there is a potential historic district or a series of smaller potential historic districts in the immediate area,
primarily on Clayton, Belvedere and Cole Streets; however this block of Grattan Street is visually isolated
from those areas and does not posses a sufficient concentration of the building types identified in the
potential districts. Further, there are no known individual resources in the immediate area. The
proposed project will not have a negative impact on any offsite historic resources.

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: ___ vw2/Nz 2 Date:_//-& - 20/D

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner

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

Attachments: Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, October 2010

AS: GA\DOCUMENTS\ Preservation \ HRERs\45 Grattan Street. HRER.doc

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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To:  The San Francisco Planning Commission
Re: 45 Grattan Street; Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and
2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction); Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V)

Discretionary Review and Variance Hearing: Thursday, January 20, 2011 at 1:30 p.m.

We, the undersigned, Cole Valley residents respectfully request the Planning Commission to deny
Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and 2010.01.08.4443 (New
Construction) and the Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V).

The existing single-family residence is consistent with the neighborhood character and architectural
style and scale of the surrounding homes. Its demolition would remove a charming cottage which
contributes to the charm and historic feel of Grattan Street.

The proposed construction of a 4-story 2-unit building with inadequate parking does not meet the
General Plan Priority Policy. The parking variance should be denied as there is currently inadequate
parking for residents and the patrons of Cole Street shops and restaurants. Constructing two units
without parking for two full-size cars will compound the problem.

The design and scale of the proposed building are not compatible with the surrounding buildings and
therefore violate a Residential Design Guideline Principle. At a height of 40 feet and four stories, the
building is 16 feet taller than the existing structure, 6 feet taller than the adjacent building and out of
scale with the entire block. The addition of a fourth story is unprecedented. The size is exacerbated by
the modern, cube-like design, devoid of the charm and character of the neighborhood. We estimate the
floor area ratio (FAR) of the proposed building to be significantly more than the neighboring structures.

Many of us have work commitments which conflict with the time of the hearing, and we appreciate the
Commission’s considering our views as expressed in this petition.

Name Address Years Phone e-mail ; Signature
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To:  The San Francisco Planning Commission

Re: 45 Grattan Street; Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446
(demolition)-and 2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction); Parking Variance (Case
No. 2010.0001V)

Discretionary Review and Variance Hearing: Thursday, January 20, 2011 at 1:30 p.m.

We, the undersigned, long-time Cole Valley residents respectfully request the Planning
Commission to deny Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and
2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction) and the Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V).
The existing single-family residence is consistent with the neighborhood character and
architectural style and scale of the surrounding homes. Its demolition would remove a
charming cottage which contributes to the charm and historic feel of Grattan Street.

The proposed construction of a 4-story 2-unit building with inadequate parking does not
meet the General Plan Priority Policy. The parking variance should be denied as there is
currently inadequate parking for residents and the patrons of Cole Street shops and
restaurants. Constructing two units without parking for two full-size cars will compound
the problem.

The design and scale of the proposed building are not compatible with the surrounding
buildings and therefore violate a Residential Design Guideline Principle. At a height of
40 feet and four stories, the building is 16 feet taller than the existing structure, 6 feet
taller than the adjacent building and out of scale with the entire block. The addition of a
fourth story is unprecedented. The size is exacerbated by the modern, cube-like design,
devoid of the charm and character of the neighborhood. We estimate the floor area ratio
(FAR) to be 1.38, significantly more than the neighboring structures.

Many of us have work commitments which conflict with the time of the hearing, and we
appreciate the Commission’s considering our views as expressed in this petition.

Name Address Years Phone e-mail Signature

in '

Cole

Valley 7\ /
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Nancy 1126 Cole | 23+ 415-753- nancynoakes@h / Mé@/
Noakes 8635 otmail.com
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To:
Re:

The San Francisco Planning Commission
45 Grattan Street; Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and

2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction); Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V)

Discretionary Review and Variance Hearing: Thursday, January 20, 2011 at 1:30 p.m.

We, the undersigned, long-time Cole Valley residents respectfully request the Planning Commission to
deny Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and 2010.01.08.4443 (New
Construction) and the Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V).
The existing single-family residence is consistent with the neighborhood character and architectural style
and scale of the surrounding homes. Its demolition would remove a charming cottage which contributes to
the charm and historic feel of Grattan Street.

The proposed construction of a 4-story 2-unit building with inadequate parking does not meet the General
Plan Priority Policy. The parking variance should be denied as there is currently inadequate parking for

residents and the patrons of Cole Street shops and restaurants. Constructing two units without parking for
two full-size cars will compound the problem.

The design and scale of the proposed building are not compatible with the surrounding buildings and
therefore violate a Residential Design Guideline Principle. At a height of 40 feet and four stories, the
building is 16 feet taller than the existing structure, 6 feet taller than the adjacent building and out of scale
with the entire block. The addition of a fourth story is unprecedented. The size is exacerbated by the
modern, cube-like design, devoid of the charm and character of the neighborhood. We estimate the floor
area ratio (FAR) to be 1.38, significantly more than the neighboring structures.

Many of us have work commitments which conflict with the time of the hearing, and we appreciate the
Commission’s considering our views as expressed in this petition.

B

Name Address Yrs. in Phone e-mail Signature
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Jan Platt 44 Grattan 32 415.731 8311 | janpl@comcast.net Fian T LA
Jeff Ross 44 Grattan 32 415.731 8311 | jeffross44@gmail.com O~
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To:  The San Francisco Planning Commission
Re: 45 Grattan Street; Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and
2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction); Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V)

Discretionary Review and Variance Hearing: Thursday, January 20, 2011 at 1:30 p.m.

We, the undersigned, Cole Valley residents respectfully request the Planning Commission to deny
Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and 2010.01.08.4443 (New
Construction) and the Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V).

The existing single-family residence is consistent with the neighborhood character and architectural
style and scale of the surrounding homes. Its demolition would remove a charming cottage which
contributes to the charm and historic feel of Grattan Street.

The proposed construction of a 4-story 2-unit building with inadequate parking does not meet the
General Plan Priority Policy. The parking variance should be denied as there is currently inadequate
parking for residents and the patrons of Cole Street shops and restaurants. Constructing two units
without parking for two full-size cars will compound the problem.

The design and scale of the proposed building are not compatible with the surrounding buildings and
therefore violate a Residential Design Guideline Principle. At a height of 40 feet and four stories, the
building is 16 feet taller than the existing structure, 6 feet taller than the adjacent building and out of
scale with the entire block. The addition of a fourth story is unprecedented. The size is exacerbated by
the modern, cube-like design, devoid of the charm and character of the neighborhood. We estimate the
floor area ratio (FAR) of the proposed building to be significantly more than the neighboring structures.

Many of us have work commitments which conflict with the time of the hearing, and we appreciate the
Commission’s considering our views as expressed in this petition.

Name Address Years Phone e-mail ; Signature
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To:  The San Francisco Planning Commission

Re: 45 Grattan Street; Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446
(demolition) and 2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction); Parking Variance (Case
No. 2010.0001V)

Discretionary Review and Variance Hearing: Thursday, January 20, 2011 at 1:30 p.m.

We, the undersigned, long-time Cole Valley residents respectfully request the Planning
Commission to deny Building Permit Application Nos. 2010.01.08.4446 (demolition) and
2010.01.08.4443 (New Construction) and the Parking Variance (Case No. 2010.0001V).
The existing single-family residence is consistent with the neighborhood character and
architectural style and scale of the surrounding homes. Its demolition would remove a
charming cottage which contributes to the charm and historic feel of Grattan Street.

The proposed construction of a 4-story 2-unit building With"inadequ ate parking does not
meet the General Plan Priority Policy. The parking variance should be denied as there is
currently inadequate parking for residents and the patrons of Cole Street shops and
restaurants. Constructing two units without parking for two full-size cars will compound
the problem.

The design and scale of the proposed building are not compatible with the surrounding
buildings and therefore violate a Residential Design Guideline Principle. At a height of
40 feet and four stories, the building is 16 feet taller than the existing structure, 6 feet
taller than the adjacent building and out of scale with the entire block. The addition of a
fourth story is unprecedented. The size is exacerbated by the modern, cube-like design,
devoid of the charm and character of the neighborhood. We estimate the floor area ratio
(FAR) to be 1.38, significantly more than the neighboring structures.

Many of us have work commitments which conflict with the time of the hearing, and we
appreciate the Commission’s considering our views as expressed in this petition.

Name Address Years Phone e-mail Signature
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Floor Area Ratio Comparison for 45 Grattan Street Proposed Project

A comparison! of the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of the proposed structure for 45 Grattan St. to the
existing, comparable structures? of the same block, shows the proposed structure to have a FAR
11% larger than the largest existing ratios, and 75% larger than the existing average ratio. We feel
this sets an undesirable precedent for Grattan Street and all of Cole Valley.

24 Grattan St: 3753 square feet, 3062 square foot lot = 1.23 FAR
32-34 Grattan St: 2376 square feet, 3062 square foot lot = 0.78 FAR
36 Grattan St: 2650 square feet, 3062 square foot lot = 0.87 FAR
44 Grattan St: 3800 square feet, 3062 square foot lot = 1.24 FAR
37 Grattan St: 1654 square feet, 3437 square foot lot = 048 FAR
41 Grattan St: 3192 square feet, 5937 square foot lot = 0.54 FAR
Current 45 Grattan St: 978 square feet, 3123 square foot lot = 0.31 FAR
51 Grattan St: 1248 square feet, 3123 square foot lot = 040 FAR
55-57 Grattan St: 2660 square feet, 2160 square foot lot = 1.23 FAR
Average = 0.78 FAR
Proposed 45 Grattan St: 4300 square feet, 3123 square foot lot = 138 FAR
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1 Using the ANSI Z765-2003 standard to compute square footage. Specifically, “measured at floor level to the exterior
finished surface of the outside walls”, excluding garages and unfinished areas.

2 Buildings with one or two residential units.
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PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCRETIONARY REVIEW

Case Number: 2010.0001D

45 GRATTAN STREET - south side between Cole and Belvedere Streets;

Lot 028 Assessor’s Block 1280 -

Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), of
Demolition Permit Application No. 2010.01.08.4446, proposing to demolish a
two-story, single-family residence within the RH-2 Zoning District.

Case Number: 2010.1152D

Mandatory Discretionary Review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 317(d), of
Building Permit Application No. 2010.01.08.4443, proposing to construct a new three
story over basement, two-unit building within the RH-2 District and 40-X Height and Bulk
District. Three separate requests for Discretionary Review have also been filed by
members of the public against the replacement project.

Project Sponsor: Erin Zhu & Blixa Bargeld

1. Given the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties, why
do you feel your proposed project should be approved?

As San Francisco’s residential housing stock ages, certain homes are reaching the
limits of their intended lifespan. Many homes built in the first quarter of the last century
were built quickly and inexpensively, with little attention to design or quality. The
builders of these homes had no expectation that they would provide housing for more
than a generation or two. The existing structure at 45 Grattan Street is a prime
example of this type of house; one that has been used well beyond its practical lifespan.

A great challenge awaits many residential property owners, architects, planners and



neighborhoods; new infill housing must be built within our established neighborhoods for
the next century. New homes must be built to last considerably longer than their
predecessors. They must be energy efficient, conservative in their use of materials,
flexible to accommodate the needs of the families of today and tomorrow and
engineered to last. And most importantly for the future of San Francisco’s proud
residential neighborhoods, they must be designed with the greatest respect for existing,

established neighborhood character.

For the Zhu / Bargeld family, this last challenge, the challenge of neighborhood
appropriate design became the central, and motivating theme in planning for their new
home. Their home in the Castro district had become too small for their growing family,
but they appreciated the fine and subtle architecture of the home that they had enjoyed
before becoming parents. Naturally, they sought out the services of Cary Bernstein, the

Architect who had done their home on 21 Street.

Working with Ms. Bernstein they explored the possibilities for expansion at 45 Grattan
St.. It soon became clear that preserving the structure meant one of two things:
significant expansion into the large midblock open-space enjoyed on the south side of
Grattan Street, or a de facto demolition. These alternatives were both enormously
costly and unlikely to result in an attractive home appreciated by the immediate
neighbors. Thus, Blixa and Erin decided the best alternative would be to design a new

home, which could better meet the needs of their family as well as the surroundings.

The design process started with conversations with our adjacent neighbors to the east
and to the west. Both of these neighbors expressed support for a new building, and
strongly encouraged us to build a compact structure and reduce the projection into the

rear yard, short of the footprint of the existing house. Following this input the new home,
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as proposed is 17 feet short of the allowable projection in the rear yard that would be
permitted by planning code. The footprint of the new house is and approximately 2 ¥

feet shorter than the old house on the site.

The exterior design proposed for the new home carefully responds to and reflects the
varied themes of early and mid 20" century homes on the block, without mocking or
caricature of the attractive architectural styles present. The massing and material
selection for the new home speak directly to the prevailing massing and materials of this
particular block of Grattan Street, while the contemporary design, sustainable
technology and detailed craftsmanship of the project complement the surrounding
buildings. Landscaping and visible planting is built into the architecture of every story,

adding romance and life to the street, as well as to the interior living spaces.

The new house provides two dwelling units. A larger principal residence for the family
and a smaller garden studio with accessibility features intended to provide an elder with

a comfortable and graceful independent environment.

The ground floor contains a common secure entry. The shared entry is both practical
and functional, providing for the equal dignity of both units despite the difference in their
size. Erin’s aging mother hopes to live there, and the family was not comfortable with
the typical secondary or side entrance used by most in law or garden apartments. The
two car tandem parking in the garage is accessible from the building interior from both

units. The south facing studio enjoys direct access to the rear yard and a shaded patio.

The upper residence has a conventional public first story with living kitchen and dining
areas and a half bath. A deck provides outdoor space and access to the backyard. The

second private story has three bedrooms two baths and a closet for laundry equipment.
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There is a center hall, top lit by windows at the upper stair landing and an interior light
well, which brings natural light into the second-floor bathrooms. The small third story
has one bedroom and one bathroom. The large setbacks from the building edge on
three sides provide for generous decks. Roof overhangs contribute to the energy
efficiency of the structure by providing shade on the south and east windows. A trellis
for vines on the north side complete an elegant top story bedroom filtered with shade,

shadow and light.

The massing of the new home follows the prevailing massing pattern on the block; two
main living stories clad in one material rest on a garage/basement story clad with a
second material. The top story is set substantially back from the front facade, 5 feet
deeper than the Residential Design Guidelines suggest, and does not compete with the

two-story over basement presentation to the street.

While other three stories over basement buildings on the block (55 -57, 48 -52, 36 -38
Grattan Street) present four-story fagades to the street in one plane, the substantial top
story setback at 45 Grattan reduces the visual mass and enhances the home’s smaller

and lighter presence as viewed from the sidewalk.

The main volume of the upper residence projects over the entry and garage level. Much
like a full-width bay, similar to the full-width projecting facade at 24 Grattan St.. The
articulated profile of the building from street level to the roof creates depth, relief and
shadow. The east side exterior building wall is adjacent to our neighbor’s driveway and
is therefore a visible element from the street; fire rated glazing and creative use of
siding materials and color will bring textural relief and visual interest to what otherwise
might have been a blank firewall. Our neighbor to the west is planning a substantial

building alteration / addition, and hopes to soon build up against our planned blank wall.
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We have worked closely with our neighbor to assure ease of construction and a

mutually complementary building design.

A permeable front facade completes the interplay of depth light and shadow in the
architecture. The main living stories will be clad in a light wood siding, echoing the
texture seen at 37 Grattan St.. This will bring a tactile, familiar material to the block face
continuing the alternating rhythm of stucco-wood-stucco-wood-stucco facades. The
building base is clad with darker materials (painted wooden fiber cement with bronze
anodized metal trim) consistent with many of the darker brick bases seen on other
buildings on the block. The top story cladding is similar to the base, creating visual
interest and minimizing the vertical presentation of the building with texture, tone and
light quietly articulating the exterior.

The question posed is “ ... why do you feel the proposed project should be
approved?”!. The answer is that the existing building at 45 Grattan St. does not
provide quality housing commensurate with the standards of the community. There is
no proper bedroom. The fully open attic provides a common sleeping area
inappropriate for families. While privacy is available in the bathroom, the only room with
a door is the modified dining area adjacent to the front entry door. While the building is
technically not unsound, it is of poor construction; there are water intrusion problems;
there is no insulation; the windows are drafty, leaky and largely inoperable; the floors
are warped and squeaky; and the rear extension is poorly designed and intrusive on the
neighbors. This home is unattractive and dysfunctional - the best way it can provide

housing in the future is to be deconstructed piece by piece and recycled into other

building projects.

Twe respond to the DR requesters in a subsequent section of this document; remaining focused
for now on providing information on the building itself
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A beautiful, architecturally appropriate home will be built in its stead, designed for Erin
and Blixa’s family, yet functionally prepared to provide quality housing for San Francisco

families beyond the 22" century.

2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project are you willing to
make in order to address the concerns of the DR requester and other
concerned parties? If you have already changed the project to meet
neighborhood concerns, please explain those changes indicate whether
the changes were made before filing your application with the City or after

filing the application.

The number of design changes made have been too numerous to describe individually.
For descriptive purposes they can be broken down into three categories: A) Design
Development Prior to Filing Application B) Working with Glenn Cabreros and the

Residential Design Team C) Following 311 Notification.

A) Prior to our application we worked closely with our two adjacent neighbors to be
certain that our exterior walls, decks and fenestration were respectful of their present
lifestyles and accommodated their plans for future alterations. The neighbors primary
concern for maintaining as much rear yard open space as possible, became a central

concern for our design.

Our neighbors house to the west is built up to the front property line and our neighbor to
the east is on a double lot, set significantly back from the street. This posed unique
design challenges if we were to achieve the programmatic goals of the Zhu / Bargeld

family, and in detailed consultation with our neighbors on either side, a design was
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completed for site permit application. Therefore we originally submitted a plan which
included a parking variance in order to gain living space for people from unneeded
parking. We pulled the rear of the new building forward, as far from our neighbors as
possible, and sought a front yard variance to allow us to continue certain architectural

elements, like a vine trellis, above the roof line on the front facade .

B) Working closely with Planning Department staff dozens of design modifications
were implemented throughout the project, ranging from changes to the entryway and
street-level materials choices, to adjustment of the ratio of glazing to solid material on
the facade, to elimination of rooftop planter systems at the front of the third floor roof

deck.

C) Inresponse to concerns raised by our neighbors across Grattan Street (now DR
requesters) we expanded the available parking area in the garage and withdrew our
request for a parking variance. The shading trellis for the top floor has been shifted
away from the front facade nearly 22 feet back from the front property line, an additional

5 feet beyond what had been proposed and supported by Planning Staff.

3. If you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other
alternatives, please state why you feel that your project would not have any
adverse effect on the surrounding properties. Please explain your needs
for space or other personal requirements that prevent you from making the
changes requested by the DR requester.

We believe that the new home we propose for 45 Grattan St. is a tastefully designed
and modestly scaled project precisely suited for the location and the context on this
block. There have been three request for Discretionary Review filed; although we have
met at least twice with each of these DR requesters, and we have made significant
modifications following their input, unfortunately, it does not appear likely that we could

reach common ground with these neighbors.
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Discretionary Review Request:

A) Robbie Vann- Adibe 50 Alma Street. Neighboring Property to the South.
Through his attorney, Mr. Westley, Mr. Vann-Adibe asserts that the project does

not comply with the Residential Design Guidelines stating:

“it is three stories and is the most massive building on this side of the block”

This is incorrect. Our adjacent neighbor to the East at 41 Grattan St. is considerably

more massive without being inappropriate or excessive for the neighborhood. Mr.

Hough’s green stucco home at 41 Grattan is 28 feet wide, 40 feet deep, and

approximately 34 feet above street level. While architecturally unlike other specific

homes on the block 41 Grattan is a lovely contributor to the street scape and an asset to

the community.

Our project is modest in scope and does not approach the maximum buildable area of
the subject lot as defined by The Planning Code, and the Residential Design Guidelines

(Exhibit 2 illustrates proposed construction versus allowable buildable area)

“There is no precedent for a four-story structure on this narrow residential
side street”
The standards of the Residential Design Guidelines (RDG) are clear in this regard. In
neighborhoods of “mixed visual character” architecturally appropriate top stories are
specifically recommended to be setback from the front facade to moderate their impact
on the street scape.(Residential Design Guidelines pg 10 & 24). The RDG clarifies
“Building Scale at the Street GUIDELINE: Design the height and depth of the
building to be compatible with the existing building scale at the street.
The significantly smaller building to the west at 51 Grattan St. is an exception and does
not conform with the existing building scale at the street. There is only one other home

on the block of similarly reduced size and scale.
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We have been in close consultation with our neighbor from the outset of this project and
we have made specific design accommodations for the expansion project she now has

in the design development phase.

Furthermore, despite the DR requesters repeated assertion that Grattan is a “narrow
residential side street” (Exhibit 3. San Francisco Department of Public Works
Monument Map - showing street widths) at 60 feet wide Grattan Street is typical for Cole

Valley - only Cole Street at 68 feet is significantly wider.

“An out of scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding residents feeling
boxed in and cut-off from the mid-block open-space ... The proposed building ..

. overwhelms the scale of the adjacent building in the mid-block space”

The new building at 45 Grattan St. will be less intrusive into the mid-block open-space
then the currently existing home. The overall projection is reduced and the privacy and
visual impact of the existing large rear roof deck has been eliminated. The mid-block

open-space will be enhanced by removal of the deck in both quality and quantity.

The DR requester asserts that “His enjoyment of the shared, common open space
would be compromised by the increased mass of the proposed four-story

building .. .”

Mr. Vann-Adibe’s access to and view of the shared common open-space will be
completely unaffected by the project at 45 Grattan St.. The subject block enjoys lots of
125 feet in depth, 25% longer than typical for residential districts. There is an additional
50 feet between the DR requesters home and the project site than would ordinarily be
found in such a case. In fact, it is unlikely that Mr. Vann-Adibe will see much of 45

Grattan St. at all; the center of the subject block has large trees which obscure views

Page 9 of 15



Alma Street north to Grattan.

The request for Discretionary Review goes on to discuss relative topography and
building elevations in the same regard. Please take a moment to examine Exhibit 4. .
We have prepared a section facing east from Grattan running through the entirety of the
subject block to Alma Street, this illustration demonstrates that Mr. Vann-Adibe’s

concerns about seeing or being seen by 45 Grattan are not well-founded.

The conclusion of this Request for Discretionary Review alleges that we have
maximized our “allowable buildable volume per the Planning Code” and therefore
the top story of this project should be removed. Referring back to Exhibit 2, it is clear
that the proposed construction is significantly within the “allowable buildable volume”;
in the interest of excellence and appropriateness in design Blixa and Erin have chosen

to leave upwards of 1500 ft.2 of potentially buildable area undeveloped.

The proposed top floor bedroom and bathroom total about 550 ft.2. This project is
clearly not about “Maxing out the lot” with a “Monster Home”. The top floor of this

building is the best place on this property to put the square footage the DR requester

has called into question. This bedroom and bathroom will be hidden by foliage and
generous setbacks and this level constitutes a subtle but significant design element

critical to the building as a whole.

Ms. Bernstein has created a top floor to balance this structure aesthetically. Without it,

the building will present as squat and blocky; yet with it, it has elegance and beauty.

The vine trellis and planted areas of the top floor deck will make leafy greenery the
defining characteristic of the upper portions of the home. Viewed from the sidewalk or

from homes across the street this level will hardly be seen as an add on or a penthouse,
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because itis not. Architecturally it is an integral design element, without which many of
the unique and appealing features Bernstein Architects has created for this family

cannot be realized.

Despite his worst fears, Mr. Vann-Abide’s enjoyment of his home at 50 Alma Street will
not be impacted by ANY Code compliant house that could be built at 45 Grattan. Please
flip to the photograph at tab 5 (Exhibit 5 view south from existing roof deck). That is
what Mr. Vann-Abide’s house looks like from Grattan Street — most likely that’s what

Grattan Street looks like, and will continue to look like from Alma.

Discretionary Review Request:
B. John Crandon and John Derryberry 36-38 Grattan Street
C. Jan Platt and Jeffrey Ross 44 Grattan Street?

Crandon, Derryberry, Platt and Ross (designated C.D.P.R., hereafter) state that
this project is not in compliance with the Planning Code by not providing

sufficient offstreet parking.

Mr. Bargeld does not drive and did not wish to build more shelter for cars; however, in
deference to the concerns of our neighbors, the garage plan has been modified to
provide two code compliant off street parking spaces. (Exhibit 7 Two Car Garage plan).
The variance application has been withdrawn and a fully code compliant permit

application is before this commission.

C.D.P.R. claim that the project violates General Plan Priority Policy 101.1(b) (8) to

As these separate DR requests are in large measure copies of one another with identical
content, a single response is provided. To avoid repetition, where the same issue has
been previously addressed, our response is not restated
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conserve and protect existing housing and neighborhood character, in the matter

of both the demolition and the replacement structure.

The existing home at 45 Grattan Street does not support family housing and cannot be
practically modified to do so. There is no bedroom. While there is nothing in the
General Plan that suggests that all housing must be family housing, this neighborhood
is primarily family oriented, with numerous amenities appealing specifically to families
(the exact amenities that drew Ms. Zhu and Mr. Bargeld here). With the exception of
the corner apartment buildings, most buildings in this district conform to the RH2 zoning

standards, which indicate family scale housing.

The present house at 45 Grattan is not only inadequate housing, it is also poorly
designed and intrusive into mid-block open-space with a large and prominent rear roof
deck, which impinges upon the privacy of all surrounding yards and homes. (Exhibit 8
Aerial View from West) This aerial photograph clearly shows this deck as one of only

two such large elevated decks on this block.

The approval of this project enhances major priority planning policies, such as:

. More neighborhood friendly and progressive design

. Less intrusive use of outdoor space

. Earthquake safety

. Energy efficiency

. Workforce housing (six beds are comfortably accommodated, while the current

home only awkwardly accommodates two),

. Addition of a dwelling unit, bringing the property to the maximum permitted
density under RH2 zoning

. Any potential affordability at the existing structure is severely compromised by

failing systems and maintenance demands - the building was purchased in 2008
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for $1.2 million. Over the course of the next 50 to 150 years the new home, as

proposed will be more affordable than retention of the existing structure.

C.D.P.R. state that “the neighborhood would be dramatically affected by the
change in character with the inappropriate scale and design of the proposed

structure.”

Please turn to tab 6 (Exhibit 6 Block Form Analysis - Elevations) - you'll find high-quality
and proportionally rendered streetscape photographs of both sides of Grattan Street,
including an illustration of the proposed house at number 45. The streetscapes have
been highlighted to demonstrate the massing relationships of the varying architectural
forms on this block. At a glance one can easily see that the scale of this project is well
within the norm for buildings on this block; the DR requesters across the street at 44

and 36 — 38 have homes whose massing scheme closely resembles that of the subject

property.

As one studies this photograph It is important to keep in mind that the top story at 45
Grattan, is actually setback 22 feet from the front property line. In actuality the top
story will visually recede, and be softened by permanent planting of climbing vines on

the shade trellis.

C.D.P.R. assert that “As the neighbors almost directly across the street from the
proposed building (they) would be very directly adversely affected” as the new

building will obstruct “the southern light we receive”

No new shadows will be cast above the ground floor by the newly proposed structure.
Our adjacent neighbor of very similar stature at 41 Grattan St. does not cast shadows

depriving neighbors on the even side of the street of sunlight. 45 Grattan will perform
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similarly near the winter solstice, when the sun is low in the South.

C.D.P.R. state in their DR request that Grattan Street is an unusual narrow street
creating unique conditions for sidewalks and buildings alike.
The official city map showing the width of streets in the district (Exhibit 3) shows that

most streets in Cole Valley have the same 60 feet as Grattan Street.

C.D.P.R. conclude by saying that the proposed home is too big, the design is too
different, and our new neighbors might disturb us.

The top floor, which is setback 22 feet from the front property line rises only 6 feet
higher than the adjacent home. At a proposed 3400 ft.2, this building will be quite

ordinary in size for Cole Valley.

The Residential Design Guidelines define a neighborhood of “mixed visual character”

with this illustration of a block face that could easily be Grattan Street.

@fﬂﬁ‘

A fourth story Oerback

mteﬂﬁijﬁ@? ?g% e form..

The% b; Wﬁ;g}]@ude this |IILstr ,
buildings. e
foot setback from the front | property line:

There is no prevailing stylistic pattern in place
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Considerably more attention to appropriateness of design and sensitivity of massing
were devoted to every aspect of our project than is suggested as appropriate by this
example in the Residential Design Guidelines, San Francisco Planning’s officially

adopted guide in such matters.

Cary Bernstein, is a highly regarded residential architect and her work has a reputation
for craftsmanship and elegance. At 45 Grattan she has approached this home with
great care and attention to detail. In every aspect of this project careful consideration

has been paid to the neighborhood context and atmosphere.

More and more San Francisco homes are entering a second century of use that their
builders never imagined. Increasingly we will be challenged as a city to create quality
infill architecture in our residential neighborhoods. If Ms. Bernstein’s proposal for 45
Grattan is an example of the creative and site appropriate design we can look forward

to, the future of our lovely neighborhoods is secure.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jeremy Paul
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